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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this paper will be to examine, in the text of Homer’s Illiad, some
of the pragmatic and sociolinguistic factors in the choice of form of address (epithet).
Specifically I will look at these in light of the Parry-Lord theory of oral composition and
its claims of ‘economy of form.” The results of this limited examination have important
implications for the viability of such methods and for our understanding of oral,
traditional literature.

Milman Parry, as is well known, demonstrated that the choice of appellation for
any character, between the given-name (e.g., 'Ayapéuvcov) and the patronymic (e.g.,
"ATpetdng) was a decision based on metrical considerations alone, and importantly, not
on semantic ones. The two terms cannot simply be substituted for the other without
changing the meter of the whole line. The choice between the two is, according to Parry,
driven by metrical necessity alone and hence any possible distinction of meaning is
automatically bleached. The two names mean the same thing (i.e., Agamemnon).

In this study I will look specifically at the use types of address within the
narrative frame of the Iliad, in light of two potentially contributing factors. From a
sociolinguistic standpoint, I will show that the distribution of these forms of address
across the whole set of speakers is constrained by the relative social standing of the
speaker in respect to the addressee. I will then give evidence for how pragmatic factors

as well condition the appearance of one form of address over another.



The evidence in this paper, then, will show that both sociolinguistic factors such
as degree of social distance and relative position within the social hierarchy combine with
specific situationally defined pragmatic factors to place constraints on the appropriateness
of competing forms of address, forms whose distribution was earlier ascribable to
metrical constraints alone. In other words, forms of address are effected by important
matters of social hierarchy and the practical movement of the plot.

Thus in line A.7 of the Iliad: Atpeidns Tte &vaf avdpddv kal dios 'AxiIAAeUs,
Homer offers us a contest between Agamemnon, the holder of title and its concomitant
privileged position, a man whose titles alone define him and the untitled but divinely
defined and, importantly, named Akhilleus. It will be as much a contest between office

and 8ios as it will be between individuals.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Scholars who consider Homeric epic as orally derived are sometimes accused of
diminishing its (literary) artistry. This accusation stems from the early emphasis
placed upon formulae and themes ... . Several recent studies have demonstrated that
some formulae ... communicate far more than simply their semantic meaning and have
close relationships with their narrative contexts."

The topic of this present work is speech, but speech of a certain kind. As Kirk
states, “nearly half of [the text of] the Iliad consists of direct speech.” In the present
work, I will deal with this half of that text. I am focusing specifically on the narrativized
speech of the Iliad, that is, text gua utterance that is presented within a larger narrative
context.” One of the contentions of this work is that context, narrativized or other, is
crucial for understanding the language of any speech that takes place within it.* In
particular in this work, I will be focusing on the use of vocative forms of address within
the speeches of the Iliad.

Adam Parry notes the importance in the Iliad of names and titles and other

epithets which the oral theory had demoted to the status of being virtual filler. His claim

! Person, Raymond F. Jr., “The ‘Becoming Silent to Silence’ Formula in Homer,” GRBS 36, 1995, p. 327
I

2 Kirk, J., The Illiad: A Commentary, Volume II: Books 5-8, Cambridge University Press, 1990, p. .28.
? Also referred to as embedded direct speech or oratio recta.
* The ultimate formulation of this thesis would be that no language appears except against some kind of

contextual field. Whether we take that field to be supplied by the context itself directly or by some creation
(fantasy, if you like) of that context on the part of the hearer, all language is contextual, i.e., local.



is that the metrical functionality of the fixed epithet does not, a priori, divest it of its
meaning. Although the force of the repetition of such formulaic phrases seems to have
the effect of bleaching them of their meaning, Parry points out that in certain verses, the
poet has brought the force of the meaning of these epithets to the fore. Thus when the

poet identifies the two primary protagonists of the poem at A.7 as:

(D) "ATpeidngs Te &vag avdpdov kai dios AxIAAeTs

the effect, he claims, is to focus our attention on the fact that the poem is about a struggle
between the leader of all the Greek forces and its most valuable warrior. Parry’s point
here seems to be a robust one and serves well to highlight how such oft-repeated
ornamental epithets do not, in fact, need to be meaningless, even if, via repetition, they
lose some of the force of that meaning.” If Parry is correct, (1) above offers prima facie
evidence for how context can work to help construct meaning.

One question we might ask is whether these forms are equally meaningful —or
equally meaningless— in the ‘mouths’ of the narrator and in those of his embedded
characters. That the language of the speeches should be treatable as distinct from that of
its narrative frame has already been suggested by Griffin. He has noted how the language
(the ‘diction’) of the narrative portions of the Iliad and Odyssey differs in important ways
from that of the speeches contained within them and how the narrator appears to have

different knowledge from that expressed by his characters.’ In particular, the language of

> Parry, Adam, “Language and Characterization in Homer,” in The Language of Achilles, and Other
Papers, Oxford Clarendon Press, 1989, p. 301 ff.

% Griffin, J., “Homeric Words and Speakers,” JHS, 1986, pp. 36-57.



the speeches shows a particular preoccupation with social values —as hinted at, for
example, by the frequent use of abstract nouns and evaluative terms like aidcos— not
shared by the narrator.” Although the focus in this study on address may appear to be
quite narrow, this element of speech turns out to be extremely important for the
characterization of any subsequent discourse. Forms of address not only identify the
intended recipient of speech, but qualify that recipient in ways that are crucially
important for understanding the rest of the discourse. For example, when Hektor
addresses his brother Paris as 8uomapt (['.39), he not only signals his identity: “Paris,”
but Hektor’s feelings about him: “Paris you asshole.” As I will discuss further in Chapter
2, this tendency of address to be used by speakers to both identify and characterize
addressees is an important feature of natural language use.® As Hektor appears to do at
[".39, speakers regularly use address to socially define their addressees and their own
relations to those addressees. One of the main goals of this work is to determine the
degree to which this type of characterization of speech can be claimed for Homeric
discourse in general. Are uses like dUomapr at ['.39 or even &vag avdpcov at A.7, which
seem to show a high degree of contextual sensitivity, a common feature of that discourse
or are they rare (or even illusory)? Given the stringencies of oral composition as it has

been conceived since Milman Parry, particularly vis-a-vis his concept of the economy of

" Bers, Victor, Speech in Speech: Studies in Incorporated Oratio Recta in Attic Drama and Oratory,
Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, 1997, p. 13 suggests that Griffen’s point is perhaps over stated:
“Homeric O[ratio] R[ecta] and narrative draw on substantially the same lexicon.” Note also that the poet
offers no obvious dialectal substitutions in the speeches analogous to the use of Doric Greek in the case of
the tragic chorus.

¥ See, inter alios Brown, Penelope and Stephen G. Levinson, Politeness, Some Universals in Language
Usage, Cambridge, 1987; Ervin-Tripp, S., “Sociolinguistic Rules of Address,” in Pride and Holms,
1972, pp. 225-240; Hudson, Richard A, Sociolinguistics, Cambridge University Press, 1996.



expression,’ a) to what degree does the poet of the Iliad seem to have allowed context to
influence the choice of forms he employed in creating his verses, and the way he
characterized his characters? b) is Agamemnon always just Agamemnon?

Friedrich has noted recently the importance of the difference in how Akhilleus

addresses Agamemnon at A.122, and how he addresses him at T.146 «.T.A. (1)

(2) [ prhokTeQVOTATE TAvTCwy A.122
"ATpeidn kUBIoTE {
| &vag avdpcov "Ayduepvov T.146 k.T.A.

for defining their evolving relationship within the narrative frame of the Iliad. He notes

that these two verse-long addresses mark the two ends of their relationship as it develops

over the course of the poem. The former address, A.122, marks the beginning of their
feud, the latter, T.146, its resolution and Akhilleus’ reintegration into the society of the
Greek stratos.'"® Although his focus on the aesthetic justness of these terms is too narrow
for the purposes of this study, nevertheless, Friedrich’s observations are suggestive. In
particular, I note that Akhilleus’ addresses in (2) define not only Agamemnon vis-a-vis
his social persona, his face, but also Akhilleus vis-a-vis Agamemnon. To put it another
way, all three, Akhilleus, Agamemnon, and their social world seem to be indexed in these
addresses.

The relationship of forms of address such as we find in (2) —and, I will argue, in
numerous other cases in the Iliad— to their contexts will be the topic of this project.

Given that the forms of address can differ, what motivation if any could have prompted

? Parry, Milman, The Making of Homeric Verse, Oxford University Press, 1971.

1 Friedrich, Rainer, “‘Flaubertian Homer:’ the Phrase Juste in Homeric Diction,” Arion, 102, 2002 p-1

Vi



the poet to chose one over the other? Since forms of address differ. Is their difference
important? How? Does it matter who is speaking to whom? When he is speaking to
him? Why he is speaking to him? What information actually seems to be communicated
in the forms chosen by the poet as he has deployed them? The purpose of this study will
be to attempt to answer such questions, but more importantly, to attempt to provide a
methodology for answering similar questions. In this work, I will explore the notion that,
as in the case of spoken language, there is a range of kinds of information that is crucial
for interpreting what characters within the text of the Iliad ‘say,” and how and why they
say it. To put it another way, speakers and addressees have beliefs about things, about
themselves, about others, about the world, and about the situation in which they are
involved. These elements constitute their background knowledge and include knowledge
or beliefs about social roles like those instantiated as &vaf avdpdov, parent or friend,
about social relationships like those predicated on emotions like anger, concern, or
affection, and about situational dynamics like fighting, cooperating, consoling, or
cajoling.

Beginning with his 1928 Master’s thesis, L’épithet traditionnelle dans Homere,
Milman Parry forever changed the face of Homeric scholarship and ultimately of our
conception of the poet(s) of the Iliad and the Odyssey. From the unresolved and un-
resolvable chaos of the previous centuries of Homeric scholarship, out of the ashes of the
‘Homeric question,” Homer emerged as a single traditional composer of popular folk
epic, albeit one of a singular character and genius. Although there was some initial
reluctance to acknowledge this, this part of the picture is, for the most part, now accepted.

Under the tutelage of the linguist Antoine Meillet, Parry’s next step was to cast that folk



singer in the guise of an oral singer, one defined by his technique of extemporaneous
‘composition in performance.” What this meant to Parry (and Meillet) was that the poet
was actually a singer (&o1dd5) and was envisioned as composing his song (&oidn)) in the
very act of performing it."" Therefore, there was no Iliad, per se, until the singer actually
sang it; only a tradition of characters, type scenes, narratives and, of course, the epic
Kunstsprache. This tradition was defined, at least in part, by all the versions of the story
of the Iliad that that singer had either heard or himself sung previously. Thus, the
tradition was a continuously evolving one, and the /liad we have, only one instantiation
of that story by one singer, perhaps named Homer. That is to say, we have an Iliad.

It is almost impossible to imagine a thesis having anything to do with the poetry
of Homer that does not, at some point, confront the specters of Parry and Albert Lord, so
far-reaching and influential has their theory of oral composition been. At the foundations
of their proposal are the concepts of the economy of expression and its foundational
notion of the essential idea.”” These two concepts find their expression in the theory of

3

the formula and the formular system.” Kirk describes this system as

a conventional phraseology, amounting in many cases to a systematic corpus of
phrases for different characters, objects and functions ... [that] maintains both a
remarkable coverage (‘scope’) and remarkable avoidance of duplication

" That the poet therefore did not employ writing as an aid to composition, although often the feature of the
oral theory that is most immediately and readily noticed, might seem in fact to be only a secondary feature
of the theory, arising necessarily from the exigencies of composition in performance but not actually
defining it. See, inter alios, Havelock, E., The Muse Learns to Write: Reflections on Orality and Literacy
Jfrom Antiquity to the Present, Yale University Press, 1986. Barry Powell offers a particularly extreme and
problematic story. See Powell, Barry, Homer and the Origin of the Greek Alphabet, Cambridge University
Press, 1991.

> See Parry, 1971.p. 173 ff.

" For a discussion of the difference, see Parry 71. p. 275.



(‘economy’ or ‘thrift’) in the creation, preservation and deployment of these
traditional or conventional phrases know as formulas."
For Parry, the whole formular system is based on this notion of the economy of
expression or ‘thrift,” which itself is predicated on the concept of the essential idea.
However, this latter concept is left frustratingly undeveloped both by Parry himself and
by later scholars, even those who are critical of Parry. Parry states the relationship as
follows: a formula is “a group of words that is regularly employed under the same

metrical conditions to express a given essential idea.”"”

Parry used this feature of
Homeric composition, namely the ‘regular employ[ment]” of forms to represent an idea,
to develop his notion of the economy of style. Parry stated that there was but one
expression for each semantic, grammatical, and metrical nexus. Of this Denys Page says,
“for a given idea within a given place in the line, there will be found in the vast treasury
of phrases one formula and one only.”'® However, his substitution of “given idea” for
“essential idea” is no real improvement. Parry noted that this system was simultaneously
so economical and complex that it could not, he concluded, be the creation of one poet.

Such a system must have evolved slowly over time, added to by each successive poet,

culminating with the master poet of the lliad and Odyssey.

“Kirk, op. cit., p. 24.

" Parry, 1971, p. 30, emphasis mine. For a concise ‘history’ of the development of the ‘oral theory,” see
Russo, Joseph, “The Formula,” in Morris and Powell, 1997, pp. 238-260.

16 Page, Denys Lionel, History and the Homeric Iliad, Berkeley, University of California Press, 1959, p.
224, emphasis mine.



Parry’s notion of the essential idea remained ultimately unexplored presumably
because it was felt to require no explanation.”” At the heart of this concept is the
supposition that expressions which differ in respect to some set of features —say case,
tense, or metrical shape, or some grouping of these features— but are identical in some
other set of features, especially in respect to their referent, can be used to substitute for
each other under conditions that are prescribed by the other, non-shared features. Thus,
the noun phrases in Table 1.1 (p. 9), differ in case and in particular lexica but not in
metrical shape or line position or, crucially, in referring to Agamemnon. They, therefore,
can be substituted for each other within that line position, metrical shape, and referent
under conditions prescribed by case. Although these noun phrases are different in terms
of vocabulary, the claim is that there is no real difference between them in terms of
semantics." According to Parry, ‘wide-ruling Agamemnon,” ‘Agamemnon McAtreus,’
‘Agamemnon, shepherd of the people,” and ‘lord of men, Agamemnon’ all mean
essentially the same thing, namely ‘Agamemnon.’” For Parry, ‘Agamemnon’ is the
essential idea that is conveyed by all of these noun phrases. Parry’s essential idea then
borders on the ontological.

But is this actually true? It is true that Agamemnon in the lliad is the supreme
commander of the Greek forces arrayed against Troy. However, is this fact so ubiquitous
that it becomes transparent to such a degree that eupu kpeicov "Ayapéuveov means simply

"Ayapéuveov? This is what is necessary for Parry’s notion of the essential idea to work.

"7 Edwards, p. 190, calls the term “vague semasiologically.” Edwards, Mark, ‘Homer and the Oral
Tradition, Part 1,” Oral Tradition, 1986, pp. 171-230, by which I take him to mean that the ‘essential idea’
was purposefully semantically underspecified.

18 Note that the dative and accusative forms involve the same lexical items in the same order. It is not at all
clear how ‘different’ these forms would have seemed to the inflected language speaking Greeks.



Agamemnon’s status must become so obvious that it becomes unimportant. First, I note
that the phrases eupu kpeicov, Toluéva Aacdov and &vaf avdpdov all pertain specifically to
Agamemnon’s military authority within the Greek stratos at Troy." Thus, it is possible

that these phrases substitute for each other under their different grammatical conditions,

Nom. - U Ul - U ul-l eUpV Kpeiwv "Ayauéuveov
Gen. "Ayauéuvovos ‘ATpeidao
Dat. "AyaUEUVOVL TTOIUEVL ACOV
Acc. "Ayapéuvova Tolpéva Aadov
Voc. &vag avdpdov 'Aydueuvov

Table 1.1 Formulae for Agamemnon in Line Final Position
Following the Penthemimeral Caesura.

at line end, following the penthemimeral caesura because they actually mean something
approximately the same, namely they represent the ‘fact’ that Agamemnon is the
commander-in-chief. It is, however, not necessary to assume that these epithets have
been bleached of all meaning if it is, in fact, actually important within the narrative of the
lliad that Agamemnon is the commander in chief. The question to ask now is whether
these noun phrases mean simply ‘Agamemnon’ as only a fixed, distinct, ontological

entity, with an independent, personal essence, or ‘Agamemnon, the commander-in-chief,’
i.e., as a social entity (irrespective of his ontological essence).”’ Under the strictures of

the Parry-Lord model, there could in fact, be no difference between the two.”!

T will discuss the function and importance of the patronymic in Chapter 4.

» Or just ‘commander in chief.’



The term essential idea implies that the essence of eupU kpeicov "Ayapéuveov is
just Agamemnon. Agamemnon is always, and as far as diction is concerned,
unimportantly the commander-in-chief; the two mean the same thing. But Agamemnon
could inhabit other roles; he could be a brother to Menelaos, an advisee of Nestor, a lover
of Kryseis, an ekhthros of Akhilleus, or an enemy of Priam. These roles need not replace
that of commander in chief, but, by Parry’s model, ‘Agamemnon’ as an essence must
eclipse these other, situational roles, and it must be situationally unimportant that he is
commander in chief.

However, there is another possibility, namely that what is at issue in elpU kpeicov
"Ayauéuveov is not Agamemnon, but eupU kpeicov. That is, we might want to ask
whether or not Agamemnon’s role as &vaf avdpdov is important to how he is portrayed
and characterized in the Iliad. Would Diomedes or Menelaos have treated the priest
Khryses the same way? Is Agamemnon’s position within the Greek stratos important
when we consider Akhilleus’ challenge? His attempt at murder? Would Akhilleus have
withdrawn from the war if he became involved in a similar contest with another of the
Greeks? Does Akhilleus have the same relationship with Agamemnon as Nestor does? as
Menalaos? as Zeus? To assume that &vaf avdpdov 'Aydaueuvov is essentially the same
as Aydauepvov is to assume that the epithet &vaf avdpdv is unimportant to
understanding Agamemnon’s role in the Greek camp and his behavior in the poem. To
answer these questions in the affirmative is to assume that identity for Homer is absolute
and synonymous with some kind of internally consistent, ontological personal identity, a

narrative or psychological essence if you will, and has no social component. That is, we

' T will leave aside for the moment the question of whether or not Agamemnon, a character in a fictional
narrative, can have any ontological status.

10



must completely separate characters’ psychology from their social position and ignore the
latter. The other possibility is that social status is important for how we understand the
actions of characters in Homer, and that epithets, both those that overtly reflect social
position, like &vaf avdpdov, and those that don’t, like "ATpeidao, are important for
understanding the social dynamics of characters within the narrative.”> That is, epithets
which in some way evaluate their bearer have repercussions for how others interact with
that character; it matters to Akhilleus that Agamemnon is &vag avdpdov.

If it matters to Akhilleus that Agamemnon is &vag avdpdov, then it follows that
identity within the Iliad contains a social component, perhaps is primarily social.
Socially defined identity is important not only for how others interact with us, but for
how we interact with others. If Agamemnon’s role as &va§ avdpdv is important for who
he is and how he is portrayed in the /liad, then it is likely that it is important whether he
is called &vaf avdpdv. Social position is bound up in how we portray ourselves and in
how others portray us, both to us and to others. Since language is one of the primary
media by which we portray ourselves and our world, it follows that presentation, both
self- and other-, should be found expressed in language. What we are called or what we
call others matters for how we position ourselves socially. This is the heart of the project
called sociolinguistics— the study of language and its role within a social setting, as a
tool of social intercourse. This, for the most part is what I will be doing in this project.”

It is clear that the answers to the questions I have posed require us to come to

some sort of an understanding of the social dynamics —the social and personal

2 See Chapter 4 for a discussion of the sociolinguistics of the use of the partonymic as an address form in
the Iliad.

> See especially Chapter 2.
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dynamics— of the characters involved, if only to rule these out as a contributing factor
for our understanding of Homeric or Iliadic social identity. For the Parry-Lord thesis (or
the strict version of it at any rate) to be correct, 'Aydauepvov, dvaf avdpddov "Ay&uguvov
and piAokTeavedoTaTe TavTwy must all be used irrespective of the situational, social
setting, i.e., the context in which they are used. Some concatenation of meter, case,
position in the line, and an internally consistent personal identity, the character’s essence,
must alone determine the poet’s choice. However, as we have just seen, the last of these
categories is highly problematic. Parry does admit a distinction between ‘generic’ and
‘particularized’ epithets, and to that the latter group would surely belong
phokteaveoTaTe. The claim being made here, is that, in fact, all are epithets are in some
way ‘particularized.”. That is, that piAokTeavdTaTe mavTwv relies on &vaf avdpdov

"Ayduenvov as a contrast and vice versa; both state something about their referent. 2

A study of the effect of context on speech must take into account the social and
cultural world in which that speech is presented as occurring. Thus, we must say
something about the Iliadic cultural context in which the speeches of the Iliad take place.
I use the term Iliadic here specifically to stress that this study neither makes, nor attempts
to make any claims about the context in which the poem was composed and or
performed. We will want to form some kind of a picture of what values characters share,
what things motivate and inhibit which actions, and so on. We will want to know how
social relationships appear to be defined and negotiated, how power is displayed and

exercised and to what degree social position seems negotiable within the poem. One

# Parry, 71, p. 153 ff.
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thing to keep in mind is that it may be necessary to speak of Iliadic contexts. That is, the
influence of context on speech, the characterization of speech may be different on the
battlefield and off; in the boulé, and in the agdn; in the hut of Akhilleus, in the halls of
Priam and on the walls of Troy.

When we discuss the cultural context of the Iliad, we must keep in mind that we
are presented with only a sliver of the theoretically possible cultural pie. We see a city at
war, under siege, and the Greek army besieging it. There is no real presentation of
economic activity outside of plundering nearby cities; no description of agriculture, no
poor.” The culture we find presented in the Iliad is distinctly top heavy. Homer focuses,
one may safely say, on only the upper echelon of that society, the heroes, the andres
agathoi, the basileis, and from a male and masculine perspective.” Although members

of the laoi are occasionally presented to us and even occasionally given voice —as in the

» It is true that some economic and agricultural activities (assuming that the two need to be distinguished,
agriculture is probably best seen as an economic activity) are depicted in the similes as well as on the shield
of Akhilleus, but it is not at all clear whose activities are being portrayed; certainly it is never expressed
that what we find depicted in the similes or the shield represents the activities of the Greeks or Trojans in
the poem, although it might. Haubold, Johannes, Homer’s People: Epic Poetry and Social Formation,
Cambridge University Press, 2000, p. 18, suggests the importance of livestock: “Odysseus wipes out an
entire generation of Ithicans because they eat up his livestock. Achilles thinks an attempt on his flocks
[would have been] a good reason for joining the Trojan war (/. 1.153 f.).”

% Contra this notion, see Rihll, T. E., “The Power of the Homeric Basileus,” in Homer 1987: Papers of
the Third Greenbank Colloquium, April 1987, Liverpool Classical Papers No. 2, edited by J. Pinsent &
H.V. Hurt, Liverpool Classical Monthly, 1992, pp. 40-50, n. 24. Rihll’s objection is based on his noting
that Meriones and, in the Odyssey, Eumaios are important characters, given their long and important
speeches and yet are clearly of a lower class (this fact is by no means a given in the case of Meriones, who
is defined merely as Idomaneus’ ©epatcov N.244 and also is given a patronymic [the importance of which,
see Chapter 4]). That members of other, lower classes would not be of interest in a work that focuses on
the elite is in no way a given. For example, members of lower castes appear frequently in the Indian court
poetry of Kalidasa, poetry that, by virtue of its dominant language — Sanskrit— was clearly intended for an
elite audience. Rihll’s contention is contradicted by Thersites’ depiction in Book 2. One of Eumaios’ roles
can, in fact, be said to be to function as an exemplum of the ideal member of the lower class, in which role
he can be contrasted then with Thersites (see also, Thalmann, 82).
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case of Thersites or Eumaios in the Odyssey”’ — they are always presented either in
isolation, as in the case of Thersites (Book 3) or anonymously, like the &vdpes drjuou
whom Odysseus lambastes in Book 2. The laoi seem to function in comparison or in
contrast with the heroes, the elite. The focus of the Iliad seems pretty consistently to be
on its elite.”

Although it is safe to say that there is no culture, no human culture, which is not
hierarchical, the hierarchy we find in the /liad is marked as openly and, one might say,
enthusiastically dynamic. For the heroes of the Iliad, relative social position is constantly
on display and constantly subject to renegotiation.” Nevertheless, the engine that drives
the primary plot along is one such hierarchical struggle, namely, that between
Agamemnon and Akhilleus. The maintenance of and struggle for status, for position
within a hierarchy, will turn out to be of extreme importance for any discussion of the
effects of context on speech and address. This is all the more true since speech appears to
be one of the primary means by which this social dynamic is negotiated. Thus, at A.122,
Akhilleus’ switch from the as yet unexpressed but potential address &vaf avdpdov
"Aydaueuvov to the attested piAokTeavdoTaTe WavTwv presents his evaluation of

Agamemnon as &vaf avdpdov, as the rest of his subsequent speech goes on to show.*

2 On the problems of this voice see especially Spivak, G., “Can the Subaltern Speak?,” in Loomba, 1998,
pp. 231-244. Spivak argues that the ‘voice’ of others can never be presented directly but only re-presented
from the perspective of and translated into the voice of the author.

2 Thalmann, claims that Thersites “need not be taken as typical of the common soldier, however. He
represents their attitudes in exagerated form, ... he is on the margines of society and blurs class
distinctions,” [emphasis mine]. Thalmann, W. G., “Thersites: Comedy, Scapegoats, and Heroic Ideology,’
TAPA, 118, 1988,p. 17.

s

* 1t should be noted, however, that relative social position is never presented as successfully redefined or
overturned, the two important exceptions perhaps being found in the Odyssey, i.e., Odysseus and
Telemakhos.

* Friedrich, op. cit., argues that this form of the address is traditional, since it is numerically much more
common and since pilokTeavedTaTte Tavtwy depends on it for comparison.
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The purpose of this introduction is not to exhaustively describe Iliadic culture;
however, it does seem prudent to say some things about the social dynamics that will be
important in the following study, particularly as they relate to how interaction is
conducted and how social spaces are navigated. I will not attempt to define Iliadic culture
in essentializing terms such as ‘shame culture,” ‘guilt culture,” ‘tribal society,” ‘political,’
or ‘pre-political.”” Nevertheless, it does seem possible to discuss something of the social
organization, some of the types of motivations that seem to drive characters’ actions. In
addition, following Donlan, I will not attempt to address the relationship between Iliadic
culture and any potential ‘real world’ culture (locatable “spatially and temporally”).
Rather I agree with him that “the system ... in the Iliad may properly be analyzed in
respect to its own inner logic.”* For example, whether the society (societies?) presented
in the Iliad represents a polis society or an oikos society only becomes a valid question if
this typology is predictive, i.e., if it allows us to positively reconstruct aspects of the
society not presented in our evidence (the Iliad in this case), and allows us to make
further inferences based on those otherwise absent features. Such a positivist and
essentializing typology is ultimately based on a problematic assumption, namely that

types are, in fact, essentializing; that is, that a ‘polis-system’ should never contain certain

3 See, especially, Adkins, Arthur W. H., “Homeric Ethics,” in A New Companion to Homer, E. J. Brill,
1997; Cairns, Douglas L., Aidos, the Psychology and Ethics of Honour and Shame in Ancient Greek
Literature, Oxford University Press, 1993; Dodds, E. R., The Greeks and the Irrational, Beacon Press,
1957 and “The Social Groups of Dark Age Greece,” CP, 1984; Hammer, Dean, The Iliad as Politics: the
Performance of Political Thought, University of Oklahoma Press, 2002, et alios.

2 Donlan, Walter, “The Structure of Authority in the Iliad” Arethusa Vol. 12, No 1, 1979, p. 52. Contra
this see Raaflaub, who states “the historicity of Homeric society has become an important problem,”
Raaflaub, Kurt A., “Homeric Society” in Morris and Powell, p. 624. Much of the debate centers around
typological questions of social and political structure and positivist historigraphical questions which seem
unanswerable and ultimately unproductive. See also Finley, 78, Van Wees, et alios.
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features of an ‘oikos-system’ and vice versa; that such types actually determine or
constrain which features a given society will be allowed to express and which ones it will
not. Such a methodology actually provides us with nothing vital for our reading of the
poem. Instead, I will rely on a strictly descriptive methodology by examining what
features are actually present and making no assumptions about those features which are
not discussed in the narrative itself.

The societies of the Greek stratos and the Trojan city that are depicted in the lliad
are, like all human cultures, hierarchical, but that hierarchy is relative, situational, and
potentially always subject to renegotiation, albeit, this ability to negotiate social position
is not unrestricted; Thersites cannot compete with the basileis as Odysseus shows. Let
me clarify this; there seems to be one primary social class distinction made in the poem,
that between members of the elite —referred to variously as andres agathoi, esthloi,
heroes, and basileis— and the laoi.”’ In addition, there is a set of characters whose social
position is not clear, but who probably can be classed with the laoi, although they
function in many ways like members of the elite; these include the mantis, Kalkhas, and

the priest, Khryses.” The members of the laoi, however, with the possible exceptions of

3 Sometimes as a collective singular, laos. Van Effenterre (quoted in Haubold, p. 2) states that “[t]he laoi
can equally well be soldiers of an army as members of any crowd. The only constant meaning one can
ascribe to the term is that of an undifferentiated, and we might add, subordinate mass of people, viewed as
being in an inferior or precarious position.” [emphasis mine]. Thalmann, 88, rejects the notion of hard and
fast class distinctions. Nevertheless, with the exception of Thersites problematic case (see above), the laoi
are never represented as speaking or acting as individuals whereas the basileis are.

** Again, any attempt to type these characters’ social position by class is only felicitous if such a typology

functions predictively. That is, it is useful if we can confidently make claims about them based on their a
priori status as members of one class or the other.
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Thersites and the two just mentioned, do not appear as individuated persons, but rather en
masse or as anonymous members of that undifferentiated mass; they are the &vdpes
drjuov.

Haubold suggests how the relationship between the laoi and the elite can be
summed up in the noun phrase mowpévi/a Aacv. This suggests a caretaker/charge
relationship which can be seen acted out in, for example, the assembly which is called in
response to Apollo’s plague in Book 1. The leader, Agamemnon, is responsible for the
protection of the /aoi. Although it is Akhilleus who calls the assembly at A.54, he
addresses the problem to Agamemnon. For Haubold, this relationship between moiunv
and flock, as it is expressed in Archaic poetry, is always a failed one, which can best be
summed up by the phrase at A.10: OAékovto 8¢ Aaoi. “Failure of the shepherd,” he
states, “is the rule not the exception.” ¥ Nevertheless, the roufv does not own the flock,
he watches over it and protects it. In the /liad, Agamemnon cannot merely command the
army to act, but must seek its consent, or the consent of the individual leaders (cf. B.110-
141). Amongst the elite basileis, social position seems to be determined, at least

notionally, by size of one’s contingent, as Nestor states at A.280 f.

3) el B¢ oU kapTePOS Eoot Beax B¢ o yeivaTo unTnp, A.281

AAN O ye pEpTEPSS EOTIV ETTEl TTAEOVECOIV AVACOEL.

Even if you are stronger and the mother who bore you was a goddess,
still this one’s pépTepos because he commands a larger contingent.™

¥ Haubold, p. 20. See, also pp. 17-31.

 Le., the state of being pépTepos is (partly) defined by having a larger contingent. This is reiterated in the
catalogue by the narrator at B.580 “... ToAU 8¢ mAeloTous dye Aaovs.” Donlan (op. cit., p. 53) rightly notes
that the basis of Agamemnon’s authority is actually “a complex of inheritance, remote divine sanction, age,
personal wealth, and numbers of followers.” See also Rihll, op. cit., et alios. All translations are my own.
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However, the primary distinction within the elite class seems to be between
Agamemnon on the one side as the &vaf avdpdov and the remaining heroes on the
other.”’” However, as others have noted, Agamemnon’s rule is not absolute.® Decisions
are made collectively in the boulé or elsewhere with the advisement of others present.
Thus, when Khryses seeks to get his daughter back from Agamemnon at the beginning of

Book 1 (4), he addresses all of the Greeks.

€)) ... Kal AMooeTo mavTas Axaious, A.15
"ATpeida 8¢t pdAioTa dUw, koour Tope Aacv:

... and he petitioned all the Akhaians
but the two brothers McAtreus especially who were organizers of the army.

The narrator’s description of Khryses’ address instantiates a hierarchy, but one that will

include both tco "ATpeida and Tous wavtas Axaious. In addition, as has been noted by

Rihll and others —something that is of critical importance for the development of the

plot— the division of yépa, the spoils of war —the chief economic activity of the Greek

army, is handled by the army itself and not by Agamemnon.”

When Agamemnon is
compelled to give up the girl Khryseis, he cannot simply compel the army to reappoint

him a compensatory prize —as Akhilleus points out (A.123-126)— but he must strong-

arm one of the other leaders. Agamemnon’s seizure of Briseis from Akhilleus does not

7 Agamemnon will make a similar claim himself at 1.160 f.

% See Rihll, op. cit.

* There is actually contradictory evidence reguarding this claim. At 1.331 ff, Akhilleus states that
Agamemnon collects the yépa from the individual soldiers and then himself makes the distribution.

TAWY €K AoV KEIUNALa TTOAAG Kal éoBA& l.331
EEeAOUNY, Kal TTavTa Pépov 'Ayapéuvovt Sdokov
"ATpeidn & & 8mobe pévewov Tapd vruot Bofjot

SeEapevos S Tadpa SacdokeTo, TOANG & Exeokev.
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take place under the auspices of his role as &vaf &avdpdv, but involves a personal
exchange between individuals. It is Agamemnon, the individual, because he is
Baoeutepos, who takes Briseis, not 6 &vaf avdpdov. His position does give him clout;
however, that clout is not expressed directly through the agency of the army, but
personally. Agamemnon sends his own heralds to take Briseis. His role as &vag
avdpav does not superceed his role as 'ATpeidns, but results from it. That
Agamemnon’s actions in this regard are not ‘official,” but personal is suggested by the
fact that his actions, in fact, do not go uncontested. Akhilleus is perfectly willing at first
to attempt to kill him in order to prevent Agamemnon’s actions. Agamemnon’s position
is summed up by Rihll:
No one, least of all Akhilleus, has been brought to the point where they think it is
inherently correct to obey Agamemnon. This is obvious, for else the various
leaders would not keep trying to justify his (and their own) positions, and
Agamemnon would not need to try to persuade anybody. He could simply give
orders and expect to be obeyed.*
Rihll’s point is perhaps a bit overstated. A certain degree of consensus, even in the case
of a ruler whom it is “inherently correct to obey” and who can “simply give orders and
expect to be obeyed,” facilitates rule. It is by no means clear that, given sufficient power,
Agamemnon “could simply give orders and expect to be obeyed.” Nevertheless, what is
important about Rihll’s point seems to be that Agamemnon does not simply make

decisions on his own; he does not merely offer commands and expect them to be carried

out, as Akhilleus himself suggests.

“ Rihll, op. cit., p. 41. Ultimately, Agamemnon’s threat to take Briseis is sanctioned by the gods. This
can be seen when Athene prevents Akhilleus from killing him (A.195 ff.); only then does Akhilleus relent.
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5) € pot avaideinv émieipéve kepdaAedppov A.149
TES Tis Tol TPOPPoV Emeoty TeibnTal "Axaicov
1) 686V EABEpeval 1) avdpdow ipl paxeobar;

Oh you seem covered in your own shamelessness, you fawn-heart
How could any Greek who had any sense at all listen to you
and either set out on your expeditions or fight in battle with other warriors?

His actions, especially vis-a-vis how the war is conducted, are not self-sanctioning.
Rather, he consults with the other Greeks in the boulé before action is taken. On the
other hand, his wishes are never contradicted by the boulé either. So, while
Agamemnon’s power is functionally tempered, it is effectively absolute. His orders are
obeyed, even by Akhilleus, who turns Briseis over. Nestor himself points to this

contradiction in Agamemnon’s authority.

(6) @ @idol "Apyeicov NynTopes 11d¢ UEdovTes B.8o
€l HEV TI5 TOV Svelpov "AxXalddv GANos EvioTre
Weldds Kev paipev kal voopiloipeba paAAov:
viv 8 18ev &5 péy’ &pilotos 'Axaiddv eUxetal eivat

My dear Argive leaders and strategists

if anyone else of the Akhaians had told us this dream

we’d say it was a lie and reject it instead

but the man who saw it has the claim to be the best of the Akhaians.

Agamemnon’s dream-based intention should be turned from (voo@iloiueba p&Aiov) but,
because it comes through Agamemnon &s péy’ &piotos "Axaiddv eUxetal eival, they
should follow its injunction. Agamemnon’s authority is presented as a claim (eUxeTan
eivat) which he himself makes and which overrides any appearances to the contrary.
Donlan notes a general tendency for individuals of different social standing to
engage in what he calls Leadership Authority, which he defines as the “ability to make

decisions, issue orders, or suggest specific courses of action ... with the expectation that

20



9941

the[y] ... will be persuasive to others. He notes that statistically, among the mortal

characters, one has an 87% chance of having one’s requests or demands agreed to.* Part
of the problem with understanding how authority functions within the Iladic cultural
context(s) is also stated by Donlan. In the /liad, we find “a society in which the workings
of the authority-system were neither precisely defined nor clearly stated.”” Note that a
similar situation holds among the gods. Zeus cannot simply decree what he wishes to
happen and have it happen; he also must build a consensus amongst the other gods who

are often the agents of his BouAr). What is more, unlike the case of Agamemnon, he does
concede when he is forced by the other gods to concede.* This tendency to concession
when necessary happens despite the fact that (Zeus claims) he has the physical power to

force the other side’s compliance.

7 dewa & umddpa idcov “"Hpnv mpds uibov Eertrev: O.13
N M&Aa 81 kakdTexvos aurxave ods ddAos “Hpn
“Extopa Siov émavoe pnaxns, épopnoe 8¢ Aaous.
oU pav old’ el aUTe kakoppagins dAeyewis
TPWTN ETaupnal kai o€ TANYT oV IHACOw.

T oU péuvn 8Te T ekpéuw® uywdbev, ik 8¢ TTodoilv
&kpovas fka dUcd, Tepl xepol Bt deopdv inAa
Xpuoeov &ppnkTov; ou & &v aibépl kal vepéAnotv
EKpEUw” NAGoTeov 8t Beol kaTd pakpov "OAupTrov,
AUoai &’ ouk €dUvavTto TapacTadov: ov 8¢ A&Boiw
piTTackov TeTaycv amo PnAold dpp’ av ikntal
YTiv SAtynTmeAéwov- ...

*! Donlan op. cit., p.52. That is, authority is based on persuasion and is not institutionally sanctioned.
Batstone (personal correspondance) suggests the term leadership for this type of authority.

“ Ibid.
* Donlan, op. cit., p. 51.

“ As in the cases of Sarpedon’s and Hektor’s lives, which he wishes to save, but he is compelled to
concede nevertheless.

* West 2002, restores: &Te Te kpéua’
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[Zeus] glared fiercely at Here and chewed her out.

“I just can’t deal with you, all of this conniving and trickery of yours, Hera,

It was you that kept Hektor out of the fight and terrified his troops, wasn’t it?

I really wonder if, out of this painful and awful act,

you won’t be the first to get your comeuppance, maybe I'll beat you with lashes.

C’mon now, don’t you remember the time you hung suspended up high, and then
from your feet

I hung down two anvils, and I wrapped a chain around your hands

a golden and unbreakable one, and there up in the ether and clouds

you hung, and although the other gods were really upset, far off in Olympos,

they were stuck on the sidelines and couldn’t free you. And if I caught one
of them trying,

well, I’d just grab him and throw him out the door so he’d fall

to the earth like he was nothing. ...”

Hera’s reaction then to back off and stand down implies that his threat is perceived, at
least, to be physically possible; he could do what he claims.* Nevertheless, Zeus does
not rule with an ‘iron hand,” and he does not always get his way. He is, for example,
himself convinced to back down in his desire to save his son, Sarpedon, and later to save
Hektor. In both cases, although he could (TT.441 ff. Gvdpa BunTov ... B &y €BéAels
BavdaTolo duonxéos eEavaiioar; B épd/e] ...), he agrees not to act. Thus Zeus’ power, like
Agamemnon’s, is effectively limited; while the power of Zeus is not limited physically
(or so the story goes), the power of both is limited by social considerations. Donlan
concludes that Iliadic societies basically consist of pares each of whose striving to be

primus is mediated by collective authority.”

Agamemnon’s authority is based on the
personal relationships he has with the individual Greek leaders and is not institutional or

absolute. Note that Akhilleus’ decision to withdraw from the host does not constitute a

* Note also that the force of the threat is reenforced ‘visually’ by Zeus’ expression described at O.13:
Bewa & umddpa idoov, see Latiner, Donald, Sardonic Smile: Nonverbal Behavior in Homeric Epic,
University of Michigan Press, 1995.

" Donlan, op. cit., p. 55.
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coupe d’ état, but the severing of one individual relationship; the other Greeks don’t
follow him.*

Despite limitations on his power, we may wish to ask whether Agamemnon’s
status as leader, as &va€ avdpddv, is confirmed in any substantive way.*” Another way to
formulate the question is to ask how, outside of speech, power, or better, social position,
is manifest in the /liad. In a project that attempts to show how address is able to be a
marker of social status in the /liad, can we confirm or deny a correlation between address
and social status by looking for other overt cues which confirm and conform to
characters’ status? That is, is social status also displayed through the display of overt
symbols? I note that there appear to be visual symbols that serve as markers of social
position. Both Agamemnon and Khryses carry a stick which symbolizes and so makes
visible their claim to a certain position. However, in both cases, that symbol and thence
its effectiveness are called into question. For Agamemnon, the device that seems to act
to confirm and instantiate his social position is the skeptron whose pedigree the narrator

lays out in Book 2 (101-108 (8) below). There seems to be an equation between the

display of the symbol and a manifestation of one’s power and position.

(8) auTap O auTe OuéoT 'Ayapéuvovt AeiTre popiival, B1o6
ToAAfjov vricolol katl “Apyel TavTi &v&ooEiv.

Then Thyestes left it [the skeptron] to Agamemnon to wield,
to rule the many islands and all of Argos.

* Although his Mermedons do. That is, Akhilles position vis-a-vis his own contingent may be more
institutionalized, but that relationship is never developed in the poem.

* We have already seen Nestor’s claim that, in comparison to Akhilleus, Agamemnon ye pépTepds é0TIV
ETIEl MAeSVEOOIV AQVAOOEL.
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Wielding the skeptron, gopfjvai, in this case constitutes ruling, avéaooewv. However

Akhilleus has already challenged, or flouted the authority of this symbol at A.234-239.

Similarly, Agamemnon questions the salience of Khryses’ staff.

) UT) O€ YEPOV KOIAOWV €y TTap& VNUo! KIXEiw A.26
1 viv dnbuvovT 1) UoTepov avuTis idvta,
ur vU Tol oU xpaioun okfTTpov kal oTéupa Beolo

“Do not, old sir, let me catch you beside my hollow ships
don’t hang around now, and don’t come back again later either.
No, that skeptron won’t help you then, the god’s ribbons won’t either.”

Agamemnon threatens the old priest, not as a priest, but as a yépcwv. He then directly and
strongly (un ... ou) challenges the authority of Apollo’s okfimTpov kai oTéuua.
Agamemnon’s actions here are similar in effect to Akhilleus’ casting down of
Agamemnon’s skeptron later at A.234 ff. In both cases the authority of an individual is
challenged via a symbol of his authority. In both cases, that symbol is linked directly to a
god, as if it proclaimed that the holder’s authority were sanctioned by that god. In the
first instance (9), that authority is invoked in the very act of challenging that authority, by
the one making the challenge. In fact, as Vodoklys suggests, Agamemnon’s treatment of
Khryses itself represents a display of his own position.” His treatment of Khryses says
that he can so treat him. That he is not challenged in this action suggests that he is not
challenged in his right to do so.

As has been mentioned, size of one’s contingent can be invoked as a source of

authority and thus as a sign of social worth, c¢f. A.281, (2) above. This again represents a

situation in which a theoretically visible token, the size of one’s fleet, host, compound,

%0 Vodoklys, John E., Jr., Blame-Expression in the Epic Tradition, Ph.D. thesis, Harvard University, 1979.
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etc. translates into a claim for position. This claim seems then to be acknowledged by
others, as Nestor, A.281 (2), supports Agamemnon’s claim to being péptepds, and bases
that on the size of his contingent: émel TAedveoow avaooel.

It is not merely the size of one’s fleet that functions to mark one’s status. In Book
9 (122-161), when Agamemnon first attempts to make amends with Akhilleus, we see
him offering a large and elaborate inducement in the form of treasure, a daughter to
marry, and culminating in a list of seven cities which he will hand over to Akhilleus to
rule. The entire elaborate and lengthy list, which Agamemnon lists off himself, lasts for
39 lines, longer than many whole speeches. If Agamemnon can afford to hand over so
much, how much greater must his remaining holdings be. The list of what Agamemnon
can afford to dispense with in order to make amends with Akhilleus effectively puts him,
and the other Greeks in their place. This list of inducements is notoriously capped with a

disclaimer of sorts.

(10)  TaUTtd Ké ol TeAéoaiut peTaAREavTL XSAolo.
dunbrTw: "Atdns Tol aueilixos nd adduaoTos,
Touveka Kai Te BpoToiot Beddv ExbBioTos amavTwov:
Kal Hol UTToo TN T Oooov PactAeUTepds it
Nd dooov yevelj TTPOYeVvEoTEPOS eUXOUal Elval.

“And I’d do all of that for him, but he has to turn off his anger first.

Let him then be broken. Recall Hades, he is not gentle, in fact, he’s unbroken
and that’s why he’s the most hateful of all the gods in the eyes of men.

And so, [Akhilleus] must place himself under me, I'm really BaoiAeUTepos,

and I also claim to be that much more his elder.”
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The final verses of Agamemnon’s speech suggest how his offer is not about
reconciliation at all, but Akhilleus’ concession. If Akhilleus does not want to be hated
like death is hated, he has to be tamed, broken, and broken by the man who is his
BaoiAeuTepos and his mpoyevéoTepos, Agamemnon. Agamemnon’s offer is ultimately
about his claim to authority and not about his largesse.

In the narrator’s description of Agamemnon’s skeptron, which I have already

mentioned ([8] above), we can see another kind of self presentation, the history.

(11)  €otn okimTpov €xwv TO pev "Hpaiotos k&ue TeUxwv. B.101
“"Hpaiotos pev dcoke Al Kpovicovt &vakTi,
auTap &pa Zeus SEdKe BlAKTOP APYEIPOVTYY
‘Epuelas 8¢ &vag dcokev TTéAoT TANEITTTC,
autap O auTe TTéAoy SGOK’ "ATpET TTolpévt Aadov,
"ATpeus 8¢ Buijokwv EAiTrev ToAUapvt OuéoTr,
auTap O auTe OuéoT 'Ayapéuvovt AeiTre popiival,
ToAAfjow vricolol Kal “Apyel Tav Tl &AvACOELv.

He stood there holding the skeptron, which Hephaistos labored on and made.
Hephaistos gave it to Zeus, ruler of the House of Kronos;

of course Zeus passed it on to the messenger Argosdeath;

lord Hermes gave it to Pelops Horsegoad,;

then Pelops passed it on to Atreus, shepherd of the people.

When Atreus died, he left it to wealthy Thyestes,

then Thyestes left it to Agamemnon to wield,

to rule the many islands and all of Argos.

Agamemnon’s skeptron comes with a history and as such manifests that history when it is
displayed. What is more, this history consists of names, and so too Agamemnon’s names
(specifically the patronymic) also display that history, a history that apparently can be
traced directly to the gods themselves. The story of Agamemnon’s staff reinforces the
importance of the history implicit in Agamemnon’s names. When Akhilleus throws
down Agamemnon’s staff, he is rejecting that history and the position which flows from

it. This then forces the question of how important Agamemnon’s names are and what
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significance it has when he is addressed with them. Does the patronymic function like
the skeptron to invoke Agamemnon’s history, and is that history an important feature of
how he and others construct his social position? We can see another example of the
importance of the history implicit in names for position and for positioning in the xenia-
swap of Glaukos and Diomedes in Book 6 (119-236). In this case, the whole social
dynamics of the encounter change once the histories of the two warriors are revealed.
Again, history helps define social position and enemies become xenoi.

Social position in the Iliad is performed both by the individual and by his or her
interactants. Agamemnon and Khryses perform it when they display their staves;
Akhilleus and Agamemnon perform it when they reject those displays; and Glaukos and
Diomedes perform it when they perform their histories and then accept the other’s
performance. We should rightly ask then whether address, which Glaukos and Diomedes
implicitly relate to history, performs a similar function?

This presentation or projection of the social self is referred to as face.”’ However
face is constituted, the cultivation and protection of that face is an important part of social
interchange. Implicit in ‘protection’ is the notion that one’s face is potentially and
variably fragile and subject to harm. Social interaction puts people in the position of
having their social position negatively affected, say, by being insulted, embarrassed,

99 52

beholden, etc. Hudson states that face is “linked to observable behaviour. For

Agamemnon, and other characters in the /liad, the performance of their social position

>! See, especially, Brown, P., Stephen G. Levinson, Politeness, Some Universals in Language Usage,
Cambridge, 1987, and Hudson, Richard A, Sociolinguistics, Cambridge University Press, 1996 (Chapter
2). For a more complete discussion of face , especially as it is being used in this study, see Chapter 2.

2 Op. cit. p. 231,
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consists of (amongst others) not only their physical appearance, including their
expression, their costume (e.g., armor), and other tangible appurtenances (e.g., skeptra)
but also their histories (via names etc.) and also their words.

If position, both social and political, is bound up in display —displays of wealth,
displays of power, displays of position, displays of history —then it follows that
challenges to the tokens of that display would constitute challenges to position both
personal and professional. Individuals present a constructed persona, a front, called in
sociolinguistics their face. Face is manifest through visible (concrete) means like
costume and accoutrements, and (of particular interest for this study) verbally. That face
becomes the point at which people are socially and thence professionally vulnerable.
Thus, when Agamemnon attacks the staff and ribbons that mark Khryses’ position and
connect him to Apollo, he effectively attacks the man. For the moment, Agamemnon’s
subsequent expressed intention to iteratively molest Khryses’ daughter constitutes a
threat against Khryses’ position, as a priest and especially as a father. Both the staff and
the daughter, Khryseis, in the hands of Agamemnon, become a psychosocial cudgel to
assault the old priest-father. Similarly, in Book 9, Agamemnon’s vast and almost
hubristic bribe is intended, as he himself states, as a goad to break (dauav) Akhilleus,
and Akhilleus recognizes it as such and rejects it. Akhilleus’ casting down of
Agamemnon’s skeptron also marks visually (in a way that his abortive attempt to kill
Agamemnon could not) Akhilleus’ ultimate rejection of Agamemnon’s ability to
command him into battle.

In the Iliad then, it seems that the clothes do make the man. Language is also an

important way (perhaps the most important way) people display their social status,
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affiliations, and attitudes. One one end of the spectrum, the dialect or accent we use
reflects the social group in which we received the majority of our acculturation. On the
other end of the spectrum, linguistic features like lexical choice, tone, amplitude, and
speed of speech speak about our immediate states of mind and our attitudes to the current
state of affairs. Visual and linguistic displays combine to project a social version of the
person at the point of interaction, one’s face. Sometimes, these are in contrast as in the
case of Thersites who speaks as a basileus but whose right to speak as one is betrayed by
his appearance.” Agamemnon’s language also manifests a social version of himself. By
addressing Khryses as yépov and by then making the threats he does, he not only
constructs a version of himself as able to act in such a way, but he constructs a version of
the priest as unable to prevent such treatment. And Khryses at first appears to accept
these versions: £deioev 8’ & yépeov kai meifeTo pibep.™ It is not then the display of ones
face per se that is ultimately important, but the acceptance or rejection of that display by
others, and of particular importance for this study, the display of that acceptance or
rejection. Akhilleus’ rejection of Agamemnon’s authority through the physical display of
rejecting of his staff represents one way this can be manifest. As we have seen in
Hektor’s speech to Paris at (.39 ff.), where he addresses him as Avomap, address is
another such display. Agamemnon, by addressing Khryses as yépov —followed by his
injunctions— rather than as, say, iepeU, suggests that he also rejects the priest’s
presentation of himself.

Language is then, one way, albeit a primary one, of marking social identity. What

we can and cannot say, who we can and cannot speak to, what we can and cannot call

%3 See Thalmann 88, p. 17 ff.

** A.33, ‘But the old man grew afraid and obeyed his mythos.’
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someone all reflect and therefore make statements about our social position. The latter of
these, what we can and cannot call someone, called address, is an area of language use
which is particularly sensitive to social constraints and is therefore, particularly important
for defining and redefining both speakers and addressees within their immediate social
relationship. It is address, then, as a linguistic medium of social interaction and social

negotiation which I will address in this study.
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CHAPTER 2

A METHODOLOGICAL INTRODUCTION

To speak accurately, a word or phrase by itself does not actually mean anything. It is, of
course, the speaker who means something, which he can signal to hearers who share his
linguistic acculturation by means of utterances that are recognized as words, phrases,
and so forth. It is necessary to recall this simple fact from time to time, to remind us that
the art language cannot compose for the poet.”

2.1. Introduction
2.2. Pragmatics
2.2.1. Pragmatics
2.2.2. Context
2.2.3. Speech Acts
2.2.4. Grice’s Cooperative Principle and Conversational Implicature
2.3. Politeness
2.3.1. Politeness
2.3.2. Face
2.3.3. Face-Threatening Activities and Face Work
2.3.4. Off-Record, Positive and Negative Politeness Strategies
2.3.5. Impoliteness strategies

2.1 Introduction It would appear obvious that language use —some might
argue most, I will contend all— does not happen in isolation. People speak or sing or

even write in a particular setting and for a particular reason or reasons. What is more,

% Nagler, M., Spontenaity and Tradition, UC Press, Berkeley, 1974, quoted in Friedrich, P., J. Redfield,
“Speech as a Personality Symbol: The Case of Akhilleus,” Language, Vol 54, 1978, pp. 263-288.
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these contextual factors (reason and setting) directly influence what people say, sing or
write. Although these facts may seem self-evident, they have the force of arguing against
the notion of the autonomous, authorless, context-free text.”® Texts, spoken texts, sung
texts, written texts, even mimed texts arise within a context that is unique to each
individual text; what is more they are informed, shaped, and —one might even argue —
determined by that context. The study of language in context and the influence of that
context on its situated text is called pragmatics, and will be, in the most general sense,
the topic of this work.

The specific purpose of this work then is to discuss the influence of context, the
narrative setting of the Iliad, on dialogic speech, in this case, the reported (or better,
represented) speeches of the characters in the Iliad.”” The basic premise will be that
certain aspects of the language of these characters cannot be explained by reference to
grammar alone, but will require reference to some other aspect of language —perhaps in
conjunction with grammar— to be fully understood. Let us take an example: at the
beginning of Book 1 of the Iliad, during the event which sets in motion the entire
narrative of the following poem, Khryses, who is a priest of Apollo, comes to the Greek
camp to ransom his daughter. How do the relationship between Khryses and
Agamemnon, their relative social roles, their specific roles in this interchange, the nature

of Khryses’ request, and the setting of this event all influence how Khryses speaks, the

% See especially Barthes, Roland, “The Death of the Author,” in Rice, Philip and Patricia Waugh, eds.,
Modern Literary Theory: a Reader, New York : E. Arnold, 1992, Ch. 6. pp. 114-121. See also; Lamarque,
Peter, Fictional Points of View, Cornell University Press, 1996, Ch 11. Graham, Allen, Intertextuality,
New York : Routledge, 2000. Ch. 2. Wolff, Jane, The Social Production of Art, New York University
Press, 1993, Ch. 5. Newton, K.M., ed., Twentieth Century Literary Theory: a Reader, New York: St.
Martin's Press, 1997, Ch. V1.

7 These are reported in the sense that the poet is (re)presenting them within a narrative frame which he is
also representing.
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language he uses, and how Agamemnon reacts to it?® That these factors should be
influential seems obvious, but the precise nature of that influence has been less easy to
state, except in vague and nonsystematic ways. When Khryses, addressing the Greek
army and Agamemnon, its commander, makes his two requests, to free his daughter and

to accept her ransom, he says:

(D) Tada & éuol Avocaite QiAny, Ta & &mowa Séxeobal A 20

“Please free my dear child; here, take this ransom.”

Why is he represented as using an optative Avoaite for the first request and an infinitive
déxeoBau for the other? If one were to follow Parry’s argument, one would need to argue
that meter alone determined the choice of forms.” But such an explanation fails, at least
in the case of the second verb, because the possible alternate forms, déxoiofe and
déxeobe, are metrically equivalent at line end to the infinitive which actually occurs, and
therefore, all three potential forms are metrically interchangeable.” Thus, we wind up
being forced to conclude that the choice of at least 8éxeobai, and probably Avcaite as
well, was deliberate on the part of the poet and that his choice was governed by other
than metrical constraints. We must again ask the same question about his choice of these

two forms we asked earlier, why did the poet choose the optative for one verb and the

% I use phrasing like “how Khryses speaks ...” and similar as shorthand for how the poet, based on his own
pragmatic competence and background knowledge, presents Khryses as speaking.

¥ See, Parry, The Making of Homeric Verse, 1971 and Lord, The Singer of Tales, 1960.

% And these are in fact attested in some variant readings. The retention of the reading, AUcaiTe, is most

likely due to the principle difficilior est melior, by which variants that can be explained as corrections are
judged to be later emendations. That is, variants which are regular are more likely to have replaced
irregular readings rather than the other way around.
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infinitive for the other? Are the natures of the two different requests not part of the
answer to this question? This project then will be about just such choices and the forces
at work which motivate them.

As Jucker et al. state in their introduction to the volume Historical Dialogue
Analysis, “[I]n essence all language is dialogic, whether it is written or spoken ....
Speakers use language to communicate with some actual, potential or merely fictional
addressee.”' However, the processes involved in dialogue and the influence of speakers
and settings on each other and the course of their dialogue is most readily available for
study only when information about the setting and the text of both speakers is available at
the same time. Such is the case with ‘paired speeches® like the dialogues found in the
Iliad. The dialogic nature of speech and the effects of interactants and setting on each
other is easier to study in cases where we have the text of a conversation, in the form of a
dialogue, coupled with information about its setting, in the form of a narrative frame,
preserved together.

The methodology of this work will be to approach the analysis of the speeches
found within the Iliad as if they function in a way that is analogous to how spoken
language functions ‘in the world.” In order to do this, I will first introduce some of the
analytical machinery used to investigate spoken language and spoken discourse and
discuss how it can and cannot be adapted to the analysis of dialogue in a narrative setting
—as opposed to the real world. It will not be enough, I will argue, to merely state that,

for example, the optative is used in Iliad A.20 to make a request and the infinitive an

5! Jucker, Fritz and Lebsanft, eds., Historical Dialogue Analysis, John Benjamins Publishing Co., p. 1.

52 Often referred to as an adjacency pair, see Verschueren, Jef, Understanding Pragmatics, Oxford
University Press, 1999.
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offering. We will want to be able to say, if this is actually the case, why it is the case. If
there is nothing about the grammar of optatives and infinitives that required their use in
this passage as opposed to some other form, on what basis was the choice made? By
asking such questions as this, I suggest, we will be able to do more than simply amass a
set of statistics about the distribution of, say, optatives and infinitives or patronymics and
given-names, but begin to say something about how the poet represents the characters in
the Iliad speaking to each other; how their ‘world-view’ frames their speech and how
their speech defines them. Let me stress here, that the pragmatic constraints I will be
looking at occur within a constructed, narrative setting. Thus, we are not talking about
Akhilleus’ world view, but the poets construction of Akhilleus’ world view; we are not
talking about Agamemnon’s words but the poet’s version of Agamomnon’s words.

2.2 Pragmatics

2.2.1 Introduction Let me begin generally by defining the term pragmatics,
which I introduced above. My purpose here is not to attempt to define what the field of
pragmatics is qua field,” but to construct a site-specific definition for the term for use in
this paper. Collinge nicely describes pragmatics as “[the] study of [...] what utterances
achieve in interactive communications; that is, how speaker works on hearer in real
exchanges.” ® Grundy puts it this way: “[pragmatics] defines the systematic ways by

9965

which we decode indeterminacy. Thus, for him, “pragmatics has to do with the

% For problems with the scope of the field of pragmatics, see especially Levinson, Stephen C.,

Pragmatics, Cambridge University Press, 1983, pp. 1-54; also Blackmore, 1992; Lakoff, 1972; Leech,
Geoffrey, Principles of Pragmatics, Longman, London, 1983; Grundy, Peter, Doing Pragmatics, E.
Arnold; New York, 1995.

# Collinge, “Thoughts on the Pragmatics of Ancient Greek,” PCPhS 214, 1988, pp. 1-13
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distinction between what a speaker’s words mean and what a speaker might mean by his
words.”® For us, pragmatics will be the study of the role of context in language use.
That is, it will be the study of how context functions to shape what people say and how it
works to determine how others interpret what has been said. Thus, pragmatics takes as
its data not the sentence, but the utterance. By sentence I mean, not the grammatical unit
that is usually defined as a fully saturated verb phrase (VP) with some indication of
subject, but a unit which consists of the expression of a single thought.”” This definition
is more in keeping with the word’s etymology that takes it as derived from Latin
sententia which in turn means something like a thought. Under such a definition, the

string ‘the store’ would constitute a sentence in:

(2) A: “Where are you going?”
B: “The store.”

But not in:

3) A: “Where are you going?”
B: “The store on Lane Avenue.”

% Grundy, p. 10. Daniel Collins (personal correspondence) states that he “find[s] Grundy’s definition to be
too limited. “Decoding” suggests only the work of the interpreter, whereas pragmatics can also focus on
production. Moreover, pragmatics is not limited to the issue of indeterminacy (though that is the
preoccupation of one of its traditional strands, the Anglo-Saxon tradition of Austin, Grice and Searle).” On
the other hand, as Derrida pointed out (see Limited Inc.) there are problems with proceeding from the point
of view of production as the facts of production can only be inferred and not known. This work does not
intend to treat this debate but I will proceed conservatively in regards to the facts of speech and meaning
production.

% Grundy, op. cit., p. 217

7 VP is common short hand for a verb phrase (NP for noun phrase, XP for an unspecified phrase level
constituent). In much syntactic theory, an XP, i.e., a phrase level constituent (or projection) is any
constituent that consists of an element, X, and all of its syntactic dependants. See for example: Pollard,
Carl and Ivan A. Sag Head-Driven Phrase Structure Grammar, Center for the Study of Language and
Information; University of Chicago Press, 1994.
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wherein the sentence is, strictly speaking, “the store on Lane Avenue” and “the store” is
only a fragment. I define utterance here as a single sentence produced by a single
‘speaker’ used in a specific context, for a specific purpose. We will see that context can
serve to influence both how some particular utterance is to be understood by the
addressee and what utterances are more or less acceptable to use in any particular setting.

2.2.2 Context A definition of context is all the more important as the term is so
ubiquitous in common parlance that it is not always clear how it is to be taken if it is not
first defined. In this paper, I will want to understand context in a very precise way. For
my purposes then, context refers to only those factors outside of the content of some
utterance U, which influence the form and interpretation of that utterance. Defined in this
way, context can contain a very broad range of phenomena. Note that by such a
definition, utterances other than utterance U, specifically those which precede it, can and
do form part of the context for U itself. Thus defined, context can then be further
subdivided into three general feature areas: setting, participants, and purpose (see Table
2.1, p.39).

It is not always possible, however, to separate the physical and the social setting
completely. Many social occasions are tied to particular settings. Thus trials take place
in courtrooms, lunches in cafes and diners, football games on football fields, etc. On the
other hand, two people may engage in any number of talk exchanges that are not a priori
tied to particular places. It is for this reason that I have maintained a distinction between
the physical setting (place) and the social setting (occasion). Such a distinction still
allows for their occasional overlap. Further, it seems that, if there is any theoretical

potential for the same social setting to exist within two or more physical settings, the
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differences in place will influence the direction and form of any talk exchanges. For
example, it is likely that a casual lunch involving the same interactants might proceed
somewhat differently depending on whether it takes place in the four-star dining room of
the Clift Four Seasons Hotel or at Denny’s. In addition, since all the previous utterances
in any talk exchange® potentially contribute to the setting of the utterance in question,
and hence its context, context is by definition always changing. Another influence on the
shape of any talk exchange lies in the mental states of the participants, in how they feel
and what they think. All participants have some beliefs about themselves, about their
addressee and about anyone who may be listening in. I will call these beliefs histories.”
Note, also, that it is not the actual history of the addressee (and the audience) that is
important for defining the context of any utterance, but rather the speaker’s knowledge
of, or better, beliefs about, those histories. That is to say, the addressee’s history would
actually be the speakers’ beliefs about the addressees’ beliefs about themselves. All of
the above falls out from the fact that speakers do not have access to the contents of
others’ minds and so can only construct an approximation of those contents; people
cannot know what other people believe or know, but they can, and do, make inferences
about it, and these inferences are based, in part at least, on what, how and why they speak
and act themselves. What results from those inferences can only constitute belief. From
this fact about speaker knowledge, which I have argued forms part of the context for

speech, it becomes clear that context is slightly different relative to each interactant,

% Grice, H. P., “Logic and Conversation,” Syntax and Semantics, Volume 3, Speech acts. 1975. See below.

% However, as these histories are really no more than a set of beliefs, they might better be called
historiographies.
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I. Setting:
A. Culture: the set of social values ascribed to speaker and addressee (and
audience)”
B. Place: the physical setting (e.g., a diner, courtroom, football field, etc.),

C. Occasion: the social setting (e.g., a casual lunch, job-talk, funeral, etc.),

D. The illocutionary force of any previous utterances.”"
II. Participants:

A. Speakers and
i. Their history (background beliefs about themselves)
ii. Their beliefs about the context (also called background knowledge)

B. Addressee
(C. Audience (also called bystander))”
D. The relationship of the speaker, the addressee (and the audience)
defined as:”
i. Power: the relative position in a social hierarchy of the

interactants

ii. Relation: the degree of intimacy between interactants also called
solidarity

iii. The imposition caused by the illocutionary force of the
utterance

IIL. Purpose: what kind of speech act U is, and why the speaker is making it.”*

Table 2.1: A Schematization of Context

0 See Verschueren, op. cit., p. 92 ff. for a discussion of some of the problems with this concept.

"' See below for a definition of illocutionary force.

7 The relationship between addressee and audience is potentially quite complex. There are clearly a wide
range of degrees of other involvement in speech events. The term is used here merely to indicate others
who are not specifically addressed by some utterance U. See Verschueren, Clark, et alios.

7 This item (II D) will form the basis for my definition of politeness below.

™ Cf. definition of speech act below.
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because interactants have slightly different knowledge of, and beliefs about, the setting;
their knowledge is idiosyncratic. This is not to argue that interactants do not share
knowledge; they may. In fact, interactants count on the fact that they share knowledge to
some degree with their addressee(s), when making decisions about how to formulate an
utterance. Nevertheless, shared knowledge does constitute a belief system, i.e., is
idiosyncratic, even if a very well-founded and well-supported belief system. Thus,
‘shared knowledge’ constitutes part of the belief system of speakers and is only verified
in the successful or unsuccessful transaction of some utterance —that is, when the
utterance is perceived by the speaker to be, in some way, “understood” by the addressee.
Let us take an example of the factors involved in how some particular utterance
can be understood by an addressee, in order to look at the processes involved in how
context serves to determine the interpretation of an utterance. Let us take as an example

the imaginary utterance:

4) “It sure is hot in here.”

As a sentence these words have a semantically determined logical meaning such that a
locus designated by the term here has a temperature that can be described as hot (say
above 72° F.).” This meaning can be either true or false, and is true every time the
temperature is 73° F. or higher in a locus designated as here. The truth value of (1) is the

same regardless of where its setting might be and who might be uttering it. That is, its

> What constitutes ‘hot’ is of course open to individual and perhaps cultural interpretation. What is
universal here is that there is a range of temperatures that constitute what one might call ‘hot.” In addition,
as Daniel Collins has pointed out (personal correspondence) this example points up the problem with the
notion of sentence. The term here as with other deictics, is meaningless outside of some context, although
we might attempt to solve this problem by defining the term in some way like ‘here indicates the location
of speaking in time and/or space as an abstract concept.” The real problem is, of course, that no language
exists outside of its context yet we feel a need to be able to discuss it as an abstract.
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meaning is said to be invariant. I will call this kind of meaning sentence-meaning.
Sentence-meaning then is that meaning which is available every time that sentence is
used.” However, note a couple of things about this sentence. First, the designation of
>72° F. for hot is arbitrary; it is not clear that a change in temperature from 71° to 72° F
would even be perceptible by the average person. However, according to the above
imaginary definition for hot, this point on the temperature scale marks the transition
between the state of being hot and that of not being hot. Second, and more important for
my purpose here, such a sentence as (4) when used as an utterance, is almost never (one
might comfortably assert never) used specifically to communicate information about
temperature. This is because, as I argued above, without being stated explicitly or agreed
upon in advance, the referent for the term hot is arbitrary, undefined and hence
ambiguous. Thus, to utter (4) in order to convey to addressees meaningful information
about temperature fails since the term Aot is undefined and hence meaningless as factual
information beyond what addressees could themselves perceive. That is, it is already
part of the speaker’s and addressees’ shared knowledge (as defined above).”” It is for this
reason that sentences like (4) are rarely used, as utterances, to convey their sentence
meaning.

If one is to imagine, however, that this same sentence were uttered in a particular
context, by say a hospital patient to her nurse, one clearly can then read the sentence (4)

to have an utterance meaning (or implicature, see below), something like (5):

76 See especially, Levinson, op. cit., p 17 ff.

T Note, the utterance is not “I think it sure is hot...”, nor “It seems to me to be hot ...”. That is, the
utterance, as worded, does not seem to constitute a communication about the speaker’s beliefs or
perceptions, but about a fact (i.e. here = hot) of their shared context which is already self evident. Note
further, the utterance in (1) would likely have a different reading if uttered over the phone or by mail.
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&) Lower the temperature.

A meaning such as (5), which in this case can neither be true nor false and is recovered
from the use of (4) within a particular context, is called the utterance meaning. One can
see at once that the particular reading in (6) is determined to an extent E, by the setting in
which the sentence (4) is uttered, and is based in part on the sentence meaning of (4),
coupled with an understanding of the relationship between the speaker of (4) and her
addressee.

Another thing that one notices is that there are certain contexts in which a
sentence like (4) would be unlikely or even inappropriate to utter —even if the
temperature at the time were >72° F. Thus someone is unlikely to utter (6) in response to

a question like “How do you plead?”.”

The degree to which an utterance is used
appropriately is called its felicity” and the conditions that determine whether such a
sentence is uttered felicitously are called felicity conditions. Thus, sentences can be +/-
true but utterances can be +/-true and n felicitous. Note here that the use of the variable
(n) indicates that I take felicity to have a scalar value whereas truth is binary. Sentences
may be more or less felicitous than others in some setting, and vice versa. Whether an
utterance is felicitous and how felicitous it is, is determined by the context in which it is
uttered.

The difference between sentence meaning and utterance meaning and the

importance of the latter for understanding speech cannot be overstated. In spoken

discourse, the percentage of utterances in which the truth value constitutes the only or

78 Note that such a response would likely communicate a very different message.

™ Also called appropriacy by Grundy, op. cit.
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even the primary meaning communicated by that utterance is relatively small. Sentences
like “That costs $7.95 with tax,” or “You can park two blocks down Neil at Third, on the
left” do convey truth-value laden information. However, such sentences are relatively
infrequent as utterances when compared with examples like “Hi,” “Let’s get some pizza”
or “Nice job, Ace.” which are of a type very common in spoken discourse but which
convey no facts and thus can carry no truth-value at all. Nevertheless, such utterances
manage to be communicative, in all likelihood because they are assumed to be
communicative. That is, speech implies communication.

2.2.3 Speech Acts One of the first steps in the development of the notion that
language functions as more than a medium to communicate facts is found in the works of
Austin and Searle,” who developed the notion of the speech act to describe the fact that
when language is used, it performs a function, it does something. One of these functions
is clearly to convey factual information (whether true or not), but a close examination of
language use shows that language performs many other functions as well. Searle states,
that “speaking a language is performing speech acts, acts such as making statements,

”81Of the activities

giving commands, asking questions, making promises and so on.
listed here, only the first, making statements, corresponds to the fact-conveying function
traditionally assigned to language. Searle further proposes the following types of speech
acts found in Table 2.2 (p. 44). Thus, statements like “Pass the salt” constitute directives;

ones like “I promise I won’t let go of your hand,” are commissives; ones like “Thanks,”
y

are expressives, and ones like “I dub thee sir Gawain” performatives.

% Austin, J. L., How to Do Things with Words, Oxford, 1962, and Searle, John R., Speech Acts: An Essay
in the Philosophy of Language, Cambridge University Press, 1969.

81 Searle, 1969, p. 16.
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In each of the above cases, the type of speech act that the sentence performed was
concomitant with its surface meaning. Recall that I said that sentences have a sentence
meaning that is context-insensitive. Such a meaning would be, by definition, the same in

all contexts, i.e., abstract. I also claimed that utterances (sentences used in a context)

ASSERTIVES: stating, classifying.

DIRECTIVES: ordering, requesting, begging, supplicating,
COMMISSIVES: swearing, offering, promising.
EXPRESSIVES: thanking, apologizing.

DECLARATIVES: appointing, dismissing, resigning, naming.*

Table 2.2: Speech Acts

have a meaning, called their utterance meaning, which may or may not be equivalent to
their sentence meaning. Thus, utterances perform a function called, after Austin and
Searl, a speech act. Thus, (4) (above) had the sentence meaning (here =hot) and in one
imaginary setting it could have the utterance meaning [lower the temperature].”
Sentences like “Pass the salt,” “I promise I won’t let go of your hand,” and “Thanks,” do
not state facts (they do not present data) and so cannot have logical truth values which
can be stated as abstracts. Nevertheless, they do have both context insensitive (i.e.,

abstract) meanings and particular context sensitive meanings. These are referred to as

8 Ibid. Expression and Meaning: Studies in the Theory of Speech Acts, Cambridge University Press, 1979,
pp- 12-20.

% See, Levinson, op. cit., p. 236 ff.
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their locutionary force and their illocutionary force, respectively.* Thus, an utterance
like “Thanks” has the locutionary force of offering thanks —it functions as an
expressive— and it may have a further illocutionary force of reproaching the addressees
for their thoughtlessness.

Not all speech acts are performed by an utterance’s locutionary force. We must
differentiate between an utterance’s meaning as a speech act, its locutionary force, and its
intended use within the talk exchange in which it is found, i.e., its illocutionary force.
Thus as I showed above, a sentence like (4) has the locutionary force of being an
assertive since it states a fact about perceived temperature (I assert: here = hot).
However, in the right context this same sentence has the illocutionary force of being a
directive (5) to turn down the temperature [lower the temperature]. Further, if the
utterance of (4) results in some action, or lack thereof, by the addressee, that result is
called its perlocutionary effect, e.g., turning down the thermostat.

2.2.4 Grice’s Cooperation-Principle and Conversational-Implicature If, as

Grundy states “people don’t always mean what they say,”®

how are people able to
communicate? That they do implies that they are able to figure out what their
interlocutors mean, seemingly despite what they say. When, in Iliad A, 202 f. Akhilleus

has been arguing with Agamemnon over the latter’s behavior in general and his threat to

take the yépas of some other hero in reparation for his own loss in particular, he appears

# 1 shall adopt the following convention ( sentence meaning or locutionary force) and [utterance meaning
or illocutionary force].

% Op. cit. p. 73.
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to have had enough. As the narrator tells us, he begins to draw his sword intending to kill
Agamemnon. It is then that Athena appears to stop him —and does stop him. When he

recognizes her he says:

(6) Tt alT aiyidxolo Aids Tékos eidloubas;  A.202
N va URpw idn "Ayapéuvovos "ATpeidao;

“Why have you come back, child of Aegis-holding Zeus? Is it to see the
hubris of Agamemnon?”

Of course the narrator has told us (A.197) that Athena has already grabbed Akhilleus by
his hair and restrained him from killing Agamemnon. He knows why she has come, to
stop him from killing Agamemnon, which at this point is effectively a fait accompli. He
may try again later, but while he is speaking to her, he is not killing Agamemnon. Thus
Akhilleus’ question appears to be vacuous as a question. In this context, his question

functions rather as an indirect directive, something like:

(7a)  “Do something about Agamemnon’s hubris.”
or

(7b)  “Don’t stop me from killing Agamemnon.”

The philosopher Paul Grice posits that one thing that allows communication to
take place is that when people speak to each other (talk exchanges), they assume that
their interactants are attempting to communicate something.* This insight leads to what

he calls the Cooperation Principle (commonly abbreviated CP). By this, Grice posits

% Grice, H. P., op. cit.
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that addressees assume that the speakers’ utterances constitute good-faith efforts to
communicate and are not just purposefully indeterminate and hence meaningless.”’
Addressees assume that the speaker’s utterance means something and that they can
determine what its meaning is. Grice further proposed that the Cooperation Principle be
elaborated into four maxims, which the addressee assumes the speaker will abide by.
These are seen in Table 2.3 (p. 48). Based on the assumption that the speaker is abiding
by these maxims, when the speaker appears to fail to cooperate in some utterance, the
addressee infers some implicit meaning and ascribes that meaning to it. This inferred
meaning Grice calls an implicature. Implicatures are of two types. Generalized
implicatures are those that are inferred irrespective of context (e.g., some implies ‘not
all’).®® On the other hand, particularized implicatures are those which arise out of the
context alone and are not generalizable. Many utterances frequently appear not to abide
by Grice’s maxims. When this is not done by accident, it is referred to as flouting. We

can see at once that implicatures arise from flauting. For example:

(8) A. “Where’s Bill?”
B. “Well, it IS Wednesday.”
A. “Oh yeah, it’s his golf day.”

B’s reply does not appear to respond to A’s query. The response to a (where is X?)
question should be either a statement about X’s location or a denial of knowledge about

X’s location.

87 Of course, they may, in fact, be purposely indeterminate, meaningless, or outright lies. The point is that
addressees usually take them to be good-faith attempts to communicate, and act to interpret them as such.

% In this case, [not all], is the generalized implicature of the utterance (some).
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The flouting of the Relation Maxim (be relevant) here forces another kind of non-
generalizable, context-specific implicature, in this case, [Bill is playing golf]. It is
implicature, then, that allows for the distinction between locutionary force and
illocutionary force to be made. This ability of hearers to infer implicatures allows, for
example, (Is there any salt?), an assertive in the form of a question, to be read as a

directive, [Pass the salt].

Quality: The utterance should be true:

1) don’t lie,

2) don’t say that for which you don’t have adequate knowledge.
Quantity: The utterance should:

1) be as informative as necessary,

2) not be over informative.
Relation: the utterance should be relevant.
Manner: The utterance should:

1) be perspicuous,

2) avoid obscurity,

3) avoid ambiguity,

4) be orderly.

Table 2.3: Conversational Maxims

A question, however, should now arise; why flout the maxims of the Cooperative
Principle in order to force a context-specific implicature? Why did B, in (8) above, not
simply reply “He’s playing golf.” One reason might be that often, in certain contexts, if
one were to make certain speech acts directly, such acts might have some additional

negative results for either the speaker or the addressee which might not be encountered if
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one were to make the speech act indirectly. For example, a direct response might have
implied that A does not know Bill very well, and hence impeach his authority to make
claims about Bill’s whereabouts. By using the indirect response, A implies his familiarity
with Bill and confirms his authority to speak about him. Thus, by choosing to make
some speech act either directly or indirectly, speakers might be able to garner some
further positive results for themselves, their addressees, or both.

2.3 Politeness

2.3.1 Introduction In addition to what we might call the dynamics of immediate
interpersonal interaction, which we have looked at in the previous section, language has a
not distinct, but distinguishable, social function. Humans are social animals. What is
more, unlike ants or bees, their social relationships are complexly hierarchical. Within
some contexts, one individual has more power, importance, influence, than (an)other(s).
Humans, in the process of interacting with each other, construct hierarchies. These
hierarchies may be societal (as in a caste or a class system), institutional (as in
policeman/citizen, teacher/student or priest/parishioner relationships) or situational (as
when one asks or gives directions). Since human language is a reflection of the social
nature of humans, the hierarchical nature of human social relations should be reflected in
the way they socially interact, including how they use language. The hierarchy of human
social relations reflects two features of interaction: 1) how much more important one
interactant is than the other in some socially defined way, called Power, and 2) the degree
of intimacy or familiarity between the speaker and the addressee, called Distance or
Solidarity. It is likely that people involved in speaking to one another (often called a talk

exchange) will use different language if they are more intimate or familiar than if they are
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less so. Thus, I may use a hypocoristic (like A/l) for a close friend but a full given-name
(like Donald) for someone I am less well acquainted with. Hudson states that “solidarity
is expressed through choice of language, subtle ‘accommodation’ ... and the use of

"8 How I address

purpose-built solidarity expressers such as names and pronouns.
someone is determined by my perception of our mutual relationship and, in turn, our
relationship determines what is and is not an appropriate way for me to address the other.
As Hudson states, word choice (vocabulary) is the primary way we signal social
information in language.” Note that, depending on the context, it is just as inappropriate
to address someone who is socially close by a more formal term of address as it is to be
too familiar with someone who is socially distant. Note also that a change to a more or
less familiar form of address marks an attempt by the speaker to renegotiate the social
relationship held with the addressee. Thus, language can be used to reinforce and/or
redefine social relationships.

Politeness, even in its colloquial usage, refers to which kinds of speech are
appropriate to which contexts. Since, as I have maintained, social relationships, which
form the basis of our definition of context, are hierarchical, following Brown and
Levinson, I shall define politeness in the following way:

) The (linguistic) manifestation of the social hierarchy which exists between

speaker and addressee at some time 7 in terms of:: 1) the social distance between
the speaker and the addressee (Power); 2) the power differential between the

speaker and the addressee (Distance, Solidarity); 3) The degree of imposition on
the addressee involved in making the speech act.

% Hudson, p.235. “Accommodation” here is the desire to minimize behavioral (in this case linguistic)
differences in order to stress solidarity, op. cit., p. 233.

% Hudson, R. A., Sociolinguistics, Cambridge University Press, 1999, p. 130, ff. Thus, in culturally

specific ways, vocabulary combines with costume, body position (body language), facial expression, etc.,
to signal social role.
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Politeness, by this definition, is a heuristic for explaining the particular form of an
utterance in a particular context by making reference to the social relationship that exists
between the speaker and the addressee and to the effect which the speaker perceives that
utterance will have on that relationship. This definition arises from the observation that,
beyond making their desired speech acts, speakers wish to achieve certain psychological
or cognitive effects in their addressees and to avoid others. For example, they are likely
to desire that the requests they make are not just communicated, but agreed to as well.
They usually want their apologies to be accepted, their warnings to be heeded, etc.
Sometimes they may want to avoid angering their addressees, at other times they may
want to anger them. They may wish sad news to be received with or without excessive
sorrow, and good news with or without excessive elation. Thus, in making utterances,
speakers desire two results: 1) to communicate clearly the desired speech act; 2) for the
talk exchange to result in some desired psychosocial state of affairs in their addressee.
Yet often, these two goals can be in direct conflict. It is at such times that maxims, of
which politeness constitutes an important variety, are likely to be flouted. That is,
speakers flout the maxims of the Cooperation Principle in order to best reconcile the
often conflicting needs of communicative efficiency and social regulation ([1] and [2]
above, respectively). Of these two potentially conflicting needs, I have already discussed
the first in my brief discussion of the Cooperation Principle and its maxims above. To
the second of these I now turn.

2.3.2 Face Speakers are not simply vague or quixotic for no reason. Leaving
aside those situations where speakers may be impared in some way (e.g., intoxication,

misunderstanding, etc.) something other than communicative clarity compels them to
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make problematic utterances. Brown and Levinson state that the “Clooperation]
Plrinciple] defines an ‘unmarked’ or socially neutral presumptive framework for
communication,”" that is to say, one in which there is no departure from the desire to
communicate efficiently. The need to depart from this framework and hence the need to
be indirect, for Brown and Levinson, seems to revolve around the concept of face.

I have already argued that interactants in a talk exchange, or any other social
interaction, have needs beyond the mere conveyance of some speech act. The term used
most often to refer to the psychosocial needs of interactants is called face.”” This term as
a feature of a comprehensive theory of social and specifically linguistic interaction was
first developed by Erving Goffman in Interaction Ritual, 1967. Goffman developed his
notion of face out of its colloquial use in phrases like lose face. For Goffman, face was:

[the] positive social value a person effectively claims for himself by the line [a pattern of

acts one takes which express one’s view of the situation and the participants in it] others

assume he has taken during a particular contact.”
For Goffman, face is an image of the self, defined in terms of social attributes. It is
constructed, in the process of interaction, by one’s interactants and not by one’s self.

Social interaction then constitutes a commitment on the part of the actor since it involves

' Brown, P., S. G. Levinson, Politeness, Some Universals in Language Usage, Cambridge, 1987. p. 5.

2 See Goffman, E., Interaction Ritual; Essays on Face-to-Face Behaviour, Anchor Books, 1967; Brown
and Levinson, 1978, (re issued 1987); Blum-Kulka, S., “Indirectness and Politeness in Requests: Same or
Different,” Journal of Pragmatics, 1987 pp.131-146; Culpeper, J., “Towards an Anatomy of Impoliteness,’
JoP. 1996, pp. 350-353; Foley, W. A., Anthropological Linguistics: An Introduction, Blackwell Publishers,
1997; Leech, 1983; Matsumoto, Y., “Re-Examination of the Universality of Face: Politeness Phenomena
in Japanese,” JoP, 1988, pp. 404-425; Watts, 1992, et al.

bl

% Goffman, op. cit., p. 1.
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an externally constructed valuation of the self. One can lose or gain face but always/only
in the presence of others. This concept of face was later expanded and developed by

Brown and Levinson.

By ‘face’ we mean something quite specific again: [people are] endowed with two
particular wants —roughly the want to be unimpeded and the want to be approved of in
certain respects. °*
It seems that in respect to their social identity, people want to feel approved of or ‘liked,’
and people want to feel free to act in those ways they wish to act. Brown and Levinson
thus posit two complementary aspects to face, which they then call positive and negative
face, respectively.” Certain actions can present threats to either of these distinct aspects
of face, or to both simultaneously. Actions that pose a threat to one’s face are referred to

as Face-Threatening Activities (often FTAs). Actions can threaten either one’s own face

or one’s interactant’s or both. For this paper, I will adopt the following definition of face.

(10)  The psychosocial manifestation of social worth
. Positive Face: approval of public self (Public Image)

. Negative Face: perceived ability to engage in one’s activities

Brown and Levinson claim that their model of face is universal. However, it should be

noted that not all scholars are satisfied with Brown and Levinson’s claim of universality

% Brown and Levinson, Op. cit., p. 58. It is not altogether clear that these two wants are always
distinguishable and it should become clear that many actions tend to violate or address both types of face
simultaneously. Also, see note 95 below.

% These terms negative and positive face are perhaps not well chosen, the two aspects of face that Brown
and Levinson propose are not, in fact, as strictly opposite as the terms that designate them seem to imply,
rather they complement each other. Furthermore, it is not always possible, or desierable, to keep the two
types of face distinct (as in the case of scolding or other types of assault). Nevertheless, as the two terms
and their corresponding concepts are now well established in the literature, it seems necessary to maintain
them here, albeit, with some hesitation. One of the projects of this paper will be to test the appropraiteness
of this distinction for Homeric epic.
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for their model.”® Part of the purpose of this paper will be to test the viability of this
model to describe the social activity of characters within the culture described in the
lliad.

2.3.3 Face-Threatening Activities and Face Work We have noted that
activities that are not directly related to considerations of face may, in fact, constitute
threats to the face of either the speaker or the addressee. Thus, asking for money may
affect one’s desire to be approved of (Positive Face). Asking people to be quiet may
affect their desire to be unimpeded in their activities (Negative Face). Speakers’
utterances may then affect either their own or their addressee’s positive or negative face.

A general model of which sorts of speech acts have which affects on face is:*’

NEGATIVE FACE THREATS POSITIVE FACE THREATS
S excusing, thanking, accepting apologizing, accepting compliments,
offers, promising confessing, crying, ordering
H ordering, requesting, compliments, complaining, boasting, criticizing, broaching

threatening, warning, bad news  taboo topics, disagreeing

Table 2.4: Sample Face-Threatening Activities”®

% See particularly Matsumoto, op. cit. Matsumoto claims that the concept of negative face does not apply
in Japanese society specifically because the self is not conceived of as primarily motivated by individual
needs and wants but by societal or collective needs and wants.

7 This chart is based on ones found in Meier, A. J., “Passages of Politeness,” JoP. 1995, p. 382, and Van
de Walle, Lieve, Pragmatics and Classical Sanskrit, A Pilot Study in Linguistic Politeness. John
Benjamins Publishing, 1993. p. 73. Not all of these actions will always result in actual loss of face (e.g.
one might have found President Clinton’s confession, had he actually made one, refreshing, and thereby
granted him greater face), rather, these acts are felt by the speaker to run the risk of loss of face.

% S stands for speaker and H for addressee. The above list is not intended to be exhaustive, but merely

suggestive. Note also that which sorts of actions constitute which types of Face-Threatening Activity will
vary, and certain acts may well fit in more than one box as well.
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Threats to the speaker’s negative face are found in those acts which put the speaker under
some obligation to someone else and hence limit the speaker’s freedom to act
independently. For example, being forced to excuse oneself for some act can impinge on
one’s ability or willingness to perform that act.” Positive face threats to speakers are
constituted by those acts which lessen speakers’ perception of their own social worth. A
similar reasoning lies behind the classification of negative and positive face threats to the
addressee (H) as well. Note that some kinds of speech acts are potential face threats to
both parties, as in the case of compliments and orders (above). Thus, face can be seen to
be mutually vulnerable, since talk exchanges involve potential threats to both the
speaker’s and the addressee’s face.

Since, as I have stated, social interaction presents the potential for threats to face
(i.e., Face-Threatening Activities), we should expect that there are redresses available for
such threats. Brown and Levinson state, “in the context of mutually vulnerable face, any
rational agent will seek to avoid these face-threatening acts, or will employ certain
strategies to minimize the threat.”'” The speaker’s reaction to the potential for a Face-
Threatening Activity afforded by any speech act can be of three types: 1) the speaker can
ignore the face-threatening nature of the act and proceed most directly, 2) the speaker can
engage some strategy to lessen the face threat inherent in the act, or 3) the speaker can
avoid the act all together. We can now see what advantages there might be to flouting the
maxims of the Cooperation Principle as we discussed above. We saw that to flout the

maxims of the Cooperation Principle invariably results in a less direct form of some

% Again, it is not clear that this perceived loss of freedom does not simply arise out of the same desire to be
aproved of.

"% Brown and Levinson, op. cit., p. 68.
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speech act. Directness is a potential threat to either the speaker’s or the addressee’s face.
The advantages of lessening the threat to face, which some act presents, are then weighed
against the potential for miscommunication presented by the act of flouting some maxim
of the Cooperation Principle, as against the failure to achieve the desired ends by
altogether foregoing some threat to the face of either. The most direct strategy Brown
and Levinson refer to as a “bald, on record” act. The speakers commit Face-Threatening
Activities openly in order to take advantage of the communicative directness implicit in
the Cooperation Principle, to maximize clarity, and thus achieve their ends most directly.
Obviously there are times when being direct and to the point is the necessary strategy, as
in (11):

(11)  “Shut up Bill; he’s got a gun; he’ll kill you if you don’t shut up.”

In other cases, some degree of overt politeness is employed to lessen the force of the
potential threat to someone’s face.

Brown and Levinson propose a hierarchy of strategies which can be employed by
speakers to mediate between the need to maximize efficiency and the need to minimize
the threat to face (Figure 1, p. 59). The choice between these two conflicting needs is
decided by weighing the cost of the threat to face against the communicative benefit
implicit in directness.""!

By on-record 1 mean those speech acts whose illocutionary force is clear from the

surface form. Thus a ‘bald, on-record’ command might be “Get out!” A polite on-record

"' This figure is based on the one found in Brown and Levinson, p.69, but modified to show the
cost/benefit of the various strategies. The terminal nodes reflect actual strategies (which are indicated by
being italicized).
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command might be “Please, leave now”’; an off-record command might be “Boys, it sure is
getting late.” Based on Figure 1 (p. 59), one can see that there is an almost linear
relationship as is indicated by the dotted arrow between efficiency (i.e., clarity) on the
one hand and lessened face threat (politeness) on the other. Thus, a bald, on-record act is
maximally efficient but also maximally face-threatening. Avoidance of the Face-
Threatening Activities is minimally face threatening, but at a cost of being minimally
efficient.

2.3.4 Off-Record, Positive, and Negative Politeness Strategies Off-record
strategies are those strategies that allow for more than one reading; that is, they allow the

29

speaker an “out,” so to speak, by means of “plausible deniability.” By not making the
speech act directly, the speaker is potentially able to deny having made it at all. Thus, (3)
above (“It sure is hot in here.”), in the context of the hospital-room scenario, functions as
an off-record request to lower the temperature by flouting the Relation Maxim (be
relevant). Many cases in which speakers flout the relation maxim constitute off-record
politeness strategies. The down side to such strategies is that, by allowing multiple
readings for the utterance, off-record politeness strategies increase the possibility that one
of the alternate possible readings will be the one accepted by the addressee. One example

might be the case of (6) above. Athena at A.207 ff. in fact replies to Akhilleus’ statement

at 202-03 as if it were a genuine question and answers it:

(12)  fABov ey Tavoouoca TO 0OV HEVos,

“I came to stop this rage of yours.”

Thus, the potential for a misfire in the case of off-record politeness strategies is real.
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Figure 1: Cost/Benefit of Politeness Strategies Against Efficiency (Clarity)
Based on Brown and Levinson (strategies in boldface)
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Off-record politeness also seems to be nonspecific in that it may address either the
positive or negative face of either party. In the case of (6), Akhilleus’ off-record
directive seems designed to placate his own face. Thus, by putting his directive in the
form of a question, he is able to deny the complaining tenor which a directive, like (see
how badly he is treating me) would carry. Note, that Akhilleus does use a complaining
tenor when he addresses his mother later. Therefore, it is not complaining per se that is
the problem, but complaining in a specific context (in this case, nonfamelial). In fact,
Athena’s reply at A.207 ff. is probably not due to her misreading Akhilleus’ actual
speech act, but to her desire to shift the discourse away from Agamemnon’s hubris to
Akhilleus’ menos. She may also wish to allow him to maintain the fiction of a genuine
question and hence avoid confronting the threat to his own face contained in his
complaint. It seems, then, that the acknowledgment of a threat to one’s own face is itself
face-threatening. So Athena’s reply further helps to support Akhilleus’ positive face as
well, by allowing him an “out.”

Thus, off-record strategies are not specific in respect to which face needs they
address.'”” On the other hand, negative- and positive-politeness strategies seek to address
directly the positive and negative face of the addressee. Positive-politeness strategies are
designed to show solidarity between the speaker and the addressee by suggesting that the
speaker wants what the addressee wants (they are allies). These strategies include
statements that 1) display a greater degree of intimacy and a lower power differential
when the speaker is in a position of superiority, or 2) indicate solidarity and acceptance

of the established power structure when the addressee is in the socially superior position.

%2 This suggests that, again, Brown and Levinson’s distinction may not always be applicable.
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Positive face work includes expressions of affiliation and friendship. Positive-politeness
strategies seem most often to be used in cases where the speaker is in a socially superior
position (or perhaps equal) to the addressee. Negative face work, on the other hand,
seeks to address addressees’ desire to be unimpeded in their actions. These strategies
include expressions of deference, hedges, impersonal constructions, and passives, along
with expressions that allow the addressee an ‘out.” Negative politeness work, then, seems
most felicitous when the speaker is in a position of social inferiority (or perhaps equal).

2.3.5 Impoliteness Strategies So far then, politeness strategies “presuppose that
potential for aggression as they seek to disarm it, and make possible communication
between potentially aggressive parties.”'”

Obviously, not all speech involves attempts on the part of speakers to ameliorate
threats to face, i.e., to be polite. Indeed, certain acts seem to be inherently impolite. No
amount of deference or indirectness can make a request for someone to take an all-too-
needed bath not seem face-threatening to a certain degree. No matter how much one may
have that person’s best interest at heart, such a request will likely be perceived as
embarrassing and hence as a threat to that person’s sense of positive face. Other acts,
however, can be purposefully face threatening. It is difficult to imagine how someone
could intend a statement like “drop dead!” to be taken as a face saving or face-neutral act,
nor is that sort of an utterance likely to be interpreted by the addressee as such. Let us
call instances of such speech acts impoliteness. Culpeper distinguishes two kinds of
impoliteness —inherent impoliteness and mock impoliteness. Those acts that are not

amenable to what I have called politeness work —actions which are designed to mitigate

'% Brown and Levinson, op. cit., p.1.
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the force of the Face-Threatening Activities of some action— are inherently impolite.'*
The above examples are likely to be interpreted as inherently impolite because they are
themselves a source of embarrassment and hence represent a threat to the addressee’s
face. This is because of the fact that, although they are a source of embarrassment, this
embarrassment is not contextually determined but is general. They are likely to be
perceived as a Face-Threatening Activities despite their intended purpose, which, I have
suggested, might be to somehow benefit the addressee by helping him obviate potential
future embarrassment. The effect of inherently impolite acts will depend on three factors:
Power, Relation, and Degree of Imposition (see (9) above § 2.3.1, p. 50) which
pragmatically define the relationship of the speaker to the addressee. In addition to
attempting to correct behavior that speakers perceive as faulty, impolite speech acts will
often be used by speakers to help define their relationship to their addressees. Thus, if
my boss might say “Brown, get your ass in here, NOW,” the utterance has three effects;
1) to convey the surface request (the loctionary force), 2) to convey anger directed by the
speaker to the addressee, and 3) to convey a power relationship such that the speaker
(claims to) have the authority to insult the addressee and compel that addressee’s

compliance (the illocutionary force). Culpeper states:

There are circumstances when the vulnerability of face is unequal and so motivation to
cooperate is reduced. A powerful participant has more freedom to be impolite, because
[they] can (A) reduce the ability of a less powerful participant to retaliate with
impoliteness (e.g., through denial of speaking rights), and (B) threaten more severe
retaliation should the less powerful participant be impolite.'"

14 Culpeper, I., op. cit., p. 354.

195 1bid.
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Conversely, Culpeper’s other type of impoliteness, mock impoliteness, often
involves social relationships marked by lower degrees of Power, Relation, and Degree of

99106 in the

Imposition. Culpeper states that politeness is “less necessary and important
case of people who are more intimate or more socially equal. In such cases, impolite acts
are often not understood by the addressee to be Face-Threatening Activities on the part of

the speaker. Of this Leech says that in relationships marked by greater intimacy and a

lesser degree of power difference, the speaker,

in order to show solidarity with the addressee, [will] say something which is (i) obviously
untrue, and (ii) obviously impolite to the addressee [who interprets that] what (speaker)
says is impolite and untrue to the addressee. Therefore, what the speaker means is
[something else which is] polite to the addressee and true.'”

Thus we can see that the flip side of politeness, impoliteness, can frequently be employed
as a conscious strategy for (re)defining and/or maintaining relationships between people.
Boxer and Cortés-Conde, in discussing what they call feasing and shaming, state another
use of impoliteness strategies, to wit:

Teasing and shaming [can be attempts] to inhibit or change a person’s actions as well as

convey a particular effective message about the relationship of those individuals involved
and in an audience or potential audience of family, peers and community.'®

Thus, impoliteness and impolite utterances, despite their apparent disregard for face,

seem, nonetheless, to important in regulating social relationships as well. The manner in

"% Ibid. p. 352

17 Leech, Geoffrey, Principles of Pragmatics, Longman, London, 1983; p. 144. It seems likely that such
uses of mock impoliteness are highly culturally defined.

1% Boxer, D., F. Cortés-Conde, “From J oking to Biting: Conversational Joking and Identity Display,” JoP,
1997, p. 280.
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which they do this and the strategies in which they will be employed, however, will vary
greatly depending on the relationship of the participants to each other, vis-a-vis the
factors of Distance, Power and Relation (see (9) above § 2.3.1, p. 50), and the particulars
of the specific context in which these acts are employed. For our purposes we might

consider a tripartite model of impoliteness:

INTENTIONAL IMPOLITENESS: acts that depend on relatively higher Power and
greater Distance and serve to regulate and maximize social distance and power

differential.

MOCK IMPOLITENESS: acts that depend on relatively low social distance and little or

no Power, i.e., intimate relationships, and serve to define and confirm social bonds.

CORRECTIVE IMPOLITENESS: acts that depend on relatively low social distance and
little or no Power, i.e., intimate relationships, but ones in which some situational
authority is claimed by the speaker and serves to inhibit, compel, or correct the

addressee’s actions or beliefs.

This typology of impoliteness is dependant not on the form of the threat to face, but on its
context —especially vis-a-vis Power, Relation, and Degree of Imposition, and on its
purpose.

Let us then sum up the model of conversational interaction we will be using here.
Conversations involve either one or the other or both of two motivating factors which are
often in conflict with each other: the desire to make speech acts and the desire to regulate
social interaction. The Cooperation Principle serves to maximize the former of these,
politeness work, to facilitate the latter. Although not all talk-exchanges necessarily

involve the Cooperation Principle directly (see above), most are assumed to do so. Any
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apparent deviation from the Cooperation Principle is assumed by the addressee not to be
such. Politeness work usually results in some deviation from the Cooperation Principle,
and hence it generates conversational implicatures according to which of the maxims the
speaker has flouted in order to “be polite.” The desire to ameliorate the threats to face
posed by the face-threatening nature of many speech acts prompts the invocation of
politeness work in the form of the flouting of some maxim(s) of the Cooperation
Principle. Face-Threatening Activities often result for social rather than discourse-
internal reasons.'” This, then, is what is called politeness work (Culpeper’s Politeness
Principles). Much (perhaps most or even all) social interaction, including the negotiation
of relative social position (Power) and/or degree of intimacy (Relation/Solidarity) or the
desire on the part of the speaker to alter the addressee’s behavior or beliefs, involves the
potential for threats to one or the other’s face, and hence politeness work. Thus,
politeness should be almost ubiquitous in speech since all persons involved in a talk
exchange are involved in a socially defined hierarchy with their addressee, and most
speech acts involve some degree of a Face-Threatening Activity. The next step is to
examine the social structure and the types of social relations defined in the narrative of

the Iliad in order to begin to build a model of Iliadic politeness.

199 That is, discourse internal organizational markers like deixis, anaphora, or focus do not regularly lead to
Face-Threatening Activities directly, although some times they may.
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CHAPTER 3

PRAGMATICS OF DIRECT ADDRESS IN THE ILIAD: GENERIC FORMS OF

Part I:

Part II:

ADDRESS

‘AvSpoudxn &€ oi &yxi mapioTaTo Sdkpu xéovoa, Z.405
&v T apa ol U xelpi émos T épaT’ ék T ovouadle:

Saiudvie pbicer oe TO ooV UEvos, oud’ éAeaipels

maida Te vnmiaxov kai éu’ &uuopov, 1] Taxa xrpen

O€U éooual’ Taxa ydp o€ KaTakTavéouolv "Axaiol

mTavTes épopunbevTes: éuoi 8¢ ke képSiov ein

oeU apauapTovon x8déva Suuevai- ou yap €T’ GAAn

éoTal BaAmeopn) éel Qv OU ye MOTUOV EMIOTTS

AaAA’ &xe™ oUbE uol éoTi TaThp Kai TOTVIa UnjTnp.

And Andromakhe stood next to him, wept,

took his hand and addressed him and spoke

“Daimonie, that force of yours will destroy you. Don’t you care

about your infant son or me, ill-fated, who will

lose you forthwith since the Akhaians will soon all gather together

and cut you down? It would be better for me

to go to my own funeral than to lose you, for there will no longer be any other
consolation for me once you’ve gone to your fate,

only grief; I no longer have a father or mother.”

The Function of Address
3.1. Introduction
3.2. The Use of Generic Epithets: a Pragmatics Based Account
3.2.1. Structuring the Discourse
3.2.1.2 Change of Speaker
3.2.1.3 Emphasis
3.2.2 Structuring the Social Space
Uses of ‘Generic’ Epithets in Address
3.3. Generic Addresses

3.3.1. Téxvov/Tékos
3.3.2. TT&Tep/uiTtep
3.3.3. ®ike
3.3.4. Aaipdvie
3.3.5. Hapax Legomena
3.4. The Sociolinguistics of Address
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Part I: The Function of Address

3.1 Introduction At Z.407 (above), Andromakhe addresses her husband,
Hektor, as Saiudvie. This is not the first time this address has been used in the poem,
although it is the first time it has been addressed to Hektor. Unlike an address such as

110

“Ektop, which is applicable only to Hektor, = the term daiudvi may felicitously be

applied to more than one potential addressee.''" 1 introduced a model of language use in

12 and social role all function

Chapter 1 in which speech, immediate setting or context,
together in a cycle of mutual information, each informing and informed by the others. As
I am dealing in this project with a specifically literary examination, in this case the /liad,
I have focused in this study specifically on the role of speech vis-a-vis the other two.
Nevertheless it is important to remember that all these operators function as a single
complex system of mutual information. In this system, address'"® —the vocal
recognition and identification of the addressee— plays a pivotal role. Coming as it often
does at or near the initiation of some discourse, address has a demarcative and
constitutive function in speech. By naming or otherwise identifying the addressee,

address indicates the present —whether physically or metaphorically present— intended

recipient of speech at the same time as it helps orient the addressee and the speaker to

"0 This is certainly true for the context of the Iliad, although it may not be so beyond that context.

"' At this point, I am refraining from saying ‘any addressee’ because there may turn out to be some
restrictions on this form’s applicability. What is clear, is that, unlike the case for names, specific token
identity is not one of them.

"2 See Chapter 2 for a detailed discussion of how I am defining context in this study.

'3 Occasionally this phenomenon is referred to as apostrophe in some of the literature.
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each other.'* This orientation is, however, strictly local both in time and space within a
created or invoked setting, a social space, although it may reference non-local and/or
chronic states of affairs. Any form of address, A, functions to orient the addressee to the
speaker at that point at which it is uttered, in that setting in which it is uttered. That is,
address creates or invokes a context, a social space, and orients the addressee to the
speaker within that social space. In this work, I will focus on forms of address
specifically in the Iliad to see how they help define and negotiate Homer’s narrativized
social space(s).

In this chapter, I will begin by looking at what might be termed ‘generic’ forms of
address. That is to say, I will begin by examining the use-patterns of forms of address
which, like daipdvie, might felicitously be applied to more than one specific individual
addressee (e.g., Tékvov or pithokTeaveoTaTe). | will save for the next chapter discussion
of those forms of address which serve token-specific identification (i.e., names like
"ATpeidn, and terms of office like &vaf avdpcov). This taxonomy, however, is not
intended to be absolute or essentializing. It serves merely as a convenient logistical tool
for deploying the data.'”

One of the only focused and extensive treatments of address in Homer is by

Elisabeth Brunius-Nilsson, from 1955.""® Although she focuses primarily on the use of

"4 Recognition that addresses may come in positions other than discourse-initial position anticipates the
argument that they can have functions other than strictly signaling the beginning of a new discourse.

"> Note that forms like 'ATpeidn may potentially be applied to more than one individual (see Chapter 4) and
that terms like pilokTeaveotate, while formally generic, are in essence addressee-specific even within the

general context of the Iliad as a whole. One reason why this taxonomy ultimately cannot serve as more
than a conveniant organizational tool is the case of the hero specific ‘ornamental epithets’ like Tod&pxns

for Akhilleus.
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forms of the vocative, substantivised adjective daiudvie, she does take the time to discuss
the use of other forms of address as well. One of the theoretical positions she takes
which is relevant for this study is her subsuming, under the term apostrophe, all extra
sentential expressions.'”” This has the effect of conjoining two formal categories which
are often kept separate, namely interjections''® and terms of address. Her taxonomy, on
the surface, may seem like a problematic theoretical position to take. There seems to be
an intuitive link between these formal categories (substantives and particles) and real
distinctions in use; the vocative can serve to identify the addressee, whereas interjections,
being non-referential, would seem not to be able to do so. However, as with most areas
of language use, the formal distinction does not in practice seem to reflect hard and fast
distinctions of use, and speakers themselves do not seem to be held to it. On the one
hand, vocatives like Paul or Mr. President are often used to attract the attention of some
addressee by identifying them. Similarly, interjections like hey, no and fore also function
to get the attention of a (potential) addressee. The main difference is that the latter do not
specify, lexically, who that addressee is. However, in many cases, this is already made
explicit by other exigencies of the context. Other interjections, like yo, groovy or word-

up, can serve to signal group membership or social allegiance and so have a function

"6 Brunius-Nilsson, Elisabeth, Aaiudvie, An Inquiry into a Mode of Apostrophe in Old Greek Literature,
Almquist & Wiksells Boktryckeri AB, Uppsala, 1955.

""" Le., forms which are do not participate in any system of syntactic relations, such as case, person,
number, gender, etc., agreement.

"® There is no good universily acceptable term which covers this group of forms. Interjection, is typically
taken to refer to an element which stands outside of syntactic relations and expresses emotion; Brunius-
Nilsson’s term apostrophy seems to have little current use but seems to generally refer to something which
is turned away (&TooTpéPwd), presumably from the rest of the sentence; expletive refers to three
phenomena, 1) so called dummy subjects like it in sentences like ‘It was raining.” 2) ‘swear words,” and 3)
words inserted into a poetic line for metrical reasons. The term particle, is far too vague and ill defined to
be of much use here and typically does not cover phrasal phenomena like word up. See Trask, R. L., A
Dictionary of Grammatical Terms in Linguistics, Routledge, 1993.
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similar to many forms of address like dude, bro and hypocoristics, whereas other
interjections like shit may not.'" Often interjections and overt vocatives are combined
into a single accentual phrase, e.g., hey Paul, yo dude or ¢ 'AxiAel. Furthermore, as I
suggested above, vocatives do not always function specifically to identify the speaker at
all. This is especially the case in settings where the context itself makes it obvious just
who the addressee is —as in the middle of an ongoing discourse, or when there is only

120

one person present, - or in embedded speech as in (1) where ‘dude’ does not represent

the addressee but some third party whose speech is being reported.

(1) “And I was like ‘dude, where’s my car?’”

Hudson suggests that in language in general function operates independent of
formal structures. Language is constantly being adapted to its function, Hudson suggests
because speakers are often engaged in multiple tasks simultaneously and that these tasks
are often in conflict. Language is then an “unstable compromise” and libel to change.'*!
Thus, the formal distinction between ‘interjection’ and vocative address, which Brunius-
Nilsson rejects, seems not to be rigidly maintained by speakers either, and therefore is
much less productive for our purposes than a pragmatic mode based on function. As I

have suggested before, this latter approach will be the general thrust of this project.

'Y Even this distinction is not without its problems. Speakers often use socially marked vocabulary (often
referred to as ‘slang’) like shit to indicate to both addressee(s) and hearer(s) that they either consider them
to be members of a group with whom it is appropriate to use such language (i.e., to indicate group
inclusion), or to indicate their own indifference to any potential objection on the addressee’s or hearer’s
part (group exclusion) also referred to as impoliteness, see Chapter. 2.

' An example would be when facial, or other gestures, like hand shaking or embracing, indicate
recognition prior to the initiation of speech.

12l Hudson, op. cit., p.236.
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Brunius-Nilsson however does draw other distinctions. An important one is a
formal distinction between forms of address where the speaker’s “expressed purpose [is]
not clearly apparent” and those where it is. She divides addresses into two types, one of
which has as its “chief purpose [...] to give the speech a certain polite point of departure
or framework and which are [sic] not intended to influence the behavior of the person
addressed through stimulation or its contrary.” Although it is not at all clear what this
statement actually means, it is difficult to imagine how any form of address (or any use of
language which is perceived by another) could not “influence the behavior of the person
addressed.” '? It seems that, for Brunius-Nilsson, some instances of speech are intended
to influence addressees and others to do other things, like “set [...] mood.” Yet clearly
all speech which is heard influences those who hear it, and “set[ting the] mood”
—however this is to be interpreted; Brunius-Nilsson herself is not clear on this point—
must constitute an influence on the addressee as well. It is in the very nature of language
that it has an effect on all those who perceive it. How could it not? Thus, Brunius-
Nilsson seems to be drawing distinctions based on a priori, formal criteria which she
herself is not at all clear about, but which —whatever they are— speakers themselves do
not draw.'” That is, she seems to make the error, which this study will try and avoid, of
insisting that formal categories are essentializing, i.e., that they define usage in a
prescriptive way rather than functioning in a strictly descriptive way.

Given, then, that all speech influences those who perceive it in some way

—including any addressee(s)— in a study of address, like the present one, one ought,

22 Brunius-Nilsson, op. cit., pp.41 f., emphasis mine.

' Even overtly ignoring someone qualifies as both affecting him and being affected by him.
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ideally, to focus on the kinds of influence speakers (like us) wish to exert over their
addressees, 1.e., their pragmatic ends, and the strategies by which they achieve these ends
rather than a priori, formal categories. That is to say, I am proposing that the function to
which some formal speech element will be put will always be seen to flow from speaker
intention and not the other way around. This should seem axiomatic.

However, there is one important concession which I must make at this point. As
Derrida has already pointed out, the project of analyzing of language that proceeds from
the point of the speaker’s intention runs into the problem that, as perceivers of language
(as hearers, addressees or readers) we do not have access to speakers’ (or writer’s)
intentions, only to the results of those intentions, the surface forms of language.'* In this
project, we are further hampered by the fact that we are dealing with a dead language and
so do not have access to any actual speakers and cannot query them about their
intentions.'” Therefore, one must, acting as if one were oneself an addressee, starting
from the surface forms of address, work backwards, and keep in mind at all times,
however, that such a project is being driven in reverse. That is, while intention precedes
and produces speech, we cannot read speech through intention, but intention through its
resultant speech. Yet this is, in fact, what addressees do when they understand speech.
That is not knowing, a priori, the speaker’s intention(s), understanding speech needs
must involves the act of (re)constructing a speaker intent, a speaker meaning. The act of
understanding involves the same kind of reconstruction as I will employ in this project.

Therefore, in order to proceed, I will begin with the same formal distinctions as other

12 Derrida, I., Limited Inc., Northwestern University Press, 1988.

12 T agree with Parry et al. that the Homeric Kunstsprache was never a spoken vernacular language in the
sense that Attic Greek or Roman Latin were.
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studies, namely distinctions of surface forms, and attempt to show whether pragmatics,
and not formal class membership, defines their individual usage across the text of the
lliad.

3.2 The Use of Generic Epithets: a Pragmatics-based Account Strictly
speaking, the term ‘generic epithet’ is not very useful when we begin to examine how
forms of address are used, and the designation is used here for purely organizational
purposes. Names like Agamemnon, although they are generally coindexed with a
specific individual, are, nevertheless, potentially applicable to multiple persons. Note, for
example, that the name Agamemnon is used of one character in the Satyricon, and that

126 Nevertheless,

the name Akhilleus appears 10 times on inscriptions from Attica alone.
it is usual for names to bear a specific token index (to be coindexed with a specific token
item, within a narrow social setting) whereas other addresses like dude or honey or you
are generally applicable to a broader but finite and contextually defined set of felicitous
referenda. That is to say, in the abstract, these forms may be applied to a potentially
infinite set of referenda. However, forms of address, like all language, do not appear in
the abstract and so are always contextualized. When we examine forms in use, in
context, we see that such abstractly generic epithets as Tod&pkns Or PIAOKTEAVOTATE,
even within as broad a context as the Iliad, clearly function as if they were token-specific.

That is, coindexing effectively takes place at the point of use. Thus, in cases like (2),

where there is a mismatch between abstract token index and addressee,

126 See Osborne, M. J., and S. G. Byrne, eds., A Lexicon of Greek Personal Names, Volume II Attica,
Oxford, 1994, specifically: IG "2 2068, 2097, 2245, 2284, 2460 (2x), 6148; ID 2614; Ag. XV 322; and
SEG XXXIV 136.

72



(2) A:  “Hey, Mark.”
“Mark?

A: “Mark? Sorry, Matt, I mean Matt, I don’t know where ‘Mark’ came
from.”"”’

B still recognizes the address form ‘Mark’ as addressed to him. This suggests that
indexing between an address form and an addressee happens at the point at which the

address is made.'”®

Nevertheless, while B recognizes that he has been addressed as
‘Mark,’ he also recognizes that the address is not felicitous. He is not Mark, he has
merely been so addressed and that address form is felt to be somehow ‘incorrect.” This
suggests that addresses can carry, in fact, two indices, one abstract and one contextual.
As long as the two are compatible, the address is made ‘correctly.” We can then
distinguish between an abstract index and a contextual index. The abstract index for
address forms like names relate primarily to token identity, although, as I will argue in
Chapter 4, not exclusively, nor even most importantly. Conversely, the abstract index for
a generic epithet should relate primarily to some quality associated with that epithet, such
as ‘swift-footedness,’ or ‘possession—lovingness’.129 Thus, at the point of use, the address
constructs an association between the physical object addressed and the quality or token

identity (or both) associated with the form of address, e.g., ‘Akhilleus-hood’ or ‘swift-

footedness.” When that abstract quality associated with the address form is related or

177 Overheard at a recent graduate student colloquium.

'8 This is often aided by non lexical aspects of address including direction of glance, posture, hand gesture,
etc.

1% Ultimately, these two indices are not really so clearly distinct so we can say that someone is acting like,

or even, being an ‘Agamemnon.’ Thus the token specific address can come to refer to some imagined set
of qualities such as, for example, an ‘Agamemnon’ would have.
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relatable to some aspect of social structure —and most qualities are so relatable, then the
use of that address in a specific talk exchange will construct associations between the
addressee and that socially relevant quality or set of qualities."”

3.2.1 Structuring the Discourse The discourse-structuring use of the vocative
address arises, in part, from its relative syntactic freedom. From a syntactic standpoint,
vocatives are often said to be extra-sentential. This is to say, they do not participate in
regular syntactic relations, such as agreement, with other elements in the sentence but
stand on their own. Thus, for example, the presence or absence of a vocative noun phrase
in a sentence cannot result in that sentence being well or ill formed.”" This extra-
sententiality is often reflected prosodically as well. In languages like Greek and English
for example, for which we have evidence about accent, vocatives form their own
accentual unit separate from the matrix sentence.”®> Thus in the first line of the Iliad,
(example (3) below) the vocative Be&, marked as it is by a final acute rather than grave
accent, clearly does not form part of the same prosodic unit as the following genitive, in

which case it would be required to bear a grave accent:'”

130 On the social relevance of address, see below.

13! There are some language specific restrictions on the placement of vocatives. In English, vocatives tend
to either preceed or follow an S and may not interupt a constituent (e.g., *The, hey Paul, purpose ...). In
Greek, the restriction on constituency does not hold to the same degree, but vocatives do not appear
between a preposition and its noun complement (e.g., *... £, @ yépov, "[Aov ...).

32 Matrix refers to an element within which some other element is embedded. In Vedic Sanskrit, a related
language for which we have some information about accent, vocatives, unless verse- or sentence-initial, are
unaccented and pattern prosodically with other unaccented forms (clitics) vis-a-vis Wackernagel’s law.

'3 Although the significance of this orthographic fact is not secure, the consistency of its use in the
manuscript tradition conjoined with other evidence suggests that it likely reflects some prosodic fact of the
language, although, what that fact is, is open to much debate. (note: the vocative is followed by a caesura
which further strengthens these prosodic claims). See, especially, Devine, A. M., Laurence D. Stephens,
The Prosody of Greek Speech, Oxford University Press, 1994, p.180 ff.

74



3) uiviv &eide Bed TInAniadeco "AxiATios Al

Similarly words which are ordinarily oxytones exchange their final grave for an acute

before a vocative; e.g., ou in (4).

4 ... @ Te oU K&Axav A. 86

As is well known, this same phenomenon of accentuation holds for ‘sentence’-final
oxytones as well. Thus, the linear position before and after a vocative seems prosodically
indistinguishable from sentence-final position.”* Based on this, we can say that a
vocative, by default, always marks the end of an accentual phrase and itself ends its own

' We can see from the above evidence that the position of a vocative

accentual phrase.
address within the sentence, and hence within the discourse, is not subject to any strictly
syntactic restrictions. ' Since these elements are not syntactically bound, they are not
necessarily bound formally to any particular clause within the discourse, and therefore
may be placed seemingly anywhere with apparent freedom. Nevertheless, we shall see

that there are what might best be called favored positions which restrict the placement of

vocatives, but that these restrictions are not grammatical.

1** This position is often, and more correctly, referred to as pre-pausal position.

1> The exception is that a string of vocatives will act together as a single accentual phrase. However, this
fact does not invalidate the above claim or its significance.

3% The only potentially grammatical restriction on the position of vocatives is what is referred to as
Wackernagel’s law. That is, vocatives which appear within the margins of a clause (its matrix) are usually
found after the first accented element within that clause, or following any enclitics which themselves
follow that element, e.g.:

KAUB{ pev apyupdtpof’ ...  A.1.37

However, this restriction is probably, in actuality, prosodic and not grammatical.

75



3.2.1.1 Change of Speaker One obvious use of address is to indicate change of
speaker. It perhaps borders on the axiomatic to state that, in the Homeric corpus, the
most common position for vocatives to appear within a speech is before or within the first
clause. In this position, they can serve to signal the beginning of that speech and also to

identify the addressee or addressees. Thus when Khryses speaks to the Greeks at A.17,

/- he begins by addressing the two Atreidai and then the other Greeks:
(5) ATpetdal Te kail &AAol eukvriudes "Axaiol

This pattern of marking the beginning of a speech with a vocative address is repeated
hundreds of times throughout the poem. However, within the narrative frame of the
poem as a whole, this function is redundant, since speeches are almost invariably

introduced by some sort of discourse marking phrase, usually itself formulaic."”’ Thus at

A.15, f., immediately prior to Khryses’ address (5), the narrator states:

(6) ... kal AMooeto mavTtas "Axaious,
"ATpeida 8¢t pdAhioTa dUw, koourTope Aaddv:

and he [Khryses] entreated all the Akhaians
but the two sons of Atreus especially, as they were in charge of the host

This passage signals, within the narrative frame, the imminent beginning of a speech.
Nevertheless most speeches in the Iliad also begin with some overt form of address.
Such overt forms of address are redundant, but may serve the poetic function of imitating
colloquial patterns of speech. However, examples like the beginning of Khryses’ address

((5) above) highlight another use for address. By positioning the vocative address at the

B7 B.g., Tov 8 amoueBduevos mpocéen, et alia.
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beginning of a speech, it serves the further function of identifying who the specific
addressee is. That is, it aids the speaker in fashioning, or attempting to fashion, an
audience, an addressee, out of a (set of) bystander(s).

Although this may seem to be stating the obvious, this function has important
pragmatic effects on the following discourse. In the context of Iliad A.15 (5), it would
have already been clear to the audience who was going to be addressed since the
narration states the intended addressees explicitly (CAxatoi k.T.A.). Standing before the
Greek army assembled in the agora, who else could Khryses have intended to address but
them? In the case of (5) however, rather than merely identifying the individual tokens of
address, the vocatives also serve to create a hierarchy of address. Khryses’ speech is
meant foremost for Agamemnon and Menalaos. We know this specifically because the
sequence of token addresses, 'Atpetdan first, then the other ’Axaioi, instantiates this
hierarchy, despite even the appearance of equality created by the Te kai construction.
The structure of this hierarchy is reinforced in the next line by the weight given to the
noun phrase and by the use of the postponing force of 8¢ udAiota. This hierarchy is all
the more noticeable because the narrator himself describes Khryses initially as addressing
only an undifferentiated Axaiof."®

When the vocative address is found in other positions within a speech, the
vocative can often function to signal change of addressee when that is necessary. Thus
at A.277, after having spoken to Agamemnon for two lines, Nestor switches and
addresses Akhilleus as TTnAeidn in order to indicate that he and not Agamemnon is now

the addressee. This same speech, however, offers an example of how the poet need not

'3 Thanks to Professor Victoria Wohl for pointing this out.
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be compelled to mark change of addressee by the use of a vocative which specifically
indicates token identity. Nestor’s speech is introduced at A.254 with the interjection
moéTol; the speaker does not specifically name his intended addressee(s). However, from
the context alone, the immediate fight between Akhilleus and Agamemnon, it is clear
who Nestor must be addressing, both to us as the audience, and to the characters within
the narrative as well. This example illustrates a critical point: when the context makes it
clear, no overt address is required. This factor has the further effect of allowing overt
address forms to be used for other pragmatically determined reasons. That is to say,
when it is clear whom the speaker is addressing, it is easier to recognize the salience of
that fact (who is addressed) and of how they are addressed.

At A.275 when the focus of Nestor’s address narrows to Agamemnon alone, this
change is signaled not by a coindexed tag like 'ATpeidn but merely by the use of the
second person singular pronoun ou. This pronoun signals that there has been a change of
addressee by substituting a singular address in a context which has up till now been one
of plural addressees. We as the audience only really become aware of who is addressed
when we come to the verb phrase amoaipeo koUpnv at the end of the line." At this point
within the narrative context of the poem, this verb-phrase can only have Agamemnon as
its implied subject as he is the one who actually possesses the girl in question, Khryseis.
Thus, again, context alone serves to confirm the identity of the addressee which, in this
case, has been indicated by a pronoun alone. Agamemnon is, in fact, not named until

A.282, and then to signal a third change of addressee.'*” From the example of A.275 we

¥ Kirk, G. S., The Iliad: A Commentary, Volume I: Books 1-4, Cambridge University Press, 1985, states
that here “Nestor ... can be imagined as turning to [Agamemnon],” p. 81, emphasis mine.
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can see that an overt vocative address is not necessary to signal change of addressee
when context makes this clear. Again, this suggests that when such address forms
appear, they serve some other function.

Conversely, the appearance of a vocative within a speech may not necessarily
signal any change in addressee. Nestor begins his speech at B.337 ff. by addressing the
assembled Achaeans en masse. Then, at B.344, he switches to addressing Agamemnon
alone. This change of addressee is marked, as we might expect, by the use of a vocative
address, in this case, 'ATpeidn. Nestor then switches back to the collective whole at
B.354 by stating Té> ufj Tis Tpiv émeryéoBeo ... This switch in addressee is not marked
by a formal address (a vocative), as was the case at B.344; however the use of the
indefinite third person Tis has the function of expanding the implied addressee beyond
Agamemnon alone to any one of those assembled and by implication to them all. This
switch is achieved because an indefinite pronoun cannot logically refer to a specific

individual and hence, the collective whole follows as a generalized implicature.'

Agamemnon is again invoked as an individual addressee at B.360, this time by use of the

142

vocative &vag. = He then remains the addressee throughout the remainder of the speech.

However, he is again addressed formally at 362; this time by the singleton vocative

1490 Kirk, Ibid., notes the emphatic nature of this transition; oU 8¢ Traie.

! See Ch. 2. Generalized implicatures logically follow in the way that ‘not all’ follows logically from
‘some.’

"2 Formally &vag is nominative singular. The historically predicted vocative &va, appears only in the
collocution, Zet dva. The form &va also appears as a singlton at 1.247, Z.331 and >.178 where it is taken
to be a form of the preverb ava with accent shift, and ellipsis of the verb, and translated as something like
“come on now.” However, in these settings, the form could well represent the vocative of dvag. Within
the context of the Greek camp, Agamemnon is the &vag (see below). Kirk, op. cit. p. 154, describes this
passage as “solemn.”
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Ayé(usuuov.”3 Although the identity of the addressee has not changed, Nestor
nevertheless specifically re-addresses him. Again, this last example (B.362) suggests
that, although vocatives can function to signal (change of) addressee, this is not a
necessary function. Thus, although vocatives may serve to signal articulations of
addressee within an extended discourse, this is neither a necessary nor a sufficient
function for them. This in turn pushes us to consider the possibility that they serve some
additional, perhaps more important, function. I have already hinted at part of this other
function, above, in my discussion of the hierarchy created in Khryses’ address to the
Greek host at A.17 ff.

3.2.1.2 Emphasis'* In not a few instances, a vocative address can be considered
to introduce a speech which does not absolutely begin that speech but is preceded by
some material which, despite its linear position within the discourse, ‘belongs’ in some
sense to what follows the vocative address rather than to what precedes it. Let us take a

case as an example.

7 U1 O€, YEpov, KOIAIOW €y TTap& VNuol KixXEiw A.26

Similar to what we saw above in (3), in this line as well, the speech initial elements, in
this case un og, are separated off from the rest of their sentence by the vocative yépov.
This vocative address, as we discussed above, does not participate in any syntactic

relations with the words in the rest of the line; it is extragrammatical and hence is said to

'3 For the significance of the use of Agamemnon’s given name alone as an address, see Chapter 4.

' Although it is admittedly vague, I use this term as opposed to distinguishing strictly between, say, focus
and fopicalization, because I do not wish to begin a protracted discussion of what ‘kind’ of emphasis is
being defined in these cases. Such a discussion would be quite involved and lies well outside the scope of
this project.
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be extrasentential. The effect is to separate out ur; oe from the rest of the line, with
which it is nevertheless still linked by the regular rules of grammatical dependency.
However, such a word order is by no means necessary, either grammatically or

metrically, as the potential, but unattested line (8) suggests.

(8) *¢ yépov, i) ur) £ycd ot Bofis TTapd vnuol kixeic'*

The attested order in (7) has the result of making ur oe seem quite prominent. It achieves
this ‘prominence’ in the following way; since un oe is grammatically dependant but that
dependency is left unfulfilled, this has the effect of suspending the discourse until after
the vocative address; ‘don’t, old man, let me catch you at the hollow ships.” Note that
Kirk describes Agamemnon’s language here as “smooth and indirect (but sinister).”'*
Rather the effect, produced by the grammatical suspension caused by the placement of
the vocative, seems to be jarring, and the emphasis placed on the negation seems to add a
forceful tone. Rhetorically this word order results in segregating out ur oe from the rest
of its clause, and allows that segregation to suggest just how the whole point of
Agamemnon’s command to Khryses is reducible to don’t. His rhetoric is about power,
his power, over the old man, and this is expressed most directly and succinctly by the

negation ur), ‘don’t.” Given this then, what might we make of a similar structure found at

A.1, which we discussed briefly above (3)?

9 uiviv &eide, Bed, TINAMadew "AxiATos Al

145 Note, that in this case, in order to maintain meter, the attributive adjective Bofjs must substitute for
koiAnow in the attested line.

6 Op. cit., p. 56. Kirk offers no explanation for his particular reading. One may speculate that it arises out

of the poet’s choice of vocative address, which is often used in contexts (as in the case of Nestor) where
respect seems to be implied.
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We might begin by suggesting that, similar to yépov at A.26 (7), the vocative, 8ed, here
has the effect of separating out ufjviv &eide out and throwing it into highlight. Note,
however, that ufjviv &eide constitutes a fully saturated verb phrase (VP) and hence is itself
syntactically complete and can stand by itself. Note also that pijviv &eide, 6e& forms a
complete thought. This suggests the need for a different analysis. What is being
separated out and emphasized in this line is perhaps the genitive complement of the noun
phrase (NP) ujviv; “Sing about whose anger? oh, Akhilleus McPeleus’.” If we can
accept these analyses, we can say then that vocatives, by potentially dividing up larger

syntactic structures such as clauses (XPs'"’

), allow some other, specifically nonsyntactic,
structuring to be (super)imposed on those syntactic structures. I say that this imposed
structuring is ‘nonsyntactic’ because it does not appear to affect the syntactic
relationships of dependency within the other structure. That is, a sentence like (10) while
un-metrical, would express the same syntactic relations as are found in the attested line

(9), but without the strong postponement of the qualifying genitive which the use of the

vocative creates.

(10)  * ufjviv &ede TInAMiadeco "AxiATios

Thus, vocatives in interclausal positions create suspensions of syntactic dependency
relations and thence suspensions of thought, which we may, for convenience sake, call

emphasis.

"7 According to standard practice in Linguistics, by XP I mean any phrase level constituent. A phrase level
constituent is, according to some models of syntax, some element X and all of its complements, if it has
any, taken as a unit of syntax (a constituent). See Pollard and Sag op. cit.
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3.2.2 Structuring the Social Space The strongest and most long-lived evidence
which Parry marshaled in support of his proposition of an orally composed Iliad and
Odyssey was the poet’s use of a system of what has come to be termed the fixed
ornamental epithet. In such a system, contrasted forms like 'Atpeidn and 'Ayd&ueuvov are
not to be considered as semantically distinguishable. A fixed ornamental epithet consists
of a noun phrase containing a name or other head noun plus one or more of a special set
of modifiers, for example: modd&pkns Sios AxiAAelds or &vaf avdpdv 'Ayauéuvewov. One
of the key points of the oral theory as it has been advanced since Parry is summed up in
the term ornamental. This term is attributed to an adjective or adjective phrase which is
said to have been used without regard to its semantic content and with indifference to the
context. In the above examples, the adjective-phrase mod&pkns 8ios and the appositional
noun-phrase &vaf avdpdov are said to be ornamental because they are considered to be
semantically bleached.”® In addition, when meter and grammar required, another
adjective was substituted, again, seemingly with no regard to that modifier’s specific
lexical meaning or the way in which it modified the meaning of the head noun. In a

compositional framework in which meter alone determined which of two ‘equivalent’

¥ For a critique of this position see especially A. Parry, “Language and Characterization in Homer”, in
The Language of Achilles, and Other Papers, Oxford, 1989, pp.301 ff. Adam Parry’s basic premise is
worth noting. His claim is that the functionality of the fixed epithet does not, a priori, divest it of its
meaning. This is surely an important point. Although the force of the repetition of such formulaic phrases
seems to have the effect of bleaching the salience of their meaning, perhaps this is a more helpful way of
formulating the force of the effect of such repetitions. Parry points out that in certain verses, the poet has
brought the force of the meaning of these epithets to the fore. Thus when the poet identifies the two
primary protagonists of the poem at A.7 as:

"ATpeidns dvag avdpdov kai Sios AxiAAels

The effect, especially of the displaced NP &va€ avdpdov, is to focus our attention on the fact that the poem
is about a struggle between the leader of all the Greek forces and its most valuable warrior. Parry’s point
here seems to be a robust one and serves well to highlight how such oft repeated ornamental epithets are
not, in fact, meaningless, but may, via repetition, lose some of the force of that meaning.
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appellations was to be used, the decision to refer to Akhilleus as, for example, Tod&pkns
8los AxiAAeUs at A.121 was determined by the poet’s need to fill a space at the end of the
line with a noun phrase of the metrical shape U - - - UU - - in the nominative case,
referring to Akhilleus and not by any particular desire on his part to characterize
Akhilleus as swift as opposed to something else. Thus, for Parry, the only pragmatic
effects on composition were those of gender and strict co-referential identity. The
corresponding accusative case form, modapkéa Siov AxiAAéa, since it could not be fitted
into the hexameter line —without employing synezesis of éa which is not attested for the
acc case form— is unattested only because it could not be fitted into the line. Thus, for
contexts grammatically defined to require the accusative case, the poet was forced instead
to use the noun phrase modcokea TInAeicova if he wanted to fill the same metrical space
(U - UU - UU - -). Note that, as in the case of Agamemnon above, the shift from given
name to patronymic seems to have been driven by considerations of meter alone, and the
choice of modifier seems to be similarly motivated. If, as seems likely, there is little
qualitative difference between moddapkns and modcwkea, does it likewise follow, that
there is little difference between the designations AxiAAetUs and TTnAeicova when referring

to Akhilleus? This latter question will be addressed more fully in Chapter 4.

Part II: Uses of ‘Generic’ Epithets in Address

3.3 Generic Addresses As was suggested at the beginning of this chapter, there
may not be any —or any important— functional distinction between those epithets that

are token specific and those that are ‘generic.” In this section, I will look at some, but by
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no means all, of the ‘generic’ epithets used as addresses in the Iliad. The purpose of this
section is to examine whether, on the one hand, there are any pragmatic constraints on
their use, and, if so, what they are, or whether, on the other hand, their use is ascribable to
metrical necessity alone. This set of generic epithets includes those marking specific,
formal social relationships like Tékvov, m&Tep and pijtep, and those expressing more
pragmatic or situational relationships like pidot and Aaipdvie.

3.3.1 Tékvov/Tékos There are a number of epithets that are clearly not
ornamental. Within this set we can probably include those which constitute hapax
legomena and those which function as generic epithets, like Téxkvov, and that may be
applied seemingly to anyone, but which nevertheless, have a limited currency because

they would create interpretational inconcinnities if used without any regard to context.

9

When Thetis addresses Akhilleus as Tékvov at A.362 et aliis,” it would seem

that she does so because she is, in fact, his mother and he her child. Thus, there is
already apparent a difference in degree of appropriacy between forms like mod&pxns and
those like Tékvov, despite the fact that both are technically ‘generic.” In all cases, in fact,
the vocative tékvov is addressed by parents to their children. Therefore, the social
relationship of parent and child must be considered a further factor in defining what is
and what is not an appropriate context for the use of this term in address. While Thetis

may address Akhilleus as Tékvov, Agamemnon, for example, does not.

" Specifically: A.414; 2.128; T.8, 29; Q.128.
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However, we should now be prepared to ask whether the social relationship is the
only factor in defining the appropriate use of this term of address? When Thetis
addresses Akhilleus as Téxvov at A.362, she has found him crying at the shore where he
has summoned her after his public humiliation at the hands of Agamemnon. She

addresses him:

(11)  Tékvov Ti kKhaiels Ti 8¢ ppévas fkeTo mévbos  A.362

The interpersonal context in this scene is clearly one distinguished by feelings of sorrow

and consolation.”™ A similar context is found a bit later in the same scene, at A.414,
where Thetis laments having borne a son to such an unfavorable fate, i.e., an early,
violent death, and also later in the poem at T.8 and T.29. In these last two scenes,
Akhilleus must put aside his mourning over, and concern for, the fate of Patroklos’ body,
and, although he is sad (&xvUuevoi Tep), he must return to battle against Hektor. In both
these cases, Thetis is reacting to Akhilleus’ performance of his loss. At E.382 Dione, and
at E.428 Zeus, similarly are found consoling Aphrodite after her humiliating wounding at
the hands of mortal Diomedes. In the former, the verb TétAabi extends even further the
notion of consolation. In both these cases, she is addressed as Tékvov ¢uév.”' At >.128,
the context is somewhat different. Here, Thetis is expressing her support, albeit
grudgingly, for Akhilleus’ fatal decision to return to battle, and to seek out and kill
Hektor. The context of this scene does not involve expressions of consolation for the

addressee’s sorrow but rather expressions of the speaker’s own sorrow, in this case

%0 Kirk, 85, describes this address as an “urgent enquiry,” and “emotional,” p. 90.

ST Kirk, 90, defines Zeus’ address here as “benevolent,” p- 100.
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arising from the recognition of her son’s now inevitable death. This expression of sorrow
is coupled with support for his decision to nevertheless pursue this path."”> The narrative
context then, the death of Patroklos, the hunting of Hektor and its subsequent
consequences for Akhilleus himself, is still one marked by the expression of feelings of
SOITOW.

This same address, Tékvov, is also used in two scenes in which fathers are quoted
giving advice to their sons. At |.254, Phoinix, in attempting to persuade Akhilleus to
give up his feud with Agamemnon and return to the battle, quotes his father, Peleus’
advice that he avoid evil-contriving strife (¢pi8os kakounxavou). At A.785, Nestor
quotes Menoitios’ advice to Patroklos to act as an advisor to Akhilleus since he is the
elder of the two. In both cases the quoted fathers employed the vocative Tékvov by way

of introduction to their advice. In a similar vein, Hekabe, at Z.254 questions Hektor as to

why he has left the battle:

(12)  Téxvov TimTe Aircov SAepov Bpacuv eiAndoubas  Z.245
N M&Aa 81 Telpouot Suocovupol vies "Axaicov
HapVAMEVOL TIEPT &OTU. ...
Téxkvov, why have you left the seething battle and come here?
For god’s sake, the terrible-named sons of the Achaeans are pressing us hard
as they battle about the city.

Hekabe’s concern here is not for her son directly —she can see he is alive— as much as it

is for Troy as a whole. If Hektor has left the battle, things must really be going badly; he

132 Catalin Anghelina (personal correspondance) has pointed out that the language of T.71, ... k&pn A&Pe
mados £oio, where Thetis comforts Achilles at the death of Patroklos is similar in gesture, if not exact
vocabulary to that found at .724 where Andromakhe laments the corpse of Hektor. The parallel in
gesture, taking hold of the head, in Thetis’ case, seems to reflect the fact that prior to Patroklos’ death,
Akhilleus has two possible fates but, by this act, Patroklos’ death, one has effectively been removed and he
is now destined to die. Thetis’ actions, as if she were actually mourning his corpse, seem to signal this
resignation to fate, and add an additional tone to her following speech and its address
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would only leave to seek Zeus’ help. Her tone soon seems to change as she decides she

13 However her initial reaction

wants him to stay awhile, pour a libation to Zeus and rest.
seems to be one of shocked surprise; “tékvov, why have you left the fight?” Along the
same lines, at €2.128, Thetis attempts to ready her son to release Hektor’s body to Priam,
against his own wishes, but as Zeus has ordered. In X.82 and again two lines later at 84,

Hekabe, calling to her son from the walls daxpu xéouoa, pleads with him, saying that he

will go unburied:

(13) ... veube B¢ ot péya viow  X.88
Apyeicov Tapd vnuol kUves Taxées kKaTédovTal

...but far apart from us
by the ships of the Argeives, swift dogs will devour you.
Although the specific contexts are different, what all of these passages have in common
seems to be that they involve parents, either advising, consoling or feeling consternation,
fear or sorrow for their child. What is more, these all take place in a setting marked by
warfare and terror, as (13) graphically illustrates. Tékvov (éudv) seems never to be used
to address a child in a specifically positive emotional context, i.e., one defined by positive
emotions like happiness or joy. Thus beyond the social context of parent/child relations,
there is a further pragmatic context which correlates to the use of the address Tékvov, one
defined by parental concern, urgency, sorrow or alarm, specifically for a child. One
potential problem with the previous analysis is that there appear to be so few instances of
parent-to-child address which do not fit the above context with which we might test the

hypothesis. That is to say, for the above analysis to be proven correct, we must find a

'3 This change in request seems to signal a shift in her focus from Troy to her, her son and their
relationship.
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form of address which is used in the same social context but with a different distribution
vis-a-vis the specific pragmatic context.

Tékos as a form of address is almost identical in meaning to Téxvov, differing only
in its metrical shape.”™ In terms of strict numbers, the distribution we find of the two
forms differs by only a little. The latter appears 17 times in the /liad, the former appears
27 times. However the pragmatics of their distribution is marked by a somewhat greater
difference. With three exceptions,"” Tékvov is found used to address humans and is used
specifically by parents to address their child. On the other hand, téxos is most often
found addressed to a god and may be used by one who is not the parent or in the stead of
a parent. In 8 of its occurrences Téxkos appears in the formulaic phrase aiyiéxoio Aids
Tékos, and twice in an abbreviated form, Aids Tékos. In all occurrences where a human
addresses a god using the vocative of Tékos, one of these two formulae is used.'”
Although uses of the formula (aiyidxoio0) Aids Tékos are not limited to prayer, all of the
remaining occurrences of it involve Hera addressing Athene. In these contexts Tékos
seems to function in place of the otherwise unattested vocatives mai or koupn. However,
in its other contexts, often modified by the adjective gilov, and all involving human to
human address and speakers who are either the addressee’s parent or parent surrogate,
Tékos functions much like Tékvov with one important difference. This address is found

used for parent-to-child addresses but in a wider range of pragmatically defined contexts.

15¢ Both terms derive from the root *Vrek, meaning something like “bear (children),” morphologically these
are tek-n-on and tek-os respectively.

'3 E. 382, Dione to Aphrodite; E.428, Zeus to Aphrodite; ®.379, Here to Hephaistos.

%6 A.202; E.115; K.278, 284. We may include Skamander’s address to Apollo here at ®.229 as it is
formally very like other prayers in the Iliad, albeit, uttered by a god.
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Thus, when, at [".162 and 192, Priam addresses Helen as q{Aov Tékos, the context

is different from those in which Tékvov is found. Here Priam, although he is acting in

loco parentis, is, nevertheless not consoling or comforting Helen, instead he asks her to

identify three of the Greeks arrayed below the walls.

(14)

delpo mapoif’ EABoloa @ilov Tékos Ceu Euelo, 162
Sppa 1B TpoTEPSY TE OOV TMoUs Te pilous Te:

oU Ti yot aiTin éoot, Beol VU pot aitiol eiow

ol pot épcopunoav TOAepov TOAUSaKkpuY 'Axaiéov:

€5 pot Kal TOvd' &vdpa meAcoplov éEovounvns

S5 Tis 88’ EoTiv 'Axaids avnp fls Te péyas Te.

Come here, pilov Tékos, and sit before me

so you can see you former husband, your husband’s kin and yours.

you are not responsible as far as I am concerned, it is the gods who are the cause;
they have roused against me this tearful war with the Akhaians.

(sit here) so you can identify who that huge man is.

Who is that handsome and great Akhaian man?

Kirk describes the tone of Priam’s speech here as “kindly.”"” In response, Helen’s mood

here appears to be sad, she begins her speech at [".172-6 with a lament, which constitutes

the majority of that speech:

(15)

aidotds Té poi éoot pike Ekupt dewods Te: 172
o5 SpeAev BavaTds pot adeiv kakds OTTSTE SeUpo

Uil 06 eméunY BaAapov yvwTous Te Airovoa

TAda Te TNAUYETNY Kal OUNAIKINY épaTelvnv.

AAA& TA Y’ OUK EyEvovTo"

You are worthy of ai8cos to me, dear father-in-law, and of awe.
Would that evil death had been the pleasure I took when here

I followed your son and abandoned my marriage bed and my kin
and my daughter of marrying age and my dear peer group;

but that didn’t happen,

BT Kirk, 85, p. 288.

90



Nevertheless, Priam’s tone in response is not actively consoling; it is, instead, almost
light. In fact, by way of response, he addresses not Helen herself, but the Greeks whom

she has pointed out to him.

(16) o pdakap 'ATpedn poipnyeves OABIOSaipov, 182
N p& vU ol ToAAol BedurjaTo koUpol "AXaIGV.

Oh blest house of Atreus, aptly born, watched by a friendly spirit,
of course (now I see why so) many Akhaian youths are your subjects.

It is not wholly clear whether this speech is intended as a performance for Helen’s sake,
which we might well expect, or is to be taken as an aside, as if Priam has drifted off into
some sort of reverie. The example of the use of Tékos in [.162 is illustrative of some
instances of its use in Homer and suggests that the term has a wider range of acceptable
contexts than tékvov. Therefore, Tékos can function as the desired comparandum for
testing our hypothesis about the contextual restrictions on the use of Tékvov we discussed
above. The term Téxos, then, appears to have two complementary uses, one as part of the
formulaic address to a second generation Olympian god, the other as a metrical variant of
Tékvov, but with seemingly wider contextually appropriate use.

I would advise a note of caution here, however. The sample size for the use of
both terms is quite small and therefore, must have a correspondingly large ‘standard
deviation.” Therefore, any conclusions which might be drawn from such a sample should
be considered tentative (albeit valid for the Iliad). Furthermore, the narrative frame of
the Iliad offers a rather limited range of narrative settings, and this fact also serves to
limit the firmness of the conclusions I have drawn. Nevertheless, the facts as stated do
stand and suggests that the restrictions on the appropriacy (see Chapter 2) of the use of

some form of address must extend beyond the mere lexical ‘essential idea.’
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3.3.2 TT&tep/ufjTep These two terms correspond to Tékvov and Tékos and

function as the basic terms used to represent the formal familial relationships of male and

female parent, respectively, as is demonstrated in Helen’s speech to Hektor at Z.406 ff.

17) ou yap €T &AAN Z.411

géoTal BaATeopn ETEL GV OU ye TTOTUOV ETTOTTS
AAN &xe™ oUdE pol EOTL TTATHP Kal TOTVIA MNP,
fTol yap maTép’ auov atéktave dios 'AxXIAANeUs

There will be no other
consolation, once you have gone to your fate,
but pain, I don’t have a father and mother any more
for godlike Akhilleus killed my father.

Here, as she later specifies, matnp kai wétvia uitnp refer specifically to her biological
(in the sense that characters within a narrative have a ‘biology’) parents. Given this fact,
it bears some explanation that in the vocative these terms are addressed almost (with but
two exceptions) to the gods Zeus and Thetis. That is, the narrator may use these terms to
refer to any character who has a parental relationship to another, but characters within the
narrative are more constrained in whom they may so address.

3.3.2.1 TTaTep The vocative address m&Tep appears most commonly in the
collocution ZeU (te) TTatep (25 times out of 29 instances), and in all but one instance
(€2.362 to Priam) it is used to address Zeus."® This address is also used by both gods and
mortals. In addition, Zeus is not regularly referred to within the narration as Zeus TTatrp

except once (/A.543). Part of the explanation for this distribution might lie in the fact that

1% On the history of the form Zed TTatep see Hopkins, Grace Sturtevant, Indo-European *deiwos and
Related Words, Linguistic Society of America, 1932; Boisacq, E., Dictionnaire étymologique de la langue
grecque, étudiée dans ses rapports avec les autres langues indo-européennes, C. Winter; Paris, C.
Klincksieck, 1938; Chantraine, P., Dictionnaire étymologique de la langue grecque: histoire des mots
Klincksieck, 1983-1984; Frisk, H., Griechisches Etymologisches Worterbuch, C. Winter, 1973-1979; Cook,
A.B., Zeus; A Study in Ancient Religion, The Cambridge University Press, 1914-40 et alios.
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within the epic corpus as a whole, and especially within the context of the lliad, there are
few opportunities for children to address their fathers. Thus the attested distribution may
less reflect epic social constraints than purely narrative constraints. This is suggested by
two cases where this address is used not to address Zeus but is used by a son to his father,

both from the Odyssey.

(18) ToU & wopiveto Buuds, adva pivas 8¢ ol 11dn ®.318
SpIUY HEvos TTpoUTUWE PIAov TTaTép’ elCOPOVTL.
KUoOE B¢ v TeEPIPUS ETMAAUEVOS, 118 TTpoonUda:
KEIVOS HEV TOl 88 aUTOs £y, TTATEP, OV OU HETAAAGS,
fAuBov eikooTE ETel €5 TaTpida yaiav.
&N’ foxeo kAauBuoio ydoid Te SakpudevTos.

But his (Odysseus’) spirit roused itself and right then up from his nose
a sharp force shot as he looked at his dear father.

He kissed him as he rushed to him and hugged him and then he spoke
“That men is right here, it’s me, father, the one you seek,

I came home after twenty years to my homeland,
get a hold of your grief and tearful grief.”

The issue Odysseus is confronting here is his father Laertes’ chronic paternal grief over
the ‘loss’ of his son (because of this grief he long ago left the oikos and went to live on
his own). Odysseus the son keivos pév tor 88 auTtds is now revealing himself to his
father as that son. While the address may indicate the speaker’s wish to honour the
addressee (i.e., do positive face work), given the content of 319 and given how maTep, in
320, echoes pilov maTépa in 319, it seems here that the address form maTep is used to
make reference directly to the familial relationship of son to father and not strictly as a

tool of positive face. We can say the same for w.369, below.

(19) e Bavuale 8¢ pv @ilos vids, ©.369
o5 idev abavaTolol Beois évatiykiov avtnv:
Kai pw qzcovr/']oag éﬂeolt ﬂTEE)éEVTG JTpogr]\'Jch' ’

@ TATEP, 1 M&Aa Tis ot Becov aieryeveTdcov

€idds Te peyebos Te aueivova Bijkev idéoban.
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his dear son marveled at him,
when he saw how in his face he looked like an immortal god.
And he spoke to him, and addressed him with winged words:
“father, wow, one of those gods that are born to eternal life
has made you appear better both in your complexion and your stature.”

In this case, an argument that this address makes its appeal strictly to the familial
relationship of the interactants in that discourse is more difficult to make. Here the
contrast is between Odysseus’ father’s appearance before and his appearance now, not
on his identity as the speaker’s male parent. In fact, it is not clear that ¢ w&Tep is not
functioning here both to address the positive face needs of Laertes and to reflect the fact
that, to Odysseus, the man who is his father, now looks &BavaToiol Beols évaAiykios.
That is, the term seems to invoke both face needs and social relations.

In other cases, it appears that this address is intended to function to strictly affect
the positive face needs of the addressee and not to reflect any familial relationship. As
stated above, most instances of this vocative appear in the traditional phrase ZeU (Te)
TT&Tep which appears to have its origins in prayer.”” However, at Q.362, we find the
address used for Priam. Here, Hermes has come, disguised as a mortal youth (... koUpw
aioupvn TiipL €01Keas B TP TOV UTMVNTI, ToU Tep XapleoTaTn 1iBn €2.346, f.), to lead
Priam into the Greek camp to Akhilleus’ tent. Hermes does not appear as a god, but
neither does he appear as one of Priam’s sons (although we might forgive the old man if
he couldn’t tell) but merely koUpeo ¢oikeas. In this guise, he addresses the king.

(20) o5 paTO, UV B¢ yépovTi vdos XUTO, deidie & aivdds, Q.358

opBai 8¢ Tpixes éoTav évi yvauTToIOl HEAETOT,
oTi] 8¢ Tapwv: alTds & éplovvios ey yUbev éABcov

1% See especially Dumézil, G., Archaic Roman Religion, with an Appendix on the Religion of the
Etruscans, Translated by Philip Krapp., University of Chicago Press, 1970. Latin Jupiter and Vedic
dyauspitar (e.g., Rg Veda, 6.51.5) are approximately cognate with it.
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Xelpa yépovTos £Acov ELeipeTo Kal TpocterTe:
TR T&Tep ¥’ frrous Te kal Nuvous ibuvers
vukTa di” auPpooinv, 6te 6’ eUdouot BpoTol &AAot;
oudt oU y’ €deloas pévea Tveiovtas ‘Axaious,
ol Tol SUCUEVEES KAl Av&paoiol EyyUs Eaat;
TGV €l Tis ot iBoiTo Borv S vikTa péAavav
Tooodd dveiaT &yovTa, Tis &v d1) Tol vdos €in;
oUT auTOs véos Eooi, yépwv ¢ Tol oUTos ST del,
&vdp’ amapivacbal, OTe Tis TPOTEPOS XAAETIHVI).
aAN’ Eyco oudév ot PéEwo Kakd, kal 8¢ kev EAAov
oeU amaAeEnoaiur eilw d¢ oe TaTpl Elok.

So he (Hermes) spoke, and the old man’s mind was stirred up, and he was greatly
afraid,

and his hairs stood on his bent-over limbs,

and he stood lost in wonder; but the Helper god himself came up to him;

he took the old man’s hand and asked him, saying,

“where to, father, where are you driving your horses and mules in this way

through the ambrosial night when other mortals are asleep?

You aren’t afraid of the Akhaians, are you, who breath their might

and who are hateful and hostile towards you and are nearby too?

If one of them should see you bringing all this treasure

through the black night, what do you think you’d do?

You’re not young yourself and that guy who is helping you is too old

to ward off some man if he treats you harshly.

But I won’t do anything wrong to you, in fact, if someone else tried

I’d defend you. You seem like my own dear father.”

This speech is in many ways confusing. At Q.354, Hermes has already addressed Priam
as dapdavidn, ‘oh house of Dardanos,” which itself makes reference to Priam’s elevated
status (see Chapter 4). The use of mwaTep at Q.362, since it seems to invoke the
imprecational formula Zet m&tep, would similarly seem to honour Priam This time by
invoking his status as almost like a god (i.e., Zeus).'” Given that this address is made in
a setting in which the two characters are in isolation and not in the presence of others, it
is unlikely that the term is used here to publicly honour the addressee, but to privately
honour him. In this speech, the speaker claims to be surprised that the old man is not
afraid although, by all rights, he should be. Give these two facts about the discourse, we

might say that the use of maTep at 362 further serves to also address Priam’s positive

'% Priam is in many ways analogous to Zeus. Both hold similar positions in their relative societies.
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face, that is, to honour him. However, at the end of the speech Hermes as a kouros

invokes his own fictionalized father and compares Priam to him. '*'

This comparison
comes within the context of Hermes kouros’ expressed intention to defend the old man
from possible attack. ‘If someone attacks you, I’ll defend you, you’re like my old man.’
By invoking his own, albeit fictional, father, Hermes’ discourse moves towards the
familial and suggests that his first use of the term mw&tep may have familial implications
after all. That is, it might seem to invoke the familial. However, it cannot indicate that
Hermes is addressing Priam as his father.

3.3.2.2 Mijtep This term, as an address, has even more limited use. In the
Odyssey, it is used almost exclusively by Telemakhos as an address for Penelope and thus
reflects the expression of a more strictly familial relationship than does maTep. In the
lliad, this address is used, with one exception, as an address for Thetis by Akhilleus. The
one exception (Z.264) the term is used by Hektor and is addressed to his mother, Hekabe.
Again, the relative infrequent use of this address must be ascribable to the fact that the
contexts in which characters address their mothers is so restricted, especially within the
narrative frame of the /liad. This fact further suggests that the poet’s use of the vocative
address uijtep should probably be considered as restricted to cases where it refers strictly
to the familial relationship of child to mother in a way that is not possible to say about the
masculine waTep, because of its special use in prayers to Zeus, especially in the

traditional phrase ZeU (te) TTaTep.

! As Priam does not recognize Hermes as Hermes qua god, we should not take piAco 8¢ oe TaTpi élokew as
a refering to Zeus, but to some fictional old father. That is, here, m&tep does not mean métep “Epuov but
TA&TEP KOUPOU.
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3.3.3 O®fAe This term, rather than invoking more or less fixed or institutional
social relationships as Tékvov, matep and ufjtep do, invokes rather situational, and
therefore more readily negotiable social relationships. It is found in three basic uses: 1)
as a modifying adjective as in ¢iAe Tékvov (e.g., X.84); 2) with a dative complement,
usually in the phrase Aii @i)e; 3) In the plural alone as a substantive (x20), but often
modifying fynTopes or fipwes (x16). In the first cases, the term is found in family (e.g.,
Zeus and Apollo) or family-like (e.g., Priam and Helen) contexts. In these cases, there
does not seem to be any obvious hierarchical restrictions on its use. Thus the word is
found modifying ékupé, kaociyvnTte, yépov and Tékvov. All of these imply different
hierarchical relations. In the case of the phrase Al @iAe, the term seems to imply that the
addressee has a status which derived from an implied relation with Zeus rather than based
on the addressee’s relationship with the speaker. In the last set of examples where the
term is used as a substantive in the plural, it is found often addressed to the laoi or to
some undifferentiated group of Greek leaders. Thus, outside of the family set of
relations, the term seems to apply to an addressee who does not hold a superior social
position.

Unlike in later, especially Attic, Greek, in the singular, the forms @iAe and ¢iAn
are never used alone, substantively as addresses but are always found either as modifying
adjectives complementing some other vocative or less often (twice) substantivized with
Al as a dative complement. In both these cases, its function seems distinctly adjectival.

In the plural, pidot is found 15 times as a vocative substantive and 13 times as a vocative
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adjective modifying either nyrjTopes or fjpewes. This contrasts with what Dickey has
found for later Greek where @iAe is often used as a singular substantive. The address is
especially well attested in Plato.'®

The vocative address @iAe is clearly a form of the adjective ¢ilos, n, ov. In
Homer, as later, this adjective implies a context of particularly close relations, relations
characterized by low degree of distance in terms of what is called in politeness theory
literature Solidarity/Distance (see (20) below and also Ch. III). At the same time it seems
to have few implications in terms of the corresponding hierarchical axis of Power. Thus,
Helen may address Priam with @iAe at [".172, Agamemnon Menalaos at A.155 and Zeus
Apollo at O.221 and TT.667. In this capacity, as an indication of relatively low social
distance, piAe often appears to act in a way somewhat similar to a possessive adjective,
e.g., A.491 where @ikov kijp seems to mean little more than ‘my heart.’

The question is whether @iAe, by invoking solidarity also necessarily implies
affection. As Dickey has noted, the term is especially common in Plato. Here, the term
can be found in numerous sociolinguistic contexts from praise (e.g., Symposium 199c) to
outright condemnation. An example of the latter is found at Apology 26d. The question
we should ask of this passage is whether ¢ pihe MéAnTe indicates that the speaker, in this
case Socrates, is constructing a social space, albeit a fictional one within the context of
the narrative frame of Plato’s Apology, which is predicated on speaker-to-addressee

affection (addressee’s positive face) or not?

(21)  Z. [268] @ Bauvudoie MéAnTe, Tva Ti Talta Aéyels; oUudt HAlov oudt
oeAfvnv  &pa vopiCeo Beous elval, dotep ol &AAot &vBpwTrot;

'“Dickey, Eleanor, Greek Forms of Address from Herodotus to Lucian, Oxford Clarendon Press, 1996.
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M. pa& AU, & &vdpes BikaoTal, emel TOV ptv ffAov AiBov gnoiv eival, thv
8¢ oeAnvnv yijv.

2. "Avafaydpou ofel kaTtnyopeiv, @ @ile MEAnTe; kKal oUTw
KQTAPPOVEIS TAOVdE kal ofel aUTous &TE(poUs ypaupdTwy gival ¢doTe
ouk eidéval 8Tt Ta "Avafayopou BiBAla ToU KAafoueviou yéuel ToUTwv
TGOV Adywv;

S. Oh, come on now Meletos, why do you say things like that; namely that, as
far as the sun and moon are concerned, I don’t really believe, like others do, that
they are gods?

M. No by god, I don’t, gentlemen judges, not when he says that the sun is a rock
and the moon is dirt.

S. Who do you think that you’re accusing here, piAe Meletos, Anaxagoras? Do
you also have so much contempt for these men here, and do you imagine that
they are so un-read that they don’t know that the works of Anaxagoras the
Klazomenian swell with statements just like that/

In this passage, Socrates is cast as attempting to refute Meletos’ accusation of impiety.
Socrates has already expressed his shock at the accusation by the use of the address
Bavudoie MéAnTe. In this context, are we to read ¢iAe as nevertheless implying affection
for Meletos on Socrates’ part, i.e., as addressing the positive face needs of Meletos in the
context of low social distance? One possibility is that this passage offers an example of
what Boxer and Cortés-Conde call teasing and shaming.'” In an adversarial context, like
Socrates’ imagined dispute with Meletos, where consideration for the addressee’s
positive face needs is difficult to reconcile with the rest of the context, the use of such
politeness terms may signal the opposite. That is, by appearing seemingly inappropriate,
they call attention to their very inappropriateness (see, also, the discussion of daiudvie

below).

'8 Boxer, D., F. Cortés-Conde, “From Joking to Biting: Conversational Joking and Identity Display,” JoP,
1997, p. 280.
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In the case of the Iliad, we find that the majority of instances of the use of @ile as
an address are family situations where the social setting is consistent with low social
distance and where face concerns, especially addressee face concerns, are appropriate.

Thus at A.155, Agamemnon is in essence apologizing for causing Menalaos to be

wounded and, by implication, vowing to still take Troy.

(22)  Tois d¢ Bapy oTeEvaXwV HETEPN KpEicov "Ayapéuvaov A.153
XEPOs Exwov Mevélaov, émeoTevdxovTo & ETaipor
@iAe kaotyvnTe BavaToév vu Tor Spki” ETAUVOV
olov TpooTroas mpd "Axaidv Tpwol uaxeobal,
s o EBatov Tpddes, kKaTa & Spkia MOTA TATNOAV...

With a great groan, Agamemnon the King spoke to them
holding Menalaos by the hand and his companions added their laments
“@iAe brother, I marked out death for you with my oath

when I sent you out before the other Akhaians to fight with the Trojans, alone,
as the Trojans shot you, they trampled down that trusty oath. ...”

®iAe here seems to address both Menalaos’ and Agamemnon’s positive face needs
simultaneously. As kaTta & Spkia moTa maTnoav implies that the oath which ended the
war is no longer in effect, this has the further implication that Agamemnon will go on to
try and take the city for his wounded brother. Thus, Agamemnon would seem to be
addressing Menalaos’ 1) positive face needs, by attempting to confirm Agamemnon’s
affection despite getting his brother wounded; 2) his negative face needs by placating his
desire for Troy to fall (cf. (23)). At the same time, it appears to address 3) Agamemnon’s
positive face needs —i.e., to still be thought well of by his brother, a brother he seems to
believe he has gotten killed. That is, pike seems to imply Agamemnon’s desire to still be
thought @ilos by his brother. Its use invokes or even creates its own appropriateness.

(23)  EooeTal fQuap 8T &v ToT OAAR “IAios ipr A.164
kal TTpilapos kai Aads euppeiico TTpiapoto,

100



“There will be a day when sacred Ilium will perish
and Priam and the people of Priam holder of the good ash spear.”

At ".172, Helen uses the same term to address Priam in a speech which seems to
function as an apology for bringing the war upon the Trojans. As in Agamemnon’s
address ((22) above), the term here would seem to reflect Helen’s own positive face
needs. It is as if piAe here means something like ‘let me still be ¢iAn to you, despite the
fact of this war which is fought for my behalf and which has cost you so many sons.’
The term then initiates the very relationship which it names. At T1.667, Zeus addresses
Apollo as @ile Ooie in an attempt to get him to go and help his son Sarpedon. In this
situation the use of the term would seem to address Zeus’ negative face —his desire to
get his wants fulfilled— and Apollo’s positive face. At X.84 Hekabe addresses Hektor as
@ike Tékvov in her attempt to get him not to go and fight Akhilleus. This would again
seem to be an appeal to his positive face and her negative. Lastly, at €2.560, Akhilleus
addresses Priam as yépov @ike. Here he requests that Priam sleep outside his seating
area, suggesting that this is so none of the Greeks, who are wont to come by, will see him
and go and tell Agamemnon. Akhilleus is clearly addressing his fantasy of Priam’s fear
—he does not know that Priam is afraid, but might well suspect he is— and hence his
negative face by showing concern for that fear. By extension, perhaps this address also
addresses Priam’s own positive face needs.'* Thus, which face needs are met by the use

of piAe at any one time seems to depend on the context in which the address is used,

'® It is not at all clear that Akhilleus responds to his own personal positive face needs, as much of his
action in the poem seems to contravene those needs. He does, however, seem to be acutely aware of his
own negative face needs as much of the plot of the poem falls out from those needs and the failure of them
to be met.
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coupled with its ascription of a low degree of social distance to its use. That the same
term can address the positive face needs of both speaker and addressee suggests that it, in
fact, implies close and mutual social relations.

In the plural, the term in the vocative (¢iAot) appears both as an attributive
adjective and as a substantive. As an adjective, as stated, it is found with the fynTopes
or fipwes. In all of these cases, the speaker is also a member of this group, most often
Agamemnon. When used as a substantive, the speaker set is approximately the same,
being restricted to the set of Greek or Trojan leaders. The addressee set consists of either
the same leaders or the army, these include: BouAnv peyabBiupwv yepdvtwv, B.56; 1
TANBUs, B.299; Sootl kekAnaTto BouAny, K.204; 85 Te peoriels O Te XepeldTEPOS, M.269-70;
éTaipous, N.477; év "Apyeioow, Q.787, etc. In all of these cases, the addressee is
consistently not in a superior position within the relevant social hierarchy. Based on this
statistic, it seems likely that the term, when it is used outside of the family setting (or a
setting constructed as familial, e.g., Priam and Helen), is restricted to address to non
superiors (see Figure 2, p. 103 below).

more familiar

Qike, N, ot

lower status higher status

less familiar

Figure 2: A Schematized Social Space
(X axis is Power, Y axis is Distance/Solidarity)
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3.3.4 Aaiudwvie This form of address (which appears in the singular and plural,
masculine and feminine) is in origin the vocative of the adjective dawudvios, n, ov,
derived ultimately from the n-stem noun daiucov. In Homer, unlike qiAos, this adjective

appears only in the vocative case and only substantivized, never as a modifying adjective.

5

The only really thorough treatment of this form is Brunius-Nilsson.'” She begins by

correctly complaining that most previous scholarship on this term, including attempts at
translation, has been hampered by a priori assumptions that the meaning of the term must

somehow reflect its derivational history from the noun 8aiucov. This can be seen, for

example in the lexical entries of Cunliffe, Autenrieth and Liddell, Scott and Jones.

Aaipdvios, -1 [daipcov]. Under superhuman influence, ‘possessed,” whose actions
are unaccountable or ill-omened.'*

Aaipdvios, in Hom. only voc, Saipdvie, datpovin, Saipdviot: under the influence
of a Saiucwv, possessed; used in both good and bad sense, and to be translated
according to the situation described in the several passages where it occurs.'”’

Aaipdvios, a, ov: also og, ov: of or belonging to a Saiucov: properly miraculous,
marvelous, but: I. in Hom. only in voc, dawudvie, -in, good sir, or lady, addressed
to chiefs or commoners, 11.2.190,200, al., Hes. Th.655: pl., Od.4.774: esp. in
addressing strangers, 23.166,174; used by husbands and wives, 11.6.407,486
(Hector and Andromache), 24.194 (Priam to Hecuba)'®

185 Her work is, in fact, the only treatment of the use of the vocative in Homer and as such will furnish our
only really useful comparison methodologically.

1 Cunliffe, Richard, A Lexicon of the Homeric Dialect, University of Oklahoma Press, 1963, p. 82
(original publication date, 1924).

'7 Autenrieth, Georg, A Homeric dictionary for schools and colleges, Translated by Robert P. Keep,
Revised by Isaac Flagg, University of Oklahoma Press, Norman 1958.

168 Liddell, H. G., Robert Scott and H. Stuart Jones, Greek-English Lexicon, edited by E. A. Barber, Oxford
Clarendon Press, 1968.
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As Brunius-Nilsson notes in general, all three make immediate and often explicit
reference to the adjective’s derivational history. One who is addressed as Saipdvie
somehow exhibits or is possessed of or by qualities which may be attributed to a Saipcov,
although Cunliffe notes that these qualities may be “lost” in the case of some uses.'®
Part of the problem with this approach can be seen at once because, as Brunius-Nilsson
points out, there is no universal and consistent use in Homer for the term daipcov itself.
Not all commentaries on the use of this term make specific reference to its derivation but
nevertheless all seem to operate from this implicit assumption. In Hooker’s commentary
to Iliad I', Helen’s address to Aphrodite at [".399 is a case in point.

Sdaipovin: the use of this word in the voc. shows that the speaker is baffled by the

motives of the person addressed. It cannot be translated directly into English. Perhaps it

would render the meaning here if Helen were to say: ‘I don’t understand you.”'”
Although not stated expressly, Hooker’s ‘baffling motives’ are likely an oblique
reference to the influence, or appearance of influence, on the addressee of something like
a daiucov. For Kirk, the term here is “ironic” because it is properly applied to a mortal.
That is, its function is to compare a mortal to a Saiucov.'”

For Brunius-Nilsson, the main problem seems to be one of translation. This can
be seen in the title of her concluding chapter “The Question of Translation.” For her, the
problem is that translators cannot agree on how to interpret the vocative daipdvie in

Homer (e.g., Z.407 as “du Boser Mann,” “Hector, you are possessed,” and “dear my

'% Op. cit., particularly in the case of Priam’s address to Hekabe at ©.194.

' Hooker, I. T., Homer lliad III, With Introduction, Notes & Vocabulary, Bristol Classical Press, 1980, p.
68.

! See, Kirk, 85, p. 321 . In all these cases, the assumption is that the word has a basic lexical ‘meaning’
which ascribes some set of characteristics to the noun which it some how ‘modifies’ and that that meaning
is reflective of the word’s diachronics.
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lord.”'”®). To be fair, she recognizes a set of theoretical issues lying behind this particular
problem, but interpretation in the form of translation is never far out of her sight. The
importance of Brunius-Nilsson’s work lies in the fact that she did recognize, early on,
that the problems of interpretation arose from one of two problematic strategies. The first
was necessarily associating the use of the vocative daiudvie with the meaning of its
derivational source noun daiucov. Another solution was to set aside associations with the
derivational source and focus on how the term daiudvie was being used. These two
strategies resulted, according to Brunius-Nilsson, in great difficulties in interpretation,
which she gauged by examining the strategies used by different authors to translate the
term Saipdvie.

If one persists in regarding the adjective daiudwvie as firmly linked up with Saipcov,

considerable difficulty arises with regard to its interpretation merely owing to the fact

that the basic word itself is not clearly defined. ... My method must thus include a
psychological appraisal of the situation and an estimate of the role which daiudvie might

be allotted in the context in view.!”

Another important part of her methodology was to claim that the term did not, as others
had decided, reflect some evaluation of the addressee by the speaker, namely that it
functioned “in malam partem and in bonam partem ... as a word of valuation in either a
pejorative sense or the contradictory.” In the end, however she is forced to conclude that
one is'™

justified in seeing in this word —irrespective of the episode in which it occurs— a
consistent basic meaning throughout. This basic meaning is neither positive nor negative.
The essential characteristic of the word is that it expresses intensity, force —a force of

"2 Brunius-Nilsson, p. 6.
' Op. cit., pp. 10-11.

" Op. cit. p. 19, emphasis mine.

105



the kind realized by a speaker using the name of the person addressed ... Aaiudvie has

the same power of creating this intimate atmosphere and obliging the person addressed to
co-operate.'”

Despite the weakness of her theoretical base, which she both simultaneously maintains
and abandons above, her conclusions point in a useful direction. Aaipudvie, rather than
having a basic meaning qua definition, in the common sense, has a meaning which is the
instantiation of a relationship between the speakers and their addressees, a relationship
which, according to Brunius-Nilsson, is both intimate and obliging. While, we may wish
to quibble about specific points, the basic conclusion, formed without a consistent theory
of pragmatics, is still pragmatically sound. Thus, Aaiudvie, in a way analogous to forms
like modern American vernacular dude, ‘means’ that it instantiates a social space where a
certain kind of talk exchange is possible and appropriate. Let us now look at what kind
of a social space this is.

Brunius-Nilsson’s basic methodological problem is that she fails to consider
systematically how social space is constructed by interactants, specifically that social
space is composed along both a power dimension and an intimacy dimension and that
both are negotiable at all times. In (24), we find two parallel speeches with parallel uses
of the address daiudvie, but which differ in important ways. Her claim that the term
creats an “intimate atmosphere” and obliges the addressee to "co-operate” (above) hints
at a tacit understanding of just these dynamics. Kirk also notes a difference in “tone”

between the two.'”®

' Op. cit. p. 142.
6 Kirk, 85, p. 139 f.
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(24)  Sv Twa ptv BaoiAija kai EEoxov &vdpa Kixein B.188

TOV & &yavols Eméecotv EpnTUCAOKE TAPACTAS:
Sauudvr’ ol ot oike kakov s deidicosabart,
AAN auTds Te k&Bnoo kail &AAous Bpue Aaovs:
oU y&p Tw odga oiod’ olog vdos *ATpeiwvos:
viv pév melpdTal, Taxa 8 iyetal vias "Axaiéov.
€v BouAi] &' ol T&vTES AKOUOQUEY OloV EEITTE.
U1} TI XOAWOANEVOS PEED KakoOv ulas "Axaldov:
Bupnog ¢ péyas EoTi SloTpePéwv PaotAricov,
Tiun & €k A1ds EoTi, PLAel O¢ € pnTieTa Zevs.

ov & av dnuou T &vdpa idot BodwvTd T épevpol,

TOV OKNTITPW EAACAOKEV OUOKATIOOOKE TE HUBw
daiuovl’ atpéuas foo kai &AAwv uibov &xoue,
ol oo PépTepoi eiot, oU & amTOAenos Kal &valkis
oUTE TTOT €V TTOAEUe Evapibuios oUT évi BouAiy:
oU Uév TTws T&vTes BaociAevoouey €vBad "Axaiofl:
oUk &yaBov oAukolpavin- els koipavos €0Tw,
els BaotAeys, ¢ ddoke Kpdvou Trdis aykulountew
okTTPOV T 1dt BéuoTas, v oplol Bouleunot.

s O ye kolpavéwy diete oTpaTOV

Whatever basileus, whatever outstanding man he came upon,

he would stand beside him and speak to him with soft words

“Baipdvie, its not fitting that kakon frighten you in this way,

but hold yourself up, and settle the host down.

You just don’t yet see clearly the Atrian’s plan.

Just now he’ll test them and quickly he’ll beat down the sons of the Akhaians
—We did not all hear in council what he said—

so he won’t get pissed off and do some harm to the sons of the Akhaians.
The mind of Zeus-nurtured basileis is great.

But his #imé is from Zeus and the counselor god loves him.”

Whenever he saw a common man and found him crying-out

he would hit him with his skeptron and reproach him with a muthos.
“Baiudvie, calm down and sit down and listen to the muthos of others

who are your betters. You are not a warrior but a coward.

You’re never of account, either in battle or in the boulé.

There’s no way for all of us Akhaians to act as basileis.

there’s no good in democracy. Let there be one man be in charge,

one man basileus, the one to whom the child of crooked-counciled Kronos gave
the skeptron and the established judgments.”

This is how he went throughout the camp and gathered the men up.

In book B.188 ff., Odysseus has been asked by Athene to rally the troops after

Agamemnon’s disastrous test of their resolve. In doing so, he makes two parallel

speeches, one to dv Twa pév BaoiAija kai éEoxov &vdpa kixein and the other to dv & av
dnuou T  &vdpa idot BodwvTd T’ épevpol. Prior to both speeches, the intended addressee

is characterized by the narrator. The first address is made to the group which consists of
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men who are called by the poet BaoiAeis and outstanding &vSpes. Men of the other group
are described as ‘of the demos’ and ‘crying out.” As the membership of these two groups
of potential addressees is different, so the treatment of members of each group is also
different. When Odysseus finds a BaciAeus kai éEoxos &vnp, he stands close to him and
that man is addressed with soft (&yava) words. When he finds a man dnuou, he beats
him with the scepter —the very symbol of Agamemnon’s supreme authority — and
reproaches him with a muthos.'”” Odysseus’ rhetoric also distinguishes the two groups.
The first group are not to act frightened; they are to control themselves and their men,
and they are not to jump to conclusions since they don’t really know what either
Agamemnon or Zeus is planning. The second group are to sit down, shut up and listen to
their betters. In essence, the two groups are to perform the same acts, but the language in
which these actions are couched differs strongly. The former group are to control aitdv
Te Kal &GAAous. That is they are to obey authority and in turn exercise authority. Each
member of the latter group is only to obey authority: fjoo kai &AAcov uibov &koue.
Odysseus’ speech is about authority and knowing one’s proper place in the chain
of authority at the top of which, by virtue of his exercizing of authority, he seems to place
himself.'"” Importantly, the former group is given special knowledge not imparted to the
latter (viv pév meipaTal, taxa & iyetal vias 'Axaiédov). The physical treatment of
members of each group is different, and so Odysseus’ demands of them are different —if

complementary. Nevertheless, members of both groups are addressed as Saiudvie. This

77 Cf. Martin, Richard P., The Language of Heroes, Cornell University Press, 1989 for a discussion of the
importance of the term muthos in Homer.

'8 Odysseus’ authority to make these demands comes from Athene, not Agamemnon, so the precise

position of Odysseus vis-a-vis Agamemnon in the chain of command is unclear at this point. Agamemnon
commands the army (with Zeus’ help), but Odysseus is acting under the direct authority of Athene.
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suggests that the address does not formally or directly reflect either social rank or the
speaker’s temper towards the addressee. Aaipdvie is equally felicitous whether for a
general or a grunt, whether for soft words or a drubbing.
That this form of address does not directly reflect relative social rank can be
further illustrated by looking at its use in Diomedes’ address to Agamemnon at |.40 f.
(25)  Aawpéwt’ oUtw Tou pdAa éAmeal vias 'Axaicov l.40
amToAépous T Eueval Kal avaAkidas s &yopevels
“Aaipdvie, do you really expect the sons of the Akhaians
to be as un-warrior-like, as cowardly as you suggest?”’
Thus, this form of address is as fitting for Agamemnon as for a dfjuou 1" avdpi. This
fact, again, points out how formal, institutional social position does not determine the
appropriateness of this term. Now we should note that in the above cases, and others, the
context involves speakers reproaching or otherwise criticizing their addressees; however,
as Brunius-Nilsson notes, there are cases where reproach or criticism is clearly not part of
the contextual matrix in which the address takes place.
An example of this is found at Z.482 ff. Here, Hektor addresses his wife,
Andromakhe and attempts to console her in preparation for his imminent return to battle.
Prior to this address, she has faulted him for not pitying her or their son whom Hektor’s

death will leave bereft and ultimately at the mercy of the Greeks.'”

(26)  cos eimcov adAdxolo PiAns v xepoiv €Bnke Z.482
Taid €6v' 1 & &pa v Kneodet déEaTo KOAT
dakpudev yeAdoaoa: mdois &' EAénoe voroas,
Xelpl T€ Hv KaTéPeEev éTmos T  E€aT €k T Ovouale:
Saipovin un poi 11 Ainv akaxiCeo Bupd:
oU y&p Tis W’ UTEp aioav avnp "Atd1 Tpoidyer

17 In this speech, Hektor is also addressed as Saipudvie.
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Holpav & ol Twd& @nut TEQUyHévov Eupeval avdpddv,
oU KaKOV oUdE pEv E0BAOY, ETMY T TTPATA yévnTal.
&AM’ eis oikov iolioa T& 0" auTiis épya kOule

10TéV T  NAAKATNY TE, KAl AUPITOAOIOL KEAEUE

gpyov émoixeoBar méAepos & &vdpecol HeAT OEL
Taol, uaAoTa & éuol, Tol IAiw éyyeydaow.

So he spoke and put in the hands of his dear wife

his child. And she took him to her sweet breast

and shed a tear. But her husband pitied her when he saw this

and caressed her with his hand and spoke to her and addressed her.
“Aaipyovin, don’t grieve for me so much in your heart,

no man will cast me to Hades unless that is what is fated.

It’s my position that no man has ever escaped his fate,

not a coward, nor a hero, once it has first been set in motion."®

So go into the house and take care of your own work,

the loom and the weaving and get the servants ready

to do their work; let this war be the concern of men

all of them who live in Ilion, but especially me.”
Hektor’s address here is difficult to construe as reproachful. The choice of whether to
live or die is out of his hands and only fate will be able to kill him now. She should take
comfort from this and go back to work. We may well read Hektor’s speech as sadly
ironic, but are we to read him as intending it as scolding? There is no ascription of blame
to Andromache for anything; her ‘error’ only has repercussions for her. His request of
Andromakhe calls for a (re)turn to a status quo. The implication of Hektor’s speech is
that nothing has, in fact, changed, and, if nothing has changed, that he is not about to die.
This should be the source of Andromakhe’s comfort, the status quo, that his speech
promises. Nevertheless, the form of Hektor’s address, if not its function, is a corrective;
not fear and lament, rather status quo. If there is a disjunction between form and function

in discourse (as is suggested by Grice’s explanation of the origins of conversational

implicatures), then the use of Saipovin here might well simply follow the form of

%0 Kirk, 90, suggests: “when once he has been born,” p. 224. This reading depends on whether or not one
takes t& mpddTa as the subject of yévnTaun or not.
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Hektor’s address and not our (re)construction of its function. Thus the implicature of
Hektor’s use of 8aupovin here is that the context is one in which the need to offer comfort
is, in fact, not strongly felt, and language which appears formally as a gentle reproach is
therefore still felicitous. This itself further implies comfort, comfort which arises out of,
or is indicated by, the lack of a need for overt politeness work. This use of certain kinds
of language in contexts where the opposite might be expected, is what Culpeper refers to
as mock impoliteness (see Chapter 1). As we saw, impoliteness strategies can function
“to inhibit or change a person’s actions as well as convey a particular effective message

about the relationship of those individuals involved, in an audience or potential audience

of family, peers and community”." Mock impoliteness depends on a low degree of

social distance.
In examining Brunius-Nilsson’s self-defined problematic examples of the use of

Bapodvie (£.486, 2.194, £.443), all three involve relationships (Hektor and Andromakhe,
Priam and Hekabe, Odysseus and Eumaios) which are otherwise marked by fairly low

degrees of social distance. Let us examine, then, the second example.

(27)  auTds & Eg BAAapov KAaTEPNOETO KNWEVTA Q.191
KESpIvov Uyodpoov, Os yANvea TTOAAX KeXGVBEL
€5 & &Aoxov Exk&Pnv ékarécoaTo pcovnoey Te
Saipovin AidBev pot 'OAUuTIOS &yyelos NABe
AUoacBal pidov viov idvT i vijas "Axaidov,
ddopa & TAXIAATT pepépey T ke Buudv invn.
&AN" &ye pot TOSE ettt Ti Tol ppeciv eideTal eival;
aivdds yap 1 auTév ye pévos Kal Bunos avaye
KEIO™ {éval €Tl vijas €0co OTPATOV EUPUY "AXAICV.

And he went down into the chamber himself, with its vaulted
lofty roof, smelling of cedar, which contained many gem-stones,
and he called out to his wife Hekabe and spoke to her
“Aaipovin, an Olympian messenger came to me from Zeus

to go to the Akhaian ships and free our son,

181 Boxer, D., F. Cortés-Conde, op. cit.
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I'm to bring gifts to Akhilleus to persuade him.

But come on now, tell me, what do you think?

because this is really important and my desire and my mind compel me to
go to the ships and the wide camp of the Akhaians.”

What unites all of these examples is not either reproach or formal hierarchical position,
but rather the fact that in all three instances, the speaker’s expectations or hopes have
somehow been unmet or contradicted by some aspect of the preceding state of affairs. In
this last example, there is clearly no attempt on Priam’s part to reproach or criticize
Hekabe. In fact, he appears to ask her advice about what he has been told to do (T68e
eire Ti Tol Pppeoiv eideTan eivat).

Thus, daipovin in Q.194 seems to reflect not Priam’s surprise at Hekabe, but at
what he has been told to do, namely go to the enemy camp in time of war and ask the
man who has killed his son for his son’s body. Although the term clearly shows
grammatical agreement —in terms of gender and number— with the implied antecedent
‘Ex&Pn, functionally it does not seem to reflect any evaluation or characterization of that
addressee but of the content of the subsequent message. In this way, it seems to function
analogously to English evaluative particles like man or shit. However, by virtue of its
very grammatical agreement marking, this form is not formally a particle, but a vocative
noun-phrase.'® In this way, Saipovin functions at Q.194 in a way similar to that found in
the other cases we have examined. That is to say, the vocative address, while agreeing
formally with the addressee, seems to function to reflect the speaker’s evaluation of the
state of affairs which prompted that address, a state of affairs which is unexpected (and

perhaps (but not necessarily) undesired. That the term responds directly to the context, to

821t is cases like this, which call into question the value of formal categories over functional ones in
linguistic descriptions. However this topic lies well beyond the scope of this work.
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the state of affairs, which precipitated the utterance in which it is found, and not to any
characterization of the addressee qua person, is at the heart of the problems noted by
Brunius-Nilsson. Thus, in Homer’s use of daiudvie we can begin to see exactly how
discrete, formal categories like particle or vocative NP are functionally difficult to
maintain.

3.3.5 Hapax Legomena While not a formal category, the other set of epithets
which seem clearly to be necessarily situational are a small set of hapax legomena. Since
these forms appear only once, it is harder, although not impossible, to argue that they are
formulaic, and it seems also more likely, although by no means provable, that they are ad
hoc creations of the poet. Chief among these are a number of terms used by Akhilleus to
characterize Agamemnon in Book I. In response to Agamemnon’s seemingly irrational
anger and the imminent danger of his actions which come in response to being told he
must return the daughter of the priest, Khryses in order to stave off Apollo’s plague,
Akhilleus addresses him at A.122 as piAdokteavcotaTe. It is possible that such an epithet
existed as part of the poet’s inherited folk vocabulary, his Kunstsprache —in which case
it would have been a generic epithet, potentially applicable to any number of characters
and simply fails to reappear in the text. But this epithet, as it is used here, does not
merely take the place of the name of the character addressed and fill some needed
metrical space (in the way that semantically bleached epithets like modapkns Siog are
claimed to). Since the adjective pihokTeaveotaTe fits the context so well and since it
appears nowhere else, it seems very unlikely that it was ever used —whenever it was
created— as a generic ornamental epithet. That is, it is not used as if Agamemnon were

pihokTeaveoTaTos in the same way that Akhilleus is mod&pkns and dios. Although there
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is no way to prove that pihokTeavcoTaTe is the invention of the poet of the lliad, there is,
similarly, no evidence to support any claim that it is anything other than his invention,
coined to fit this specific instance. However, when Agamemnon states that he is in
essence willing to play the wellbeing of the whole Greek army off against his desire for
vépaTta, for Akhilleus to then characterize him as giAokteavcdoTaTos is difficult to
reconcile with the notion that the term is empty of semantic content, i.e., ornamental in
Parry’s sense. The meaning just is too well suited to the context. It is not that
Agamemnon is somehow eternally gihokteavdotaTos (Akhilleus would have been

183

unlikely to have followed him to Troy had he been ™), it is that he is piAokTeavoTaTos

specifically here. Akhilleus’ use of the term to address Agamemnon at A.122
corresponds, and seems to be a response directly to his behavior and his rhetoric. That
this term does not serve simply as a metrically determined essentialization of
Agamemnon is supported when we examine two similar addresses for Agamemnon one

containing this term and one not. Freiedrich Rainer has pointed out the strong parallelism

between:'®
(28)  'ATpeidn kUBIOTE PIAOKTEAVWOTATE TTAVTWV A.122
and
(29)  'ATpeidn kUdioTe Gvaf avdpdov ‘Ayduepvov T.146, k.T.A

The parallel between these two full line addresses is striking. Since, it is clear that a

verse like (29) was available to the poet, his use of (28) at A.122 cannot be attributed to

'3 Akhilleus will make just this point at A.149 ff.

18 Rainer Friedrich, “ ‘Flaubertian Homer’ The Phrase Juste in Homeric Diction,” Arion, 102, 2002 p- 1ff.
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the constraints of meter alone but must reflect his desire to present Akhilleus as
characterizing Agamemnon in this way, at this point in their ongoing discourse. The term

is not simply a metrically determined equivalent for ‘Agamemnon.’ Freidrich has argued

that T.146 reflects an established formulaic address for Agamemnon and that the address
found at A.122 (28) acknowledges that formulaic address and responds to it. It seems, in
fact, that in (28), Akhilleus is contrasting Agamemnon’s own version of himself as
"ATpetdns kUdioTtos, with his contextual spin on Agamemnon’s persona as
PIA\OKTEQVTATOS T&VTwV, a version which is based on his perception of Agamemnon’s
current behavior Akhilleus contrasts Agamemnon’s version of himself (Atpeidng
kUdloTos) with his perception of Agamemnon’s actions (PIAOKTEAVEOTATOS TAVTWY).

We can see something similar at work at ['.39 ff. When Hektor catches hold of
Paris as he attempts to avoid the consequences of his own challenge at ['.19-20, he
addresses him as Auomapl, “Paris you asshole."® Hektor’s address to his brother seems
to reflect a number of situational and social factors. Paris is his brother. He has made a
challenge to the Greeks (I".19, 'Apyeicov mpokalileTto mavtas &piotous) which has
been accepted but the man who has accepted the challenge is Paris’ ekhthros, his personal
enemy, a man for whom he had violated the customs of hospitality (Xenia). Now Paris,
upon seeing that Menalaos is the one who has taken his challenge up, has skulked off to
hide among the other Trojan soldiers (.32, &y & étdpowv eis €Bvos éxdleto), and looks

pale with fear (.35, coxpds T¢ uw eike Tapeids) like a man who has seen a snake (I".33,

"5 While this address form actually appears twice in the poem, here and at N.769, its rarity and aptness
suggest that it may profitably be addressed here. Brian Joseph (personal correspondence) has suggested
that this formation may represent a colloquial usage which has crept into the text.
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s & OTe Tis Te SpdkovTa idcov). Hektor’s address seems to reflect all of these factors:
Paris’ foolish, perhaps hubristic challenge, his subsequent cowardice, the resulting shame

Hektor seems to feel.'®

Similar, although weaker, claims can be made for the adjectives kuvéoma at A.159
and oivoPapts at A.225. These forms are also hapax legomena. Terms like dog-faced
and wine-heavy, however, do not seem suited specifically to their context in the way that
phokTeavcoTaTe was at A.122, and thus these terms seem to function like insults with a
more general applicability, in a way analogous to contemporary English putz or

asshole."

Nevertheless, in the context of a publicly performed and personal feud —one
which is spiraling out of control and which will penultimately result in near-regicide —
such forms are clearly not contextually non-reflective, semantically bleached epithets,
they don’t mean in essence ‘Agamemnon’ and no more; they actively characterize him.
Such adjectives could conceivably be applied to other characters in a way that modd&pkns
never could, but only in the appropriate context. That is, Akhilleus is Tod&pkns even
when he is sitting in his tent, but Agamemnon is kuvéTa, and oivoBapées only in the
context of a verbal fight. That the applicable contexts for their use is so limited
compared with that for ornamental adjectives is supported by their failure to appear
elsewhere in the corpus of Homeric poetry. Furthermore, as I have discussed (Chapter
1), since Iliadic culture is characterized by the poet as one in which social position is

based to a high degree on the display of authority —which is achieved through both self

presentation and also the presentation of tokens of status— terms which label one as

6T 38, Tov 8 "EkToop velkeooev iBcov aioxpols Eméeaoiv.

%7 Since they are less context-specific and have wider potential applicability, they seem, therefore, more
likely to be inherited.
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‘ugly’ and ‘drunken’ are likely to appear as highly charged terms and hence are probably
unsuitable for more general, merely metrically determined application."®® These terms, as
insults, are fitted specifically to the particular context of insulting, angry speech such as
Akhilleus’” and Agamemnon’s discourse has developed into at this point in the text.

The above examples would seem to indicate that at least some forms of address
are reflective of the pragmatics of the situation in which they are said by the poet to be
uttered. That is to say, they are subject to both pragmatic and metrical constraints on
their use. However, there are a number of address forms which show greater widespread
currency and greater metrical conditioning; I will turn to these in the next chapter.

3.4 The Sociolinguistics of Address We have seen how some forms of address
are clearly more sensitive to pragmatic factors like context than was originally allowed in
the strictest formulation of Parry’s theory of oral poetry. In Parry and Lord’s conception,
the ‘essential idea’ and meter determined which form the poet chose. Parry’s conception
of essential idea comes close to doubling for lexical meaning but is even more restricted,
in a way which is not clearly articulated but seems to approximate token identity. Thus
what is essential about Argives, Akhaians, or Danaans is that they are not Trojans or
Trojan allies —although it is possible that such a distinction might actually be important
in some contexts. Nor is it always true that a contrast with Trojans is at issue in the
context in which these words are found. To be sure, these three terms are metrically
distinct (thence in complementary distribution) and Homer never seems to exploit the

distinction between them beyond metrical necessity. However, within the context of the

"% For the essentializing nature of one’s physical appearance we can compare Homer’s description of
Thersites at B.211 ff. and his subsequent treatment at the hands of Odysseus. Note that Thersites’ critique

of Agamemnon is nearly identical to that of Akhilleus.
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Iliad, the distinctions between people based on political or national affiliations within the
Greek camp, although mentioned frequently, does not seem to be an issue, although it
could have been. That is, disputes between characters do not arise out of nor are they
based openly on political affiliation or national identity. Akhilleus does not challenge
Agamemnon because he is Myceaenan, but because of his actions. Homer does have
Nestor acknowledge the possibility for Iliadic characters to make such distinctions an
issue at B.362ff. Here he suggests dividing the army up by tribe (pUAov) and phretre
(ppriTen) because they will fight better this way.'"® Thus national identity could translate
into political affiliation within the Greek camp, but it doesn’t.

We have also seen that some forms of address do reflect, or are sensitive to the
social relationship which exists between speaker and addressee. Terms like watrnp and
Tékvov are reflective of specific institutional, social relationships between speaker and
addressee. This is unlike the case for tékos in Homer or matrp in later Greek, where
these terms are used as address in the case of relationships which are analogous in terms
of Distance and Power to that of the parent/child relationship, but are not limited in their
scope by the institutional social relationships of the family. These terms perform the
relationships they name at the point that they are used as forms of address. This is

perhaps most clearly seen at [.172 where Helen addresses Priam as ékupt. Her address

serves to instantiate a form of family bond between them, as she then explains, since she

"% Actually, it is not clear what Nestor means here exactly by cos priTen priTenew aprymn, puAa St
@uAols, but the implication seems to be that individual members of these designations will ‘back up,’
apnyew, their own. Akhilleus’ own acknowledgement at A.153 ff. that he has not come to Troy because
the Trojans ever invaded Phthia, but out of loyalty to Agamemnon suggests that such a distinction between
Phthian and non Phthian could be an issue, but that that issue is overruled in this case by his oath to
Agamemnon, an oath which he is now prepared to set aside due to Agamemnon’s behavior.
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has lost her yvewToUs, maida, and éunAiinv.'” Hermes’ use of m&Tep at Q.362 also
seems to invoke a relationship analogous to that of parent and child. In this use, the term
ma&Tep comes closest to its later use as an honorific, as LSJ states, similar to &mea and
&rra.”!

In this chapter, we have begun to see how the semantic reduction or bleaching
implicit in Parry’s use of the term essential idea need not always be the case. Even when
meter is an issue in the choice of form —as between Tékvov and Tékos— clear semantic
differences can be seen when we look at the contexts in which certain forms are found
over against others. The need to question Parry’s notion of the essential idea becomes
even more clear when we examine cases where meter cannot be established as an only
rubric for the poet’s choice. Thus, forms of address which appear only once in the text,
hapax legomena, seemed particularly prone to a context sensitive reading, as the
comparison between A.122 (28) and Y.146 (29) above suggests. Example (28)
especially highlights how, in formulating an address, both token identity and
psychosocial factors related to context —as I defined it in the previous chapter (see Table
2.1, p. 39)— are represented in the choice of form used, even in Homer. Agamemnon is
PihokTeavcrTaTe not because he is Agamemnon U — U U - U U, but because here
Akhilleus is angry with him and that anger is presented as reflecting Akhilleus’ critique
of Agamemnon’s greed, a greed which is expressed at the expense of his own army’s

well being. That is, pithokTeaveotaTe reflects Akhilleus’ feelings about Agamemnon, or

' Andromakhe will make a similar claim of Hektor at Z.441, this time within a preexisting relationship of
husband and wife.

! The latter is used by Akhilleusfor Phounix at 1.607, and at R.561, and in the Odyssey.
2Tt is likely that, in fact, the address is pihokTeavcoTaTe T&vTeov and the poet needs to fill a space with

the shape U-UU-UU - -
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his representation of those feelings and not Agamemnon’s identity qua ‘Agamemnon.’ It

is in this way that forms like pidokTeavotaTos differ from forms like mod&pkns in
being non-essentializing, but pragmatic, and in particular, in reflecting the psychosocial
roles of individual speakers to their specific addressees in specific settings for specific

reasons.
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CHAPTER 4

PATRONYMICS AND GIVEN NAMES IN DIRECT ADDRESS

@Oy yeo 8 1j kev Inoba kai éypriyopbai dveoxbi K.66
TaTpSbev €k yevers ovoualeov avdpa EkaoTov,
mavTtas kudaivwv- undé ueyaiifeo Guucd,

“Give a shout wherever you go and order them to wake up
by naming each man by the ancestry of his father
and so giving all their kudos, and don’t take a haughty tone with them.’

>

4.1. Introduction
4.1.1. The System of Greek Patronymics
4.1.2. Parry-Lord Thesis Revisited
4.2. Address by Name, Address by Title
4.2.1. Akhilleus
4.2.2. Agamemnon and Menalaos
4.2.3. Diomedes

4.3. Conclusion

4.1 Introduction In this chapter, I will proceed with an examination of the use
of the vocative forms of characters’ given names and patronymics. I will argue that they
function not only in terms of structuring the discourse vis-a-vis their ability to reference
the identity of some specific addressee, but in respect to their potential as markers of the
speaker’s attitude towards that addressee and/or the content of his discourse, i.e., their

sociolinguistic function. I will look at how and when forms of address differ for the same
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addressee. Specifically, is there a pragmatic or specifically social motivation for the
choice of one form of address over another? In general, I will look at how these names
can be shown to mark the speaker’s beliefs about his relationship to the addressee, either
to confirm a preexisting relationship or to attempt to renegotiate it. In particular, I will
suggest that choice of name for address reflects primarily the social aspect of the
psychosocial complex of speaker/addressee interaction. All of this, of course, should
take place within the context of the Iliadic speaker’s social setting and within the context
of the specific discourse. As forms of address ordinarily ‘in the world,”'” represent the
nexus of speaker, addressee, physical setting, social setting and discourse setting, do they
function similarly in the world of the Iliad, or have they been bleached of all but their
token identification function? That is, while forms of address like piAokTeavcoTate now
seem to reflect something of the speakers’ feelings about their relationship to their
addressees, can names, given that addressees often have multiple names and titles, reflect
pragmatically conditioned aspects of the context and signal speaker beliefs about that
context or do they reflect only the essential idea of the addressee, their lexical or token
identification?

In the preceding chapter, we have examined several facts concerning address.
First, wes saw that forms of address serve other functions in the discourse beyond merely
identifying the intended addressee(s) like marking various kinds of emphasis, second that
formal (grammatical) categorization does not necessarily correspond to function, and
third, that forms of address, rather than reflecting a strict personal identity, were often

subject to social and situational constraints on use, that is, they functioned pragmatically.

' Often referred to as natural language.
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Thus, forms of address are now seen, even in Homer, to play a complex part in the
developing discourse of the speeches in which they occur. Rather than simply marking
identity, they function to organize both the space of the discourse and the social space of
the participants in that discourse.

We saw that formally generic epithets like Tékos and wé&Tep on the one hand and
hapaxes like pihokTeaveoTaTte and oivoBapes on the other, while not lexically specifying
identity, nevertheless do make claims about identity, but that identity is a social one.
Thus, while tékvov and tékos both reflect social relations based on that of parent and
child, they do not construct the same relationships; while Tékvov constructs a parental
relationship, Téxos constructs a paternal one. Both invoke the aidcos of the parent/child
relationship, both from the perspective of the parent-figure as speaker, but differently; the
former characterizes the addressee as their child, the latter as a child. We saw that mé&Tep
when used of Priam —or Laertes in the Odyssey— can seem to address addressees’ face
needs by associating them obliquely with Zeus.

Hapax address forms like pidokTeaveotaTe and oivoPapés seem to function to
define the situational relationship between the speaker and the addressee and not some
eternal, interal, personal identity. Agamemnon is not eternally giAokTeavcdoTaTos, as
Akhilleus’ address to him at T.156 shows, but he is declared to be so at A.122. Akhilleus
address defines him eo tempore and in situ not in perpetuum. In this way, an address like
oivoPapes seems to differ from one like "Atpeidn.

Finally, the case of daudvie highlighted the problematics of even the basic notion
that forms of address necessarily characterize, if not specifically identify, the addressee to

whom they refer. It was seen that Saudvie, rather than characterizing the addressee (with
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whom the form formally agreed) but defined the state of affairs as the speaker viewed it.
In this case, the formal categories of vocative address and interjection begin to collide. In
this chapter, I will explore whether forms of address which formally identify the
addressees’ personal identity, specifically names and titles, do not have a wider range of
pragnmatically determined functions as well.

Although Parry’s model of economy of expression has proven for the most part
resilient, cracks in the facade are clearly in evidence. As I will discuss more fully in this
chapter, David Shive has shown that characters, especially important characters like
Akhilleus, may be named or otherwise identified by a plurality of metrically equivalent

4

expressions which he refers to as equivalencies.”™ Akhilleus, for example, may be

addressed line initially not only by the address & AxiAet (e.g., A.74, Q.214, etc.) but also

195

as TTnAeidn (e.g., Y.200, 431, etc.). > Given Parry’s model of composition, in which the
poet was constrained by having only one term for one use for one position, what are we
to make of Shive’s findings? Why should the poet of the /liad employ two forms for the
same character which were in every way interchangeable?

One possibility is that the two terms function as parts of other formulaic
complexes and therefore came for free with those ‘matrix’ formulae. It is true, that each
of these forms appears in larger formular phrases in some of their uses (twice each).

(1) @ 'AxiAeU TTnAfjos vit péya péptaT "Axaidov .21

TTnAei®n un 81 émréeooi ue vmUTiov Cos Y .200
gAtreo Seidifeobal, ETel cdga oida kai auTodg
Nuev kepTouias Nd alovAa pubricachau.

- U U, TTnAetdn mavTwy ekTayAotat avdpddv,  A.146

1% Shive, David M., Naming Achilles, Oxford University Press, 1987.

% Ibid, p. 151.
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The first and last of these clearly represent longer and more probably formulaic
addresses. The second represents a repeated discourse and may or may not be, in the
strict sense, formulaic. However, such a line of reasoning does not take into account the
remaining cases (three each) which are not formulaic and has the effect of only pushing
the choice between forms back onto ‘the tradition.” Thus, the appeal to traditional
formulae only really explains six of the occurrences and leaves the other six unaccounted
for.

As we will see, the actual use of these metrical equivalents, as we find them in
Homer, seems to violate the principle of economy which lies at the heart of Parry’s
model. The obvious answer is that, at least in line initial position, these forms were not
interchangeable. Since appeals to meter cannot account for the distribution of forms,
some other consideration had to have driven the poet’s choice of term of address, at least
in this position. Given examples like A.73 and @.153 above, and others catalogued by
Shive,'”® once we have established these facts, namely, that in certain cases meter alone
could not have been the only deciding factor in the choice of epithet, these examples
immediately raise a more fundamental question to be raised: whether meter alone ever
was the sole deciding factor in determining which form of address the poet employed at
any point in his work. In order to begin to form a hypothesis about the poet’s choice of

name for Akhilleus, we will begin by looking at the forms of address for Agamemnon.

1% See, for example, Tables 4.2 and 4.4 below.
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Adam Parry in his now famous work, Language and Characterization in Homer,

cites Iliad A.7 (2) as an important line for the discussion of epic diction. "’

2) "ATpetdng Te &vag avdpdov kal dios 'AxIAAeUs

As Parry notes, this line contains no elements that are foreign to that diction. Every
word, every phrase in the line is well represented in other lines within the Homeric
corpus. However, he goes on to note that the line itself is unusual nevertheless.
Although the choice of elements is traditional, their arrangement is not. Specifically, the
phrase &vaf avdpdov appears in this position, after the penthemimeral caesura, in no
other line in epic. The unusual placement of this phrase, Parry claims, draws attention to
it, and thereby to the line that contains it. It is as if the poet, by using this particular
arrangement, were drawing our attention to the line and thence to its contents. This poem
will be about a contest yes, but an unusual one; a contest between Agamemnon, the
commander of the whole Greek army (&vaf avdpdov) and Akhilleus his most important
warrior (8iog).

This is what the line says, and yet, it is not what it says. For the contest is not
going to be one between Agamemnon and Akhilleus but between the son of Atreus and
Akhilleus. Parry fails to mention this distinction, presumably, because it is a trivial one.
After all, Milman Parry had demonstrated that the choice of appellation for Agamemnon,
as for any character, between the given name, e.g., 'Ayauéuveov, and the patronymic
"ATpetdns was a decision based on metrical considerations alone and not on semantic

ones. The two terms, 'ATpetdns being a choriambic, and "Ayauéuveov an ionic metron,

"7 In Parry, Adam, “The Language of Achilles,” in The Language of Achilles and Other Papers, Oxford:
Clarendon, 1989. It should be noted, that Parry does not reject outright his father’s conclusions about the
essentializing effects on content of Homer’s formulaic Kuntzsprache.
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are in complementary metrical distribution. One cannot simply be substituted for the
other without affecting the meter of the rest of the line. The choice between the two is,
according to Milman Parry, thus, driven by metrical necessity alone and hence any
possible distinction of meaning is necessarily bleached. In essence, the two names mean
the same thing, i.e., Agamemnon. This is what we are to believe, and Milman Parry’s
evidence in support of this argument is a compelling one.'”®

4.1.1 The System of Greek Patronymics Unlike what Dickey has found for
Attic Greek, there were two common ways of referring to characters in the Homeric epics
—what Dickey after others calls nomenclature, their given name and their patronymic.
In Homer, these two forms of nomenclature are used with approximately equal
frequency.'” The term patronymic is used here as a cover term to refer to any nominal
formation that is used to refer to a person or god, which at the same time signals their

patralineal descent.”™ It need not refer to the referent’s father specifically, as in the case

of Orestes whose patronymic in Homer is given as both "ATpeidns (Odyssey a.30) and
"Ayauepvovidns (Odyssey. a.40), but whose father was, strictly speaking, Agamemnon.
In Homeric Greek there are three basic ways of forming patronymic noun phrases (NPs).

The most straightforward method involves the use of a noun phrase consisting of some

inflected form of the word for ‘son,’ vids, plus the genitive of the father’s name, e.g.,

18 See especially Parry, Milman, The Making of Homeric Verse, Oxford University Press, 1971; Lord, A.,
The Singer of Tales, Harvard University Press, 1960.

' Dickey, Eleanor, Greek Forms of Address from Herodotus to Lucian, Oxford Clarendon Press, 1996.
Dickey uses the term first name (FN) for what I am terming given name, after standard sociolinguistic

practice, pp. 44-45.

2 For a brief but thorough discussion, see Smyth §§845-850.
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TTnAéos uids etc. Not strictly patronymic is a related use of vids in the phrase vies
"Axaiwv, which, in essence, stands for "Axaiot, and so might better be termed a
phylonymic or an ethnonymic.

One thing which stands out at once is that only mortal characters are addressed in

this fashion, although parallel to this formation are addresses like BUyaTep peyaAoio
Kpdvoio for Here (E.194, 243). The other formations used as patronymics rather than

being noun phrases, consist of single, morphologically complex lexical items. >

CHARACTER FATHER Loci

"Ayapéuveov "ATtpéog B.23, 60, Z.46, A. 131,

Mevéraos idem 8.543

TTavdapos Aukaovog A.g3

MeveoBeus TTeteddo A.338

Aoundns TUdeos E.277, Z.46, A.200, ©.152, K.159, 5009,
2.QX0S ‘Irmdoou A.450

Mnpidvns MoAou N.249

“ExTowp TTpi&uolo O.244

"Ax1IAAeUs TTnAéos TT.21, 203, 2.18, T.216, Y .2, X.8, 250

Table 4.1: Characters Addressed as Genitive of Father + vié

4.1.1.1 Stems iéins,-&dng,-148ns,-icovand ova. By far the most
common patronymic formation consists of a masculine a-stem derivative in -(1)dns. The
origin of these forms is taken to be from an original d-stem, e.g., éAis, éATi-8-og; TTapis,
TTap1-8-0s. And puyas, puy&-5-os. A number of these athematic d-stems indicate what
Buck translates roughly as, ‘territory of X, e.g., ©nPais ‘land of Thebes.” These, when

applied by transfer to refer to a female person, are used as a feminine polyonymic

" Zeus is regularly addressed as ZeU, Ze¥ mdTep, ZeU &va, Zed kUBloTe péyioTe, or Kpovidn.

22 On the significance of the distribution of forms of address for Menelaos, see below.
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‘woman of Thebes.’*” Thus, at least some of these d-stems functioned to indicate some
relationship between the referent and the root, e.g., papuakis, ‘witch,” from papuaxov.
Some of these, like 'ATAavTis, ‘daughter of Atlas,” are used as feminine patronymics. It
is likely then that the masculine a-stem patronymics in -idns, -&dns, and -1&dns, are
derived forms such as these. Note, however, that these later formations are, in Homer,
used strictly as patronymics. We do not find forms like *Apyidns meaning an ‘Argive
man.” In Homer, these forms function strictly to indicate ancestral affiliations.***

Related functionally but not morphologically to these are a series of patronymic
n-stems, like Kpovicwv, Kpoviovos/ Kpoviwvos, ‘son of Kronos,” or related thematized
patronymics like TeAapcwvios, ‘son of Telamon.” And finally there is a hybrid type
represented, for example, by forms like TeAaucwviadns, also ‘son of Telamon.” These
forms are in origin probably derived from a set of original agent nouns in *-ién, and so
related to stems in -ion in Latin (e.g., histrio, ‘actor,” or ludio, ‘player’) but otherwise
unattested in Greek.”” Another possibility we might consider is that is that these forms
are related to comparative/intensive adjectives in *-is-dn, e.g., ndiwv, ndiovos,

‘sweeter.”™ This latter type of patronymic is relatively rare.

"% Buck, C., Comparative Grammar of Greek and Latin, University of Chicago Press, 1933, p. 340.

* In post Homeric Greek, these forms no longer carry the patronymic significance and simply serve as
names, cf. names like McDonald which no longer means strictly ‘son of Donald’ (technically a borrowing
from Scotts Gaelic).

5 See Buck, p 311, ff., especially pp. 321-322.

26 See here, Sihler, A., A New Comparative Grammar of Greek and Latin, Oxford University Press,

1996, p. 356, 1.
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4.1.2 The Parry-Lord Thesis Revisifddiman Parry’s idea of metrical
economy was a simple one, namely that for every ‘essential idea,” there was at most one

form for each applicable grammatical category —say case or person/tense, for each

metrical slot in the hexameter line. Thus, the poet would choose 'Atpei®ns when he
needed to fill a CHORIAMB with a nominative for Agamemnon and 'Ayapéuveov when he
needed to fill a ION. Thus, the only semantic correlate was with the essential idea, in this
case, ‘Agamemnon.” However, there are serious problems with this concept. It is not at
all clear what Parry means by ‘essential idea,” and we should be suspicious of it. Is what
is important about Akhilleus his one-to-one, token identity, his ontological state as a
fixed individual,” or is it his situationally defined, pragmatic, epistemological status as a
character in interaction with other characters and in particular settings within the
narrative of the Iliad?

Behind Parry’s use of the term ‘essential idea’ lies the notion that characters,
objects and actions are all and always essential monolithic wholes, as if my father were
the same person to me as he is to my mother, as he is to his boss, as he is to the clerk in
the store. We may wish to make such a claim from an ontological standpoint, but from a
social, i.e., epistemological standpoint, this is at once clearly problematic. Actors interact
with items in the external world, like, say, people, based on what they believe and what
they believe they know about them, not based on their knowledge of those objects’ inner

eternal essences. Human interaction is therefore socially, i.e., pragmatically, and not

7 This is already a problematic notion in a fictional narrative setting.
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essentially motivated. This is not to say that some form of internal, personal, essential
identity is not possible, but that speakers cannot opercieve such an essence, only the
external social manifestations of identity.

In Homeric Greek, for example, the pronoun tov can be used only when it refers
back to an antecedent which is masculine in gender (grammatical); however, whether or
not that antecedent is a person is irrelevant, its agreement is predicated strictly on
grammatical gender. The pronoun uiv on the other hand may have an antecedent that is
either male or a female, but that antecedent must be a person, regardless of its
grammatical gender (masculine, feminine or neuter). So what is important in Homer as
regards deixis —that is, whether it is sensitive specifically to grammatical gender or some
other categorization like personhood— seems to be lexically variable. This seems to
contradict the very notion lying behind Milman Parry’s use of the term ‘essential,” which
implies ontological invariance. Agamemnon is Agamemnon is Agamemnon after all.
That gender and sex are not essential, but rather can be a pragmatically sensitive
categories is further illustrated by Thersites’ address at B.235 (3) where 'AxaiBes,
‘daughters of Achaeans,’ is clearly addressed to the male soldiers as the following word

"Axaiol attests.

3) 0 TETTOVES KAK' EAEYXE "Axailides oUkéT "Axaitol

In fact, it is the category of gender ipsud which Thersites has manipulated here. That
Thersites feels able to address the Greek soldiers as female suggests that gender is a

pragmatically fungible category and that it is socially, rather than biologically, assigned
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and that it is, therefore, manipulable for the speaker’s purposes.”” If gender is not an

essential category, what else that goes into defining personhood is also pragmatically
sensitive?”

The purpose of this chapter is to discuss particular forms of address —namely
given names and patronymics— and to tease out what, if anything, that study may say
about Milman Parry’s concept of the ‘essential’ and his ‘economy of form,” about
Homeric characterization and hence about Homeric diction and style in general. In this
chapter I will show that the choice of term of address is highly contextual and part of a
system of rich characterization which can help inform our reading of the Homeric poems.

4.2 Address by Name, Address by Title Previously, in the second chapter, I set
forth a model of language use in which speech, immediate context, and social role
function in a cycle of mutual information, all three informing and informed by the others.
I have focused in this study on the role of speech vis-a-vis the other two specifically.
Nevertheless it is important to remember that all three operators function as a single
system. In this system, address —the vocal recognition and identification of an
addressee— because it is most easily and directly manipulable of the three, plays a
central role. Address has both a demarcative and a constitutive function in speech. By

naming or otherwise identifying the addressee, address indicates or invokes as present an

intended recipient of speech at the same time as it helps orient speaker and addressee to

%8 Perhaps it is both socially and biologically conditioned.

*® This question can be extended to the case of objects like ships. Do Trojan characters have the same
relationship to the Greek ships as the Greeks do? Does Akhilleus have the same relationship to them in
Book 1 when he is threatening to leave as he does when they are being burned by Hektor in Book 157 Are
we?
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each other. As it functions within two parallel matrices, that of the specific discourse
itself and that of the social world of the participants, it affords one way of linking the
former to the latter.

In this chapter we are looking at the use of forms of address which are claimed to
function to identify the speaker’s intended addressee by referring directly to his identity.
Thus, unlike the forms of address we looked at in the previous chapter, names and titles
are used frequently to specify any desired addressees by indexing them. However, this
cannot be the only function for such address forms. Often the same or a similar form of
address will be used in situations in which it is already clear who is being spoken to —for
example, where there is only one addressee, where the addressee is indicated, say, by
gesture or facial expression, or where they have already been specified in some other
fashion. That address is not used for strict token, ontological identification alone is
suggested by the fact that in different situations, the ‘same’ individual —ontologically —
can be addressed by different forms of address. Thus, my former pediatrician could be
referred to as Dr. Fredrick Burke, Dr. Burke, Mr. Burke, Fredrick, Fred, or even Freddie.
What changes when one or another of these forms of address is used is not the
ontological identity of the person addressed, but the relationship which the speaker
wishes to construct between themselves and that addressee. Thus, if what was essential
in making an address to the individual, whom I will label here ‘Dr. Fredrick Burke MD,

b

Pediatrician, Male, Husband of ... etc.,” were only his ontological identity, then, in
Parry’s system of economy, whether he were addressed as Dr. Fredrick Burke or

Freddie, would be determined by some formal mechanism alone, and speaker and setting

would play no part whatsoever in the choice of the particular form of address. This is, of
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course, clearly absurd and Parry, of course, intended his claims to apply only to orally
composed poetry. The question before us is whether the poet of the Iliad, operating in a
metrical context, coopted a preexisting set of terms of address for use in a specifically
poetic context and then chose between members of that system based on metrical
considerations or whether he made his choices based on other pragmatic consideration(s),
or both. That is, he sometimes made his choice based on metrical and compositional
expediency and at other ‘key’ times his choice was driven by specific pragmatically
determined semantic needs.

In spoken discourse there are two basic sets of factors, outside of absolute
ontological identity, which seem to determine what form of address is perceived by
speakers as appropriate at any given time. These are 1) the perceived degree of intimacy
or familiarity felt to exist or desired to exist between speaker and addressee; and 2) the
perceived relative social position of speaker to addressee within some social hierarchy.
These factors can be conceived of as two separate axes of relation —one of intimacy
(referred to as Distance or Solidarity) and one of power (See Figure 2, p. 103). A third
factor, related to the second, is the addressee’s specific social role. Thus, Doctor Burke

can be addressed as [dakte] because he has the specific role of medical doctor (MD),

because I know he has that role and because I wish to express that to him (and/or any
potential audience), for any number of socially or discursively determined reasons (for
instance to indicate that my speaking to him is predicated on his role as my doctor and
not as my friend), that it is his role as doctor that is significant to our interaction. The
question is whether there is any way of showing that the same or a similar or analogous

situation holds or does not for forms of address in Homer.
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In the previous chapter, I have already discussed cases of pragmatically defined
epithets which do not specifically refer to the ontological identity of the addressee, such
as Tékvov or oivoPapés. It was clear in those cases, that the only role which was left for
such forms to serve was to indicate social or pragmatically relevant information
pertaining to the discourse in which they were found. There seems to be some evidence
for the importance of role in some cases of address in the /liad which, nevertheless, do
function to indicate the addressee. Thus, Kalkhas is addressed by Agamemnon as u&avTi
at A.106

4 HEVTL KAKGV OU T TOTE pol TO Kprjyvov eimag™®

“Prophet of evils, you have never ever had anything favorable to say to me.”

Since he is a mantis, it seems reasonable to speculate that it is because he is a mantis that
he is so addressed here.”’' However, there is more to the picture than that. He is, in fact
addressed as pavTi kakédv here. Unless we are to assume that uavri kakéov and KaAxav
could represent the same ‘essential idea,” and that the choice of the former is predicated
solely on metrical grounds, then the poet’s choice of the former in this passage perhaps
reflects more than simple identity, but how the poet wishes us to read Agamemnon’s
reaction to the seer here, specifically in light of his previous speech.”” Note that p&vTi
(kakcdv) and K&Axav are metrically complementary and thus we could claim that they
are mere metrical variants of the same essential idea, namely, ‘Kalkhas’ in the vocative

case. However, this tack forces us to assume that it is a case of mere accident how well

20 West, 1989, p. 10, reads etmes.

' Kalkhas is the only character addressed as mantis within the Homeric narrative although others, most
notably Teiresias, are referred to as such by the narrator.

?12 Kalkhas is addressed by the vocative K&Axav alone at A.86 by Akhilleus.
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the former address fits the tone of Agamemnon’s speech and how redundant the latter
would have been in this context. Although this does not serve as sufficient proof that the
poet’s choice was determined, at least in part, by pragmatic factors, it opens up the
possibility that that was the case. This example does perhaps lean a bit ad absurdum, and
such cases as pavTi kakdév or oivoPapés would surely constitute examples of what Parry
called particularized epithets. The point is, however, that the poet did in fact have the
ability to employ such particularized formes when he so chose. That is to say, he was not
always hamstrung by meter in the way that Parry et alii do, in fact, claim.

As Kalkhas alone is addressed as p&vTi, so Agamemnon is alone addressed as

M Tt is a

avag avdpdv —although the narrator often refers to others by this epithet.
common feature of languages that epithets that relate directly to high or supreme social
position —like Sire, your Majesty, your Honour, or Mr. President— are severely and
often formally restricted in terms of when they may be felicitously, or even legally
applied.” We may speculate that the cultural setting portrayed within the text of the
Iliad could reflect such a restriction, namely that it was because Agamemnon is the

commander and chief of the Greek host that, in the reported speech contained within that

narrative frame, he and he alone is addressed as &vagf avdpcov. That the same restriction

I Referred to by the narrator with the epithet &va€, are 48 characters, amongst them: Akhilleus 6 times,
Menalaos 3 times, Nestor 3 times, Odysseus 35 times (Odyssey only), Priam 9 times. Ankhises, Aineias,
Augeias, Eumelos and Euphetes are referred to by the fuller phrase &vag avdpdov,each once. Note, that
Akhilleus is twice addressed as &vag. This distribution provides prima facia evidence for a distinction
between Epic and intra-narrative contexts, for a distinction between the poet’s context and that of his
characters.

214 See inter alios: Brown and Levinson, also: Dickey, especially Chapter 3; Fraser, B., W. Nolen, “The
Association of Deference with Linguistic Form,” International Journal of the Sociology of Language,
1981, pp.93-109, Bassett, Samuel, ‘The Omission of the Vocative in Homeric Speeches,” AJP, 1934, pp.
140-152. Ervin-Tripp, S., ‘Sociolinguistic Rules of Address’, in Pride and Holms, 1972, pp. 225-240. etc.
Dickey’s findings for post-Homeric Greek are in contrast to what we have found here for the Iliad. See
especially Dickey, Chapter 3.
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does not hold for the narrator may be explained by suggesting that, outside of the world
constructed within the narrative of the Iliad, within the Epic tradition —that is, the frame
which contains the narrator’s voice— the term has broader currency and may be more
freely applied. Such a situation would be in a way analogous to how historians are able
to refer to more people as President than may be felicitously so addressed in person.
Thus, it would seem necessary to include social role, along with gender, within
the set of features that seem necessarily to be part of what Parryists would have to label
as ‘essential.” Yet by comparing the situation within the narrative frame of the Iliad with
what holds for the Epic tradition as a whole (i.e., by contrasting the narrator with his
characters) we are compelled to call it a pragmatically determined feature of identity.
Identity is defined differently within the narrative world of the Iliad (i.e. reported speech)
than within the frame of the tradition as a whole as represented by the voive of the
narrator. Thus, on the one hand, social roles, like p&vTis or &vaf avdpdov, seem to be
‘essential’ to Kalkhas or Agamemnon in the same way that a characteristic like ‘swift-
footedness’ is essential to Akhilleus or ‘twisty-council-possession’ is to Odysseus.
However, that Agamemnon alone is addressed as &va§ (avdpdov) by characters within
the narrative world of the poem, while outside that frame the narrator often refers to
others by this same epithet suggests that, if we are to keep Parry’s notion of ‘essential
idea’ viable, we must assume that what is essential for Homer, the poet, differs from what
is essential for Homer’s characters. Thus, we are forced to conclude that these ‘essential
characteristics’ are at least pragmatically defined as applying either within the narrative

frame or without.
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4.2.1 Akhilleus The above discussion has, I hope, suggested how Parry’s
category of ‘essential idea’ is hardly unproblematic for any discussion of Homeric style
or composition, and is, in fact, in need of re-evaluation.

One critique of Parry’s notions of ‘economy’ and ‘essential idea’ could be offered
by exploring cases in which two or more metrically parallel forms of address are applied
to the same character. David Shive has noted that, in line initial position, the two
vocative phrases TTnAefdn (Y.200, 431; D.153, 288) and & AxiheU (A.47; *TI.21;
*T.216;”"° ®.214; Y.103) are metrically equivalent.”® As this is the case, then meter
alone cannot have been the deciding factor, or even a factor at all, in the poet’s choice
between one or the other of these two forms of address. There are a few possible
explanations for such data, some of which must suffer the burden of proof. One might
suggest that the distinction in form of address could be the result of interpolation, because
of multiple authors or multiple editors/redactors. The distinction in form could simply be
the result of variatio on the part of the poet.*”” Finally, the distinction in form could have
some discourse-specific, pragmatic explanation. The first two explanations are ultimately
unprovable and therefore should be resorted to only in the complete absence of any other

provable hypothesis. The last of these hypotheses is, however, testable.*'®

*1 Those citations marked with an asterisk appear in the phrase & AxiAet TTnAfjos vié.

*19 See Shive, op. cit.

" In this case, one would then be forced to ask why and how the poet was able to employ variatio, which
must operate at the expense of the improvisation enabling ‘economy,” and why similar sets of optional

forms are not widely attested if variatio were a feature of Homeric compositional technique.

*'8 Friedrich op. cit., p. 1, ff., has noted a similar situation involving four verse long addresses for
Agamemnon, one of these used 10 times:

19.146 etc. "ATpeidn kUdloTe dvag avdpddv 'Aydueuvov
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First, I note that Akhilleus is addressed as ¢ AxiAel by the seer Kalkhas, A.47;
by Antilokhos, Y.543; by Patroklos, TT.21; by Odysseus, T.216, and by Skamander,

®.214. On the other hand, he is addressed as TTnAe®n by Aineias, Y.200; by Hektor,

FORM OF ADDRESS FOR AKHILLEUS Locl
AXIAN)eT 28 Times
TTnAeidn 7 Times
TTnAéos uié 7 Times
dvag N.276, *T.177

Table 4.2: Frequency of Forms of Address for Akhilleus

Y .431; by Asteropaios, @.153, and by Poseidon, ®.288.%"° This set of addresses exhibits
an interesting distribution of speaker/address pairs for Akhilleus. In the case of this pair
of addresses (& AxiAeU and TTnAeidn), where meter cannot be a factor in the poet’s
choosing one over the other, the patronymic is found used by Trojans or Trojan allies and
by Poseidon, the given name by Greeks and by the river Skamander. Leaving the two
gods aside for a moment, we can say that, in the line initial, choriambic position,
Akhilleus is addressed by his given name by characters who can be fairly designated as

friends or allies; on the other hand, he is addressed with his patronymic by Trojan

and three of which are used only once by Akhilleus in Book 1 in his quarrel with Agamemnon, the first of
which is clearly modeled on the above:

1.122 "ATPEeldn KUBI0TE PINOKTEQVEOTATE TAVTLOV
1.149 €5 pot avaideinv emeiuéve kepSaiedppov
I. 225 oivoBapés, kuvds Suuat éxwv, kpadinv 8 eEAdgolo,

As Friedrich notes (p. 3) “[T]he sarcastic and insulting addresses respond perfectly to their respective
contexts: they open speeches which mark the development of the quarrel-scene in Iliadl.”

' For a comparison of forms of address for Agamemnon between given name and patronymic, see (Figure
4.4) below.
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enemies. Specifically, he is never addressed as ¢ 'AxiAel by Trojans. On the basis of
the above distribution of forms of address, I suggest that the given name "AxiA(M)el can
be correlated with a greater degree of intimacy on the part of the speaker towards the
addressee than the corresponding patronymic. Given this provisional finding, what might
we wish to say about the two cases involving address by a god, namely, ®.288, where
Poseidon uses the patronymic to address Akhilleus over against ©.214, where the river
Skamander uses the given name 'AxiAet? Can these cases act as a test for the above
hypothesis that, meter aside, the patronymic suggests greater distance and power on the
part of the addressee and that the given name suggests more equality and intimacy?

At ©.214, the god-river Skamander addresses Akhilleus for the first time with &
AxiAeu. Previously, Akhilleus has been filling that river with the corpses of dead
Paionians. Although Skamander’s address is described by the narrator as given
Xwoduevos, nevertheless, the tone is clearly not one of anger, least of all with Akhilleus,

but of something perhaps more along the lines of consternation or distress.

5) ... XWOAUEVOS TTPOCEPN TTOTauds Pabudivng O.o211
avépl eloduevos, Pabéns & ek pbéyEaTo divns:
@ 'AxIAeU, Trepl PEv KpaTEels, Tepl & aloula péCels
avdpddv: aiel ydp Tol auvvouotv Beol auTol.
el To1 Tpddas €dcwoke Kpdvou als mavTtas dAéooal,
€€ €uébev y' ENGoas mediov K&Ta pépuepa PECE:
TARBel yap 81 pot vekUwv épaTeva péebpa,
oud¢ Ti T dUvapal Tpoxeelv pdov eis GAa Siav
OTEIVOUEVOS VEKUEDOL, OU O KTEIVELS AIdNACOS.
&AN &ye 81| Kal éacov: &yn W Exel dpXAUE Aadov.”

* For a discussion of épxaue Aacv in this passage see below,
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. all in a swivet, the deep-eddied river addressed him
as if he were a man, and spoke forth from his deep eddies:
“Oh Akhilleus, you surpass men in force and in doing violence,
for always the gods watch over you themselves.
If the son of Kronos gives you Trojan sons, kill them al
just drive them from me at least and treat them to your mischief out in the field.
My lovely streams are filling with bodies,
and I cannot find any way for my current to flow to the glorious sea
as I groan with the bodies you go on killing mercilessly.
But come on and leave me out of this; I am shocked at a great leader like you.”

17221

In general, the tone of Skamander’s address does not seem consistent with that of a god
who is angry, xcoduevos, > with a mortal. He uses none of the rhetoric associated with
threatening. He does not claim to be interested in stopping Akhilleus. His language
seems to indicate his desire, not to coerce, but rather to persuade Akhilleus to stop
polluting his streams with corpses, e.g., €l Tor Tpdas €5wke Kpdvou mals mavtas
oNéooal, Il €€ éuébev y' EAdoas mediov kaTa pépuepa péCe:. In this context, the familiar
tone of the address serves to define the relationship as more petitionary than adversarial.
His attempt to change Akhilleus’ behavior is defined by him not as the attempt of a
powerful god to force Akhilleus’ compliance—a fact that his subsequent battle with
Akhilleus will show him capable of — but rather as someone attempting to appear less as
his addressee’s superior, and within that context, to persuade him. And the tack appears
to work. As (6) below shows, Akhilleus verbally agrees without hesitation to

Skamander’s request.

#'T am translating this line as if ®Aéoocai were an imperitival infinitive. The infinitive is also possibly
formally a complement of €5coke; however, “If the son of Kronos gives you all the Trojan sons to kill, just
drive them from me at least and treat them to your mischief out in the field” amounts to the same thing.

221 note here that this form ycwod&uevos may derive from either of two verbs, either xcoopat or xdeo. It is
generally taken to be from the former, and that is how I have translated it here. However, if derived from
X%w, it could be taken to refer to the river’s swelling up with water, perhaps behind the dam of human

corpses, which Akhilleus has made, a gory but startling and entirely apt image.
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(6) TOV & amapelBéuevos Tpooéen mddas cokus “AxXIAAEUs: ®.222
¢otal TalTa ZKAUavdpe BIOTPEPES, €OS OU KEAEVELS.

And Footwise Swift Akhilleus answered him and said:
“It will be, oh Zeus-raised Skamander, as you request.”

Granted, Skamander’s real intent seems actually to have been to stop Akhilleus from
killing any more Trojans, a fact that Skamander’s subsequent address to Apollo at 229 ff.
and his following battle with Akhilleus show. Nevertheless, at this point in the narrative,
the river’s tack is characterized as one of familiar persuasion. Part of what helps us to
read Skamander’s speech in the way I have suggested is the form of address used to
introduce it.

At ©.288, Poseidon has come at Akhilleus’ request to help him in his battle with
the now enraged Skamander. In this speech, although Poseidon appears as an ally, he
addresses him as TTnAeidn. Although we might well have expected the comfort of a
friendly tone from the god, Poseidon’s address suggests that he perceives Akhilleus’ need
to be that of a powerful ally, not a comforting friend. Here, the more formal tone of the
patronymic helps to emphasize just that, the god’s ability to offer protection based on his
greater power and authority, but at the expense of not appearing familiar. It is the
presentation of the god’s power and authority which will here offer comfort to Akhilleus,

not familiarity. Note that Poseidon’s address is defined by the poet as a muthos.””

7 Toiot 8¢ pibov npxe TTooelddwov évooixbuov: ®.287
TTnAei®n unT’ &p 11 Ainv Tpée urTé T1 T&pPer
Tolw y&p Tol védl Becov emTappdbeo eipev
Znvos émaivnoavTos ¢y Kal [TaAAas "Abrvn:
€5 OU TOl TTOTANUE Ye daprjueval aiciudv 0T,
AAN 88¢e pEv Taxa Awerioel, ou 8t gloeat auTos:

223 Martin, op. cit.

142



With words like these, The Earthshaker Poseidon began his muthos.
“McPeleus, come now, do not cower or tremble

for of the gods, both of us are that kind of defender,

at Zeus’ approval, Pallas Athene and I,

that it is not your fate to be tamed by this river;

rather this one here will forthwith give up, and you will see it by yourself.”

Both examples (6) and (7), in fact, act as that sort of ‘exception’ which we can use
to test the hypothesis I have proposed above, namely that the patronymic affords a more
formal, distanced, and authoritative tone to a discourse by defining the relationship of
speaker to addressee as based on social distance and/or greater authority. Likewise, the
given name defines the relationship of speaker to addressee as potentially more intimate
and more equal. Skamander, wishing to persuade Akhilleus, attempts to appear more
intimate, more peer-like and thereby less threatening. Poseidon, by using the patronymic
appears as more authoritative and hence as a more viable and secure source of reliance
and aid in a time of perceived distress. In these two examples we can see how context
and form function in a mutually informing relationship. By adopting such a model we
can gain additional insights into Homer’s ability to characterize episodes in his narrative
within the confines of what has come to be termed the Oral Style.

Examples (6) and (7), both involving situations where a divinity is addressing a
mortal, also serve to show how pragmatically defined social relations can interact with
situational pressures. Such examples show how these two ‘forces,” social relations and
situational pressures, are in dynamic interaction right at the point of social contact, i.e.,
the speech event or utterance. These two examples also clearly demonstrate how social
relations are not fixed but are in a constant state of renegotiation and that that
renegotiation is often driven by particular, immediate situational needs. Skamander (6),

wishing to persuade Akhilleus and avoid the inevitable conflict between them, adopts a
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peer-like position, as defined by his use of the given name as a form of address despite
his status as divine and Akhilleus’ as mortal. Poseidon (7), wishing to show that he can
offer comfort and support to the embattled Akhilleus in the very midst of battle, uses the
patronymic in order to adopt a more authoritative, more paternal tone.

A tentative conclusion to be drawn here is that the patronymic patterns with
contexts in which the speaker wishes to project social distance and/or hierarchical
difference and the given name with the situations where social distance (D) and
hierarchical distance (power) are lessened. We may situate these onto our map of social
space from Chapter 2 (Figure 3, below).

The above hypothesis can be immediately tested by comparing what we have said
above with what we find for the use of the vocative "Ax1AAeU, the metrically
complementary form of Akhilleus’” given name. This form shows both a complementary

distribution with ¢> *AxiAe¥ and has no metrically parallel form of the patronymic.

more familiar

@ "AxXIAeU

lower status higher status

TTnAeidn

less familiar

Figure 3: Schematized Social Space with Names

144



In theory, the distribution of just such a form should adhere most easily to the notion of a
distribution based solely on economy, as suggested in the Parry-Lord model, and be
potentially most easily separated from extra-metrical constraints such as situational
pragmatics. If this were the case, we should expect the distribution of forms of the
vocative 'AxiAAeU to be pragmatically neutral.

In attempting to answer this question, we can see that there will be two mutually
exclusive predictions for the distribution of 'AxiAAetd. It could follow the pragmatically,
socially context-sensitive distributional model we have suggested for the form "AxiAed, or
it could show the distribution which is predicted by the Parry-Lord model, one that
should show a pragmatically context-insensitive distribution. If the former were the case,
we should expect to find the form *AxiAAeU used in contexts analogous to those we have
found for o 'AxiAel, and different pragmatically from those suggested for the
patronymics. Thus, the distribution of the form *AxiAAeU can act as a test for the tentative
conclusions I have drawn based on the distribution of the metrically parallel forms ¢
"AxiAeU and TTnAeidn above.

At this juncture we might want to ask two questions. First, again, how does the
poet’s use of these vocative case forms relate to the social dynamics of the situation in
which he has placed them, if at all? Second, does the additional presence of one of the
above epithets relate to how the address is used, and if so, how? That is, does qualifying
Akhilleus as god-like or glorious relate to the function to which the address so
characterized functions in the discourse?

In respect to the first question, one of the first things to note is that this address is

used two thirds of the time by Greeks and to a lesser degree by gods allied with them.
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Loci Speaker Additional Previously addressed in
modifiers speech as
AI31  Agamemnon Beoeixed’ not previously addressed
434 Phoinix paidiy’ not previously addressed
l.485 Phoinix Beols émieikeN’ paidiy’ "AXIAAeT
l.490 Phoinix Beots émieikeN’ Beots émieike” "AXIANET
.29 Patroklos none @ "AxiAet TTnAfihos uié
HEya QEPTAT "AXAIGV
T.155  Odysseus Beoeixed’ not previously addressed
T1.408  Hera SBpwt not previously addressed
®.160 Asteropaios paidipy’ TTnAeidn peyabupe
®.583  Agenor paidi’ not previously addressed
X216 Athene Biipthe paidut’ oy previously addressed
X255  Hektor none TTnAeos uie
X.279  Hektor Beots EmeikeN” ot previously addressed
¥.69 Patroklos’ ghost ~ none not previously addressed
Y.80 Patroklos’ ghost Beots émieikeN’ "AXINAeT
Y.83 Patroklos’ ghost  none Beots émieike N’ "AXIANET
Q.486  Priam Beots EmeikeN” ot previously addressed

Table 4.3: Distribution of the Bacchiac (v — —) Vocative, ’AxIAAeT, by Speaker

Based on these statistics, we may tentatively assign 'AxiAAeU the status of a metrical
variant of ¢5 "AxiAel. However, there are some notable exceptions, namely its use by the
Trojans Asteropaios, Agenor, Hektor, and Priam. Let us begin by examining these five
cases of the use of 'AxiAAed by a Trojan.***

At €2.486, Priam has come to Akhilleus’ tent as a suppliant, to ransom his son.
However, his coming has been announced to Akhilleus in advance; he is under divine

auspices and led by Hermes. He therefore inhabits a polysemic social space. He is a

224 see Table 4.3 above.
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king, but a suppliant. He is old and infirm —from a heroic standpoint, impotent™ —

yet
under Zeus’ explicit protection. He is defined by the narrator as péyas, yet his body

language projects a humbled stance:**

(8) Xepoiv "AxIAATos AaBe youvaTa Kal kUoe Xelpas — Q.478
dewas avdpopdvous .7

with his own hands he took Akhilleus’ knees and kissed his hands
those terrible man-killing hands ...

Given this and given Priam’s mission, by opening his verbal exchange with Akhilleus,
Bewods avdpogdvos, with the given name 'AxiAAeU, the narrator seems to imply that
Priam’s intention is to narrow the social gulf that potentially exists between himself and
Akhilleus, his enemy, as a means to achieve his ends, the retrieval of his son’s body for
burial. Thus, Priam’s actions, his taking a suppliant posture, (8) above, and his language,
especially (9), belies that mixed or liminal social space he has come to occupy in this

scene; he is simultaneously Akhilleus’ superior and inferior, both king and suppliant.

9 pvfjcal TaTpos oolo, Beols ETmieike N’ "AxXIAAeT Q.466

Recall your own father, oh Akhilleus like the gods.

Furthermore, we may want to see in the epithet, Beois émieikeAe, an attempt to build into

the address something approaching the social force of the patronymic. It is as if Priam

2 This fact will be exploited brilliantly by Virgil in Book II of the Aeneid.

1 think Richardson’s suggestion that we are to picture Priam appearing to Akhilleus “present in all his
greatness” actually misses the point of the epithet’s use here. It is not Priam’s greatness we are to see here,
but Priam’s humbled greatness. The poignancy of the scene comes from this contrast. Richardson,
Nicholas, The Iliad: A Commentary, Volume VI: Books 21-24, p. 233.

7 The use of this epithet for xeipas reinforces our awareness of Priam’s humiliation. He is forced to grasp
the hands that killed his son in order that he may receive back the corpse of that same son for burial.
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cannot help but take on a magisterial tone at the same time as he recognizes the need to
be humble. Is Priam ordering Akhilleus to recall his own father in the form of Priam, or
is he suggesting it? Perhaps he himself is not sure. Thus, we can see in the address Beoig
emeikeA” "Ax1AAel, Priam hedging his own social position vis-a-vis Akhilleus. And
language, specifically the form of address, rather than being static, economical, bleached
of all force except for that of token identification has become, in the hands of the poet, a
powerful tool for characterizing the emotional force of this scene.

In Book 22, Hektor addresses Akhilleus twice as "AxiAAet, at In. 258, and again at
In. 279. At 254 ff., Hektor famously appeals to Akhilleus for a mutual non-defilement

pact. The winner will return the loser’s body for burial.

(10) &AN &ye Belpo Beous EmBcoueba Tol yap &piotol  X.254
u&pTUpOL éoCOVTal KAl ETHOKOTIOl APHOVIAWV:
oU yap €y o EKTTayAov AelKI®, ai Kev épol Zeug
dcon kappoviny, onv 8¢ yuxnv agélwuat
&AN’ €Tel &p K€ o€ OUATIOW KAUTO TeUXe "AXIANeD
VEKPOV "AxXa10IoY dcdow TEAW: dos 8t oU péCetv

“Rather come here; let’s take the gods as witnesses for they will be the best
witnesses and guardians of our agreements.

For I won’t treat you, who are dread, in an unseemly way if Zeus should
give the victory to me, and I take away your life.

But of course, once I finally strip you of your arms, Akhilleus,

I will give your body back to the Achaeans and thus, you do too.”

Here, Hektor’s appeal is to an imagined relationship of mutual respect between warriors;
a relationship that, at this point, Akhilleus has clearly moved beyond. The use of &AN’
&ye and the first person plural, hortatory subjunctive at In. 254, mark Hektor’s speech in
this way. The use of the familiar address at In. 258 suggests that his appeal to Akhilleus
is predicated on a relationship intended to be marked by lower hierarchical distance and

higher familiarity, feelings that Akhilleus does not share. We can see in this, Hektor’s
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attempt to reduce the potential threat to face implicit in this scene of mutual conflict, in
the attempt to direct Akhilleus’ actions and in the implication that Akhilleus would
otherwise be likely to defile his corpse. That Hektor’s observation is prophetically acute
when viewed from outside of the context of the narrative frame, across the epic as a
whole, does not reduce the force of the face threat implicit in his request when viewed
within that frame.”®

Akhilleus’ reply at In. 261 ff., offers us an excellent example which highlights
well how understanding context must play a role in analyzing the force of some formal

element in the discourse.””

(11)  "EkTop, un o, &AaoTe, ouvnuoovvas &yopeue X. 261
s oUK €0t Aéouot Kal avdpdoiv SpKia ToTA

“Hektor, you must be crazy,” do not talk to me about agreements
there are no oaths you can trust made between lions and men.”

Here the vocative of the given name, “EkTop, has quite different politeness implications
form those we saw in (10) for "Axi1AAed. From this quick comparison, we can begin to
see how complex the relationship between form and context is in defining politeness and
how an understanding of form alone is not sufficient to define its social or pragmatic
implications in any given instance. Instead, such an understanding is ultimately

dependant on an analysis of how the form is used within its specific context. Form and

8 The first person plural injunction, since it is formally inclusive, is also clearly an attempt at politeness
work on Hektor’s part intended to reduce the negative-face threat which a bald direct command to
Akhilleus would have held.

* Richardson defines Akhilleus’ response to Hektor’s request as “brutal,” v. Richardson, p. 133.
50 &\aoTe means something like ‘not to be forgotten.” Although formally modifying “ExTop, here, it has

the force of “do you think I would just forget what you have done to me (i.e., kill Patroklos).” Richardson
takes it to mean ‘accursed,” Richardson, Ibid.
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context are always in a dynamic, albeit constrained, relationship of mutual information.
In the case of(10), the use of an address in the form of the given name which is found in
the context of the preceding phrase &AN’ &ye, implies a diminished social distance as well
as a contracted hierarchical distance and therefore functions as an example of Borwn and
Levinson’s negative-politeness work. Brown and Levinson use this term to refer to acts
which addresses the addressee’s negative face needs, i.e., his desire to be unimpeded in
his actions.”" In the mouth of Akhilleus (11), the element which functions analogous to
a&AN’ &ye is the vocative adjective &AaoTe and the imperative un &yopeve which implie
the opposite of what we saw in Hektor’s use of &AX’ &ye in (10). Hektor has been for
some time concerned about the very real possibility that Akhilleus will desecrate his
corpse should he die. This seems a constant fear for the Iliadic warrior for whom proper
burial and especially a sema guarantees kleos in the future.*> For him, the use here (10)
of the informal familiar form of address for Akhilleus seems to convey his desire to
contract the social distance between the two of them to downplay Akhilleus’ hostility
over Patroklos’ death in order to achieve his goal, guaranteeing Akhilleus will respect for
his corpse upon his death. Akhilleus’ use of the analogous term “Extop in (11), by
seeming to invert the implied contraction of social distance, constitutes what we have
earlier called impoliteness. This is because of the difference in power implicit in

Hektor’s request.” 1In situations of social disparity along the power axis (hierarchy),

51 See Chapter 2.
2 See Van Wees, op. cit.

3 Hektor’s request implies here that he fears for his own body and hence that he, to some degree, has
already accepted the possibility of his own death. Akhilleus’ reaction implies, conversely, that he does not
have the same fear. The whole exchange is characterized by the knowledge that the relationship between
the two warriors is not equal. This implied unequal relationship vis-a-vis who holds the superior position
helps to inform how the two uses of the familiar given name are to be read.
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individuals holding the higher position are often able to use language more freely.
Akhilleus’ use of familiar language here seems to imply not in fact familiarity, but rather,
his situationally defined superior position. In a context where we might expect a more
formal expression, the familiar implies not politeness work, but rather, the fact that
Akhilleus does not need to consider Hektor’s face by using a more formal form, and this

in turn implies his situational power. As Culpeper states:

There are circumstances when the vulnerability of face is unequal and so motivation to
cooperate is reduced. A powerful participant has more freedom to be impolite, because
[they] can (a) reduce the ability of a less powerful participant to retaliate with
impoliteness (e.g. through denial of speaking rights), and (b) threaten more severe
retaliation should the less powerful participant be impolite.”**
In the context of Akhilleus’ pursuit, his use of the familiar form of address for Hektor
then is not to be read as polite but reflects his own implicit acknowledgement of Hektor’s
situational inferiority. As Culpeper suggests, in settings marked by explicit social roles
vis-a-vis the power axis —as in the case of social ‘class’ or ‘caste’ or ‘office’ (see (4)
above)— it is commonly the case that speakers holding the higher position are more free
to use more familiar language when speaking to an addressee holding a lower position,
and that those of lower station are, conversely, constrained to use less familiar, more

‘formal’ language when speaking to those in a superior position.””

We may suspect that
a similar situation holds for situationally defined hierarchical disparities. In the case of

Akhilleus’ address to Hektor at X.261 ff., his use of the distributionally more familiar

34 Culpeper, op. cit., p. 354.

5 See, Brown and Levinson, and Culpeper, op. cit.
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given name as his address can be read as implying that he is claiming situational
superiority for himself over Hektor. The act of claiming that superiority, in fact, seems to
enact it.

At 279 ff., Akhilleus has declined Hektor’s request for mutual oaths of respect and
has instead begun their final duel by throwing his spear, which, although it misses, is
secretly returned by Athene.” Despite the preceding characterization of their relation-
ship, Hektor’s response to Akhilleus’ attack comes, characteristically for Epic, in the

form of a boast.

(12) AuPpoTes, oU® &pa T T, Beols emieike N’ "AxiAAed  D.279

gk A1ds Neidng Tov Eudv udpov, 1) Tot Epns Y

aAA& Tis apTieTns kKal émikAoTros érAeo pubeov,

Spp& o’ Utrodeioas péveos aAkiis Te AdbBouat.

OU HEV MOl PEUYOVTI HETAPPEVE Ev Bdpu TMEELs,

A&AN iBUs pepacd Tt Bix ot Becpiv Edaccov

el Tol 8coke Beds: ViV aUT Eudv Eyxos &Aeval

XG&Akeov cos 81} Wv 0 v xpol Tav kouioato.

“You missed, godlike Akhilleus. It seems you didn’t get

the truth about my fate from Zeus after all, as you claimed
rather, you were just sort of a wordy, clever speaker

hoping I would fear you and forget my own power and valor.
You won’t drive your spear through my back as I run away.
Rather, stab me through my breast as I come straight after you,
if the gods let you. C’mon now keep your eye out for my spear
I hope you give its bronze a nice home in your flesh.”

Hektor’s rhetoric is clearly boastful. Akhilleus is either deluded or a liar, possibly both;
he was counting on timidity on the part of Hektor; his reliance on the gods is misplaced;

the falseness of his position is evidenced by his failed spear throw. The meter of the

speech is highly dactylic and so fast moving; verses 279-81 which are perfect spondaic

¢ For example in In. 275 ff.
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lines.”” The potential optative in In. 286 could be functioning as a hedge: “I hope I can
...”, but given the context of the rest of Hektor’s speech, it seems rather to exude
Hektor’s false confidence; that is to say, it functions as a mock hedge.

How then should we read Hektor’s address Beois émieikeN’ "AxiAAeG? The
modifying epithet 6eots émieikeAe seems to parallel the mock humility of the optative in
In. 286, in which case 'AxiAAeU may simply be a metrical expedient that allows the poet
to use a verse-final address for Akhilleus with such a modifying expression. However, a
line like (13) while unattested would have conveyed the same meaning and allowed the
poet to convey more consistently the mock humility implied in an address that in this
context (a boast) is marked by a high degree of social distance and high hierarchical

position.

(13)  * fuPpoTes, oud &pa T T1, ueyabupe TTnAeos vié *#

“You missed, godlike son of Peleus. It seems you didn’t get ....”

In this setting, Hektor’s address seems ambiguous. It conveys a mixed message. The
familiar address "AxiAAel, because Hektor is in a position of situational inferiority, seems
to work to close the social distance, to build intimacy, as we saw in (13) above.” The

epithet Beols émeikeA’ conversely, functions to acknowledge the addressee’s elevated

7 verse 282 is metrically corrupt, having an opening that consists of one heavy syllable followed by three
light syllables, ie., =V V V - -,

8 Part of the problem with such a line is the unattested position for the vocative noun phrase peyaBupe
TTnAeos vié. However as Adam Parry has suggested (see concearning (1) above), Homer can and does place

formulaic phrases in unusual positions for specific effects.

» This is especially the case as he has allowed Akhilleus to make the first move by preemptively throwing
his spear.
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position hierarchically. Sperber and Wilson’s notion of relevance may be usefull here.
For Sperber and Wilson, in cases of indeterminancy, the meaning which is recovered is
that meaning which is recovered most directly, with the least interpretational effort.”* In
the context of “you missed,” the address seems to function as a boast, yet a complex and
internally inconsistent one. The two parts of the address itself seem here to be working at
cross-purposes; one directly emphasizes relative superiority and hence, distance, the other
familiarity; both of which are then inverted. Such mixed messages, because they
formally act to acknowledge the other’s superiority while they attempt to build intimacy
upon that position, can be useful, especially in situations where cooperation is desired.*"'
Hektor’s ambiguous address here may hint at his own conflicted state of mind. He seems
unsure how to approach Akhilleus. A boast to ‘psychout’ his opponent and bolster his
own sense of self-confidence is desirable at this point, but the result of Hektor’s rhetoric
seems to suggest that he himself does not quite believe his own hype.

The cases of Asteropaios at @.153 ff. and Agenor at ©.583 ff., are similar to this
last example and further illustrate well how understanding context is necessary for
understanding how formal elements function to help construct social space. In the former
case, Asteropaios’ address to Akhilleus is afterwards defined by the narrator as
amelAnoas, ‘challenging,” and hence seems to constitute a boast

(14) TTnAetdn pey&Bupe Ti i) yevenv épecivels; ®.153

el ex TTaroving épiBcoiou TNAGH’ éovons
TTaiovas &vdpas &ywv SoAixeyxéas: 1)de 8¢ pot viv
foos evdekdTn 8Te “lAov eiAnAouba.

aUTap €uol yeven €€ "AEloU eUpU péovTos
"A10U, 65 KaAAloTov Udcop Tl yalav inotv,

#0 See Sperber, Dan and Deirdre Wilson, Relevance: Communication and Cognition, Blackwell, 1986.

a Examples can be found in the case of Phoinix, 1.485, 490; Odysseus, T.155; Patroklos’ ghost, ‘.80,
and Priam, ©.456. Agamemnon famously misuses this combination address to Akhilleus at A.131 with
now famous results.
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Os Téke TTnAeydva kKAuTOV €y el TOV & €U paot
yeivaoBat viv alTe paxcopueda aidip’ "AxIAAeD.
WS PAT ATMEIAT|OQ, ...

“Proud McPeleus, why do you care about my ancestry?

I come from far-off, rich Paionia,

and I’'m the captain of the long-speared Paionians. In fact,

I just came to Ilion eleven days ago.

But I come from the house of the wide river of Axion,

the most beautiful river on the face of the Earth.

He sired Pelegon, who was famed for his spear-work and who, the story goes,
sired me. But ¢c’mon now, glorious Achilleus, let’s get to fighting.”

In this way he made his challenge ...

We may contrast this speech with Glaukos’ at Z. 145 ff. Note, in this speech, Asteropaios
uses both the patronymic and the given name to address Akhilleus. Richardson’s
suggestion that, at In. 160, Asteropaios has changed his tack from the “courtesies of
heroic war” and wishes to get down to business seems to fit well with what I have been
arguing here. The given name, implying less social distance, can function as insulting
when viewed within the context of a boastful speech and when contrasted with the
earlier, more formal, more traditional TTnAeidn uey&Bupe, which opened the speech. The
switch from patronymic to given name helps to ratchet up Asteropiaos’ rhetoric in
preparation for the imminent fight. In contrast with Hektor’s use, (13) above, the plural
hortatory subjunctive here fails to act to create an intimate space. Again, we can see how
it is necessary to consider not merely form, but form within context to see how language
functions to shape social space.

In Agenor’s speech at @.583 ff., the given name is used in a way similar to that
found in Asteropaios’ speech, (17) above, where it seemed to function in the context of a

boast to attempt to diminish the standing of the opponent.
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(15) 131 mou u&A EoATras évi ppeot paidiy’ "AxIAAet  D.583
AUaTL TESE TOAW mépoev Tpwowv ayepudxwov
vnTUTE: 1) T €T1 TOAAG TeTeUEeTal GAye €T QUTH.
€V Yap ol TTOAEeS Te KAl GAKIMOl AVEPES EIUEY,

“You were really hoping in your heart of hearts, glorious Akhilleus,
that you would sack the city of the proud Trojans today.

Idiot, there will still be a lot of agony in her,

for she is full of many us fearsome warriors.”

Here the address is compounded with vnmiTie in In. 585 which shows that it must clearly
be taken as insulting and hence the epithet paidipue should be read as sarcastic. In
addition, the verb phrase p&A\’ éoAmas évi ppeoi, ‘hope/expect’ in the first line suggests
that his expectations will, in fact, be overturned. Here, again, rather than implicating
greater intimacy or familiarity, the given name address implies rather the speaker’s wish
to give a diminished status to the addressee. That is, it is movement along the hierarchy
axis, not the intimacy axis, that is intended by the use of the familiar term here. These
examples hint at the mechanism by that the same form, say given name or patronymic,

can function in what appears as opposite functions. As Figure 4 suggests, since these two

more familiar

lower status higher status

less familiar

Figure 4: Shift in Status within a Schematized Social Space

forms of address occupy quadrants in our proposed map of the social space of address

which are diagonally opposite to each-other, the choice of one or the other can be used to
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suggest movement along either axis of that social space, or both, and which direction is
intended, is determined by the context in which this utterance takes place.

The importance of context for the interpretation of the pragmatic force of forms
can be further illustrated by the use of épxaue Aacvin ®.221; (5) above. Recall that
here the god-river Skamander is addressing Akhilleus and that his address was described
as informal and familial in part based on the use of the given name over the patronymic
to open the address. Formally, dpxaue Aacov, as an address, refers to Akhilleus’ official
status as a Greek war leader. As such, the term seems to imply the opposite force of the
given name used to initiate the address. However, when taken in the context of a speech
already characterized by a familiar address and a simple request to do his killing

elsewhere, we can read this address closely in the line in which it is found:

(16)  &AN &ye 81 kai éacov: &yn W Exel Spxaue Aaddv

“but come on and leave me out of this; I am shocked at a great leader like you”

The address seems here to indicate the locus of the god-river’s &yn. He is surprised at
Akhilleus’ behavior in light of his status as dpxauos Aacv. The address does not serve
to highlight Skammander’s relationship to Akhilleus as & "AxiAet did, but his view about

the relationship of his &yn to Akhilleus.
4.2.2 Agamemnon and Menalaoket me now return to the two forms of

address for Agamemnon mentioned at the beginning of this chapter, i.e., 'ATpeidn and

"Aydauepvov. As I have said, like the two forms for Akhilleus that we have been

discussing, namely, 'AxiAAeU and 'AxiAeU, these two appellations are in a metrically
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complementary distribution and cannot simply be substituted. ** Yet, unlike the case of
the forms 'AxiAAeU and "AxiAeU, 'ATpeidn and 'Ayduepvov are not simply metrical
variants of the same form but are distinct morphemes, namely the patronymic and the
given name, respectively, a distinction that I have already argued is pragmatically
sensitive. This distributional fact regarding "Atpeidn and *Ayd&ueuvov stands in contrast
to that holding between the analogous forms, TTnAeidn and o 'AxiAet. However, when
we examine the distribution of the forms of address for Agamemnon, an interesting
wrinkle is added to the picture of the pragmatics of address that I have constructed up to
this point. Agamemnon is addressed as "ATpeidn 36 times, 25 times with no other epithet
or indication of office, and twice by the metrical variant form 'Atpéos uié. On the other
hand, he is addressed by the epithet 'Ay&ueuvov alone only once (B.362). These
distributional facts are striking and contrast strongly with what we have found for
Akhilleus. It is difficult to imagine that they are due to the work of a poet whose

decisions about word choice were driven by

FORM OF ADDRESS FOR AGAMEMNON Loci

"ATpeidn kUBioTe &vaf &vdpdov Ay &UEUVOV @ Times
"ATpeidn alone 25 Times
"ATpeidn kUdiloTe alone A.122; ©.293
"ATpeidn ... dvag B.284

"ATpéos vié B.32, 60

&vag avdpdov 'Aydueuvov Y.49

&vag alone B.284, 360; 1.33
"Ayduepvov alone B.362

Table 4.4: Frequency of Forms of Address for Agamemnon

*2 Their distributions do not overlap but complement each other.
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metrical constraints alone.”* This distribution stands in contrast to what we find for other
Homeric characters.” Agamemnon is practically never addressed except with his
patronymic or with the title of his office, namely &vagf avdpdov, included in that address.
Simply put, he is, with one exception, never addressed simply as 'Ayd&uepvov. For
Agamemnon, the given name, especially in isolation, is the marked member of the set of
available terms of address. The marked member is that term that is not associated with
high status. This fact suggests that for Agamemnon, within the context of the Iliad,
status, particularly in relation to ancestry and office, is of great importance for defining
his social persona, perhaps to a fault. We can compare the distribution of terms of
address with what we found in the case of Akhilleus (see Table 4.2, p. 140 above), who is
addressed as 'AxiA(N)eU 28 times, TTnAeidn 7 times, and TThAeos vié 7 times. Thus,
Agamemnon is addressed by his given name alone only once, but Akhilleus is so
addressed twice as often as he is by his patronymics. Although I have argued the
opposite above, nevertheless, it is possible that the distributional facts regarding the
forms of address for Akhilleus may be ascribable merely metri gratia or due to variatio;
they may be due to interpolation or have crept into the text —perhaps as glosses— during
the long history of transmission. Because of the remarkable disparity in the distribution
of terms of address, the facts about Agamemnon are harder to rationalize in this way. I

have already suggested that the patronymic functions vis-a-vis the given name to suggest

3 Note that the vocative epithet 'Ay&uepvov is, in fact, attested eight times in the full line address *ATpeidn
kUSioTe &vaf avdpdv 'Ayduepvov, and once in the half line address &vaf avdpdv 'Ayduepvov.
Therefore, its rarity as a singleton form cannot be explained by recourse to any features of the Parry-Lord
model. The address can appear line-finally; it just never does so by itself, with one exception.

24 A notable exception to this, Diomedes, will be discussed below.
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greater social distance and power on the part of the addressee. When, in addition to what
we have stated about sociological implications of address vis-a-vis Agamemnon, we add
still further facts regarding those forms of address that are found applied to his brother,
Menalaos, and their distribution across the two epics, a stronger picture begins to arise of
how these two forms of address, patronymic and given name, function socially within the
narrative frame of the /liad.

4.2.3 Menalaos Although Menalaos is addressed as "ATpefda in the dual or
"ATtpefdaui in the plural, a number of times, by definition these addresses always include
Agamemnon. Frequently, as in A.17, the address, while formally plural, is functionally
directed at Agamemnon —alone or at least primarily so. Menalaos is addressed as
"ATpeidn in the singular only once in the /liad, and when he is addressed as "ATpeidn, at
P.12, it is not by a Greek but by the Trojan, Euphorbos, as he stands guarding the fallen
body of Patroklos.

(17) *Atpeidn Mevélae BioTpepes Spxape Aacov P.12

X&Ceo, Aetmre 8¢ vekpdv, éa &' Evapa BpoTdevTa:r
oU Yap TIS TPOTEPOS TPpdwov KAEITAV T ETKOUPLOV
TTaTpokAov BaAe Soupl KaTd KpaTEPTV UoHivV:

T He € kAéos EoBAOV évi Tpcoeoov apéobal,
ury oe B&Aw, &1o 8¢ peAindéa Bupdv Edcoual

Menalaos McAtreus, Zeus-reared Leader of the people,
stand back, leave the corpse, leave me his bloodied spoils;
since no Trojan or their glorious allies before

hit Patroklos with a spear in terrible battle.

So let me win noble glory among the Trojans by this,
and I won’t shoot you and take away your honey-sweet spirit.

This fact gibes nicely with what we have said about Akhilleus above, namely, that within
the context of a boast, delivered within the setting of a duel, the patronymic —here part

of a verse-long address— seems to function, not to imply feelings of respect, but of
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sarcasm. This is because, while the patronymic does seem to reflect a less intimate
relationship, here (17), in this context, which involves a boast delivered to an enemy, it
does not imply the respect that comes with the acknowledgement of social distance
between members of the same community. Thus, social distance, when viewed either
within or without one’s own social group, bears different implications.

While Akhilleus and Menalaos, within their native social setting (the Greek
army), can be addressed by the more intimate and familiar form of the given name
—obligatorily so for Menalaos— and hence participate in more intimate and familiar
relationships with their fellow Greeks, Agamemnon seems to be defined by those who
address him as obligatorily participating in less intimate, more distanced relationships
with members of his own social group. These relationships appear to be defined as less
intimate, more distanced than even those of Menalaos on whose behalf the entire
expedition and war with Troy has been undertaken. We may view this against
Agamemnon’s position as leader of the Greek host, as &vaf avdpdov.

While Menalaos is never addressed as 'Atpetdn within his own Iliadic Greek
society, he is, however, so addressed eight times in the Odyssey. What is important to
consider here is that, mythologically, the Odyssey ‘takes place’ after Agamemnon’s
narrative death. We can imagine then, that within the frame of Homeric Epic (Nagy’s
tradition), Menalaos is not called —it seems, cannot be called— ’ATpeidn by members of
his own society until after the death of his brother. And conversely, Agamemnon is
almost never addressed by members of his own society by his given name alone, i.e., as

just Agamemnon.”* These facts of distribution suggest that Agamemnon has some fun-

25 Other heroes show distributions of forms of address that are more or less like what we see for Akhilleus.
They are apparently addressable by both their patronymic and their given name. We may suspect that how
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damentally different status within his own society than do either Menalaos or the other
basileis, and that that status is reflected in how he may be addressed. We deduce this fact
about his status from the distributional facts surrounding how he and others are addressed
within the narrative setting of the Iliad. Support for this comes from another fact already
noted above, that while the narrator may refer to other characters as &vag (avdpcov), only
Agamemnon is so addressed by characters within the narrative frame. Thus, within the
narrative setting of the /liad, Agamemnon alone may be addressed as &vag, and his
address must contain that title or he must be addressed by his patronymic, 'ATpetdn.
However, Menalaos, who is also of the ‘house of Atreus,” is not —and so presumably
may not— be addressed as 'ATpeidn until after his brother’s death. This would seem to
function as prima facia evidence that, within the narrative world of Homeric epic, the
patronymic functions in address as an indication of status, not only within the society as a
whole, but within a family lineage as well. Specifically, it functions like &vaf avdpdov,
as if it were a title. Agamemnon is not just 'ATpeidns, he is, until his death, the
"ATpeidns. After his death Menalaos becomes the *ATpeidns.**

As I stated at the beginning of this chapter, there is an exception to the story I

have just laid out about how Agamemnon is addressed in the Iliad. Agamemnon is, in

fact, addressed solely as 'Ayd&ueuvov once, at B.362. This address comes in a speech by

Homeric heroes are addressed is subject to pragmatic constraints analogous to those which hold for
Akhilleus. On the case of Diomedes, see below.

%6 Higbie has shown that a similar situation holds for the two sons of TeAapcov, Teukpos and Aias, where
only Aias can be addressed as TeAapoviadn. Note in this case though, that Teukros is an illegitimate child.
See Higbie, Carolyn, Heroes' Names, Homeric Identities, New York: Garland Pub., 1995. Dan Collins
(personal correspondence) has pointed out a similar phenomenon in the case of 19th century unmarried
English women as represented, for example, in Jane Austen’s Pride and Prejudice. The oldest unmarried
daughter would regularly be referred to (and would refer to her self) by the title Miss plus sirname (e.g.,
Miss Bennett). Any younger sister would, by contrast, be refered to by the title Miss, followed by both her
giver- and sirnames (e.g., Miss Mary Bennett). When the oldest daughter married, the honour would fall
on the next oldest unmarried daughter and she would be refered to as Miss Bennett.
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Nestor to Agamemnon about how to proceed with the war preparations. Beginning at

B.337, Nestor has been haranguing the Greeks for their childishness and lack of

reliability. At 344, he turns to Agamemnon and begins giving him advice as to what he

should do in light of his earlier disastrous test of the men’s commitment at B.110 ff. This

new advice will ultimately lead up to the catalogue of ships at B.492. Nestor’s address to

Agamemnon begins at B.344 ff. with, what we should now come to expect, the vocative

of the patronymic "ATpetdns.

(18)

"ATpeldn oU & €0° cos Tpiv Excov aoTeppéa BouAny
&pxeu’ "Apyeiolol KaTa KpaTepds UoUivag,

Touode & éa PpBivUbewv Eva kal Buo, Tol kev "Axaicdov
vooQtv Boulevwo’™™ &vuois &’ oUk ECOETal aUTV:
Tpilv "Apyos 8 iéval mpiv kai Aids aiyidxolo
yveoueval el Te weudos UTrdoxeots €l Te kal oUki.

TCO WM Tis Trpiv ETery€obw oikov 8t véeobat

mpiv Tva Tap Tpwwv aldxw kaTakoiundival,
Ticacbai & ‘EAévns OpunuaTa Te oTOVvaxXds TE.

el 8¢ Tis ekTTayAws €B€Ael oikov Bt véeoBal
amTécboo 15 vnos éUooéAuolo uehaivns,

Sppa mpdol’ &AAwv B&vaTov Kal TOTHOV ETTIOTT.
AAA& &vaf aUTos T el undeo meifed T &AAw

oU Tol améPAnTov émos éooeTal 81Tl kev el
Kplv' &vdpas kaTa UAa kaTa epnTpas ‘Ayd&ueuvoy,
@S PPINTEN PPATENPIY &PNyT, UAa Bt pUAoLS.

el B¢ kev s EpENs kai Tol meibeovTal "Axaioi,
yveoon €meld’ Os 6° fyepdveov kakods s Té vu Aadov
nd &g K’ €cBAOs Enol KATA OPéas yap HaxXEovTal.

House of Atreus, just like before, keep your unshaken plan
and lead the Argives down into their awful encounters;
but like these here, let them perish, the one or two who

B.344

B.354

make their own plans apart from the Akhaians, we will get no use from them.

Let them go to Argos before they learn from aegis-bearing Zeus

if his promise were false or not.

Thus, let no one be anxious to return home
before he has made it with some Trojan’s wife

and paid them back for our groans and for Helen’s wandering off;

27 Kirk describes these two lines (360-361) as “a solemn introduction,” Kirk, G. S., The Iliad: A
Commentary, Volume I Books 1-4, Cambridge University Press, 1985, p. 155.
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but if someone in his mindlessness wishes to return home,

let him take his own black and well-benched ship

so, in sight of the others, he may meet death and his fate.

But Anax, reflect yourself and listen to another,

and what I say will not be something for you to cast aside lightly.

Now Agamemnon, arrange the men according to their tribe and their phratre
so tribe can back up tribe and phartre, phratre.

If you do this, and the Akhaians obey you,

you will know then which commander is kakos

and which is esthlos, since they will be fighting on behalf of their own.

In this speech, Nestor begins by giving Agamemnon some of advice that might
best be characterized as ‘general’: “keep an unshakable plan,” “lead the Argives down
into their awful encounters,” “let them die who make plans on their own.” However at
362 Nestor re-addresses Agamemnon, this time merely as Agamemnon, and the advice he
gives him now is specific and, more importantly, as it pertains to testing the men’s
reliability and dedication, it cannot be for general consumption.”® It is specific advice on
how he can tell whom he can and whom he cannot rely on. It is not that the men cannot
know that they will be arranged by tribe and phratre; they will know this at once, once
the order has been given. What they cannot know is why the order has been so given,
namely to test their reliability. In order for such a test to work practically, the men
cannot know they are being tested. One reading, which is consistent with what I have
laid out above, is that the familiar form of address marks this part of Nestor’s speech,
beginning at 362 ff., as an aside meant for Agamemnon alone. The shift from address by
title to address by given name (re)constructs the social space within which Nestor’s
discourse will now take place. The use of the given name alone, because this pattern is as

statistically marked as it is, in fact helps us as the audience read this portion of the speech

28 See note in Kirk, 85, on B.365-8.
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as marking Nestor’s attempt to build a more intimate frame for the following discourse, a
discourse that I have suggested has to be more intimate in order for it to work. Nestor’s
advice needs to be given in secret; his use of the given name merely suggests to us that it
is given in secret. We can see how Nestor’s address does this because we know that
Agamemnon is not addressed solely as "Aydauepvov in any other instance, except here.
When we consider this fact in conjunction with the content of the following discourse
which it introduces, we can read this section of Nestor’s speech as not taking place in the
presence of the other Greeks. That the other Greeks never seem to be able to address
Agamemnon in this way, and the fact that Nestor so addresses him only here, combine to
suggest that Nestor’s address is special, singular, but special in terms of its degree of
intimacy specifically. This is what the use of the given name suggests here. It is not just
the very oddness of this form of address, but the way in which it is odd, that suggests that
here its discourse, the rest of Nestor’s speech, is meant to be read as not made openly.
Form and context, speech within a social context, combine to inform our reading of that
speech.

Let me be clear here. The given name qua address does not per se mark the
address as more intimate. Agamemnon is often addressed with by his given name,
however always in conjunction with either the patronymic or the title &vag. If the given
name itself always implied greater intimacy, than those addresses which contained both
the given name and one or more of the deferential terms of address would be internally

inconsistent.”” Rather, it is the absence of deference implicit in an address which does

** Note that addresses like iA" *ATpeidn vel sim. Are not attested. Addresses so charecterized (e.g., ny

dear Mr. President) usually seem to imply that the more intimate address ‘trumps’ the more deferential and
also seems to have the further implication that speaker claims to be able to trump the more deferential
address. By such an address, the speaker comstructs a social position in which deference is not only not
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not contain a specifically deferential term like the patronymic which further implies
intimacy. Lack of deference where deference is expected ascribes a lack of supertior
status for the addressee and can have a number of further potential and contextually
determined implications. In the case of the older Nestor (who already has some age-
defined status) imparting advice to the younger Agamemnon, the implication is clear and
further defines a setting in which such advice can be most felicitously be given in secret.
This particular example points up an aspect of address. In forming an utterance,
speakers consider not only the potential impact of their statement on the specific
addressee, but also its impact on other bystanders who may perceive it. Thus, Nestor’s
desire to address Agamemnon as 'ATpeidn or "Ayd&uepvov may derive not only from his
desire to construct a specific social space between himself and Agamemnon, but a desire

to be perceived constructing such a space by others.

The form which [one] gives his utterance may as much be inspired be what he expects the
reactions to be on the part of any known presence ...>”

Since any utterance U may take place in the presence of non-participating

bystanders, the social space constructed by it takes place within and further constructs a

1

larger social space that includes those bystanders.” 1In the case of Nestor, since he is

allowed to address Agamemnon as 'Ayd&uouvov —note, he is not reproached here by

necessary but is often overtly rejected. Note that something similar happens at A.122 with ki8iote and
phokteavotate where by the latter, Akhilleus makes specific claims about the appropriateness of
Agamemnon’s claim to kudos.

»0 Verschueren, Jef, Understanding Pragmatics, Oxford University Press, 1999, p. 90. Verschueren
defines presence as “[a person] who [is] ‘present’ at or in the vicinity of a speech event or, put differently,

in a position that would enable them to become engaged in the event.” op. cit., p. 82.

1 Cf. Goffman, 81.
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Agamemnon for being ‘too familiar’— his use of the patronymic in other contexts may
be understood as reflecting a primary concern for the construction that larger, more
general social space that includes the other Greek leaders as bystanders.

Some independent support for the importance of the patronymic as a sign of status
comes from Agamemnon himself. Near the beginning of Book 10, the Greek camp is
under threat of falling to the Trojans. The Greek leaders are in genuine fear for their
ships. The embassy to Akhilleus of the preceding book has failed to draw him back into
the fight. Now Agamemnon summons a second council, to get advice from Nestor on
how to proceed. Agamemnon is seen here ordering that the men be awoken from sleep

and called to council. As a way of assuring that this goes well he says to Menalaos:

(19)  @béyyeo & 1) kev Incba kai éypriyopbal &vawxbi K.67
TaTPSbev Ek yevers Gvoudlwv Gvdpa EkaoTov,
TavTas kudaiveov: unde peyalileo Buud,

“Give a shout wherever you go and order them to wake up
by naming each man by the ancestry of his father
and so giving all their kudos, and don’t take a haughty tone with them.”

Here Agamemnon directly equates maTpdBev Tiva ék yeverjs dvoudleov with kudaiveov
auTév. Its opposite in turn is peyaAiCeov Bupc. The implications of this are that for
Agamemnon, one’s TaTpdBev €k yeverls dvoua is equivalent to one’s proper kudos. To
not acknowledge another’s patronymic is to overstep one’s place, to be haughty. Thus,
(23) above strongly suggests the importance of proper address within the context of the
lliadic world.

4.2.3 Diomedes The preceding analysis of Nestor’s speech to Agamemnon, if

valid, can be extended, and allows us a tool with which to critique other passages in the
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lliad. In particular, when we extend the above analysis to consider forms of address for
Diomedes, we are presented with tools that allow us to say some things about his
characterization in the lliad.

Unlike Akhilleus, unlike the other heroes, but like Agamemnon, Diomedes is,
with three exceptions which I will discuss below, never addressed except with his
patronymics. One question we need to ask ourselves is whether this fact suggests
something specifically about how Diomedes’ character relates to that of Agamemnon.
Both clearly do not occupy the same social position; Diomedes is not the &vaf avdpdov.
Yet he is not like the other heroes either. In Akhilleus’ absence, he is the preeminent
fighter. Diomedes is clearly an unusual character. In the narrative frame of the Iliad, he
features most prominently in the interlude between Akhilleus’ withdrawal from battle and
Hektor’s assault on the Greek camp. Here, he seems almost to be a stand-in for
Akhilleus.” He is praised by Nestor at 1.57 ff. because, although he is young, never-
theless, he speaks like an older man (6mAdTaTos yevefpv: atap memvupéva Balels ...
KaTa poipav getmres), implying that he has both the strength of youth and the wisdom of

old age —albeit not Nestor’s wisdom.

(20) 1 uév kal véos éoot, euds 8¢ ke kal TaTs €ings, l.57
OTASTATOS YEVERPIV: &ATAP TMETMVUHEVA BACEls
"Apyeicov BaciAfjag, ETEL KATX HOIPAV EELTTES.

B2 For comparisons of the character of Diomedes with that of Gilgamesh, see Gresseth, G. K., ‘The
Gilgamesh Epic and Homer’ CJ 70, 1-19; Burkert, W., The Orientalizing Revolution, Cambridge, 1992,
Andersen, @., ‘Diomedes, Aphrodite, Dione: Background and Function of a Scene in Homer’s Iliad,’
Classica Mediaevalia 48, 1997 pp.. 25-36.
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“Indeed, you are young, you could even be my son,
you are the youngest here in years, but what you say is inspired”’
to the Argive leaders, since you said what was necessary.”

Another important fact stands to indicate his exceptional status. He alone of the mortal
heroes in the Iliad is able to take on gods in battle. In fact, in both instances it is he who
is successful, wounding both Aphrodite and Ares; in the latter case his actions almost
constitute hyperbole —a mortal warrior defeats the god of war in battle. This act is
exceptional even within the context of the exceptional world of the Homeric heroes.
Ankhises may have sex with the goddess of sex, but Diomedes defeats the god of war in
battle.” Thus, within a work whose gestalt is battle, in this instant at least and by this
act, Diomedes is presented as the supreme warrior. In the case of his attack on Aphrodite
he is even verbally equated with the gods when Dione assumes that his actions must have

been those of some god (21).

(21)  xepl Té W KaTépeEev émos T EpaT €k T Ovouale: E.373
Tis vU o€ To1ad Epefe pidov Tékos Oupavicovwv
Haydics,™ . . .

She [Dione] stroked her [Aphrodite] with her hand, spoke to her and addressed
her.

“What Olympian did these things to you, dear child?

rashly,” ...

What turns out to be the actions of Diomedes, can only be conceived of as the actions of

256

a god (OvUpavichveov), and a rash (Lawidios) one at that.” Note that these acts are never

3 For a discussion of memvupéva, see Austin, N., Archery at the Dark of the Moon: Poetic Problems in
Homer’s Odyssey, UC Press, 1975, pp. 74-75

»* This of course can be contrasted with his own statement at E.601-606, where he urges his men to
withdraw in light of his perception that Hektor is fighting on the side of Ares.

3 Also spoken by Zeus to Leto ®.509-510.
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equated with hubris, nor do they bring the reprisal that we might well expect. Diomedes
presumes to take on the gods in battle and does so and that is all. Thus, Diomedes seems
to inhabit a liminal space at this point; he is not divine yet he is somehow more than
human; his actions are assumed to be those of a god. Interestingly, although he is, in
essence, Akhilleus’ proxy in these middle books, he is also portrayed as somehow more
distant, less approachable than Akhilleus.””” We cannot, for example, imagine Diomedes
weeping for a lost companion as Akhilleus does for Patroklos.

As I have stated, Diomedes’ special status is paralleled by a distinction in how he
is addressed, a distinction that parallels what we have seen for Agamemnon. The first
example I wish to consider takes place at an important turning point in Diomedes’
aristeia of Book 5. Early in the book he has been wounded by Pandaros’ arrow rather

258

severely. After calling on Sthenelos to pull out the arrow, he calls upon Athene to

help him. It is clear that it is the wound and Sthenelos’ removal of the belos that prompts

Diomedes’ prayer, and that it is his prayer that prompts Athene’s reply. Athene’s reply

comes, then, in the context of Diomedes’ expression of his pain and his prayer for help.*”

(22) s &p’ Epn, 26évehos Bt kab irmewv dAto xauale, E.r1r2
Tap Ot oTas BEAos wkU diauTepes EEEpua’ copou
aipa & avnkovTiCe Bl OTPETITOIO XITGVOS.
dn TOT et NpaTo Bonv ayabos Aloundns: 115

“kAUBI pev aiyroxolo Aids Tékos "ATpuTCOVN,

2 payidicos appears only as an adverb in Homer, never as an adjective.

*7 Here, we may wish to contrast Diomedes’ meeting with Glaukos in Book 6. with the embassy to
Akhilleus in Book 9. Both scenes involve the exercise of xenia, yet Akhilleus is portrayed as more
sympathetic, more human than is the businesslike Diomedes.

% Later, similarly wounded, the majority of Greek warriors will withdraw from the battle, leading to
Hektor’s assault on the Greek camp and ultimately to Akhilleus’ return to battle.

»” We may compare the language of Diomedes prayer to that of Khryses in Book 1, with its traditional
format of “hear me, kAUB{ peuv, if ever something, €l oTé ... TapéoTng, grant me something, 8og 8¢ Té P’
&vdpa EAelv...”
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’

€l TOTE pol Kal TaTpl piAa ppovéouca TTAPECTNS
Sl &v ToAéuc, viv auT éue @idar "Abnvn;
8Os 8¢ TE W &vdpa EAEIV Kal €5 Opunv Eyxeos EABelV
Ss 1 éBake pBApevos Kal EmeUxeTal, oudé Lé pnol
dnpov 1" Syecbal Aautrpodv paos reAioo. 120
s EpaT euxOuevos: Tou & EkAue TTaAAas "Abrvn,
yula & €0nkev EAagppd, mddas kai xeipas UtrepBev:
ayxoU &’ loTauévn Emea TTEPOEVTA TTPpOoNUdA-
Bapodov viv Aidundes ém Tpcdeoot paxecbar:
€V ydap Tot oTr0e0o1 Hévos TaTpdiov NKa 125
&Tpopov, olov éxeoke cakéomalos immdTta Tudevs:
axAuv & au Tol am’ d@BaAucov ENov 1) TTpiv ETrijev,
Spp’ €U Y1y vadOoKns NUEV Bedv 1de kal &vdpa.

so he spoke and Sthenalos jumped to the ground from his chariot

and stood beside him and drew the sharp dart out through his shoulder
and blood spurted out through his pliant cloak.

and then indeed war-cry-wise good Diomedes prayed,

“hear me tireless child of Aegis bearing Zeus.

If you ever were concerned for my father and stood by him

in battle with the enemy, now show the same care for me, Athene.
Allow me to take the man and get him to come into range of my spear
who saw me first and shot me and boasts about it and says that [ won’t
for much longer see the bright light of the sun.”

So he spoke in prayer, and Pallas Athene heard him,

and made his limbs, his feet and his hands above, light.

And she stood by him and spoke winged words:

“ Buck up now, Diomedes and fight against the Trojans,

for in your heart I have placed your father’s strength

which is un-trembling, like the shield bearing horseman Tydeus had.

I took the mist, which was there before, away from your eyes

so you can recognize both god and man.”

Note that Athene’s reply begins with the supplementary participle 8apocov, ‘buck-up.’

Her language, from the very first word, clearly denotes her intention to offer support.””

In fact, as Athene states, she has already taken care of his problem (év y&p Toi otrifecol

261

HEVOS TTATPWIOV NKA). In addition, in the very act of helping him, she has also

%0 The participle plus imperative construction —the infinitive u&xecbat here clearly functions
imperatively as otherwise the clause would lack a main verb— is found only here. The bare imperative
Bapoel is used at: A. 184, Menalaos to Agamemnon; ©.29, Zeus to Athene; K.384, Odysseus to Dolon, on
which, see below; O.254, Apollo to Hektor; >.463, Hephaistos to Thetis; X.384, Zeus to Athene; Q.171,
Hermes to Priam. All (with the exception of K.384, Odysseus to Dolon) constitute entities who are kindly
disposed to their addressee.
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invoked his father (TaTpcdiov and imméTta Tudeus) as if she were appearing as a
supporter in Tydeus’ stead. In general, her language has much of the feel of paternal
support, and the use of the familiar form of address adds to the feeling of intimacy in a
manner similar to what we saw in Poseidon’s speech to Akhilleus at ®.288, (8) above.
Note also that the alternative line (23) satisfies the meter and sense of the line that is
attested —if we apply Parry’s notion of ‘essential idea’— with an acceptable hiatus after

the vocative.”®”

(34

(23)  * Bapodov, Tudeos vié, Em*? Tpdeool pdxeobal

“Buck up, son of Tydeus, and go fight with the Trojans”

In fact, this line would be readily interpretable. “Buck up, son of Tydeus, and fight

b

against the Trojans.” The difference is that the latter seems to build upon Diomedes’
status and stature as the source for Athene’s comfort. Diomedes should take heart
because he is the mighty son of Tydeus. The former version, the one attested, predicates
Athene’s support on her feelings of intimate concern for Diomedes. This suggests that,
as we saw in the case of Akhilleus above, the choice of familiar, given name for the
address here is purposeful. The poet then seems to be attempting to convey something
about the relationship that the speaker, in this case Athene, wishes to construct with
Diomedes —a relationship that is predicated primarily on a degree of intimacy with the

addressee, offered as a prelude to her offering of support, rather than on emphasizing his

status.

28! This is not the first time Athene has imbued him with pévos, (cf. E.1-2).
*2 This form of the patronymic address is found at A.370, K.159 and ©.152.

2% Or perhaps with moTi, although this word never appears with Tpcsecot and rarely with the dative in the
lliad.
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The next two examples occur during the episode narrated in Book 10, often
referred to as the Doloneia.*® Here, Diomedes and Odysseus are out alone at night

between the two camps, in the dark, on a scouting mission and raid. Diomedes has of

265

course volunteered for this mission when no other would (K.218 ff.).*> As they creep

along, Odysseus sees Dolon, who is also on a spy mission and raid, and he speaks to

Diomedes.

(24)  &AN STe dn P’ ITTeov Te Kal avBpddv KAAAP' SuiAov,
B P’ &v’ 0BoV HEHaIS: TOV Ot PPpAOATO TTPOCIOVTA
Sioyevns 'Oducevs, Aloundea 8¢ TTpoacéelTey:
oUTSOs Tis, Adundeg, &Tmd oTpaTol EpXeTal avip,
OUK o1’ 1) VI|ECOLV ETTOKOTIOS T)METEPTIOLY,
N Ta OUANOV VeKUWY KaTaTeOvnTwv.
AAN EGOuév wv Tp&dTa TapeEeAbelv mediolo
TuTBSY: EmerTa 8¢ K auToOV Emai§avTes €EAoluey
kapTaAipws: € 8 &uue Tapapbainot médeocoww,
aiel Qv €l vijas GO oTPATOP! TTPOTIEIAETY
gy Xxel Emaioowy, un Tws TPOTL &OTU &AUED.

But when he left behind the company of horses and men

he went on his way eagerly. And as he went forth, he was recognized
by god-sprung Odysseus, who spoke to Diomedes

“Hey Diomedes, there is some man coming from the camp

I don’t know whether he is a spy of our ships

or is lurking in order to strip one of the bodies of the dead.

but let’s let him pass by over the field first

a little, then let’s run up and take him

quickly; but if he runs past us on foot,

keep driving him from the camp to the ships

and go after him with your spear so he won’t somehow escape back to the city.’

b}

* This episode is assumed by some critiques to be an interpolation, on which, see inter alios: Shewan,
Alexander, The lay of Dolon (the tenth book of Homer's Illiad); some notes on its language, verse and
contents, with remarks by the way on the canons and methods of Homeric criticism, , Macmillan and co.,
Ltd., London, 1911; Fenik, B., lliad X and the Rhesos: the Myth, Collection Latomus 73, Brussels-
Berchem, 1964; Stagakis George, ‘Dolon, Odysseus and Diomedes in the Doloneia,” RhM 1987 CXXX :
193-204, and ‘Athena and Dolon's spoils,” Archaiognosia 1987-1988 5 : 55-71; Davidson O. M., ‘Dolon
and Rhesus in the Iliad,” QUCC 1979 N° 30: 61-66. For bibliography see Hainsworth, B., The Iliad: A
Commentary, Volume I11: Books 9-12, Cambridge University Press, 1993, p. 155. The discussion of the
Doloneia as a Homeric interpolation lies well beyond the scope of the present work.

265 Once Diomedes has volunteered, others, especially the two Aiantes, Meriones, Antilokhos, Menalaos
and Odysseus, immediately volunteer to accompany him.
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Thus, Odysseus is addressing Diomedes in the context of an ambush that is about to be
sprung. Again, as in (18) above, the address is intended for private consumption. And
again, the use of the given name in Odysseus’ address helps define that intimate context.
We may also suggest further, that in this context, an ambush, at night, in the corpse-
littered no-man’s-land** between the two camps, that some of the social niceties that hold
in other, more public contexts can be dropped. Thus, the given name here helps define
the context, the social setting, in terms of the relative power of the two participants. That
relationship is one now defined by a camaraderie between soldiers who are alone in the
dark, on a dangerous mission, a mission that no one but Diomedes would originally
volunteer for. The given name form of address, by its potential to signal greater Distance
(i.e., degree of social intimacy, see Chapter 2) and/or lessened Power (i.e., hierarchical
distance) is used here by Odysseus to construct a closer situational social relationship.
Since the context of their talk exchange does not involve them in a power struggle, the
given name address functions here to affect only the Distance/Solidarity Axis of the

social space (Figure 5).

more familiar

A1dundes T

lower status higher status

Tudeldn

less familiar

Figure 5: Schematized Social Space with
Shift along the Distance/Solidarity Axis

266 Ly , , - ,
see K297, PB&v o’ fuev s Te AMovTe Ve Bidx vikTa péhawav

&u pdvov, &v vékuas, Si& T EvTea kal péhav aiua.
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We can see then, that context helps define the axis or axes along which the social space
will be redefined by a speaker’s politeness work. Because Diomedes and Odysseus are
not in a situation defined by any overt and public struggle for prestige, Odysseus’ use of
the more familiar, less prestigious form of address is read as involving a reduction in

Distance and not in Power. The same process can be seen at work later at In 474 ff. in

Book 10, when the same two encounter the Thracian Rhesos.

(25) ‘Piicos & €v péocp eUde, Tap’ aUTé & wkées (ol K.474
€€ emBIPp1ados TUNATNS iuaoL BédevTo.
TOV & 'O8uceus mpoTrapolBev idcov Atour|det Selgev:
oUTés Tol Adundes avrp, outol 8¢ Tol (oL,
oUs vV Tipaucke ASAwv Ov ETTEPVOUEV TIHEIS.
&AN &ye 81| Mpdeepe KpaTePOV Hévos: oudé Ti oe XN
goTAapeval HéAeov oUv Teuxeotv, aAAa AU’ {rmous:
ne oU y’ &vdpas évaipe, peAncouctv & guol {Trrot.
s PATO, TG & EuTVeuce HEVOS yAaukdd s "ABrvn,
KTEIVE O EMOTPOPAdNY: TCOV B¢ 6TSVOS SpvuT AEIKT|S
&opt Betvopéveov, épubaiveto & aipaTt yaia.

But Rhesos slept in the middle, and by him his fast horses

were tied up from the top of the car by thongs.

Odysseus saw him first and pointed him out to Diomedes.
“Diomedes, here’s that man and those horses

that Dolon told us about before we killed him.

But come on, show us that strength, you should not

stand by idly with your gear, come set the horses free

or you at least kill the man, and the horses will be my concern.”

so he spoke, and Glaukopis Athene inspired Diomedes with strength.
Back and forth, as he began to slay, an unseemly groaning arose from them
As he struck them with his sword, and the earth reddened with blood.

The above two examples have something in common with Nestor’s address to
Agamemnon in Book 2, (18) above. In both cases, the address reflects the non-public
nature of the encounter and the speaker’s desire to exploit and manipulate that aspect of
the social space, and further signals that to us as audience. Although the settings are
significantly different, the social dynamics (Distance/Solidarity and Power) are

significantly similar to allow the same strategy to be employed to approximately the same
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ends, constructing a more intimate social space. What is significantly similar is that these
two encounters are not public and that the choice of address, therefore, does not involve
the dynamic of Power on display, which is more prominently at play in public
encounters. Note, however, that this fact is not expressed in the Nestor/Agamemnon talk
in Book 2, but is suggested by the nature of the content of Nestor’s discourse and can be
further supported by comparison with the Odysseus/Diomedes talks in Book 10, where
the non-public nature of the talk exchange is explicit.

4.3 Conclusion In this chapter, I have offered evidence to support my contention
that the two alternative forms of address that indicate token identity of the addressee, the
patronymic and the given name, were not merely metrical alternatives for each other, and
that the choice between one or the other of these forms of address was not driven merely
by the exigencies of oral ‘composition in performance.’*” Rather, I have argued that the
choice of address served other, additional, specifically pragmatic needs and reflected the
complex verities of Homer’s narrativized social settings. Although their usefulness as
aids to composition, within the formulaic scheme described by Parry et aliis has not been
challenged here, the suggestion I have advocated is that the determining factors behind
the poet’s choice of one form over the other involved a more complex set of
determinations than meter and ‘essential idea’ alone. In fact, in this chapter, I have
suggested that the Parryist notion of ‘essential idea’ is, in fact, extremely problematic. It
is problematic not only because it is, in fact, undefined, but also because it is not at all
clear that characterizations, at least on the social level, are essentializable. Agamemnon

is not just Agamemnon; he is sometimes anax, sometimes Great House of Atreus, and

*7 Lord, A., The Singer of Tales, Harvard University Press, 1960.
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sometimes merely Agamemnon. Part of the thrust of this chapter has been to suggest not
that this term, ‘essential idea,” needs to be (re)defined, but that, in fact, it is not useful at
all, and that the concept of ‘essential idea’ in respect to Homeric composition needs to be
replaced. Thus, by looking at some of the pragmatic factors at play in Homer’s choice of
terms of address we are offered a window into the complexity and richness of the poet’s

composition and style as a whole.
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSION

In this study, I have attempted to lay out a model methodology for the analysis of
direct address in Homeric poetry. In particular, this method contrasts in its results with
that of the oral theory of Parry-Lord, et aliorum and its evaluation of the formular style of
Greek epic in one important way. According to the Parry-Lord model, the epic formulae
served to aid composition in performance —and perhaps to add a traditional tone to the
resultant poetry — but at the cost of what Parry calls le mot juste. The resultant constraint
on the poet had the effect of imparting a certain semantic opacity to the forms used. This
opacity is summed up in Parry’s use of the term essential idea. By this, Parry seems to
have implied that behind concepts like that embodied in the term ‘Agamemnon’ lay a
single and simple unchanging core idea or identity, its essence, which is always implied
when that term is used and is what is most important about that idea. For the oral
compositionist following Parry’s model, the strictures of meter and the demands of
composition in performance had the result of simplifying referents by rendering all
semantic baggage of such concepts, including any potential social, political, or
psychological implications, effectively invisible. If Agamemnon were called ATtpeidng
at some point, it was because the meter could accommodate only that term and none of
the others which might potentially be used to refer to Agamemnon. Therefore, the term

"ATpetdns could not be assumed to carry any other implication beyond that which
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compelled its choice in the first place. From a semantic standpoint, that would be the
essential idea, ‘Agamemnon’ at its most basic. Much work has been done in the
intervening years in response to the implications of the Parry-Lord oral theory for the
interpretation of Homeric poetry much of it critical to some degree of the implications of
the stricter applications of this theory to the texts of Homer. This scholarship is well
surveyed by Russo and it would be redundant to repeat such a survey here.*® This study
will attempt to serve as part of that process of critique.

In the first chapter, I discussed certain features of Iliadic society that seemed

° In

important for our understanding of the context for Homer’s embedded speeches.*
particular I discussed the importance of the performative nature of Iliadic social position.
Thus, in the Iliad, social position is not institutional —although it presents elements
reminiscent of institutional social structures like Agamemnon’s and Khryses’ staves—
but is constantly available for (re)negotiation. In the case of Khryses, for example, his
priest’s staff serves as a symbol of his social role as priest of Apollo, which in turn
equates to a certain social status. However his status is successfully challenged by
Agamemnon at the beginning of A.26 ff, and then again further redefined through the
intervention of Apollo, Akhilleus, and Nestor during the progression of much of the rest
of Book 1. We can also see how social position is constantly under renegotiation in the

struggle between Akhilleus and Agamemnon, which dominates Book 1 but which is not

fully resolved until Book 23. During Book 1, Akhilleus goes from a position of

268 See Russo, 97.
1 purposefully contrasted the term ‘Iliadic’ with the often used ‘Homeric,” to emphasise that, for the

analysis of the speeches within the text of the Iliad, I would make no reference to any impinged
performative or compositional, ‘real world’ setting.
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significant importance within the society of the Greek stratos to one of near complete,
and effective marginalization.” The abortive dual between Glaukos and Diomedes in
Book 6 and their subsequent acknowledgment of their mutual xenia re-effected by their
exchange of gifts represents still another example of how status and role can be changed.
In the latter case, even the seemingly fixed and institutional role of enemy is available for
renegotiation.””’

In Chapter 2, I presented a model of language analysis based primarily on the
work of Grice, Brown and Levinson, Culpeper, et aliorum, which can broadly be called
pragmatic. In this model, language is seen as a primary feature of local social interaction
and is subject, therefore, to immediate social constraints and information. In particular, I
have suggested how the language of Homer, rather than being rendered static,
disconnected, and abstracted through the machinations of formulaic oral composition in
performance, might, while still retaining its traditional character, be seen as more
flexible, more semantically sensitive, more ‘meaningful.’”> 1 have suggested how
sociolinguistics can offer up methodologies, useful already for interpreting language as it
appears within a real world social context, which may fruitfully be applied to analogous
uses of language in literature. In particular, I have focused on the effects of the social
structures of hierarchy and familiarity, which are summed up in the term politeness.
Politeness here, after Brown and Levinson, refers to the effects of power and solidarity on

language, and to language as encoding those features of social interaction. I have

0 Akhilleus is never completely marginalized, and his former/potential presence is constantly refered to,
which in turn allows for his eventual reintegration, in like Thersites, whose marginalization by Odysseus in
Book 2 is complete.

2L Cf, also, the case of Priam in Book 24.

2 This sensitivity after all, is imparted by more than a limitation on the distribution of certain lexical items.
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suggested that within Iliadic culture, which is hierarchical in an interesting and
particularly manifest way, language might be sensitive to those features of that society
that seemed important to the poet to express. Thus, incidents in the narrative of the /liad
such as the supplication of Khryses, the feud between Akhilleus and Agamemnon, the
abortive dual between Glaukos and Diomedes, the embassy to Akhilleus, the supplication
of Priam et aliae res offered the poet of the /liad the opportunity to make use of language
that is sensitive to the social dynamics present in those very incidents, if this kind of
expression were possible for him within the strictures of Greek epic composition however
that is ultimately conceived of as taking place.

In Chapters 3 and 4, I discussed specific applications of this model to the
language of the speeches of the Iliad, which showed how the poet could express such
social dynamics. For the present work, I focused on one aspect of linguistic-social
negotiation, address. Since address represents the point in language of most direct social
interaction or contact between speaker and addressee (or audience), I suggested that this
is the point where language should be most acutely and directly reflective of the
dynamics of the relationship under negotiation. Thus, when Hektor addresses Paris as
duomapt or Nestor addresses Agamemnon as 'Ayd&uepvov, they make immediately
manifest their take on the relationship existing between themselves and those they have
thus addressed; in fact, they serve to construct those relationships. Different forms of
address, say ¢iAe or Tékvov respectively, would have constructed vastly different

relationships and thereby altered how the subsequent discourse (and action) would have
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developed. In these chapters then, I suggested how, even for Homer, forms of address
are particularly sensitive to the social and narrative contexts in which they are presented
by the poet as being ‘uttered.’

In the preceding four chapters then, I have laid out a model for the analysis of
Homeric poetry based on such a sociolinguistic model of politeness. I have suggested
that in the text of Homer, the language of the speeches in particular has a relationship to
its narrative context which is analogous to that which spoken, natural language has to its
context. Specifically, I have attempted to show that the language of the speeches not
only can be seen to be sensitive to the social dynamics of that surrounding narrative
context, but depends crucially on information provided by that context in order to be
understood. Thus, a form like Saipdvie depends crucially on reference to a complex
complex of relevant contextual information regarding the social relationships of the
speaker and addressee as well as information pertaining to the speaker’s immediate
reason(s) for the address. Specifically, the speaker claims surprise at a new state of
affairs and hence situational authority to act correctively towards the addressee regarding
that state of affairs. In the texts of Archaic Greek epic, we are presented with an almost
ideal opportunity to practice such a study, since information about the context within

which speeches occur is provided by the narrative frame.*”

I have suggested that the
information provided by that context consists of two basic kinds of information:

background information (i.e., the preexisting beliefs which interactants bring to their talk

23 1 have left aside, for the moment, any discussion of the role of the ‘tradition’ in the constitution of the
context of the Homeric speeches. This is not a theoretical decision but a practical one. Despite the work of
scholars like Lord, Nagy, Foley, etc., we still do not securely know enough about what constituted the
underlying epic tradition to base any discussion of the information value which that tradition could add to
the context of the text of Homer without greatly expanding the size of this study. Such a discussion is not
without merit, but lies outside of the scope of this present study.
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exchange), and situational information, which is local (i.e., site-specific at the time of the

talk exchange).””*

Since context includes, crucially, information about the setting, it
follows that all speech is local. Since context is predicated on speaker beliefs, yet
addressees cannot know —i.e., have direct access to— speaker beliefs, it follows that
hearers must construct a mental construct of those beliefs, and that participants, therefore,
construct their own individual (version of the) context. The fact that interpreters
construct their own mental picture of the context in which their talk exchange (or any
language which is perceived) takes place allows language to have the appearance of
being able to be used non-locally (e.g., as in the case of written texts or reported speech).
In this way, there is no formal difference for those interpreting speech (addressees or
hearers) between direct speech and the indirect language of reported speech or written
texts; interpreters construct a context for that language as part of the process of
interpretation. The chief difference lies in the confidence with which interpreters hold
those beliefs, based upon which they construct the context in which that speech (or text,
or language) is understood to ‘take place.” The greater the confidence with which
interpreters hold the beliefs that constitute their background knowledge, and the more the
setting is directly observable to them, the more likely interpreters are to feel confident
about applying their knowledge of that context to the process of interpretation and the
more speakers are able with confidence to leave unexpressed elements of their intended
message (ellipsis). The processes of interpreting speech that is directed at the observer
and immediately situated, versus indirectly observed, reported speech (or writing) are,

then, quantitatively and not qualitatively different.

7 “Local’ here implies both spatial and temporal locality.
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In a narrative text such as the Iliad, we are presented, in the form of the narrative
frame, with the narrator’s version of some of that observable context. In the case of the
Iliad, this consists not only of information about the physical setting for speech, but of
some information about the mental states of speakers as well. Thus, the narrator can
present his audience with speeches of certain characters whom he previously
characterizes emotionally, e.g., as being angry (kexoAwuévov) or speaking confidently
(ubcov), as glowering (Uméddpa idcov) or laughing (yeAdoas), as understanding
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(evBeTo) or not, etc.”” We have also seen that subsequent portions of a discourse which

follow an address can and do add to the context and help inform how some element of
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that speech is to be taken.”” We can compare how the address form 'ATpeidn kUdioTe

might be seen to work in the contexts of the following two full verse addresses.

(1) [ prhokTeaVOTATE TAVTCwY A 122
"ATpeidn kUBIoTE {
| &vag avdpcov "Ayduepvov T.146 k.T.A.

In the former case, the subsequent piAokTeavedoTaTe T&VTV suggests that *ATpeidn
kUdioTe 1s to be taken as, perhaps, sarcastically and critically intended. First, that reading
is informed, in part, by referring to the preceding narrative context, which functions to
supply aspects of the audience’s background knowledge.””” Agamemnon is commander
in chief (&va§ avdpdov, A.17); he has humiliated the priest of Apollo who has come as a
suppliant (AiooeTo); this has resulted in a plague that threatens his expedition; he is told

he must return the priest’s daughter to her father; however, he has refused to do this

5 See, especially, Lateiner.
776 That is, addressees can retroject.

7 Some background knowledge probably was supplied from knowledge of the contents of the epic
‘tradition,” which lay behind their present story.
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unless he gets another girl in exchange. Agamemnon’s actions, his equivocating between
the safety of the army and his immediate personal desire for yépa, threatens the lives of
the whole Greek army, who are —as they speak (so to speak) — dying (6Aékovto B¢
Aaoi). Second, in such a context, it is then through a comparison of the juxtaposed
addresses ‘most deserving of kudos’ and ‘most desirous of stuff,” that the latter can

inform the former.””®

In this case, the latter address, piAokTeavTaTE TAVTWY,
highlights the situational problems inherent in Agamemnon’s status when that status is
considered in respect to his immediately preceding actions. How can Agamemnon now
be both kUSioTe and piokTeaveoTaTe?”” The answer would seem to be that he cannot.
Since @ihokTeavwTaTe is more consistent with the current characterization of
Agamemnon, based on the current background knowledge of him, which is itself
predicated on his actions and their effects, in essence @ihokTeaveoTate overrides the
expectations produced by kUdioTe, which those actions have, to some extent,
contradicted. Thus, just here, piAokteavcoTaTe redefines kUdiote. Akhilleus’ address of
Agamemnon, by exposing the problems posed by Agamemnon’s desire for a new
replacement prize, constitutes what I have called a face-threatening act. Specifically, by
exposing the problem in Agamemnon’s wishes, it constitutes a threat to his positive face
(his desire to be liked) and a threat to his negative face (his desire to feel unimpeded in

his actions) since by criticizing those wishes, it is more likely that Agamemnon will feel

inhibited in acting upon them.

8 This compound address, with its internal inconstancy and contrast, directly threatens Agamemnon’s face
and seems to function as an example of what Culpeper has called corrective impoliteness. Culpeper, 1996.

 That is, as leader, &vag, in this time of crisis, for him to put his own wants above the needs of the army

directly threatens that army. Considering the performative nature of authority within the Greek stratos,
Agamemnon’s actions (pihokteaveoTaTe) effectively undercut his own authority (kUSioTe).
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We might wish to engage in a bit of speculation here. How might Akhilleus
speech at A.122 ff. be read if it were introduced by the address attested at T.146 k.T.A.?
In such a case, Akhilleus’ speech might read less as an overt corrective (“Don’t expect
the laoi to just give you another prize, there are no more yépa left to dole out”), and more
as a reminder of the status (“Remember, you can’t expect the laoi to give you another
prize now, since there are no more yépa to dole out”). That is, the tone of the following
speech and hence our expectations for the subsequent discourse, and even of Akhilleus’
and Agamemnon’s characterizations, change if we were to substitute A.122 with T.146.

Agamemnon then, according to Akhilleus, is supreme in greed; this greed has
resulted in a catastrophe for his flock, and this now, according to Akhilleus, is the source
of his reputation; this is the kind of kudos he is worthy of. Culpeper’s corrective
impoliteness is impoliteness used to correct faulty behavior, and this seems be what

Akhilleus is offering here with this address at 122. The relationship between A.122 and
T.146 (1) suggests the trajectory of Agamemnon’s necessary redefinition. That is,
Agamemnon must reestablish his kudos-worthiness. He must reconstruct a public
identity, a face, which is no longer based on his @iAdékTnua but rather on his being
effective as &vag avdpdov.

But Akhilleus, by his address at A.122, also characterizes himself. He has already
been seen as a man who is concerned enough about the good of the army that ke, rather
than the &vaf avdpdov, calls the assembly in order to attempt to solve the problem of
Apollo’s plague. Now, at A.122, Akhilleus presents himself as one who will stand up to

that &vaf, whom his actions have already problematized, when that leader further
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threatens the needs of the laoi.*°

Akhilleus, not only declines to use the expected address
for Agamemnon, but calls attention to that fact, and by doing so, redefines him. Thus,
Akhilleus’ speech is defined as impolite (in Culpeper’s sense) by the address that opens it
and this redefinition casts that speech as distinctly and strongly corrective rather than
advisory and supportive (our imagined alternative version). Akhilleus’ claim to the
situational authority to act correctively in this way comes from (is read as arising out of)
the threat to Agamemnon’s negative face™ —the source of his provisional authority —
implicit in the contrast and the contradiction between the expected kUdiote and the novel
PAokTeavTaTe TavTtwv. We can then read Agamemnon’s subsequent and
increasingly hostile intransigence as the result of his apparent perception of Akhilleus’
Face Threatening Act as much as arising from some inherent character flaw.

In general, in this study, I have offered evidence for how forms of address seem to
allow speakers and addressees to interact dynamically via language with the narrative
contexts in which those addresses are presented as being ‘uttered.” I have focused on
forms of address because they seem especially sensitive to context. This is because
address directly reflects the relationship constructed between speakers and their
addressees at the very point of their interaction. Thus, kUdioTe above does not have a
meaning, but rather, its meaning seems to change depending on how it is used. At A.122
this term might mean something like “you who claim to be most worthy of kudos (but are

really just greedy).” In T.146, it might mean something like: “you who are most worthy

of kudos (because you are &vaf avdpcov).” What the above discussion hints up is that

01 note here Nagy’s etymology (after Palmer, 1963) of ’AxiAAeUs as from &xos Aaéd. Nagy, 1979.

1 Negative face is defined as the desire to be free to act by having one’s actions approved of.
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forms of address act both to construct a context for speech and to react to that context. In
a sense, that means that kU8ioTe at A.122 is as much part of the context for
PIAOKTEQVWTATE TAVTWY, aS PIAOKTEAVOTATE TAvTwv is for kUdioTe, and both are
embedded in a context informed by the background knowledge supplied by preceding
narrative.

Some headway toward understanding how this happens can be made by referring
to Eleanor Rosch’s concept of the prototype.™ For Rosch, concepts are not predicated
on a set of necessary and sufficient features, but on a prototype. Thus, the meaning of,
say ‘dog,” would come from relating some contextually situated instantiation of a dog
(either an actual physical animal, or a picture of one, or even the word ‘dog’ read or
heard) to that prototype. Next, it may be helpful to think of the prototype not as a
concise, well-delineated mental object, but as an abstraction across a set of exemplars. In
fact, we may wish to replace the prototype with that variable set of exemplars all
together. If the concept behind ‘dog’ is a set of exemple contexts in which things labled
therein ‘dog’ were encountered, then any instantiation of ‘dog’ need not refer equally
well to all examples. That is, the example contexts could be ranked hierachically
according to relevance (after Sperber and Wilson). Such a model allows the actual
physical animal, a picture of one, or even the word ‘dog’ read or heard all to be able to
mean ‘dog.’

In the case of more abstract concepts like kUdos or piAdkTnua, the exemplars are
not a set of prototypical kUdea or pithokTnuaTa, but of instances, contexts in which these

terms were or could be used. Such terms do not refer to objects but to states-of-affairs.

2 Rosch, E., “Classification of Real-World Objects Origins and Representations in Cognition,” in Ehrlich,
S., and E. Tulving, eds., Le Memoire Semantique, Bulletin de Psychology, 1976.
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In this way, such abstracts are similar to verbs, which instantiate states-of-affairs, i.e.,
contexts. Therefore, their prototypes must be similar to those of verbs, i.e., prototypical
states-of-affairs, i.e., a set of example contexts. The upshot of this is, that while terms
like ‘dog’ can refer to a prototype which is somehow abstractable (even if it is not
actually so abstracted), terms like kU8os or piAdkTnua cannot. They must always refer to
states-of-affairs and hence contexts. This theory at once presents problems for Parry’s
ontological notion of identity, which lies behind his concept of the essential idea.

Names, even in Homer, reflect a situational/social identity. This is what allows
Akhilleus to be TInAeidns, ’AxiAAeUs, and Tékvov, while at the same time restricting when
he can be addressed by these terms. If these terms all refer to the same, purely
ontological identity, then they should be in free variation, and hence always equally
applicable. That they are not now can be seen to follow from the fact that they refer to an
identity that is socially and contextually constructed and is not fixed. Thus, that
Agamemnon must be addressed at least as either 'ATtpeidn or dvag follows from the fact
that his social position within the Greek statos crucially depends on his history and his
office; he is necessarily defined by these in a way that the other Greek elite are not.
Agamemnon’s social position depends on maintaining maximal distance between himself
and the other Greeks on the power axis of social hierarchy.® This is achieved in the
Iliad by an insistence on his being addressed in a way that refers not to his personal
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identity, but to his history and his office.”™ When, at B.362, Nestor addresses him only as

3 Hence his insistance on a replacement girl as a sumbol, both by virtue of his possession and by virtue of
his ability to demand one, of his social position. Recall that distance along the power axis generally
translates to distance along the solidarity/relation axis, although not necessarily.

% This could also take place in a way which subsumes his personal identity under his social and situational
identity as &vag.
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Aydauenvov, he effectively but momentarily collapses that distance and replaces it with an
intimacy in which he may allow himself to act in an avuncular manner, dispense advice,
and anticipate that that advice will be heeded.

In the discussion in Chapter 3 of address forms like piAe and daipdvie, we saw
how functional rather than formal criteria determine ‘meaning.” Such terms, while
formally referring to the addressee, by showing the appropriate grammatical agreement,
serve to characterize the speaker as much as the addressee and to construct a network of
references between speaker, addressee(s), the previous narrative, and the content of the
speaker’s subsequent speech. In this way, these forms functioned in ways that are
traditionally ascribed to a formally distinct grammatical category, the interjection
particle. Such an analysis, based on sociolinguistic concepts including politeness, with
its reference to the features of power and solidarity, explains those aspects of use of
daiudvie, which Brunius-Nilsson noticed and described but was unable to fully account
for. Specifically, sociolinguistics, with its insistence that function rather than form define
use, allows us to account for aspects of use which Brunius-Nilsson could not account for
by means of formalism alone, namely, the failure of the adjective Saiudvie to characterize
its referent in a lexically consistent way. In a model of literary language in which form
governs function, Homer’s use of this and other forms of address presents a problem.
The problematics of such cases can begin to be dealt with when we approach them
through the lens of sociolinguistics. In a similar fashion, the use of names as address
forms, when divested of the burden of strict and inflexible ontological identity, can be

seen to reflect a richness of social, political, and situational identity, and in turn, that
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social world can come to inform and enrich our reading of the text in a way that was
difficult and, in fact, was flatly counterindicated, under the burden of the strict economics
of Parry’s essential idea.

In conclusion then, I would like to suggest that such an approach offers a valuable
means by which to view the language of what has been traditionally called traditional
literature. Specifically, sociolinguistics offers tools to analyze language, which is itself
placed into a social setting such as that found in the speeches of the Iliad. In this study I
have touched on one feature of that language, the forms of address. However,
sociolinguistics and politeness theory, in particular, offer tools for examining the use of
many aspects of the language of such speeches or of the literary presentation of direct

contextualized speech in general.
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