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a8V pehiodbuevog xatexéxico, dete Kopara.

(Id. 7.88-89)

[I listened to your voice, godlike Comatas, while you lay beneath
the oaks or beneath the fir trees and made sweet music.]

k) \ \ A z 4 b 3 \ 7
G TO Qdpupanoy edpe, xadeldpevos 8 Emi métpag
OYmAdc &c mévtov 6pav deude Toradta.

(Id. 11.17-18)

[He found a cure; for sitting upon a lofty crag and looking toward
the sea, he sang such words as these.]

’ \ ’ ’ e ~ b \ k) ’
Tiv, T0 @lAov YAUROPLaAoV, dud ®AUauTOV aeldmv
TOAAIXL YUXTOG GOEL.

(Id. 11.39-40)

[It is of you, my dear sweet-apple, and at the same time of myself
that I sing frequently at untimely hours of the night.]

4 7 3 ’ \ b4
oUtew tot [ToAbgapog émotpatvey tov Eporta
novcicodwy, paov 8¢ diay’ ) el ypucov Edwxev.

(Id. 11.80-81)

[So Polyphemus shepherded his love by singing, and he spent his
time better thus than if he spent gold.]

Three further examples are worthy of mention, but because of one
detail or another do not fit happily in the preceding list. Idyll 3 opens with

these words from a goatherd:

This verb kwmavsdw means to celebrate the kw'mo" that may or may not
involve actual singing outside a loved one’s home. Idyll 4 seems to have the

ropdodn motl tav ApapuAiida.

[I am going to Amaryllis’ to serenade her.]

speaker actually break into song at line 32:

2

atvéo tav te Kpbdrova — “Kada méiig & te Zdwuvdog . .. .0 —

[I sing the praises of Croton —‘“Zacynthus is a lovely city . ...”—]
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The term aivéw literally means to praise and does not in itself imply singing.
The interpretation of these lines is problematic in other respects also.
Finally, in Idyll 7.100-1 the allusion is to the historical character Aristis, who
is not a shepherd, but the use of detdewv is similar to those above. Notice
also that the instrument is not the typical pastoral flute:

godnoc avip, péy’ dploTog, 6y 000E xev abTOG deldely
DotBog oLy pdpuLyyL mapa TeELTodeooL peyalpot.

[(Aristis is) a fine man and very noble, whom Apollo himself
would not begrudge to sing with a lyre alongside his tripods.]

Many other motifs could be included in this study that deal with
particularly rustic allusions or that occur less frequently. The use of these
five and the compilation of the above data are merely in an effort to make
the essential point that such an influence upon Theocritus did actually exist.
It is difficult to make convincing arguments for specifics beyond this point
due to a lack of information about Theocritus’ sources in general. In
summary, we may say that if we can accept the premise that a tradition of
oral shepherd songs existed in third-century Greece, at least some of them
being amoebaean contest songs, that were in part orally composed as
indicated by the general extemporaneousness of such songs, and if
Theocritus borrowed other aspects of real shepherds’ lives in order to lend
verisimilitude to his poems, such as their dialect, their caste system, their
method of meeting in the fields and having singing matches, and so on, then
it follows that he most likely also borrowed for the same reason from their
oral songs, if not actual phraseology, at least some of the aspects that best
typified the tradition; and it would also follow that, although the Idylls of
Theocritus are in many ways typically Alexandrian, for example in being the
product of a highly literate school and founded in large part upon the written
poetry of previous generations, there is indeed a significant impact upon his
poetry by a previously existing oral tradition.
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Homer and the Roland:
The Shared Formular Technique, Part I

William Merritt Sale

I. Introduction

The argument of the following article, though necessarily long and
demanding, can be summarized briefly. Homer employs his noun-formulae
consistently, so that the principles of their employment can be stated
mathematically in the form of equations and graphs. So too does the poet of
the Chanson de Roland. Moreover, each displays virtually the same
equations as the other: in the employment of formulae, the techniques of the
two are almost identical. The similarity is particularly arresting when we
observe that it results from the pervasive use of infrequent formulae,
formulae that occur very often, but only a few times each. A great many of
these infrequent formulae are either combinations of nouns with
standardized adjectives or verbs (called “generic words”), or are flexible
formulae, phrases that can be separated, inverted, inflected, or moved about
in the line. Such adjectives and such formulae are equipment intended to
meet poetic needs that arise very commonly as a type, but individually very
rarely; and it is very hard to avoid the inference that these are needs that
arise in the course of composing poetry during an oral performance. Even
from Homer alone, or from the Roland poet alone, we could infer a
technique of oral composition. We then ask why their mathematically
analyzable compositional principles should be so very similar, noticing
meanwhile that these principles are also shared by the Cantar de Mio Cid
and the twentieth-century Yugoslavian oral poet Avdo Mededovi¢, but not
by Apollonius of Rhodes, Virgil, or Quintus of Smyrna, though the latter
especially is a highly formulaic poet. If a technique almost certainly
designed to meet the exigencies of oral composition in performance is
shared by four poets believed on other grounds (or, in the case of Avdo,
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known) to be an oral poet, and is eschewed by three imitators of Homer
known to have written, we are approaching scientific demonstration that
Homer and these medieval poets composed orally. Many readers of Oral
Tradition may feel that we knew this already from the work of Milman
Parry, Albert Lord, Joseph Duggan, and others. But among classicists, at
any rate, Parry’s position has recently become somewhat beleaguered; it is
important to see how close we are to proving the truth of Lord’s opinion,
that Homer did what Avdo did and dictated a text to a scribe—or at least did
something very much like it.

Since the following comparison of the styles of the lliad, the Odyssey,
and the Chanson de Roland is based upon statistics, it may be appropriate to
say a word or two at the beginning on how statistics has previously been
applied to the three poems. All three are long, and all three are repetitious,
and these two facts combine to put a useful scholarly tool into our hands: we
can count the number of occurrences of phenomena important to the style
and arrive at numbers that are statistically significant, numbers large enough
to enable meaningful comparisons. Milman Parry counted the number of
occurrences of formulae in order to show, for instance, how large a number
of different formulae belong to a given system (that is, possess the same
meter and syntax; Parry 1971:17). He counted occurrences of nouns with
and without an epithet, in order to compare the behavior of nouns that had
different metrical shapes, and to compare nouns in Homer with nouns in
Virgil (34-36). Denys Page counted words and phrases that occur
frequently in the Odyssey but are absent or very rare in the Iliad (and vice
versa) in an effort to show that the poems were composed in different
geographical places (1955:149-55). Eugene O’Neill counted and compared
the number of times metrical word-types occur in various locations in the
hexameter line (1942). O’Neill went beyond merely counting and
comparing by stating the percentage of times a word-type appeared in a
given position, revealing thereby the commonest—the favored —positions.
Albert Lord made calculations of formulaic density (the percentage of lines
or half-lines in a given sample that are formulaic) for Yugoslavian, Homeric,
Old English, and other poetry (1960). Joseph Duggan took a further step by
calculating the formulaic density of entire poems: the Chanson de Roland,
the Cantar de Mio Cid, and other chansons de geste (1973, 1975:74-83). He
showed that certain poems, including the Roland and the Cid, have a much
higher formulaic density than others, a fact that allowed him to argue that
high formulaic density must be due to the fact that the poems were orally
composed. Margalit Finkelberg counted and compared occurrences of
verb-formulae to determine their formularity, the percentage of their



HOMER AND THE ROLAND 89

formulaic occurrences out of all their occurrences (1989:179-87). I myself
counted numbers of occurrences of Homeric formulae for Olympos and
Ouranos meaning “the divine home,” in order to show that the set of
Olympos formulae was the earlier (1984); I then counted place-phrases in the
lliad and calculated the percentage of their formulaic occurrences out of all
their occurrences (their formularity) in order to expose a remarkable
deficiency in formulae meaning “in Troy” and “from Troy” (1987); and 1
counted the number of occurrences of all nominative proper-noun formulae
in order to show that the Trojans lacked regular formulae (formulae exactly
repeated 6 times or more) (1989).

In the 1987 article, with the very considerable help of Professor Dee
Clayman of CUNY, I used a statistical test to prove the significance of the
deficiency in the Trojan place-phrases; and in the 1989 piece I employed the
same test to evaluate the uniformity of the formularity of the nouns I was
studying. In this last article I also developed an equation to plot the
relationship between localization (the percentage of times a word occurs in
that place in the hexameter line in which it occurs most often) and regularity
(the percentage of occurrences of regular formulae out of all formulaic
occurrences). Meanwhile, Richard Janko had used statistical tests to show
the significance of linguistic changes for evaluating the relative time of
composition of the Homeric and Hesiodic poems and the Homeric Hymns
(1982): the greater the extent of change, the later the poem was likely to be.

The current article uses simple percentages and equations to compare
the formularity of nouns in Homer and the Roland. But then it deepens the
scope of the statistical study of epic verse by using equations and graphs to
get at more subtle aspects of formulaic composition: the number of
different formulae a noun displays relative to the total number of its
occurrences, and the difference in behavior between a poem’s frequently-
and infrequently-occurring formulae. The equations are linear, but more
complex than any I have constructed hitherto, since they entail as many as
four variables. The graph, however, is no longer linear, but hyperbolic—a
further complexity, but not one that steps up the demands upon our
mathematical experience, since it is not the equation that interests us in this
article, but the graph itself. The technical sophistication required by these
ideas therefore falls well within the scope of basic algebra and the simple
statistics of fitting a linear curve to plottable data (and indeed we use a
computer program to determine the best fit!). The real difficulty offered
by what follows is not mathematical; it comes not from the curves, but
from their explanation. Four variables acting together in a linear equation
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are easy enough to handle algebraically; what is harder is to picture the
activity the equation symbolizes, especially since this is the activity not of
the poet, but of his nouns. And the mathematics of the hyperbola is not
relevant to the current study; we want to know what formulaic behavior
engendered such a shape. Hence the energy of the following description is
directed primarily at explaining the phenomena, such as different formulae
and formulaic occurrences, to which the equations refer. (These phrases
will be highlighted with bold font when when they refer to variables, that is,
when the mathematical quality or behavior of their referents is being
stressed.)

There are three arresting statistical correspondences between the Iliad
and Odyssey of Homer and the Oxford Roland.! These correspondences are
almost certainly due to similarities in the compositional techniques of the
three poems, but in much of the ensuing discussion it will prove easier to
think of them as due to the behavior of the nouns themselves. In speaking
thus metaphorically of a noun’s “behavior,” I do not intend to suggest
animal or human behavior; but it will do no harm to think of it as
analogous to the behavior of molecules, for instance. The laws of
composition we shall touch on are not as precise as the laws of
chemistry —they are closer instead to the rules of musical composition—but
they are precise enough that the analogy between nouns and molecules is
helpful. To ensure that it does not mislead, we shall be reminded at the
conclusion of the article and in various places throughout that it is a poet
and his technique that in fact determine how the nouns behave. Since we
are interested in the nouns’ formulaic behavior, let us begin by offering a
precise definition of “noun-formulae,” a definition suitable to the use of
statistics: noun-verb and noun-epithet phrases that are exactly repeated,
repeated with slight alterations (such as inflexion, separation, inversion,
change in position, and extension), or partly repeated (the phrase contains a
patronymic, or a generic word—an epithet or verb used in identical metrical
circumstances with more than one different noun). Repetitions with
alterations, and partial repetitions —inexact repetitions, that is—are counted
as different formulae from those they inexactly repeat, so that it is possible

I In speaking of Homer as one author, as I shall do, I do not mean to imply
anything more than that from the point of view of formulaic composition, I can detect no
difference between the Iliad and the Odyssey. To make this clear, equations will be given
for the individual poems as well as for Homer generally.
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(and indeed common) for a formula to occur only once.2

The first correspondence between Homer and the Roland is simple
enough: the nouns in both are consistently formulaic, and the nouns in one
have about the same formularity (the same percentage of formulaic
occurrences) as the nouns in the other: 74.8% in Homer, 70.5% in the
Roland.  When 1 say “consistently formulaic” I mean that though the
formularities of some nouns in each source can vary considerably, Homer’s
mostly tend to cluster around 74.8%, the Roland’s mostly around 70.5%.
This consistency is most clearly revealed when we construct linear equations
relating formulaic occurrences to total occurrences (they are given below,
in Section IIT). With some exceptions, the bulk of Homer’s nouns that occur
often enough for useful statistical comparisons display a value for formulaic
occurrences that is very close to the value we expect from the equation (the
expected or “predicted” value); and exactly the same is true of the Roland’s
nouns.

When I say “about the same formularity” I mean that, despite the
difference between 74.8% and 70.5%, the parameters —the slope and the y-
intercept—of the Homeric equation are nearly identical to the parameters of
the Roland equation. Hence we can feed figures for total occurrences from
the Roland into the Homeric equation (or vice versa) and come up with
figures for formulaic occurrences in the Roland (or Homer) that are very
close to the truth. In other words, we can regard the parameters of the
Homeric equation as a prediction, remarkably accurate, of the parameters of
the equation for the Roland. To this extent the poets must share the same
compositional technique: in his handling of nouns, each uses a formula
about as often as the other, roughly three-quarters of the time; and each
appears to aim consistently at this figure.

The second correspondence arises when we construct equations
relating the total occurrences of a noun to the number of different
formulae it displays. A formula is different from another if it does not
repeat it exactly, which is why all repetitions with slight alterations, and
partial repetitions, are counted as occurring only once (unless they are

2 A full discussion of the criteria for a statistically appropriate definition of a
formula is given in Sale 1989:347-51.
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themselves repeated exactly).? We might have expected that the more often
a noun occurred, the more often each of its different formulae would be
used. Instead, we find that on the whole this is not true; rather, the more
often a noun occurs, the more different formulae it generates, while the
number of its occurrences per formula does not grow much.* We can
construct a linear equation relating the number of different formulae to
total occurrences, from which, if we know a noun’s total occurrences, we
can make a good calculation of its different formulae.

We can make an even better calculation by introducing two new
concepts. First, localization, the percentage of times a noun occurs at the
point at which it occurs most often. Some nouns, especially in Homer, tend
almost always to be found in just one position in the verse (called the
localization-point), while others wander about, and as they wander, create
different formulae in various parts of the line. There is a limit to the
number of formulae that can be generated from any one position, because
the poets will not create different formulae that say exactly the same thing
in exactly the same meter. Hence we expect, and find, that in both poets,
nouns that wander possess more different formulae than nouns that do not,
though their total occurrences may be exactly the same. Second, though
occurrences per formula does not change much with total occurrences, it
does change a little, and we find that by introducing it as another variable
into the equation we can improve the calculation. This revised Homeric
equation not only fits the Homeric data elegantly, it makes extremely
accurate predictions for the parameters of the corresponding equation for
the Roland. As a result we can feed figures for total occurrences,
localization, and occurrences per formula for the Roland into the
Homeric equation, and come up with remarkably accurate figures for

3 The one exception to this is that extensions are not counted as different
formulae, since if they were we would have to make some very bizzare statements: for
instance, the formula Asuxahevoc “Hpm occurs only three times and is an infrequent
formula (but dea Aeuxwhevog “Hpn occurs 19 times and is a frequent, a regular
formula).

4 To make such statements as “The more often a noun occurs, the more different
formulae it generates,” is somewhat sloppy; it suggests that we are following the course
of a given noun through a number of poems. But this language is far handier than such
locutions as, “When one noun occurs more often than another, the number of its different
formulae will be proportionately greater than the number of different formulae displayed
by the other noun.”
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different formulae for the Roland.> Here again we have demonstrated a
shared compositional technique: roughly stated, the more often a poet uses a
noun, the more different formulae he will employ for that noun; neither poet
elects simply to use the same formulae more often. Later we shall find
reason to connect this technique with oral composition in performance; but
even without this inference it is interesting to uncover this shared rule of
epic creation.

We note the third correspondence when we construct graphs,
hyperbolic in shape, that pinpoint the difference in behavior between
frequently-occurring formulae (what I call “regular formulae”) and
infrequent formulae. The x-axis of these graphs gives the number of times a
formula occurs: once only, twice, three times, and so on. (Remember that a
formula that is never exactly repeated, but repeats another formula inexactly,
is said to occur only once, because it counts as a different formula from the
one it inexactly repeats.) The y-axis gives the number of formulae that
occur at each level on the x-axis: Homer, for instance, has 673 formulae that
occur once only, 490 that occur just twice, and so on. There are many fewer
formulae that occur twice than once, many fewer occurring three times than
twice, many fewer four times than three times, five times than four times, six
times than five times. The descent is steep and almost linear. But at 6 times
(on the Homer graph) a change occurs: the plunge is arrested, and we find
virtually as many formulae exactly repeated 22 times as 11 times (for
example). This change of behavior, once we have analyzed it, enables us to
identify a small range of numbers from which to choose a minimum number
for a formula to be counted as frequently occurring, to be called a regular
formula. It turns out that the choice of 6 is a reasonable one for the Roland
as well as Homer. It is striking that hyperbolae occur in both authors—that
is, that both authors distinguish between regular and infrequent formulae; it
is more than striking, it is astonishing that both hyperbolae offer a similar
range of choices, such that it is reasonable to pick the same number for our
minimum in both authors.

In the course of studying the difference between regular and
infrequent formulae, we observe that each Homeric noun displays only a

> I cannot sufficiently stress that what the Homeric equation is predicting is the
parameters of the Roland equation, not the figures for its different formulae, which will
of course be predicted accurately if the parameters are sufficiently close. It would be
uncomfortable to speak of predicting different formulae with an equation that included
occurrences per formula on its right-hand side, since we cannot know occurrences per
formula until we know different formulae.



94 WILLIAM MERRITT SALE

few different regular formulae, usually 1 or 2 (true for 87% of the 190
Homeric nouns studied), and almost always 4 or fewer (97%). Therefore,
though a frequently-occurring noun may well have more different regular
formulae than a noun occurring less often, it will obviously not have many
more. This will hold down the number of different formulae a noun can
display, and work against the general rule we stated above, that if a noun
occurs more often, it will display more different formulae. On the other
hand, a frequently-occurring noun does show proportionately more regular
formulaic occurrences. As a result, there is a tendency (not remarkable, but
genuine) for such a noun to show more occurrences per regular formula (this
too working against the general rule). As total occurrences goes up,
occurrences per regular formula tends to go up. This means that
occurrences per formula will go up too—not much, to be sure, because
there are many fewer regular formulae than infrequent formulae, and
because occurrences per infrequent formula is very nearly constant with
respect to total occurrences. But it goes up enough to explain why we need
to make the slight modification suggested above to the equation relating
total occurrences and different formulae.

These statements will grow clearer as we proceed; I have made them
here in order to emphasize that in Homer most of a noun’s formulaic
behavior is absolutely regular, “statistically predictable.” We have already
seen that from its total occurrences we can determine its formulaic
occurrences and its different formulae. The cap on the number of regular
formulae makes it relatively easy to find out how many of these different
formulae will be regular formulae and how many infrequent formulae;
then, since occurrences per infrequent formulae is constant, we can
equally easily discover how many of its formulaic occurrences will be
regular and how many infrequent. We can do this because the overall
formulaic technique is pervasive: it reaches into every corner of the poem.
The same is true of the Roland, only here the influence of occurrences per
formula and especially localization is much slighter, and we make our
discoveries simply by determining formulaic occurrences and different
formulae from total occurrences. Our ability to predict the formulaic
behavior of each poet does not by any means suggest that either one was a
mere mechanic. It means that each one followed a technique of
composition, followed rules of procedure little different from the rules that
musical composers follow. And if something is a rule of composition, it is
usually obeyed throughout the piece. We find similarities in harmonic
progression among most instances of the Classical sonata-allegro form,
similarities that are no doubt susceptible of statistical analysis; the intellect
of a Mozart utilizes the common technique even as it individualizes and
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deepens it. Thanks to the preservation of a large number of chansons de
geste, we can observe the genius of Turoldus, the Roland poet, in his
mastery of (and over) the technique he shares with his fellow jongleurs. The
freedom enjoyed by Homer is even greater, partly because greater freedom
is built into the metrics of the hexameter line. But there is nonetheless a
body of strict rules that both poets obeyed.

Mathematics uncovers certain of these rules, and shows that they are
the same for both poets. Both halves of this statement are equally important
to us—that each poet had a mathematically discoverable technique for
handling formulae, and that it was pretty much the same technique as
regards the utility of formulae. We not only isolate algebraic equations, but
we stress their similarity. We are glad to discover the hyperbola for Homer,
since it confirms the distinction between regular and infrequent formulae;
we are even more pleased to discover a hyperbola for the Roland, and to
note how similar it is to Homer’s. In what follows we shall first set out the
equations and the hyperbolae, and then shall go on to try to explain these
similarities, adducing the results of similar (not yet published) investigations
of the Cantar de Mio Cid and Avdo Mededovi¢’s Wedding of Meho, Son of
Smail, poems that behave in the same way as the Iliad, the Odyssey, and the
Roland.

In giving this explanation I shall find no other way to account for such
impressive resemblances except on the theory that the technique that
generated them was created to facilitate the composition of oral poetry in
performance. This is not just a conclusion faute de mieux, or a mere
assertion that orality is the only thing they have in common that can possibly
explain the mathematical similarities (though it is true that the rest of what
they have in common does not explain them). Rather, we shall argue that
the similarities are due to the poets’ meeting certain of their needs by
generating infrequent formulae. Such needs arise rarely for any given noun,
but are of the sort that arise constantly; the formulae to meet them are
generated either out of previously existing materials—generic words and
alterable formulae—or by repeating exactly a phrase used earlier in the
poem. This material is kept ready to hand, and turned into new formulae so
predictably and so pervasively, because the demands of composition in oral
performance are immediate and unrelenting: unusual needs arise at every
turn, there is no leisure to investigate a variety of possibilities, and there is
no rest until the piece is over.

¢ We shall discuss below (Appendix 1) how unusual needs can “arise at every
turn.” This process of composition is exactly what Albert Lord describes as “adjustment
of phrase and creation of phrases by analogy” (1960:37). Indeed, the distinction between
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It is important to stress the limitations on the above argument.
Mathematical comparisons show that in three important ways the techniques
of the two poets were remarkably similar; only in attempting to explain the
similarity do we have recourse to the theory of oral composition. Even here
we must be careful. It is at least possible that any one of our poems (except
Avdo’s) was composed in writing; it is only the underlying fechnique that
must be oral. We may wonder why a literate poet should have wished to
reproduce so thoroughly the circumstances, and the results, of composition
in performance; but we cannot disprove the possibility that he did. It is also
at least barely possible that any one of our poems was preserved orally for a
long period of time; the underlying technique bespeaks only an original
composition in performance. The culture of the Roland had the means for
writing the poem down at any time during the period in which it must have
been composed; but we may have to suppose a period of oral preservation
for the Homeric poems.” This is acceptable, from the point of view of our
arguments, provided that the preservation was careful and the effects of
composition-in-performance were not destroyed.

The best sustained demonstration known to me that the Roland is an
orally composed poem is to be found in Joseph Duggan’s The Song of
Roland (1973; see also the excellent assessment of the value of this work in
Foley 1988:79-80 and 96-97). Duggan approaches his task from several
points of view, of which statistical analysis is only one part; indeed most of
his book is given over to a qualitative discussion of how formulae work
(both in the Roland and in certain other chansons de geste), of how they
form the basis of the narrative technique, and of how the poet of the Oxford
Roland employs that technique in composing such magnificent poetry. But

infrequent and regular formulae as based upon the hyperbola, as well as the equations
(espec. 2A-C below) that are ultimately explained by this distinction, are little more than
a mathematical formulation of the results of the process described by Lord on pp. 37-67.

71 must say I find Richard Janko’s (1990) restatement and elaboration of Albert
Lord’s theory of oral dictated texts extremely plausible. I am also convinced by Janko’s
eighth-century date for the Iliad, which I have argued for on other grounds—see Sale
1987:38. But there are two outside possibilities that cannot be dismissed. First, as
Gregory Nagy has pointed out (in conversation), the statistically determined linguistic
differences among the various early epic poems might be due not to difference in time of
composition, but to difference of place and tradition. Second, as Sarantis Symeonoglou
has pointed out (also in conversation), the eighth century might have wished to write
down the text of the /liad, but have simply lacked a sufficient supply of material on
which to write it. In that case, singers might have devised a technique of verbatim oral
transmission quite different from the technique of composition in performance.
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Duggan does not neglect the mathematical side: using rigorous criteria for
what is to constitute a formula, he finds the poem 35.2% formulaic—that
18, 35.2% of its hemistichs are themselves formulae. This makes it
comparable in formularity to Old French poems known to be orally
composed, and much more formulaic than a large body of medieval
material known to have been composed in writing. Duggan’s criteria for a
formula are slightly different from mine: he does not include phrases that
occur only once but share a key epithet or verb with a similar phrase of
identical metrical shape and syntax. These he calls “syntactic formulas™;
Lord calls them “formulaic expressions,” and I call them “generic
formulae” in order to direct attention to the shared key word; they are the
phrases I classify as “partly repeated” above. But Duggan does count
phrases that undergo modifications similar to the alterations set out and
discussed by J.B. Hainsworth (1968:passim; my “slight alterations” above).?
As we have already seen, I count both generic formulae and
Hainsworth-alterations as formulae. On the other hand, I have occasionally
refused to count certain repetitions confined entirely to lines close to one
another, where there is a possibility of a refrain effect, of deliberate
echoing—in other words, where the repetition may not be integral to the
narrative technique.® Nor do I count such phrases as “Li empereres” filling

8 See esp. Duggan 1973:131-33.  The alterations noted by Duggan include:
inflection, simple stylistic variation (such as “en cest pais” for “en ceste tere”), changes
obviously brought about by metrical considerations (“cinquante carre” in the first
hemistich becoming “plus de cinquante care” in the second), and changes in second-
hemistich formulae due to assonantal requirements.

9 See also Sale 1989:347, where some other sorts of repetition are also ruled out
as sufficient criteria for formulae. There is some inevitable subjectivity here, since the
decision that a passage is a deliberate echo is an aesthetic judgment; I have deliberately
erred in all cases in favor of declaring that a passage is formulaic, but mistakes will
surely occur. However, the number of instances where the problem arises is relatively
small: the most I have observed for any one noun is three, and that many only when there
are a great many total occurrences; most nouns present no problems at all. Since the total
number of nouns, formulaic occurrences, and different formulae is so large, this source of
error cannot significantly affect the statistics. Duggan uses small capitals when he prints
formulae whose occurrences are confined to a given scene. This procedure allows us to
recognize the possibility of refrains, while also identifying formulae that may have
limited usefulness, or may have been coined for the sake of composing a particular scene.
See Duggan 1973: 42.

Another seeming source of error is worth mentioning here: when a phrase is
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the first hemistich, phrases possessing neither an epithet nor a verb—phrases
I call “minimal formulae.” My criteria should by no means be seen as an
implied criticism of Duggan’s. Mine were created for Homeric analysis
undertaken long before I had studied Duggan’s work carefully; I continue to
employ them because we are now looking for what Homer and the Roland
have in common, and it behooves us to use the same criteria on both sets of
data. In any case, what I call a formula and what Duggan calls a formula
will on the whole coincide. I have given in Appendix 2 the phrases that are
formulaic by my criteria for 22 of the nouns in the Roland.

The mathematical relationships I am exploring derive from my
earlier work on Homer, and are different from those discussed by Duggan
(see Sale 1984, 1987, and espec. 1989). To restate more formally what was
set out earlier: the total occurrences of a given noun in a given
grammatical case are grouped into a set, which is divided into subsets
labeled formulaic occurrences and non-formulaic occurrences. The
formulaic occurrences (algebraically, fo) of a noun divided by its total
occurrences (to) is its formularity. We determine the relative formularity
of the sets by constructing the linear equation fo = f(to), formulaic
occurrences as a function of total occurrences. We then count the number
of different formulae in each noun’s set, and construct the linear equation
df = f(to), different formulae as a function of total occurrences. We
then calculate the localization (abbreviated loc in the equation) of each
noun, and observe that df = f(loc), that different formulae is a function of
localization. This fact justifies us in using loc to modify the equation df =
f(to), producing df = f(to, loc). We then calculate occurrences per
formula (tof/df) for each noun, and construct the linear equation df =
f(to, fo/df). We go on to combine this with df = f(to, loc) to produce the
further modification df = f(to, loc, fo/df). Then we classify the different
formulae for all our nouns, as to whether they occur once, twice, three
times, and so on, and count how many occur once, how many twice, and so
on. This gives us the distribution of number of occurrences for each level
of frequency of occurrence, enabling us to construct the hyperbola and
determine a minimum number for regular formulae. We are then able to
divide each noun’s different formulae into regular formulae and infrequent
formulae, and its total formulaic occurrences into regular formulaic

repeated just once, even though it is almost certainly not a deliberate refrain, it might be
repeated by accident. Here there is no real problem provided we are consistent. All such
cases are rigidly counted as formulae for all nouns in all poems, so that the validity of the
comparisons 1s not affected. The worst that can happen is our forming the opinion that
the poets are slightly more formulaic than they really are.
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occurrences and infrequent formulaic occurrences. This distinction is shown
to underlie the df = f(to, loc, fo/df) equation and to account for the shape of
the hyperbola; it is our ultimate basis for arguing that the technique of the
two poems was developed for the sake of composition in performance.

II. Data and Definitions

In what follows we shall be comparing three groups of data:

1. The 190 nouns in Homer that occur at least 13 times and have at
least one regular formula. A noun in the Odyssey is counted as a different
noun from the same noun in the /liad. We have three reasons for counting
this way: some nouns occur in only one poem, and should not therefore
suffer statistically; we need to keep the two poems independent in order to
observe significant statistical differences between them, if any such arise (so
far I have not encountered any); and we must be alert to the possibility that
the length of a given poem might influence the statistics.

2. Twenty-two nouns in the Roland that occur at least 13 times and
possess a regular formula: the 11 personal names in the nominative that
occur this often (all 11 happen to possess a regular formula), plus 11
common nouns.!© There are a few more common nouns, not many, that meet
these criteria and might have been included; but I felt that there was a
statistical advantage to having the same number of both types, and
constructed a similarly divided set for Homer (#3 below). With a minimum
of 12 I could have included “Blancandrins” (see note 41 below), but much
experimentation with nouns in Homer had already convinced me that
bringing the minimum below 13 brought about misleading improvements in
the statistics.

We cannot, to be sure, claim that 6 is the only possible minimum for
regular formulae in the Roland (we might have chosen 4, 6, or 8: see
below), but let us at least note that all the personal names (not counting
“Deus”) occurring in the nominative at least 13 times (or 12 times, for that
matter) possess a formula exactly repeated at least this often; no character is

10Tt is important to keep in mind that a phrase, in order to be counted as a regular
formula, must be exactly repeated (disregarding certain irrelevant spelling variations and
verb inflections): each part must fall in the same place in the line of verse, and the noun
must be in the same case and number. “Blanche barbe,” e.g., is not a regular formula,
though the two words are juxtaposed 10 times. Some nouns—*“sire,” e.g.—are best
treated as epithets, though they can be used independently.
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being left out. Should later investigation reveal idiosyncratic behavior on
the part of some common nouns omitted because they have no formula
exactly repeated 6 times, that will bring complications, not falsification.

3. A smaller selection of 70 Homeric nouns in the nominative used 15
times or more and possessing at least one regular formula: specifically, the
35 personal names that in fact meet these criteria, and 35 common nouns
chosen from among those meeting these criteria.!! This selection was
constructed for two reasons:

First, I wanted something closer in size to the Roland set than the 190
nouns under #1 above; I wanted it exactly divided into proper and common
nouns, like the Roland set; I wanted a minimum number of occurrences per
noun that would keep the set relatively small while ensuring that some of its
nouns occurred only a little more often than the Roland minimum; and I
wanted to avoid as much sample bias as I could—that is, I wanted to
minimize my own choosing of the individual nouns that were to belong to
the set. The minimum of 15 occurrences per noun determined 35 personal
names automatically, so that if I let the set have 70 nouns, divided half
common and half proper (as the Roland is divided), then half the set, at least,
could be unbiased. A minimum of 13 would have produced too large a set,
while a set the same size as the Roland set would either have been subject to
intolerable bias (I would have had to choose every member), or have
entailed a much larger minimum number than the 13 for the Roland.

Second, I wanted a selection whose formulae could be broken down
into those that fall in a major colon (see the definition below) and those that

1 The choice of common nouns was on the whole random. It resulted in a rather
larger than normal number of nouns with exceptional formularities; this fact did not
affect the statistics importantly. I did deliberately avoid one noun, dupog (appearing in
three forms, Yupdc in the Iliad and the Odyssey, and Yupév in the Iliad), whose
formulae include one that is metrically bizarre by Homeric standards: dup.og(v) évt
otndeoot. Including all three appearances would not have compromised either the
statistics or the argument, but it would have made the statements much more
cumbersome: I would have been constantly interrupting an already difficult presentation
to remind readers that this isolated formula, which was producing some minor ripples on
the graphs, really is isolated; and I would have had to say in nearly half-a-dozen places,
“except, of course, for Yupoc(v) évt othdecor.” That this formula does not really
affect the fundamental statistics is clear from its presence (three times, of course) among
the 190 nouns, where its distorting effect is virtually unnoticeable. (Granted, one of the
three cases, Yupoc in the Iliad, is a distinct outlier for two of our equations: it is too
formulaic and has too many different formulae. But this means that some of what I
counted as infrequent formulae are probably chance repetitions, an experimental error
bound to occur sometimes with nouns occurring over 100 times.) And subtracting it from
the group produces very little change.
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do not, in order to explain the hyperbola and to make comparisons with
Roland formulae that fall, or fail to fall, in the first hemistich. To do such a
breakdown carefully for 190 nouns is a monumental enterprise, and before
engaging in it I wanted to discover whether comparisons along these lines
between smaller groups of sets would prove fruitful.

The following definitions, evolved from Homer, have also been
applied to the Roland.

Caesura = a break in the poetic line after a word-ending. The
caesurae that most interested Milman Parry fell after verse-positions 5, 5.5, 7
and 8 (see below) and are called, respectively, the penthemimeral
(masculine, B1), trochaic (feminine, B2), and hepthemimeral (C1) caesurae
and the bucolic diaeresis (C2). The caesura in the French decasyllabic line
always falls after verse-position 4 or 4.5.

Colon = a segment of the hexameter line falling between two caesurae
or between a caesura and the beginning or end of the verse.

Epithet = an adjective, adjective-phrase, noun, or noun-phrase
accompanying a noun in a formula.

Formula = a noun-epithet and noun-verb phrase, either

A. exactly repeated (same words, same grammatical case, same
place in the line of verse), or

B. repeated with slight variations (Hainsworth-alterations), or

C. partly repeated by including a generic epithet or verb so as
to constitute a generic formula, or

D. partly repeated by including a patronymic.

Formularity = formulaic occurrences + total occurrences.

Generic epithet or noun = an epithet or verb used in identical
metrical circumstances with at least two nouns of the same metrical shape.

Hainsworth-alteration = a formula that differs from another merely
by occupying a different position in the verse, or being extended by an
added word, or by being inflected, or by having its parts separated or
inverted.

Hemistich = a segment of the hexameter line running from the
beginning though verse-positions 5 or 5.5 (occasionally 6) or from 5.5 or 6
(occasionally 7) to the end; a segment of the French decasyllable occupying
the space before, or the space after, the caesura.

Infrequent formula = a formula exactly repeated fewer than 6 times,
or (if it occurs only once) containing a generic epithet or verb, or a
patronymic, or consisting of a Hainsworth-alteration.

Localization-point = the place in the verse in which a word occurs
most often.
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Localization = the percentage of times a word occurs at the
localization-point. 2

Major cola = the cola in the hexameter line that run from the
beginning to verse-positions 5 and 5.5, from 5, 5.5, 7 and 8 to the end, and
from 2 or 3 through 8.13

Minimal formulae = single words, and noun-preposition and noun-
adverb phrases, that fall repeatedly in the same place in the line.

Minor cola = all cola except major cola.

Regular formula = a formula exactly repeated 6 times or more in any
one poem.

Regularity = regular formulaic occurrences as a percentage of
formulaic occurrences.

Verse-position = 1) a segment of the hexameter line occupying one
long syllable or two short syllables and numbered from the beginning of the
line. Thus position 1 is the opening long syllable, position 1.5 (or 1 1/2) the
ensuing short syllable if there is one, position 2 the second long syllable, and
so on. 2) a segment of the decasyllabic line occupying one syllable and
numbered from the beginning of the line. Ten syllables is normal; but after
4 and 10 we may have 4.5 and 10.5.

I have put two Appendices at the end of the article. The first is a
discussion of how infrequent formulae come into being, a discussion that
seemed too elaborate for the text itself. The second gives all the data for the
Roland, along with a list of its regular formulae. Some of the data for
Homer are published in Sale 1989:396-405; the rest are fairly easy to
compile with the help of the concordances, or the Ibycus computer, or the
Pandora program for the Macintosh, using the same format that I used for
the Roland in Appendix 2. But I would be happy to respond to individual
requests.

12 Though it is natural to state this as a percentage, it is desirable in constructing
equations that all the variables have comparable sizes, and this desideratum has entailed
stating localization as a number from 1 to 10 followed by a decimal in Equations 3A, B,
and C below.

13 A full recent account of the caesura and the colon in relation to the formula can
be found in Foley 1990:73-84. It should be noted that twice as many major cola fall after
the caesurae as before them; it is also true that many more formulae fall in these second-
half cola than in the first-half variety. This is in keeping with the principle that Foley
calls “right-justification,” the tendency for greater fixity at the end of the line (see Foley
1990:56-57, and below).
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III. The Formularity Curve
(Total Formulaic Occurrences/Total Occurrences)

We begin with a fundamental fact: that Homer and the Roland both
maintain consistent formularities for most of the nouns they use. There are
two mathematical ways to state this consistency. One can construct a
histogram for each poet, a picture of the distribution of the formularities, of
the quotients formulaic occurrences+total occurrences, of each of his
nouns. These formularities cluster around the average formularity (74.8%
in Homer, 70.5% in the Roland) in roughly bell-shaped curves. Figure 1 is
the histogram for Homer’s 190 nouns. The base of each rectangle spans 3
percentage points, so that the rectangle to the left of 69% means, “All the
nouns with formularities between 66 and 69%.” The y-axis tells how many:
in this case, 16 nouns have such formularities. Note that the longest
rectangle falls between 78 and 81%, higher than the mean of 74.8%; we do
not have a precisely normal distribution, but one with a slight skew to the
left.

Figure 1

25 +

20 + 7

15 + Bl

10 + i

I,
e=ulll .
36 69 102

formularity as %

Alternatively, one can state the algebraic relationship between the
total occurrences of all the nouns and their formulaic occurrences. We
derive this relationship by a process of linear regression. That is, we first
construct a graph with total occurrences on the x-axis and formulaic
occurrences on the y-axis, and put on it a point for each noun corresponding
to that noun’s total occurrences and formulaic occurrences. We then
determine (by the method of least squares, which any statistical computer
program will employ) what straight line comes closest to the points, gives
the best fit. Figure 2 is the graph for 190 nouns in Homer:
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The point furthest to the right, with 256 total occurrences and 191
formulaic occurrences, is Odysseus. The reader can see that the two
methods, the histogram and the graph, correspond conceptually. That is, the
line on the graph, though not precisely identical with it, is roughly
equivalent to the mean formularity on the histogram; the distance between
the line on the graph and the various points corresponds roughly to the
distance between the mean formularity and the points in each rectangle in
the histogram. The correspondence is not exact because the line on the
graph reflects the fact that the variations in total occurrences of the nouns
can affect their formulaic occurrences; the histogram omits this fact.!4

We shall therefore concentrate on the algebraic relationship, which we
shall need in any case when we come to study the relationship between
different formulae and total occurrences. First, the 190 nouns in Homer
(fo = formulaic occurrences, to = total occurrences):

1A.fo=.676to + 2.1; R=.97,s =6.9.55

14 If we know the difference (call it Af) between the formularity of a given noun
and the mean formularity of all the nouns, .748 (stated as a decimal, not a percent), and
we wish to know s,, the distance on the y-axis between the line and the point on the graph
occupied by the noun, we use the formula s, = to(Af + .072) - 2.1. That is, s, includes
the effect of to, Af does not.

15 The letter R stands for the correlation coefficient, one measure of the probable
accuracy of predictions made from the equation upon fresh data. Since R = 1 means that
the correlation is perfect, and R = 0 that there is no correlation, an R value of .97 marks a
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The equation indicates that on average, the formulaic occurrences (fo) of a
noun in Homer will be a little more (2.1 occurrences more) than about two-
thirds (.676) of its total occurrences (to). Next, the corresponding equation
for the 70 nouns in Homer, adduced mainly in order to affirm the fact that
these 70 nouns are indeed a representative sample:

1B. fo=.679to + 2.6; R =.98,s ="7.7.1¢

The reader will note that the equation is virtually identical to Equation 1A.
Finally, the equation for the 22 nouns in the Roland:

1C. fo =.689 to + 0.3; R =.98,s =4.7.

This equation is very close to the other two. If a noun occurs 100 times,
Equation 1C predicts that it will have 69.2 formulaic occurrences; if a
Homeric noun occurs 100 times, Equation 1A predicts that it will have 69.7
formulaic occurrences. And the biggest difference in predicted formulaic
occurrences between the two equations is less than two.

These equations, then, give us the ratio between formulaic
occurrences and total occurrences: the more often a noun occurs, the more
formulaic occurrences it will have; and the difference between one noun and
another in this respect is proportional. The correlation coefficients, R, are
very high indeed at .97, .98, .98. The root-mean-square residuals, s, are low
or reasonably low at 6.9, 7.7, 4.7. If we take the expected values (the
“predicted” values) of formulaic occurrences from Equation 1A, Homer’s
190 nouns, and compare the actual values, we find a low median error of
2.9, a fairly low average error of 4.6, but a maximum error of 33. This

very high correlation. The letter s stands for the root-mean square residual, an indicator
of how far away such predictions will be from the observed or actual values. The median
error that the equation in fact incurs for the Homeric data is 2.9; the median number of
total formulaic occurrences displayed by our nouns is 25, so that the median error is
about 11%. Given all the things that can affect a noun’s formularity—its metrical
properties, its meaning, the variety of contexts in which it may be used—a median error
of 2.9 is satisfactory. (For the relationships among meter, meaning, and formularity, see
Sale 1989:357-61.)

16 The equations for the Iliad and Odyssey:
Iliad: tfo =.650 to +2.9,r =.96,s =7.7
Odyssey: tfo =.726 to + .65, r =.98,s =5.3



106 WILLIAM MERRITT SALE

means that most of the time the equation gives a highly satisfactory picture
of the relation between total occurrences and formulaic occurrences in
Homer, but that some nouns are really quite deviant. The Roland shows a
comparable figure for the median error (2.7) but a lower average (3.4) and
maximum (12).

As we saw above, the average formularity for Homer is 74.8%, for the
Roland 70.5%, which means that if we apply the Homeric equation,
Equation 1A, to the data in the Roland—that is, if we calculate formulaic
occurrences for the 22 nouns in the Roland by feeding their total
occurrences into the Homeric equation—we expect the calculation to be a
little high; and so it is, by an average of 1.2. Despite this fact, it is still very
close: the median error in its predictions is 2.8, the average 3.6, the
maximum 11.!7 These results are almost the same as what we obtain from
Equation 1C, the Roland equation, itself: a median error in its predictions of
2.7 (an improvement of just .1), average 3.4 (an improvement of .2),
maximum 12 (not as good, by 1). Above all, Equation 1A has given a
highly accurate prediction of the parameters of 1C: the slopes (.676 and
.689) are very close, differing by only .01, while the y-intercepts (2.1, .3) are
off by only 1.8 (that is, a difference of 2 formulaic occurrences). This means
that the nouns in both sources are displaying the same consistency, are
clustering near the mean formularity, or deviating from it, about as
frequently and to about the same extent. Each shows a roughly normal
distribution around the mean; Homer’s standard deviation is 12.9, the
Roland’s 11.4. The difference in average formularity of 4.3% between
Homer and the Roland does not obscure the fact that both poets are using the
same technique with regard to the formularity of their nouns.

IV. The Number of Different Formulae

The precision of the formularity relationship—the proportionality
with which formulaic occurrences rises and falls with total occurrences
both in Homer and in Roland—leads to a further conclusion. If a particular
noun has more total occurrences—and therefore more formulaic
occurrences—than another, it must either have more different formulae

17 The calculated value and the amount off: Charles, 92(5), Roland, 83(11),
Guenes, 39(3), Oliver, 29(2), Naimes, 17(4), Marsilie, 33(2), L’arcevesque, 24(7),
Baligant, 13(3), Franceis, 41(7), Franc(s), 29(4), Paiens, 40(2), cheval 26(1), escut 14(1),
hanste 12(4), osberc 18(3), reis 53(1), mot 19(0), cors 47(10), rei 31(3), cumpainz 12(1),
bataille 22(1), oilz 15(2).
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than the other, or its formulae must on average occur more often—it must
display more occurrences per formula—or both. Earlier we stated the
general rule, that the number of different formulae rises and falls with total
occurrences, and stressed that this result is not trivial, that we can easily
imagine a technique in which it was the other way around. Indeed it
probably would have been if all we had were regular formulae, since
occurrences per regular formulae does go up and down with total
occurrences, and over the years I have noted a number of statements by
scholars that seemed to imply a belief, perhaps half-conscious, that as the
number of total occurrences rose, occurrences per formula rose with it.
The fact is that occurrences per formula is close to being constant.!8

If it were absolutely constant, we could deduce the relationship
between different formulae and total occurrences from the formularity
equation. Occurrences per formula, remember, is formulaic occurrences
divided by different formulae, algebraically fo/df. If this were constant, we
could write fo/df = K; multiplying through by df, we get fo = dfK.
Substituting dfK for fo in Equation 1A we get dfK = .676to + 2.1; dividing
through by K we could then write:

P. df =.676to+K + 2.1+K.

(I call this equation “P” to indicate that it is a derived equation, not directly
based on linear regression as 1A is.) Equation P states that if occurrences
per formula is constant, a change in total occurrences is accompanied by a
change in different formulae precisely proportionate to the change in
formulaic occurrences stated by Equation 1A.

Since occurrences per formula is not quite constant, we shall
proceed a little differently. Because fo = df(fo/df), we write Equation 1A
as:

18 Not quite, because as we just saw, occurrences per regular formula changes
when total occurrences changes, and so therefore does occurrences per formula, at
least slightly. It would not have to, if occurrences per infrequent formula (occurrences
per infrequently employed formula) went down when occurrences per regular formula
went up, but occurrences per infrequent formula does not; there is literally zero
correlation between these two variables, and occurrences per infrequent formula is
essentially constant. On the other hand, the correlation between occurrences per
regular formula and occurrences per formula is quite good (.65 correlation
coefficient); when one rises with total occurrences, the other does. When they do,
different formulae is somewhat lower than it would have been had occurrences per
formula been absolutely stationary, and we shall work this fact into Equation 4A.
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Q. df =.676(to+[fo/df]) + 2.1+fo/df.

Since df can be canceled out—df could be anything without affecting to or
fo—we cannot use Equation Q to determine the relationship between total
occurrences and different formulae. But since occurrences per formula
is nmearly constant, we could guess the relationship between total
occurrences and different formulae by entering the average value of
occurrences per formula (3.898) into Equation Q. If we do this, we get

R. df =.173to + .54.

This is not far off the equation we get when we simply apply linear
regression, the method we used to construct Equation 1A, to the data (see
Equation 2A below); Equation R produces predicted values for different
formulae that are virtually as close to the actual values as those predicted by
Equation 2A. Equation Q therefore tells us that since occurrences per
formula is nearly constant, a change in total occurrences is accompanied
by a change in different formulae roughly proportionate to the change in
formulaic occurrences stated by Equation 1A.

It also says that the slight changes that do take place in occurrences
per formula could affect the relationship between different formulae and
total occurrences inversely. If, say, occurrences per formula is higher
when total occurrences is higher, different formulae will be not as high as
it might otherwise have been. We were ready for this. We began Section IV
by noticing that as formulaic occurrences changes, either different
formulae or occurrences per formula or both must change, and change
inversely: the greater the change in one, the slighter the change (or the
greater the inverse change) in the other. This is logically necessary: it
follows from the meaning of the concept formulaic occurrences. To this
logical observation we add the empirical observation that when total
occurrences changes, there is a corresponding change in formulaic
occurrences (Equation 1A). It follows that as total occurrences changes
(and formulaic occurrences along with it), either different formulae or
occurrences per formula or both must change, and change inversely to
each other: the greater the change in one, the slighter the change (or the
greater the inverse change) in the other.!?

19 Note that the fact that we can cancel out df from Equation P does not make the
equation a tautology, as it would be if the independent variable were fo<+fo/df. It is a
restatement of 1A and says as much as 1A says. If we know a noun’s occurrences per
formula and total occurrences, we can determine first its formulaic occurrences and then
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Let us set Equation Q aside for a moment, and turn to the equation
relating different formulae (algrebraically df) and total occurrences as
determined by linear regression from the data for the 190 Homeric nouns:

2A. df =.150to + 2.48, R = .83, s =4.1.

That is, if the number of total occurrences of a noun is higher than another’s,
it will probably display more different formulae in the ratio indicated by the
equation. Similarly for the 70 Homeric nouns:

2B. df =.120to + 3.78, R =.76,s =5.2
And for the Roland:

2C. df =.236to - 0.06, R =.97,s =2.0

The correlation coefficient for Equation 2C is very high; but the fit of the
Homeric equations to the data, though all right, is not impressive, nor do the
Homeric equations resemble the Roland equation as closely as we should
like. Moreover, if we feed data from the Roland into 2A, we are off by an
average of 2.3 and a maximum of 12.6, which is quite high.20

The Roland equation is so much more successful, indeed, that from it
alone we might (begging the question for a moment!) suspect that
something is missing from the Homeric equation, that it needs to be
modified. We saw above why different formulae moves in inverse
proportion to localization: if a noun is more highly localized, it will show a
tendency to display fewer different formulae, because whenever it occurs at
the localization point, it will very often use a formula it has already used

its different formulae, if and only if it has the formularity that Equation 1A says it
should—which is to say, if and only if the parameters of Equation P are correct. Or we
could know total occurrences and different formulae; we still do not know occurrences
per formula unless we know formulaic occurrences, and we cannot figure that out from
total occurrences —unless the parameters of Equation P are correct. If the parameters of P
are correct, then a change in total occurrences will necessarily be accompanied by a
change in either occurrences per formula or different formulae (or both), but we cannot
know which one a priori.

20 High, because the range of values for different formulae is much smaller than
for formulaic occurrences in Equation 1A above; different formulae in Homer goes
from 2 to 38, while formulaic occurrences goes from 8 to 191.
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before.2! The reason for this is the principle of economy: Homer has almost
no formulae with the same referent and the same meter, unless the sense is
genuinely different. There is obviously a limited number of formulae that
can put the name at the localization point and still differ from one another.
Hence a noun that is highly localized eventually faces the choice of
repeating a formula already used, or of violating economy, and it rarely
prefers the latter. The equation expressing the relationship between
different formulae and localization has therefore a negative correlation
coefficient, expressing the inverse proportion. The value is -0.50, not high;
but for such a large sample size (190) the correlation is certain. Hence it is
logical to combine localization (algebraically loc) with total occurrences in
a new variable to<loc (we put loc into the denominator since it moves
inversely with different formulae) and perform the linear regression for df
and to+loc:

3A. df =.752(to+loc) + 2.9, R =.93,s = 2.7

In order to indicate the extent of the improvement of 3A over 2A, I give
graphs for the two:

Graph 2A Graph 3A

30 30
20 20
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to to+loc

21 ’Qdusocle (with double sigma) in the Odyssey, for instance, occurs more
often (256 times) than any other noun, but his figure of 20 different formulae is equalled
or bettered by no fewer than 20 other nouns, some of which are found far less frequently.

Z<0¢ in the Odyssey occurs just 87 times, a third as often, yet has 32 different formulae,
more than half again as many. Ze\g, as a monosyllable, has low localization and wanders
all over the verse; *Oducaelc is highly localized.
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The equation for the 70 nouns, affirming that this sample is typical:
3B. df =.702(to+loc) + 3.3, R =.95,s = 2.6

These improved equations are matched by a comparable equation for the
Roland:

3C. df =.950(to+loc) + 1.8, R =.95,s =2.5

The parameters of 3A and 3C are a little different, and the maximum error
calculated by 3A for the Roland’s different formulae is 8, higher than we
could wish. Still, the mean error is only 2, and the median still lower at 1.4.
These equations, taken together with 2C for the Roland, are perfectly
satisfactory evidence that the Roland and Homer are alike in this aspect of
their techniques, that in both poets the more often a noun occurs, the more
different formulae it generates.

I am, however, convinced from our examination of Equations P and Q
that it is appropriate to add the complex variable formulaic occurrences
divided by occurrences per formula, to+fo/df, to 3A. It not only brings in
the fact that earlier, by constructing this variable, we came close to deducing
the different formulae/total occurrences relationship from 1A, but it also
recognizes what we saw at that point: that since slight changes in
occurrences per formula must have an effect upon the relationship between
different formulae and formulaic occurrences, they also have an effect
upon the relationship between different formulae and total occurrences.
The result:

4A. df =.363 (to+loc + to+[fo/df]) + 1.4, R = .98, s = 1.6
Localization and occurrences per formula are both in the denominators

because both are in inverse proportion to different formulae (see above on
occurrences per formula, and on localization).

22 This equation should replace the one I gave in footnote 45 of Sale 1989:394;
and we should modify somewhat the final statement in that footnote, which reads, “as TO
rises and falls, the number of different formulae is affected precisely, but the occurrences
per formula not at all.” Occurrences per formula is affected by rises and falls in the total
occurrences, though only very slightly. And the trouble with the equation I gave is that,
though it has a very high correlation coefficient, it depends in part upon a correlation
between infrequent formulaic occurrences and the number of different formulae, and this
is a separate phenomenon with a separate explanation.
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Equation 4A obviously gives us an extremely good fit. We must
stress, though, that a full analysis and justification of it is still needed, that
we do not have an entirely satisfactory mathematical statement of the
relationship between Equation 1A and 4A, and of the precise role of the
effect in 4A of the slight variations in occurrences per formula on
different formulae. We have an equation which works empirically, and
whose empirical logic we understand intuitively. The correlation co-
efficient, R, is higher than it is in 3A, and s, the mean residual, lower; if we
apply Equation 4A to Homer’s nouns, the average error is only 1.1. And
when we compare the graphs of Equation 3A and 4A, the improvement can
be seen even more dramatically:

Graph 3A Graph 4A

12.5 25.0 37.5 50.0 25 50 75 100
to+loc to+loc + to+[tfo/df]

I give the corresponding formula for the 70 nouns, again in order to
validate the typical nature of the sample:

4B. df =.354 (to/loc + to+[fo/df]) + 1.6, R = .98, s = 1.4*

Equation 4A gives an excellent prediction of the parameters of the
corresponding Roland equation:

4C. df =.391 (to/loc + to+[fo/df]) + .9, R =.98, s = 1.7

The parameters of, and the R and s values for, Equations 4A and 4C are
much closer to each other than the parameters and values of 2A and 2C.
And if now we feed Roland data into Homeric equation 4A, the mean error
is 1.2 and the maximum only 4.5, a striking improvement over the results
of applying 2A. The two variables localization and occurrences per

23 The equations for the Iliad and Odyssey:
lliad: df = .350 (to/loc + to+tfo/df) + 1.6, r = .98, s = 1.7
Odyssey: df = .381 (to/loc + to+tfo/df) + 1.1, r=.97,s=1.4
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formula are obviously very meaningful for Homer. They are not so much
so for the Roland, probably because the correlation between the two
variables different formulae and total occurrences is already very high
(coefficient .97). Nevertheless, 4A and 4C are very close to one another;
and 4A, whatever its theoretical deficiencies, is an equation derived from
Homer that gives an exceedingly accurate picture of the relationship
between different formulae and total occurrences in the Chanson de
Roland.

The compositional techniques are therefore in some respects the same.
In both poets, nouns that occur more often have proportionately more
different formulae than those occurring less often. The number of different
formulae per noun is about the same in both poets: each poet’s nouns display
a minimum of 2; Charles has 35, Zeus in the Iliad also has 35, and vfj«g in
the Iliad has 38. Hence we can say: not just proportionately more different
formulae, but significantly more. In both poets, there is a cap on the number
of regular formulae, so that these significant and predictable differences in
the number of different formulae are mostly differences in the number of
infrequent formulae.

We cannot sufficiently stress the role played by the distinction
between regular and infrequent formulae in creating these equations, and in
marking the great similarities and slight differences between the techniques.
In both poets, when a noun’s total occurrences is high, its regular formulae
show more occurrences per regular formula, while its infrequent formulae
show more different infrequent formulae. If one or both poets had used a
technique whereby different formulae was the same for nouns with low
total occurrences and nouns with high, but occurrences per formula was
very different, then the nouns in that poet’s works could not have displayed
very many infrequent formulae. Most formulae would have been regular
formulae; but as it is Homer has five times as many infrequent formulae as
regular formulae, the Roland seven! In both poets, the ratio occurrences
per formula is nearly constant with total occurrences; in Homer this is
clearly because occurrences per infrequent formula is constant (the cause
is less certain in the Roland.) Localization in both poets moves inversely
with different formulae, because when a noun has low localization and
wanders about in the line, it is infrequent formulae that are generated in the
unusual positions.

But although the distinction between infrequent formulae and regular
formulae is highly significant, we know it so far only as a quantitative
distinction. The step we are to take next will eventually reveal differences in
quality.
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V. The Formulae-Occurrences Curve in Homer

The distinction between regular and infrequent formulae is vital in
Homeric studies for two reasons: first, for the reason we have just seen, that
the equations that predict variations in the number of different formulae are
largely based on variations in the number of different infrequent formulae;
and second, because Parry’s assertions about formulaic systems in Homer
hold good for regular formulae and break down for infrequent formulae. I
have discussed the second reason in earlier work, in which I also develop
criteria for applying the term “regular formula” to the proper nouns in the
nominative case in Homer, and defend the choice of 6 as a minimum number
of occurrences while calling attention to the fact that 8 and 10 are also
defensible minima (1989:362-95). I made the choice of 6 not because it was
any more logical than the other two, but because I wanted to make it as low
as I could while preserving the overall integrity of the regular formulae
group. When I later extended the term “regular formula” to the other nouns
in Homer, 1 decided to keep the same minimum number, although some of
the criteria I elected for choosing 6 as a minimum for the nominative proper
nouns (such as always being noun-epithetic) were no longer valid for
frequent formulae displayed by nouns in oblique cases.

Since the criteria I originally used for choosing the minimum number
were qualitative, it was possible to feel, as long as I was speaking of proper
nouns, that the distinction between regular formulae and infrequent formulae
was qualitative as well as quantitative; but with the extension of the number
to common nouns and the ensuing questionability of some of the criteria (not
to mention the fact that none of the criteria had actually been used in
determining the minimum number for the common nouns), I seemed to be
forced to rely upon intuition to support the distinction for all except the
proper nouns. Moreover, some of the mathematical equations about regular
formulae that worked splendidly for the proper nouns worked less well for
the rest. It was amidst such uncertainty that I encountered the hyperbola
depicted on Graph F-O1.

The x-axis reads “one-occurrence-only, two-occurrences-only,” and
so on. (Let me remind the reader that a formula that is never repeated
exactly, only inexactly, is counted as occurring only once.) The y-axis tells
us how many instances correspond to each x-point—how many formulae
occur that many times. Thus the point (x = 1, y = 673) represents the fact
that 673 different formulae occur just once; the point (2, 490) the fact that
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490 formulae occur exactly twice; and so on. The curve describes a smooth
hyperbola with a very sharp angle, though there is an interesting flattening at
6-7, then a resumption of the curve. To supplement the graph, I adduce on
Table F-O1 the figures for the first 25 points on the x-axis beginning at x =
1.

Graph F-O1: Formulae-occurrences curve, Homer 190 nouns
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Table F-O1: Formulae-occurrences, Homer

x: 1 2 3 4 56 7 89 1011 12 13 1415 161718 192021 2223 2425
y: 673490 194 98 74 62 60 35 28 20 14 1210 8 7 2 4 3 7 3 5 9 2 1 2

As the eye moves from left to right on the table and graph, we can
follow the sharp downward movement to x = 6, the flattening from x = 6 to
7, another sharp drop from x = 7 to 8, a shallower drop from x =8 to 11,
and then a very gradual drop from x =11 to 25, with much sporadic
up-and-down movement along the way—so sporadic that there are more
formulae at x =22 than at x = 14. The equation for this curve is y = 736/x
- 31.7, R = .97, s = 32.1.2¢ We shall, however, concentrate on the curve

24 The root-mean-square residual seems very large, but it must be remembered
that the y-axis is also very large, reaching y = 673. Despite appearances, the value at x =
2 is the most deviant.
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rather than the equation, since it gives a clearer picture of the phenomenon.?

It is obvious to the reader that the beginning of the bend in the curve
at x = 6 corresponds to the previously selected minimum for regular
formulae. Moreover, there is a sharp drop from x =7 to x = 8, and a very
much shallower drop thereafter; 8 was another, almost equally valid choice
for a minimum number. The reader may feel that the true leveling-off
begins at X = 11; we might also make this our minimum. The graph seems
to say that the choice is somewhat arbitrary: the minimum cannot be on the
sharply vertical left-hand tail running from x = 1 to x = 5, which must
correspond to infrequent formulae, nor on the very gradual right-hand tail,
which must correspond to regular formulae; it must lie somewhere on the
bend in between, running from x = 6 to x = 11. We might indeed have three
classes—infrequent formulae, regular formulae, and transition- formulae—
but the gain in precision would probably not be worth the encumbrance to
our calculations. Let us be satisfied with the fact that the hyperbola, if we
can explain it, endorses our previously chosen minimum of 6 for regular
formulae, while indicating that either of the alternatives then available, 8 or
10, would have been acceptable.

If we had plotted Graph F-O1 and had come up with a steadily
declining straight line, we could still have made a distinction between
regular formulae and infrequent formulae, but it would have remained a
quantitative distinction. The existence of the hyperbola suggests that there
may well be a qualitative distinction—provided that we can explain the
curve’s shape. Now not every possible explanation will help us. Consider,
indeed, the explanation that seems at first sight the most obvious, that our
hyperbola simply follows the pattern of another (conjectural) hyperbola,
one that traces the number of times each noun occurs. That is: suppose that
we should find that a great many nouns occur exactly 13 times (the number
of occurrences per noun that we have chosen for a minimum), a
considerably smaller number 14 times, and so on, with a steep descent down
to 19 or twenty times, and then a flattening out, so that around 20 to 25
times we have only three or four nouns occurring that often, around 30 to
35 only one or two. This distribution would give us a curve of the same
shape as the Graph-F-O1 hyperbola, with number of occurrences per noun
on the x-axis, and number of different nouns on the y-axis. We would have

2> The curves for the Iliad and the Odyssey are identical to the curve for Homer’s
190 nouns, and therefore not worth reproducing. The equations for the individual poems
have different parameters from the equation for the 190 nouns, of course, since the
numbers on their y-axes are not nearly as large.
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a relatively large number of nouns capable of generating formulae that occur
once, which would explain why we have a large number of such formulae.
We would have a relatively small number of nouns capable of generating
formulae that occur more than 14 or 15 times, explaining why their number
is so small. We would have a bend in the curve at around 20 times, to
explain the sharp change in the slope of our hyperbola at around 6 times on
the x-axis. With this as the explanation, we could hardly argue that the bend
in our hyperbola is due to a qualitative distinction between regular formulae
and infrequent formulae.

Fortunately for our hopes for such a distinction, there is no such
number-of-nouns/occurrences-per-noun hyperbola; the conjecture falls apart
the moment we look at the figures. They are worth looking at; not only do
we rebut an unwelcome hypothesis, but we garner some useful information
along the way. We construct a table: one row will read “exactly 13
occurrences, exactly 14 occurrences,” and so on, and the other row will tell
how many nouns occur that many times. The statistics for the first 25 levels
may be found on Table N-O1.

Table N-O1: Nouns-occurrences, Homer

occ/n 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 3536 37
nouns 9 7 3 6 5 7 5 3 3 7 735 222534525126

Nine nouns occur exactly 13 times, 7 nouns occur 14 times, and so on. We
observe at once that there are not a great many nouns that occur 13 times:
there are only 9. It is not true that only three or four nouns occur between 20
and 25 times: there are as many nouns that occur 23 and 24 times as occur
14 times. It is not true that only one or two nouns occur as often as 30 to 35
times: there are 6 that occur 37 times, and 6 that occur 16 times. It is not
true that only a small number of nouns are capable of generating a formula
that occurs 15 times: a noun that occurs only 23 times (84&xpv in the lliad) is
capable of it, and 135 out of our 190 nouns occur 23 times or more, 54 of
them appearing in the above table. If we were to plot the graph for the
numbers on Table N-O1, we would get a scattering of points that is, if
anything, linear and not hyperbolic. ~There would be a down- ward
movement from level 13 to level 37, but a very gentle one. The graph would
certainly bear no resemblance to our hyperbola as a whole— though it
would not be dissimilar to its long right-hand tail. And the reader can see
this by contrasting the figures on Table N-O1 with the figures on Table F-
O1 above: the left side of Table F-O1 has nothing in common with Table N-
Ol1, but the right side matches it very closely.
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This very fact may help us in our search for a qualitative distinction
between regular formulae and infrequent formulae. If we can show that the
shape of the right-hand tail of the hyperbola is indeed caused largely by the
frequency of occurrence of the nouns themselves, then the shape of the left-
hand tail must have a different cause; or perhaps there are facts about the
regular formulae that enable them to occur as a function of the occurrences
of their nouns, facts that the infrequent formulae lack. Either way, we get a
quality or qualities responsible, at least in part, for the distinction. Let us
begin by actually plotting on Graph N-O1 the number of nouns vs.
occurrences-per-noun, this time including all 190 nouns. We note the
dissimilarity between Graph N-O1 and Graph F-O1; if anything, the
relationship on Graph N-Ol1 is linear. If we do give it a linear analysis, we
get an equation with a very low slope, minus 0.02, and a root-mean-square
residual of 1.6. That is, the number of nouns per level is nearly constant, but
there is a slight downward movement as we go from left to right. Naturally
enough, since we expect a narrative poem to display fewer nouns that occur
100-150 times than occur 15-20 times.

Graph N-O1: Number of nouns/occurrences per noun, 13-256 occurrences
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On the other hand, the resemblance between Graph N-O1 and the
hyperbola’s right-hand half from x = 11 or 12 on out along the x-axis to x
=79 1is striking. After x = 11 on Table F-O1, the numbers go up and
down, with a very gradual overall downward movement, a movement often
arrested, so that we see, for example, 8 formulae occurring 14 times, and 9
formulae occurring 22 times. This is exactly what is happening on Graph
N-O1 and Table N-O1: the numbers go up and down, but there is a gradual
and often arrested downhill movement. If we go out far enough on the
graphs, and if we extend Table N-O1 to include all the instances on Graph
N-O1, we come to a point where for each x value, y = 1. This helps us to
understand the gradual decline, as such, in the right-hand tail; it must reflect
the equally gradual diminution in the number of nouns that occur often
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enough to provide a formula that can occur that often.2 Most nouns occur
too seldom to generate a formula exactly repeated 66 or 79 times.?’

But it does not explain the sporadic movement in the right-hand half,
the fact that a regular formula is just as likely to occur 22 times as 14 times.
Nor does it fully explain why the decline is so gradual, in contrast to the
steady, sharp decline on the left, the fact that an infrequent formula is less
likely to occur twice than once, three times than twice. A regular formula on
the right seems to be enabled to occur as often as the number of overall
occurrences of its noun permits; an infrequent formula on the left is
obviously prevented from doing the same.

Now the most obvious reason for the difference between the tails is
that there are so many more infrequent formulae than regular formulae,
1529 vs 307. The infrequent formulae must be answering poetic needs,
each one of which arises rarely, but which as a type arise very commonly.
Only once in the Iliad does the poet need, or elect, to say in the genitive

26 Naturally we ask whether there is a linear relationship between the number of
total occurrences of our 190 nouns and the number of formulae that occur at each level of
occurrence (i.e., between Graph N-OIl and the right-hand tail of the hyperbola), and
indeed there is. But the correlation coefficient is only moderate high (.51) because there
are various factors that work to decrease correlation. See further below.

27 There is another idea that looms temporarily as a way of explaining the
formulae-occurrences hyperbola. It happens that a large number of nouns have formulae
that occur once, a significantly smaller number have formulae occurring twice, and so on
until we reach 17-22 times, after which the numbers level off and a noun is as apt to have
a formula occurring 40 times as occurring 20. Plotting a graph, with x = “possessing a
formula occurring x times,” and y = the number of nouns that have a formula occurring
that often, we get another hyperbola, one also possessing a sharp break, but in a place
further out on the x-axis, around x = 18. Moreover, there is a high correlation
(coefficient of .94) between the y-values for this hyperbola and the y-values for the
formulae-occurrences hyperbola, and an even better one (coefficient of .99) between their
logarithms. (That is, the relationship between the y-values is not quite linear, but follows
a gentle curve.) It is no doubt true that these two phenomena are closely related; but have
we explained anything? This line of argument seems only to postpone the difficulty: why
do a much larger number of nouns have formulae occurring once than have formulae that
occur 18 times? And why such a sharp break around x = 18? Is not the answer going to
be, because there is a much larger number of different formulae that occur once than
occur 6 times, and there is a sharp break at x = 6? In other words, a great many nouns
have formulae occurring once because a great many formulae occur once. The high
correlation between the two phenomena means only that each noun tends to have the
same proportion of formulae occurring once, twice and so on as every other noun. This
is an interesting fact, but it does not explain the formulae-occurrences hyperbola.
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before position 9 that Achilles was “great of soul,” but he says 9 times in
this place and case that someone was. Just once does Odysseus “rise up,”
avloToTo in position 6-8, but the verb occurs in this position 7 times in the
lliad and twice in the Odyssey. The astonishing number of different
infrequent formulae, and the fact that there are only 5 places on the x-axis of
Graph F-O1 where infrequent formulae can fall, means that even before we
constructed the graph, we knew that whatever the left-hand side of the graph
might turn out to look like, it could not have been a linear extension of the
right-hand tail backwards to the y-axis. It might have been a scattering of
points, or a horizontal line, or an S-curve, but whatever shape it took, it had
to be much higher on the y-axis than the right-hand tail. But this does not
account for the shape that the left-hand tail does in fact take, for its steep and
regular decline as opposed to the gradual sporadic decline on the right. It is
as if some force were at work upon the infrequent formulae to produce the
sharp decline. This force is constrained on the right-hand tail by some
counter-force that allows the regular formulae to occur freely. The
constraint starts to gain control at x = 6 and is fully in command at x = 11.
Indeed we shall see that it begins to exert itself even earlier, and slows down
the sharp left-hand decline.

We shall encounter several reasons for the shape of the left-hand tail
before we are done, but it is useful to begin with a generality. Entropy is the
natural tendency of any system towards maximum randomness. If we
recognize formularity—as we have defined it—as a state of order, then with
respect to formularity the state of maximum randomness is a non-formulaic
occurrence, and entropy is the force at work upon the infrequent formulae.
The set of 70 nouns, for example, shows 1204 non-formulaic occurrences. If
we subtract from this set those formulaic occurrences, and only those, that
are enabled to occur freely by the (as yet unspecified) constraint upon
randomness just mentioned, there remain just 747 formulaic occurrences.
Without the constraint, there would be many more non-formulaic than
formulaic occurrences. Without it, the formularity of our 70 nouns would be
38% instead of the 74% it actually is. Without it, a non-formulaic
occurrence has a greater chance to occur than a formula.

The first stage of order is a once-only formula, a partial repetition,
which is likelier to occur than a total repetition (if entropy is allowed to
play freely). For peyadupoc *AytAielc to count as a once-only formula,
peyadupos need not occur again with’ Aytihede, but need only be found
with some other noun in the same position; or the two could occur together,
but in a variety of different positions. For it to have counted as a
twice-only formula, every part of it would have had to be exactly repeated.



HOMER AND THE ROLAND 121

Hence—since at this point on the graph entropy is more powerful that the
constraint upon it—there are twice as many once-only as twice-only
formulae, and a formula is twice as likely to occur once than twice.?® For a
formula to occur three times, the circumstances permitting its occurrence
must be present three times, and this is less probable than their presence just
twice. (Three of a kind is less common in poker than a pair.) And so on,
until we reach the place on the x-axis of Graph F-O1 where the constraint
upon randomness is largely in place, somewhere between x =6 and x = 11.
The best candidate for this constraint has two aspects: the structure
imposed by the poets upon the hexameter line to facilitate the use of
formulae, viz., the caesurae and the cola, especially the major cola; and the
nature of the formulae that are especially devised to fill the major cola. The
epic tradition has broken the hexameter line into four segments separated by
caesurae. These caesurae can fall in six possible places: after verse-
positions 2, 3, 5, 5.5, 7, and 8.2 Caesurae are determined by cola, and the
cola that chiefly operate to restrain randomness are the major cola. Most
formulae in the right-hand tail occur in major cola; most infrequent formulae
(57%) do not; and the more often a noun-formula occurs, the likelier it is to
fall in a major colon: 31% of once-only formulae fall in a major colon, 44%
of twice-only formulae, and so on.*® This growing percentage of
occurrences in a major colon slows the steep decline of the left-hand tail,
begins to arrest it at x = 6 on Graph F-O1, where most formulae are falling
in a major colon, and has brought it to a halt by x = 11, where almost all are.

28 It is twice as easy provided that the poet has the means—Ilargely Hainsworth-
alteration and generic epithets and verbs—to create once-only formulae. If he did not, or
if they were severely curtailed, the hyperbola proper would start at twice-only. For that
reason we might speak of these means as another kind of constraint upon randomness.
See further below.

29T am accepting the formulation of Geoffrey Kirk, Berkley Peabody, John Foley,
and others: see Foley 1990:73-84.

30 In any discussion of the major cola, we must use the figures for the 70 nouns in
Homer, since the calculation for the 190 nouns is not yet complete. Complete figures for
these 70 will be found below; figures for nominative noun-epithet formulae for the 38
characters who occur more than 20 times may be found in Sale 1989:387-88. On the
basis of these samples, and of non-statistical examination of all 190 sets, we can say that
the statements in the text are certainly true for all proper nouns in the nominative and for
a representative sample of all common nouns; they are almost certainly true for all nouns
in all grammatical cases.
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To fill these major cola, the tradition devised the formula-systems,
many of which are so elegantly isolated and analyzed by Milman Parry. We
have regular verb-formulae that put the verb in the identical position each
time, admit of relatively few variations in the words accompanying the verb,
say only a few things (“spoke, perceived, rejoiced, obeyed, smiled,
departed” cover almost all of their semantic range), and usually occupy just
four positions (up to the trochaic caesura, up to the hephthemimeral caesura,
up to the bucolic diaeresis, and 1-2...9-12). Matching these verb formulae is
a much larger number of regular noun-epithet formulae filling out the
remainder of the line. When one of these complementary pairs can be used,
randomness (from the point of view of meter and formula) is virtually
eliminated. And even when a regular noun-epithet formula must be
employed without a matching verb-formula, it inevitably reduces the number
of syntactic, metrical and semantic possibilities available to the rest of the
line, and thereby imposes a certain amount of order upon it. The common-
noun regular formulae also display a few noun-verb formulae that operate in
a similar fashion.

Twice as many major cola fall in the second half of the line as fall in
the first. The principle of major cola as a constraint on randomness thus
dovetails with what John Foley calls “right-justification,” the overall
tendency for the hexameter line to display greater phraseological and
metrical fixity in its second half (Foley 1990:56-57, following Roman
Jakobson, Gregory Nagy and others). At first sight, the regular verb-
formulae we have been discussing seem to challenge this tendency, since
they display fixity, in that they are exactly repeated, and they fall at the
beginning of the line. But there are not very many such different regular
verb-formulae (I count just 11 that reach the trochaic or hephthemimeral
caesura), while the number of different regular noun-epithet formulae that
can be used to match them is very large. Or used, indeed, for other
purposes: among our 190 nouns there are 37 proper nouns in the nominative
case, with 1178 regular formulae-occurrences, and only 330 of these
occurrences, by a preliminary count, match verbal regular formulae that
open the line. As a result, noun-epithet regular formulae falling in second-
half major cola are often found matched with line-openings that are not
regular formulae, or not formulaic at all by the definition of “formula” that I
am using, and hence more free, less constraining of randomness. Thus the
primary source of constraint comes from the noun-epithetic major cola, and
these mostly fall in the right-hand portion of the verse.

Constraint can therefore be seen as arising from the colonic system as
such, with its ubiquitous major cola, and from noun-epithetic regular
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formulae, often supplemented by verbal regular formulae. The colonic
system has created a ubiquitous need, the need to fill a major colon. The
noun-epithetic regular formulae come into existence to help meet this need.
They often require a matching verbal regular formula, but when they do not,
they still demand to be complemented syntactically and semantically, and
this in itself serves as a constraint—Iless particular, to be sure, but not
negligible. In short, the colonic system constrains the line of verse to
accommodate the regular formulae; if a regular formula is appropriate, that
regular formula meets the need to fill the major colon, and thereby imposes
its own demands upon the rest of the line and indeed the context generally.
When this demand is for a verbal regular formula, the whole line is mostly
determined; when it is not, randomness is increased, but within limits.3!

How does the constraint help determine the shape of the right-hand
tail? Clearly —since not every major colon contains a regular formula—the
major cola are not so much causative as enabling; they obviate the effect of
randomness, but do not determine exactly how often a regular formula will
appear. The frequency of occurrence of a regular formula is actually
caused by five other factors: the number of times the noun itself occurs, the
localization of the noun, the syntax and meaning of the regular formula, the
ability of the regular formula to extend itself into other cola, and the
existence of other regular formula for the noun. The phrase diog

*Oducocle in the Odyssey occurs 79 times, the largest number for any
noun-formula. It owes this frequency in part to the fact that *Odvcoeic
occurs more often than any other noun, 256 times.3? It owes it to the fact
that the word is highly localized, almost always occurring in final position;
it does not stray into other parts of the line, where the regular formula is
unusable and infrequent formulae must be employed. It owes it to being
noun-epithetic, and to the epithet’s being context-free: the formula can be

31 Two qualifications: it goes without saying that the semantic and aesthetic
needs of Homer are far too various to be satisfiable inevitably by a regular formula; but
the need to fill a major colon with something remains nearly perpetually. And verbal
regular formulae are not fully determined; they include metrically identical alternatives,
and some include participles that can be replaced as the context requires.

32 Tt is important to stress that these and comparable totals include no alternate
names or spellings (such as *Oducelc) and no other grammatical cases.
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used anywhere in the poem.33 It owes it to the fact that the formula is
commonly extended backwards to the trochaic caesura with the additional
context-free epithet ToAUTAag. And it owes it to the fact that there is only
one other regular formula for the noun, ToAdurntLs *Odusoels.

If the first of these factors were the only one, we would expect close
correlation between sporadic movement of the right-hand tail of Graph
F-O1 and the similar movement on Graph N-O1—that is, between the
numbers on the right of Table F-O1 and the numbers in Table N-O1. Now
there is a correlation, but the coefficient is only moderately high (.51).
Correlation has been reduced by the play of the other four factors we have
just enumerated. It has been reduced by the tendency for a noun with a
lower localization to display a lower percentage of regular-formula-
occurrences.* Indeed, when we examine the 100 nouns that generate
regular formulae occurring just 6 or 7 times, we find that many of these
occur very frequently, and that many (70%) also have low localization; thus
it will often be low localization, not a low total of the noun’s occurrences,
that is responsible for the existence of the infrequently occurring regular
formulae. Correlation has been reduced by the presence of noun-verb
regular formulae, which can only be used when the action that they refer to
happens; no noun-verb formula occurs more than 13 times. It has been
reduced by the presence of formulae that cannot easily extend themselves
backwards, a frequent phenomenon with common nouns, which (unlike
proper nouns) are almost never extended by adding one adjective to
another; they extend, if they do, with verbs instead, which are less free of
context and therefore cannot be used nearly as often. And it has been
reduced by the presence of other regular formulae for the noun, developed
in part because of limitations on extension, and in part because nouns with
low localization sometimes form regular formulae while occupying an
unusual position (vfjag in the Iliad forms regular formulae in four different

33 Most regular-formula-epithets are context-free: Diomedes’ war-cry is always
splendid, whether he is shouting or not; Achilles’ feet are swift even when he is asleep;
and so on. So if the poet needs to say “Diomedes,” Diomedes’ regular formulae will
almost never say the wrong thing, and by epic convention will therefore almost always
say the right thing. See further the discussion in Sale 1989:389-90.

34 See Sale 1989:372-77, 410. The correlation between localization and
percentage of regular-formula-occurrences for the 22 frequently occurring characters
discussed there has a very high coefficient, .92. The coefficient is lower, .71, when we
add the rest of the proper nouns and all the grammatical cases, and still lower, .58, when
we include common nouns; but even the last figure points to a genuine relationship.
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positions, and consequently displays 7 different regular formulae).

To sum up this portion of the argument, the major cola permit the free
occurrence of formulae of a certain kind and shape, and this explains the low
slope of the hyperbola’s right-hand tail: it imitates the slope of the nouns-
occurrences graph N-O1. Meanwhile, the irregular movement on graph N-
Ol1, together with the other four factors just discussed, explain the sporadic
up-and-down movement on the hyperbola, why there should be more regular
formulae occurring 22 times than 14. The other four factors tend to lower
the number of times a regular formula will appear—or rather, to raise the
number of less-frequently-occurring regular formulae. The first factor, in
contrast, will tend to spread the regular formulae out along the x-axis: there
are 6 nouns, for instance, that occur 37 times and 6 that occur 16 times.
Eventually, of course, the supply runs out, and only one occurs 197 times,
one 256 times, and none in between and none after that.

We have therefore explained the very uneven and equally gradual
decline of the right-hand tail, and can return to the left. We have already
said earlier that it exists in part because there are so many infrequent
formulae, five times the number of regular formulae, and that these
infrequent formulae must exist to meet needs that rarely arise for any given
noun, but are of a sort that arise frequently. We have also argued that its
shape is due in part to the struggle against entropy, to the fact that without
the presence—or rather with the considerably diminished presence—of the
constraint that supports the free occurrence of the regular formulae, it is
more difficult to have a formula than a non-formulaic occurrence, more
difficult for a formula to occur twice than once, three times than twice, and
so on. Just as it is the ubiquity of the constraint that causes the very low
slope of the right-hand tail, so its reduced presence causes the steep slope on
the left.

We have partly explained the left-hand tail, but we are faced with
some bewildering questions. Why are the constraints not always in place?
Why do we have this vast horde of infrequent formulae? Why do the
regular formulae not do the job? If the constraints were always in place,
would we get a linear curve on Graph F-O1? And why are there relatively
few different regular formulae? It would be interesting to attempt an
answer to each of these questions, but to save time here I suggest that we
look at the job that the infrequent formulae do in fact do, and see whether
this might not explain, at least intuitively, why they exist, and in such large
number. (I shall do this in detail in Appendix 1; here let us summarize.)
We have already identified one of their tasks: infrequent formulae answer to
rare metrical needs by filling in minor cola. Though it is true that almost
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all lines of hexameter verse include a major colon, a good many lines also
include rarer ones, cola that a given noun is not likely to occupy more than a
few times in the course of the poem. If a noun in this position is embodied
in a formula that fills the rare colon, that formula will usually be an
infrequent formula. True, it will happen that some nouns do occupy a rare
colon more than a few times; there are some regular formulae that fall in
minor cola, but not many. Based upon our sample of 70 Homeric nouns,
while 57.5% of the infrequent formulae do not occupy major cola, only 8%
of the regular formulae do not, and none of these 8% occurs more than 10
times. The existence of these rarer cola obviously adds variety to the line of
verse; such variety is built into the Homeric technique, which is much more
flexible in this respect than the technique of the Chanson de Roland.

Graph F-O2: Minor-colon formulae, Homer Graph F-O3: Major-colon formulae, Homer
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Table F-O2: Minor-colon formulae, Homer Table F-O3: Major-colon formulae, Homer

xx1 2 345678 910 1letc xx1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1011
y:2161063814 6 9 3 4 0 1 O y:94 84 38 32 24 12 13 14 8 11 6
%:70 56 5030204319220 8 O %:30 44 50 70 80 57 81 78 100 92 100

If we separate all the formulae that fall in major cola from those that
do not, and plot formulae-occurrences graphs, we get the picture given in
Graphs F-O2 and F-O3 and Tables F-O2 and F-O3. Keep in mind that these
figures are for 70 nouns only (35 proper nouns in the nominative plus 35
common nouns), since the study of the major cola for the 190 nouns is not
yet complete. The graphs were made unequal in size in order to maintain the
same scale and bring out the fact that the decline in numbers is considerably
steeper for the formulae that do not occupy major cola.

Note that the percentage of occurrences in major cola rises steadily
from 31% until it reaches 100% when y = 0 and x = 9.35 Of course both
shapes bear a resemblance to the shape of the Graph-F-O1 hyperbola: a
sharply decreasing left-hand tail, and a long flat right-hand tail. The right-
hand tail of Graph F-O2 corresponds to the fact that almost all regular
formulae fall in major cola: after x = 9, y almost always = 0.36 The right-
hand tail of Graph F-O3 has the familiar low slope and irregular descent.
The left-hand tails continue to indicate that there is a huge number of
infrequent formulae, and that the number declines rapidly as the number of
occurrences per formula goes up. But the difference between the left-hand
tails of the two graphs means that whatever is causing the decline on the left
may not be working at all on the right.

This cause, of course, is entropy; and since we have seen from
discussing the right-hand tail of our original hyperbola on Graph F-O1 that
the major cola effectively constrain entropy, we must conclude that entropy

35 The percentage of occurrences in major cola reaches 100 at x = 9, then dips at x
= 10 to accomodate just one formula, *Avtivoos Tpooc(pet)épy Edmetdeog vidg. I
cite it in its extended form, with the verb; the alternation mpoc/pet is a function of
whether the addressee (referred to at the beginning of the line) is singular or plural, and it
could be argued that even in the full form we have 10 examples of the same formula.
This tempts us to try to argue that the formula fills the major colon from 3 to 8. But it
cannot, and does not, exist without the final word, and therefore it is simply too long for
the colon. I cite it to show how close we are to being able to say that for these 70 nouns
all formulae occurring more than 8 times fill a major colon.

36 If we had all 190 nouns, we would get a few more non-major-colon formulae,
but only a few; three of them are discussed in note 11.



128 WILLIAM MERRITT SALE

is indeed not at work on Graph F-O3. And yet it still has a left-hand tail!
Let us continue to examine the tasks that infrequent formulae perform, to see
why we continue to have so many infrequent formulae even after those
falling in minor cola have been subtracted.

One task is to be a noun-verb formula. Most noun-verb formulae are
infrequent formulae: out of 382 major-colon formulae (regular formulae and
infrequent formulae) for the 70 selected nouns, 164 are noun-verbal, and 151
of these, 92%, are infrequent formulae. If we were to plot a formulae-
occurrences graph for major-colon noun-verbs, the shape would be similar to
Graph F-O3, only still less steep, and also less regular, since there are more
major-colon noun-verb formulae occurring 4 times than 3. Why, then, are
noun-verb formulae mostly infrequent formulae, so that we continue to see a
left-hand tail?

There are at least four reasons, the first a negative metrical consider-
ation. In order to repeat a major-colon noun-epithet formula with a context-
free epithet, virtually the only thing necessary is that the person or thing
referred to by the noun occur twice in the text. The interplay between noun-
epithets and the major cola created by the regular formulae is such that it is
extremely easy for the poet to create a line with a major colon for a noun-
epithet formula to fill; the model for the rest of the sentence is already there.
A noun-verb formula, on the other hand, must be fitted into a sentence that is
less easily made ready for it, so that an alternative way to say what is wanted
may be chosen the second time the idea is expressed.

Second, a noun-verb formula has a complex referent. The fact that
so many noun-epithetic formulae contain context-free epithets means that,
practically speaking, the referent of the noun is the referent; the epithet has
no limiting role. There is almost no such thing as a context-free verb in the
epic vocabulary; to use a noun-verb formula the poet must want to mention
not only a particular person or thing, but also a particular action or state of
affairs. No character referred to in the nominative, not just among our 70
nouns but in all of Homer, possesses a noun-verb regular formula, apart
from the extension of pododaxturhog "Hwg by means of @davr. Even the
common nouns among our 70 display only 13 such regular formulae, as
opposed to 151 infrequent formulae. Hands are frequently raised (in the
lliad), or laid upon food (in the Odyssey), ships frequently arrived at (in the
Iliad), »0do¢ given and won (in the Iliad), but most things happen more
seldom. And in fact a good many actions are performed just once, though
they may belong to a class of actions that occur more often. The phrase
Alac 3¢ »oplooero, for instance, which occurs once, is a formula because
the verb is generic, the same verb-form being used also in the same position
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of Patroclus and Achilles. We can imagine the phrase’s having occurred
twice; but it is unthinkable that it should be a regular formula (the verb is
used only once even for Achilles, who is mentioned much more often than
Ajax). The act of arming occurs relatively often; but Ajax simply does not,
and in any remotely similar poem will not, arm himself more than once or
twice. Thus a basic task of major-colon noun-verb infrequent formulae is to
say things that rarely need to be said.?

The third cause applies as well to major-colon noun-epithets. Some
major cola are much more rarely occupied by noun-formulae than
others. For the selection of nominative proper names that he singled out for
special study, Parry identified 4 major cola: 1-5 (up to the penthemimeral
caesura), 6-12 (after the trochaic caesura), 8-12 (after the hephthemimeral),
and 9-12 (after the bucolic diaeresis). For oblique cases and common nouns
he added 1-5.5 (up to the trochaic caesura) and 5.5-12 (after the
penthemimeral caesura); he recognized that certain nouns with a rarer but
normal metrical shape fell in rarer cola. I in turn have added 2-8 and 3-8,
moved by exactly the same considerations: certain nouns, especially certain
proper nouns in the nominative that Parry did not single out, put their
frequent formulae in these cola; and indeed certain complimentary verb
formulae are shaped to fit around them, at 1-1.5 (or 1-2) plus 9-12 (z9v 3’
ad. . .avtlov MUda, for instance). But there are 3 cola that noun-formulae
occupy far more commonly than the others: 5.5-12, 8-12, and 9-12.38
Hence when we observe 18 once-only major-colon noun-verb formulae
falling in the rarer major cola, and only one of them occupying the colon
where its regular formula falls, we conclude that at least the other 17 owe
the scarcity of their occurrences to the rarity (relative to the meter of their
nouns) of the cola they occupy. Only 2 of these 17 put the noun at its

37Tt might be objected that just because a verb occurs rarely, the idea need not
occur rarely. But I have not noticed any instances where two different verbs used with a
given noun in the same major colon say the same thing. If it does happen, it happens
very seldom; always, or almost always, the need is as infrequent as the infrequent
formula that meets it. Of course some needs are similar to each other. There are two
noun-verbal infrequent formulae, for instance, that occupy the same major colon as
yetpag avaoywv (a regular formula in the lliad) and mean something akin: yetpog
opeyvUg, and yetpac tahiov (an infrequent formula in the lliad). But avacywv is an
action appropriately directed towards gods alone; towards mortals we use 6peyvUg, a
different action, while for food we use the formula ystpag taddov .

38 That 1-5 is much less common—one-tenth as frequent—as each of the others is
clear from Parry’s own figures (1971:39, Table 1).
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localization-point, making it all the more reasonable that the remaining 15
should occur only once. In sum, another basic task of noun-verb infrequent
formulae is to occupy cola that their nouns, and indeed most nouns, rarely
occupy, and therefore to provide formulae for these nouns when they are
wandering away from their localization-points.

There is a fourth cause, and that is accident. I have noted 5 major-
colon noun-verb formulae that could have been regular formulae; three of
them are, in fact, regular formulae in the other poem. Note that these
formulae are still meeting rare needs; there is no reason why a need cannot
be accidentally rare. A poet can easily happen to mention a person, an
object, or an action less frequently in one poem than he might have in
another. What is astonishing is that as few as 5 noun-verb formulae are
infrequent for this reason.

We can now subtract the 164 major-colon noun-verb formulae from
the 382 major-colon total formulae, and construct a formulae-occurrences
graph for the remaining 218 noun-epithets. It too has a left-hand tail, but
much shallower. There is a difference of only 2 between the 39 that occur
once and the 37 that occur twice; then comes a steeper falling off, and then
the graph grows level and begins the right-hand tail, the very gradual
descent, at x =4, y = 12. There are 121 infrequent formulae and 97 regular
formulae. Again we ask what job it is that the infrequent formulae, this time
noun-epithetic infrequent formulae, perform such that they are infrequent
formulae and the graph continues to possess a left-hand tail. The answer
becomes more complex, and we shall look at it in greater detail in Appendix
1; let us merely sketch it here.

Of the 121 major-colon noun-epithetic infrequent formulae, a total of
35 meet rare metrical needs. Some 23 of these occupy the rarer major cola:
again the sort of need is common, but the rarity of the need for the
individual formulae is underscored by the fact that each of the 23 occurs
only once or twice. There are 12 more that offer rarely needed metrical
alternatives to other formulae, usually regular formulae, falling in the
common major cola (the infrequent formulae can begin with a double
consonant, for instance).

We also have rare needs of a semantic or aesthetic nature: 28 of the
major-colon noun-epithetic formulae are specific to the context in which
they appear, and 12 seem to be used for special effect. The phrase ®¢tLg
xato  daxpu  yéouoa is a good example of the former, since it can only
be used if Thetis is weeping. The phrase peyadvpwoc *Aythiedc is
an instance of the latter; the poet wanted to avoid wédag ondg *Aythiels,
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which would have ineptly anticipated wédac in the next line.39 Obviously
these special-effect formulae are not likely to occur more than once or twice;
only one out of 12 occurs more often. There are thus 40 formulae that meet,
or probably meet, semantically or aesthetically determined rare needs.

There are 3 formulae whose is existence is something of a puzzle.
They not only overlap other formulae metrically, but they appear to be
genuine violations of the principle of economy in that they are hard to
defend as semantic or aesthetic alternatives to the formulae they overlap (see
Appendix 1).

That leaves 43 major-colon noun-epithetic formulae that appear to be
infrequent formulae by accident—formulae that could be regular formulae,
or indeed are regular formulae when used in the other poem. They fall either
into the commonest cola—into cola that are frequently occupied by nouns
with their meters—or into cola where they put the noun in a frequently
occupied position; they have context-free epithets; they are not aimed at a
particular metrical, semantic, or syntactic effect; and they do not perform the
same job as an already existing regular formulae. We have also already
noted 5 noun-verb infrequent formulae that have this appearance; only 5,
since we have seen that the bulk of such formulae could never be used more
than a few times. There are thus 48 formulae that might well have been
regular formulae under different circumstances—if, for instance, the poet
had been using these nouns more often, or if certain metrical circumstances
had happened to arise more often. Let us combine them with the 110 major-
colon formulae that actually are regular formulae, and plot their formulae-
occurrences curve on Graph F-O4.

Graph F-O4: Major-colon rf and accidental if vs. occurrences-per-formula
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39 T owe this example to Hainsworth 1968:9, n. 2.
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At last the left-hand tail has vanished. Though it is theoretically
possible to interpret Graph F-O4 as a hyperbola, the fact that the left-hand
side is a scatter, not a tail, makes such an interpretation exceedingly
unattractive. It makes much better sense to treat the whole as roughly linear
with a gently declining slope. Indeed it resembles Graph N-O1, which
relates the number of nouns to occurrences-per-noun, very closely indeed.
The resemblance is so marked that we are fully justified in attributing the
gentle decline on Graph FO4 to the growing lack (as we proceed outward
along the x-axis) of nouns that occur often enough to produce formulae that
occur that often.

What we have done, therefore, is to subtract from the total number of
infrequent formulae all those formulae that clearly answer to rare needs.
These needs have proved to be: for formulae in minor cola, for noun-verb
formulae, for formulae filling rare major cola, for rarely-needed metrical
alternatives, for expressing a meaning specific to a context, and for creating
an unusual special effect. By subtracting these infrequent formulae, we have
subtracted the left-hand tail from the hyperbola. We have left behind a
sporadically descending, roughly linear curve describing the behavior of a
group of formulae that have the same characteristics whether they occur
once or 79 times.4 The difference between these characteristics and the rare
needs just enumerated gives us the qualitative differences we were seeking
between regular formulae and infrequent formulae.

These qualitative differences account, therefore, for both tails of the
hyperbola on Graph F-O1. In between the tails is the transitional area, the
bend from x = 6 to x = 11, to remind us that there is no real minimum

40 The graph omits 18 non-major-cola regular formulae and any non-major-cola
infrequent formulae that have the characteristics of regular formulae. Since such regular
formulae are exceptional, the task of determining what infrequent formulae resemble
these exceptions enough to be called “accidental infrequent formulae” is a difficult one.
Indeed many of the 18 regular formulae look very much like regular formulae by
accident: uéoov oaxog and pévog péya, for instance. Remember too that we chose the
lowest possible minimum for regular formulae; if we had chosen a slightly higher one, 8,
only 6 would remain. On the other hand, there is every reason to expect regular formulae
by accident; in the course of a long poem, certain phrases that might be expected to occur
rarely will naturally occur a little more often. I might have produced a graph virtually
identical with Graph F-O4 simply by removing examples such as these. Rather than
winnow both the regular formulae and the infrequent formulae with insufficient
confidence in the objectivity of the procedure, I preferred to set the problem aside by
basing the graph on the characteristics of the vast majority (86%) of the regular formulae.
If one simply includes the other 18 regular formulae, what results is a graph very similar
to Graph F-O4 with a greater bulge in the left-center.
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number for regular formulae, only a minimum range of numbers. Between 6
and 11 some formulae are in principle regular formulae, others are
infrequent formulae that happen to have occurred a little more often, and
others are no doubt indeterminate. It may well be that mathematical
sophistication will one day enable us to dispense with a minimum number,
but for now the interests of statistical simplicity demand that we make a
choice, and the hyperbola certainly permits, nay encourages, the choice of 6
(introducing the first flattening), 8 (after the last large drop), or even 11
(introducing the second flattening). In choosing 6 we are electing, for better
or worse, to make the regular formula group as large as possible, and
therefore, when possession of a regular formula is a criterion for including a
noun in a group, making that group as large as possible.

The qualitative differences, then, account for the hyperbola, and the
hyperbola, in turn, gives a quantitative picture of the formulaic behavior of
Homer’s nouns: a small number of frequently employed formulae are used
to meet common needs, while a large number of formulae, each one of
which is infrequently employed, meet rare needs of a sort that commonly
arise. Now that we have given this thorough empirical explanation, it is
proper to add that the hyperbola was pretty well predictable on theoretical
grounds. The formularity equation, Equation 1A, guarantees that most
noun-occurrences are formulaic, and that when total occurrences is high,
formulaic occurrences is high, so that either the number of different
formulae, or occurrences per formula, will be high as well. Equation 2A
asserts that when total occurrences and formulaic occurrences go up, it is
primarily not occurrences per formula but different formulae that goes up
with them. Now if different formulae were stationary with total
occurrences, and occurrences per formula went up and down, we would
probably not have a hyperbola. We would expect each of the formulae of a
frequently occurring noun to occur more often, so that such a noun would
have few, or no, infrequent formulae, and the left-hand side of the graph
would be not much bigger than the right. Given that the reality is the
opposite to this scenario, that occurrences per formula is nearly stationary
with total occurrences while different formulae goes up and down, we are
assured the existence of a large number of infrequent formulae, and entropy
will shape most of these into a left-hand tail. Then the fact that there is a cap
on the number of regular formulae ensures that, except on the bizarre chance
that no regular formulae occur more than 7 or 8 times, we will have a low
right-hand tail.
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Appendix I: The Birth of Infrequent Formulae in Homer+!

The purpose of this appendix is to fill out the picture we have just
painted of the various materials the oral poet had on hand, and the
techniques in which he was trained, that enabled him to create or employ
infrequent formulae in the course of composition. In addition to his regular
store Homer possessed, before he composed, a generic store, a store of
patronymics, and probably but not necessarily some distinctive formulae that
lent themselves to Hainsworth-alteration—a precompositional distinctive
store. He had been trained in the process of alteration and in the process of
creating a compositional distinctive store as he composed. He had learned
how to meet rare needs by creating infrequent formulae with these processes
and materials.

As a result, our 70 nouns display a total of 652 infrequent formulae,
of which 380 fall in a minor colon and 272 in a major colon. Those

41 Let me stress once more that all that follows is little more than a detailed
examination, mathematically oriented, of the account of composition in performance
given in Lord 1960:37-67. Also, the process I shall be describing whereby infrequent
formulae are born has a great deal in common with the descriptions given by Visser
1988:21-37, and Bakker 1988:151-95.



136 WILLIAM MERRITT SALE

infrequent formulae that fall in minor cola, though they sometimes put the
noun at the localization-point, most often supply a formula for a noun that
has wandered into an unusual position in the verse. Such formulae are
therefore almost certain to be answering rare needs; the need for a particular
formula in an unusual position is necessarily rare, though the general need
for a formula of this type is very common. It is often met with a generic
epithet or verb, or a patronymic.” Extwp. . At ¢ihog is found in positions
2 through 8 three times;" Extop. . .Bonyv ayaddc in 1 through 9 just once;

“Extop peyadupog in 2 though 5.5 just once; “Extwp. . .dxévtice
doupl @acLve spread over the whole line occurs 3 times. Another very
common device is to place a regular formula in a different position in the
line: Sohtydoxtov  Eyyoc after the penthemimeral caesura, for
instance, instead of after the hephthemimeral; or to alter it further, by
inversion C Amolhwv Potfoc), separation (xopudatorog  Hyayed’

“Extop), inflection, and so on. Or an infrequent formula can be similarly
altered: Alag. . .pépev oaxoc running from 2-3 and 5.5-8 is an instance.
Or the poet may combine generic with distinctive: Alag 6 &yyddev AAde
PEPMY GAX0G MNUTE TVEYOVY, or give something quite distinctive: Alac. .
mehoptoc €onog Ayawav. (Naturally there can be almost no distinctive
phrases—phrases that neither contain a generic or patronymic nor are
Hainsworth-alterations —that occur just once: we would not be able to
identify them as formulae.)

The motive for using such minor-colon infrequent noun-epithet
formulae is probably primarily (not exclusively) metrical, since most of the
epithets are like gatdtpog, fine and colorful but not highly specific to the
context. The poet has decided to let the noun wander, and must accomodate
it by filling an unusual colon. But a few have distinctive epithets, such as
mehwptog Eonoc Ayat@v, and these tend to add real power. The motive
behind the noun-verb formulae, on the other hand is—as it almost always is—
—primarily semantic, the need to refer to an unusual action or state of affairs.
There are a number of generic verbs that exist for this purpose (avtotarto,
%0pVGGETO, ExExAETO, to name just a few) but a great many of these
formulae are distinctive.

In the relatively infrequent case where a formula in a minor colon
puts the noun at the localization-point, we can of course no longer speak of
accommodating the wanderer. The motive for noun-verb formulae of this
sort is again semantic, to say something that, as with most noun-verb
formulae (see below), is not often said; these formulae tend to occupy a
whole line, or else to be found in enjambement. Noun-epithet formulae of
this sort, on the other hand, are most often alterations of regular formulae
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(sometimes infrequent formulae), or else patronymic or generic formulae,
that put the epithet in an unusual position: xopvdaioroc. . . “Extwp,
Keovidng. . Zeds. The motive for most of these appears to be metrical;
and it is clear that the need is unusual, not merely because of the position of
the epithet but because of the unusual colon occupied.

Of the 272 major-colon formulae, 151 are noun-verbal and 121 are
noun-epithetic. We had already observed that most of the 164 major-colon
total (regular and infrequent) noun-verb formulae were infrequent formulae
and answered rare needs, and there is little useful to add here. A noun-verb
formula is prima facie more likely to be uncommon than a noun-epithet,
since the latter has but one referent—the person, thing, concept, and so on
that it means—while the noun-verb formula has two, the person and the
action. You will simply mention someone far more often than you will say
that he or she is engaged in a particular deed. As a result, there are only 5
noun-verb formulae that do not answer rare needs. These I classify as
“accidental infrequent formulae”; they might have been regular formulae in
another poem. Three of these are, indeed, regular formulae in the other
poem and need not be cited here; the other two occur 5 times each and might
well have occurred a sixth: "Ihtov éxmépoavt(a) and phdeto Epya (the
subject of the latter is Zeus). The 121 noun-epithetic infrequent formulae,
however, need some additional discussion to show which ones answer a
need that really is rare, and which should be classified accidental infrequent
formulae. First, the 35 that answer rare needs of a metrical nature.

We have 23 that occupy the rarer major cola, and are obviously
meeting rare needs. Five of these (wévea mvetovteg ~Ayatot, for
example) are nominative noun-epithets after the penthemimeral caesura;
only oblique cases and common nouns have regular formulae here. One,

"Avtpeidng Ayapéuvev in position 3-8, pulls the noun out of the

localization point, which it almost always occupies. Six (Alag Sroyevig,
for instance) place a spondee or a trochee in 1-5; the regular formulae
almost always put such words at the end of the line. Six (such as
apyveomela @étig in 1-5) are Hainsworth-alterations putting the formula
in an unusual place. Two (TmAcpayos 9 ¥Hpws, for instance) create a
formula in 1-5 for a choriambic (first paean) noun; such nouns form regular
formulae in 3-8. And three have generics that are never used to form
regular formulae: avtideor Mvnothpes, tevyea pappatpovta, “Thtov
alTTELVTY,

There are 12 more that occupy common major cola, where the rarity
of the need is slightly less visible. All are metrical alternatives (e.g. initial



138 WILLIAM MERRITT SALE

vowel instead of consonant) to other formulae: 9 to regular formulae, 3 to
accidental infrequent formulae. Of the 9 alternatives to regular formulae, 5
begin with a double-consonant used to make position (TToAlTopdoc
’Oducoclc in both poems, for instance); there are no cases known to me
where a noun has 2 regular formulae in the same colon and one has a
double-consonant of this sort, and so I consider the need met by the
infrequent formula to be rare.42 We have an example of the reverse
situation among the other 4 infrequent formulae that alternate with regular
formulae: Mevélaog apdpwv, where a generic epithet produces a single-
consonant alternative to a regular formula beginning with a double
consonant, £avdog Mevéhaog. Of the remaining 3, two (Umépdupog
Aropmidng and > Ahadxopevnic *A9vvn) fall in 6-12; for proper nouns in
this colon the poet usually prefers a regular formula that will extend
backwards from a shorter colon later in the line, with generics (&va&,
vépwv, BOcd, pévoac) or not (rodapnng, mohdthag, Bovv). We might
cite a situation which could provide us with an analogy for declaring these
two to be accidental infrequent formulae: guxviutdeg’Ayatol and xdpr
rouwowvteg  Ayarot are both regular formulae. What keeps me from
making this declaration is first, that the generic \epBup.og is never found in
a regular formula, and second, that > AhaAxopevnic *A9mvy only occurs
twice, both times in combination with “Hen ©” ’Apyewn. It seems needed
only in this unusual circumstance. The ninth and last alternative to a regular
formula is voportt yahxat, used when the meaning “armor” is intended and
when an initial consonant is needed in place of atdome yoAxat. The
specialized nature of this need made me reluctant to classify the formula as
an accidental infrequent formula.

The three common-cola metrical alternatives to infrequent formulae
are Npweg Ayatot (beginning with a vowel) and peyaduuor ~Ayatot
(beginning with a double consonant), both alternative to FeAtrnameg

" Ayarol (beginning with a single consonant) in 8-12, and ebhvopa oivov,
alternative to peAtndéo olvov. The reasons why the need for peyadupot
"Ayarot is rare are akin to those discussed at the beginning of the preceding
paragraph, and I therefore have classified FeAuxdmeg *Ayoatot as an
accidental infrequent formula. The phrase fjowes *Ayatot may be rarely
needed because of the uncertainty over whether FeAwxames *Ayoatot
begins with a vowel or a consonant as the digamma begins to go; it only

42 The Kp- in Kpovov matg ayxvhoumntew (which falls in the same colon as
Tathe avdpdv te Bedv te) never makes position.
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occurs once (and once in the Odyssey, not included in the count since
"Ayacot in the Odyssey lacks a regular formula). When inflected the phrase
is a regular formula in the accusative; but in the nominative there are only
six occurrences all told of formulae that fill position 8-12. I classify
peitndéa olvov without hesitation as an accidental infrequent formula,
since it occurs 5 times; I am not sure why edvvopa otvov is needed rarely,
but I infer that it is from the fact that it occurs only once.

There are 40 semantic-aesthetic alternatives to regular formulae,
falling into two groups: formulae with epithets specific to the context (such
as O@étic xata ddxpu yéouoa, used instead of Yea Oétig apyvpdmela)
and formulae used for special effect (such as peyaBupog ’Aytiieds for
nodag @xvg AytAielc, mentioned above). We have 28 cases of the
former, all of them used to say something particular to a situation that does
not often arise, such as when Thetis is weeping. They may replace a regular
formula in the same colon, as when Telemachos might have completed Od.
3.98 with moAUTAac Otoc  OdVocsuc, but chose the much more
appropriate matne éuwogs €oYrog Oduscelc. Or they may occupy an
alternate colon, as when de0tepog abt’ ’Atag begins the line. Many
combine two nouns, not in order to bring two separate ideas into a doubling
formula, but to produce a larger single idea, as when Ilptapog Ilptaporo
Te moldeg is used to mean “Priam’s family.” 1 shall not list the rest; these
examples should make clear what they are like.

There are just 12 cases where it seems appropriate speak of special
effect.#3 Often, as with peyaBupos *Aytihede, the effect is merely the
avoidance of ugliness. Parry calls attention to the simile where Zeus is said
to move “the thick cloud from the high peak of a great mountain”
(16.297-98). It would be unsuitable to call Zeus “cloud-gathering” here,
but that is the regular formula for the colon with which the poet is
confronted; and so we have instead “lightning-gathering,”

43 The remarks in the next two paragraphs owe a great deal to the careful criticism
of Richard Janko, who calls my attention to the large number of apparent equivalent
formulae that are used for a special effect or are specific to the context. See Janko 1981
and Janko 1992:434, s.v. “equivalent formulae.” To the extent, of course, that they are
specific to a context or create a special effect they are not really equivalent.
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otepomtnyepeta.# In Iliad 2.645 Homer, had he used his regular formula,
would have found himself saying, “Of the Cretans, Idomeneus, leader of the
Cretans, was the leader.” This would hardly have done, and so he dug into
his bag of generic epithets and said instead, “Of the Cretans, Idomeneus the
spear-famed was the leader.”s The 2 formulae #vomt yaAx@dt in both
poems are used in unusual circumstances to avoid the military or death-
dealing connotations of the regular formula. Then there are 4 formulae,
employed just once, where the poet is not so much avoiding ugliness as
using a colorful and unusual epithet: ypvoapmruxas {mmwoug (used of divine
horses), Fepuoappatag immoug (seemingly to bind two passages
together),* Oymyéas {mmoug (a strange epithet, perhaps used in Iliad 5.772
to mark the divinity of the horses), and Omyéec tmmor (in Iliad 23.27,
perhaps marking the extraordary presence of the horses next to the pyre).
The phrase aomida 9odprv, used just twice, has an epithet strange for the
object, and we would therefore not expect to find it used often; in mtova
Eoya the epithet gives the noun a sense unusual for it in the [liad; in
uepuepa Epya the epithet itself is relatively rare.

There are 3 infrequent formulae whose existence I find it hard to
account for: 8tot ’Ayoarol does not appear to be a necessary alternative to
robpot  “Ayowdv, nor Zeivg Tepmixépavvos (in both poems) to
vepelnyepeta Zevs. In all 3 cases the meaning is different from the
meaning of the regular formulae, but in the first there is a net loss of color,
and in the second and third I cannot hear any gain. It is just possible that the
force of n- as a double consonant in vepeAnyepéta Zelc was being lost,
but this is just guessing. To have three cases where we are just puzzled does
not seem demoralizingly high.

4 Parry 1971:187. Parry thought that Homer—or rather the tradition—was
avoiding the doubled sound here, vepéhny vepehn-, and that may be the reason (see my
next example); but what prevented him from considering the reason I prefer is his theory
that the fixed epithet was not heard by the audience, and this view I find unacceptable:
see Sale 1989:388-90 and Janko 1992:356.

45 °[dopevedg douptxiutéde running from 3-8 actually occurs 5 times in all, once
a few lines later in Book 2 and for the same reason, the other times in individual battle
scenes where the poet, now fully equipped with the alternative to the infrequent formulae,
apparently wished to use it when Idomeneus was fighting; the regular formula occurs off
the battlefield and mostly to introduce speeches.

46 [liad 15.354 and 16.370, where the Trojans cross and recross the ditch; the
epithet is used in the latter to extend the regular formula. See Janko 1992:266.
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The other 42 infrequent formulae (7% of the total 652 for our 70
nouns) are probably infrequent formulae by accident. They fall in common
major cola for their nouns, almost all put the noun at the localization-point,
they are noun-epithets and their epithets are context-free; several are regular
formulae in the other poem. These do not form exceptions to the general
rule that infrequent formulae answer to rare needs; it is perfectly natural that
a certain percentage of rare needs should arise by accident—should arise
because the poet is using a given noun less often, or in different contexts, or
in different metrical circumstances, than he might otherwise be doing.

It may be useful to examine a typical formulaic set. Ajax (the word
Atag), for example, has 23 different formulae to go with his 80 total
occurrences in the nominative. Not surprisingly, his localization is low, at
40%: because the word Alac can wander into 6 different parts of the line, it
is free to develop infrequent formulae in 5 of them, more infrequent
formulae than ’AytAAedg, which occurs over twice as often (171 total
occurences) but has a localization of 94%. Twenty-two of the 23 different
Ajax formulae are infrequent; the one frequent formula, TeAapaviog Alag,
sometimes extended with péyag, occurs 21 times, filling the verse from the
hephthemimeral caesura (or the trochaic caesura when extended) to the
end.¥ His lack of a regular formula in 9-12 is compensated for by the
infrequent formulae qatdtpog Alag, which occurs 5 times. This accidental
infrequent formulae would probably have been a regular formulae if Ajax’
localization had not been so low, and the number of verse-positions he can
occupy so large.

Ajax has 14 formulae that occur only once, 4 that occur twice, 2 that
occur thrice, one 4 times, one 5; a total of 22 different infrequent formulae,
37 infrequent formulae-occurrences, somewhat lower than the average ratio
of 1.96. Only 6 of the infrequent formulae fall in a major-colon, 27%,
whereas 42% of the total of 652 infrequent formulae fall there. This low
figure is largely accounted for by Ajax’ low localization and the number of
different positions he occupies. Two of the 6 major-colon formulae, 33%,
are noun-verb formulae, as opposed to 56% for all 70 nouns; the numbers
are too low for statistical significance. Not that Ajax lacks noun-verb
formulae, quite the contrary; he has 11, but only 2 fall in major cola.

1. Just 3 (21%) of the 14 once-only formulae fill a major colon; in

47 Tt is important to keep in mind that the extension of a formula, regular or
infrequent, is not counted as a different formula, since it contains a formula that is exactly
repeated. See above, note 2, and Sale 1989:382.
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contrast, 30% of the total 310 once-only do this. None occupies the same
colon as any other: we have 14 formulae in 14 different positions. Two
(67%) of the major-colon are noun-verb formulae; contrast 59% of the total
94 major-colon once-only formulae. The other is deUtepog adt’ Alag,
specific to the context; it overlaps Atac dtoyevrc metrically but not, of
course, semantically. There is no violation of the principle of economy.
Two put the noun at the localization-point; in the others Alag has wandered
to 3 different unusual positions.

2. Two (50%) of the 4 twice-only formulae fill a major colon, and 2
do not; in contrast, 44% of the total 190 twice-only formulae do this. Again
we find none in the same colon as any other: 4 formulae, 4 different
positions. Neither of the major-colon formulae is a noun-verb formula;
contrast 56%. One is Alag dtoyevijc, a major-colon noun-epithet formula
occupying a rare colon; the other is TeAapaviog dixtpog Alag. This can
be analyzed as the regular formula in a new position, after the
penthemimeral, and separated, in which case it occupies a rare major colon;
or it can be seen as dixtpos Alac extended, occupying a common major
colon and consisting of an accidental infrequent formulae. One of the twice-
only formulae puts the noun at the localization-point; in the others Atoag has
wandered to 2 different unusual positions.

3. Neither of the two three-times formulae fills a major colon;
contrast 50% of the total of 76 thrice-only. Neither is in the same colon as
the other. Neither puts the noun at the localization-point; but both put it in
the same unusual position.

4. The four-times formula does not fall in a major colon; contrast
70%. 1t is not a noun-verb formula; in fact it is Alac. . .Tehapwviog, the
regular formula in a new position, 1-8, and separated. The noun is not at the
localization-point.

5. The five-times formula falls in a major colon; so do 80% of the
total of 30 five-times. It is not a noun-verb; contrast 50% of the total 24
major-colon formulae. It is qatdipoc Alag, which we consider an
accidental infrequent formulae. The noun is at the localization-point.
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The Interrelationship Between the Oral and the Written
in the Work of Alexander Campbell
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Various studies have looked at the interrelationship between oral and
written language within different historical periods. Some of these studies
concern the changing relationships between the oral and the written when a
society moves from a primarily oral culture with a limited use of writing to a
“document-minded” culture (Thomas 1989:36)! that has a “literate
mentality” (Clanchy 1979). Other studies concern the changes imposed by
the increased use of printing technology (e.g., Eisenstein 1979; Kernan
1987; McLuhan 1962). All of these studies concern societal changes, even
though representative historical figures may be emphasized as a description
of these social changes (e.g., Samuel Johnson in Kernan 1987).

Rather than studying the societal changes involved in the transition
from a primarily oral culture to a document-minded culture or from a
document-minded culture to a print-oriented culture, this study concerns the
tension between document-mindedness and the persistence of oral
dimensions within a single historical figure, Alexander Campbell.
Campbell, a principal founder of a nineteenth-century reformation
movement on the American frontier, had his own printing office that he
effectively used to further his cause of Christian unity; he thus clearly
participated within a document-minded society and developed further the
use of printing technology within his community. However, his use of
scripture in his writings betrays strong oral features —for example, he seems
to rely on his own memory when quoting the Bible rather than referring to a
printed text. Thus, Campbell’s use of scripture illustrates one way in which
oral modes may remain dominant within certain domains even within a
highly literate, print-oriented society.

I Although Thomas states that she borrowed the term “document-minded” from
Clanchy (1979), I have not found the term in Clanchy’s work. On the contrary, Clanchy
used “The Literate Mentality” for the title of his Part II, a term that Thomas describes as
having “misleading connotations” (1989:36).
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I. Clarification of Terms

Before beginning the discussion of Campbell, some clarification of
terms is necessary. First, what constitutes a “document-minded” society,
that is, one that possesses a “literate mentality”? This study proceeds from
the characteristics identified in Michael Clanchy’s work, From Memory to
Written Record (1979).2 Clanchy attributed the following six elements to a
culture with a “literate mentality.” Documents and writing technology must
be (1) sufficiently available to political leaders and merchants and (2)
necessary for their business purposes (57; Troll 1990:107). (3) Written
records must become as frusted as oral records, if not more so, to faithfully
preserve the “truth” (211; Thomas 1989:34-45). (4) Written texts must no
longer function simply as mnemonic aids, but become a reliable record that
can be stored for future reference (147; Stock 1983:3; Thomas 1989:51, 55).
Finally, the processes of reading and writing become removed further from
their close oral connections so that reading aloud and voicing while writing
are replaced by (5) silent reading (183; Graham 1987:31-33; Troll
1990:108) and (6) silent writing (218; Ong, 1982:95; Graham 1987:31-33;
Troll 1990:113).

A document-minded society could exist without printing technology;
however, a document-minded society that has been influenced by “print
logic” (Kernan 1987:48-55) contains additional characteristics. Drawing
upon the work of McLuhan (1962) and Eisenstein (1979), Kernan identifies
the three leading characteristics of print logic as multiplicity,
systematization, and fixity. Multiplicity refers to the variety of books
available and the reproduction of numerous copies of the same book,
systematization to the systematic production and organization of a book that
likewise structures knowledge, and fixity to the objective permanence a
book seems to preserve.

From the characteristics of a document-minded society, we can infer
some characteristics found within primarily oral contexts, including the use
of limited written texts primarily as mnemonic aids rather than as reference
works. Possibly related to this inference is the observation that oral and
written language have different effects upon human memory (Hildyard and
Olson 1982:20):

In oral language, the point, intention or significance of the language, the
“speaker’s meaning” is preserved in the mind of the listener; as the actual

2 Clanchy’s work has been generally well received; see Ong 1982, Stock 1983,
Graham 1987, Thomas 1989, Troll 1990.



ORAL AND WRITTEN IN ALEXANDER CAMPBELL 145

words, syntax, and intonation are ephemeral, they are rapidly exchanged
for those interpreted meanings which can be preserved. In written
language, the words and syntax, the “sentence meaning,” is preserved by
the artifact of writing, and mental recall becomes the precise reproduction
of that artifact.

That is, in a primarily oral culture, written documents function as mnemonic
aids to the “speaker’s meaning” or, to use the terminology of speech-act
theory, the performative or perlocutionary act represented in the document
(e.g., promise); these mnemonic aids may never be referred to because the
emphasis is upon the oral testimony of the witnesses to the speech-act. In
contrast, in a document-minded culture written documents function as an
enduring reference to the “actual” words themselves, a reference that is
trusted as preserving the “true” meaning of the interaction.

In what follows, details of Campbell’s life and his use of scripture will
be presented as an example of a tension between his document-mindedness
and the persistence of oral dimensions in his use of scripture. The first
section will present biographical information demonstrating his document-
mindedness and orientation to printing technology. In the second section,
the relationship between his understanding and use of scripture will illustrate
the continuing prominence of oral language within a document-minded,
print-influenced society.

II. Alexander Campbell: Written Documents and Oral Tradition
Biographical Information

Alexander Campbell (1788-1866) was one of the principal founders
of the nineteenth-century reformation movement to which three present
North American denominations—Christian Church (Disciples of Christ),
Church the Christ, and the independent Christian Churches—trace their
beginnings.3 He lived in a document-minded society influenced
significantly by printing technology, as his own life clearly demonstrates.
His environment not only meets all of the characteristics of a document-
minded society, but his own use of printing technology enhanced the
availability and necessity of written documents for his readership. In
addition, Campbell’s document-mindedness will be demonstrated in a

3 For further historical background to the movement, see the standard history of

the Christian Church (Disciples of Christ) used in its denominational seminaries (Tucker
and McAllister 1975).
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discussion of his personal library and his work as an author/publisher.

At the time of his death, Campbell’s personal library included 655
volumes (Anon. 1947:33). It was described in a letter from his daughter,
Decima Campbell Barclay, to the librarian at Bethany College, which he
founded and to which he bequeathed his collection (34): “His Library was
not as extensive as it was select, and his books, in various languages,
especially Hebrew, Greek, Latin and French, were many of them on
religious and educational subjects.” In this same letter, his daughter
described how Campbell risked his own life to save some of his “beloved”
books when he was shipwrecked on his arrival to America from his native
Scotland.

Realizing the power of the printed word, in 1823 Campbell purchased
a printing press, the necessary type, and built an outbuilding for his print
shop in order to begin publishing the monthly The Christian Baptist, which
continued until 1830 (Richardson 1870:49-51; Tucker and McAllister
1975:127). Thus he launched his career as an author and publisher and in
the first seven years of his business “no less that forty-six thousand volumes
sold” (Richardson 1870:51). A partial list of works authored/edited/
published by Campbell includes the following with the date of original
publication given in parentheses: the monthly journals, The Christian
Baptist (1823-30) and The Millennial Harbinger (1830-62); his own
translation of the New Testament, The Living Oracles (1826); his magnum
opus on hermeneutics, The Christian System (1835); The Christian
Hymnbook (1835); and a biography of his father, Memoirs of Elder Thomas
Campbell (1861). Most of his books came out in different editions. For
example, The Christian System was itself a revision of an earlier work
entitled Christianity Restored, and yet still went through various editions.

Campbell was also well known as a debater; he had prominent, public
debates with other clergy (e.g., Presbyterian, Roman Catholic) and the
“skeptic” Robert Owen.4 Although these debates certainly involved oral
presentation, his involvement during and after these debates further
demonstrates his document-mindedness. The participants in the debates,
especially Campbell, often read prepared statements, which followed an
agreed-upon printed format and program for the issues to be discussed
within the debate. They also often referred to printed documents, including
works supporting their own position as well as those refuting their
opponent’s position, and their own publications as well as the publications

4 See Campbell and Maccalla 1948, Campbell and Owen 1829, Campbell and
Purcell 1837, Campbell and Rice 1844.
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of their opponents. Hence, even the “oral” debates were heavily influenced
by written documents. In addition, stenographers were hired and the
debates, including background material (e.g., letters concerning the
agreements preceding the debates), were published; the earlier debates were
published by Campbell himself (Campbell and Maccalla 1948; Campbell
and Owen 1829). Thus his skills as a debater became widely known
primarily because of the publication of these debates.

In this section we have seen clear evidence that Campbell not only
lived in a document-minded culture, but fully and directly participated
within this culture in his utilization of printing technology. Not only were
written documents available and necessary for his business purposes but his
work included making more documents available to his readership. His own
writings and speeches (preserved in written form) demonstrate that he, his
followers, and his opponents referred to printed documents as reliable
records. Thus Campbell clearly deserves the description “document-
minded” in that he participated in a print-influenced society.

In the following section, we will look at the tension within Campbell
concerning scripture, for, on the one hand, he greatly emphasized the
importance of the literal written text of the Bible for faith and practice, but,
on the other hand, his own use of scripture betrays a dependence upon his
memory that can be seen as representative of an oral dimension of his
culture.

Campbell’s Use of Scriptures

Campbell saw his life’s mission as restoring the “New Testament
church” based upon biblical study without the “prejudiced” influence of the
various creeds. This mission, which became the guiding force behind the
movement he helped found, is succinctly expressed in the slogan “No creed
but Christ, no book but the Bible.” Although this theme permeates all of his
writings, it is especially central to The Christian System. In this work,
Campbell presents his understanding of the centrality of the Bible for

> My primary research was undertaken when I was a research assistant at Texas
Christian University under the direction of M. Eugene Boring. I assisted him with an
article on Campbell’s principles for biblical interpretation, including the first index to
biblical quotes in The Christian System (Boring 1987). However, it was not until later,
after having studied oral and written discourse during my doctoral program, that I
realized the implications of the tensions in Campbell’s use of scripture. For a fuller
discussion of Campbell’s hermeneutics, see Boring 1987.
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knowledge of Christ and Christian faith and outlines his principles for
interpretation. This emphasis was not simply upon an English translation of
the Bible either, for “Campbell considered it essential for ministers to know
the biblical languages” (Boring 1987:28).

Campbell himself knew the biblical languages (Hebrew, Greek) and
the content of the Bible well. His writing typically included biblical
quotations, and his “own style was so steeped in the biblical idiom that
hundreds of allusions to New Testament language are used in expressing his
own ideas” (Boring 1987:8). Not only did he know the Bible well, but he
expected the same of his readers. For example, The Christian System is
saturated with biblical quotes, but rarely is a notation to the book, chapter,
and verse given; rather, the reader was presumed to recognize the quotes and
know their location.

For Campbell, the Bible was definitely a written document, divinely
inspired, to which all Christians must refer for matters of faith and practice.
It was an object of necessary, intense study that must be interpreted by
paying close attention to its content and language. Given this orientation, it
is ironic that he sometimes presumes to quote scripture but either
harmonizes different texts as if he is quoting only one or introduces his
quote incorrectly by attributing it to the wrong biblical writer. In the
following paragraphs, I discuss some of these instances, which are found in
The Christian System (1901). These quotations, which do not refer to any
one particular text accurately, as would be expected in today’s print-oriented
society, include three different types of departures: grammatical/syntactical
changes, the harmonizing of synoptic parallels, and the combination of texts.

In each case, the biblical material is demarcated by the use of
quotation marks in Campbell’s text. With the use of various concordances,
the closest biblical passages were identified and compared to Campbell’s
translation of the New Testament (1951), the Authorized Version (the “King
James”), and the Hebrew or Greek texts. The form used for each of the
quotations is as follows: the quotation from The Christian System is given
first, followed by the English translation from Campbell’s translation for all
New Testament texts (abbreviated LO for The Living Oracles), or from the
Authorized Version (abbreviated AV) for all Old Testament texts. Only
changes that were probably not the result of different translation techniques
are discussed.

1. Grammatical/syntactical changes. In the following example,
Campbell has made two changes: (1) the use of a proper name “Jesus”
rather than a pronoun “me” and (2) the use of a pronoun “him” rather than
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the noun “God.”

To Jesus every knee shall bow, and to him every tongue confess
(1901:209)

Surely every knee shall bow to me, and every tongue shall confess to God
(Isa 45:23 as quoted in Rms 14:11; LO)

In each change, he has simply identified Jesus as the speaker of this saying
and made necessary changes to explicate this understanding.
The next example consists of a paraphrase of the biblical text:

I have appeared to you to make you a minister and a witness for me—to
send you to the Gentiles (1901:20)

I have appeared to you, to ordain you a minister and a witness, both of the
things which you have seen, and of those which I will hereafter show you:
delivering you from the people, and from the Gentiles; to whom I now
send you. (Acts 26:16-17; LO)

In this paraphrase, he (1) added the phrase “for me,” (2) abbreviated the
saying, (3) changed the syntax so that the infinitive construction continued
(“to send you”), and (4) supplied the now-omitted antecedent “Gentiles” for
the pronoun “whom.”

In the following, the only substantial change that cannot be explained
by different translation strategies is the change from “all men” (which
literally follows the Greek mavtas avdpwemous) to “the offspring of
Adam™:

by one man sin entered into the world, and death by that one sin; and so
death, the wages of sin, has fallen upon all the offspring of Adam
(1901:14)

Wherefore, as sin entered into the world by one man, in whom all sinned,
and by sin, death: thus death came upon all men. (Rom 5:12; LO)

This change is consistent with the context—that is, Paul clearly understood
the “one man” who brought sin and death into the world as Adam and “all
men” as descendants of Adam; Campbell simply made this understanding
explicit.

In the above instances, Campbell made various grammatical and
syntactical changes that all had the same basic function: to remove possible
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ambiguities, thereby making his particular understanding of the texts more
explicit. In other words, although in his own translation of the Greek
original he faithfully followed the literal “sentence’s meaning” as expected
in a document-minded society, he nevertheless recalled the “quotations” in
The Christian System based upon his memory of the “speaker’s meaning” of
each verse, thereby making the “speaker’s meaning” more explicit by his
(unconscious) changes. Viewed from the standpoint of today’s generally
accepted standards of quotation and documentation (and Campbell’s own
standard in his published translation), these instances constitute mistakes
that violate the ‘“sentence’s meaning.” However, if viewed from the
standpoint of the “speaker’s meaning” in these verses, one might argue that
they are improvements because they remove possible ambiguities. Hence,
here we may have evidence of the oral dimension in Campbell’s use of
scripture.

2. The harmonizing of synoptic parallels. New Testament scholars
now generally assume that the similarities between the synoptic gospels
(Matthew, Mark, Luke) stem from the use of Mark and another document
(denoted as Q for the German Quelle) as sources for Matthew and Luke.
However, despite these similarities, certain differences remain—differences
that are the result of the different viewpoint expressed in the use of these
sources (Mark, Q) and the addition of unique materials. Because of these
differences, modern scholars carefully refrain from harmonizing the
differing, but similar, accounts in the gospels.

Campbell’s understanding of the gospels was pre-critical in that he
understood each gospel as an independent, accurate account of the life of
Jesus and believed that the gospels could be fruitfully harmonized (Boring
1987:24-25). The following instances of Campbell’s quotation of the
gospels are examples in which he harmonized the differing accounts in the
synoptic gospels, thereby creating a problem for assigning any of the
quotations to one specific gospel account.

In this first example, Campbell is clearly drawing most heavily upon
the account in Mt 4:12-14; however, he seems to imply that his quotation
refers to all of the gospel accounts in that he introduces the biblical quote
with the phrase “In this assertion the Evangelists agree:” (1901:138):

Now Jesus, [after his baptism and temptation in the wilderness,] hearing
that John was imprisoned, retired into Galilee; and, having left Nazareth,
resided at Capernaum. For thus saith the Prophet, . . (ibid.)

Now Jesus, hearing that John was imprisoned, retired into Galilee, and
having left Nazareth, resided at Capernaum, a seaport in the confines of
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Zebulun and Naphtali, thereby verifying the words of Isaiah the Prophet;
Mt 4:12-14; LO)

But after John’s imprisonment, Jesus went to Galilee, proclaiming the
good tiding of the Reign of God. The time, said he, is accomplished, the
Reign of God approaches; reform, and believe the good tidings. (Mk
1:14-15; LO)

Then Jesus, by the impulse of the Spirit, returned to Galilee, and his
renown spread throughout the whole country, and he taught in their
synagogues with univeral applause. (Lk 4:14-15; LO)

Interestingly, here Campbell demarcates what he clearly saw as an intrusion
into the biblical quote—the phrase “after his baptism and temptation in the
wilderness” —by the use of brackets. However, he does not use any other
punctuation to suggest to his readers that he has made any other changes.

Campbell’s harmonization is easily seen in the following example.
Here he begins with the Markan wording and follows up with the Matthean
account (which is very similar to the Lukan account).

If a kingdom be torn by factions, that kingdom cannot subsist. And if a
family be torn by factions, that family cannot subsist. By civil dissensions
any kingdom may be desolated; and no city or family, where such
dissensions are, can subsist. (1901:85)

By intestine dissensions any kingdom may be desolated; and no city or
family, where such dissensions are, can subsist. (Mt 12:25; LO)

If a kingdom be torn by factions, that kingdom can not subsist. And if a
family be torn by factions, that family can not subsist. (Mk 3:24-25; LO)

By intestine broils, any kingdom may be desolated, one family falling
after another. (Lk 11:17; LO)

In the following example, Campbell not only harmonized the gospel
account, but also made grammatical and syntactical changes:

They should believe in him that was to come after him (1901:295)
but he who comes after me, is mightier than I (Mt 3:11; LO)
One mightier than I comes after me (Mk 1:7; LO)

but one mightier than I comes (Lk 3:16; LO)
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Here his wording disallows any accurate identification of which gospel
account he is quoting, although it is clear that he is referring to one or more
of these accounts. The grammatical/syntactical changes he made are
consistent with changes made when one makes an indirect quote: he changed
the first-person pronouns referring to John the Baptist to third-person,
singular pronouns and the implied second-person audience to third-person
plural pronouns. Also, he paraphrased the biblical texts by setting his quote
within the larger context of John’s message—the preparation of the coming
of the Christ. Although he made these significant changes, he nevertheless
includes all of these changes within quotation marks, suggesting that he
possibly understood his quotation as faithful to the biblical text.

Although Campbell understood that each gospel was an independent
witness to the life of Jesus, he nevertheless believed that each gospel’s
message pointed to the same reality; indeed, this belief is sometimes
manifested in his harmonization of biblical quotations of the synoptic
gospels. This emphasis upon the harmonized message of the gospels recalls
the oral emphasis upon “speaker’s meaning” rather than the literate
emphasis upon the “sentence’s (or in this case, sentences’) meaning.”
Hence, these instances provide further evidence of the oral dimension in his
use of scripture.

3. The combination of passages. In the following two examples, we
have clear cases where Campbell combined different biblical passages.
Although the combined biblical accounts are related in their content, they
are not parallel accounts of the same event or saying; in other words, these
instances differ from those in the preceding section because those were
harmonizations of parallel, synoptic accounts and these are combinations of
non-parallel accounts.

In the first case, Campbell took a phrase from a synoptic account of
Jesus’s healing of a paralytic (Mt 9:5 // Mk 2:9 // Lk 5:23) and combined it
with a phrase from the Johannine account of the woman caught in adultery
(Jn 8:11):

Your sins . . . are forgiven you: go and sin no more. (1901:214)
Your sins are forgiven you. (Lk 5:23; LO)

Your sins are forgiven. (Mt 9:5// Mk 2:9; see also Lk 7:48; LO)
Go, and sin no more. (Jn 8:11; LO)

Here he took Jesus’ words from one account and augmented them with
Jesus’ words from another account to create a more explicit message—in
other words, he emphasized the “speaker’s message” in their combination,
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downplaying the “sentences’ meaning.”

The following example is the clearest case of a mistake in Campbell’s
quotation of scripture. Here he attributed the quote to “the Apostle John”
even though it clearly includes Paul’s words as well:

“Beloved,” says the Apostle John, “now are we the sons of God; and what
manner of love God has bestowed upon us, that we should be called sons
of God! If sons, then we are heirs of God—joint heirs with Christ.”
(1901:158)

Behold how great love the Father has bestowed upon us, that we should be
called children of God! For this reason, the world does not know us,
because it did not know him. Beloved, now we are the children of God;
but it does not yet appear what we shall be. (1 Jn 3:1-2; LO)

We are children of God. And if children, then heirs; heirs, indeed, of God,
and joint heirs with Christ. (Rms 8:16b-17; LO)

Not only has he combined the passages from 1 John and Romans, but he has
also paraphrased those elements that he took from each of the passages and
transposed the words in 1 John 3:1-2.

In this section, we have the strongest evidence that Campbell
depended on his own memory of the written texts rather than copying
directly from a written text. As a result, he made what today would clearly
be called mistakes from the view of generally accepted standards for
quotation.  These include grammatical and syntactical changes, the
harmonizing of synoptic parallels, and the combination of different passages.
Although the strongest evidence concerns the combination of different
passages, each type of evidence suggests that Campbell’s use of
scripture was characteristically more “oral” than “literate”; that is, he
focused upon the more oral “speaker’s meaning” rather than the more
literate “sentence’s meaning.” These instances can only be called
“mistakes” when viewed from the perspective of the more “literate” level of
the “sentence’s meaning” as presumed in the generally accepted standards
for quotation. However, from the perspective of the more oral “speaker’s
meaning” they can be viewed as improvements since his changes remove
ambiguities, making his understanding of the “speaker’s meaning” more
explicit. This emphasis upon the “speaker’s meaning” is probably related to
an aspect of his hermeneutics, for “it was the authority of the message of the
Bible as a whole. . ., which concerned Campbell, not the infallibility of
‘every jot and tittle’” (Boring 1987:41). That is, Campbell’s changes to the
“sentence’s meaning” were probably not, in his opinion, a change in the
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“speaker’s meaning” or the “Word of God,” but rather a more explicit
statement of the “speaker’s meaning.”

In other ways, Campbell’s use of scripture could be understood as in
tension with his own mission of careful study of the Bible as a basis of his
reformation movement—that is, he made some errors in his own use of
scripture. These few mistakes, however, point to the effectiveness of
Campbell’s memory, an effectiveness even from the standpoint of the
“sentence’s meaning,” for Campbell’s quotation of scripture is, on the
whole, quite literally correct.5 These errors, then, simply suggest the
probability that Campbell generally depended upon his own memory for
biblical quotes rather than referring directly to a printed text.

III. Conclusions

Whereas many studies concerning orality and literacy have focused on
the changes made when a society moves from a primarily oral culture to a
literate culture, this study has focused upon a different aspect of the
relationship between oral and written dimensions—the oral dimension
within the life of a historical figure who certainly has a “literate mentality”
and lived in a “document-minded” and print-influenced society. Alexander
Campbell’s “literate mentality” or “document-mindedness” is illustrated by
his devotion to studying written documents and his industriousness as an
author and publisher. However, evidence has been presented above
suggesting that Campbell depended upon his own memory when referring to
scripture rather than upon a printed text. This evidence consists of various
types, all concerning his quotation of the Bible— grammatical/syntactical
changes, the harmonizing of synoptic parallels, and the combination of
passages. This dependence upon memory and the emphasis on the
“speaker’s meaning” rather than the “sentence’s meaning” corresponds more
closely to the characteristics of oral language than written language.
Therefore, even within the document-minded Campbell there is a significant
domain of what might be called “oral”-mindedness.

Although this study has focused upon one particular historical figure,
Campbell is certainly not unique in the tension exhibited in his use of
scripture. In Beyond the Written Word (1987), William Graham surveys
various religious traditions to understand the nature and function of

¢ The examples discussed above are only a small portion of the biblical quotations
found in The Christian System, most of which can be seen as faithful English references
to the Hebrew and Greek texts. See the index compiled in Boring 1987:55-59.
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scripture. He begins his preface (1987:ix):

This is a book about the fundamental orality of scripture; that is, about the
significant oral roles of written sacred texts in the history of religion.

This “fundamental orality of scripture” involves the religious practices of
recitation, liturgically reading aloud, chanting, and so on. Included in his
study are Graham’s observations about those religious leaders, especially
reformers, who “speak scripture” (144):

It is remarkable how completely a Martin Luther, Martin Bucer,
John Calvin, or John Bunyan speaks a scripturally saturated language —
that is, thinks, speaks, and writes in the vocabulary, stylistic modes,
thought-world, and imagery of the Bible. . . . Such persons do not so
much quote scripture or use it for proof-texting as they simply “speak
scripture” —a scripture in which they are literally and spiritually,
linguistically and theologically “at home”; one that they can and do recite
largely if not wholly by heart, often to the point of mixing its words and
phrases almost unconsciously with their own expression, and always to
such a degree that their own vocabulary and manner of speech are
resonant with the idiom and cadences of the Bible.

Thus, the oral dimension in Campbell’s use of scripture is, by no means,
unique, but is just one example of this “fundamental orality of scripture.”
The observation that scripture maintains strong oral aspects even
within a document-minded culture has significant consequences for future
studies of the relationships between the oral and written modes. Although
religious scribes may provide important influences that lead a specific
culture towards document-mindedness (Clanchy 1979:2, 5), the religious
realm of that same culture may be the last to be influenced heavily by a
“literate mentality.” Therefore, religious literature and life should be studied
more carefully on its own terms rather than simply as one aspect of a
particular culture, for, as demonstrated above, Alexander Campbell
participated fully in a document-minded culture heavily influenced by
printing technology even within the realm of religious publications, but
nevertheless refers to the written text of scripture by memory, thereby
suggesting that for some individuals in certain situations the written text of
scripture may become more of a mnemonic aid than a reference text.

Duke University
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Strategies for the Presentation
of Oral Traditions in Print

Eric L. Montenyohl

The study of literature entails several fundamental concerns. These
usually include matters of creation, form, history, meaning, and significance.
However, if “literature” is no longer restricted only to written works' and
encompasses all works of verbal art (oral and orally based, as well as
written), then other matters must also be considered. Oral traditions occur in
contexts (cultural, social, linguistic), and without consideration of these
contexts one cannot begin to deal with questions of function, meaning, and
significance. = Learning to present and analyze performances of oral
traditions —at all levels—as literature may teach scholars a great deal more
about how and how not to view all literature.

In the study of literature, certain forms have been privileged and have
attracted most of the attention of scholars and critics. In written literature,
drama, lyric and narrative poetry, and certain kinds of prose fiction (the
novel and short story) dominate in Western culture. In the study of oral
traditions, it has been the epic, with lesser interest in folktales and ballads.
Yet the range of forms available for study is much broader. In oral
tradition this may include forms as diverse as legend and proverb; folktale
and belief; myth and personal narrative; riddle, joke, and anecdote. These
may be found among nearly all familial, regional, occupational, social, and

I'T take literature to be verbal expression valued for its aesthetic qualities. While
the term “literature” derives from a Latin word associated with writing, attempts to
restrict literature today only to written materials is an appeal to the past and a denial of
realistic dynamics.
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ethnic groups as well as in events at which different groups interact.2 Each
of these traditions is important per se, and any one of them may shed light
on much earlier texts now preserved only in written form.3

Scholars have now been collecting, analyzing, and interpreting oral
traditions —and in particular, oral narrative forms—for well over 175 years.*
Over this span, many views have changed, including the romantic notion
that the folk are the true poets of the nation and that only marginal (rural,
peasant, primitive, unlettered, illiterate) peoples have oral traditions.> Now
scholars can study oral traditions from epics to sermons, from sagas to
curses, from charms to beliefs. And topics such as compositional
techniques, aesthetic qualities, and meaning have been and are being
pursued at long last. Yet one aspect of the study of oral traditional materials
has been questioned very little, if at all, since the very beginning of scholarly
notice: the manner of presentation of oral traditions.

When Jakob and Wilhelm Grimm brought out their Kinder- und
Hausmdrchen (1812, 1815), the work was clearly intended for a scholarly
audience. The brothers included an introduction that contained statements
about how they gathered their collection of tales, how they viewed its
significance, and even how much of it was appropriate to an audience of
children. In 1819 they brought out a third volume to the collection
containing scholarly notes for the tales. This format—a scholarly
introduction, usually by the collector/editor, followed by the collection of

2 As yet there is no adequate measure of the oral traditions of any one culture as
manifest in and between these different kinds of groups. Rather, there are only
contributions towards this goal. Even for families, full studies would involve
considerable work. Leonard Roberts’s work (1959, 1974) on the Couch and Harris
families serves as an excellent example. Multi-volume collections such as the Frank C.
Brown Collection of North Carolina Folklore (White 1952-64) and James Walker’s
works on the Lakota (e.g. 1980, 1983) would be dwarfed by more rigorous collection of
other forms and larger groups.

3 The work of Milman Parry and Albert Lord has been significant in recognizing
that some of the stylistic traits of the Homeric epics are directly related to their oral
composition. However, the Parry-Lord collection of traditional Serbo-Croatian poetry is
priceless not just because the texts provide insights into the Homeric materials but also
for what they contain of South Slavic culture.

4 The origins of scholarly interest in oral traditions is usually acknowledged as the
publication of Jakob and Wilhelm Grimm’s Kinder- und Hausmdrchen in 1812.

3> On the point, see Alan Dundes, “Who Are the Folk?” (1980:1-6).
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texts per se and then scholarly comparative notes—set the model for
collections of oral traditional materials ever since. Certainly the format has
evolved somewhat over 175 years, but the changes have consisted only of
minor refinements and additions based on approaches to the material. For
example, introductions to recent collections have included more attention to
the role of the oral traditions in the culture, to individual performers’ skills,
and to repertoire analysis.® Early introductions tended to focus primarily on
the question of the origins of oral traditions, with a lesser interest in the
transmission of the materials.” Nevertheless, this tripartite organizational
format for presenting scholarly editions of oral traditions, begun in 1812, has
remained the standard up to the 1980s.8

What are the problems inherent in this scheme? There are three major
faults with this format for presenting oral literature: (1) the pretense of
“scientific” objectivity on the part of the scholar/collector; (2) the treatment
of oral traditions as discrete textual units; and (3) the decontextualization of
the cultural materials. In the first place, the separation of collector/scholar
from the oral traditional performer harks back to the beginnings of
ethnographic collections, with the fundamental assumption being the
distinction of “we” versus “they”—the familiar, literate writer as
differentiated from the other, the “bearers of tradition.” Here, the pretense
of scientific objectivity is created through the entire organization. The
introduction is intentionally scholarly, methodical, and analytical —quite
unlike the texts themselves. The writer is, by convention, dispassionate and
apparently even disinterested in the materials except in a “scientific”
discussion—that is, as to what the texts “reveal about” the particular
informants and group. The methodology for the research is sometimes
explained, usually with appropriate scholarly references for major

6 See, for example, Dorson 1967. The form is certainly not dead: Daryl Cumber
Dance uses the format in Shuckin’ and Jivin’ (1978), as does the current Pantheon Fairy
Tale and Folklore Library with volumes such as Abrahams 1985.

7 See, for example, Sir George Webbe Dasent’s introduction to Asbjornsen’s
collection of folktales (1888) or Andrew Lang’s introduction to Margaret Hunt’s
translation of the Grimm tales (1884).

8 This format is not unique to collections of oral literature. In fact, this pattern is
the most familiar one for literary texts, whether in translation or not, whether ancient or
modern. Exactly what this convention implies about contemporary readers and their
ability to comprehend written texts without the scholarly (and contextualizing) frame is
left to others.
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theoretical questions. The culture is frequently described by way of a
summary of data, including anything from climate and kinship systems to
social organization and linguistic categories.

Yet this convention of distance on the part of the scholar/collector is
misleading. Fundamentally, the study of oral traditions is one involving
human interactions, direct as well as indirect. Value judgments and personal
reactions are part of that research and should be acknowledged as such. In
particular, separating the introduction from the texts tends to dramatize the
division between the scholar/collector (read literate) and the culture from
which he drew the texts (read oral, primitive, exotic, and so forth). That is,
this format juxtaposes material written by a highly educated scholar for a
literate audience with, printed next to it, oral traditional materials. It is no
wonder that a reading audience sometimes finds orally collected texts very
strange and generally quite different from familiar written forms—after all,
the audience has just read the scholarly introduction, a form familiar to these
readers. This organizational format works against the efficacy of the texts,
either as oral tradition or as literature.

Furthermore, this “scientific objectivity” encourages (and is based
upon) an unconscious ethnocentrism. Since the introduction is written by a
scholar, (reading) audiences see print and that scholar’s tradition as the
norm. In fact, they rarely question or consider the culture, values, or
concerns of the collector/scholar. Indeed, the data is presented as though the
collector and audience have no culture—which is of course impossible —
because the organizational format has made it completely transparent. The
pretense is that one culture can be found and collected in isolation. Instead
of acknowledging that the material inevitably involves the interaction of at
least two cultures, most collections pretend that oral traditions from only the
one culture are being presented with scrupulous scientific care.

As to the second objection, oral traditional materials tend to be
presented as discrete units, often even numbered for reference by the scholar
as in collections of ballads (Child # 23), epic poetry texts (Lord #
35), folktales (originally Grimm # 21; now Aarne-Thompson 510A), or
legends (Christiansen # 3040). But is what is printed in the collections
(much less the indexes) really representative of traditional behavior? Surely
no one performs oral literary materials that are viewed within their own
culture as quantified.® What culture really enumerates narratives and songs,

9 See Dundes 1975 and Ben-Amos 1976.



ORAL TRADITIONS IN PRINT 163

or counts words, narratives, or jokes in an evening?!® What audience reacts
to a traditional performer with pleasure or disappointment simply because
he/she has generated x more verses than other performers? Oral traditions
are not naturally (emically) categorized in the way that most scholars have
presented them.!! The interest in accumulating masses of textual units
(“‘data”) has led to confusing knowledge (data) for wisdom (understanding).
Perhaps Walter Ong has in fact understated the impact of the printed word.
It seems that as people have become more used to writing/print (literacy in
one sense), they also have become fascinated, even mesmerized and blinded
by the word as record.'? Printing and newer forms such as magnetic tape
and digital recording have permitted amazing accumulations of data. But to
what purpose? Data accumulation does not make a superior individual or
culture —only one that has more records. !

In sum, human behavior is not so neat and discrete as these textual
collections seem to indicate. In fact, the representation of situated human
behavior as an isolated series of texts says a good deal about the scholar’s
view of the culture and the performances, including what is meaningful and

10 There are, admittedly, jokes about folklorists who tell jokes or tales by simply
referring to the appropriate number. This is part of the folklore of folklorists. However,
even folklorists normally utilize type numbers primarily for scholarly reference, not in
performance.

' Compare, for example, the numerous folktale collections from around the world
to recent, more focused studies on specific cultures: Abrahams 1983, Glassie 1982, and
Gossen 1974.

12 Walter Ong has written extensively on the impact of literacy; see especially
1981, 1982.

13 To cite but one example from folkloristics, consider the case of Marian Roalfe
Cox, who worked for several years with a team of English scholars to accumulate
variants of the Cinderella tale. In 1893 she published a monograph containing 345
variants of the folktale. Folk narrative scholars eagerly expected that this definitive
collection would reveal the origins of this story (and presumably, by association, other
Mairchen). Yet Cox’s collection could not demonstrate this lineage and therefore support
any one particular theory of the origins of this tale or of folklore in general. Ironically, the
frustrations over this massive collection of data convinced the Folk-Lore Society, then
the dominant group of folk narrative scholars in the world, not to pursue such studies any
further and thus led to the decline of English folk narrative scholarship.



164 ERIC L. MONTENYOHL

significant to the scholar.’# In effect, the traditional scholar has carved
human interactions into familiar units, usually with little regard for the views
of informants and their culture.

Finally, the texts presented per se are decontextualized; that is, the
oral traditional materials have been removed from their original contexts and
are presented simply as printed texts. Admittedly, part of the purpose of the
scholarly introduction is to provide some insight into the culture (and
sometimes other contributing aspects such as the performer’s style). Rarely,
however, does one find individual performers differentiated by their own
behavior in verbal interactions—such aspects are usually noted in a
summary by the scholar. Because the reading audiences are presented only
with decontextualized texts, they are limited as to how they can view the
material. Individual items (jokes, tales, epics) can always be approached as
texts—that is, as written literature—since textual approaches are the only
ones available. Thus, one can study form, structure, character,
compositional techniques, style, and even the relationship of a particular text
to the tradition as a whole. But questions of function, meaning, and
significance remain speculative so long as the works are considered only
textually. Since oral traditions emerge in varying contexts, one cannot truly
discuss the impact of the work on the culture and the tradition until context
is added. And since the traditional text-based collection format described
above does not consider the social, cultural, and linguistic context of the
performances, this model proves inadequate for the contemporary study of
oral traditional materials.

Perhaps more significant than the processes of decontextualization (on
the part of the scholar) and contextualization (on the part of the reading
audience) is the fact that the texts are now outside of the subculture for
which the text generates common images, ones that the performer already
knows and counts upon. In this sense, the texts as they are encountered by
readers are constantly being contextualized, but not recontextualized, for the
texts cannot generate the same associations and meanings outside their
native culture and contexts.

Since approximately 1965 scholars have begun to pay attention to

14 As a result, folklorists and anthropologists have recently begun to reconsider
who should be making these decisions. The goals, materials, and meanings of cultural
studies now call for collaborative efforts involving informants rather than giving way to
programs institutionally superimposed by outside scholars.
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oral traditions in context.!> In anthropology and folklore new paradigms
arose based upon linguistics (the Prague School), comparative literature
(Parry and Lord’s oral-formulaic theory), anthropology (the ethnography of
speaking), and cultural studies in general. Many of these ideas were fused in
the performance-centered approach to “verbal art.”'¢ A chief spokesman for
the group of young scholars advocating the new approach was Richard
Bauman, who defined “performance” as “a mode of spoken verbal
communication which consists in the assumption of responsibility to an
audience for a display of communicative competence. This competence
rests on the knowledge and ability to speak in socially appropriate ways”
(quoted in Fine 1984:47). This theoretical paradigm has a great deal to offer
in the study of oral traditions, including the perception of appropriate
cultural roles; the training of the traditional performer; and the heightened
awareness of native language performance categories.!'” Yet one area in
which this new paradigm has not succeeded, and indeed has not made
coherent advances, is in revising the format for presentation of oral
traditional materials in print.

Performance-oriented scholars have specifically addressed the issue of
representing performances in print several times. Perhaps the first to
question the traditional model was Dennis Tedlock, who pointed out a
number of problems with traditional print conventions in his 1971 essay “On
the Translation of Style in Oral Narrative.” In 1972 he brought out Finding
the Center: Narrative Poetry of the Zuni Indians, in which he introduced
several print conventions in order to represent performance features used by
his Zuni narrators. First, he prints the Zuni narratives in English poetic
form, arguing that poetry permits the representation of silence: “What makes
written prose most unfit for representing spoken narrative is that it rolls on
for whole paragraphs at a time without taking a breath: there is no silence in
it. To solve this problem I have broken Zuni narratives into lines...”
(1972:xix). Tedlock also creates conventions to represent other elements of
the oral performances (xxi):

15 Dundes 1964 is an early statement of this interest; for a history of this
development and scholarship embodying it, see Fine 1984.

16 For advocacy of the term “pverbal art,” see Bascom 1955; for popularization of
the term see Bauman 1977.

17 Cf. Abrahams 1983, Bauman and Sherzer 1974, Glassie 1982, and Gossen 1974
for excellent examples of this scholarship.
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The loudness of Zuni narratives ranges from just short of a shout to just short of a
whisper. Representing this on the page is something of a problem, since some of
the devices offered by our writing tradition are ambiguous: an exclamation point,
for example, most often indicates something loud, but it is also appropriate after a
whispered interjection. My present solution to the problem is to use small type
for soft passages or words, larger type for middle-level passages, and capitals for
loud passages.

In addition, he indicates changes in pitch by moving letters or words above
(higher) or below (lower) the normal line. The result is a text which is a bit
foreign-looking in its typographic representation (Figure 1; after Tedlock
1972:96-97).

Elizabeth Fine’s dissertation, published as The Folklore Text in 1984,
focused entirely on the question of how to represent verbal art. Ultimately
she creates a print representation of a performance of an Afro-American
toast (“Stagolee”) to demonstrate what a performance record of a speech
event should look like (Figure 2). Her keys to the representation are
formidable (Figure 3) and include such aspects as paralinguistic and kinesic
features as well as traditional textual characteristics. The result is a radically
different kind of “text,” one that is extremely difficult to read and even more
difficult to appreciate fully.

The Tedlock and Fine models have several fundamental shortcomings
in their approach to representing performance. First, their goals are unclear.
If one goal is to represent the original performance as witnessed by the
collector as accurately and completely as possible (in order, for example, to
study performing styles, audience interaction, and the influence of context
upon the performance), then translation is of secondary importance. Print
conventions marking pitch and the line separations marking pauses would
presumably work for the original language, and this strategy would more
accurately represent the original performance. This is not to deny the value
of Tedlock’s translations of the Zuni oral traditions. And yet the data
presented are only his English translations of the original Zuni narratives.
On this ground, Alcée Fortier’s early collection of Creole French folk tales
(1895) is much more useful, for he publishes both the original French dialect
stories and his English translations on facing pages. Fine’s one text of an
Afro-American toast is set down in exacting, even numbing detail —with so
many different aspects represented (as best as they can be by these print
conventions) that reading the toast as narrative poetry becomes significantly
harder with all of her added features.
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FIGURE 1

During the day his headdress would quiver,
o——n until, in the evening

it would become still:

this was a SIGN for them.

Then they slept through the night.

The elder brother Payatamu hadn’t come home, and
FOUR DAYS HAD PASSED.

When four days had passed

the Payatamu

men said

“Our elder brother hasn’t come home and the days
have gone by.
Our Sun Father hasn’t come up.

‘What should we do about this?”

That’s what they said.

Their society chief spoke:

“Well now
let’s try something, even though it might not HELP:
we’ll ask our grandfathers
to come here.
Perhaps
one of them might find him
for us.”

That’s what their society chief said.
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“Indeed.”

“Which one should it be?” he said.
“Well now, our grandfather

who lives in the north, the mountain lion:

let’s summon him.”

Their society chief
summoned the mountain lion.
There in the north he arose, the mountain lion.

Coming on and o——, he arrived at Shuun Hill.

He entered:

“My fathers, my children

how have you been passing the days?” “Happily, our
grandfather, so you’ve come now.”

“Yes.” “Now sit down,” they said, and they

set out their turquoise seat for him and he sat down.

.

The society chief sat down facing him.

The mountain lion now questioned them: “NOW, my
CHILDREN

for what reason have you summoned ME?

You would not summon me for no reason.

Perhaps it is because of a WORD of some importance
that you have summoned me.

You must make this known to me

so that I may think about it as I pass the days,” that’s
what the mountain lion said.

“YES, in TRUTH. . . .
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If, however, Tedlock and Fine wish to impress a wider (English-
language) audience with the verbal art of these oral performances, then they
may face a somewhat different task. In that case, one must certainly utilize
the characteristics of the target language (presumably standard English) and,
to some extent, target medium.!8

Tedlock’s Finding the Center, for example, is a translation of Zuni
narratives into English. In this regard, the volume seems to be aimed at an
English-language reading audience. But the typographical conventions for
pauses, pitch, and so forth are based on the original Zuni performances, and
not on how they would be performed once they are brought over into
English. Thus he has created an odd product, neither a strictly scholarly
study of Zuni performance features nor a presentation of the poetic texts in
English.

Fine’s text of “Stagolee” does not require translation from one
language to another.!® Rather, she believes that a complete record of the
performance should include notations of paralinguistic and kinesic features.
In so doing, she is adding new material (and systems of representation), and
arguing that performances represented in this manner will be better textual
data. Yet she ignores the proxemics of the situation (a key part of the
physical context) and most of the linguistic context leading up to and
following the particular text. Further, one wonders just how much good the
new notation systems dealing with her African American performer’s style
actually are to the reading audience. They represent a record of the
performance characteristics of James Hutchinson (rendered as faithfully and
accurately as possible). And yet the print representation of a text implies
that Fine intends it for a reading audience. This situation opens several
possibilities. The most obvious one is that a contemporary reading audience
would have to read the performance record several times, concentrating on
different aspects each time. Perhaps Fine believes that a reader can learn to
read her text the way some musicians can read musical scores, interpreting
multiple parts simultaneously. Such a facility seems unlikely for any but the
most highly trained audience after some years of practice, and even then

18 T am indebted to points made by Eugene A. Nida and Burton Raffel on
translation. In very different ways and with different examples, both point out the
importance of knowing the target culture, audience, and language.

19 Fine does maintain the performer’s African American dialectal usages in her
representation. As to the issues involved in this choice, see her text (135-40) and the
debate between Fine and Dennis Preston cited in Fine’s bibliography.
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conversational—

emphatic—

confidential,
softer—

1/2 step higher
crescendo

faster

loud, almost
sobbing—
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FIGURE 2

HE had his FO’ty-fo’.

Juts 1t. hip out

HE was REAdy.

$Now on this ONE particular occasion

STAGolee was playin’ cards with Billy

LYons,

and fNATurally Stagolee was jest takin’
both hands emphasis

ALL of Billy Lyons’ money.

BILly got mad.

—~
He JUMPED UP and

a-KNOCKED Stagolee’s Stetson HA'T

claps outstretched hands

off his HEAD—

and-uh HUGHGH-PEW!

clears throat, mimes spitting,
both hands on hips

SPIT in it!

Now he coulda done anything in

the WOR-LD but that to StagoLEE—

Stagolee looked over at him —

gave him that E--vil evil EYE —

And Billy got to pleadin’,
r

“PLEASE Mr. Stagolee,

-

L. arm down;
mimes pulling
gun from lt. hip
pocket—

—holds gun; rt.
hand emphasis

hip: hand stance®

hip/arm stance
furrowed brow;
both hands

clinched, down at
sides

hip/arm stance

hip/arm stance

hip/hand stance—

(---)

struts I step;
assumes hip/arm
stance—

(- - -) narrows [
eye, juts out chin

fists clinched at
chest

fingers interlocked
as in prayer,
upturned eyes—

I've got a wife and three chillun! PLEASE!" (---

r r '@ -
[chuckles]



lower—

crisp—

matter of
fact—

cheerful—

rapidly

truthful
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Stagolee say,

“Well, that's cool—""

[loud laughter]

“because the LORD’S gonna take care of

eyes up, throws 1t. hand up, shakes it

your CHILIlun,

and I gonna take care of your WIFE.”

thumps chest with [ingers
[laughter]

That's JEST what he did.

He BLEW Billy Lyons away.

Jlings 1t. hand up in air

WELL, later on that DAY Stagolee went over

to Billy Lyons 1 HOUse.

He KNOCKED on the do’.

Mrs. Lyons come to the do’.

He say, ‘‘My name is Stagolee

taps chest, 11. fingers

your husband’s dead the Lord’s

thumbs vut at hips points up,

gonna take care of your chillun
rl. [inger

and I'm movin’ in."”
taps chest, 1i. fingers

[chuckles]

Jest what he did.

hip/hand, 1t. hip
oul—

(- - -) slight shrug
of shoulder, eyes
down, holds tight-
lipped frown after
“cool” .

hip/ hand stance

holds tight-lipped
smile, eyebrows
up, hip/hand
stance

hip/hand; 1t. hand
points in
emphasis

hip/hand

it. hand on hip, 1t.
arm down

knocks rt. hand in
air as he stamps
1t. foot on floor
three times, lt.
hand on hip

pulls rt. hand
back to open door,
it. hand on hip

both hands out as if
to silence objec-
tions—

(- - -) cocks head
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FIGURE 3

Paralinguistic Features

words in left margin

ALL CAPS
-n8
risln letters

hyphens between letters in a
word

end of line

commas, periods, exclamation
marks within a line

question mark

Indicates vocal characterizers and
voice qualities. A word followed by a
dash indicates that the feature
continues until the next description.
Words without dashes apply only to
the line to the right.

Indicates clipped, stacatto-like
articulation.

Indicates four degrees of falsetto.
/ 1/ is slight; / 4/ is extreme.

When more than one word is said in
falsetto, these symbols bracket the
falsetto passage.

Indicates a rasp, or harsh, gutteral,
grating quality.

Indicates words said with greater
emphasis or stress.

Indicates a rise in pitch on those
letters.

Indicate that the preceding vowel is
held longer than usual. The longer a
sound is stretched, the more hyphens
appear.

Indicates a major pause of about
three-quarters of a second. Lines
followed by audience response have
slightly longer pauses. Indented
lines are used when a line 1s too long
for the page; pause only at the end of
the indented line.

Indicate a barely perceptible pause.
Do not pause nearly as long as at the
end of a line.

Used only for questions with a
rising pitch at the end. Questions
delivered with a falling or sustained
pitch are marked by falling or
sustained juncture symbols.
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/ — / or/?
/—/

/) & /Y
Kinesic Features

words in right margin

words in rt. margin followed by
dash—

(- --)
hip/arm stance

hip/hand stance

left hand on hip, rt. arm forms
swan neck to side

strut

stylized “cool”” walk

stylized running pose

arms crooked

Indicates rising juncture; pitch on
last phoneme rises slightly.

Indicates sustained juncture; pitch
of last phoneme is retained.

Indicates falling juncture; -pitch of
last phoneme falls or fades away.

Describes movements that occur
with the underlined words in the
line to the left.

The movements immediately preced-
ing the dash and following the
preceding semi-colon continue for
the next line.

Indicates the same movements as the
line above.

Left hand on hip, right arm across
chest with hand closed. See Figure 6.

Left hand on hip, right hand held
up at shoulder level to emphasize
points. See Figure 6.

See Figure 7. A stereotyped stance for
a sexy woman.

Leans back throwing his chest and
head up; swings arms in a slow
exaggerated rhythmic way; bends
knees as his heels hit the ground,
giving a slight spring to the walk.

Involves the same springy step of the
strut, but the arm swing is not as
exaggerated nor does he throw his
chest and chin up.

Freezes in the first step of a run,
jumping down on his right foot
while pulling both bent arms back
and snapping fingers on both hands.

Arms bent, akimbo; fists closed.
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there are problems with this approach.2 A more unlikely possibility would
be that Fine believes that the audience can not only read her text of
“Stagolee,” but perform it. This assumption would violate one of the
fundamental tenets of oral tradition—that it is spread face-to-face, orally.
One hopes that such a recycling is not at all what is intended by those
interested in performance studies and the communication of oral traditions.

Ultimately, Fine’s model of representing oral traditions in print is
based upon more data: adding paralinguistic and kinesic features to the text.
That is, a more ‘“accurate” record of an oral performance is understood as
including features beyond the text. But simply more is not necessarily better
(the data versus knowledge distinction). Representation of any cultural
behavior is necessarily selective on the part of the recorder, whether the
person is a missionary, novelist, ethnographer, film-maker, or native of the
culture. More (technology, data, views, texts) is not necessarily what is
needed.

Finally, and ironically, neither Tedlock nor Fine resolves any of the
problems associated with the original tripartite format of presentation—
because both authors use it. Both offer scholarly introductions. Fine
focuses on one text, while Tedlock provides an entire volume of them.
Although they present them in new and different typographical formats, they
are still isolated as data. Fine concludes her work with extensive notes and a
bibliography, Tedlock with notes.

Thus the models of representation so far pursued by performance
advocates do not solve the existing problems in the presentation of oral
traditional materials. Is there a manner, then, of presenting oral traditions
that will avoid the objections cited above? What is desired is a strategy that
will engage and involve the reader at once as an audience. The medium of
presentation must be print, and the audience is expected to encounter it as
individual, silent readers.2! The goal is to translate oral traditions from one
subculture into appropriate print forms so that a wider, reading audience can
experience these verbal artistic expressions (subject to the limitations of

20 Consider, for example, that Fine does not include aspects such as proxemics in
her system and that for many forms of oral performance such aspects are particularly
relevant. Does this mean the addition of another layer of data for each text?

21 The argument for individual, silent reading is based simply upon contemporary
cultural norms and is subject to change and variation according to the target culture and
time.
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translation).22 This is no simple task, because the process of translation may
involve translation of media (oral performance to print), language, and
cultural associations.??  In addition, there should be no pretense of
objectivity in the description of cultures, people, and texts. Verbal
performances should be situated in cultural, social, and linguistic context
rather than enumerated and separated. If at all possible, no new print
conventions should be necessary.2*

It should become clear now why certain oral traditional forms have
historically been more privileged than others. Long narrative forms—such
as epic, ballad, saga, folktale—can most easily stand alone and engage the
reading audience in the story. Thus, even if the traditional tripartite print
format omitted the scholarly frame, the reader might accept these oral
traditions as literature as well as in literature. This format (texts alone),
however, seems to work best in an anthology devoted to a particular genre
in that the collection provides comparative materials for the audience.?
Even this format, however, fails to resolve some of the problems. First, it
is generally limited to long narrative genres, and thus restricts the
presentation of cultural expressions to ones most like written literature in
terms of length and form. Unfamiliar and short genres, whether rhymes
and limericks or customs and proverbs, tend to be ignored—not on the
grounds of aesthetics, poetics, or cultural significance but simply because
they are not commonly read as literature. Second, because the verbal art is

22 On this point Fine cites Nida’s discussion of formal and dynamic equivalence;
ultimately, Fine argues for formal equivalence. Raffel (1988:21) points out the fallacy of
the belief that one can truly have formal equivalence; there and elsewhere (1971) he
argues for translation more in line with what Nida calls dynamic equivalence. The goal is
to translate the verbal art into a target language and culture and in so doing to create as
closely as possible an equivalent meaning and effect for the new audience.

23 The translation of medium and language are self-explanatory. On cultural
associations, see Nida 1964a:4, where he considers how to translate a “simple” comic
strip (Maggie and Jiggs), especially Jiggs’s favorite food.

24 This is simply an acknowledgment of the traditions and options already existing
in writing and print.

25 This is one of the reasons why Andrew Lang’s colored fairy books, which are
devoid of scholarship and are simply accumulations of fairy tales from around the world,
succeeded, whereas competing collections by Joseph Jacobs and E. S. Hartland, for
example, did not. Other examples dealing with epic, ballad, and other forms could easily
be cited.
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still presented as discrete texts, the (reading) audience is limited to
consideration of the oral tradition in textual form, not in context. And while
in an anthology the reader may be able to see relationships between and
among the texts, the reading audience has little opportunity to relate the texts
to the greater culture, its people, or its other forms of artistic expression.
Thus the anthology proves not to be very much better than other strategies
for the presentation of oral traditions.

There is one format that seems to offer some hope. It is rather
unusual compared to the traditional scholarly format, yet it resolves most of
the problems associated with the translation and representation of oral
traditions. This format involves contextualization via a personal narrative on
the part of the scholar/collector. Utilizing the frame of a personal experience
story engages the audience at once in a traditional, familiar, and universal
form: narrative. The reading audience is already accustomed to reading (as
well as hearing) narratives. Further, the readers encounter the “foreign”
culture through an intermediary, an intercessor, who is familiar in that he/she
is a member of their own (target, reading) culture. In this sense, translation
need not focus so much on formal versus dynamic equivalence of the text,
since the audience encounters the text framed by a larger narrative. This
frame helps situate the oral traditions inside the experiences of the narrator.
Further, a personal experience narrative is, by nature, a personal story —and
therefore cannot be scientific, “objective.” Thus “scholarly distance” and the
“pursuit of science” are eliminated. Texts are presented as part of the
experience of the collector, ordered in whatever manner he/she wishes; they
are not accumulated and quantified. There is less need for new printing
conventions, since personal experience narratives are already a familiar
genre in both oral and literary traditions. To be sure, the collector still faces
the choice of how best to represent verbal performances on the page—as
drama, prose, poetry, or some combination of them. But there is less need to
depict the performance characteristics of a particular narrator by way of
complex orthographic devices when the oral tradition is being presented by a
literate collector who has the opportunity to describe these characteristics in
their context as part of the frame. Finally, and obviously, all performances
can be situated in cultural, social, and linguistic context.

Two very brief examples may help illustrate this strategy:

I. Several years ago, one of the folklore graduate students at Indiana University
invited a number of others over for a birthday party. The host’s apartment was
soon crowded with twenty-odd grad students along with a number of spouses,
dates, and friends. Most brought some form of alcohol (beer, wine) and stashed it
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in the kitchen, and their coats in a bedroom, before joining the others. Small
groups formed in several areas, primarily in the kitchen and the living room. One
of the groups (of which I was a part) stood in the living room, alternating
occasional jokes with complaints about particular courses and professors. As
another couple entered the room, one person asked “How many hillbillies
[residents, presumably natives of Kentucky] does it take to change a light bulb?”
(I began to smile, anticipating a clever response.) “None. Why would people with
no electricity bother to change a light bulb?” The joke was greeted with a modest
amount of laughter and was followed by another light-bulb joke in response.

II. My wife and I are both Southerners, and when we finished graduate school we
hoped to move south. Louisiana certainly was south, but, with the exception of
one cousin, we were still nearly a thousand miles from our closest family. The
birth of our daughter showed us a great deal more about the special culture into
which we had moved.

We discovered in the fall that we were expecting and spread the good
news among family and friends, neighbors and colleagues. Everyone, especially
those in the neighborhood and at the university, was pleased, and looked forward
to the baby’s arrival. The fall semester was relatively uneventful, and we took
some time to make preparations for the baby. In the spring, Margaret suggested
that we prepare the nursery over Mardi Gras (a week-long school holiday), so we
painted the room and moved furniture around as needed. By that time, one of the
secretaries in her office had already predicted that we would have a girl.

“Why ?”

“Because Margaret sits so long at a computer terminal. There’s
something about the radiation from those screens. They just seem to cause
girls.”?6

Over the Easter holidays, Margaret wanted to take advantage of the
beautiful weather to do some gardening. So we went out and bought a bunch of
shrubs and trees and started to dig up the front yard. Barbara, our next door
neighbor, saw Margaret—then eight months pregnant—and came running over.

“You shouldn’t be digging in the yard. It’ll bring on the baby.”

“Oh.” This was a good enough excuse for Margaret to take a break and
watch while I dug and planted for a while. Soon, however, she decided to take a
walk around the neighborhood. When she came back, our neighbor across the
street, Gail, came over to check on her.

“You know you really shouldn’t go walking like that. That will bring on
the baby.”

The baby was not quite so eager, though. During that spring semester I felt
obliged to announce to my classes that we were expecting a child and that I might

26 The remark was likely based on the fact that recent births to computer science
faculty had all been girls. However, since Margaret was one of only two female faculty
and the only one of them pregnant within the last four years, the generalization was based
on the assumption that male faculty using computer terminals generated female children.
This relationship was still valid in our case, so presumably the prediction was still good.



178 ERIC L. MONTENYOHL

miss a class whenever that occurred. My students immediately became
interested —not in missing school, but in what we were going to have.

“Do you know what you’re going to have 7”

“No, we didn’t have an ultrasound scan.”

“You don’t need all that fancy equipment. Just tie your wedding ring on a
string and hang it over her stomach. The way the string swings will tell you
whether it will be a boy or a girl.” Other students added that it could also be done
with a needle on a string.?” We resisted the temptation to discover the sex of the
baby this way. Nevertheless, another secretary also predicted that we would have
a girl.

“Why ?”

“Because of the way Margaret’s carrying the baby. When they carry
high, it’ll be a girl. When they’re low and wide, it’s a boy.”

By now, I could hardly wait to see if all the predictions were going to be
accurate. Finally, on April 18, Margaret went into labor. When we checked into
the maternity ward the head nurse there also announced that we were going to
have a girl.

“Why ?”

“Phase of the moon. Last weekend was a full moon and we had all boys.
This weekend we’re due for girls.”

She later confirmed her prediction based on how Margaret was carrying
the baby. By 4:00 p.m. that afternoon she and all the others were proven correct.

There are a number of points that need to be made about these
examples. First, they were selected because both the expressions of oral
tradition and the resulting overall narratives are short, and thus manageable
within the scope of a short paper. In point of fact, the “texts” here are a joke
and several folk beliefs, not extended narratives. Nevertheless, they are
bona fide oral traditions collected in southern Indiana and Louisiana. The
overall effect of the narrative may be unrepresentative in that it is
telescoped, with too much of the text focusing on the collector himself,
rather than the cultures under consideration. That is an unavoidable problem
with the notion of a “short example.”

Second, the texts are symmetrical expressions. The riddle joke is in
the form of question and answer, a binary opposition.28 The second example
includes several manifestations of folk belief, expressed in a binary
structure: if a, then b (if you dig in the garden when you’re eight months

27 Other variations included using either partner’s wedding ring and having to
perform the ritual only in the spot where the pregnancy began. The meaning of the
swinging varied because different families seemed to interpret the same motion
differently.

28 For more on the structure of the riddle in general, see Dundes and George 1975.
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pregnant, this will bring on the baby). This structure is common to
expressions and belief systems of many other cultures around the world.
Neither the form nor the themes (in the first, regional identity; in the second,
pregnancy and childbirth) are unique to a particular culture.

Third, Indiana Hoosiers are no more boastful or egocentric than other
groups. Indeed this was one of the few times when such an expression of
the “difference” between Hoosiers and ‘“hillbillies” was expressed to me.
Similarly, Louisiana Cajuns are neither more ignorant nor more superstitious
than other American ethnic subcultures. None of the friends, students, or
neighbors quoted above holds less than a high school diploma and most of
the informants have at least two years of college. Literacy (in Cajun French
or English) therefore seems to be very definitely not the issue. In fact, most
of the friends and students in the second example are conversant in Cajun
French as well as English but were forced to perform in English since we
were not fluent in their other tongue. Indeed, as Deborah Tannen has
suggested, “oral” and “literate” may be more akin to strategies (1982b) than
states of consciousness (Ong 1982). “Oral” and “literate” here do not
differentiate cultures but worldviews, strategies for dealing with situations.
Although I had been training for a couple of years when the first example
occurred and had experience collecting already, I had not heard the Hoosier-
hillbilly rivalry expressed in performance. And later, although I had worked
as a folklorist in southern Louisiana for a year and a half, I had not
encountered the range of beliefs that emerged from neighbors, students, and
colleagues during this term. Yet this “folk knowledge” (if you will pardon
the term) was there to be used when needed. Unlike literate knowledge, no
one accumulates it (as in libraries and private collections). Folk knowledge
may seem to be contradictory, frustrating, and irrational —according to one
logic. But there is an internal and consistent logic underlying it.2 And such
knowledge always remains available to those in the community.

Further, the oral traditions were all expressed to meet a need. At
first, I thought that the riddle joke was told to help bond a group of
graduate students from around the world, in Bloomington for similar
training, by forcing them to view themselves as Hoosiers in contrast to the
“hillbillies” of Kentucky, a regional rival. And to be sure, the joke did
serve this purpose. But in context, there is substantially more to the joke.
The performer began the joke as a new couple entered the room—in this
case, a male grad student and his wife, both of whom were from Kentucky.

29 See Toelken 1976 and Glassie 1982 for excellent examples of this point.
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The performer knew this, and the joke on hillbillies—Kentuckians —then
was selected from the performer’s repertoire because it was appropriate.
Here it served several functions simultaneously. It still served to bond the
graduate students together by laughing at the neighboring ‘“hillbillies.”
Numerous rivalries around the United States and world exist that generate
such jokes and blason populaires.® And yet the joke served, in context, as a
device to invite the newly arrived couple to join an already established group
in their ongoing activity (conversation and joke-telling). The insult to
Kentuckians invited an approach and a verbal response. In fact, the couple
did join our group, but without responding (themselves) with another light-
bulb joke immediately. That is, they chose to accept the invitation to the
group activity without responding to the invitation to respond to the insult to
their home. Thus this simple two-line joke, when described in context, has
multiple functions and meanings—and more significance than a textual
record of the event can possibly indicate in and of itself.3!

Likewise, there is more to the folk beliefs about pregnancy than meets
the eye. The warnings from our neighbors Gail and Barbara about what
behavior would “bring on the baby” were expressions of concern that
Margaret might be doing too much. Yet instead of simply saying that, they
used expressions based in cultural authority, not personal feelings.
Certainly, their attitudes may have been a holdover from an earlier
generation that recommended longer periods of rest and inactivity for
women going through pregnancy and childbirth. Yet expressing their beliefs
in a culturally traditional form was an appropriate means to indicate concern
without making the message too personal.

The other folk beliefs dealt with how to reveal the gender of an
unborn baby. Explaining the full significance of this practice would require
beginning with a cultural history of the Cajuns in southern Louisiana and
their struggle to retain a distinct identity under hostile conditions. In short,
however, the Cajuns highly value the family, including additions to it.
Large families are common, with the average family in Lafayette Parish
containing about six children. Such beliefs serve as a source of traditional
wisdom and can shape the family’s expectations for the birth of the child.
Both male and female children are valued among Cajuns (albeit somewhat
differently), so the prediction of a girl was not, to my knowledge, a

30 See, for example, Fuller 1981.

31 For another example of the complexity of oral traditions performed in context,
see Kirshenblatt-Gimblett 1975.
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particular kind of wish for us. All of the predictions were based upon
natural signs (from the lunar cycle and its relationship to childbirth to how
the baby is carried in the womb). The task, then, is to read and interpret
them correctly. There are multiple signs available for analysis, and this
richness may be indicative of the relative importance of the event within the
culture.

These very brief illustrations hardly constitute more than a hint at a
strategy for presenting oral traditions in print. Perhaps, however, they at
least point out how limiting texts, and especially just those privileged forms
most like literature, can be for the understanding of other cultures. With
records of performances in context presented through the collector’s
narrative, an audience has a greater opportunity to understand the value of
other verbal forms and traditional performances.

There are some ramifications of this proposal that need to be
addressed in conclusion. First, in terms of impact, this format could help
change how fieldwork itself is performed. Collecting would no longer be
something that could be done on quick visits (days or weeks), as a tourist
might do in visiting a strange culture. The task now becomes a matter of
knowing different languages (perhaps), cultures (certainly), and their
respective worldviews. The very notion of “knowing” multiple groups or
regions, even within the United States, is a huge task.

Second, the personal experience narrative can work as a strategy for
presenting the oral traditions in print to the wider reading audience. The
scholar does become something of a performer (although perhaps not as
dramatically as my illustrations suggest), but then what he is doing is
bringing his work before an audience of his own design. There is no
wholesale change, however, since it has always been the collector/scholar
who has won praise or damnation for collections, not the culture or the
informants. What has changed is the discarding of the pretense of scientific
objectivity, of distance from the culture under study. Because the collector
is now also the narrator, such distance is a disadvantage.

Third, the proposed narrative format avoids the quest for more
complex print formats proposed by Tedlock and Fine. What becomes
significant is not better records in and of themselves—more data,
presumably recorded with more equipment—but more skill on the part of the
ethnographer in making connections and expressing them clearly in the
narrative. Thus Henry Glassie’s presentation of a Northern Ireland
community in Passing the Time in Ballymenone (1982) is radically different
from the models proposed by Tedlock and Fine, while still conveying much
of what those models strive to convey.
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Finally, this format would seem to work for any verbal form. Dance,
music, drama, and other multi-media forms may also be worth considering,
but virtually every genre of oral tradition (from belief to epic) can be
presented in this fashion. Perhaps if more fieldworkers utilize such a
strategy, future scholars will not be limited to only a few privileged forms.
There will still be genres preferred by any particular scholar, but hopefully
there will also be data on other cultural expressions as well as on how the
forms interrelate. This wide-angle perspective would then open up literature
to a true study of its verbal art.

University of Southwestern Louisiana
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The Albert Lord and Milman Parry
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Prologue

Medieval literary studies hold a privileged position in methodological
and theoretical argumentation. The privilege is based on the limitedness of
and the in-immediate access to their “material.” The latter is created by the
philological barrier that virtually keeps theoretical and/or methodological
intruders out. In that sense medieval literary studies potentially enjoy a
sanctuary privilege: theoretical and methodological novelties may enter the
sanctuary only if the philologically trained so warrant. That is, literary
medievalists are very much in control of theoretical and/or methodological
import because, due to their philological training, they are the only ones who
can handle the “material” in the first place.!

Due to the limitedness of their material, medieval literary studies do,
however, have another kind of privilege. The concept of some monolithic
entity called “the Middle Ages” creates a kind of laboratory situation where
new approaches/methods/theories can furnish quick results. Since the
Middle Ages—or any period within it, or any ensemble of phenomena from
remote periods that are made the object of research—are constructs in the
mind of the scholarly beholder to begin with, the (sometimes sparse)
building blocks, as it were, out of which the respective constructs are built,
can more easily be shuffled about according to one’s (methodologically

I'T am excluding here the possibility of gaining access to medieval texts through
modern renderings and am thus arguing within the vein of the “Old Philology.”
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geared) Erkenntnisinteresse.?

When speaking about methodology, there is yet another point that I
think necessary to bring to mind. This is the particular medievalist “insider
feeling” of philologically common ground that so temptingly facilitates
(international, and in particular transatlantic) scholarly exchange—or
dismissal —of methodologies and/or theories in (medieval) literary studies.
This common assumption can lead to a potentially deceptive disregard of
what otherwise is—or should be—so much in the medievalists’ (as in
anybody else’s) mind: the matter of historically developed differences. This
may appear to be such a hermeneutic triviality that most of us probably shun
away from admitting it to begin with. Nevertheless, it is necessary to put the
fiction of the universal academic community in its proper place in order to
adequately appreciate what “the (contemporary) other” has to say.3

The great honor of being invited to give the 1991 presentation that, in
memoriam of the late Albert Lord has been renamed into the Albert Lord
and Milman Parry Lecture, has given me the opportunity to formulate my
own methodological position in a distinguished forum. The lively discussion
that followed the lecture has motivated me to go into more detail about the
theoretical basis of this position for the printed version of my original
lecture. In this way my present essay is meant to bear witness to the fact that
“face-to-face” exchange, the oral-aural encounter, is still most fruitful for
our scholarly endeavors.4

Methodologies

Methodological discussion in literary studies of the Middle Ages has

2 This is a notion from methodological discussion in Germany for which I cannot
find an English equivalent. Analogously to the English translation of Habermas’ title
Erkenntnis und Interesse of 1968 into Knowledge and Human Interests, one may perhaps
render it as knowledge interest, although I do not find this completely satisfactory, as the
German Erkenntnis carries a more procedural note. Thus cognitive interest may be more
to the point, if cognitive is not understood as a psychological term. Cf. below, note 28.

3 T am very much indebted to Adam B. Davis, who spent the 1991-92 academic
year in Freiburg as a Humboldt scholar, for many fruitful discussions a propos
“transatlantic differences” in scholarly research.

4 For various shared fours d’horizon(s) I owe my kindest thanks to the host of this
lecture.
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recently been revived under the headings of “New Philology” and “New
Historicism.”s What I am subsequently outlining has not yet received such a
handy tag, and it should be regarded neither as a substitute nor as a rival to
“New Philology” or “New Historicism.” On the contrary, it must rely on the
methods of Philology—old and new—and it also is indebted to Historicism
in respecting the historicity both of the subject and object of understanding
and thus also of the analyzer and the analyzed. Moreover, 1 want to
thematize the historicity of the theory itself: its orginal shaping, its
development, and the recent complementation that has given the method a
new forceful momentum.

The theory under discussion is what has become known as “Reception
Theory,” and the recent complementation may provisionally be termed “the
Orality/Literacy Question.” The reasons why I am insisting on
maintaining—for the time being—the possibly disconcerting word question
in the notion are as follows. What the last thirty or so years of research into
orality and literacy from various angles have brought to light are not simply
“facts” that one adds to the material under investigation—such as one would
do with, for example, a second manuscript of Beowulf that shows no traces
of Christian ideas whatsoever. The consequences of research into
orality/literacy go rather to the methodological heart of the medievalists’
matter, as the insights and findings gained from this research necessitate the
thematizing of heuristic and hermeneutic agreements, agreements that up to
now have been not only tacit but largely pre-conscious. As such, the
realization of the Orality/Literacy Question comes close to the effects of a
discovery in natural sciences. Thus I am contending that with the integration
of the Orality/Literacy Question (of both its “factual findings” and its
heuristic consequences) reception-oriented medieval literary studies are
“able to account for a wider range of...phenomena or to account with greater
precision for some of those previously known” (Kuhn 1962:66). This is no
less than postulating that with this integration a specific line of medieval
literary studies has undergone a paradigmatic change.

Of course my use of the term paradigmatic change is indicative of the
source for the quote I have just given: Thomas S. Kuhn’s The Structure of
Scientific Revolutions. The appropriation of Kuhn’s observations on
“scientific revolutions” for the humanities is obviously not very original. In
1969, for instance, Hans Robert Jauss published his article
“Paradigmawechsel in der Literaturwissenschaft,” in which he accounted for

> For a discussion of “New Philology” from various aspects, see vol. 65.1 of
Speculum 1990; the outstanding representative of “New Historicism” in medieval studies
is Lee Patterson (1987, 1991).
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the history and the contemporary state of literary studies under aspects
suggested in Kuhn’s book: paradigmatic changes occur when another
paradigm has finally proven insufficient for the explanation of given
phenomena. Jauss sees the causes for paradigmatic changes in literary
studies in a realization that an established approach is no longer able “to
wrench works of art from their state of being past through permanently new
interpretation, to translate them into a new present” (“Werke der Kunst
durch immer neue Interpretation dem Vergangensein zu entreissen, sie in
eine neue Gegenwart zu iibersetzen;” 55). Here Jauss is also dealing with
the question of whether it is legitimate to transfer observations made in the
history of the sciences (Naturwissenschaften) to the humanities (Literatur-
oder Geisteswissenschaften).5 In the humanities, and particularly in literary
studies, Jauss argues, paradigmatic changes are not caused by anomalies
because in the humanities there is “no area of empirically verifiable
observations comparable to that of the (natural) sciences” (“kein der
Naturwissenschaft ~ vergleichbares  Feld  empirisch  verifizierbarer
Beobachtungen;” 54). However, as we will see later, “anomalies” may be of

¢ Here as in other places in this article I am facing the difficulty of translating the
German Wissenschaft. Recently it has been translated by science even in compounds
such as Literaturwissenschaft. It may have been under the influence of the texts he has
been translating that Timothy Bahti (in the “Translator’s Preface” to the 1982 translation
of a collection of articles by Hans Robert Jauss), for example, is speaking (in his own
text) of the human sciences, obviously referring to “the humanities.” On the other hand,
the term Literaturwissenschaft in the title of Jauss’ Literaturgeschichte als Provokation
der Literaturwissenschaft is turned by Bahti into Literary Theory, the phrase der
literaturwissenschaftlichen Methoden (e.g., Jauss 1967:7) into of the literary critical
methods (Jauss [Bahti] 1982a:4). In trying to find some terminological consistency I will
use the “original” English terms—such as humanities (= Germ. Geisteswissenschaften) or
literary studies (= Germ. Literaturwissenschaft). When giving my own renderings of
German quotations into English I will use science/scientific when it seems appropriate to
reflect a specific methodological and/or theoretical claim. For a discussion of this
problem in view of the translation of Gadamer, cf. “Translators’ Preface” to Truth and
Method (1989:xviii). The fact that in German the term Wissenschaft is extended to the
humanities points, of course, to a concept of such studies that is quite different from that
in the English-speaking countries. I suppose that this terminological difference is also a
symptom of the “alterity” question with regard to the mutual reception and translation (in
the broad sense of the word) of theories in (and to) the States and Europe respectively. In
his recent article “Auszug der Wissenschaften aus dem Deutschen” (1991:espec. 587-91),
Hans-Martin Gauger deals with these terminological differences between English and
German in the context of the observation that the German language is constantly and
increasingly withdrawn from scholarly/scientific publication. For a discussion of the
applicability of Kuhn to linguistics, see Oesterreicher 1977.
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relevance for literary studies as well, since the “discovery” I have in mind
has very much to do with anomalies and how to account for them.

Now, the name with which I have preliminarily dubbed this
“discovery” —the Orality/Literacy Question—is admittedly quite vague. Yet
up to now there is no more precise notion to refer to the growing awareness
in fields such as linguistics, anthropology, psychology, history, and literary
studies that orality and literacy are phylogenetic conditions as well as
conditions of cultural communities. What we have become increasingly
aware of is the fact that orality and literacy do, on the surface, pertain to the
absence or presence of the “technology of writing” as a communicative
medium for an individual and/or within a community, yet that, on a deeper
level, this absence or presence accounts for very different setups of
cognition and conceptualization.” These different setups are intricately
interrelated with different modes of abstraction, different concepts of
language, different concepts of “tradition,” different concepts of history and
so forth.

If we look more closely into the research that has brought about the
realization of the Orality/Literacy Question, and if we look at its connection
to medieval studies, we very soon see why Kuhn’s observations with regard
to scientific discoveries apply here (1962:55-56):

discovering a new sort of phenomenon is necessarily a complex event, one
which involves recognizing both that something is and what it is. . . . if
both observation and conceptualization, fact and assimilation to theory, are
inseparably linked in discovery, then discovery is a process and must take
time. Only when all the relevant conceptual categories are prepared in
advance, in which case the phenomenon would not be of a new sort, can
discovering that and discovering what occur effortlessly, together and in
an instant.

As to literary studies, those “conceptual categories” for the realization of the
Orality/Literacy Question have most certainly not been “prepared in
advance,” because what has basically been discovered is the conditioning of
those categories themselves. In other words, the awareness of the
Orality/Literacy Question involves the awareness of being oneself part of the
question. The consequent self-reflection and critical introspection
necessitated by the Orality/Literacy Question seems to carry such a
forbidding potential that it evidently sometimes blocks the acceptance of the

7 For a comprehensive view of these implications, cf. espec. Ong 1982 and 1986,
Havelock 1986, Goody and Watt 1962-63.
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question in advance.

In various places Walter Ong has criticized the fact that orality has
mostly been seen and defined from the point of view of literacy, a process
that views orality as a deficiency (1986:23):

The term “illiterate” itself suggests that persons belonging to the class it
designates are deviants, defined by something they lack, namely literacy. .
.. [The] views of writing as a mechanical skill obligatory for all human
beings distort our understanding of what is human if only because they
block understanding what natural mental processes are before writing
takes possession of consciousness.

It appears to me that this taint of deficiency has led some medievalists either
to ignore the question entirely or to just briefly look into it and then put it
aside as not pertinent to the Middle Ages after all. If we have manuscripts
from this period, so their defensive argument runs, if we know that people
(at least those in some way or other “relevant” for us because they have
provided us with written records of their time) could read (and write), then
why bother?

To counter this preconception, one has to put forward the argument
that after taking note of the findings furnished by the research into orality
and literacy as briefly indicated earlier, those scholars who are willing to
check the conditioning of their own heuristics will consider it an
epistemological neglect—if not fraud —if the pertinence of those findings for
the Middle Ages be denied. To be sure, for medieval studies there has
always been a kind of implicit understanding that this period was not that
all-pervasively literate after all.® Or, at least, that there was some kind of
peaceful coexistence of litterati and illitterati.® Once aware of the
Orality/Literacy Question and this heuristic opposition (which until recently
resulted in a concentration on the litterati), the medievalist may develop a
sensitivity for the “oral mind” very much present also in the litterati.!
From the historical perspective, the litterati vs. illitterati opposition
translates into accounting for such a “coexistence” as symptoms of
transition, conceiving of the Middle Ages, particularly in relation to the

8 Cf. Grundmann 1958.
9 For a critical discussion of Grundmann, cf. also Green 1990:275-76.

10 The notions of the “oral mind” and the “literate mind” have been created by
Havelock (e.g., 1986).
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Germanic cultures, as a transitional period underway from (primary) orality,
before their Christianization, to (almost fully developed) literacy in the
Renaissance.

Now, the view of the Middle Ages as a “transitional” culture is
controversial, since it potentially implies denying this period a position in its
own right.!! Nevertheless, I suggest that as long as we bear in mind our own
perspective, the notion of transitionality should not be dismissed completely.
It can still provide a heuristics that causes us to reconsider one of the most
cherished—and perhaps most abused—concepts with regard to the Middle
Ages: that of medieval alterity. Later I want to take up this notion once again
and try to place it within the methodological discussion of medieval literary
studies. Since Hans Robert Jauss, one of the founders of Reception Theory,
has made this notion the center of his methodological discussion of medieval
literary studies, it will be necessary to review some historical implications of
Reception Theory against the background of recent methodological
discussions in the United States. This will bring to light another kind of
“alterity,” namely that of American and European (more precisely German)
medieval literary studies and their methodologies as historical and/or
political idiosyncrasies.

The Historicity of Reception Theory

Let us look now at how American “New Historicism” as represented
by the work of Lee Patterson deals with Jauss’ concept. In his recent
publications Patterson rides a forceful attack against all kinds of well
established approaches to medieval literature, most of all against
“historicism in its positivist phase,” which harbored the belief that “natural
science was successful because its methodology partook of the certainty and
universality of the natural laws it sought to uncover” and hence “assumed
for itself a similar methodological purity” (1987:15). This kind of criticism
has obviously been valid wuntil well into the second half of our century.
Thus in the foreword to the second edition of Wahrheit und Methode Hans-
Georg Gadamer characterized “the methodology of modern historical
sciences” [der modernen historischen Wissenschaften] as “making what has
grown historically and has been transmitted historically an object to be

I'T am indebted to the historian Hans-Werner Goetz (Hamburg) for pointing out
to me in a private communication that my “evolutionary perspective” (as advanced in
Schaefer 1992 for the earlier English Middle Ages) “may bar the view of the autonomy
of the era where the ‘oral’ and the ‘literate” were also intimately interrelated.”
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established like an experimental finding—as if tradition were as alien, and
from the human point of view as unintelligible, as an object of physics”
(1989:xxx1iii-1v).!2

Another refutation Patterson produces, although it appears only in a
footnote (1987:7-8, n.8), is that of the receptionalist approach as formulated
by Hans Robert Jauss. For reasons I find hard to follow, Patterson, on the
one hand, credits Jauss with being the “obvious exception” to the rule (stated
in the main text) “that the issue of historical understanding per se has
received virtually no general discussion within the context of medieval
Studies” (7). On the other hand, he accuses Jauss of declining “to confront
the historicity of the observer” (8, n.9 from previous page). Whenever a
scholar takes up the concept of “horizon” as spelled out in Gadamer’s
Wahrheit und Methode, he cannot possibly do so and, at the same time, be
oblivious to the observer’s historical situatedness (how else could he want to
aspire to the “fusion of the past horizon...with the present one”? [Jauss
1979:183]).

I wonder whether Patterson’s judgment has to do with another
observation he makes in this context (8):

The inhospitality of Anglo-American literary culture as a whole to a
philosophically informed historicism has largely condemned historical
criticism to the benighted positivism of the nineteenth century, a darkness
that is only now gradually yielding before the arrival of phenomenological
hermeneutics, Marxism, and other European imports.

Obviously the methodological discussions within the humanities have
followed very different paths on either side of the Atlantic. First and
foremost, if we view things from the present situation, the “revolutionary
years” of 1968-69 have forever shaken the positivistic complacency of the
humanities in all West German universities. The debate about “political
correctness” that pervades the American academy these days reminds me
very much of the methodological —and hence, ideological —screening any

12 In particular with Gadamer it is sometimes instructive to savor the original
(1972:xxi): “. . . wo die Methodik der modernen historischen Wissenschaften Platz
gegriffen hat und das geschichtlich Gewordene, geschichtlich Uberlieferte zum ‘Objekt’
macht, das es ‘festzustellen’ gilt wie einen experimentellen Befund—als wiére
Uberlieferung in dem selben Sinne fremd und, menschlich gesehen, unverstindlich wie
der Gegenstand der Physik (1972:xxi). I use the second edition of the English translation
of Wahrheit und Methode (Truth and Method), revised by Joel Weinsheimer and Donald
G. Marshall, which appeared in 1989. The German quotes are taken from the third
revised edition of 1972.
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professor in those days had to face from the students.!* This screening
checked richtiges Bewusstsein—something that had to be a kritisches
Bewusstsein. Of course this was a highly political and politicized discussion,
the language of which was charged with belligerent terminology.!4

I am by no means claiming that each and every professor of German
or English or History in those days suddenly and irrevocably turned into a
scholar with a kritisches Bewusstsein in the sense the Revolution prescribed.
However, we had our extensive share of agitation with the ubiquitous and
persistently reformulated question of “relevance.”'> The reason I am making
this historical remark is simply to point out that an accusation against Jauss
or any other representative of the Konstanz School for declining to “confront
the historicity of the observer” must be dismissed, if only for those
contextual (historical) reasons! And there is yet another aspect that needs to
be thematized with regard to Reception Theory, an aspect that is
indispensable for the appropriate assessment of this theory (or method, or
approach) within the methodological discussion that is currently going on in
North America.

13 It may be the European recollection and/or witnessing of totalitarian systems
that gives such a disturbing ring to the commitment to “correctness.”

14 To give a faint impression of what the discussion sounded like in West
Germany, cf. the following statement: “Was ist die heutige Verfassung dieser
Wissenschaft [i.e., der Germanistik]? Im Polizeistaat Adenauers verriet sie das
Geschiftsgeheimnis ihrer Existenz: Opportunismus. . . . [Die] Studentenrevolte [hat] die
schmutzige Verfilzung dieser Wissenschaft mit dem Faschismus angeprangert, ihre
Geschichtsfeindlichkeit unter der Parole ‘Die Germanistik lehrt das Interesse an der
Literatur als Desinteresse an der Gesellschaft’ bekdmpft. . . . Die Stosskraft dieses
Kampfes gegen die biirgerliche Germanistik resultierte aus den antiimperialistischen
Kéampfen der Studentenrevolte” (Autorenkollektiv 1971:1; “What is the present state of
this science [Wissenschaft, i.e. Germanistics]? During Adenauer’s police state it gave
away the trade secret of its existence: opportunism. . . . [The] students’ revolt has
pilloried the dirty intertwining of this field and fascism, fought against enmity towards
history with the slogan ‘Germanistik teaches interest in literature by way of disinterest in
society.” The impact of this battle against bourgeois Germanistik was a result of the anti-
imperialistic battles of the students’ revolt”).

15 For a splendid contemporary discussion of the “crisis of the university” and its
consequences, see Hartmut von Hentig, Magier oder Magister. Uber die Einheit der
Wissenschaft im Verstindigungsprozess (1972).
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Reception Theory is deeply indebted to phenomenology.!® Without
taking into account this philosophical background, Jauss’ claim that, among
other factors, an historical ‘“horizon of expectation” may also be
reconstructed through the “opposition between fiction and reality, between
the poetic and the practical function of language” (1982a:24) may cause
misunderstandings. Thus, Patterson has to advance substantial criticism:
what Jauss’ “theory amounts to,” he summarizes, “is traditional literary
history...supplemented with a comparison of the work to ‘reality,” a reality
whose constitution Jauss does not specify” (1987:8, n. 9).!17 Nowhere does
Jauss demand that one compare the work to “reality (as such).” The term
“reality” is used and relativized in the appositional dichotomy of “fiction and
reality” (Fiktion und Realitdt) and “the poetic and the practical function of
language” (poetischer und praktischer  Funktion der Sprache)
(1982a:24/1967:35).  Yet I suppose that from the post-structuralist,
decontructivist stance these distinctions are void anyway. But Patterson
draws his notion of “reality” —and thus his footnote criticism of Jauss—
from yet another concept: “If social reality is inherently and inescapably
theatrical, then the distinction between the real and the fictive (lege history
and text) need not be sustained” (1987:61). True enough, yet it should also
be noted that the constructedness of social reality is by no means a recent
discovery.'® Yet I doubt whether this insight also by necessity erases the
distinction between “reality” and “fiction.”

Jauss’ objective is not, in this context, to say of what “reality” exactly
consists. His point is the difference between how language is used in
literature or poetry as opposed to its function outside, thus obviously using
structuralist or formalist concepts of language and communication. Again,
post-structuralism may put all of this in doubt. However, even if we agree
with Derrida’s dictum—I do not—that il n’y a pas de hors-texte we may
also agree that within this all-pervading text words “do different things.”
Thus, for instance, Wolfgang Iser sees the distinction between literary and
non-literary fiction in fundamentally different manifestations of the

16 Cf., e.g., for Husserl’s notion of “horizon,” Gadamer 1989:245-49; the
affiliation is well outlined in Jay 1982.

17 Cf., in contrast to this position, Frantzen 1990:122-26.

18 The phenomenologically oriented “Sociology of Knowledge” (first developed
by Karl Mannheim) seems largely to have escaped the attention of the present type of
literary criticism; cf. Alfred Schiitz’s Der sinnhafte Aufbau der sozialen Welt (1932/74,
for English versions, 1971/74); cf. also (in Schiitz’s wake) Berger and Luckmann 1966.
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respective narrative with regard to those who are exposed to these fictions
(1985:215):

... fiction plays a vital role in the activities of cognition and behaviour, as
in the founding of institutions, societies and world-pictures. The difference
between all these and the literary text is that the latter reveals its own
fictionality. Because of this, its function must be radically different from
that of other activities that mask their fictional nature. The masking, of
course, need not necessarily occur with the intention to deceive; it occurs
because the fiction is meant to provide an explanation or a foundation, and
could not do so if its fictional nature were to be exposed. The concealment
of its fictionality endows the explanation provided with the appearance of
reality, which is vital because the fiction functions as the constitutive basis
of this reality.

Rainer Warning, another scholar from the Konstanz School (and Jauss’
student) retains, as it were, the metaphoric language of the theater that
Patterson (independently) uses when he speaks of literary fiction as “staged
discourse.”!?

It certainly has to be conceded that in view of the nature of medieval
literature the classification of a text as “fictional” is problematic to begin
with.20 Yet I think there is common agreement that “conscious/intended/
known” fictionality in narrative literature had been reestablished in the high
Middle Ages. And, what is particularly interesting for our present point: this
(re-) establishing of fictional narrative was a “consequence of literacy,” as
Franz H. Bduml has sketched out from a phenomenological point of view in
his seminal article on “Varieties and Consequences of Medieval Literacy
and Illiteracy” (1980).2! I do not want to elaborate on the notion and
concept of fiction any further here; the point Bduml has so convincingly
made, however, indicates the path on which Reception Theory and studies in
orality/literacy are eventually bound to meet. Instead I want to follow
further—from the European point of view—the path that has led to this
point of convergence. For this I suggest taking a closer look at Jauss’ notion
of the alterity of the Middle Ages.

19°Cf. Warning 1980; the notion of inszenierter Diskurs has subsequently been
adopted by Iser (1982/85). For a phenomenological assessment of fictionality, cf. also
Hamburger 1968.

20 Cf. Jauss 1982b.

21 Cf. also Schaefer 1991.
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First of all, it is easily overlooked that Jauss actually uses this term in
two very dissimilar senses.22 In the sense of “otherness” it has the most
intensive impact for his theoretical deliberations. Therefore it may escape
our attention that Jauss has explicitly said that he is using alferity also in the
sense delineated by the Rumanian linguist Eugenio Coseriu who speaks of
“the dimension of the alterity of language” (“Dimension der Alteritit der
Sprache”) as a universal, for “language is...always...directed toward
somebody else” (“die Sprache ist...immer...auf einen anderen ausgerichtet;”
1971:187-88). In this sense a work of medieval literature is for Jauss “an
aesthetic object which, thanks to its linguistic form, is directed toward an
other, understanding consciousness—and which therefore also allows for
communication with a later, no longer contemporary addressee”
(1979:187).22 Now, to insist on the communicative nature of (any) piece of
literature is trivial unless specific methodological consequences are drawn
from this statement. In other words, we should not only make the
observation that literature is communicative, but go on asking how this
communication works.

After the initiatory steps taken by Jauss and Iser in the late 1960°s and
early 1970’s, Reception Theory quickly saw a further development with
substantial qualifications in this very direction. Thus Hans Ulrich
Gumbrecht in 1975 made a convincing effort to elaborate Receptional
Aesthetics  into  what he calls  “Literaturwissenschaft  als
Kommunikationssoziologie” (“literary science as a sociology of
communication”).2*  Relevant for our present issue is the fact that
Gumbrecht wanted the “new literary studies” (as initiated by Jauss and Iser)

22 The two senses are, as a matter of fact, so vastly dissimilar that one may
suspect Jauss of having somehow been trapped here in the fallacy of a homophony.

23 The English translation of the article “Alteritdt und Modernitét . . . ” reads
(1979:187, boldface added): “It is not by accident that this term [alterity] became the
focus of interest in the debate over Paul Zumthor’s Essai de poétique médiévale. Along
with his usage, I follow Eugenio Coseriu’s theory. . . .” In the German original this
reads: “Dieser Begriff ist nicht zuféllig in der Debatte tiber Paul Zumthors Essai . . . in
den Mittelpunkt des Interesses getreten. Ich Folge in seinem Gebrauch zugleich der
Sprachtheorie Eugenio Coserius . . .” (1977:14). The English version suggests that the
term is taken over from Zumthor. As my colleague Richard Matthews has pointed out to
me, the reference in his usage is ambiguous (that is, it could also refer in advance to
E.C.). I would nevertheless suggest as a “more correct” translation: “Simultaneously I
follow in its use [i.e., the use of the term alferity] the linguistic theory of E.C....”

24 Programmatically so in Gumbrecht 1975.
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to be conceived of as a “Wissenschaft von den Bedingungen der
Sinnbildung” (“science of the conditions of the constitution of meaning;”
1975:397). This modification of the original Reception Theory is
momentous. As Gumbrecht specified earlier in this same article, literary
studies—in this heuristic line—are no longer meant to seek the “evaluation
of constitutions of meaning over a text as more or less ‘correct ones’”
(“Bewertung der Sinnbildungen als mehr oder weniger ‘richtige’;” 390)—in
other words, evaluation of an interpretation as correct or not.2s What
Gumbrecht demands of this neue Literaturwissenschaft is that it strive for
“the detection of the correlation between the conditions of constituting
meaning over a text and the constitutions of meaning themselves” (“das
Aufdecken des Zusammenhangs zwischen den Bedingungen von
Sinnbildungen tiber Texten und diesen Sinnbildungen selbst;” ibid.).

Turning away from questions of “interpretative correctness” meant
not only turning away from “text-immanent criticism” (= New Criticism). It
also meant giving a new bent to the kind of Receptional Aesthetics that had
“blurred the difference between normative and descriptive history of
reception.”?® Gumbrecht’s advancement of Reception Theory results in an
(almost) final farewell to traditional philological studies (thriving
discontentedly until the arrival of trained linguists in the various language
departments during the 1960’s and well beyond). Moreover, it has integrated
the “sociological” question—which was so forcefully (and sometimes
violently) posed by the Marxist faction— with the methods of then modern
linguistics, which started to receive the increasing attention of literary
studies in the mid and late 1960°s.27

What Gumbrecht (and Stierle) so convincingly formulated in order to
contribute to the “discussion about the ‘knowledge interests’ and methods

25 Cf. Patterson’s similar criticism of “interpretative correctness” (1987:45).

26 Gumbrecht said this in view of Iser’s concept of the “implied reader,” which he
sees as suffering from the fact “dass er [i.e. Iser] den Unterschied zwischen normativer
und deskriptiver Rezeptionsgeschichte verwischt” (1975:391).

27 1t is worthwhile noting that—apart from the well-established departments of
more or less traditional comparative linguistics (usually “Indogermanistik”)—linguistics
in Germany has remained within the various “philologies™ (that is, the “Language and
Literature departments”). This is true at least for the “traditional universities.” Thus for
German students of English, for instance, linguistics—usually including the history of the
language —is an integral part of their curriculum.
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of literary science” (“Erkenntnisinteressen und Methoden der
Literaturwissenschaft;’28 Gumbrecht 1975:388) met with (more or less
latent) disapproval within the community of students of the humanities in
that period.? In the meantime the Marxist challenge of the late sixties and
early seventies has since long petered out,® but the questions it raised so
loudly and clearly have brought about an irreversible methodisches
Bewusstsein, even if it was of no more avail than recognizing one’s own
positivism (which miraculously has somehow managed to survive
undercover).

In a way medieval studies was exempt from the hardest “blows” of
the time. Nevertheless, for those scholars able and willing to look beyond
the walls of their philological hortus conclusus the impetus of that
methodological discussion has proven extremely fruitful. Thus it was a
lucky coincidence —or was it really a coincidence?—that scholars like Hans
Robert Jauss and Hans Ulrich Gumbrecht are solidly trained medievalists.

What I have said up to this point may suggest that, since the 1970’s,
Receptional Aesthetics or Reception Theory has been the all-pervading
“paradigm” of (German) literary studies in general and medieval literary
studies in particular. A claim to this effect would thoroughly distort the
overall picture. It is certainly fair to say that most literary scholars —among
them also medievalists—took note of the works of Jauss, Iser, and their

28 For a brief discussion of the difficulties in translating the notion
Erkenntnisinteresse, cf. note 2 above.

29 This aspect is knowledgeably sketched at various points in Holub 1984.

30 Obviously it is a “continental” misconception—perhaps only my own—to
suppose that as the “Revolution of *68/°69” took place on both sides of the Atlantic, the
Marxist attack on literary studies and its academic institutions must have been as
ubiquitous. However, critical harassment such as the “Ideologieverdacht” seems to be
quite recent in the United States (if we leave the “McCarthy era” aside), now fostered by
confluences of Deconstruction and Marxist criticism; cf., for instance, Frantzen
1990:112-13. It is remarkable that the work of Erich Kohler—in part strongly influenced
by (moderated) Marxist ideas—is obviously missing in the methodological discussion in
the United States. With his Ideal und Wirklichkeit Kohler produced perhaps the most
convincing mediaeval study in the “sociology of literature” as early as 1956 (2nd ed.
1970); for further moderating qualifications of the Marxist-oriented claims, cf. K&hler
1974. Literatursoziologie as developed by Kohler has obviously received very little
attention in the U.S. in general. Thus Holub (1984) does not mention Kg&hler in his
section on “Literary Sociology” within the chapter “Influences and Precursors [of
Reception Theory].” For an application of Kohler’s approach to Chaucer, cf. Schaefer
1977.
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followers. Yet just as Reception Theory proved to be a very integrative
approach, it also appears to have lent itself to a subsequent integration into
the work of scholars who perceive their research as largely a-theoretical or,
at least, not biased toward any particular theory.

As far as I am aware, medieval studies in North America have been,
all in all, as much or as little theory-biased as in Germany. Nevertheless,
whenever theories (such as Exegetics and New Criticism)3! intruded into
medieval research in America, these theories have been more or less of an
exclusive kind. This also holds for initial studies done in what has come to
be called the Oral-Formulaic Theory, which, by the way, seems to be of so
little interest to Patterson that he does not even bother to reject it.32 Yet there
is one voice that has advocated a more comprehensive and integrative
approach to medieval vernacular literature. The voice is that of Franz H.
Bauml.

Reception Theory and the Orality/Literacy Question

In the postscript to a 1979 reprint of his article “Der Ubergang
miindlicher zur artes-bestimmten Literatur des Mittelalters,” which first
appeared in 1968, Bduml stated (247; italics added):

Aufgrund genauerer Definition der Begriffe “miindlich” und “schriftlich”
im jeweiligen Bezug auf Tradition, Komposition, Text oder Vortrag,
Publikum oder Publikumsorientierung, soziale Funktion der dadurch
gekennzeichneten  Uberlieferungstypen  u.dgl., eroffnet sich die
Moglichkeit, die Literatur des Mittelalters als Produkt einer auf
Schriftlichkeit fussenden Kultur, getragen von einer iiberwiegend
analphabethischen Bevolkerung, zu erfassen. Sofern nun der Funktion der
Literatur innerhalb dieser Kultur und der ihre Funktionen bestimmende
Uberlieferungs—und Rezeptionseigenschaften Rechnung getragen werden
kann, ist es erst moglich—zum Teil in Anlehnung an die von der Semiotik
erarbeiteten Begriffe—sie historisch als kommunikativen Prozess, als

31T am naming these two because Patterson (1987) discusses them in detail; for a
critical evaluation of the Neo-Exegetical approach to Old English poetry, see Busse
1984.

32 The fact that literary studies in orality/literacy (which have long abandoned the
first rigid concepts of Oral-Formulaic Theory) have, up to now, reached anything but an
overall acceptance in American medieval studies may be deduced from the fact that
Suzanne Fleischman’s (1990) contribution “Philology, Linguistics, and the Discourse” in
the Speculum volume dedicated to “New Philology” deals with the Orality/Literacy
Question mainly from a linguistic point of view.
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durch identifizierbare Gestaltungs—und Uberlieferungsmomente bedingte
sprachliche Manipulation zu sehen.3?

This is a manifesto for the merging of two kinds of approaches developed
from different historical backgrounds and with different methodological
claims.3* As is well known, Bduml put this program into forceful scholarly
practice with his article on “Varieties and Consequences” a year later. Here
he successfully unites the one approach—Jauss’ and Iser’s Reception
Theory, which was hardly taken note of in America—with the research
performed in the wake of Milman Parry and Albert Lord—which was, for its
part, almost totally ignored in Germany.

Oral-Formulaic Theory, if we may use this simplifying tag, was or has
been a “production-oriented” concept just as much as many other
approaches preceding or contemporary with it. Thus it took some time
before it was realized that what the Parry/Lord approach had brought to light
could be unified with anthropological, psychological, and linguistic findings
that, in their turn, made it obvious that “features of orality” in poetry are not
only—and sometimes not at all—indications of a compositional technique,
but rather of cultural states in a very general sense. Thus the alterity of its
texts results from encoding that follows different semiotic rules (this is what
Zumthor’s 1972 Essai de poétique médiévale had brought to the fore).
Moreover, this difference (and this is the point Zumthor did not yet fully
grasp in 1972) results in its turn from different anthropological conditions.

I cannot delineate here all the findings that have contributed to the
insight that oral and literate encoding of meaning—and hence also oral and

33 “On the basis of a more precise definition of the notions “oral” and “literate” in
their respective relation to tradition, composition, text or recital (/performance), audience
or audience orientation, social function of the types of tradition thus marked, and the like,
the possibility arises of considering the literature of the Middle Ages as the product of a
literacy-based culture, sustained by a prevalently illiterate population. Now, within this
culture and for the traditional and receptional properties determining their function, we
are enabled—partly in borrowing from notions developed by semiotics—to see them
historically as a communicative process, as linguistic manipulation conditioned by
identifiable elements of form and tradition.”

34 In a similar way Bduml had advanced those ideas in his essay “Medieval
Literacy and Illiteracy: An Essay Toward the Construction of a Model” (1978). There he
stated that the “question of perception as determinant of ‘meaning’ is of obvious
relevance to medieval literature with its parallel oral and written forms of transmission”
(41).
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literate decoding of meaning—work very differently.3> In general one may
say that written communication requires much more extensive linguistic
planning and explicit manifestation, whereas oral-aural communication may
rely to a much greater extent on the extra-linguistic context.3 Suffice it to
quote David Olson’s dictum that in “oral communication the meaning is in
the context” while in written communication “the meaning is in the text”
(1977:passim). Of course we have to concede two things in view of these
statements. For one thing, Olson’s generalizations are not formulated
particularly with regard to poetic communication. Secondly, Olson’s
considerations are largely historical; that is, he speaks of the historical
development from orality to literacy. As to the first point, literary historians
evidently do not deal with “spontaneous speech,” with discourse that has not
been planned in advance (even if the “planning” is a matter of traditional
encoding). As to the second point, we definitely have to take care not to
enter the heuristic circle of proving the validity of a theory by applying it to
the material from which this theory has been abstracted. However, if the
axiom that the strategies of the encoding (and decoding) of meaning are
analogous in literary and “non”-literary communications is acceptable, then
we may, with the necessary precautions, adopt Olson’s observation for our
investigations into literature.

This brings us back to my initial claim that the “discovery” of and
research into the Orality/Literacy Question (the recognition that something
is and the simultaneous finding out of what it is [Kuhn 1962]) has much to
do with “anomalies.” Let us recall: Jauss observed —correctly —that the
paradigmatic changes in the humanities differ from those in the sciences as
there are no disturbing “anomalies” in the scientific sense in the humanities,
since as the latter avail themselves of “no area of empirically verifiable
observations comparable to that of the [natural] sciences” (“kein der
Naturwissenschaft ~ vergleichbares  Feld  empirisch  verifizierbarer
Beobachtungen;” Jauss 1969:54). However, in medieval literary studies
there are, from the modern point of view, “anomalies,” findings that are, at
first glance, disconcerting for the modern reader. One such outstanding
“anomaly” in medieval poetry is its verbal repetitiveness, its
“formulaicness.” In the established paradigm of literary analyses this
observation has been relativized and newly aestheticized by claims such as

35 Cf. Schaefer 1992:ch.l.3; there and elsewhere in that book I speak of
Sinnvermittlung and Sinnermittlung. The English notions encoding and decoding of
meaning only imperfectly render the German.

36 Cf. for this from a linguistic point of view Koch and Oesterreicher 1985.
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Randolph Quirk’s, who postulates with regard to Old English poetry
(1963:153)

that an expectation of the congruous and complementary, expressed
through recurrent collocations [= formulae], is built into the poetic system
of Old English, and it may be supposed that this is close to the starting
point in estimating the original audience’s pleasureable experience....

This kind of “aesthetic explanation” has obviously been the only one
available.

However, John Foley has recently shown that formulaicness should
neither be simply regarded as the prime indication for a compositional
technique nor as some kind of aesthetic “anomaly” of medieval (as well as
other) poetry. In his recent book Immanent Art (1991) he has, instead, made
it convincingly clear that the formulaicness of Old English poetry bears
witness to a specific encoding of meaning—an encoding that he calls
traditional —that is largely alien to a literate culture and thus requires
specific semiotic attention. Moreover, Foley’s book illustrates how Jauss’
demand for the “reconstruction of the horizon of expectation” can
successfully be applied to texts from various times and cultures (such as
Homeric epic, the epic of the guslari, and the Old English Beowulf) by
reconstructing—or, in the case of the Balkan epics, observing—this horizon
with regard to the “pre-understanding of the genre” (here the epic) and
“from the form and themes of already familiar works™ (Jauss 1982a:22).37

A line of thought such as Quirk’s, on the other hand, argues away a
manifest finding—in this case the formulaicness—that is an anomaly within
our modern literary standards of originality, by subjugating it to the
aesthetic pleasure principle and simply (re-)defining what must have been
pleasurable in that culture. Now, I am not saying that the formulaicness of
Old English, or, for that matter, any other medieval vernacular poetry
cannot possibly have caused aesthetic pleasure in its audience. My point is
just that by using such an argument the need to seek any other reasons for
formulaic diction is suspended if not altogether cancelled. However, on the
basis of the findings furnished by research into the Orality/Literacy
Question, we are now in the position to see that poetic linguistic encoding
may follow rules that are subject not only to historical (secondary) rules of
aesthetics but also to historical (primary) rules of communication that
depend on the culture’s situatedness on the scale of the orality/literacy

37 Foley expounds his theoretical orientation on Jauss in chap. 2 of Immanent Art.
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continuum.38

A second case of an “anomaly” consists of those various types of
vague references that cannot be made out intratextually. Such vague (or even
totally unintelligible) references range from the opaque use of personal
pronouns, through the indeterminacy of cause and effect in narrative
sequence (cf. the Old English Wife’s Lament), and on to ‘“co-textual”
allusions that forever remain opaque for the modern reader (cf. the
Finnsburh episode in Beowulf or the mythological references in Deor3°).

The discovery of the Orality/Literacy Question has furnished us with
insights for reading such “anomalies” as these as indicative of encoding
strategies closer to the oral than to the literate mode. Again, this is not to say
that texts displaying such features are oral in the sense that they are “orally
composed.” Given the material circumstances of the (earlier) Middle Ages
(e.g., no “scrap” paper but wax tablets for sketchy notes), we will at any rate
have to give up the idea of poets sitting or standing at their desk, “making
up” their poetry while they write. Yet apart from such “external” conditions,
what have sometimes been identified as residuals or “traces” of orality (in
the archeological sense of remainders, or indications that the text in question
ultimately goes back to times before literacy became available) should rather
be seen as symptoms of different textual strategies. From the historical point
of view these anomalies may ultimately be left-overs from (primary) orality.
But since they appear in texts otherwise indisputably literate, we should
conceive of these strategies as functioning in their own right.

The latter idea seems to point to the necessity that the implicit
dichotomy in the notion of the “Orality/Literacy Question” that I have
created here eventually be resolved. I myself have made a step into this
direction by suggesting for Anglo-Saxon England the term vocality
(borrowed from Zumthor 1987) to denote a cultural situation that very
much depended and relied on the voice for mediation of verbal
communication even though writing had already been well established.4
However, orality and literacy in the sense of “communication in the

38 With the notion of “orality/literacy continuum” I here want to refer to the
observation that the spectrum from (primary) orality to (fully developed) literacy is a
wide one with various intermediate stages.

39 A fine analysis of Deor within the (early) framework of Reception Theory has
been given by Wienold 1972.

40 Cf. Schaefer 1992.
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oral/aural medium” and “communication in the written/read medium” are
not just heuristic fictions made up to account for historical phenomena.
Present-day findings from psychology, anthropology, and—up to now to a
deplorably small extent—from linguistics show that the strategies of
encoding and decoding are fundamentally different and that we too avail
ourselves of the different strategies in different communicative situations
(for instance, hopefully, in drawing up a lecture or writing an article for
publication). Moreover, the cognitive differences between literates and
illiterates have been extensively investigated and documented.4! Hence,
unless we share the Derridarian postulate that [’écriture precedes the spoken
word, a postulate that can only be made on a-phenomenological grounds, the
dichotomy as well as its translation into a continuum between the “poles” of
orality and literacy is more than a heuristically convenient concept.+

Conclusions

(1) More or less tacitly, all Textwissenschaften have shared the
assumption that the human faculty for encoding as well as decoding verbal
communications works in the same way both synchronically and
diachronically. Lee Patterson’s knowledgeable and forceful discussion of the
literary medievalists’ attempts to gain adequate hermeneutic access to their
material shows that the dominant objective has been to make out a “proper”
(I am not saying “the correct”) understanding of that literature. Yet, while
New Criticism and Neo-Exegetical Criticism were struggling with such
“proper” understanding, German Reception Theory had long passed beyond
this stage and had thematized the goal of “the understanding of the
understanding of texts” (“das Ziel des Verstehens des Textverstehens”;
Gumbrecht 1975:400).

This self-imposed task of advanced Reception Theory was, as we
have seen, a consequence of the specific history of post-war German literary
studies. Historically speaking, the stage of search for “understanding
understanding” was skipped in America. Instead theory-oriented scholars in
literary studies—and among them also some medievalists—committed

41 Cf. Carothers 1959, Bruner et al. 1966, Lurija 1976.

42 For a discussion of orality/literacy as dichotomy and continuum, cf. Koch and
Oesterreicher 1985.
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themselves at once to understanding that “understanding no longer has either
a basis or a subject” (“Verstehen wird zum Verstehen dessen, dass das
Verstehen keinen Boden und kein Subjekt mehr hat”;4> Stierle 1990:20) by
adopting the post-structuralist stance.4

(2) As we may observe at present, medieval literary studies in the last
decade of our century are recalling methodologies and theories, such as
Philology and Historicism, that have been suspended (up to the point of
being completely discredited and/or incriminated) by providing them with a
methodological and theoretical update.

If, as Stephen Nichols has stated, it is “manuscript culture that the new
philology sets out to explore” (1990:7), then Katherine O’Brien O’Keeffe
has substantially contributed to this exploration with her book Visible Song:
Transitional Literacy in Old English Verse (1990), at the same time allowing
the Orality/Literacy Question to provide Philology an impetus toward a new
paradigm.+

If, on the other hand, “New Historicism” is grounded in the
observation that man “is a creature who is constituted by his own
constitution of the symbolic activity that is culture,” as Patterson has
phrased it (1987:60), then we cannot avoid taking into account the cognitive
bases for this “symbolic activity.” This is where the integration of the

43 Stierle has called the post-structuralist approach an “epistemological
surrealism” (1990:26); cf. LaCapra’s (early) observation that the “aspects of the work of
recent French figures (for example Foucault, Deleuze, Sollers, Kristéva, and Derrida)
[may] be seen in terms of processes of carnivalization” (1982:72); cf. also Hayden White,
who speaks of the “absurdist moment” of Post-Structuralism (1976/85:269). There is
much talk about writing (écriture, s’inscrire, etc.) in Post-Structuralism/Deconstruction.
However, this notion—if it is a “notion” at all (a doubt that is raised by Deconstruction
itself since it has a built-in mechanism that coalesces discourse and meta-discourse)—has
virtually nothing in common with how studies in orality/literacy conceive of writing.
This point is spelled out by Foley 1991 :xiii-xiv.

4 With regard to New Criticism Patterson has remarked (1987:19): “It [i.e., New
Criticism] privileged . . . secular pluralism over doctrinal conformity, and above all else
the independence and self-reliance of the individual, who is understood . . . as an
autonomous being who creates his historical world through his own self-directed efforts.”
Could it be that Post-Structuralism exactly matched this “pluralism,” this “self-reliance,”
this “world-creation” through one’s own “self-directed efforts,” by providing a
superstructure that finally sanctioned this pluralism, and so on “theoretically”?

4 For the observation that the Orality/Literacy Question may also be very
successfully integrated into historical research proper, cf. Vollrath 1981 and 1991.
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Orality/Literacy Question into Reception Theory contributes to “New
Historicism,” in that it historizes the semiotics of the encoding and decoding
processes of this activity.

As we medievalists are left only with meaning “as it is encoded,” in
other words what we usually call “the text,” it appears heuristically logical to
“historicize” simultaneously (if not in advance) our own activity of
decoding. The awareness of differences in this activity has, again, been
brought about by the Orality/Literacy Question: not only to name the alterity
of the decoding procedures but also to account for this alterity on both sides
of the the “categorical epistemological gulf” (Haidu 1974:3b). We are thus
brought closer to “understanding the understanding” of medieval literature —
and eventually to a more adequate understanding of this literature itself.

Universitdt Freiburg
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