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1. INTRODUCTION

1. Introduction
Greek particles in epic performance and lyric song

§1 Ancient Greek particles are metalanguage.' That is to say, particles prototypically do not
have a bearing on the content of an utterance, but on its context. Metalanguage is language
that reflects upon itself and its direct context: it does not contribute to the propositional
content of an utterance.” The functions of particles as metalanguage concern the ongoing
interaction, knowledge states of speaker and listener, stancetaking, and the organization of
discourse. Since these aspects of particles cannot be sufficiently described with the
terminology of semantics or syntax, [ speak of pragmatic functions.

§2 In the present study I engage with a rich field of scholarship from the third century
BCE onward. Although neither the scholars working in Alexandria nor Denniston spoke of
particles in terms of metalanguage, many of the arguments I make in this thesis build
directly on ideas proposed by earlier scholars of Homer and Pindar. Over more than two
thousand years of scholarship, practically every single instance of every single particle in
Homeric epic and Pindar’s lyric has been noted and studied. What I hope to contribute is a
shift of perspective: the material is not new, but I shall hold it to the light to reveal new
patterns. These patterns are inspired partly by classical scholarship, and partly by

contemporary studies of particles and other metalanguage in modern languages.

1.1 Corpus and goals

§3 The corpus for the analyses to follow consists in the Iliad, the Odyssey, and Pindar’s

Victory Odes. For these texts, I have used the editions given in the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae

! Maschler 2009 discusses Hebrew discourse markers in bilingual (English and Hebrew) discourse as
metalanguage. The group of words typically called discourse markers in contemporary linguistics shows a
significant functional overlap with what we call ancient Greek particles.

> Compare Patten 2009:2, who analyzes Benjamin’s Die Aufgabe des Ubersetzers, “Benjamin now speaks of
‘something that cannot be communicated’, precisely because it is itself a medium and not a potential content
transmittable through a medium qualitatively disctinct from itself.”

1
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Online unless noted otherwise.’ Throughout, the translations are my own, except for those
cases where I adduce an existing translation to demonstrate a point. With the aid of the
Loeb translations, I have attempted to render the linear progression of the discourse as
closely as possible.* Although in principle I have considered the entire corpus, for a number
of quantitive analyses I have limited myself to four books of each of the Homeric epics.’

§4 The overarching goals of my thesis are the following: (1) to reveal patterns of
particle use in Homer and Pindar by regarding particles as metalanguage in an interactive
discourse; (2) to demonstrate the necessary complementarity of semantics, syntax, and
pragmatics in describing discourse sensitive elements like particles; (3) to take a stand for
the importance of understanding particles, especially when they seem inexplicable or
superfluous to grammarians and translators; (4) to illuminate the links between particle
use and the generic conventions of epic and lyric; (5) to make more of the continuum of
particle studies accessible to the public, ranging from the earliest Homeric scholarship

until now.

1.2 Three assumptions

§5 The goals listed above suggest a number of assumptions that deserve explicit mention
and clarification. One central assumption underlies my work: to understand language use
in Homeric epic and Pindar’s lyric, we must regard our texts as the verbal component of an
event, a performance.’ In this approach, I align in particular with Nagy, Bakker, Kahane,

and Minchin’s understanding of the Homeric corpus:’

* Allen 1931 for the Iliad, Von der Miihll 1946 for the Odyssey, and Snell/Maehler 1971 for the Victory Odes.

* Murray/Wyatt 1999 for the Iliad, Murray/Dimock 1995 for the Odyssey, and Race 1997 for the Victory Odes.

® For the statistical analysis of particle use in narrator text and direct speech, I have selected four books of the
Tliad (4, 5, 6, and 17) and four books of the Odyssey (9, 10, 17, and 18), which amounts to 4917 lines, containing
6259 particles. I refer to this analysis at several points, and offer a table with the numbers in chapter 6.

®For the importance of interaction in the Homeric performance, see e.g. Martin 1989:4, Slings 1992:95, and
Minchin 2001:6.

7 See Nagy 1979, 1990, and 1995, Martin 1989, Kahane 1994, Bakker 1997 and 2005, and Minchin 2001. Consider
also Martin 1997:141, ““Miming a desire’ is a beautifully apt way of describing what we know happens in
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(t1)

“the discourse that was presented in these [sc. Homeric] performances had
one very obvious property in common with something in which we all
participate: it was a matter of speech and voice, and of the consciousness of

the performer and his audience.”

Bakker 1997:1

An important implication of this assumption is that it is not crucial to me when the Iliad
and the Odyssey were written down, nor to what time exactly different parts of the texts
can be traced back. Let me explain. It is unlikely that the Iliad was ever performed in
archaic or classical Greece in exactly its current form (let us say West 1999), or even in the
form of any of our manuscripts. Notwithstanding this unlikelihood, I believe that the
language with all its layers, complexities, and inconsistencies as we find it in the
manuscripts and the editions adequately reflects the language used in original
composition-in-performance. There are undoubtedly diachronically different linguistic
layers in Homer, but the differences in particle use that emerge (at least within the Iliad on
the one hand and within the Odyssey on the other) may just as well reflect synchronic
multifunctionality. In short, I treat the written texts as the words to a potential unique
performance, and analyze the language accordingly. Only by keeping in mind this
(imagined) performance can we account for the many aspects of language use.

§6 As for Pindar, my understanding of his lyric language is inspired by the work of

Bundy, Mackie, Bonifazi, and Wells:*

(t2)

interactive oral performances of epic, in which performers enact what audiences want, using all the poetic
and musical resources at their disposal.”
¥ See Bundy 1962, Mackie 2003, Bonifazi 2001, 2004a, 2004b, 2004c, and Wells 2009.
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“It is necessary to think away the boundaries of the material text and to see
each victory song as an emergent communicative event in order to grasp
that at the moment of performance the composer would have been in the
process of demonstrating his artistic skill and vying for a positive evaluation

of his work from the audience.”

Wells 2009:141

The texts of Pindar’s lyric do not reflect composition-in-performance, but they were
composed for performance: Pindar composed them with an occasion, a performer, and an
audience in mind.’

§7 Homeric and Pindaric discourse are the verbal components of a performance, and
thereby they presuppose the other elements of the event. Epic and lyric performance was
social, interactive, and often ritual: we have to take this performative context into account
when we consider the language. Moreover, there was a rhythm to Homeric epic and a
melody to Pindaric song that is lost to us, and that we can at best approximate. This
performative dimension is reflected in the meters of epic and lyric, which provide a
glimpse of the original multimodal whole.” Although we cannot reconstruct these
elements of the performance, they must constantly be in the back of our minds as we
consider the text. An audience receives rhythmic and melodic discourse differently than
continuous prose: for instance, the performer can create links between temporally distant
words or units through resonance in rhythmic or melodic contours.

§8 The second assumption that informs my understanding of both Homeric and

Pindaric discourse is that the language of any performance is the product of an interaction

® See also Wells 2009:30-36 on the interactive nature of Pindaric song: we should not speak of “oral subterfuge”
as Carey does, but of the oral primacy of the song. We happen to have the written libretto of a song composed
with only performance in mind.

' For other works we do have access to most aspects of the original performance: see Bonifazi and Elmer 2012
for a multimodal analysis of a South-Slavic epic.
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between performer and audience. Meanings emerge intersubjectively: the performer
constantly operates on a set of assumptions about the knowledge shared between him and
the audience. This entails that I believe that the Homeric and Pindaric performer intended
their communication to be successful."" By extension, Homeric epic and Pindaric song have
to be studied as interactive discourse, which actively engages with its current context and
reflects the knowledge states of performer and audience.

§9 As emerges from the first two assumptions, I consider the external relationship
between performer and audience as foundational: issues of internal and external narrators
and of implicit or ideal hearers or readers all derive from that situation.”” Likewise, the
question of the identification of the “ego” in Pindar, though crucial, is not central in my
research.” In both corpora, the performer (a singer or rhapsode for Homer, a singer or
chorus for Pindar) will have been the natural referent for the first person singular or
plural, barring explicit information to the contrary, as in direct speech. Even in direct
speech, moreover, the performer is the speaker, and at that moment embodies the “I”. The
layering and manipulation of the origo (the referential center of the current discourse) in
both authors is an important issue, but I do not address it systematically.” For these
reasons, I will speak of “performer” and “audience” throughout.” I only speak of
“composer” when I explicitly focus on Pindar’s act of composition that precedes a
performance in time.

§10 The third assumption counters a possible presupposition triggered by the first two.

The fact that I regard the performances of Homeric epic and Pindar’s lyric as

! See Bundy 1962:35 quoted in chapter 3 §68.

2 For the movement of perspectives between narrators and characters in the Iliad and Odyssey, see especially
the work of De Jong 2001 and 2004%,

 The discussion of the “I” in Pindaric lyric is complex and ongoing, and it is typically linked to the question
of who performed the Odes, see e.g. Davies 1988, Heath 1988, Lefkowitz 1988, 1991 and 1995, and Carey 1991.

' Recently, Beck 2005 and 2009 and Ready 2011 have studied communication between characters. Especially
the former engages with some contemporary linguistic theories about language use.

' For the sake of convenience I do speak of “narrator text” to distinguish it from “direct speech.”
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communicative events does not entail any limitations on their potential literary artfulness

and complexity. I underwrite Kahane’s conclusion:

(t3)

“What this study has tried to show is that, assuming a professional bard and
a properly accostumed audience (a widely accepted assumption, even within
the otherwise fierce oral/literate debate), the Homeric poems (whatever
their precise mode of production) can generate complex ambiguities without

forcing the audience to abandon the narrative progress.”

Kahane 1994:143

1.3 Four particle problems

§11 Particle use in Homer and Pindar is an infinitely large topic, and no study can address it
in all its aspects. Numerous articles, essays, and even monographs have been devoted to
single particles like ydp, 81, and t¢,'® and issues surrounding 8¢, pév, and dpa in Homer are
addressed in commentaries from the scholia onward. Since questions surrounding particle
use in both corpora are potentially without limit, I will start by observing four overarching

complicating factors in the study of particles. Consider this passage from the Iliad:

(t4)17
atap peydOupot Enetol

aueéotav dn dotv drappaicat UEUADTEC

Iliad 11.732-733

But the great-hearted Epeians

were marshalled about the city, eager to raze it utterly. [Translation Murray]

i

!¢ Consider e.g. Misener 1904 on ydp, Thomas 1894 on &1 and #{8n in Homer, and Ruijgh 1971 on “te épique.’
17 See chapter 2 throughout for the position of particles in units smaller than the sentence and clause.



1. INTRODUCTION | 7

If we follow the translation given by Murray, it appears that 81 is in fifth position in a
sentence (&tdp...uepa®teg), and moreover the particle remains untranslated. This position
does not rhyme well with what we learn about postpositive particles like 1. In fact, the
position and force of 81 here cannot be explained sufficiently if one regards the sentence
or clause as the main domain of analysis.

§12 Now consider the following use of ydp in Pindar:

(t5)18

Bedv & é@etpaic IElova @avti tadta Ppotoig
Aéyev €v mrepdevTt TpoX G

Tavtd kuAvdduevov:

TOV e0epYETAV Gyavaic auotBaic Emotyouévoug tiveodat.

guabde d¢ oa@éc. evuevéoat yap Tapd Kpovidaig

YAUKOV AV BloTov, pakpov ovy Unéuetvev GARov.

Pindar, Pythian 2.21-26

By the orders of the gods, they tell that Ixion says the following to mortals,
on his feathered wheel,
spinning in all directions:

to go to a one’s benefactor and pay him back with good deeds.

And he learned it clearly. Indeed, among the kind children of Kronos,

having taken a sweet life, he did not endure his bliss for long.

'8 See chapter 3 §74-§75 for a discussion of this example.
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The relation between the ydp clause and the one that precedes it cannot be construed as
causal: Ixion did not learn his lesson “because” he had a sweet life among the gods, nor
“because” he could not endure his bliss. Rather, he was punished “because” he made
advances on Hera, and this causal link is marked with 6t" épdocato in line 27. The link
marked by ydp is a different one, and it does not concern a relation between two adjacent
clauses, but between one clause (¥uabe d¢ cagég) and the following narrative (25-34).
Commentaries do not address these subdivisions of the discourse above the clause or
sentence level, and translations cannot easily render it.

§13 The Homeric simile is very familiar to the reader of epic, but its language is rarely

discussed. Consider this typical example:

(t6)19

W¢ e Aéovra,
8¢ pa e PePpwrmg Podg Epxetat dypavAotor
nav & dpa ol 0TS¢ Te Mapid T GupotépwOev
aipatdevra médel, Se1vog & gic wma 1800

®¢ '08voebg TemdAakto mddag Kal xeipag Unepbev.
Odyssey 22.402-406

Just like a lion,
which, having fed, comes from an ox in the field,
completely then his breast and both his paws
are bloody, and terrible for the eyes to see.

Just so Odysseus was bespattered, his feet and his hands above.

' See chapter 4 §31 for a discussion of this example.
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Odysseus is compared to a lion covered in blood, and in the language we find two instances
of so-called “epic” tg, in lines 402 (&g te) and 403 (¢ pa te), along with two instances of
“copulative” te in line 404 (0tfiBd¢ te mapniG T'). “Epic” te is most commonly described as
denoting a habitual action, a permanent fact, or a temporary fact. On the one hand, this
broad description deserves elaboration, and on the other hand, one might ask what makes
the te in lines 402 and 403 so different from the two in line 404. The Homeric and Pindaric
material in fact suggests that these instances represent two aspects of the same te, a
particle that reflects an ongoing negotiation of knowledge and tradition between
performer and audience.

§14 Consider this final example from Pindar:

(t7)2°
Bdvev pev adTog fipws ATpeidag

KWV Xpdvw KALTAIG €V ApUKAQLG,

pavtv T 6Aecoe KOpav, £mel dug’ EAEva mupwOévtag
Tphwv #Avoe d6uovg afpdtatoc. 0 & dpa [sc. Orestes] yépovta Evov

Ttpo@iov £€ikeTo, VEa Ke@aAd, Mapvaccod éda vaiovt™
Pindar, Pythian 11.31-35

He himself died, the hero son of Atreus [sc. Agamemnon],

arriving in time in renowned Amyklai,

and he brought death on the seer girl, after over Helen he had despoiled
the burnt down houses of the Trojans of their luxury. So HE [sc. Orestes], the young boy,

went to his aged host, Strophius, living at the foot of Parnassus.

% See chapter 5 §52 for a discussion of this example.
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The particle &pa has confused classicists and linguists for centuries, even more in Homer
than in Pindar, but one thing that is clear here is that it cannot mark an inference or
conclusion from the preceding. It does not mean: Agamemnon died, “and because of that”
Orestes went to Strophius. In fact, when Agamemnon is murdered, Orestes is saved by
Arsinoe, and later he goes to Strophius: there is no direct temporal or causal connection
between the two events, so (§') &pa must do something different here.

§15 The four particle problems above raise questions that guide chapters two to five.
The assumption that particles are metalanguage until proven otherwise offers new
perspectives on these and similar instances. As an alternative to classical explanations of
(t4), 1 will discuss the function of particles with regard to discourse segmentation on the
subsentential level (2. Discourse Acts). The problem of ydp in (t5) can be better understood
if we examine more closely discourse segmentation above the sentence level (3. Moves).
The different uses of te in (t6) can best be understood as separate facets of the same word,
which marks the interaction between current discourse and knowledge shared between
performer and audience (4. Discourse Memory). Finally, an understanding of the cognitive
underpinnings of anaphoric reference combined with particles will provide better tools to

deal with examples like (t7) (5. Metalanguage and Anaphoric Reference).

1.4 Two pillars: Discourse Analysis and Cognitive Linguistics

§16 Four chapters address the four particle problems exemplified above, and they are
meant to be complementary. That is to say, each chapter illuminates one aspect of the
same larger perspective. Two theoretical pillars form the background to my perspective on
Greek particles: Discourse Analysis and Cognitive Linguistics. These fields are
complementary and intertwined, but in this section I outline the main contributions of
each pillar to my approach. In the introductory sections of the individual chapters I engage
in more detail with the scholarship and explain how it can be productively applied to the

study of Greek particles.
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§17 The underlying message throughout my thesis is that discourse is the domain of
language use, and therefore discourse and its subdivisions must be the domain of our
analysis.” Discourse covers more than just text: it is a process rather than an object;” it
denotes language-in-use, which means that it is always grounded in a context;” it is often
multi-modal: it concerns multiple modes of communication (verbal and non-verbal) at
once. The concept of discourse is relevant to the analysis of all language use, but
particularly so for particles, which are famously hard to account for from the perspective
of syntax. The roots of this part of my thoughts lie in the large field of Discourse Analysis.
The name covers a myriad of subfields, but they all share the conviction that the object of
study should be language within its context. There are several ideas from Discourse
Analysis that have influenced my thinking about the Greek language. First, language-in-use
takes the form of discourse, not of clauses or sentences. In fact, syntactical units and
functions are crystallizations of discourse processes.* That is to say, the units within which
words “work” are primarily subdivisions of discourse, not syntactical units. The work on
acts and moves by several linguists results directly from this view on discourse, and
provides the basis of the first two chapters of my thesis.

§18 The fact that I do not regard syntactical units as primary does not mean that I
disregard them. Rather, my analyses start from the level of discourse, but take all available
factors into account: syntax, semantics, and pragmatics. This holistic approach means that
there are more tools at our disposal to understand the presence or absence of a particle

when no explanation seems forthcoming from a syntactical analysis. Moreover, even when

' T am inspired by Du Bois’ statement, 2003:11: “Within discourse, considered as the domain of language use, the
functions most often implemented will play the greatest role (...) in shaping how grammars come to be as
they are” [my italics].

2 See Widdowson 1995:164.

» See Brown and Yule 1983:1, who describe Discourse Analysis as “the analysis of language in use.”

* See, for instance, Mithun 1988 on the coordination/subordination discussion, and Chafe 1976 and Tomlin
1997 on the “subject” function in English.
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a syntactical explanation is readily available, this does not mean that the function of the
particle is sufficiently explained.

§19 Second, within the field of Discourse Analysis, the rich subfield of Discourse Marker
Studies has emerged.” The objects of study in this subfield are exactly those words that do
not (only) contribute to the propositional content of an utterance, but that (also) reflect
the attitude of the speaker, as well as her assumptions about what she is saying and about
her audience.” Most ancient Greek particles must be understood in similar terms, and the
methodology and terminology developed in Discourse Marker Studies provides invaluable
tools for the classicist.

§20 One particular factor that has been explored extensively in the subfield of Discourse
Marker Studies is that of “scope.” This is the range of effect that a certain word or phrase
has within discourse. The concept of scope is not only important for the understanding of a
particle’s force, but also because there is often a tendential link between the different
scopes that a word can have, the position it takes in a discourse unit, and its different

functions. Consider, exempli gratia, four instances of “well” in English:

(t8)27

a) How are you? — I am well.
b) she is well fit.
c) Well, if you insist.

d) How are you? — Well, thank you.

The same lexical item serves three functions, bound to three different positions, and with

three different scopes. In (a) “well” is a predicate, which in this case puts it after the copula

 In these massive fields of study there is always some disagreement about terminology. Within the subfield,

” o«

scholars employ a range of terms, including “discourse markers,” “pragmatic markers,” and “discourse
particles”; see 1.3 for more terms and a discussion of the different definitions of the category.

% See e.g. Schiffrin 1987, Jucker and Ziv (eds) 1998, and Fischer (ed.) 2006.

“ Examples (a) and (d) are constructed, (c) is an idiom, and (b) is from The Catherine Tate show, series 1

episode 1, 16 February 2014.
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(unless the speaker is Yoda, of course). In (b) “well” functions as an intensifier, in this case
in a vernacular mostly limited to younger native speakers of English. In this function it has
scope over “fit” (“attractive”) and is therefore bound to the position immediately
preceding the adjective. In (c) “well” functions as a discourse marker and has scope over
the entire utterance. For the listener to interpret “well” as a discourse marker, it has to
occur in first position and has to be followed by a prosodic discontinuity (typically a brief
pause). The final example demonstrates that the relation between scope, position, and
function is never one-to-one. In (d) “well” elliptically represents “I am well,” and it does
not modify the rest of the utterance. Note that the difference between (c) and (d) is obvious
when spoken aloud, but that they look roughly the same on paper. In the study of ancient
Greek particles, the concept of scope is foundational to understanding the different aspects
of particles like 81, kai, and te.

§21 The second theoretical pillar of my research is the diverse field of research that
falls under the name of Cognitive Linguistics. Scholars in this field study language and
discourse to understand the cognitive processing that underlies them. The objects of their
research range from the local processing needed to verbalize a thought, to scripts in our
mind for specific activities that are reflected in discourse. In Cognitive Linguistics, “[o]ne
generally begins by observing some pattern of linguistic regularity - most commonly
semantic regularity - and then showing how it is tied to more general cognitive
processes.”” For the purposes of this thesis, I focus on broader patterns of regularity: the
recurrence of particles in certain positions, in certain cotexts, and in certain contexts. The
cotext is the verbal context surrounding the particle, whereas the context covers both the
verbal context as well as the place in the larger discourse, the paralinguistic context (such

as punctuation or prosody), and the extralinguistic context.

2 Tomlin 1997:164.
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§22 The cognitive approach to language offers a framework to understand the
importance of the mental representation of the unfolding discourse. Many textual relations
do not in fact work between parts of the text, but between an utterance and the mental
model that the speaker has in her mind. This informs a better understanding of processes

like anaphoric reference, but also of the use of most particles.

1.5 Outline of the work

§23 This thesis consists of two parts: (1) the research chapters on particle use in Homer and
Pindar, including this introduction and a brief conclusion (chapters 1-6); (2) two
appendices that represent two other elements of the larger monograph of which my
chapters will form a part: “From oc0Uvdeopog to particula” (appendix A) and “Guide to
scholarship on unv” (appendix B). The second part of my thesis is only tangentially
connected to the research chapters, but it is deeply connected methodologically.

§24 Chapter two (Discourse Acts: the domain of particle analysis) traces two lines of
scholarship on non-syntactical subdivisions of discourse: twentieth century studies of
Greek kdla and contemporary research on intonation units. Building on Wackernagel’s
findings, Frankel’s work demonstrated the relevance of what he called “Kola” in both Latin
and Greek. His studies have formed the basis for studies of word order in both Pindar and
Homer, and his approach to Greek and Latin literature foreshadowed a transition to a more
discourse-oriented perspective. This approach has been championed in Homeric studies
especially by Egbert Bakker. In several publications in the nineties he brought together the
body of work done on Homeric meter and rhythm, and contemporary ideas about
intonation units.

§25 1 delve deeper into this scholarship, attempting to come to a more holistic
description of the smallest subdivision of discourse: the discourse act. The function of
particles must be understood in relation to words or to acts, rather than to clauses or

sentences. After arguing for the importance of the discourse act, I demonstrate the
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concept’s analytical validity for both Homeric and Pindaric discourse. These analyses lead
into discussions of the particles 8¢ and pév. 8¢ in Homer is the simplest metalanguage,
marking only the progress of the discourse. I explain yév in early literature in cognitive
terms, building on the concept of projection. This underlying function, I submit, can
account for the development of the uév - 8¢ construction, and the later variations on it. The
final section of the chapter addresses a category of short discourse acts at hinge points in
discourse, which I call “priming acts.” It is insufficient to establish that these units are
syntactically incomplete or even defective (e.g. the pendant nominative), and I attempt to
demonstrate their cognitive usefulness for both performer and audience.

§26 Chapter three (Moves: metalanguage at discourse transitions) examines the functions of
particles with regard to larger subdivisions of discourse, such as episodes, scenes, or
embedded narratives. In current research, such larger discourse units have been called
“moves,” and I follow that terminology. A move is a collection of acts that forms a whole by
virtue of sharing a common discursive goal. Since each act may serve multiple goals at
once, the move can only be defined relatively: the size and nature of a move depends on
which discourse goal one chooses to focus on. For example, all the acts of an embedded
narrative share that they are part of the embedded story, but at the same time, an act in
the orientation of that narrative serves another local goal than an act in its resolution.

§27 Earlier scholarship has studied particle use at the beginning of embedded
narratives, and that will form the starting point of the research on moves. In this context, I
discuss ydp, kai ydp, fidn, and . Next, I study transitions within narratives in Homer and
Pindar. The discussion of a Homeric narrative leads into a discussion of the particle 31,
tracing its Homeric use in different kinds of discourse and in a range of positions. In
Pindaric narrative, I focus especially on the use of 8¢ and &pa. Finally, I trace the

development of Pindaric discourse in a study of acts, moves, and particles in Pythian 2.
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§28 Chapter four (Discourse Memory: metalinguistic marking of shared knowledge) posits the
relevance of shared knowledge for the language in the interaction between performer and
audience. The use of te and dpa, two typically Homeric particles that have given rise to a
lot of discussion, reveals new patterns if we regard the particles as metalanguage relevant
to the management of the “discourse memory.” This is the body of knowledge that the
performer presumes to be accessible for the audience when uttering the current discourse
act, including the preceding discourse, the shared epic tradition, and the shared culture,
including common sense and knowledge of social convention. Every discourse act is an
update of the discourse memory, and different acts engage differently with it. ydp serves to
introduce an “unframed” addition to the discourse memory, and I illustrate this with its
use in Homeric narrative and in Pindaric gnémai. Then I analyze the use of te and dpa in the
Homeric simile, and in typical scenes. Finally, I present a corpus study of te in Pindar, in an
attempt to reveal a number of patterns that have as yet gone undiscussed.

§29 Chapter five (Metalanguage and Anaphoric Reference: a discourse approach to particles
with anaphoric pronouns) combines the concepts proposed in the earlier chapters to describe
the significance of the use of different particles after anaphoric pronouns. I present a
comparative study of the third-person pronouns 6 and 6¢ (in the nominative) followed by
O¢, ye, 8'dpa, dpa, and 8 in Homer. I engage with the claim that 6 8¢ generally marks a
switch of subject, while § ye supposedly marks the continuity of grammatical subject. Both
claims must be qualified, which depends on a closer investigation of the different functions
that the pronoun and 8¢ or ye contribute to the combinations. The analysis of &pa and 87
after anaphoric pronouns serves to explore these particles that supposedly lend emphasis
to the pronoun, as is claimed of ye. In fact, each of the three particles follows
demonstrative or relative pronouns in very specific syntactical and discursive contexts; the
current literature does not do justice to the different patterns of use that exist for ye, dpa,

and 81 after anaphoric pronouns.



1. INTRODUCTION | 17

§30 The two appendices of the thesis do not belong to the overarching argument of
chapters one to six, but they represent another aspect of my research. The reason for this is
that my thesis will form part of a larger monograph that is the result of the Emmy-Noether
project “The Pragmatic Functions and Meanings of Ancient Greek Particles,” carried out at
the Seminar fiir Klassische Philologie of the University of Heidelberg (2010-2014). The
monograph consists of five parts: I. Foundations, II. Particle Use in Homer and Pindar (Mark
de Kreij), 111, Particle Use in Tragedy and Comedy (Annemieke Drummen), 1V, Particle Use
in Herodotus and Thucydides (Anna Bonifazi), V. Online Repository of Particle Studies.
Appendix A is my contribution to part I (Foundations), and traces the history of scholarship
on particles from the Homeric scholia to the Middle Ages. Appendix B is an example of my
contribution to part V (Online Repository of Particle Studies), in the form of a “Guide to
Scholarship” on pav/ufv, which gathers and summarizes all the literature on the particle
uav/unv in modern (post-1500) scholarship.

§31 In Appendix A, I trace the history of scholarship on the words we call particles from
Aristotle and the Homeric scholia to the sixteenth century. This chapter provides a
backdrop to the “guides to scholarship” which gather all the literature on twelve particles
from the early modern period onward. At the same time, it puts both modern scholarship
and the present study into relief: many of the ideas about particles, whether from the
nineteenth century or argued in the following chapters, have been stated in some form in
ancient or mediaeval scholarship. The differences lie in changes in perspective,
systematization of terminology, and shifts in emphasis.

§ The “Guide to Scholarship” in Appendix B gathers as much as possible of the scholarly
work done on pdv/unyv, starting from Budé’s Commentarii Linguae Graecae (1529). It includes
particle monographs, articles on individual particles or particle use in individual authors, a
selection of influential grammars, dissertations, and even important notes in

commentaries. I have summarized the argument of each work in English, staying as close as
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possible to the original. It is not meant as an interpretation of the scholarship but as a
repository of knowledge, with the aim of making more obscure and hard-to-obtain works
accessible to a wider scholarly audience. The format is not very conducive to linear
reading, but in its intended form it will be an online repository. For a database, it is
imperative that the entries be as complete as possible, and the interface allows us to draw
non-linear links that are impossible to visualize in a paper version. Finally, the repository is
completely searchable, with special attention to particle combinations, which significantly

improves its usability.
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2 Discourse acts

The domain of particle analysis
§1 The present chapter builds on the discussion of discourse segmentation set out in IV.3,
so to facilitate understanding I briefly summarize the ideas set out there, where the reader
may find a fuller discussion and references. In ancient philosophy and rhetoric, language
was described in terms of periodoi, kéla, and kémmata. All three terms are hard to define, and
our understanding of them is often strongly determined by English translations of the
terms. It appears that the term periodos initially described an intonation curve between two
prosodically similar moments. The kélon is a subdivision of the periodos: either a complete
thought or a complete part of a thought, with distinct parts, and easy to repeat in a breath.
Kémma, finally, is a term applied to particularly short kéla. What underlies all three terms is
a focus on performance rather than on syntactical shape (e.g. sentence, clause, phrase), and
in this chapter I trace modern and contemporary research that takes the same perspective
on discourse.

§2 To ancient scholars, discourse consisted of different-sized units not based primarily
on syntactical division, but rather on the sense of completion on the one hand and the
speaker’s physical limitations on the other. From the nineteenth century onwards,
conversely, the approach to discourse segmentation in ancient Greek texts reveals a strong
tendency to regard syntax as the primary structure. This exclusive focus on syntax
obscures the important role of particles in the articulation of discourse. A greater
sensitivity to the linear presentation of both epic and lyric is needed for an understanding
of the function of particles and their host units. The present chapter gathers the relevant
evidence, both cross-linguistic and specific to ancient Greek, for the contention that not
the sentence or clause, but the discourse act is the basic unit of language use. It is with
regard to this smallest subdivsion of discourse that the function of particles is to be

understood.
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§3 In speech, language is more malleable than the grammatical handbooks would have
us believe, as we may note from the loose adherence to grammar even academics reveal in
their day-to-day conversations.' This is not to say that a grammatical analysis is not a valid
approach to such performed texts; both the Homeric and Pindaric corpora show a distinct
tendency to obey a set of rules that largely conforms to what the handbooks call Greek
grammar. A thorough knowledge of the grammar is indispensable for understanding the
texts and allows the reader to note deviations from the standard and to hypothesize
explanations for them.” Anyone interested in gaining a better understanding of the text’s
impact in performance, however, cannot stop at contemplating grammar alone.” What I
wish to challenge here is not the relevance of a prescriptive syntax for the study of Homer
and Pindar, but its primacy.

§4 Consider the following example from the Odyssey:

(t1)

0 & Opundeic =0 fipxeto, paive & Go1drv,
EvOeV EAWV, WG 01 YeV EVGGEAUWY €T VNGOV
Pavteg anénActov, nhp €v kAoinot faAdvreg,

‘Apyeiot,

Odyssey 8.499-502

and the minstrel, moved by the god, began, and let his song be heard,

taking up the tale where the Argives had embarked on their benched ships

and were sailing away, after casting fire on their huts

! Tannen 1984 presents a study of talk-in-interaction between academics.

’In fact, I believe that there is a strong link between discourse and grammar: with Du Bois and others I
assume that it is language-in-use that shapes grammar, not the other way around.

* For the Homeric corpus, I might add that the song was composed in performance. Naturally we must ask:
what is the status of our Homeric corpus vis-a-vis its probable original composition in performance? See
chapter 1 for more on this issue.



2. DISCOURSE ACTS | 21

Translation Murray

Murray’s pleasant translation tells the story adequately, but it obscures the original word
order. In the translation the reader is given a neat sentence, which begins before this
excerpt and continues after it. It is worth comparing the punctuation in the Greek (from
Von der Miihll’s edition) to that in the English translation. Although the placement of some
commas corresponds in the two texts, there are some discrepancies. First of all, in the
translation there is a comma after “the minstrel,” which allows the reader to focus on the
new source of the upcoming discourse, but this comma is left out in the Greek.* Conversely,
Von der Miihll prints a comma before wg, but Murray leaves it out before the
corresponding “where” in the translation.

§5 These differences may be partly (or even wholly) due to the fact that English has
more or less established rules for comma placement in written texts, whereas such a
system did not exist for ancient Greek.” However, the choices in the Greek edition are
revealing: they show that Von der Miihll feels there should be a comma before the “first-
position word” wg, while he regards the participial construction opun6eic 6€o0 as too
closely connected to the pronoun 6 to permit a comma to intervene. Commas in written
English are largely syntactic markers, since they mark the segments they divide as parts of
the same superstructure: the sentence, which is in turn bounded by full stops. In (t1) above
this convention explains the placement of a comma rather than a period after faAévreg:
the following nominative 'Apyeiot is taken as the subject of a long subclause, itself part of
the sentence of which 0 is the subject. However, it is open to discussion whether or not the
syntactical unit of the sentence has true analytical value in a study of Homer, Pindar, or

any other discourse produced in, or meant for, performance.

* See below §63-§79 for more on this kind of construction.
®See IV.3.
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§6 The reception of a performed text is at least partly linear: the hearer cannot hear the
second word before the first word, and likewise the second verse only after the first verse.®
In cognitive studies it has been established that the working memory used for processing
aurally received text is not all that large.” Still, we find numerous instances in Greek epic
and lyric where the grammatical subject of a clause is not given until two verses after the

verb, as in the Odyssey passage above. A close translation looks as follows:*

(t2)

And he, having started from the god, began. He made the song appear,
starting from there, where they, on their well-benched ships,
sailed off on their way, having thrown fire on their tents,

the Argives,...

If the Greek audience truly needed the subject from line 502 to complete the construction
begun in line 500, one would have to conclude that in performance this text would become
rather unsuccessful. In fact, the nominative follows at a point where the audience would
have been expected to already know who the story was about; it must therefore be
regarded as serving another function. My translation focuses on the articulation of
discourse in separate acts, each of which serves at least one purpose in furthering the
discourse.

§7 This chapter traces the history of scholarship that established the approach I have

just demonstrated to discourse articulation in Greek in general and Homeric epic in

®See Kahane 1994:143, “The pace, direction, and sequence of any particular performance is fixed” [italics
original].

7 See Chafe 1994:53-55 and Rubin 1995:69, “...each intonation unit corresponds to the contents of working
memory.”

® Bakker 1997 and Edwards 2002 also advocate closer translations. However, Edwards proposes a translation
into “conversational English” (2002:11), and he says: “this is the way a bard would address his audience.” T
follow both Bakker and Edwards in staying very close to the original order of the Greek, especially as regards
the act-by-act progression.
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particular. I first outline the ideas presented by Wackernagel and refined by Fréinkel and
later scholars (§9-§15), which several contemporary scholars have recently revisited (§16).
Then I trace contemporary work on discourse articulation, especially in English, which has
focused on spoken discourse (§17-820). The earlier scholarship on ancient Greek, together
with contemporary scholarship on modern languages, provides the foundation for my
study of discourse acts (§21-§23).

§8 There are several ways in which I regard the study of discourse articulation as
relevant to the analysis of the functions of particles. First of all, particles are important
boundary markers in ancient Greek, revealing the production of discourse in manageable
chunks in Homer (§24-§30) and Pindar (§37-845).” Second, establishing act boundaries
allows for a better appreciation of the host units of different particles (8¢ §31-836 and uév
§46-§62). Third, a close examination of discourse segmentation in Homer and Pindar
reveals that particles, particle clusters, or a particle in concert with one word (group)
function as separate acts. Closely examining the way particles work on the small scale
allows for a more precise understanding of the role of some particles in navigating larger
discontinuities in discourse, especially in Homeric narrative (§64-§71) and Pindaric

performance (§72-§79).

Kélon, intonation unit, discourse act

§9 In 1892 Wackernagel published a seminal article about a rule in the word order of Indo-
European languages that he felt was followed so strictly that it deserved the predicate
“law.”® As Goldstein rightly observes, Wackernagel 1892 presented neither the beginning

nor the final form of the argument, but it has become the reference point for the large

° See V.3 for the same phenomenon in Herodotus and Thucydides.
“Wackernagel 1892: “Uber ein Gesetz der indogermanischen Wortstellung.”
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body of literature that has built upon its ideas." The gist of Wackernagel’s argument is that
a group of words, including particles, tend to occur in the second position of a clause, be it
a main or a subclause." His argument initially excludes enclitic particles that join
sentences," as their role of conjoining the host sentence to the preceding one gives them a
natural reason to be in second position. His analysis consequently focuses on ke, which
does not function on the level of Satzverbindung.”* For this enclitic particle, as well as for
Onv, vu, and tot, Wackernagel finds that they have a strong tendency to occur in second
position of the sentence. Finally, he notes that a number of non-enclitic particles, called
postpositive Partikeln by Kriiger, follow the same pattern of eschewing initial position.*

§10 Some forty years later, Eduard Fréankel refined and extended Wackernagel’s ideas™
in two publications, with the intention of better explaining the many apparent exceptions
to the law in extant Latin and Greek literature."” Friankel’s contention is that the
postpositives, such as particles, come in the second position not necessarily only of

sentences, but also of smaller syntactical units.'® He calls these smaller units Kola

" Goldstein 2010:9. Wackernagel later attributed the discovery of the law to Delbriick (Wackernagel 1926:46);
he had already mentioned the phenomenon himself in 1879. In 1892:342 he also refers to Bergaigne 1877 who
had mentioned the second-position tendency of personal pronouns in Greek.

" Initially he focuses on enclitic personal pronouns (uiv, viv, oi, £, ¥, u*, 6¢*) in second position.

Y Wackernagel 1872:370-371 mentions te and pa. He mentions in passing that the position of pa in Iliad 2.310
Pwuod vnatéag mpog pa mAatdvictov Epovoev is not problematic since the participle acts like a subclause
here: “[hier] ist das Partizip einem Nebensatz gleichwertig” 1892:370-371; this comment foreshadows
Frinkel’s approach to kéla.

" Wackernagel 1892:371.

'® Wackernagel 1892:377 lists &v, &p, dpa, av, ydp, 8¢, dfta, uév, ufv, odv, toivuv, but his analysis focuses
almost exclusively on dv (379-402).

"¢ Frinkel 1933:336n2 refers to Miiller who had shown that Plato’s prose proceeds in short kéla in his 1927
dissertation. In this work, Miiller compares the language of the Nomoi with the language of the Epinomis, in
order to show that the latter was not written by Plato. In the process, he shows the intricate construction of
the Platonic sentences, but apparently inadvertently also that Plato constructs his lines from relatively small
building blocks, with enclitics in the second position of many of the kéla.

7 E. Frinkel 1932 and 1933, both gathered in Frinkel 1964, 73-130, with additional “Nachtrédge zu ‘Kolon und
Satz II" ” on pages 131-139; he adds his final thoughts in 1965: “Noch einmal Kolon und Satz.”

¥ In “Kolon und Satz I” Frinkel argues that in Latin elegy (Propertius, Horace, Martial) pentameter end
almost always counts as a break of some sort, even if the sentence runs in into the next distich. A purely
syntactic reading, which may conclude that a subject is divided from its verb by distich end, does not do
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(henceforth kélon, kéla), a term inherited from ancient scholarship on the units that make
up prose and poetry."” Frankel analyzes the use of &v in Greek classical prose,” and
concludes that it can generally be considered to occupy the second position of a kdlon,
when it occurs later in a clause.”’ Having established this principle, Frinkel revisited the
topic in 1965 in order to show that vocatives generally occur at klon boundaries.”

§11 We might describe Frankel’s approach as a shift from a “map view” to a “route
view” of language.” That is to say, he regards the text as first and foremost a syntactic
construct, but rather than contemplating every sentence as an architectonic whole, he
assumes that reception was realized in smaller units, which he calls “syntaktische Kola.”*
These kdla the listener or reader receives in sequence, and they make sense in their linear
order. Speakers group their words and thoughts in these smaller units, and it is the
existence of these units that explains supposed enjambment in Roman elegy, “abnormal”
placement of &v in Greek prose, and improves our understanding of how vocatives are
used. Frankel’s work would form the basis for a series of studies in Greek linguistics in the

following decades; his intuitions have pointed the way for the approach I elaborate in this

chapter.

justice to the Bau, the build-up of the sentence. The insertion of a parenthetical phrase at the end of a
pentameter, for example, creates a syntactical Fuge, a joint: if we can speak of a syntactic break, there cannot
be enjambment.

' See 1.3 for more on kéla in prose, with an overview of ancient and recent literature as well as new analyses
of Herodotus and Thucydides. For more on the metrical kélon, see §24-§26 below and e.g. Gentili and Lomiento
2003.

* His corpus is Herodotus, Thucydides, Lysias, Plato, Demosthenes, Aeschylus, Sophocles, Euripides,
Aristophanes, and Menander (details in Friankel 1965:3).

' The only exception to this rule is when it comes directly before or after the verb that it accompanies:
Frankel 1933:320.

* Frinkel 1965; in later oratory, at least already in the fifth century BCE, vocatives are used much more as a
means of “Gliederung und Hervorhebung,” (“subdivision and emphasis”) helpful for the hearer, crucial for the
reader.

» This terminology is more typically applied to (oral) narrative, compare Zoran 1984, Landau and Jackendoff
1993, Herman 2002, and Ryan 2003; applied to classics by Bonifazi 2008 and 2012, Minchin 2001, Purves 2010,
and Clay 2011. Consider also Collins 1991, who says in his The Poetics of the Mind’s Eye (98): “the consecutiveness
of speech accords with the consecutiveness of visual perception.”

* Frénkel 1932:204.
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§12 Now with regard to second, or peninitial, position, some explanation is warranted.
In the majority of cases, especially in classical prose, a “postpositive” particle occurs in
second position in a clause. However, second position does not necessarily mean the
second lexical item in a clause. If the preceding word is part of a tight group, such as article
and noun or preposition and noun, it is possible for the whole word group to precede the
particle. In such cases this positioning of the particle is unproblematic, although it is worth
considering why it occurs on some but not all occasions. First-position particles, like dA G
and kai,” may similarly cause a particle that comes after it to appear as the third rather
than second word. Diagnostically most relevant, then, are those cases where a postposed
particle occurs later than in second position in a clause even when none of the two
abovementioned situations apply. In these instances it is likely the case that what comes
before the peninitial particle and its preceding word is not a full syntactical clause, but a
separate kélon nonetheless.

§13 In his 1959 work on word order in Pindar, Lauer retrieves Frankel’s work on kéla to
apply it to Pindar’s songs.” Like Frankel before him, he uses the idea of kéla to demonstrate
that apparently divergent and problematic word order in fact obeys the rules of word order
with regard to kéla, if not with regard to sentences. Lauer argues that the Pindaric corpus
offers more insight into the performative reality than prose does, because of its metrical
form. That is to say, whereas prose is only divided into syntactical units (which may or may
not have a specific relation to the discourse units it was realized in), poetry is divided into
both syntactical and metrical units, which provides slightly more handholds for

establishing possible and even probable discourse division.”’

» kai especially can in some functions be completely mobile, whereas in other functions it is generally in
initial position. See 1V.2 §117-§132 for more on the scope and position of kai.

* The more recent study by Hajdu 1989 does not refer to Lauer, and as a result many of Hajdd’s findings about
kéla and word order in Pindar had been anticipated by Lauer.

7 Turner 1992 claims that the notion of breaks at line end is a general characteristic that will be noticed even
when one does not know the language of the poetry. As noted above, Friankel actually used supposed rules
governing the coincidence of syntactical breaks with metrical breaks in Latin elegy to establish his kélon idea.
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§14 Throughout his study Lauer adheres closely to Frankel’s method, establishing kélon
boundaries by using criteria such as the placement of postpositives, quasi-independent
grammatical constructions (such as participia coniuncta), and stylistic practices (such as
parallel constructions). Having established these boundaries, he goes on to describe the
kola that emerge. Most of them fall under the open-ended list of types offered by Frankel,”
but Lauer makes a few additional observations. Most importantly, Lauer observes that quite
regularly there is a very short kélon at the beginning of sentences, which he calls Kurzkola,
short kéla, but he does not further define them.” He is similarly taciturn about the term
potentielle Kola, potential kdla, which he uses to describe these same short opening kéla, but
which might be much more broadly applicable, on which see below.” Sometimes these
initial kola are so short that they consist of nothing more than a conjunction, which leads
Lauer to conclude that conjunctions can stand outside the kélon.” Finally, Lauer notes that
in case of hyperbaton, the two (or more) members, typically an adjective (or a participle in
attributive position) and a noun, can be Kolonbildend, opening and closing them.*

§15 In his analysis of vocatives, Frankel hints at the phonetic realization of kéla and
kélon boundaries, namely that the insertion of a vocative would result in a pause, with
different possible effects.” For Stinton 1977, phonetic realization is the crucial question:
can we establish where pauses might have been heard in Greek discourse?** His corpus,
lyric passages of Greek tragedy, is quite different from Frankel’s material, but “the

categories he [sc. Frankel] establishes for Greek prose can be readily adapted to the more

% Frinkel 1932:212-213, 1933:320-347.

? In the 1964 edition of Kolon und Satz 11 Frankel uses the term Kurzkolon in his footnotes, and expands briefly
on particles forming Kurzkola in “Nachtrige zu ‘Kolon und Satz, II'” 135-137.

*® Lauer 1959:46; I expand on such acts in §63-§79.

*' For kai forming a separate discourse act, see IV.2 §108-8111.

*? Lauer 1959:54-58. The idea is taken up by Race 2002 and by Markovic 2006. Markovic makes no reference to
Lauer’s work.

* Frinkel 1965:17.

* Rather than Frinkel’s cola, Stinton consistently uses “(atomic) sense-groups,” imported from contemporary
studies on English phonetics.
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condensed language of lyric poetry.” Using Frankel’s categories on the one hand, and
metrical responsion on the other, he makes the argument that both brevis in longo and
hiatus are generally allowed only where there is a syntactical pause. His research into the
intricate language of lyric shows that meter and sense stand in a somewhat natural
relationship.*

§16 Recently, the concept of the kélon has resurfaced in Scheppers’ The Colon
Hypothesis.”” His work is an important step forward because he includes literature from
contemporary linguistics. Scheppers builds on the idea of kéla with help from research into
modern languages, for which a spoken corpus is available. Like Bakker before him, whose
work on Homer I discuss below, Scheppers incorporates the work done on “intonation
units.”® As the term suggests, the units are parts of spoken discourse that cohere by virtue
of forming a single intonational contour, generally bounded by pauses. Scheppers
combines the concept of kélon and that of intonation unit to analyze the prose discourse of
Lysias and Plato “as literary representations of ‘spoken’ Greek.”*” Before moving on to the
corpora of Homer and Pindar, I briefly trace the research on intonation units and discourse
acts.

§17 Research on intonation units starts with Halliday’s concept of the “tone group,”
which can be distinguished as a separate unit by virtue of having only one “tonic element.”

In later scholarship the focus shifts to the “intonational contour,” to fit better with actual

% Stinton 1977:29.

% Stinton’s argument is long and intricate, aimed mainly at proving the correlation between metrical period-
end and pause. In the final pages he discusses the different gradations of pause that may be found: from the
tightest connection of preposition and noun divided by verse end (no pause expected) to a verb divided from
its direct object, where the pause is more probable.

%7 Scheppers builds on the word order publications by Dik (1995, 2007). Dik 1995:36 builds on Frinkel’s work
and regards the intonation unit or kélon as “the basic units for the analysis of word order, taking precedence,
in principle, over syntactically defined clauses.” Goldstein 2010 proposes another approach to word order, but
also regards kéla as basic units. See IV.3 for more on Scheppers’ work.

% Markovic 2006:127-129 also builds on Bakker’s ideas about intonation units and kéla.

** Scheppers 2011:x.
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practice.” Speakers portion their discourse by proceeding in units that are marked by an
independent intonational contour, and are often bounded by pauses. This segmentation, it
appears, is not (or not only) a function of humans’ physical need to breathe at regular
intervals, but rather of the cognitive effort involved in planning speech.” Brown and Yule
1983 follow this line of reasoning and choose to call the small segments “information
units,” since they reflect the piecemeal addition of information to the discourse. Chafe
proposes to use the term “intonation units,” and adds that they are generally a
combination of given and new information.” The combination of given and new
information in intonation units is only a trend: some intonation units in fact contain only
new, or, more rarely, only given information. Similarly, he notes that in his corpus the
correspondence between intonation units and syntactical clauses is in fact quite low.”

§18 It is one thing to observe that a certain kind of unit exists in discourse, but quite
another to explain why it occurs. There is a range of explanations available, each reflecting
the particular approach used in establishing the smallest discourse unit. One group of
scholars, represented by Roulet on the one hand (Geneva School) and Sinclair and
Coulthard on the other (Birmingham School), approach discourse as a strategic construct
with a certain aim, and smaller discourse units as having a certain function in reaching that
goal. In their seminal 1975 article, Sinclair and Coulthard establish the term “discourse
act,” analogous to Austin’s speech act.” They define discourse acts as the smallest step

toward reaching a (sub)goal of the discourse, hierarchically ordered on a scale of act - move

** Halliday 1967; his method is adapted especially by Chafe 1979, (ed.) 1980, and by Brown and Yule 1983.

*! See Pawley and Hodgetts Syder 2000:172-173.

*? See chapter 5 §9 for a discussion of Chafe’s work and what he calls “activation cost.”

* Even of the substantial intonation units (see note 49), only sixty percent coincides with syntactical clauses.
The numbers are inevitably much lower for regulatory and fragmentary intonation units.

* Sinclair and Coulthard 1975:23; Austin established the term speech act in his 1962 work How to Do Things with
Words.
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- exchange - transaction - lesson.” Roulet 1984 adopts part of this terminology (act - move
- exchange),” and proceeds to apply the ideas to different kinds of material, including both
spoken discourse and written texts. Over two decades of work, Roulet redefines his
conceptualization of the discourse act several times, but in 2001 he settles on the discourse
act as every “update to the discourse memory,”* basing his idea on the work done by
Berrendonner.”

§19 More recently, cognitive linguists have engaged with the smallest steps in
discourse. Chafe regards the intonation unit as a focus of consciousness, “typically
expressed with four words of English.” * Langacker talks about the same process in terms
of “attentional frames,” which function “as instructions to modify the current discourse

space in particular ways.”® As regards form, attentional frames may well coincide with

* Sinclair and Coulthard use as their corpus recordings of school lessons, and attempt to describe the
structure of the strongly dialogic discourse. They first divide the lesson into “transactions,” encompassing
the entire discussion of a certain topic. Within those transactions, they establish “exchanges,” typically a
dialogue between teacher and student. These exchanges can then be subdivided into “moves,” actions with a
specific goal, such as “getting an answer to a question.” There are of course many ways of asking a question,
and more often than not a teacher does not simply ask a question outright, but introduces or embeds it in
some way, or never even actually asks anything.

* In his 1984 article, Roulet says (31-32): “[attempting] to describe the speech acts which constitute authentic
(French) conversations and texts — as we have been doing in Geneva since 1979 - (...) has ultimately led us to
postulate a hierarchical structure composed of at least three levels: exchange, move, and speech act.” In a
later publication, he clarifies that he borrows the terminology exchange-move-act from Sinclair and
Coulthard (2001:53).

*”Roulet 2001:64-65.

* Berrendonner 1990, who speaks of the “memoire discursive” or “savoir partagé” [shared knowledge]. He
calls the smallest unit of discourse a clause or utterance (“énonciation”). His analysis suggests that he does
not take a primarily syntactic approach to establishing these units, but it is not entirely clear what factors he
does regard as relevant. Only in his conclusion (“En guise de conclusion” 35) does he bring up prosody: “les
segments qui sont prosodiquement ‘détachés™ [italics original].

* See Bakker 1997:44-53 for a discussion of the concept of intonation units. Chafe’s intonation units fall into
three functional categories: fragmentary, substantive, and regulatory intonation units. Fragmentary are those
that remain unfinished, like false starts, and whose function as such is generally hard to establish. Most
frequent are the substantial intonation units, containing substantive ideas, states, or referents. The third are
the regulatory intonation units, with the function of regulating the flow of discourse, the interaction between
speaker and hearer, the cognitive process, and the speaker’s attitude toward what she is saying (1994:62-64).
*Langacker 2001:151, quoting from Harder 1996. Langacker and Roulet’s discourse space or discourse
memory are echoed in what Steen 2006 calls “mental representations of discourse.” Unhappy with the ad hoc
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grammatical constituents, but this is “only a tendency, not an inviolable principle.”” The
relation between the empirically observable intonation unit and the cognitive process of
language production may be linked productively to the work of the Birmingham and
Geneva schools. The new focus of consciousness forms an update to the discourse memory
(on which see chapter 4), which is verbalized in a new intonation unit.*

§20 There is one more element that contributes to my understanding of the discourse
act. In the field of functional discourse grammar, scholars like Kroon, Hannay, and
Hengeveld have approached language in a way largely similar to that of the Geneva and
Birmingham schools. They have, however, a slightly different perspective: they define acts
specifically as the smallest steps toward the main goal of the discourse. Hannay and Kroon,
looking back to Kroon’s earlier work on Latin discourse particles, define discourse acts as
“the smallest identifiable unit of communicative behaviour,” but they expand it by

stipulating that all acts are “strategic steps which the speaker wishes to make.”*

Hannay
and Kroon conclude that focus should shift from a link between discourse units and
grammatical units to a link between discourse units and prosodic/orthographic units.”® To

bring all the above elements together: an intonation unit verbalizes a focus of

approach applied by his predecessors, Steen introduces the “basic discourse unit.” This ideal unit is at the
same time a proposition and a clause and an intonation (or punctuation) unit and an illocutionary act. The
strength of Steen’s approach is that he states explicitly what many other researchers do implicitly: that they
operate with the idea of an ideal discourse act and categorize the others based on their relation to the ideal
(note, for example, Halliday’s positing of a marked and unmarked information unit, Chafe’s “fragmentary
intonation unit,” and the like).

*! Langacker 2001:162.

*2 Chafe 1994 throughout explicitly links these two ideas about the intonation unit: it represents a focus of
consciousness, and it is an update to the mental representation of discourse.

> Kroon 1995:65. Hannay and Kroon elaborate in 2005:93, “In the 1997 model of FG [Functional Grammar] (...)
the speech act (the precursor to the discourse act) was described in terms of clausality. In FDG [Functional
Discourse Grammar] this problem is resolved, since discourse acts can also be realized by a variety of non-
clausal structures.”

* Hannay and Kroon 2005:104.

> Hannay and Kroon 2005:88. Note that their conclusion was anticipated by, among others, Chafe 1994:63-69
(whom they cite), Brown and Yule 1983:159-164, and Langacker 2001:154-163 (not cited in their references).
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consciousness, which is both an update to the discourse memory and a new step toward the

overarching discourse goal.

Distinguishing potential discourse acts
§21 Discussions of the non-grammatically defined smallest units of discourse have followed
divergent paths, but their results converge. The conclusions that contemporary linguists
have come to share are worth revisiting briefly. First, it is generally agreed that there is
more than one kind of organization at work at the same time in any discourse. This
position accords with the view that different kinds of subdivision are possible, whether
based on syntax, content, discourse steps, performance, or other criteria.>® Second,
discourse units are not building blocks of a grammatical structure, but the verbalization of
frames or foci of consciousness. Third, discourse acts function in terms of updates to
discourse memory. Fourth, the smallest discourse unit tends to align with the strategic
function of the smallest step toward a discourse goal. By and large, the smallest
subdivisions of discourse are no larger than clauses, (often smaller), do not consistently
map onto syntactical units, represent some elemental progression within a discourse
strategy, represent the current cognitive focus of the speaker, and generally manifest in
prosodically independent units.”’

§22 Building on these separate but connected bodies of research, I will henceforth call
the smallest subdivisions of discourse “discourse acts.” This choice is not only based on the
belief that we should where possible avoid adding to the plethora of terminology used in

linguistics, but also on the conviction that the term captures two important features of

*¢ Arguably, the lack of clarity about these different possible levels is part of the reason why “acts” is defined
differently among different scholars; see Hannay and Kroon 2005:103-104. They separate “ideas” from “acts,”
and they argue that the units that the Geneva school has focused on are in fact “ideas” whereas they
themselves focus on “acts.” See IV.3 for a discussion of other discourse segmentation criteria in
contemporary discourse analysis.

7 Prosodically independent units have their parallel in punctuation units in written text, on which see
especially Hannay and Kroon 2005:108-116; compare IV.3.
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these units. First, it categorizes the unit as a subdivision of discourse, in whatever form,
rather than a subdivision of a text or a sentence. Second, it characterizes the unit as an
action, a word or word group used by the speaker to do something. This resonates with the
concept of “action” in Conversation Analysis, which describes what speakers do with their
utterances.”

§23 Establishing where divisions lie between discourse acts is inevitably tentative, as
may be concluded from the outline of the literature on contemporary languages above. In
particular Roulet and the Functional Discourse Grammar researchers have discussed the

problem of establishing discourse act boundaries in sentences like:

(t3)

(1) Pierre est sorti malgré la pluie

Pierre went out despite the rain

(2) Pierre est sorti bien qu’il pleuve.

Pierre went out even though it’s raining

The only apparent difference between these two examples is that in (1) the concessive is
expressed through an adverbial phrase, whereas in (2) it takes the form of a subclause. The
Geneva School regards both of these discourses as consisting of two acts, whereas Hannay
and Kroon agree with them only if the prepositional phrase is realized as a separate
intonation or punctuation unit.” The deciding factor, then, is performance: whatever the

linguistic form of the text, the speaker decides what to present as separate intonation

% See I11.4 §21 on “action” in Conversation Analysis and I.1 on the ontology of acts and actions.

**In practice, however, Roulet and Hannay and Kroon are closer together than we are led to believe. The
question is whether we see the sentence as a generic example or as a unique event. In the former case, the
sentence is open to different kinds of performance, and thus can be rendered potentially in one or two (or
more) acts. In the latter case, as an actual event, it is rendered in either one or two acts (or possibly more, for
whatever reason), but this cannot be extrapolated from the written form.
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units, and thus as separate discourse acts.” In the following analysis of discourse acts in
Homer and Pindar any marking of discourse division necessarily represents a conjecture
about the work’s realization in performance: we cannot fully reconstruct how the text was
intended to be realized, and we can never establish how it was actually realized. Any
division I propose, then, can only be into potential discourse acts, parallel to Lauer’s
potentielle Kola.®' To this I would add one caveat, posited by Bright: factum valet “an action
otherwise prohibited by rule is to be treated as correct if it happens nevertheless.”*
Bright’s general observation may be extended to the idea of a prescriptive definition:

whatever definition of discourse act I establish, actual discourse will always prove it

inadequate—there is simply no limit to linguistic creativity.

Discourse acts in Homer

§24 In his extensive work on Homer from the end of the eighties onward, Bakker has
engaged with Chafe’s ideas about intonation units.” Transcripts of descriptions of Chafe’s
film, Pear, by individuals who just watched it show language use that is remarkably similar
to that in Homer. Bakker urges us to consider this spoken narrative style as the blueprint
for epic. Let us consider a passage discussed by Bakker, with his division into chunks, or

intonation units:

(t4)

€vO’ dpa tot, [TatpokAe,
@avr Prétoto tehevty /
fvteto ydp to1 ®oifog

évi kpatepfi vouivn /

% This holds independently of whether the discourse is poetry or prose. See IV.3 for the possible match of kéla
and kémmata in Herodotus and Thucydides to intonation units or discourse acts.

* Lauer 1959:46, see also Scheppers 2011:40-42.

¢ Bright 1966:323.

% Especially Bakker 1993b and 1997.
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dewvée

0 HEV TOV 1OVTH KAt KAOVOV

oVK évonoev, /

Népt yap ToAAf

kekaAvpupévog avtepdinoe: / (790)
otfj & 6mibev,

nAfiEev 8¢ uetdpevov /
Iliad 16.787-791, as given in Bakker 1997:113

(t5)

oi & &te On

kAoinowv €v Atpeidao yévovro, /
toiol d¢ Podv iépevoev

&vag avdpiv Ayauéuvwv /
dposva TEVTAETNPOV

Umepuevei Kpoviwvt /
Iliad 7.313-315, as given in Bakker 1997:97

One of the contentions in Bakker’s Poetry of Speech is that what Chafe and others call
intonation units have their stylized counterpart in metrical kéla in Homer, generally about
half a line long. Like intonation units, the metrical kola that make up the hexameter are a
few words long, probably reflecting “the amount of information that is active at one time

in a speaker’s consciousness.”**

Working from this view, Bakker divides each line in the
examples above into two “chunks,” which he assumes to have been “a prosodic,

intonational reality.”® Each line above represents one intonation unit, and the slash (/)

 Bakker 1997:48.
% Bakker 1997:50.
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marks verse end. In positing a boundary Bakker takes two factors into account: first the
meter, second the content of phrases.

§25 The Homeric hexameter is a metrical form of remarkable consistency. Since it is a
particularly long verse form, it generally consists of two or more metrical k6la.®® In ninety-
nine percent of verses there is a caesura (called the B caesura) after the first heavy syllable
of the third foot (masculine) or between its two light syllables (feminine).” Here is an

example of each from (t4):

(te)

Masculine B caesura:

Népt yap moAAR | kekahvuuévog dvtepdinoe:
Feminine B caesura:

&v0’ dpa tot, TIdtpokAs, | @dvn Pidtoto teAevth

Beyond this mid-verse metrical break, there are two other frequently occurring breaks: A
caesura (ninety percent of verses), in the first foot or after the first syllable of the second
foot, and C caesura (eighty-six to eighty-seven percent), either between the fourth and fifth
foot (bucolic diaeresis) or after the first syllable of the fourth foot. The common metrical
breaks are also points where syntactical and sense breaks typically occur, which brings us
back to Bakker’s intonation units, or chunks, and my discourse acts. Bakker’s analyses
demonstrate that the mid-verse caesura in particular often serves as a place for a discourse
act boundary. On the other hand, it need not be the case, and even the strong metrical
break of verse end does not always coincide with the end of a discourse act.*® Edwards, who

anticipated some of Bakker’s points, bases his analysis of the Homeric verse into four units

% Literature on Homeric colometry is extensive, but H. Frinkel 1926 (revised in H. Frinkel 1955) is the seminal
publication; see for later studies, all building on Frénkel, Barnes 1986, Edwards 1966, 2002, and 2011 (in
Finkelberg), and Bakker 1997.

” Edwards in Finkelberg 2011:11.518-519.

% As Bakker demonstrates in 1997:151-154; see especially the example of Iliad 22.451-455 on page 154.
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on Hermann Frénkel’s observations.” Edwards argues for a strict correlation between
metrical boundaries and sense units, clear linguistic evidence to the contrary
notwithstanding, leading to divisions such as | & 8¢ tov pév | €aoe |.”°

§26 Homeric meter is an important guide in suggesting discourse act boundaries, along
with syntax, sense, and boundary markers. Building on Bakker’s approach I consider all
these factors in establishing discourse act boundaries in Homer. There are often several
possibilities of dividing the verse, depending on which criteria one gives priority to.”

Consider once more the following line from (t5), first according to Bakker’s division and

then ours, with a vertical bar to mark a discourse act boundary:”

(t7)
oi & &te On

kAoinowv év Atpeidao yévovro, /

Iliad 7.313, in Bakker 1997:97

01 &’ | 8te 81| kAsinowv | év Atpeidao yévovto

Bakker keeps oi & Gte 01 together, despite the position of 81, yet divides after 1, even

though it means dividing the temporal conjunction 6te from its clause.” Bakker’s reason

% Compare Edwards 1966:117 “[T]here is a close relationship between the sense-units of the sentence and the
metrical kébla, or, putting it another way, between the pauses in sense and the caesurae of the verse.” In his
work, he considers every caesura a possible boundary, yielding more than just half-line kéla. Blankenborg
(unpublished thesis, Radboud Universiteit Nijmegen) is currently working on a more dynamic model of
establishing the likelihood of prosodic pauses at different points in the Homeric verse.

" Edwards 2002:4. Edwards argues that this half line may resolve as one or two units, i.e. with or without the
boundary, but his system does not allow for a boundary to occur after 6 8¢, which is where I would put it.
More on such small discourse acts in §63-§79.

"' However, see Kahane 1994:26-29 for a discussion of five separate readings of “sense-pauses” in the Homeric
hexameter, which show remarkable convergence.

7 From this point onward, I will divide all examples into potential discourse acts. Vertical bars are used to
identify units of discourse in prose by Blass 1868, in prose and poetry by Frankel 1932, 1933, 1964, and 1965,
and in poetry by Bonifazi and Elmer 2011.

7 See for the oi §" | 8te 81 construction §64-§66, §71, and De Kreij [forthcoming].
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for dividing after 81 in (t7) is that the particle occurs right before a common position of the
A caesura, the trithemimeris.” For us, however, o1 §' is an important separate cognitive act,
and therefore I propose to divide directly after.” This boundary coincides with another
variant of the A caesura, and a similar break occurs elsewhere in Homer; see also (t8).”° In
(t7) the feminine B caesura (marked by |) does not coincide with a discourse act boundary: a
metrical break is an attractive place for an act boundary, but it does not entail an act
boundary. In the excerpts from Homer given here and in other chapters, discourse act
boundaries will be seen to regularly coincide with one of the three common metrical
breaks in the hexameter, or with verse end.

§27 A longer excerpt better illustrates the many possible positions of discourse act
boundaries, and the many forms acts take. At the end of the Catalogue of Ships there is a
description of Achilles and his men loitering near the ships while the other Greeks are
advancing on Troy. Taking into account meter and all the other factors outlined above, I
divide the fifteen lines into potential discourse acts marked by vertical bars; boundary

markers are underlined.

(t8)

AN’ 6 ugv | év viieoot kopwvict Tovromdpoiat |

Kelt’ | dmounvicag Ayauéuvovi Totuévi Aa@v |

Atpeidn: | Aaol 8¢ | mapd pnyuivi BaAdoonc |

diokotorv tépmovro | kal” atyavénoiv iévreg |

té&ototv 0 | ot 8¢ | map’ Epuaoty oicty Exaotog | (775)

AwtoV épentduevor | ENedOpentdv te céAvov |

7 Bakker 1997:150.

> Compare Kahane 1994:18, who speaks of the “intricate interrelationships between metrical units and sense-
units.”

7 Jliad 4.29 (=16.443 and 22.181): €pd™ | dtdp 0¥ To1 MdvTEG émavéouey Oeol EAMot.

77 xai frequently occurs directly after the caesura (see Hartel 1874 and Eberhard 1889), in which case it often
starts a new kélon (discussed in Bakker 1997:71-74).
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gotacav: | dpuata 8 €0 memukacuéva Keito | dvdktwy

év k\oing | ol & | dpxov dpnigilov mobéovtes |

@oitwv #vBa kal #vBa katd otpatov | o0dE udyovro. |

018’ &p’ Toav | w¢ €1 te Tupl xOwv mdoa véuortor | (780)
yoia & Uneotevdyile | Al O¢ Tepmikepalvy |

Xwopévw | 8te T dugpl Tvpwéi yaiav tudoon |

elv Apiuoig, | 861 @aci Tvpwéog Fupeval eOVAC |

O¢ &pa | TtV Ud moooi | uéya otevayileto yoia |

¢pyopévwv: | udha § Gra Siémpnocov nedioto. | (785)
Iliad 2.771-785

This is a very turbulent passage from the Iliad:"® out of fifteen verses, only lines 774 and 781
can be divided roughly into two half lines.” I have established most of the discourse act
boundaries based on the underlined words that tend toward peninitial or initial position in
the act. Furthermore, I take the adverbial phrases as separate, as well as participial
phrases.” In the first part of the passage (771-779, the description of Achilles’ camp) these
participial and adverbial phrases separate the subject from its verb (an adverbial phrase
intervenes in 771 and 773, a participial phrase in 776 and 778-779) with only one exception

(Gpuata 777).2' The verbs, moreover, are isolated to such an extent that they appear only in
pu Yy app y

78 This turbulence, among other things, leads Kirk 1985:242-243to say about lines 761-779 that it might be “a
singer’s expansion, and not by Homer himself.”

”In many cases the emergent discourse articulation will match metrical division, in the sense that Edwards
adopts from H. Frinkel. Consider in the example above especially the verse-initial acts in 773, 775, 777, 778,
780, 782, 783, and 785, as well as the verse-final act in 779. This match is attractive and complements the
argument that these acts had some prosodic independence.

% My decision to regard adverbial phrases as separate is influenced by how English works. In none of the cases
above does the adverbial or participial phrase limit the preceding (pro)noun, in which case prosodic
continuity would be necessary: we do not find “the men by the sea” (which implies an opposition with “the
men inland”) but “the men, by the sea,” etc; see Langacker 2001:161-162 with example 7.

% In line 777, keito does occur directly after the bucolic diaeresis, which may have led to a break before and
after xeiro.
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the following line. Fifteen out of thirty acts are introduced by a boundary marker, thirteen
of which are particles. In line 779 008¢ begins an act, illustrating the strong tendency for
negatives to be act-initial.” It becomes clear from this passage why Bakker would
characterize 8¢ as a “boundary marker,” as it accompanies many small and large steps in
the narrative.”

§28 The description of Achilles’ camp, placed just after the catalogue of ships and just
before the return to the battlefield, only reveals the full extent of its mastery when read as
a sequence of small steps. A discourse analysis of any stretch of text must take into account
semantics, syntax, pragmatics, meter, and cognition—discourse analysis is a holistic
approach to the text.* The narrative presents us with a “wide” shot of the camp with
Achilles and the Myrmidons. It brings us first to the ships, where Achilles indulges in his
wrath; then shows us his people, by the sea, keeping themselves busy; then the horses,
which stand idle by their chariots, which in turn are parked in the tents of their owners.
My reading reveals the clustering of subjects + 8¢ throughout the passage. The
arrangement is not uncommon in Homer, but the symmetry here is striking. Moreover, the
(pro)noun + 8¢ combinations are consistently postponed until the middle of the verse,
whereas typically &¢ follows a (pro)noun immediately at the head of the verse.” Finally, in
three places (lines 773, 775, and 778) we find the subject plus particle isolated as a separate
discourse act. This is complemented by the isolation of the finite verbs, also consistently
produced as separate acts in this passage. In lines 772, 777, and 779 the verb stands almost

alone, and up to 779 even the ones that are less independent are separated from their

82 Moorhouse 1959 argues that the negation was originally sentence-initial in Greek, but note the objections
raised by Gonda 1963, especially that Moorhouse does not sufficiently take into consideration the role of style
and genre. Frinkel appears to agree with Moorhouse, and in his 1964 edition of Kolon und Satz 11 he marks in
the footnotes the many instances of negations at kélon beginning; Scheppers 2011:74-75 notes the same
tendency in Lysias and Plato.

8 See Bakker 1993 and IV.2 §14-§46; more on 8¢ in §31-§36 below.

% See IV.3 for a holistic approach to Herodotean and Thucydidean discourse segmentation.

%1 expand upon the combination of pronoun + particle below in §63-§79 but especially in chapter 5
throughout.
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subjects by at least a participle. The position of the verbs, either at line beginning (772 and
777) or at line end (779) suggests that they were prosodically set apart from their context
by pauses or other discontinuities.* Their isolation will have lent emphasis to the words,
putting the spotlight on their sense—which is one of inactivity: keito, €otacav, 00
uayovto.”

§29 The narrative and visual path along the different subjects, each highlighted in turn,
and the overall sense of inactivity bring us to the reversal in 780, where the audience is
presented with the act o1 §” &p’ Toav. The beginning of line 780 is a heavy transition, which
supports the choice by most editors to indent before this line - it is natural to print it as a
new paragraph. The pronoun of here is completely ambiguous, since it comes after a
section containing a large selection of referents, but in fact it refers to none of the subjects
in the description of Achilles’ camp. Rather, it marks the return to the battlefield before
Troy, and functions as the cap of the entire Catalogue. The surprise effected by the narrative
turn would not have had as much impact if it were not for the careful build-up of the
preceding ten lines. After dwelling on the picture of soldiers lounging and killing time, the
performer brings our attention back to the advancing army with three constituents: the
pronoun of, the particle combination §'dpa, and the verb ioav. The use of a particle
combination to follow the pronoun instead of just a simple 6¢ provides some warning that
we are being presented with a different kind of transition from the preceding ones,* but
undoubtedly the verb here is the crucial factor. For the audience to be abruptly confronted
with “they went”, after encountering a series of static verbs, requires quite a bit of

cognitive processing on their part, as they search for the group of appropriate referents.

% For more on prosody see L.1.

¥ Gesamtkommentar 2003:11.2.250, “Ausdriicke des Liegens, Stehens und zweckfreien Tuns (...) bzw.
unfreiwilligen Nichtstuns (779) sind vorherrschend und stehen oft am [Versanfang].”

% See chapter 5 §51-858 for more on §'dpa in Homer and Pindar. As regards its use here, let me anticipate that
&pa often serves to accomplish “frame recall,” a return to the main narrative thread, on which see chapter 4
§18 and §38, and chapter 5 §51-§62.
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§30 To seal the return, Homer introduces a simile, comparing the army to an advancing,
all-consuming forest fire (780). This image effectively redirects the audience’s attention to
the battlefield, for it recalls another simile at the beginning of the Catalogue (lines 2.455-
458) in which the shine of the Greeks’ armor is likened to the blaze of a forest fire on a
mountain.” The simile serves to accommodate the cognitive effort required to travel back
to the army advancing, that was last referred to in 2.455-473. The similes before and after
the Catalogue are further connected in the sense that the one just before it describes a
glinting army seen far off while the simile at line 780 gives an image of a Greek horde about
to engulf the Trojans. The echo of the imagery must have helped the audience negotiate a

considerable narrative and spatial discontinuity.”

Homeric 8¢

§31 The scene at Achilles’ camp is a linguistically turbulent passage, produced in a stream
of short acts that stand in no fixed relation to syntax or meter. The acts direct attention to
different aspects of the scene, and allow the audience to take everything in step by step. 8¢
is instrumental in accomplishing this compartmentalizing effect, and in fact is essentially
omnipresent in Homer. Yet the particle, despite its prevalence in the text, has not been the
object of as much close analysis as might have been expected. The particle’s fundamental

function in Homer has most recently been described by Bakker:

(t9)

d¢ “marks no more than a new step, a moment in time at which a new piece

of information is activated in his [the narrator’s] consciousness. The particle

% Scott 2005:38 remarks that the simile at Iliad 2.780 “is responding to the first simile in the earlier cluster at
455” but does not expand on the possible performative effectiveness of this “responsion”; see also Kirk
1985:243 and Gesamtkommentar 2003:11.2.253.

* Consider Auer 2005:27, “Memory for form is much shorter than memory for content,” and Langacker
2001:180: “While the essential content may be retained, memory of how it was presented linguistically will
soon be lost”. The new image, in other words, may well remind the audience of the earlier one.
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dé is the most widely used linguistic boundary marker between foci of
consciousness. And as an observable syntactic cue for such cognitive breaks
in our text it is an important element for the study of how consciousness is

turned into speech.”

Bakker 1997:63 [italics original].

Before Bakker, 8¢ had been viewed as a primarily “connective” particle, sometimes with
adversative force.” However, especially in Homer, 8¢ can occur at the boundary between
two clauses, two phrases, between main clause and subclause, or vice versa, or between a
vocative and what follows. In other words, 8¢ is not in the first place a syntactic marker.”
Bakker, however, argues that it reflects the production of discourse in small steps. As such,
¢ has little to do with content, and everything with form: the term connective thus is
useful only if it concerns discourse rather than content.

§32 One aspect of the previous scholarship on 8¢ that Bakker preserves is the idea of 8¢
as in some way weak or “bleached. ” From the earliest studies onward 8¢ has been regarded
as etymologically connected to 81); Bakker, like others before him, views 8¢ as a bleached
version of 811.” This sense of ¢ as a bleached form of 81, however, focuses overmuch on
the semantic load of the particle.

§33 Indeed, Homeric 8¢ often goes (and should go) untranslated in English, but that is
because its function does not have its equivalent in English in a lexical item, but in
punctuation or prosody. Rather than anything bleached, as a boundary marker &¢ is in fact

the strongest of all second-position words: the only one that is practically never moved

*! See for the communis opinio in earlier scholarship Denniston 1950%162.

%2 See 1V.2 §14-§25 for the syntactic flexibility of 6¢-acts, especially in Herodotus and Thucydides.

 Bakker captures the communis opinio when he says (1997:75) that the etymological connection of 8¢ with &4,
“as a phonetically shortened and weakened version of this latter particle” is “commonplace.”
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from its position, in Homer and to a lesser extent in lyric.” The particle's strength on a
purely functional level has seldom been discussed, yet it is crucial to a number of other
questions involving 8¢. For instance, the fact that 61 (or at least one of its aspects) seems to
have been a mobile in early Greek, of which some trace remains in Homer,” speaks against
the close relation envisioned between the two words by Bakker and most earlier scholars.
Indeed 81’s mobility all but eliminates the possibility that in Homer 8¢ functioned as a
bleached version of 61.”° 81} is much less strong when it occurs in second position, whereas
3¢ can be moved from second position only in very rare situations.

§34 To better understand the differences between 8¢ and 81, consider first the

instances where both particles occur, as in the following haunting scene from the Odyssey:

(t10)
o1 &’ fidn yvabuoiot yehwwv dAAotpiotory, |

aipo@dpukta 8¢ 81 kpéa ficBiov- | Sooe & &pa cpéwv

dakpuderv miumAavro, | yéov & &ieto Ouudc. |

Odyssey 20.347-349

And they were by now laughing with lips not their own,
actually they were eating meat defiled with blood, and then their eyes

were filled with tears; their heart presaged grief.

* Not strong in the sense of marking the strongest pause (as a period does in punctuation), but strong in the
sense of its adherence to its position - it is clearly strongly connected to the start of new acts. See note 97 for
the exceptions.

I gather the relevant evidence and literature in chapter 3 §53-§64.

* This is not to say that they may not be etymologically connected, but in Homer the two lexical items have
clearly gone separate ways. Alternatively, the particle 81 might be a strengthened version of 8¢ (parallel to
&pa which seems to have developed from &pa, see Braswell 1988:173-174 and De Kreij [forthcoming 2014]) in
one of its functions; more on this in chapter 3 §56-§57.
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Here and in all thirty-one other instances of the combination 8¢ precedes 81.”” The same
thing holds for the combination of 6¢ with dv/ke(v) and ydp; remember that Frankel
actually chose &v as a case study for his research into Kolon boundaries. The reason must
quite simply be that &¢, at least in Homer, cannot leave its peninitial position, at least not
for another second-position word. This tenacity suggests that its function is tightly
connected to its position, which supports Bakker’s description of 8¢ as the quintessential
boundary marker.

§35 The boundary that 6¢ marks can be that between a main and a subclause, between
two parallel phrases, or after a vocative in direct speech, but the particle can also occur at

stronger discontinuities in the discourse, as in the following example:

(t11)

e0T’ &othp Umepéoye advratog, | 8¢ te udAiota

Epxetat | dyyéAAwv @dog "Hodg fptyeveing,

TApog &M viiow mpocemiAvato | movromdpog vnig. |

’ The parallels are Iliad 7.94, 7.399, 8.30, 9.31, 9.245, 9.432, 9.969, 10.252, 11.524, 13.52, 16.763, 17.466, 18.20,
18.290, 18.291, 19.345, 20.23, 20.307, 21.92, 22.300, 24.398; Odyssey 1.26, 2.176, 3.168, 4.706, 5.302, 5.322, 7.155,
13.178, 14.24, and 20.321. There is only one instance of a collocation with ydp, in Iliad 10.188, and here too ¢
comes first. Finally, the postpositive that Frinkel took as his case study, &v, occurs 30 times with 8¢, always
following it; the pattern persists in the 130 instances of 8¢ k(ev).

There are relatively few examples in Homer (out of 10.969 instances in total) of 8¢ leaving its peninitial
position, largely with prepositional constructions: dva pivag 8¢ (1x: Odyssey 24.318), &n’ avtod 8¢ (2x: Iliad
11.829 and 11.845), 81" pov 8¢ (2x: Iliad 13.519 and 14.451), 1k mpoBvpov 8¢é (1x: Odyssey 21.299), €k Balduov
8¢ (1x: Iliad 24.274), éx xe@alfic 8¢ (1x: Odyssey 6.226), éx mdvtwv 8¢ (2x: Iliad 4.96 and Odyssey 2.433), éx
nukviic 8¢ (1x: Odyssey 6.128), ék to0 8¢ (3x: Iliad 13.779, 15.69, and Odyssey 1.212), é&v péoon &8¢ (1x: Odyssey
5.326), &v Ouu® &¢ (1x: Iliad 15.566), €v PovAf] 8¢ (1x: Iliad 2.194), év tij 8¢ (1x: Iliad 7.248), &v doifj 8¢ (1x: Iliad
9.230), &v KavA® 8¢ (1x: Iliad 17.607), év Aexéeoor 8¢ (1x: Iliad 18.352), &v yain &8¢ (1x: Iliad 22.276), év kAisinot
8¢ (1x: Iliad 23.254), &v vioon 8¢ (1x: Iliad 23.338), &v AéoPw 8¢ (1x: Odyssey 3.169), év véotw &€ (1x: Odyssey
11.384), &v mpouvn 8¢ (1x: Odyssey 15.285), £v mpoxofi¢ 8¢ (1x: Odyssey 20.65), £v damédw 8¢ (1x: Odyssey 22.188),
¢ml moAAG 8¢ (1x: Odyssey 14.120), émi otfifeoot 8¢ (1x: Iliad 21.254), €ni dnpdv &€ (1x: Iliad 9.415), &x’ adTQ O
(2x: Iliad 4.470 and 14.419, once éml & adt® Odyssey 22.75 [in émi &8¢, €l is otherwise used adverbially, without
a complement following the particle]), én’ avt@v 8¢ (4x: Iliad 1.461 and 2.424, Odyssey 3.458 and 12.361), &
viag 8¢ (1x: Mliad 11.513), £¢ dAAANag 8¢ (1x: Odyssey 18.320), £¢ dnpag &€ (2x: Odyssey 3.488 and 15.186), Tpd
®0iwv 8¢ (1x: Miad 13.693), Tpog @VUPpnc 8¢ (1x: Iliad 10.430).
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dSpruvoc™ &€ tic ot Murjv, | dAiowo yépovrog, |

v Suw 10dxkn¢ |

Odyssey 13.93-97

When that brightest star rose, the one that most of all
comes to herald the light of early-born Dawn,

at that point it approached an island, the sea-faring ship.
There is a harbor of Phorcys, the old man of the sea,

in the land of Ithaca.

After describing how the sun comes up and the ship carrying the sleeping Odysseus reaches
Ithaca, the performer devotes some attention to the place where Odysseus will be left by
the Phaeacians.” This new section is set apart by the present tense and starts with 8¢ but is
not otherwise marked, yet it represents a significant redirection from action to image and
from movement to stasis. The two parts of discourse are divided by nothing more than
Q€1

§36 This passage is one example of how the particle can occur in any kind of transition,
because of its ability to occupy the second position of any discourse act. Its syntactic and
semantic flexibility is another sign that its function does not primarily lie on those levels,

101

but is rather concentrated on marking a discourse boundary.”®' In Homer, 8¢ is markedly

more frequent in narration than in direct speech. The imbalance suggests that there is

% Practically every edition indents before ®6pkuvoc, and likewise before “There is” in the translation; see also
De Jong 2001:317-318 and Bowie 2013:114, “new episodes in Greek (and Latin) literature are often marked by
an ecphrasis, a formal description of a place or scene, regularly in the form ‘There is a certain...”

*1 explore this discursive device (“unframed discourse”) and the role of particles in it in chapter 4 §11-828
(ydp) and chapter 5 §51-§71 (&pa and &4).

1% 0n this kind of discourse transition see also chapter 3 §49, where I discuss a similar construction without a
particle; IV.2 §14-§46 examines the different kinds of divisions that may be marked by &¢.

1% As the instance of 81 in line 95 illustrates, there is a construction where 81 is used with temporal markers
to signal boundaries in discourse. It is in this function that 8 and 8¢ may be connected; see chapter 3 §56-§57
for a discussion.



2. DISCOURSE ACTS | 47

something in the steps of narrative discourse that allows or requires more neutral
boundaries than in direct speech.'”” Over time 6¢ develops from being an omnipresent
boundary marker to a particle used to start new periodoi, and eventually to a marker of
adversativity. This development is accompanied by a steady decline in the particle’s

frequency in later texts, as well as a looser adherence to its peninitial position.'”

Discourse Acts in Pindar

§37 Pindaric language is widely regarded as difficult. This view is implicitly reflected in the
punctuation practices found in modern editions, which give the impression that Pindar
sometimes wrote monstrously long sentences.'™ This syntactical approach does not do
justice to how the songs were received by a listening audience. Like Homeric epic, Pindaric
song proceeds in small acts. The most important difference between the two corpora is the
music that was an integral part of Pindar’s songs.

§38 The melodies of Pindaric song are all lost to us, and we must keep in mind that the
melody may have mitigated the apparent complexity of Pindaric discourse. The melodic
dimension may have clarified constructions, created breaks and links, and overall made
linguistic construction quite secondary. Moreover, music changes the way the lyric
language is received and understood on a level above the discourse act. As opposed to the
repetitive rhythm of Homer, the division of Pindaric song into strophe, antistrophe, and
epode creates an intermittent recurrence of rhythmic (and melodic) units. Songs exploit

the audience’s “melodic memory” to create resonance beyond the linear production of

12 In Homer's narrative passages, 8¢ makes up 6,8% of the words in the Iliad and 7,4% in the Odyssey, whereas
in direct speech it makes up only 3,1% in the Iliad and 2,9% in the Odyssey.

1% The details of this development are not easily mapped, since diachronically diverse texts are generally also
generically diverse. For the frequency of 8¢, we see around 5.4% in Homer, which is never matched in later
literature, where only Herodotus approaches it at 4.2%. However, the strong variation within Homer between
narrative and direct speech suggests that the differences with other authors too need not all be the result of
diachronic development.

1% See chapter 3 §68-§72 for a discussion of a twelve-line “sentence” at the beginning of Pythian 2. The same
prejudice exists about the length and complexity of Thucydides’ periodoi, see 1V.3 for a discussion.



48 | 2. DISCOURSE ACTS

verse after verse, in a phenomenon called “tautometric responsion.” *In the example of
Pythian 6 (t12), for instance, the phrases dyeig épnuoctvav (20, about the victor’s son) and
vonua toito @épwv (29, about Antilochus), occupy the same metrical position in strophe
and antistrophe. In this case, the resonance reinforces the comparison that Pindar
proposes between the victor’s son and Antilochus.

§39 The one aspect of Pindaric song that is still accessible to us is its meter. Therefore,
in dividing Pindar’s songs into discourse acts, metrical considerations play an important
role. Since the verses are decidedly shorter than the Homeric hexameter, they are not
often broken up into separate metrical kéla.'”® Although verse end does not coincide with
act boundary quite as regularly as in Homer, this is still a strong tendency. Moreover, the
strong metrical boundary after strophe, antistrophe, and epode always coincides with act
boundary.

§40 Consider the third strophe of Pythian 6. After two strophai introducing the event
(the chariot race in the Pythian games), the winner (Xenocrates), and his clan, Pindar
focuses on Xenocrates’ son, who is addressed in line 15 with the vocative ®pactfovAe, and

again in line 19 with o0 to:'”

(t12)

o0 tot | oxeBdv viv émi de€ia xe1pdc, | dpOav dyeig Epnuocivay,
Td ot év oUpeat avti | ueyadooOevel

OIAOPAG VIOV OPPAVI(OUEVW

MNA£idq mapatveiv: | udAiota ugv Kpovidav, |

Baplomna oTEPOTAV KEPALVRDV TE TPUTAVLY, |

Beqv oéPecbdar |

% The idea of tautometric responsion is presented in Metzger 1880:33-41, and critiqued by Gildersleeve
1885:1-1i.

1% There is a lot of scholarship on Pindaric colometry, and different scholars have proposed different metrical
articulations of his songs; see e.g. Irigoin 1953, Cole 1988, Gentili and Perusino 1999, and Itsumi 2009.

1971 follow the colometry given in Gentili 1995.
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TaUTOG O€ Ur] TTOTE TIUAC

dueipev | yovéwv Blov mempwuévov. |

Pindar, Pythian 6.19-27

You then, keeping him at your right hand, straight you keep the command,
which they say that once in the mountains to the greatly powerful—

that Philyras’ son advised to the orphaned

son of Peleus: to honour especially Kronos’ son,

loud-voiced lord of lightning and thunder,

of all the gods.

And to never of those honours

deprive the given life of one