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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this paper will be to examine, in the text of Homer’s Iliad, 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., ÉAgam°mnvn) and the patronymic (e.g.,

ÉAtre˝dhw) 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.
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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: ÉAtre˝dhw te ênaj éndr«n ka‹ d›ow ÉAxilleÊw,

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 d›ow 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.1

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.”2  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 qua utterance that is presented within a larger narrative

context.3  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.4  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
                                                  
1 Person, Raymond F. Jr.,  “The ‘Becoming Silent to Silence’ Formula in Homer,”  GRBS 36,  1995, p. 327
ff.

2 Kirk, J.,  The Iliad: A Commentary, Volume II: Books 5-8,  Cambridge University Press,  1990, p. .28.

3  Also referred to as embedded direct speech or oratio recta.

4 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.
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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:

(1) ÉAtre¤dhw te ênaj éndr«n ka‹ d›ow AxilleËw

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.5  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.6  In particular, the language of

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

6 Griffin, J., “Homeric Words and Speakers,” JHS, 1986, pp. 36-57.
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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 afid∆w— not

shared by the narrator.7  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 dÊspari (G.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.8  As Hektor appears to do at

G.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 dÊspari at G.39 or even ênaj éndr«n 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-à-vis his concept of the economy of

                                                  
7 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.

8 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.
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expression,9 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 k.t.l. (1)

(2)     Ï filoktean≈tate pãntvn   A.122
ÉAtre˝dh kÊdiste Ì

    Ó ênaj éndr«n ÉAgãmemnon  T.146 k.t.l.

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. 10  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-à-vis

his social persona, his face, but also Akhilleus vis-à-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

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

10 Friedrich, Rainer,  “‘Flaubertian Homer:’ the Phrase Juste in Homeric Diction,”  Arion, 102,  2002 p. 1
ff.
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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 ênaj éndr«n, 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 Homère,

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
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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 (éoidÚw) and was envisioned as composing his song (éoidØ) in the

very act of performing it.11  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 Iliad 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.12  These two concepts find their expression in the theory of

the formula and the formular system.13   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

                                                  
11 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
from 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.

12 See Parry,  1971. p. 173 ff.

13 For a discussion of the difference, see Parry 71. p. 275.
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(‘economy’ or ‘thrift’) in the creation, preservation and deployment of these
traditional or conventional phrases know as formulas.14

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.”15  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.”16  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 Iliad and Odyssey.

                                                  
14 Kirk,  op. cit., p. 24.

15 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.
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Parry’s notion of the essential idea remained ultimately unexplored presumably

because it was felt to require no explanation.17  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.18  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 Iliad 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 eÈrÁ kre¤vn ÉAgam°mnvn means simply

ÉAgam°mnvn?  This is what is necessary for Parry’s notion of the essential idea to work.

                                                  
17 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.



9

Agamemnon’s status must become so obvious that it becomes unimportant.  First, I note

that the phrases eÈrÁ kre¤vn, poim°na la«n and ênaj éndr«n all pertain specifically to

Agamemnon’s military authority within the Greek stratos at Troy.19  Thus, it is possible

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

Nom.    -   »   »  |   -   »   »  |  - || eÈrÁ kre¤vn ÉAgam°mnvn

Gen. ÉAgam°mnonow ÉAtre¤dao

Dat. ÉAgam°mnoni poim°ni la«n

Acc. ÉAgam°mnona poim°na la«n

Voc. ênaj éndr«n ÉAgãmemnon

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

Iliad 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).20  Under the strictures of

the Parry-Lord model, there could in fact, be no difference between the two.21

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

20 Or just ‘commander in chief.’
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The term essential idea implies that the essence of eÈrÁ kre¤vn ÉAgam°mnvn 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 eÈrÁ kre¤vn

ÉAgam°mnvn is not Agamemnon, but eÈrÁ kre¤vn.  That is, we might want to ask

whether or not Agamemnon’s role as ênaj éndr«n 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 ênaj éndr«n ÉAgãmemnon is essentially the same

as Agãmemnon  is to assume that the epithet ênaj éndr«n 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

                                                                                                                                                      
21 I will leave aside for the moment the question of whether or not Agamemnon, a character in a fictional
narrative, can have any ontological status.
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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 ênaj éndr«n, and those that don’t, like ÉAtre¤dao, are important for

understanding the social dynamics of characters within the narrative.22  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 ênaj éndr«n.

If it matters to Akhilleus that Agamemnon is ênaj éndr«n, 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 ênaj éndr«n is important for who

he is and how he is portrayed in the Iliad, then it is likely that it is important whether he

is called ênaj éndr«n.  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.23

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

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

23 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, ÉAgãmemnon, ênaj éndr«n ÉAgãmemnon

and filoktean≈tate pãntvn 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

filoktean≈tate.  The claim being made here, is that, in fact, all are epithets are in some

way ‘particularized.’.  That is, that filoktean≈tate pãntvn relies on ênaj éndr«n

ÉAgãmemnon as a contrast and vice versa; both state something about their referent. 24

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

                                                  
24 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 boulê, and in the agôn; 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.25  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.26  Although members

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

                                                  
25 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 (Il. I.153 f.).”

26 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’ Yerap∆n 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 Odyssey27— they are always presented either in

isolation, as in the case of Thersites (Book 3) or anonymously, like the êndrew dÆmou

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.28

Although it is safe to say that there is no culture, no human culture, which is not

hierarchical, the hierarchy we find in the Iliad 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.29  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 ênaj éndr«n

ÉAgãmemnon to the attested filoktean≈tate pãntvn presents his evaluation of

Agamemnon as ênaj éndr«n, as the rest of his subsequent speech goes on to show. 30

                                                  
27 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.
28 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.

29 It 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.

30 Friedrich, op. cit., argues that this form of the address is traditional, since it is numerically much more
common and since filoktean≈tate pãntvn 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.’31  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.”32  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

                                                                                                                                                      
31 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.

32 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 Iliad

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.33  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.34  The members of the laoi, however, with the possible exceptions of

                                                  
33 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.

34 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.



17

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 êndrew

dÆmou.

Haubold suggests how the relationship between the laoi and the elite can be

summed up in the noun phrase poim°ni/a la«n.  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 laoi.  Although it is Akhilleus who calls the assembly at A.54, he

addresses the problem to Agamemnon.  For Haubold, this relationship between poimØn

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: Ùl°konto d¢ lao¤.  “Failure of the shepherd,” he

states, “is the rule not the exception.” 35  Nevertheless, the poimØn does not own the flock,

he watches over it and protects it.  In the Iliad, 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) efi d¢ sÁ karterÒw §ssi yeå d° se ge¤nato mÆthr, A.281
éll' ˜ ge f°rterÒw §stin §pe‹ pleÒnessin énãssei.

Even if you are stronger and the mother who bore you was a goddess,
still this one’s f°rterow because he commands a larger contingent.36

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

36 I.e., the state of being f°rterow is (partly) defined by having a larger contingent.  This is reiterated in the
catalogue by the narrator at B.580 “... polÁ d¢ ple¤stouw êge laoÊw.”  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 ênaj éndr«n and the remaining heroes on the

other.37  However, as others have noted, Agamemnon’s rule is not absolute.38  Decisions

are made collectively in the boulê 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.

(4) … ka‹ l¤sseto pãntaw AxaioÊw, A.15
ÉAtre˝da d¢ mãlista dÊv, kosmÆtore la«n:

… 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 t∆ ÉAtre˝da and toÁw pãntaw AxaioÊw.  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 g°ra, the spoils of war —the chief economic activity of the Greek

army, is handled by the army itself and not by Agamemnon.39  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

                                                  
37 Agamemnon will make a similar claim himself at I.160 f.

38 See Rihll, op. cit.

39 There is actually contradictory evidence reguarding this claim.  At I.331 ff, Akhilleus states that
Agamemnon collects the g°ra from the individual soldiers and then himself makes the distribution.

tãvn §k pas°vn keimÆlia pollå ka‹ §sylå I.331
§jelÒmhn, ka‹ pãnta f°rvn ÉAgam°mnoni dÒskon
ÉAtre˝d˙: ˘ d' ˆpisye m°nvn parå nhus‹ yoªsi
dejãmenow diå paËra dasãsketo, pollå d' ¶xesken.
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take place under the auspices of his role as ênaj éndr«n, but involves a personal

exchange between individuals.  It is Agamemnon, the individual, because he is

basileÊterow, who takes Briseis, not ı ênaj éndr«n.  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 ênaj

éndr«n  does not superceed his role as ÉAtre˝dhw , 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.40

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.

                                                  
40 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)   moi énaide¤hn §pieim°ne kerdaleÒfron A.149
p«w t¤w toi prÒfrvn ¶pesin pe¤yhtai ÉAxai«n
µ ıdÚn §ly°menai µ éndrãsin ‰fi mãxesyai;

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-à-vis how the war is conducted, are not self-sanctioning.

Rather, he consults with the other Greeks in the boulê before action is taken.  On the

other hand, his wishes are never contradicted by the boulê  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) Œ f¤loi ÉArge¤vn ≤gÆtorew ±d¢ m°dontew B.80
efi m°n tiw tÚn ˆneiron ÉAxai«n êllow ¶nispe
ceËdÒw ken fa›men ka‹ nosfizo¤meya mçllon:
nËn d' ‡den ˘w m°g' êristow ÉAxai«n eÎxetai e‰nai

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 (nosfizo¤meya mçllon) but,

because it comes through Agamemnon ˘w m°g' êristow ÉAxai«n eÎxetai e‰nai, they

should follow its injunction.  Agamemnon’s authority is presented as a claim (eÎxetai

e‰nai) 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
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the[y] … will be persuasive to others.”41  He notes that statistically, among the mortal

characters, one has an 87% chance of having one’s requests or demands agreed to.42  Part

of the problem with understanding how authority functions within the Iladic cultural

context(s) is also stated by Donlan.  In the Iliad, we find “a society in which the workings

of the authority-system were neither precisely defined nor clearly stated.”43  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 boulÆ.  What is more, unlike the case of Agamemnon, he does

concede when he is forced by the other gods to concede.44  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) deinå d' ÍpÒdra fid∆n ÜHrhn prÚw mËyon ¶eipen: O.13
∑ mãla dØ kakÒtexnow émÆxane sÚw dÒlow ÜHrh
ÜEktora d›on ¶pause mãxhw, §fÒbhse d¢ laoÊw.
oÈ mån o‰d' efi aÔte kakorraf¤hw élegein∞w
pr≈th §paÊrhai ka¤ se plhgªsin flmãssv.
∑ oÈ m°mn˙ ˜te t' §kr°mv45 ÍcÒyen, §k d¢ podo›in
êkmonaw ∏ka dÊv, per‹ xers‹ d¢ desmÚn ‡hla
xrÊseon êrrhkton; sÁ d' §n afiy°ri ka‹ nef°l˙sin
§kr°mv: ±lãsteon d¢ yeo‹ katå makrÚn ÖOlumpon,
lËsai d' oÈk §dÊnanto parastadÒn: ˘n d¢ lãboimi
=¤ptaskon tetag∆n épÚ bhloË ˆfr' ín ·khtai
g∞n Ùlighpel°vn:  ...

                                                  
41 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.

42 Ibid.

43 Donlan, op. cit., p. 51.

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

45 West 2002, restores: ˜te te kr°maÉ
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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.46  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 (P.441 ff. êndra ynhtÚn ... b íc §y°leiw

yanãtoio dushx°ow §janalËsai; b ¶rd[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.47  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

                                                  
46  Note also that the force of the threat is reenforced ‘visually’ by Zeus’ expression described at O.13:
deinå d' ÍpÒdra fid∆n, see Latiner, Donald,  Sardonic Smile: Nonverbal Behavior in Homeric Epic,
University of Michigan Press, 1995.

47 Donlan, op. cit., p. 55.
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coupe d’ êtat, but the severing of one individual relationship; the other Greeks don’t

follow him.48

Despite limitations on his power, we may wish to ask whether Agamemnon’s

status as leader, as ênaj éndr«n, is confirmed in any substantive way.49  Another way to

formulate the question is to ask how, outside of speech, power, or better, social position,

is manifest in the Iliad.  In a project that attempts to show how address is able to be a

marker of social status in the Iliad, 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) aÈtår ˘ aÔte Yu°st' ÉAgam°mnoni le›pe for∞nai, B106
pollªsin nÆsoisi ka‹ ÖArgeÛ pant‹ énãssein.

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

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

49 We have already seen Nestor’s claim that, in comparison to Akhilleus,  Agamemnon ge f°rterÒw §stin
§pe‹ pleÒnessin énãssei.
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Wielding the skeptron, for∞nai, in this case constitutes ruling, énãssein.  However

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

Similarly, Agamemnon questions the salience of Khryses’ staff.

(9) mÆ se g°ron ko¤l˙sin §g∆ parå nhus‹ kixe¤v+ A.26
µ nËn dhyÊnont' µ Ïsteron aÔtiw fiÒnta,
mÆ nÊ toi oÈ xra¤sm˙ sk∞ptron ka‹ st°mma yeo›o

“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 g°rvn.  He then directly and

strongly (mÆ ... oÈ) challenges the authority of Apollo’s sk∞ptron ka‹ st°mma.

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.50  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, cf. A.281, (2) above.  This again represents a

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

                                                  
50 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 f°rterÒw, and bases

that on the size of his contingent: §pe‹ pleÒnessin énãssei.

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) taËtã k° ofl tel°saimi metalÆjanti xÒloio.
dmhyÆtv: ÉA˝dhw toi éme¤lixow ±d' édãmastow,
toÎneka ka¤ te broto›si ye«n ¶xyistow èpãntvn:
ka¤ moi ÍpostÆtv ˜sson basileÊterÒw efimi
±d' ˜sson geneª progen°sterow eÎxomai e‰nai.

“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 basileÊterow,
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

basileÊterow and his progen°sterow, 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) ¶sth sk∞ptron ¶xvn tÚ m¢n ÜHfaistow kãme teÊxvn. B.101
ÜHfaistow m¢n d«ke Di‹ Kron¤vni ênakti,
aÈtår êra ZeÁw d«ke diaktÒrƒ érgeÛfÒnt˙:
ÑErme¤aw d¢ ênaj d«ken P°lopi plhj¤ppƒ,
aÈtår ˘ aÔte P°loc d«k' ÉAtr°Û poim°ni la«n,
ÉAtreÁw d¢ ynπskvn ¶lipen polÊarni Yu°st˙,
aÈtår ˘ aÔte Yu°st' ÉAgam°mnoni le›pe for∞nai,
pollªsin nÆsoisi ka‹ ÖArgeÛ pant‹ énãssein.

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.51  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,

beholden, etc.  Hudson states that face is “linked to observable behaviour.” 52  For

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

                                                  
51 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.

52 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 (damçn) 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.53  Agamemnon’s language also manifests a social version of himself.  By

addressing Khryses as g°ron 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: ¶deisen d' ˘ g°rvn ka‹ §pe¤yeto mÊyƒ.54  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 (G.39 ff.), where he addresses him as DÊspari, address is

another such display.  Agamemnon, by addressing Khryses as g°ron —followed by his

injunctions— rather than as, say, flereË, 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
                                                  
53 See Thalmann 88, p. 17 ff.

54 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.55

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,

                                                  
55 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.56  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.57  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

                                                  
56 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. VI.

57 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?58  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:

(1) pa›da dÉ §mo‹     lÊsaite    f¤lhn, tå dÉ êpoina     d°xesyai    A 20

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

Why is he represented as using an optative lÊsaite for the first request and an infinitive

d°xesyai for the other?  If one were to follow Parry’s argument, one would need to argue

that meter alone determined the choice of forms.59  But such an explanation fails, at least

in the case of the second verb, because the possible alternate forms, d°xoisye and

d°xesye, are metrically equivalent at line end to the infinitive which actually occurs, and

therefore, all three potential forms are metrically interchangeable.60  Thus, we wind up

being forced to conclude that the choice of at least d°xesyai, and probably lÊsaite 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

                                                  
58 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.

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

60 And these are in fact attested in some variant readings.  The retention of the reading, lÊsaite, 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.”61  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 speeches62’ 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

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

62 Often referred to as an adjacency pair, see Verschueren,  Jef,  Understanding Pragmatics,  Oxford
University Press,  1999.



35

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,63 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.” 64  Grundy puts it this way: “[pragmatics] defines the systematic ways by

which we decode indeterminacy.”65  Thus, for him, “pragmatics has to do with the

                                                  
63  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.

64  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.”66  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.67  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.”

                                                                                                                                                      
65 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.

66 Grundy, op. cit., p. 217

67 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 exchange68 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.69

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,

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

69 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)70

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.71

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))72

D. The relationship of the speaker, the addressee (and the audience)
defined as:73

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

III. Purpose: what kind of speech act U is, and why the speaker is making it.74

Table 2.1:  A Schematization of Context

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

71 See below for a definition of illocutionary force.

72 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.

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

74 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.).75  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
                                                  
75 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.76  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 hot 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).77  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.

77 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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(5) 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?”.78  The degree to which an utterance is used

appropriately is called its felicity79 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.

79 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,80 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,

giving commands, asking questions, making promises and so on.”81  Of the activities

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,”

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

                                                  
80 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.82

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 =hotÒ and in one

imaginary setting it could have the utterance meaning [lower the temperature].83

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

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

83 See, Levinson, op. cit.,  p. 236 ff.
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their locutionary force and their illocutionary force, respectively.84  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 = hotÒ.

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,”85  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 g°raw of some other hero in reparation for his own loss in particular, he appears

                                                  
84  I shall adopt the following convention  · sentence meaning or locutionary forceÒ and [utterance meaning
or illocutionary force].

85 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) t¤ptÉ aÔtÉ afigiÒxoio DiÚw t°kow efilÆlouyaw;   A.202
∑ ·na Ïbrin ‡d˙ ÉAgam°mnonow ÉAtre˝dao;

“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.86  This insight leads to what

he calls the Cooperation Principle (commonly abbreviated CP).  By this, Grice posits
                                                  
86 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.87

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’).88  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?Ò

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.

88 In this case, [not all], is the generalized implicature of the utterance ·someÒ.
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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?Ò, 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 Al) 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

purpose-built solidarity expressers such as names and pronouns.”89  How I address

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.90  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:

(9) The (linguistic) manifestation of the social hierarchy which exists between
speaker and addressee at some time T 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.

                                                  
89 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.

90 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 “C[ooperation]

P[rinciple] defines an ‘unmarked’ or socially neutral presumptive framework for

communication,”91 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.92   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.93

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

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

92 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.

93 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. 94

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.95  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

                                                  
94 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.

95 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.



54

for their model.96  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

Iliad.

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: 97

NEGATIVE FACE THREATS POSITIVE FACE THREATS

S excusing, thanking, accepting
offers,    promising

apologizing,  accepting compliments,
confessing,     crying,     ordering

H ordering, requesting, compliments,
threatening,   warning,   bad news

complaining, boasting, criticizing,  broaching
taboo topics,    disagreeing

Table 2.4:  Sample Face-Threatening Activities98

                                                  
96 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.

97  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.

98 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.99  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.”100  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

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

100 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.101

By on-record I 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

                                                  
101 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 “Boy, 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

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) ∑lyon §g∆ paÊsousa tÚ sÚn m°now,

“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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       most efficient        least efficient

maximal
face-threat

 do FTA baldly

on-record use positive politeness work

 politeness
 work

do FTA use negative politeness work

   do FTA off-record

don’t do FTA
minimal
face-threat

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 meÒ 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.102  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.

                                                  
102 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.”103

 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

                                                  
 
 103 Brown and Levinson, op. cit.,  p.1.
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the force of the Face-Threatening Activities of some action— are inherently impolite.104

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.105

 

                                                  
 
 104 Culpeper, J., op. cit.,  p. 354.
 
 105 Ibid.
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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

Imposition.  Culpeper states that politeness is “less necessary and important”106 in the

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.107

 

 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 teasing 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.108

 

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

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

                                                  
 
 106 Ibid. p. 352
 
 107 Leech, Geoffrey, Principles of Pragmatics, Longman,  London, 1983;  p. 144.   It seems likely that such
uses of mock impoliteness are highly culturally defined.
 
 108 Boxer, D., F. Cortés-Conde,  “From Joking 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-à-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-à-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.109  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.

                                                  
109  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
ADDRESS

ÉAndromãxh d° ofl êgxi par¤stato dãkru x°ousa, Z.405
¶n t' êra ofl fË xeir‹ ¶pow t' ¶fat' ¶k t' ÙnÒmaze:

daimÒnie fy¤sei se tÚ sÚn m°now, oÈd' §lea¤reiw
pa›dã te nhp¤axon ka‹ ¶m' êmmoron, ∂ tãxa xÆrh
seË ¶somai: tãxa gãr se kataktan°ousin ÉAxaio‹
pãntew §formhy°ntew: §mo‹ d° ke k°rdion e‡h
seË éfamartoÊs˙ xyÒna dÊmenai: oÈ går ¶t' êllh
¶stai yalpvrØ §pe‹ ín sÊ ge pÒtmon §p¤sp˙w
éll' êxe': oÈd° moi ¶sti patØr ka‹ pÒtnia mÆthr.

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.”

Part I:  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
Part II:  Uses of ‘Generic’ Epithets in Address

3.3.  Generic Addresses
3.3.1.  T°knon/t°kow
3.3.2.  Pãter/m∞ter
3.3.3.  F¤le
3.3.4.  DaimÒnie
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 daimÒnie.  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

ÜEktor, which is applicable only to Hektor,110 the term daimÒni may felicitously be

applied to more than one potential addressee.111  I introduced a model of language use in

Chapter 1 in which speech, immediate setting or context,112 and social role all function

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 Iliad,

I have focused in this study specifically on the role of speech vis-à-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, address113 —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

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

111 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.

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

113 Occasionally this phenomenon  is referred to as apostrophe in some of the literature.



67

each other.114  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 daimÒnie, might felicitously be applied to more than one specific individual

addressee (e.g., t°knon or filoktean≈tate).  I will save for the next chapter discussion

of those forms of address which serve token-specific identification (i.e., names like

ÉAtre˝dh, and terms of office like ênaj éndr«n).  This taxonomy, however, is not

intended to be absolute or essentializing.  It serves merely as a convenient logistical tool

for deploying the data.115

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

Elisabeth Brunius-Nilsson, from 1955.116  Although she focuses primarily on the use of

                                                  
114 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.

115 Note that forms like ÉAtre˝dh may potentially be applied to more than one individual (see Chapter 4) and
that terms like filoktean≈tate, 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 podãrxhw
for Akhilleus.
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forms of the vocative, substantivised adjective daimÒnie, 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.117  This has the effect of conjoining two formal categories which

are often kept separate, namely interjections118 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

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

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

118 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 (épostr°fv), 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.119  Often interjections and overt vocatives are combined

into a single accentual phrase, e.g., hey Paul, yo dude or   ÉAxileË.  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

one person present,120 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.121

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.

                                                  
119 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.

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

121 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.” 122   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.123  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,

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

123 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, i.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.124  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.125  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

                                                  
124 Derrida, J.,  Limited Inc.,  Northwestern University Press,  1988.

125 I 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

Iliad.

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

the name Akhilleus appears 10 times on inscriptions from Attica alone.126  Nevertheless,

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 podãrkhw or filoktean≈tate,

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 II/2 2068, 2097, 2245, 2284,  2460 (2x), 6148; ID 2614; Ag. XV 322; and
SEG XXXIV 136.
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(2) A: “Hey, Mark.”

B: “Mark?

A: “Mark?  Sorry, Matt, I mean Matt, I don’t know where ‘Mark’ came
  from.”127

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.128  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

                                                  
127 Overheard at a recent graduate student colloquium.

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

129 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.130

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.131  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.132  Thus in the first line of the Iliad,

(example (3) below) the vocative yeã, 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:133

                                                  
130 On the social relevance of address, see below.
131 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., *... §p¤, Œ g°ron, ÖIlion ...).

132  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-à-vis Wackernagel’s law.

133 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.
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(3) m∞nin êeide yeã Phlhiãdev ÉAxil∞ow A.1

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

before a vocative; e.g., sÊ in (4).

(4)   …  ⁄ te sÊ Kãlxan 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.134  Based on this, we can say that a

vocative, by default, always marks the end of an accentual phrase and itself ends its own

accentual phrase.135  We can see from the above evidence that the position of a vocative

address within the sentence, and hence within the discourse, is not subject to any strictly

syntactic restrictions. 136  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.

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

135 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.

136   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.:

 klËy¤ meu érgurÒtrojÉ ...      A.1.37

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

ff. he begins by addressing the two Atreidai and then the other Greeks:

(5)     ÉAtre˝dai te ka‹ êlloi §uknÆmidew ÉAxaio¤

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.137  Thus at

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

(6)     … ka‹ l¤sseto pãntaw ÉAxaioÊw,
ÉAtre˝da d¢ mãlista dÊv, kosmÆtore la«n:

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

                                                  
137  E.g., tÚn dÑ épomeibÒmenow pros°fh, 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 (ÉAxaio¤ k.t.l.).  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, ÉAtre˝dai first, then the other ÉAxaio¤, instantiates this

hierarchy, despite even the appearance of equality created by the te ka‹ 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 d¢ mãlista.  This hierarchy is all

the more noticeable because the narrator himself describes Khryses initially as addressing

only an undifferentiated Axaio¤.138

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 Phle¤dh 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

                                                  
138 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 Œ

pÒpoi; 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 ÉAtre˝dh but merely by the use of the

second person singular pronoun sÊ.  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 époa¤reo koÊrhn at the end of the line.139  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.140  From the example of A.275 we

                                                  
139 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, ÉAtre¤dh.  Nestor then switches back to the collective whole at

B.354 by stating t« mÆ tiw pr‹n §peig°syv …  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 tiw 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.141

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

vocative ênaj.142  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

                                                                                                                                                      
140  Kirk, Ibid., notes the emphatic nature of this transition; sÁ d¢ paËe.

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

142 Formally ênaj is nominative singular.  The historically predicted vocative êna, appears only in the
collocution, ZeË êna.  The form êna also appears as a singlton at I.247, Z.331 and S.178 where it is taken
to be a form of the preverb énå 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 ênaj.  Within
the context of the Greek camp, Agamemnon is the ênaj (see below).  Kirk, op. cit. p. 154, describes this
passage as “solemn.”
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Agãmemnon.143  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  Emphasis144  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) mÆ se, g°ron, ko¤l˙sin §g∆ parå nhus‹ kixe¤v A.26

Similar to what we saw above in (3), in this line as well, the speech initial elements, in

this case mÆ se, are separated off from the rest of their sentence by the vocative g°ron.

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

144 Although it is admittedly vague, I use this term as opposed to distinguishing strictly between, say, focus
and topicalization, 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 mÆ se 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) *Ã g°ron, ∑ mÆ §g≈ se yoªw parå nhus‹ kixe¤v145

The attested order in (7) has the result of making mÆ se seem quite prominent.  It achieves

this ‘prominence’ in the following way; since mÆ se 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).”146

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 mÆ se 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 mÆ, ‘don’t.’  Given this then, what might we make of a similar structure found at

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

(9) m∞nin êeide, yeã, Phlhiãdev ÉAxil∞ow A.1

                                                  
145  Note, that in this case, in order to maintain meter, the attributive adjective yoªw must substitute for
ko¤l˙sin in the attested line.

146 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 g°ron at A.26 (7), the vocative, yeã, here

has the effect of separating out m∞nin êeide out and throwing it into highlight.  Note,

however, that m∞nin êeide constitutes a fully saturated verb phrase (VP) and hence is itself

syntactically complete and can stand by itself.  Note also that m∞nin êeide, yeã 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) m∞nin; “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 (XPs147), 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) * m∞nin êeide Phlhiãdev ÉAxil∞ow

Thus, vocatives in interclausal positions create suspensions of syntactic dependency

relations and thence suspensions of thought, which we may, for convenience sake, call

emphasis.

                                                  
147 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 ÉAtre¤dh and ÉAgãmemnon 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: podãrkhw d›ow AxilleËw or ênaj éndr«n ÉAgam°mnvn.  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 podãrkhw d›ow and the appositional

noun-phrase ênaj éndr«n are said to be ornamental because they are considered to be

semantically bleached.148  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’

                                                  
148 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:

ÉAtre¤dhw ênaj éndr«n ka‹ d›ow AxilleËw

The effect, especially of the displaced NP ênaj éndr«n, 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, podãrkhw

d›ow AxilleËw 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 » - -  - »» - - 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, podark°a d›on Axill°a, since it could not be fitted

into the hexameter line —without employing synezesis of °a 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 pod≈kea Phle¤vna if he wanted to fill the same metrical space

(» - »» - »» - -).  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 podãrkhw and pod≈kea, does it likewise follow, that

there is little difference between the designations AxilleËw and Phle¤vna 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 t°knon, pãter and m∞ter, and those expressing more

pragmatic or situational relationships like f¤loi and DaimÒnie.

3.3.1  T°knon/t°kow  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 t°knon, 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.

When Thetis addresses Akhilleus as t°knon at A.362 et aliis,149  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 podãrkhw and

those like t°knon, despite the fact that both are technically ‘generic.’  In all cases, in fact,

the vocative t°knon 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 t°knon, Agamemnon, for example, does not.

                                                  
149 Specifically: A.414; S.128; T.8, 29; W.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 t°knon 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) t°knon t¤ kla¤eiw t¤ d¢ fr°naw ·keto p°nyow A.362

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

and consolation.150  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 (éxnÊmeno¤ per), 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 t°tlayi extends even further the

notion of consolation.  In both these cases, she is addressed as t°knon §mÒn.151  At S.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

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

151 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.152  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

sorrow.

This same address, t°knon, is also used in two scenes in which fathers are quoted

giving advice to their sons.  At I.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 (¶ridow kakomhxãnou).  At L.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 t°knon 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) t°knon t¤pte lip∆n pÒlemon yrasÁn efilÆlouyaw Z.245
∑ mãla dØ te¤rousi dus≈numoi uÂew ÉAxai«n
marnãmenoi per‹ êstu. ...
T°knon, 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

                                                  
152 Catalin Anghelina (personal correspondance) has pointed out that the language of T.71,  … kãrh lãbe
paidÚw •o›o, where Thetis comforts Achilles at the death of Patroklos is similar in gesture, if not exact
vocabulary to that found at W.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

wants him to stay awhile, pour a libation to Zeus and rest.153  However her initial reaction

seems to be one of shocked surprise; “t°knon, why have you left the fight?”  Along the

same lines, at W.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 dãkru x°ousa, pleads with him, saying that he

will go unburied:

(13) … êneuye d° se m°ga n«in X.88
Arge¤vn parå nhus‹ kÊnew tax°ew kat°dontai

…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.  T°knon (§mÒn) 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 t°knon, 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
                                                  
153 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-à-vis the specific pragmatic context.

T°kow as a form of address is almost identical in meaning to t°knon, differing only

in its metrical shape.154  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 Iliad, the former appears

27 times.  However the pragmatics of their distribution is marked by a somewhat greater

difference.  With three exceptions,155 t°knon is found used to address humans and is used

specifically by parents to address their child.  On the other hand, t°kow 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 t°kow appears in the formulaic phrase afigiÒxoio DiÚw

t°kow, and twice in an abbreviated form, DiÚw t°kow.  In all occurrences where a human

addresses a god using the vocative of t°kow, one of these two formulae is used.156

Although uses of the formula (afigiÒxoio) DiÚw t°kow are not limited to prayer, all of the

remaining occurrences of it involve Hera addressing Athene.  In these contexts t°kow

seems to function in place of the otherwise unattested vocatives pa› or koÊrh.  However,

in its other contexts, often modified by the adjective f¤lon, and all involving human to

human address and speakers who are either the addressee’s parent or parent surrogate,

t°kow functions much like t°knon with one important difference.  This address is found

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

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

155 E. 382, Dione to Aphrodite; E.428, Zeus to Aphrodite; F.379, Here to Hephaistos.

156 A.202; E.115; K.278, 284.  We may include Skamander’s address to Apollo here at F.229 as it is
formally very like other prayers in the Iliad, albeit, uttered by a god.
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Thus, when, at G.162 and 192, Priam addresses Helen as f¤lon t°kow, the context

is different from those in which t°knon 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) deËro pãroiy' §lyoËsa f¤lon t°kow ·zeu §me›o, G.162
ˆfra ‡d˙ prÒterÒn te pÒsin phoÊw te f¤louw te:
oÎ t¤ moi afit¤h §ss¤, yeo¤ nÊ moi a‡tio¤ efisin
o· moi §f≈rmhsan pÒlemon polÊdakrun ÉAxai«n:
Àw moi ka‹ tÒnd' êndra pel≈rion §jonomÆn˙w
˜w tiw ˜d' §st‹n ÉAxaiÚw énØr ±@w te m°gaw te.

Come here, f¤lon t°kow, 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.”157  In response, Helen’s mood

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

the majority of that speech:

(15) afido›Òw t° mo¤ §ssi f¤le •kur¢ deinÒw te: G.172
…w ˆfelen yãnatÒw moi ède›n kakÚw ıppÒte deËro
ufl°Û s“ •pÒmhn yãlamon gnvtoÊw te lipoËsa
pa›da te thlug°thn ka‹ ımhlik¤hn §rateinÆn.
éllå tã g' oÈk §g°nonto: ...

You are worthy of aid∆w 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, …

                                                  
157 Kirk, 85, p. 288.
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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) Œ mãkar ÉAtre˝dh moirhgen¢w ÙlbiÒdaimon, G.182
∑ =ã nÊ toi pollo‹ dedmÆato koËroi ÉAxai«n.

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 t°kow in G.162 is illustrative of some

instances of its use in Homer and suggests that the term has a wider range of acceptable

contexts than t°knon.  Therefore, t°kow can function as the desired comparandum for

testing our hypothesis about the contextual restrictions on the use of t°knon we discussed

above.  The term t°kow, 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

t°knon, 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  Pãter/m∞ter  These two terms correspond to t°knon and t°kow 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) … oÈ går ¶t' êllh Z.411
¶stai yalpvrØ §pe‹ ín sÊ ge pÒtmon §p¤sp˙w
éll' êxe': oÈd° moi ¶sti patØr ka‹ pÒtnia mÆthr,
≥toi går pat°r' èmÚn ép°ktane d›ow ÉAxilleÊw

… 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, patØr ka‹ pÒtnia mÆthr 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  Pãter  The vocative address pãter appears most commonly in the

collocution ZeË (te) Pãter (25 times out of 29 instances), and in all but one instance

(W.362 to Priam) it is used to address Zeus.158  This address is also used by both gods and

mortals.  In addition, Zeus is not regularly referred to within the narration as ZeËw PatØr

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

                                                  
158 On the history of the form ZeË Pãter 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 Wörterbuch, 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 Iliad, 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) toË d' »r¤neto yumÒw, énå =›naw d° ofl ≥dh v.318
drimÁ m°now proÎtuce f¤lon pat°r' efisorÒvnti.
kÊsse d° min perifÁw §piãlmenow, ±d¢ proshÊda:

ke›now m°n toi ˜d' aÈtÚw §g≈, pãter, ˘n sÁ metallòw,
≥luyon efikost“ ¶teÛ §w patr¤da ga›an.
éll' ‡sxeo klauymo›o gÒoiÒ te dakruÒentow.

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 ke›now m°n toi ˜d' aÈtÚw 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 pãter, in

320, echoes f¤lon pat°ra in 319, it seems here that the address form pãter 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 v.369, below.

(19) … yaÊmaze d° min f¤low uflÒw, v.369
…w ‡den éyanãtoisi yeo›w §nal¤gkion ênthn:
ka¤ min fvnÆsaw ¶pea pterÒenta proshÊda:

Œ pãter, ∑ mãla t¤w se ye«n afieigenetãvn
e‰dÒw te m°geyÒw te éme¤nona y∞ken fid°syai.
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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 Œ pãter 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 éyanãtoisi yeo›w §nal¤gkiow.

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 ZeË (te)

Pãter which appears to have its origins in prayer.159  However, at W.362, we find the

address used for Priam.  Here, Hermes has come, disguised as a mortal youth (… koÊrƒ

afisumnht∞ri §oik∆w b pr«ton ÍphnÆt˙, toË per xariestãth ¥bh W.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 koÊrƒ §oik∆w.  In this guise, he addresses the king.

(20) Õw fãto, sÁn d¢ g°ronti nÒow xÊto, de¤die d' afin«w, W.358
Ùrya‹ d¢ tr¤xew ¶stan §n‹ gnampto›si m°lessi,
st∞ d¢ taf≈n: aÈtÚw d' §rioÊniow §ggÊyen §ly∆n

                                                  
159 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
dyaus‡pitar (e.g., Rg Veda, 6.51.5) are approximately cognate with it.
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xe›ra g°rontow •l∆n §je¤reto ka‹ pros°eipe:
pª pãter œd' ·ppouw te ka‹ ≤miÒnouw fiyÊneiw
nÊkta di' émbros¤hn, ˜te y' eÏdousi broto‹ êlloi;
oÈd¢ sÊ g' ¶deisaw m°nea pne¤ontaw ÉAxaioÊw,
o· toi dusmen°ew ka‹ énãrsioi §ggÁw ¶asi;
t«n e‡ t¤w se ‡doito yoØn diå nÊkta m°lainan
tossãd' Ùne¤at' êgonta, t¤w ín dÆ toi nÒow e‡h;
oÎt' aÈtÚw n°ow §ss¤, g°rvn d° toi otow Ùphde›,
êndr' épamÊnasyai, ˜te tiw prÒterow xalepÆn˙.
éll' §g∆ oÈd°n se =°jv kakã, ka‹ d° ken êllon
seË épalejÆsaimi: f¤lƒ d° se patr‹ §˝skv.

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 W.354, Hermes has already addressed Priam

as dardan¤dh, ‘oh house of Dardanos,’ which itself makes reference to Priam’s elevated

status (see Chapter 4).  The use of pãter  at W.362, since it seems to invoke the

imprecational formula ZeË pãter, would similarly seem to honour Priam This time by

invoking his status as almost like a god (i.e., Zeus).160  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 pãter at 362 further serves to also address Priam’s positive
                                                  
160 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. 161  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 pãter 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  M∞ter  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 pãter.  In the

Iliad, 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 Iliad.  This fact further suggests that the poet’s use of the vocative

address m∞ter 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 pãter, because of its special use in prayers to Zeus, especially in the

traditional phrase ZeË (te) Pãter.

                                                  
161 As Priam does not recognize Hermes as Hermes qua god, we should not take f¤lƒ d° se patr‹ §˝skv as
a refering to Zeus, but to some fictional old father.  That is, here, pãter does not mean pãter ÜErmou but
pãter koÊrou.
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3.3.3  F¤le  This term, rather than invoking more or less fixed or institutional

social relationships as t°knon, pãter and m∞ter 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 f¤le t°knon (e.g., X.84); 2) with a dative complement,

usually in the phrase Di‹ f¤le; 3) In the plural alone as a substantive (x20), but often

modifying ≤gÆtorew or ¥rvew (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 •kur°, kas¤gnhte, g°ron and t°knon.  All of these imply different

hierarchical relations.  In the case of the phrase Di‹ f¤le, 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 f¤le and f¤lh

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

Di‹ as a dative complement.  In both these cases, its function seems distinctly adjectival.

In the plural, f¤loi is found 15 times as a vocative substantive and 13 times as a vocative
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adjective modifying either ≤gÆtorew or ¥rvew.  This contrasts with what Dickey has

found for later Greek where f¤le is often used as a singular substantive.  The address is

especially well attested in Plato.162

The vocative address f¤le is clearly a form of the adjective f¤low, h, on.  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 f¤le at G.172, Agamemnon Menalaos at D.155 and Zeus

Apollo at O.221 and P.667.  In this capacity, as an indication of relatively low social

distance, f¤le often appears to act in a way somewhat similar to a possessive adjective,

e.g., A.491 where f¤lon k∞r seems to mean little more than ‘my heart.’

The question is whether f¤le, 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 Œ f¤le M°lhte 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) S.  [26d] Œ yaumãsie M°lhte, ·na t¤ taËta l°geiw; oÈd¢ ¥lion oÈd¢
selÆnhn  êra nom¤zv yeoÁw e‰nai, Àsper ofl êlloi ênyrvpoi;

                                                  
162Dickey, Eleanor,  Greek Forms of Address from Herodotus to Lucian,  Oxford Clarendon Press,  1996.
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M.  må D¤', Œ êndrew dikasta¤, §pe‹ tÚn m¢n ¥lion l¤yon fhs‹n e‰nai, tØn
d¢ selÆnhn g∞n.

S.  ÉAnajagÒrou o‡ei kathgore›n,      Œ f¤le M°lhte   ; ka‹ oÏtv
katafrone›w t«nde ka‹ o‡ei aÈtoÁw épe¤rouw grammãtvn e‰nai Àste
oÈk efid°nai ˜ti tå ÉAnajagÒrou bibl¤a toË Klazomen¤ou g°mei toÊtvn
t«n lÒgvn;

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, f¤le 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 Œ

yaumãsie M°lhte.  In this context, are we to read f¤le 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.163  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 daimÒnie

below).

                                                  
 
 163 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 f¤le 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 D.155, Agamemnon is in essence apologizing for causing Menalaos to be

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

(22) to›w d¢ barÁ stenãxvn met°fh kre¤vn ÉAgam°mnvn D.153
xeirÚw ¶xvn Men°laon, §pestenãxonto d' •ta›roi:

f¤le kas¤gnhte yãnatÒn nÊ toi ˜rki' ¶tamnon
o‰on prostÆsaw prÚ ÉAxai«n Trvs‹ mãxesyai,
Àw s' ¶balon Tr«ew, katå d' ˜rkia pistå pãthsan...

With a great groan, Agamemnon the King spoke to them
holding Menalaos by the hand and his companions added their laments
“f¤le 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. …”

F¤le here seems to address both Menalaos’ and Agamemnon’s positive face needs

simultaneously.  As katå d' ˜rkia pistå pãthsan 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, f¤le seems to imply Agamemnon’s desire to still be

thought f¤low by his brother.  Its use invokes or even creates its own appropriateness.

(23)  ¶ssetai ∑mar ˜t' ên pot' Ùl≈l˙ ÖIliow flrØ D.164
ka‹ Pr¤amow ka‹ laÚw §#mmel¤v Priãmoio,



101

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

At G.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 f¤le here means something like ‘let me still be f¤lh 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 P.667, Zeus addresses

Apollo as f¤le Fo›be 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

f¤le t°knon 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 W.560, Akhilleus

addresses Priam as g°ron f¤le.  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.164  Thus, which face needs are met by the use

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

                                                  
164 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 (f¤loi) appears both as an attributive

adjective and as a substantive.  As an adjective, as stated, it is found with the ≤gÆtorew

or ¥rvew.  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: boulØn megayÊmvn gerÒntvn, B.56; ≤

plhyÊw, B.299; ˜soi keklÆato boulØn, K.204; ˜w te mesÆeiw ˜w te xereiÒterow, M.269-70;

•ta¤rouw, N.477; §n ÉArge¤oisin, W.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

 f¤le,  h,  oi

      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  DaimÒnie  This form of address (which appears in the singular and plural,

masculine and feminine) is in origin the vocative of the adjective daimÒniow, h, on,

derived ultimately from the n-stem noun da¤mvn.  In Homer, unlike f¤low, this adjective

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

The only really thorough treatment of this form is Brunius-Nilsson.165  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 da¤mvn.  This can be seen, for

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

DaimÒniow, -h [da¤mvn]. Under superhuman influence, ‘possessed,’ whose actions
are unaccountable or ill-omened.166

DaimÒniow, in Hom. only voc, daimÒnie, daimon¤h, daimÒnioi: under the influence
of a da¤mvn, possessed; used in both good and bad sense, and to be translated
according to the situation described in the several passages where it occurs.167

DaimÒniow, a, on: also ow, on: of or belonging to a da¤mvn: properly miraculous,
marvelous, but: I. in Hom. only in voc, daimÒnie, -¤h, good sir, or lady, addressed
to chiefs or commoners, Il.2.190,200, al., Hes. Th.655: pl., Od.4.774: esp. in
addressing strangers, 23.166,174; used by husbands and wives, Il.6.407,486
(Hector and Andromache), 24.194 (Priam to Hecuba)168

                                                  
165 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.

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

167 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 daimÒnie

somehow exhibits or is possessed of or by qualities which may be attributed to a da¤mvn,

although Cunliffe notes that these qualities may be “lost” in the case of some uses.169

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 da¤mvn 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 G, Helen’s address to Aphrodite at G.399 is a case in point.

daimon¤h: 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.’170

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 da¤mvn.  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 da¤mvn.171

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 daimÒnie in

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

                                                  
169 Op. cit., particularly in the case of Priam’s address to Hekabe at W.194.

170 Hooker, J. T., Homer Iliad III, With Introduction, Notes & Vocabulary, Bristol Classical Press, 1980, p.
68.

171 See, Kirk, 85, p. 321 f.  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.”172).  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 daimÒnie with the meaning of its

derivational source noun da¤mvn.  Another solution was to set aside associations with the

derivational source and focus on how the term daimÒnie 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 daimÒnie.

If one persists in regarding the adjective daimÒnie as firmly linked up with da¤mvn,
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 daimÒnie might
be allotted in the context in view.173

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 is174

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

                                                  
172 Brunius-Nilsson, p. 6.

173 Op. cit., pp. 10-11.

174 Op. cit. p. 19, emphasis mine.
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the kind realized by a speaker using the name of the person addressed … DaimÒnie has
the same power of creating this intimate atmosphere and obliging the person addressed to
co-operate.175

Despite the weakness of her theoretical base, which she both simultaneously maintains

and abandons above, her conclusions point in a useful direction.  DaimÒnie, 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, DaimÒnie, 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 daimÒnie, 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.176

                                                  
175 Op. cit. p. 142.
176 Kirk, 85, p. 139 f.
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(24) ˜n tina m¢n basil∞a ka‹ ¶joxon êndra kixe¤h B.188
tÚn d' égano›w §p°essin §rhtÊsaske parastãw:

daimÒni'   oÎ se ¶oike kakÚn Õw deid¤ssesyai,
éll' aÈtÒw te kãyhso ka‹ êllouw ·drue laoÊw:
oÈ gãr pv sãfa o‰sy' oÂow nÒow ÉAtre˝vnow:
nËn m¢n peirçtai, tãxa d' ‡cetai uÂaw+ ÉAxai«n.
§n boulª d' oÈ pãntew ékoÊsamen oÂon ¶eipe.
mÆ ti xolvsãmenow+ =°j˙+ kakÚn uÂaw ÉAxai«n:
yumÚw d¢ m°gaw §st‹ diotref°vn basilÆvn,
timØ d' §k DiÒw §sti, file› d° • mht¤eta ZeÊw.

˘n d' aÔ dÆmou t' êndra ‡doi boÒvntã t' §feÊroi,
tÚn skÆptrƒ §lãsasken ımoklÆsask° te mÊyƒ:

daimÒni'   étr°maw ∏so ka‹ êllvn mËyon êkoue,
o„ s°o f°rtero¤ efisi, sÁ d' éptÒlemow ka‹ ênalkiw
oÎte pot' §n pol°mƒ §nar¤ymiow oÎt' §n‹ boulª:
oÈ m°n pvw pãntew basileÊsomen §nyãd' ÉAxaio¤:
oÈk égayÚn polukoiran¤h+: eÂw ko¤ranow ¶stv,
eÂw basileÊw, ⁄ d«ke KrÒnou pãÛw égkulomÆtev
sk∞ptrÒn t' ±d¢ y°mistaw, ·nã sfisi bouleÊ˙si.

Õw ˜ ge koiran°vn d¤epe stratÒn

Whatever basileus, whatever outstanding man he came upon,
he would stand beside him and speak to him with soft words
“daimÒnie, 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 timê 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.
“daimÒnie, 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 boulê.
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 ˜n tina m¢n basil∞a ka‹ ¶joxon êndra kixe¤h and the other to ˘n d' aÔ

dÆmou t' êndra ‡doi boÒvntã t' §feÊroi.  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 basile›w and outstanding êndrew.  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 basileÁw ka‹ ¶joxow ênhr, he stands close to him and

that man is addressed with soft (éganå) words.  When he finds a man dÆmou, he beats

him with the scepter —the very symbol of Agamemnon’s supreme authority— and

reproaches him with a muthos.177  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 aÈtÒn

te ka‹ êllouw.  That is they are to obey authority and in turn exercise authority.  Each

member of the latter group is only to obey authority: ∏so ka‹ êllvn mËyon êkoue.   

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.178  Importantly, the former group is given special knowledge not imparted to the

latter (nËn m¢n peirçtai, tãxa d' ‡cetai uÂaw+ ÉAxai«n).  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 daimÒnie.  This

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

178 Odysseus’ authority to make these demands comes from Athene, not Agamemnon, so the precise
position of Odysseus vis-à-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.  DaimÒnie 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 I.40 f.

(25) DaimÒni' oÏtv pou mãla ¶lpeai uÂaw ÉAxai«n I.40
éptol°mouw t' ¶menai ka‹ énãlkidaw …w égoreÊeiw

“DaimÒnie, 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 dÆmou t' éndr¤.  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.179

(26) Õw efip∆n élÒxoio f¤lhw §n xers‹n ¶yhke Z.482
pa›d' •Òn: ∂ d' êra min kh≈deÛ d°jato kÒlpƒ
dakruÒen gelãsasa: pÒsiw d' §l°hse noÆsaw,
 xeir¤ t° min kat°rejen ¶pow t' ¶fat' ¶k t' ÙnÒmaze:

daimon¤h mÆ mo¤ ti l¤hn ékax¤zeo yum“:
oÈ gãr t¤w m' Íp¢r a‰san énØr ÖAÛdi proÛãcei:

                                                  
179 In this speech, Hektor is also addressed as daimÒnie.
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mo›ran d' oÎ tinã fhmi pefugm°non ¶mmenai éndr«n,
oÈ kakÚn oÈd¢ m¢n §sylÒn, §pØn tå pr«ta g°nhtai.
éll' efiw o‰kon fioËsa tå s' aÈt∞w ¶rga kÒmize
flstÒn t' ±lakãthn te, ka‹ émfipÒloisi k°leue
¶rgon §po¤xesyai: pÒlemow d' êndressi melÆsei
pçsi, mãlista d' §mo¤, to‹ ÉIl¤ƒ §ggegãasin.

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.
“Daimon¤h, 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.180

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 daimon¤h here might well simply follow the form of

                                                  
180 Kirk, 90, suggests: “when once he has been born,” p. 224.  This reading depends on whether or not one
takes tå pr«ta as the subject of g°nhtai 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 daimon¤h 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”.181  Mock impoliteness depends on a low degree of

social distance.

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

daimÒnie (Z.486, W.194, j.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) aÈtÚw d' §w yãlamon katebÆseto kh≈enta W.191
k°drinon ÍcÒrofon, ˘w glÆnea pollå kexãndei:
§w d' êloxon ÑEkãbhn §kal°ssato f≈nhs°n te:

daimon¤h DiÒyen moi ÉOlÊmpiow êggelow ∑lye
lÊsasyai f¤lon uflÚn fiÒnt' §p‹ n∞aw ÉAxai«n,
d«ra d' ÉAxill∞Û fer°men tã ke yumÚn fiÆn˙.
éll' êge moi tÒde efip¢ t¤ toi fres‹n e‡detai e‰nai;
afin«w gãr m' aÈtÒn ge m°now ka‹ yumÚw ênvge
ke›s' fi°nai §p‹ n∞aw ¶sv stratÚn eÈrÁn ÉAxai«n.

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
“Daimon¤h, 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 (tÒde

efip¢ t¤ toi fres‹n e‡detai e‰nai).

Thus, daimon¤h in W.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

ÑEkãbh, 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.182  In this way, daimon¤h functions at W.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

                                                  
182 It 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 daimÒnie 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 filoktean≈tate.  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 podãrkhw d›ow are

claimed to).  Since the adjective filoktean≈tate 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

filoktean≈tatow in the same way that Akhilleus is podãrkhw and d›ow.  Although there
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is no way to prove that filoktean≈tate is the invention of the poet of the Iliad, 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

g°rata, for Akhilleus to then characterize him as filoktean≈tatow 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 filoktean≈tatow (Akhilleus would have been

unlikely to have followed him to Troy had he been183), it is that he is filoktean≈tatow

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:184

(28) ÉAtre˝dh kÊdiste filoktean≈tate pãntvn A.122

and

(29) ÉAtre˝dh kÊdiste ênaj éndr«n ÉAgãmemnon T.146,  k.t.l.

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

                                                  
183  Akhilleus will make just this point at A.149 ff.

184 Rainer Friedrich, “ ‘Flaubertian Homer’ The Phrase Juste in Homeric Diction,” Arion, 102, 2002 p. 1 ff.
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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

ÉAtre˝dhw kÊdistow, with his contextual spin on Agamemnon’s persona as

filoktean≈tatow pãntvn, a version which is based on his perception of Agamemnon’s

current behavior   Akhilleus contrasts Agamemnon’s version of himself (ÉAtre˝dhw

kÊdistow) with his perception of Agamemnon’s actions (filoktean≈tatow pãntvn).

We can see something similar at work at G.39 ff.  When Hektor catches hold of

Paris as he attempts to avoid the consequences of his own challenge at G.19-20, he

addresses him as DÊspari, “Paris you asshole.185”  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 (G.19, ÉArge¤vn prokal¤zeto pãntaw ér¤stouw) 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 (G.32, íc d' •tãrvn efiw ¶ynow §xãzeto), and looks

pale with fear (G.35, ŒxrÒw t° min eÂle pareiãw) like a man who has seen a snake (G.33,

                                                  
185 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.



116

 …w d' ˜te t¤w te drãkonta fid∆n).  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.186

Similar, although weaker, claims can be made for the adjectives kun«pa at A.159

and ofinobar¢w 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

filoktean≈tate 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.187  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 podãrkhw

never could, but only in the appropriate context.  That is, Akhilleus is podãrkhw even

when he is sitting in his tent, but Agamemnon is kun«pa, and ofinobar¢w 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

                                                  
186 G.38,  tÚn d' ÜEktvr ne¤kessen fid∆n afisxro›w §p°essin.

187 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.188  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

                                                  
188 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.



118

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 (fËlon) and phretre

(frÆtrh) because they will fight better this way.189  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 patØr and

t°knon are reflective of specific institutional, social relationships between speaker and

addressee.  This is unlike the case for t°kow in Homer or patØr 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 G.172 where Helen addresses Priam as •kur¢.  Her address

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

                                                  
189 Actually, it is not clear what Nestor means here exactly by …w frÆtrh frÆtrhfin érÆg˙, fËla d¢
fÊloiw, but the implication seems to be that individual members of these designations will ‘back up,’
érÆgein, 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 gnvtoÊw, pa›da, and ımhlik¤hn.190   Hermes’ use of pãter at W.362 also

seems to invoke a relationship analogous to that of parent and child.  In this use, the term

pãter comes closest to its later use as an honorific, as LSJ states, similar to êpfa and

êtta.191

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 t°knon and t°kow— 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 U.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

filoktean≈tate not because he is Agamemnon » - » »  - » »,192 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, filoktean≈tate reflects Akhilleus’ feelings about Agamemnon, or

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

191 The latter is used by Akhilleusfor Phounix at I.607, and at R.561, and in the Odyssey.

192 It is likely that, in fact, the address is filoktean≈tate pãntvn and the poet needs to fill a space with
the shape  » - » » - » » - -.
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his representation of those feelings and not Agamemnon’s identity qua ‘Agamemnon.’  It

is in this way that forms like filoktean≈tatow differ from forms like podãrkhw 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

fy°ggeo d' √ ken ‡˙sya ka‹ §grÆgoryai ênvxyi K.66
patrÒyen §k gene∞w Ùnomãzvn êndra ßkaston,
pãntaw kuda¤nvn: mhd¢ megal¤zeo yum“,

“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-à-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,’193 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 filoktean≈tate 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.

                                                  
193 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 t°kow and pãter on the one hand and

hapaxes like filoktean≈tate and ofinobar¢w on the other, while not lexically specifying

identity, nevertheless do make claims about identity, but that identity is a social one.

Thus, while t°knon and t°kow both reflect social relations based on that of parent and

child, they do not construct the same relationships; while t°knon constructs a parental

relationship, t°kow constructs a paternal one.  Both invoke the afid∆w 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 pãter

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 filoktean≈tate and ofinobar¢w 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 filoktean≈tatow, 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

ofinobar¢w seems to differ from one like ÉAtre˝dh.

Finally, the case of daimÒnie 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 daimÒnie, 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 façade 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

expressions which he refers to as equivalencies.194  Akhilleus, for example, may be

addressed line initially not only by the address Œ AxileË (e.g., A.74, W.214, etc.) but also

as Phle¤dh (e.g., U.200, 431, etc.).195  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 Iliad 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) Œ ÉAxileË Phl∞ow ufl¢ m°ga f°rtat' ÉAxai«n  P.21

Phle˝dh mØ dØ §p°ess¤ me nhpÊtion Õw U.200
¶lpeo deid¤jesyai, §pe‹ sãfa o‰da ka‹ aÈtÚw
±m¢n kertom¤aw ±d' a‡sula muyÆsasyai.

- » », Phle˝dh pãntvn §kpaglÒtat' éndr«n, A.146

                                                  
194 Shive, David M., Naming Achilles,  Oxford University Press,  1987.

195 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 F.153 above, and others catalogued by

Shive,196 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.

                                                  
196 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. 197

(2) ÉAtre˝dhw te ênaj éndr«n ka‹ d›ow ÉAxilleÊw

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 ênaj éndr«n 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 (ênaj éndr«n) and Akhilleus his most important

warrior (d›ow).

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., ÉAgam°mnvn, and the patronymic

ÉAtre˝dhw was a decision based on metrical considerations alone and not on semantic

ones.  The two terms, ÉAtre˝dhw being a choriambic, and ÉAgam°mnvn an ionic metron,
                                                  
197  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.198

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.199  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.200  It need not refer to the referent’s father specifically, as in the case

of Orestes whose patronymic in Homer is given as both ÉAtre˝dhw (Odyssey a.30) and

ÉAgamemnon˝dhw (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,’ uflÒw, plus the genitive of the father’s name, e.g.,

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

199 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.

200 For a brief but thorough discussion, see Smyth §§845-850.
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Phl°ow uflÒw etc.  Not strictly patronymic is a related use of uflÒw in the phrase uÂew

ÉAxa¤vn, which, in essence, stands for ÉAxa¤oi, 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 yÊgater megãloio

KrÒnoio for Here (X.194, 243). The other formations used as patronymics rather than

being noun phrases, consist of single, morphologically complex lexical items. 201

CHARACTER FATHER LOCI
ÉAgam°mnvn ÉAtr°ow B.23, 60, Z.46, L. 131,
Men°laow idem d.543202

Pãndarow Lukãonow D.93
MenesyeÁw Pete«o D.338
DiomÆdhw TÊdeow E.277, Z.46, L.200, Y.152, K.159, 509,
S«xow ÑIppãsou L.450
MhriÒnhw MÒlou N.249
ÜEktvr Priãmoio O.244
ÉAxilleÁw Phl°ow P.21, 203, S.18, T.216, U.2, X.8, 250

Table 4.1: Characters Addressed as Genitive of Father + ufl°

4.1.1.1  Stems in -¤dhw, -ãdhw, -iãdhw, -¤vn and -i≈na.   By far the most

common patronymic formation consists of a masculine a-stem derivative in -(i)dhw.  The

origin of these forms is taken to be from an original d-stem, e.g., §lp‹w, §lp¤-d-ow; Pãriw,

Pãri-d-ow. And fugåw, fugã-d-ow.  A number of these athematic d-stems indicate what

Buck translates roughly as, ‘territory of X,’ e.g., Yhba‹w ‘land of Thebes.’  These, when

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

                                                  
201 Zeus is regularly addressed as ZeË, ZeË pãter, ZeË êna, ZeË kÊdiste m°giste, or Kron¤dh.

202 On the significance of the distribution of forms of address for Menelaos, see below.
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‘woman of Thebes.’203  Thus, at least some of these d-stems functioned to indicate some

relationship between the referent and the root, e.g., farmak¤w, ‘witch,’ from fãrmakon.

Some of these, like ÉAtlant¤w, ‘daughter of Atlas,’ are used as feminine patronymics.  It

is likely then that the masculine a-stem patronymics in -¤dhw, -ãdhw, and -iãdhw, 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 *Arg¤dhw meaning an ‘Argive

man.’  In Homer, these forms function strictly to indicate ancestral affiliations.204

Related functionally but not morphologically to these are a series of patronymic

n-stems, like Kron¤vn, Kron¤onow/ Kron¤vnow, ‘son of Kronos,’ or related thematized

patronymics like Telamvn¤ow, ‘son of Telamon.’  And finally there is a hybrid type

represented, for example, by forms like Telamvniãdhw, also ‘son of Telamon.’  These

forms are in origin probably derived from a set of original agent nouns in *-iôn, and so

related to stems in -ion in Latin (e.g., histrio, ‘actor,’ or ludio, ‘player’) but otherwise

unattested in Greek.205  Another possibility we might consider is that is that these forms

are related to comparative/intensive adjectives in *-is-ôn , e.g., ≤d¤vn, ≤d¤onow,

‘sweeter.’206  This latter type of patronymic is relatively rare.

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

204 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).

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

206 See here, Sihler, A.,  A New Comparative Grammar of Greek and Latin,  Oxford University Press,
1996, p. 356, ff.
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4.1.2  The Parry-Lord Thesis RevisitedMilman 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 ÉAtre˝dhw when he

needed to fill a CHORIAMB with a nominative for Agamemnon and ÉAgam°mnvn 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, 207 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

                                                  
207 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 tÚn 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 min 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 ÉAxai˝dew,

‘daughters of Achaeans,’ is  clearly addressed to the male soldiers as the following word

ÉAxaio‹ attests.

(3) Œ p°ponew kãk' §l°gxe' ÉAxai˝dew oÈk°t' ÉAxaio‹

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.208  If gender is not an

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

sensitive?209

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-à-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

                                                  
208  Perhaps it is both socially and biologically conditioned.

209 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 15?  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,

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, coöpted 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 [dakt‘] 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 t°knon or ofinobar°w.  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 Iliad which, nevertheless, do

function to indicate the addressee.  Thus, Kalkhas is addressed by Agamemnon as mãnti

at A.106

(4) mãnti kak«n oÈ p≈ pot° moi tÚ krÆguon e‰paw210

“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.211  However, there is more to the picture than that.  He is, in fact

addressed as mãnti kak«n here.  Unless we are to assume that mãnti kak«n and Kãlxan

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.212  Note that mãnti

(kak«n) and Kãlxan 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

                                                  
210 West, 1989, p. 10, reads e‰pew.

211 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.

212 Kalkhas is addressed by the vocative Kãlxan 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 mãnti kak«n or ofinobar°w 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 mãnti, so Agamemnon is alone addressed as

ênaj éndr«n —although the narrator often refers to others by this epithet.213  It is a

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.214  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 ênaj éndr«n.  That the same restriction

                                                  
213 Referred to by the narrator with the epithet ênaj, 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 ênaj éndr«n,each once.  Note, that
Akhilleus is twice addressed as ênaj.  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 mãntiw or ênaj éndr«n, 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 ênaj (éndr«n) 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 Phle˝dh (U.200, 431; F.153, 288) and Œ AxileË (A.47; *P.21;

*T.216;215 F.214; C.103) are metrically equivalent.216  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.217  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.218

                                                  
215 Those citations marked with an asterisk appear in the phrase Œ AxileË Phl∞ow ufl°.

216 See Shive, op. cit.

217 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.

218 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. ÉAtre˝dh kÊdiste ênaj éndr«n ÉAgãmemnon
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First, I note that Akhilleus is addressed as Œ AxileË by the seer Kalkhas, A.47;

by Antilokhos, C.543; by Patroklos, P.21; by Odysseus, T.216, and by Skamander,

F.214.  On the other hand, he is addressed as Phle˝dh by Aineias, U.200; by Hektor,

           FORM OF ADDRESS FOR AKHILLEUS LOCI

           ÉAxil(l)eË 28 Times
           Phle¤dh 7 Times
           Phl°ow ufi° 7 Times
           ênaj L.276, *T.177

Table 4.2: Frequency of Forms of Address for Akhilleus

U.431; by Asteropaios, F.153, and by Poseidon, F.288.219  This set of addresses exhibits

an interesting distribution of speaker/address pairs for Akhilleus.  In the case of this pair

of addresses (Œ AxileË and Phle˝dh), 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 ÉAtre˝dh kÊdiste filoktean≈tate pãntvn
1.149   moi énaide¤hn §pieim°ne kerdaleÒfron
1. 225 ofinobar°w, kunÚw ˆmmat' ¶xvn, krad¤hn d' §lãfoio,

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 Iliad1.”

219 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 Œ ÉAxileË by Trojans.  On the basis of

the above distribution of forms of address, I suggest that the given name ÉAxil(l)eË 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, F.288, where

Poseidon uses the patronymic to address Akhilleus over against F.214, where the river

Skamander uses the given name ÉAxileË?  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 F.214, the god-river Skamander addresses Akhilleus for the first time with Œ

AxileË.  Previously, Akhilleus has been filling that river with the corpses of dead

Paionians.  Although Skamander’s address is described by the narrator as given

xvsãmenow, 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)         …        xvsãmenow    pros°fh potamÚw bayud¤nhw F.211
én°ri efisãmenow, bay°hw d' §k fy°gjato d¤nhw:
Œ ÉAxileË    , per‹ m¢n krat°eiw, per‹ d' a‡sula =°zeiw
éndr«n: afie‹ gãr toi émÊnousin yeo‹ aÈto¤.
e‡ toi Tr«aw ¶dvke KrÒnou pa›w pãntaw Ùl°ssai,
§j §m°yen g' §lãsaw ped¤on kãta m°rmera =°ze:
plÆyei går dÆ moi nekÊvn §rateinå =°eyra,
oÈd° t¤ p˙ dÊnamai prox°ein =Òon efiw ëla d›an
steinÒmenow nekÊessi, sÁ d¢ kte¤neiw éÛdÆlvw+.
éll' êge dØ ka‹ ¶ason: êgh m' ¶xei ˆrxame la«n.220

                                                  
220 For a discussion of ˆrxame la«n 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 all,221

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.”

In general, the tone of Skamander’s address does not seem consistent with that of a god

who is angry, xvsãmenow, 222 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., e‡ toi Tr«aw ¶dvke KrÒnou pa›w pãntaw

Ùl°ssai, II §j §m°yen g' §lãsaw ped¤on kãta m°rmera =°ze:.  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.

                                                  
221 I am translating this line as if Ùl°ssai were an imperitival infinitive.  The infinitive is also possibly
formally a complement of ¶dvke; 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.

222 I note here that this form xvsãmenow may derive from either of two verbs, either x≈omai or xÒv.  It is
generally taken to be from the former, and that is how I have translated it here.  However, if derived from
xÒv, 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) tÚn d' épameibÒmenow pros°fh pÒdaw »kÁw ÉAxilleÊw: F.222
¶stai taËta Skãmandre diotref°w, …w sÁ keleÊeiw.

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 F.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 Phle˝dh.  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.223

(7) to›si d¢ mÊyvn ∑rxe Poseidãvn §nos¤xyvn: F.287
Phle˝dh mÆt' êr ti l¤hn tr°e mÆt° ti tãrbei:

                     to¤v gãr toi n«Û ye«n §pitarrÒyv efim¢n
                     ZhnÚw §painÆsantow §g∆ ka‹ Pallåw ÉAyÆnh:
                    …w oÎ toi potam“ ge damÆmenai a‡simÒn §stin,
                     éll' ˜de m¢n tãxa lvfÆsei, sÁ d¢ e‡seai aÈtÒw:

                                                  
223 Martin, op. cit.
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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 ÉAxilleË , the metrically

complementary form of Akhilleus’ given name.  This form shows both a complementary

distribution with Ã ÉAxileË and has no metrically parallel form of the patronymic.

more familiar

Œ ÉAxileË
      lower status       higher status

       Phle¤dh
less familiar

Figure 3: Schematized Social Space with Names
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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 ÉAxilleË 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 ÉAxilleË.  It could follow the pragmatically,

socially context-sensitive distributional model we have suggested for the form ÉAxileË, 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 ÉAxilleË used in contexts analogous to those we have

found for Ã ÉAxileË, and different pragmatically from those suggested for the

patronymics.  Thus, the distribution of the form ÉAxilleË can act as a test for the tentative

conclusions I have drawn based on the distribution of the metrically parallel forms Ã

ÉAxileË and Phle˝dh 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
modifiers

Previously addressed in
speech as

A.131 Agamemnon yeoe¤kelÉ not previously addressed
I.434 Phoinix fa¤dimÉ not previously addressed
I.485 Phoinix yeo›w §pie¤kelÉ fa¤dimÉ ÉAxilleË
I.490 Phoinix yeo›w §pie¤kelÉ yeo›w §pie¤kelÉ ÉAxilleË
P.29 Patroklos none Ã ÉAxileË Phl∞low ufl°

m°ga f°rtatÉ ÉAxai«n
P.155 Odysseus yeoe¤kelÉ not previously addressed
P.408 Hera ˆbrimÉ not previously addressed
F.160 Asteropaios fa¤dimÉ Phle¤dh megãyume
F.583 Agenor fa¤dimÉ not previously addressed
X.216 Athene di¤file fa¤dimÉ not previously addressed
X.255 Hektor none Phleow uie
X.279 Hektor yeo›w §pie¤kelÉ not previously addressed
C.69 Patroklos’ ghost none not previously addressed
C.80 Patroklos’ ghost yeo›w §pie¤kelÉ ÉAxilleË
C.83 Patroklos’ ghost none yeo›w §pie¤kelÉ ÉAxilleË
W.486 Priam yeo›w §pie¤kelÉ not previously addressed

Table 4.3: Distribution of the Bacchiac (n - -) Vocative, ÉAxilleË, by Speaker

Based on these statistics, we may tentatively assign ÉAxilleË the status of a metrical

variant of Ã ÉAxileË.  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 ÉAxilleË by a Trojan.224

At W.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, impotent225— yet

under Zeus’ explicit protection.  He is defined by the narrator as m°gaw, yet his body

language projects a humbled stance:226

(8) xers‹n ÉAxill∞ow lãbe goÊnata ka‹ kÊse xe›raw W.478
deinåw éndrofÒnouw  ...227

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,

deinÚw éndrofÒnow, with the given name ÉAxilleË, 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)  mn∞sai patrÚw so›o, yeo›w §pie¤kelÉ ÉAxilleË W.466

Recall your own father, oh Akhilleus like the gods.

Furthermore, we may want to see in the epithet, yeo›w §pie¤kele, an attempt to build into

the address something approaching the social force of the patronymic.  It is as if Priam

                                                  
225 This fact will be exploited brilliantly by Virgil in Book II of the Aeneid.

226 I 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.

227 The use of this epithet for xe›raw 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 yeo›w

§pie¤kelÉ ÉAxilleË, Priam hedging his own social position vis-à-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 ÉAxilleË, at ln. 258, and again at

ln. 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)   éll' êge deËro yeoÁw §pid≈meya: to‹ går êristoi X.254
                     mãrturoi ¶ssontai ka‹ §p¤skopoi èrmoniãvn:
                     oÈ går §g≈ s' ¶kpaglon éeiki«, a‡ ken §mo‹ ZeÁw
                     d≈˙ kammon¤hn, sØn d¢ cuxØn éf°lvmai:
                     éll' §pe‹ êr k° se sulÆsv klutå teÊxe' ÉAxilleË
                     nekrÚn ÉAxaio›sin d≈sv pãlin: Õw d¢ sÁ =°zein

“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 éll'

êge and the first person plural, hortatory subjunctive at ln. 254, mark Hektor’s speech in

this way.  The use of the familiar address at ln. 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.228

Akhilleus’ reply at ln. 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.229

(11) ÜEktor, mÆ moi, êlaste, sunhmosÊnaw êgoreue X. 261
…w oÈk ¶sti l°ousi ka‹ éndrãsin ˜rkia pistã

“Hektor, you must be crazy,230 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, ÜEktor, has quite different politeness implications

form those we saw in (10) for ÉAxilleË.  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
                                                  
228 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.

229 Richardson defines Akhilleus’ response to Hektor’s request as “brutal,” v. Richardson, p. 133.

230 êlaste means something like ‘not to be forgotten.’  Although formally modifying ÜEktor, 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 éll' êge, 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.231  In the mouth of Akhilleus (11), the element which functions analogous to

éll' êge is the vocative adjective êlaste and the imperative mÆ êgoreue which implie

the opposite of what we saw in Hektor’s use of éll' êge 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.232  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 ÜEktor 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.233  In situations of social disparity along the power axis (hierarchy),

                                                  
231 See Chapter 2.

232 See Van Wees, op. cit.

233 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-à-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.234

 
 

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-à-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.235  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

                                                  
 
 234 Culpeper, op. cit., p. 354.

235  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.236  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)    ≥mbrotew, oÈd' êra p≈ ti, yeo›w §pie¤kel' ÉAxilleË F.279
                     §k DiÚw ±e¤dhw tÚn §mÚn mÒron, ∑ toi ¶fhw ge:
                     éllã tiw értiepØw ka‹ §p¤klopow ¶pleo mÊyvn,
                     ˆfrã s' Ípode¤saw m°neow élk∞w te lãyvmai.
                     oÈ m°n moi feÊgonti metafr°nƒ §n dÒru pÆjeiw,
                     éll' fiyÁw mema«ti diå stÆyesfin ¶lasson
                     e‡ toi ¶dvke yeÒw: nËn aÔt' §mÚn ¶gxow êleuai
                     xãlkeon: …w dÆ min s“ §n xro˛ pçn kom¤saio.

“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

                                                  
236 For example in ln. 275 ff.
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lines.237  The potential optative in ln. 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 yeo›w §pie¤kel' ÉAxilleË?  The

modifying epithet yeo›w §pie¤kele seems to parallel the mock humility of the optative in

ln. 286, in which case ÉAxilleË 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) * ≥mbrotew, oÈd' êra p≈ ti, megayume Phleow ufl° 238

“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 ÉAxilleË, 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.239  The

epithet yeo›w §pie¤kel' conversely, functions to acknowledge the addressee’s elevated

                                                  
237 verse 282 is metrically corrupt, having an opening that consists of one heavy syllable followed by three
light syllables, i.e.,  - n n n - -.
238  Part of the problem with such a line is the unattested position for the vocative noun phrase megayume
Phleow ufl°.  However as Adam Parry has suggested (see concearning (1) above), Homer can and does place
formulaic phrases in unusual positions for specific effects.

239  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.240  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.241

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 F.153 ff. and Agenor at F.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

épeilÆsaw, ‘challenging,’ and hence seems to constitute a boast

(14)          Phle˝dh megãyume t¤ ∑ geneØn §ree¤neiw; F.153
                     e‡m' §k Paion¤hw §rib≈lou thlÒy' §oÊshw
                     Pa¤onaw êndraw êgvn dolixegx°aw: ¥de d° moi nËn
                     ±∆w •ndekãth ˜te ÖIlion efilÆlouya.
                     aÈtår §mo‹ geneØ §j ÉAjioË eÈrÁ =°ontow
                     ÉAjioË, ˘w kãlliston Ïdvr §p‹ ga›an ·hsin,

                                                  
240 See Sperber, Dan and Deirdre Wilson,  Relevance: Communication and Cognition,  Blackwell,  1986.

241  Examples can be found in the case of Phoinix, I.485, 490; Odysseus, T.155; Patroklos’ ghost, C.80,
and Priam, W.456.  Agamemnon famously misuses this combination address to Akhilleus at A.131 with
now famous results.
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                     ˘w t°ke PhlegÒna klutÚn ¶gxeÛ: tÚn d' §m° fasi
                     ge¤nasyai: nËn aÔte max≈meya fa¤dim' ÉAxilleË.

Õw fãt' épeilÆsaw, ...

 “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 ln. 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 Phle˝dh megãyume, 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 F.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) ∑ dÆ pou mãl' ¶olpaw §n‹ fres‹ fa¤dim' ÉAxilleË F.583
≥mati t“de pÒlin p°rsein Tr≈vn éger≈xvn
nhpÊti': ∑ t' ¶ti pollå teteÊjetai êlge' §p' aÈtª.
§n gãr ofl pol°ew te ka‹ êlkimoi én°rew efim°n,

“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 nhpÊtie in ln. 585 which shows that it must clearly

be taken as insulting and hence the epithet fa¤dime should be read as sarcastic.  In

addition, the verb phrase mãl' ¶olpaw §n‹ fres‹, ‘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 ˆrxame la«n in F.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, ˆrxame la«n, 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) éll' êge dØ ka‹ ¶ason: êgh m' ¶xei ˆrxame la«n

“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 êgh.  He is surprised at

Akhilleus’ behavior in light of his status as ˆrxamow la«n.  The address does not serve

to highlight Skammander’s relationship to Akhilleus as Œ ÉAxileË did, but his view about

the relationship of his êgh to Akhilleus.

4.2.2  Agamemnon and MenalaosLet me now return to the two forms of

address for Agamemnon mentioned at the beginning of this chapter, i.e., ÉAtre˝dh and

ÉAgãmemnon. As I have said, like the two forms for Akhilleus that we have been

discussing, namely, ÉAxilleË and ÉAxileË, these two appellations are in a metrically
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complementary distribution and cannot simply be substituted. 242  Yet, unlike the case of

the forms ÉAxilleË and ÉAxileË, ÉAtre˝dh and ÉAgãmemnon 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 ÉAtre˝dh and ÉAgãmemnon stands in contrast

to that holding between the analogous forms, Phle¤dh and » ÉAxileË.  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 ÉAtre˝dh 36 times, 25 times with no other epithet

or indication of office, and twice by the metrical variant form ÉAtr°ow ufi°.  On the other

hand, he is addressed by the epithet ÉAgãmemnon 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

         ÉAtre¤dh kÊdiste ênaj éndr«n ÉAgãmemnon 8 Times
         ÉAtre¤dh  alone 25 Times
         ÉAtre¤dh kÊdiste  alone A.122; Y.293
          ÉAtre¤dh ... ênaj B.284
         ÉAtr°ow ufl° B.32, 60
         ênaj éndr«n ÉAgãmemnon C.49
         ênaj  alone B.284, 360; I.33
         ÉAgãmemnon  alone B.362

Table 4.4: Frequency of Forms of Address for Agamemnon

                                                  
242 Their distributions do not overlap but complement each other.
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metrical constraints alone.243  This distribution stands in contrast to what we find for other

Homeric characters.244  Agamemnon is practically never addressed except with his

patronymic or with the title of his office, namely ênaj éndr«n, included in that address.

Simply put, he is, with one exception, never addressed simply as ÉAgãmemnon.  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 ÉAxil(l)eË 28 times, Phle˝dh 7 times, and PÆleow ufi° 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-à-vis the given name to suggest

                                                  
243 Note that the vocative epithet ÉAgãmemnon is, in fact, attested eight times in the full line address ÉAtre¤dh
kÊdiste ênaj éndr«n ÉAgãmemnon, and once in the half line address ênaj éndr«n ÉAgãmemnon.
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.

244 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-à-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 Iliad.

4.2.3  Menalaos Although Menalaos is addressed as ÉAtre˝da in the dual or

ÉAtre˝dai 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

ÉAtre˝dh in the singular only once in the Iliad, and when he is addressed as ÉAtre˝dh, at

R.12, it is not by a Greek but by the Trojan, Euphorbos, as he stands guarding the fallen

body of Patroklos.

(17)   ÉAtre˝dh Men°lae diotref¢w ˆrxame la«n R.12
                     xãzeo, le›pe d¢ nekrÒn, ¶a d' ¶nara brotÒenta:
                     oÈ gãr tiw prÒterow Tr≈vn kleit«n t' §pikoÊrvn
                     Pãtroklon bãle dour‹ katå kraterØn Ísm¤nhn:
                     t≈ me ¶a kl°ow §sylÚn §n‹ Tr≈essin ér°syai,
                     mÆ se bãlv, épÚ d¢ melihd°a yumÚn ßlvmai

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 ênaj éndr«n.

While Menalaos is never addressed as ÉAtre˝dh 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— ÉAtre˝dh 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.245  These facts of distribution suggest that Agamemnon has some fun-

                                                  
245  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 ênaj (éndr«n), only

Agamemnon is so addressed by characters within the narrative frame.  Thus, within the

narrative setting of the Iliad, Agamemnon alone may be addressed as ênaj, and his

address must contain that title or he must be addressed by his patronymic, ÉAtre˝dh.

However, Menalaos, who is also of the ‘house of Atreus,’ is not —and so presumably

may not— be addressed as ÉAtre˝dh 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 ênaj éndr«n,

as if it were a title.  Agamemnon is not just ÉAtre˝dhw, he is, until his death, the

ÉAtre˝dhw.  After his death Menalaos becomes the ÉAtre˝dhw.246

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 ÉAgãmemnon 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.

246 Higbie has shown that a similar situation holds for the two sons of Telamvn, Teukrow and Aiaw, where
only Aias can be addressed as Telamoniadh.  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 ÉAtre˝dhw.

(18)   ÉAtre˝dh     sÁ d' ¶y' …w pr‹n ¶xvn éstemf°a boulØn B.344
êrxeu' ÉArge¤oisi katå krateråw Ísm¤naw,
toÊsde d' ¶a fyinÊyein ßna ka‹ dÊo, to¤ ken ÉAxai«n
nÒsfin bouleÊvs': ênusiw d' oÈk ¶ssetai aÈt«n:
pr‹n ÖArgow d' fi°nai pr‹n ka‹ DiÚw afigiÒxoio
gn≈menai e‡ te ceËdow ÍpÒsxesiw e‡ te ka‹ oÈk¤.

. . .
t∆ mÆ tiw pr‹n §peig°syv o‰kon d¢ n°esyai B.354
pr¤n tina pår Tr≈vn élÒxƒ katakoimhy∞nai,
t¤sasyai d' ÑEl°nhw ırmÆmatã te stonaxãw te.
efi d° tiw §kpãglvw §y°lei o‰kon d¢ n°esyai
èpt°syv ∏w nhÚw §#ss°lmoio mela¤nhw,
ˆfra prÒsy' êllvn yãnaton ka‹ pÒtmon §p¤sp˙.
éllå ênaj    aÈtÒw t' eÔ mÆdeo pe¤yeÒ t' êllƒ:
oÎ toi épÒblhton ¶pow ¶ssetai ˜tt¤ ken e‡pv:247

kr›n' êndraw katå fËla katå frÆtraw   É      Agãmemnon   ,
…w frÆtrh frÆtrhfin érÆg˙, fËla d¢ fÊloiw.
efi d° ken Õw ßrj˙w ka¤ toi pe¤yvntai ÉAxaio¤,
gn≈s˙ ¶peiy' ˜w y' ≤gemÒnvn kakÚw ˜w t° nu la«n
±d' ˜w k' §sylÚw ¶˙si: katå sf°aw går max°ontai.

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
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;

                                                  
247 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.248  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

                                                  
248 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 ÉAgãmemnon 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 ênaj.  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.249  Rather, it is the absence of deference implicit in an address which does

                                                  
249 Note that addresses like f¤lÉ ÉAtreidh vel sim. Are not attested. Addresses so charecterized (e.g., my
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 ÉAtre˝dh or ÉAgãmemnon 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 …250

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

larger social space that includes those bystanders.251  In the case of Nestor, since he is

allowed to address Agamemnon as ÉAgãmomnon —note, he is not reproached here by

                                                                                                                                                      
necessary but is often overtly rejected.  Note that something similar happens at A.122 with kÊdiste and
filoktean≈tate where by the latter, Akhilleus makes specific claims about the appropriateness of
Agamemnon’s claim to kudos.

250 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.

251 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) fy°ggeo d' √ ken ‡˙sya ka‹ §grÆgoryai ênvxyi K.67
patrÒyen §k gene∞w Ùnomãzvn êndra ßkaston,
pãntaw kuda¤nvn: mhd¢ megal¤zeo yum“,

“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 patrÒyen tinå §k gene∞w Ùnomãzvn with kuda¤nvn

aÈtÒn.  Its opposite in turn is megal¤zvn yum“.  The implications of this are that for

Agamemnon, one’s patrÒyen §k gene∞w ˆnoma 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

Iliadic 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



168

Iliad.  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 Iliad.

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 ênaj éndr«n.

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.252  He is praised by Nestor at I.57 ff. because, although he is young, never-

theless, he speaks like an older man (ıplÒtatow gene∞fin: étår pepnum°na bãzeiw ...

katå mo›ran ¶eipew), implying that he has both the strength of youth and the wisdom of

old age —albeit not Nestor’s wisdom.

(20) ∑ m¢n ka‹ n°ow §ss¤, §mÚw d° ke ka‹ pãÛw e‡hw, I.57
ıplÒtatow gene∞fin: étår pepnum°na bãzeiw
ÉArge¤vn basil∞aw, §pe‹ katå mo›ran ¶eipew.

                                                  
252 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, Ø., ‘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 inspired253

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.254  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) xeir¤ t° min kat°rejen ¶pow t' ¶fat' §k t' ÙnÒmaze: E.373
t¤w nÊ se toiãd' ¶reje f¤lon t°kow OÈrani≈nvn
macid¤vw,255 . . .

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

a god (OÈrani≈nvn), and a rash (macid¤ow) one at that.256  Note that these acts are never

                                                  
253 For a discussion of pepnum°na, see Austin, N.,  Archery at the Dark of the Moon: Poetic Problems in
Homer’s Odyssey,  UC Press, 1975,  pp. 74-75

254 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.

255 Also spoken by Zeus to Leto F.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.257  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

severely.258   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.259

(22)          Õw êr' ¶fh, Sy°nelow d¢ kay' ·ppvn îlto xamçze, E.112
                     pår d¢ ståw b°low »kÁ diamper¢w §j°rus'  mou:
                     aÂma d' énhkÒntize diå strepto›o xit«now.
                     dØ tÒt' ¶peit' ±rçto boØn égayÚw DiomÆdhw: 115
                     “klËy¤ meu afigiÒxoio DiÚw t°kow ÉAtrut≈nh,

                                                                                                                                                      
256 macid¤vw appears only as an adverb in Homer, never as an adjective.

257 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.

258 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.

259 We may compare the language of Diomedes prayer to that of Khryses in Book 1, with its traditional
format of “hear me, klËy¤ meu, if ever something, e‡ pot° ... par°sthw, grant me something, dÚw d° t° m'
êndra •le›n…”
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                     e‡ pot° moi ka‹ patr‹ f¤la fron°ousa par°sthw
                     dh˝ƒ §n pol°mƒ, nËn aÔt' §m¢ f›lai ÉAyÆnh:
                     dÚw d° t° m' êndra •le›n ka‹ §w ırmØn ¶gxeow §lye›n
                     ˜w m' ¶bale fyãmenow ka‹ §peÊxetai, oÈd° m° fhsi
                     dhrÚn ¶t' ˆcesyai lamprÚn fãow ±el¤oio. 12o

         Õw ¶fat' eÈxÒmenow: toË d' ¶klue Pallåw ÉAyÆnh,
                     gu›a d' ¶yhken §lafrã, pÒdaw ka‹ xe›raw Ïperyen:
                     égxoË d' flstam°nh ¶pea pterÒenta proshÊda:
                     yars«n nËn     DiÒmhdew    §p‹ Tr≈essi mãxesyai:
                     §n gãr toi stÆyessi m°now patr≈Ûon ∏ka 125
                     êtromon, oÂon ¶xeske sak°spalow flppÒta TudeÊw:
                     éxlÁn d' aÔ toi ép' Ùfyalm«n ßlon ∂ pr‹n §p∞en,
                     ˆfr' eÔ gign≈sk˙w ±m¢n yeÚn ±d¢ ka‹ êndra.

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 I 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 yars«n, ‘buck-up.’

Her language, from the very first word, clearly denotes her intention to offer support.260

In fact, as Athene states, she has already taken care of his problem (§n gãr toi stÆyessi

m°now patr≈Ûon ∏ka).261  In addition, in the very act of helping him, she has also

                                                  
260  The participle plus imperative construction —the infinitive mãxesyai here clearly functions
imperatively as otherwise the clause would lack a main verb— is found only here.  The bare imperative
yãrsei is used at: D. 184, Menalaos to Agamemnon; Y.29, Zeus to Athene; K.384, Odysseus to Dolon, on
which, see below; O.254, Apollo to Hektor; S.463, Hephaistos to Thetis; X.384, Zeus to Athene; W.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 (patr≈Ûon and flppÒta TudeÊw) 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 F.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.262

(23) * yars«n, TÊdeow ufl°, §p‹263 Tr≈essi mãxesyai

“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

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.
                                                                                                                                                      
261 This is not the first time Athene has imbued him with m°now, (cf. E.1-2).

262  This form of the patronymic address is found at D.370, K.159 and Y.152.

263 Or perhaps with pot‹, although this word never appears with Tr≈essi and rarely with the dative in the
Iliad.
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The next two examples occur during the episode narrated in Book 10, often

referred to as the Doloneia.264  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

course volunteered for this mission when no other would (K.218 ff.).265  As they creep

along, Odysseus sees Dolon, who is also on a spy mission and raid, and he speaks to

Diomedes.

(24) éll' ˜te dÆ =' ·ppvn te ka‹ éndr«n kãllif' ˜milon,
b∞ =' én' ıdÚn mema≈w: tÚn d¢ frãsato prosiÒnta
diogenØw ÉOduseÊw, DiomÆdea d¢ pros°eipen:

otÒw tiw,     DiÒmhdew   , épÚ stratoË ¶rxetai énÆr,
oÈk o‰d' µ nÆessin §p¤skopow ≤met°r˙sin,
∑ tina sulÆsvn nekÊvn katateynh≈tvn.
éll' §«m°n min pr«ta parejelye›n ped¤oio
tutyÒn: ¶peita d° k' aÈtÚn §pa˝jantew ßloimen
karpal¤mvw: efi d' êmme parafya¤hsi pÒdessin,
afie¤ min §p‹ n∞aw épÚ stratÒfi protieile›n
¶gxei §pa˝ssvn, mÆ pvw prot‹ êstu élÊj˙.

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.”

                                                  
264 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., Iliad 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 III: 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-land266 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

DiÒmhdew

      lower status       higher status

     Tude˝dh

less familiar

Figure  5: Schematized Social Space with
Shift along the Distance/Solidarity Axis

                                                  

266 see K.297, f.  bãn =' ‡men Àw te l°onte dÊv diå nÊkta m°lainan
ím fÒnon, ín n°kuaw, diã t' ¶ntea ka‹ m°lan aÂma.
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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 ln 474 ff. in

Book 10, when the same two encounter the Thracian Rhesos.

(25) ÑR∞sow d' §n m°sƒ ede, par' aÈt“ d' »k°ew ·ppoi K.474
                     §j §pidifriãdow pumãthw flmçsi d°dento.
                     tÚn d' ÉOduseÁw propãroiyen fid∆n DiomÆdeÛ de›jen:
                     otÒw toi DiÒmhdew énÆr, otoi d° toi ·ppoi,
                     oÓw n«Ûn p¤fauske DÒlvn ˘n §p°fnomen ≤me›w.
                     éll' êge dØ prÒfere kraterÚn m°now: oÈd° t¤ se xrØ
                     •stãmenai m°leon sÁn teÊxesin, éllå lÊ' ·ppouw:
                     ±¢ sÊ g' êndraw ¶naire, melÆsousin d' §mo‹ ·ppoi.
                     Õw fãto, t“ d' ¶mpneuse m°now glauk«piw ÉAyÆnh,
                     kte›ne d' §pistrofãdhn: t«n d¢ stÒnow ˆrnut' éeikØw
                     êori yeinom°nvn, §ruya¤neto d' a·mati ga›a.

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.’267  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

                                                  
267 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 ÉAtre˝dhw

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

ÉAtre˝dhw 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.268   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

important for our understanding of the context for Homer’s embedded speeches.269  In

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.

269 I 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.270  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.271

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.’272  I 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
                                                  
270 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.

271 Cf. also, the case of Priam in Book 24.

272 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 Iliad

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 Iliad 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

dÊspari or Nestor addresses Agamemnon as ÉAgãmemnon, 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 f¤le or t°knon 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 daimÒnie 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.273  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

                                                  
273 I 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).274  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.

                                                  
274 ‘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 (kexolvm°non) or speaking confidently

(mÊyvn), as glowering (ÍpÒdra fid∆n) or laughing (gelãsaw), as understanding

(peÊyeto) or not, etc.275  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

that speech is to be taken.276  We can compare how the address form ÉAtre˝dh kÊdiste

might be seen to work in the contexts of the following two full verse addresses.

(1)     Ï filoktean≈tate pãntvn   A.122
ÉAtre˝dh kÊdiste Ì

    Ó ênaj éndr«n ÉAgãmemnon  T.146 k.t.l.

In the former case, the subsequent filoktean≈tate pãntvn suggests that ÉAtre˝dh

kÊdiste is 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.277  Agamemnon is commander

in chief (ênaj éndr«n, A.17); he has humiliated the priest of Apollo who has come as a

suppliant (l¤sseto); 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

                                                  
275 See, especially, Lateiner.

276 That is, addressees can retroject.

277 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 g°ra, threatens the lives of

the whole Greek army, who are —as they speak (so to speak)— dying (Ùl°konto d¢

lao¤).  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.278  In this case, the latter address, filoktean≈tate pãntvn,

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 kÊdiste and filoktean≈tate?279  The answer would seem to be that he cannot.

Since filoktean≈tate 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 filoktean≈tate overrides the

expectations produced by kÊdiste , which those actions have, to some extent,

contradicted.  Thus, just here, filoktean≈tate redefines kÊdiste.  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.

                                                  
278 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.

279 That is, as leader, ênaj, 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 (filoktean≈tate) effectively undercut his own authority (kÊdiste).
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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.l.?

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 g°ra 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 g°ra 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 filÒkthma but rather on his being

effective as ênaj éndr«n.

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 he, rather

than the ênaj éndr«n, 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 ênaj, whom his actions have already problematized, when that leader further
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threatens the needs of the laoi.280  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 face281 —the source of his provisional authority—

implicit in the contrast and the contradiction between the expected kÊdiste and the novel

filoktean≈tate pãntvn.  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, kÊdiste 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 ênaj éndr«n).”  What the above discussion hints up is that

                                                  
280 I note here Nagy’s etymology (after Palmer, 1963) of ÉAxilleÁw as from êxow la“.  Nagy, 1979.

281 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 kÊdiste at A.122 is as much part of the context for

filoktean≈tate pãntvn, as filoktean≈tate pãntvn is for kÊdiste, 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.282  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 kÊdow or filÒkthma, the exemplars are

not a set of prototypical kÊdea or filoktÆmata, 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.
                                                  
282 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 kÊdow or filÒkthma 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 Phle¤dhw, ÉAxilleÁw, and t°knon, 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 ÉAtre¤dh or ênaj 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.283  This is achieved in the

Iliad by an insistence on his being addressed in a way that refers not to his personal

identity, but to his history and his office.284  When, at B.362, Nestor addresses him only as

                                                  
283 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.

284 This could also take place in a way which subsumes his personal identity under his social and situational
identity as ênaj.
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Agãmemnon, 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 f¤le and daimÒnie, 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

daimÒnie, 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 daimÒnie 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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