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Formulaic Language

Francoise Letoublon

1. Background

In History, the question of repetitions holds an important place in the debates about the
authenticity of epic texts, since Alexandrian scholars and the birth of philology, particularly in
Homeric commentaries. It reappeared in the French "Querelle homérique" about 1715: the so-
called Moderns (Terrasson, abbé d'Aubignac: see Fumaroli 2001) wanted Homer to be
abbreviated in the idea that the traditional version entailed too many unnecessary verses and
words, whereas the so-called Ancients wanted the whole text to be translated because of its
literary quality. However, Madame Dacier, the most fervent defender of the Homeric
excellence, herself dropped some formulas as showing too high a degree of repetition, in an
attitude that seems parallel to Antoine Galand's edition in French, in the same period, of One
and a Thousand Nights.

The rediscovery in 1781-87 of the famous manuscript of the lliad called Venetus Marcianus A
with the greatest amount of Alexandrian scholia, by Alexandre d'Ansse de Villoison, who
published and analysed it just before Revolution, opened the way to Friedrich August Wolf's
Prolegomena ad Homerum and to the development in Germany of the Analytic movement.
The sole defense of "Homer" against this Analysis was then on the basis of Aesthetic quality,
which did not appear scientific, whereas the German analytic school had the bright halo of
science, leaning on the authority of the Alexandrian critics.

In 1928, the American scholar Milman Parry defended in Paris a doctoral thesis that
completely renewed the question - though several specialists did not accept it. He respectfully
quoted German scholars who had some intuitions of the formula before him, such as Diintzer
for instance.

2. The Formula and Formulaic Language/ Style

Parry's definition of the formula reads thus: ’In the diction of bardic poetry, the formula can
be defined as an expression regularly used, under the same metrical conditions, to express an
essential idea. What is essential in an idea is what remains after all stylistic superfluity has
been taken from it. Thus the essential idea of the words Auoc &’ npLlyévela e&vn
pododaxTuiog Haoc is ‘when day broke’.” A majority of Homeric and later poetic
repetitions (actually the whole corpus of hexametric poetry in Greek, and still further in the
lyric and choral poetry) can be defined as more or less formulaic. Therefore it was no longer
possible to reject the repetitions as mistakes of the manuscript scribes. One had to admit them
as an intrinsic feature of this kind of poetry: there appears the notion of formulaic style or
even formulaic language. Archaic poetry appears as relying largely on formulas. Later, Eric
A. Havelock (1963) showed how this formulaic language directly corresponded to the archaic
state of mind and knowledge defined as the "Homeric Encyclopedia".

For his part, Milman Parry not only noted and defined formulas, but distinguished several
types: generic/special epithets, important for characterising the heroes. Thus whereas dfos
appears as well with the name Odusseus or Akhilleus, or douplKAUTOC



(Parry 1971: 65) with a significant amount of heroes’ names, always in the same
metrical position, the main heroes, though they may be referred to with generic epithets, also
receive special "reserved" epithets: Parry (1971: 88) listed 40 of them, for instance 6 for
Achilleus (m6dac OrUC, modapkAg, PEnéRvopog, modwkéog, OuuoAéovia,
Beolc émieixred’), 7 for Odysseus (moATUNT LG, TOAUTAXG, TOAUQPOVA,
TaAxo {epovog, TOLKLAOUNT LY, TAQUwvY, €£006A6¢), only one for Ajax, Patroclus,
Nestor, Amphiaraus, Orestes, Aegisthus and Polydeuces (1971: 92). Parry concluded his
chapter on the "Meaning of the Epithet in Epic Poetry" saying that the fixed epithet is purely
"ornamental".

Parry's model includes the declension of the words of the formulas, from which comes the
notion of grammatical variation, further developed by other scholars like Michael Nagler
(1967, 1975), who linked those variations to the movement of Chomskyan "generational
grammar": we applied this idea to the formulas for the idea "to reach the age of youth", where
a kind of paradigm can be traced back (1{\fngc nétpov (kéocBal/ (rovto/

tk&ve g, and when metrics does not allow {keto atthe same place r)fng ixeto
pétpov: Létoublon 1992). A similar paradigm with variants is found for the idea "to reach
old age", or rather in Homeric Greek "old age reaches one", cf. Il. 4.321 aUte ne yiipog
lx&velr, Il. 1.29 mpiv piv kal yApoag éneioltv, 0d.13.60 sic & ke
viipac €AOn xal 6&vatog.

It may be concluded that the notion of formula concerns not only nouns and adjectives, but
also verbs, and possibly any parts of speech. Therefore we would prefer Formulaic Language
rather than Formulaic Style as the title of this entry for EAGLL.

3. Formulas and typical scenes.

Some years after Parry's discovery and accurate study of the formula, a German scholar,
Walter Arend (1933) remarked the return in the epics of scenes that he called Typische
Szenen, "typical scenes", for instance the departure for fighting or the hospitality or
welcoming scene. In his review of this book, Milman Parry seemed to regret that Arend did
not take into account the formulas. Parry unfortunately died soon thereafter, too soon to be
able to join the notions of formula and of typical scene himself, but several scholars -mostly
English speaking like B. Fenik (1968, 1978) actually saw how typical scenes usually use
formulaic style for the expression of repeated events, that often consist in ritual actions.
Therefore it becomes easy to look at instances of fighting in the Iliad as a suite of descriptions
of the equipment of the hero, beginning the battle either by killing several minor fighters in a
catalogue or by facing another hero in a singular fight, eventually claiming victory: a number
of formulas correspond to each of those successive steps. We agree with the tenants of "Oral
poetry" that the process of oral composition "in performance" does not allow us to say that the
aoidos drew his verses from a given stock of formulas, but he probably had in mind a general
scheme of the story to tell, and a capacity for combining traditional formulas together while
telling this story.

The study of some typical scenes of battle using more or less the same formulas with
significative variations may throw some light on this process.

The Iliad contains four arming typical scenes:



- 3.330-333 successively shows Paris putting on his greaves, breastplate, sword, shield,
helmet and spear (in Greek kvnuidag, ©dpnka, &£lepog &pyupdniov/x&Akeov,
o&KoG, KUVEénv, GAKLuoOvV £&yxocg) : epithets are attached to the sword and the spear,
with a visible "ornamental" function, as Parry would say.

- for Agamemnon, 11.16-46, we see the same elements in the same order, with a variation for
the breastplate: instead of the simple 6dpnko, it is said to be a gift of Kinyras, king of
Cyprus, orned with sculpted snakes; a second supplement concerns the shield, said to contain
an emblem, namely a Gorgon.

- Patroclus, in book 16, puts on the same generic arms in the same order as Paris without any
particular emphasis on the fact that those arms are Achilles' property. A very surprising
variation occurs when the poet devotes no less than 5 verses (16.140-144) to an arm which
Patroclus does not take, the spear, since only Achilles is able to hold it (mdAAewv, with a word
play on the aorist mfjAct and in the following verses IInAada and [Iniiov, which might refer
to Achilles' father IInAeb¢: the missing proper name in the text could be a kind of enigm
coded through the word-play, and thus the fixed epithet [InAiada, reserved to this sole spear,
would appear a proper name.

- the last variation met concerns Achilles. The arming scene begins in 19.369 and ends in 391,
with the usual wording for the cnemids (369), amplified with a rich detail in verse 370, while
no precision at all concerns the breastplate (371); the sword receives in 372 exactly the same
formula as Paris' one in book 3. Some emphasis is found for the shield, from 373 to 382, with
formulaic epithets (cdxoc péyoa te otiPapdv te) butalmost with a developed
simile concerning its brilliance, like that of the moon (6 verses and a half). The helmet called
here tpvpdieiay ... Bprapnv (380-1) also receives a comparison to a night star (381-383).
Two verses (384-5) are devoted to trying on the arms, of course because Achilles wears them
for the first time, and the "original" verse 386 assimilates them to wings: nmtepd yiyvet’
on the edge of a metaphor. Then, in 19.387-392 reads a couplet on the spear, with in 387 a
variation on the usual formula for the expression meaning "he took his spear". The four
following verses appear a mere repetition of 16.141-144. Shall we call this repetition a
formula? In this repeated suite appear the expression I[InAiada pekinv which seems a fixed
formula reserved to Achilles' spear, and also some rare words or word association with an
Aeolian dialectal look as the second hemistich of 391 @évov éupevat npadecotv which
gives the impression of a very old formula quasi frozen in a piece of the epics concerning the
Thessalian rooting of Peleus and Achilles (think of the first hemistich of the same verse:
[InA{ou €x KOPUOHQ).

The arming scene concerning Achilles is made of the same formulas as other arming scenes in
the poem, but it is enriched by some special details justified by the situation, and comparisons
added constitute a precious ornamentation, through which Achilles himself is prepared to
become a star, when he leaves the place where he took on his arms; we think of the similes
following the arming scene: in 398-9 he is compared to brilliant Hyperion. The comparison
will be darkened by his horses' prediction, but the clair obscur effect may be all the more
striking.

This example well-shows, to my opinion, that the repetitions in the lliad, rather than an
awkward clumsiness, is an actual poetic feature, that enhances Achilles as the main hero, the
"Best of the Achaeans".



4. Formula as a landmark in a text

From a former paragraph, it may be concluded that the special formula, as it characterises the
main heroes, has for the audience of the epics —an oral genre par excellence— the function
of a landmark, reminding who is acting or speaking at every moment of a very long
development of the plot. Some other formulas also play a role of landmark in the text, we are
thinking especially of two cases:

- nights and days, eating and sleeping

The formulas for the arrival of "rose fingered Dawn" (... avn pododdktoroc Hdg) is among
the best known in Homer. Perhaps it is less well known that there are some variants
(Létoublon 1997). The formulas give a rhythm to the narrative —without falling
systematically at the beginning or end of a Book. Other formulas occur for the falling of the
night (Auog 8 nélog katédv kol €ml kvépag NAOe or émi T’ HAvOev apuPpocin vog), for the
meals of the fighters (aUtlp £nel TOG10¢ Kal €81 TVOG £€ Epov Evto) and their falling asleep, or
sometimes their insomnia.

- narrative and discourse

As Plato well remarked, Homer makes extensive use of direct discourse, which results in the
epics being very lively. It has been well noted that direct discourse is regularly introduced and
closed by formulas, the best known of which are ... &€nea nrepdvevta mpoonvda and (g
€pot’ ... Scholars more seldom ask the purpose or function of these formulas. We think that
they function precisely as markers of discourse: in oral epics, the alternation between proper
narrative in the third person and discourse held directly by the characters compels the narrator
to signal the discourses: these formulas thus replace written punctuation, they are landmarks
for character discourse. Therefore the epic narrative may both use the same repeated formulas
and at the same time advance the plot without giving the impression of standing still.

5. Formulas and hapaxes

Milman Parry defined Homeric epics as “entirely formulaic”, which seems to exclude any
possibility of non formulaic expression, hence of renewing language and thought. It does not
seem justified to ask whether this wording is to be taken accurately or not. We could rather
use linguistic data, especially the dialectal ones, to distinguish in the Homeric text several
phases in the development of the epic language (Ruijgh, Haug).

If we accept (Meillet, Parry, de Lamberterie) that some formulas, though they show the usual
features, occur only once, the absence of repetition could be explained by pure chance. This
might be case when the poet evokes Achilles' spear in action: this object then receives very
rare qualifications that seem to make it an animated being, with feelings and sensations of
hunger and thirst:

Inll. 21.69-70 .. .. éyxein & &p’ Umeép vadtou €vli yoln
éotn Leuévn xpooc Gueval &vdpouéolo.
and 21.167-8 H &' uUn&p aUutoU

yoln éveoTAPLKTIO ALAXLOUEVN XPOOC &OOL .



Several words appear as hapaxes or near hapaxes in Homer: the present infinitive &uevort
occurs once, the adjective &vdpopéoc has 4 ex. in the Iliad, 2 in the
Odyssey, the association

xpoodog &vdpouéoro methere also occurs once (Il. 17.571). If it is a formula meaning
‘human flesh’, let us remark that it is absolutely never occurs elsewhere with a verb meaning
‘to eat’, even less with this rare verb meaning more or less ‘to eat one's fill of something’,
much stronger than the usual verbs. In the second example, the spear is Asteropaios': both
spears seem to ‘feel’ the same sensations. We do not deny the formulaic status of the verb
Alaalopot (see, for instance, with a complement in the genitive, A iAo Ldéuevol
nmoAépoto (Il. 3.133), ALAalduevdl mep O6dolo (0d..1.315), withan
infinitive NoBat .. AtAotoport (I1. 13.253), AtAatopévn méoLV € Lval
(0d. 1.15). Butitisthen used for humans, whereas the hemistich A 1 Aatouévn
xpodc &oort qualifies the spear. One variant in 1l. 11.574 and 15.574 shows the neuter
qualifying arrows in a formulaic verse:

év voain lotavio Aldatdueva xpodg &ool .

As well as &usva L, those occurrences are the sole Homeric uses of the aorist infinitive are
Homeric near hapaxes ( &oo L occurs once with a genitive complement ot uaxtog in 1l
5.289, in the first hemistich, as well as the optative form &ooiuc in 9.489):

Therefore the aorist infinitive seems closer to a formula than the present &usvo, but the
etymological kinship between both of them and the place of the same complement xpooc
shows that the poet knows this formulaic variation as the present and aorist of the same
formulaic expression, the more common aorist ... xpod¢ &oot and the exceptional present
Xpooc &usval &vdpoufoLo: the presentis thus probably much more expressive.

The poet uses formulas and repetitions for a poetic purpose, making the variations all the
more suggestive. Their function as a landmark is important for the audience of a very large
epic plot as the Homeric epics, where people need to know when the poet tells events or when
he leaves the word to one of the characters.



