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Abstract. In this article, I discuss the use and absence of the augment in the 3™
singular forms &3wk(g)(v) and ddk(e)(v) in the lliad. This article is a continuation
of earlier research into the augment in other epic works (Odyssey, Hesiod, the Homeric
Hymns and the Epic Cycle) and other verbal roots (such as £€0nke/Ofike and Eeune /
gine), but as all these works and verbs have their own semantics, I decided to perform
individual investigations, the data of which are then compared and contrasted with the
data of the entire Homeric works. In order to have reliable data that are not influenced
by the transmission, I only use the metrically secure forms. First, I list the criteria to de-
termine whether or not a form can be considered secured by the metre (metrical bridges,
caesurae, and permitted and prohibited elisions) and then apply these rules to all in-
stances of £dwi(g)(v) and d@k(€)(v) in the lliad. Once the corpus has been established,
I analyse the forms and the passages in which they occur. In my analysis I check if they
agree with the previous syntactic and semantic observations that have been made for
the use and absence of the augment (Drewitt-Beck’s clitic rule, Kiparsky’s reduction
rule and the distinctions between speech and narrative, foreground and background,
and remote and recent past). Occasionally, the data of the corpus were too small to al-
low for a judgement, but in those instances, to decide on the issue, I compared the re-
sults obtained in my investigation to the data of the entire //iad and/or Odyssey. The
current investigation does indeed confirm the findings of earlier research, namely that
the use of augmented and unaugmented forms is not governed by chance or the metre,
but by syntactic and semantic factors. As a final caveat it has to be added, however,
that some exceptions do remain and that none of the rules quoted above is absolute.
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AnHoTanus. B crarbe 00Cy)1al0TCs 0COOCHHOCTH yIOTPEOJICHNST ayrMeHTa
B (hopmax 3 1. exn. 4. £dmk(e)(v) u ddk(e)(V) B «Unmane» ['omepa. CraTbs sBIsIETCS
MIPOIOIDKEHNEM CEPHUU HCCIIE0BAHMUM, TIOCBAIICHHBIX YIIOTPEOICHHIO ayTMEeHTa B JIPY-
I'HX SIHYECKUX MamMsTHUKaX (B «Omuccee, «[OMEPOBCKUX TMMHAX», TOAMAX ITHYe-
cKoro IMKJIa u ['ecrona), a Takke Ha MaTepHae Ipyrux [arojoB (Hampumep, £0nie /
Ofike u Eene / €ine). PesymbTaThl YaCTHBIX HCCIEAOBAHMI IIAHUPYETCS B AambHEH-
LIEM CPaBHHUTH C JIAaHHBIMH BCETO TOMEPOBCKOTO KOpIlyca. B crarbe MCHob3yloTest
METPHYECKH HaJIeHHBIE POPMBI C yKa3aHHEM KPUTEPUEB METPUUECKOH HaJIGKHOCTH.
Ipennaraercs aHaan3 TOTO, HACKOJILKO HAJIMYUE HJIM OTCYTCTBHE ayTMEHTa COOTBET-
CTBYCT IIp€ytaraBIIMMCs paHEe CUHTAKCUYECKUM U CEMAHTUYCCKUM OG’LS{CHGHHS{M
(mpaBuio xiutuk [pesutra u beka, npaBmino pexykunu Kunapckoro, BeIpaxeHne
HPOTUBOIOCTABICHHUH Peyub VS. HApPaTUB, OCHOBHOE VS. (POHOBOE eHCTBHE, aBHEE
VS. HeJlaBHee MpOIIeiiee).

KnroueBble cji0Ba: ayrMeHT, QOPUCT, HHBIOHKTUB, APEBHETPEUECKUil CHHTAK-
cuc, 'omep, MHI0EBPONENCKUI T1aro
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1. The choice of this specific corpus

I chose the forms £wk(e)(v) and ddx(e)(v) in the lliad,' for the fol-
lowing reasons: all these forms belong to a very common root and are
thus attested in a variety of contexts; the forms are all active, so that the
augment use could not be dependent on the choice of diathesis; they are
all third person singular and as such, the number is ruled out as criterion;
in the past, it has been argued that aorists were more often augmented
than imperfects and that younger aorists had more augments than older
forms,? but since all the forms are in the k-aorist, they all have the same
tense and the same type of aorist; the forms under discussion can be used
in any position in the verse (with the exception of the verse initial position,

' T include liad 10, although many scholars doubt its authenticity, but for the in-
vestigation at hand, the issue is irrelevant. The text is quoted after [Van Thiel 1996,
2010] and is compared to [West 1998, 2000; Monro, Allen 1902a, 1902b; Ludwich
1892, 1897; Nauck 1877; La Roche 1873; Bekker 1858]. West’s editions of the /liad
and the Odyssey, although considered nowadays to be the standard, are often less
reliable and more controversial than Van Thiel’s, because West often preferred re-
introducing archaisms, such as replacing contractions by short vowels (sometimes
even with an elision before the caesura), and striking “secondary” iota subscriptum
in some verbal endings such as the third person singular ending in -not but not in the
second person singular in -ncOa. For a critical discussion of the /liad-editions, see
[Janko 2000] and [Fiihrer, Schmidt 2001]. There are also some notable differences
between the l/iad-edition [West 1998, 2000] and the edition of Odyssey [West 2017,
such as the augmentation of the verb €Akm: regardless of the transmission, West aug-
mented every form of this verb in the edition of //iad, but left the augment out in each
form in the Odyssey; the same applies to the pluperfect of the verb oida: in the Iliad
this was consistently printed as the unaugmented €ion (a form that has never been at-
tested in any manuscript), but ubiquitously augmented in the edition of Odyssey, 7jon.

A discussion of the origin of the augment (including Willi’s reduplication theory
as argued in [Willi 2007, 2018: 358-417], the augment in Mycenaean and other non-
epic Greek literary texts and the augment in other Indo-European languages cannot
be performed here (it was done in [De Decker 2018: 10-16]).

2 The difference between the different types of aorists had been suggested by Blu-
menthal [1975: 72-77], followed by Lazzeroni [1977: 22-23].
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because £0wk(g)(v) cannot be used there), which significantly reduces the
chance that the metre was the main (let alone the sole) motivating factor
for the use and absence of the augment.* The reason to choose this verb
and limit the investigation to the /liad alone is due to the fact that other
verbs are used in other contexts and that while the /liad and the Odyssey
might treat the same epic material, their content and set-up is fundamen-
tally different: there are much more speeches and interactions in the Odys-
sey and the temporal span is much larger, whereas the //iad is more nar-
rative and more restricted in its timeframe, and therefore it would not be
suited to investigate one verbal stem for the entire epic corpus. An addi-
tional reason for performing separate investigation per epic work is that
the work would otherwise surpass the limits of a normal article.

2. Determining the corpus: the metrically secure forms

As is known, the augment is not mandatory in epic Greek nor is it al-
ways guaranteed in our transmitted text.* In order to have reliable data,
I will use the following methodology, which is the same for the entire cor-
pus of epic. I address the criteria in more detail, because the problematic
transmission and the metrical insecurity of many forms require a more
thorough investigation to acquire usable data.

The prototypical hexameter has the following structure:*

3 The works by Bakker [1999; 2005] and Mumm [2004] only discussed on the aor-
ist in the /liad; Bakker [2002] dealt with the aorist in the Homeric Hymn to Apollon
and Bertrand [2006a] with the augmented and unaugmented forms of root aorist ot/
gom.

4 For an overview of the scholarship, see [Bottin 1969: 69-82; De Decker
2015b: 241-290 (with a list of 20 rules governing the augment use), 2016a: 34-37;
2018: 10-16 (on the origin and semantics); Willi 2018: 358-381].

In the large works on Greek and Indo-European syntax [Delbriick 1871; 1893;
1897; 1900; Stahl 1907] the origin and meaning of the augment has not been addressed.

5 This is the notation used by Janse [2003; 2014].
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In determining “word end”, I consider enclitics to be part of the word
after which they appeared, and proclitics to belong to the word that fol-
lows. ¢ To determine the validity of the presence or absence of the aug-
ment in £dwk(g)(v) and ddk(e)(v), I use the following rules:’

1) the absence or presence of the augment is secure, if the oppo-
site creates an unmetrical verse; this guarantees the forms in /..
1, 347; 2,103, 2, 104; 2, 105; 5, 2; 5, 26; 5, 266; 5, 272; 5, 363;
5, 325; 6, 193; 7, 149; 7, 154; 7, 303; 7, 471, 10, 269; 10, 270;
11, 20; 11, 244; 16, 252; 16, 655; 21, 32; 22, 404; 22, 470, 23, 390;
23,512; 23, 824; 23, 864; 23, 896;

2) the absence or presence of the augment is secure, if the oppo-
site requires the elision of the dative plural ending of consonant
stems in -oV -yv/-&L, the dative singular ending in -, the -a of the
relative pronoun or the article, or the word final -v;*® this guaran-
tees the absence of the augment in /1. 12, 437; 13, 727; 15, 310;
15, 455; 16, 799; 17, 193; 17, 698; 23, 296; 23, 612; 23, 616;

¢ See [Ahrens 1852: 200; Giseke 1864: 127; Meyer 1884: 980; Maas 1923: 30-31;
Fraenkel 1960; West 1982: 37; Snell 1982: 68; Niinlist 2000: 112; Taida 2007: 9;
Oswald 2014:421].

O’Neill 1942 struggled with this problem, as he stated on page 109 that enclit-
ics did not belong to the word, but on page 110 wrote that word and enclitic formed
a bigger conglomerate.

7 For more details the readers are referred to [De Decker 2017: 59-73; 2019: 47-56].

8 See [Spitzner 1816: 167; Grashof 1852: 11; La Roche 1869: 76, 80; Bekker
1872: 22-23; Kiihner, Blass 1890: 230-240; Monro 1891: 349-350; Maas 1923: 27;
Schwyzer 1939: 403; Chantraine 1948: 86; Koster 1966: 45; Korzeniewski 1968: 24;
Wachter 2000: 74—75]. For the dative plural, there are only 19 exceptions in the entire
Homeric corpus, the list of which can be found in [La Roche 1869: 125-129]. The eli-
sion of -v was not discussed in [La Roche 1869], which means that he had not found
any instances in which it occurred.
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3) the absence or presence of the augment is secure, if the opposite re-
quires the violation Hermann’s Bridge: this bridge states that there
cannot be a word end between 4b and 4c, and is one of the strictest
bridges in epic poetry, with very few exceptions (about 0,3 %);°
this guarantees the absence of the augment in /1. 17, 698; 23, 612;
23, 616 (in these three cases together with the elision of the dative
ending), /. 24, 594;

4) the use or absence of an augment is secure, if the opposite causes
the violation of Gerhard-Hilberg’s Law, which states that if the
second foot of the hexameter is a spondee, word end at 2c¢ is only
allowed if the second half foot is long by nature; !° this guaran-
tees the augment in /1. 10, 255; 13, 730; 14, 86; 16, 250; 21, 84;
21, 216;

5) the use or absence of an augment is secure, if the opposite yields
the violation of Gerhard’s Bridge, which states that if the 5" foot
is a spondee, there should not be word end at 5c; ! this guaran-
tees the augment in Il. 1, 279; 2, 827; 5,397, 7, 4; 8, 216; 9, 367;
11, 243; 11, 288; 11, 300; 11, 704; 15, 719; 16, 844; 18, 456;
19,204; 19, 414; 21, 41; 23, 298; 23, 746.

9 Cf. [Hermann 1805: 692-693, 1817: 213 (caesura quarti trochaei) rarissima est
et studiose vitatur; Spitzner 1816: 9-12; Van Leeuwen 1890 (focusing on the excep-
tions); Monro 1884: Ixxv, 1891: 340; Allen, Sikes 1904: 15-16 (mentioning the ex-
ceptions); Bassett 1919: 372; O’Neill 1942: 170-171; Korzeniewski 1968: 30-34;
Beekes 1972; Snell 1982: 13—16; West 1982: 36-38, 1997: 222-225; Barnes 1986;
Van Raalte 1986: 97-98; Sicking 1993: 73—79; Ninlist 2000:112].

10 See [Gerhard 1816: 140; Hilberg 1879: 129, 263; Grashof 1852: 15-16; Vergados
2013: 60; Oswald 2014: 422 (limiting it to post-classical Greek only). Although they
did not name this law explicitly, Bekker [1858, 1863] and Nauck [1877] used it in their
editions (often changing the texts against the manuscripts, cf. infra).

1 See [Gerhard 1816: 142—147; Hermann 1816: 220; Bekker 1863: 147—148; Monro
1891: 341; Maas 1923: 22; Korzeniewski 1968: 30; West 1982: 37; Snell 1982: 13-16;
Van Raalte 1986: 37-38; Sicking 1993: 73-74; Vergados 2013: 59—60 (about HH 4
specifically)]. For a detailed treatment of spondaic verses in epic Greek, see [Ludwich
1866].
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We have established the augment in 23 forms and the absence of it in 40
forms; there are 19 forms that cannot be determined by metrical laws and
they will be left out of the discussion. I now proceed to the actual analysis.

3. The actual analysis: the syntactic factors

3.1. “Drewitt-Beck’s clitic rule”

It has been argued in the past that a past tense form followed by a 2™
position clitic or a postpositive (enclitics and words that cannot be put
in the beginning of a sentence) is generally unaugmented. This was
first noted by Drewitt and was expanded to the entire Homeric corpus
by Beck (who also included a syntactic analysis for this phenomenon). 2
Our corpus confirms this: there are 9 instances in which a form is fol-
lowed by a clitic and in all instances, the form is unaugmented, ** as is
the case for in ddke in the Odyssey (in that work there are 10 instances
and all have an unaugmented verb). "* This is in line with the overall data
of the /liad and the Odyssey: in the Iliad there are 676 instances without
augment versus 107 with it, which makes 86 % of unaugmented forms,
while in the Odyssey there are 443 instances without augment versus 114
with it, which makes 80 % of unaugmented forms [De Decker 2020a: 471].

12 See [Drewitt 1912b: 104, 1913: 350; Beck 1919]. Beck specifically linked this
phenomenon and the placement of the “Wackernagel clitics”. The rule is therefore best
called “Drewitt-Beck’s Rule”. See also [Marzullo 1952: 415; Bottin 1969: 99-102;
Rosén 1973: 316-320; Bakker 1999: 53-54; de Lamberterie 2007: 53; Garcia-Ramon
2012: §B.2.3; De Decker 2015a: 56, 2015b: 249-250, 312, 2016a: 56-59, 2017: 79,
128-129, 2018: 29-31 (with a more detailed syntactic analysis applying Wackernagel’s
Law and the Greek accentuation rules to this phenomenon); Hajnal 2016a: 13,
2016b: 446-447].

13 The instances are /1. 1,347;5,325;6,193;7,149; 7, 154; 21, 32; 23, 390; 23, 512;
23, 896.

14 See [De Decker 2018: 30] with a list of the instances.
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We give one example (in what follows, augmented forms will be un-
derlined and unaugmented forms will be put in bold face).

(1) ddke & Epevbariovi pikm Bepdmovt popiivorl
‘He gave it to Ereutalion, his beloved servant, to carry it.” (ZI. 7, 149).

In this verse, ddke is followed by o, which is a word that cannot ap-
pear at the beginning of the sentence, and therefore, the unaugmented
form is used.

3.2. Kiparsky’s reduction rule

Kiparsky argued that in PIE in a sequence of marked forms only
the first one was marked and the others appeared in the neutral form: "
in a sequence of past tense forms only the first one was put in the indic-
ative (with augment in Indo-Iranian and Greek) and the others following
it in the injunctive, as this form was both tenseless and moodless. In epic
Greek, an unaugmented verb forms often appears when it is coordinated
with a preceding augmented verb form by the connecting particles ko,
8¢, te, Gpo te, te kai, and 0é. This is called conjunction reduction,' al-
though markedness reduction might be a better term. This is not confined
to augmented indicatives, but also applied to case,'” moods, ' tense "

15 Kiparsky [1968]; he expanded this in 2005 (discussing [Hoffmann 1967]), but
the basic ideas of 1968 remained the same. See [Hajnal 1990: 54-55; 2016a: 13;
2016b: 447-448; Szemerényi 1990: 282-284; 1996: 265-266; Pagniello 2002: 817,
Garcia-Ramoén 2012: §B.2; Luraghi 2014; De Decker 2015a: 57-59; 2015b: 250-254;
2016a: 58-71;2017: 83-84, 130-135].

16 [Kiparsky 1968; Fortson 2004: 140; Clackson 2007: 132; Luraghi 2014].

17 [Kiparsky 1968: 54-55], but this aspect of the reduction rule is much more de-
bated than the others, as it is not entirely certain that the reduction of case did actu-
ally occur, see [De Decker 2016a: 59-60] for a critical discussion.

18 [Kiparsky 1968] passim.

19 [Kiparsky 1968: 39-42].
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and compounding. * Kiparsky himself argued that the rule was absolute,
but that many examples of it were obscured by the transmission; for Ve-
dic, he explicitly ruled out that the injunctive could be used to mention
events, as Hoffmann had argued,? because such a “memorative” was ty-
pologically rare, if not non-existent.? Levin, who agreed with Kiparsky,
noted that in many instances either the reduction did not occur or the aug-
mented form was preceded by an unaugmented one; in addition, there
were several passages in which only unaugmented forms were found.
Earlier researches revealed that this is not a strict rule, but only a ten-
dency: in Hesiod and /liad 1, there were more unaugmented forms that
followed an augmented form than augmented forms, but there will still
a considerable amount of exceptions.* The corpus used in this investiga-
tion has 13 examples, * but also 5 exceptions. * The overall figures of the
1liad confirm the tendency, but also show that there are many exceptions:
there are 2955 unaugmented verb forms that follow an augmented form,
but also 1302 augmented forms that do, which makes an observation rate
of 69 %, while the Odyssey has 2070 unaugmented forms and 1152 aug-
mented ones, yielding an observation rate of 64 % [De Decker 2020a: 471].

I now give one example in favour and one against it (as was stated
above, the augmented forms are underlined while the unaugmented ones
are put in bold face and the metrically insecure forms are italicised):

20 [Wackernagel 1924: 177; Clausen 1955: 49-51]: a Greek or Latin author some-
times reiterates a compound verb, either immediately or at a brief interval, in its sim-
ple form with the same meaning), [Watkins 1967].

2 Hoffmann [1967] used the term Memorativ.

22 [Kiparsky 2005:§1]: There seem to be no languages with a mood whose function
is “mentioning” or “reminding”), see also [Kloekhorst 2017: 300].

2 [Levin 1969]. For a detailed discussion of this phenomenon see [De Decker
2016a: 58-71] and for a possible explanation combining semantics and syntax, see
[De Decker 2020a: 455-456; 2020b: 114-115].

24 [De Decker 2016a: 58—71] for Hesiod and [De Decker 2017: 130—135] for {liad 1).

% The examples are lliad 1, 347; 2, 103; 2, 104; 2, 105; 5, 325; 10, 269; 10, 270;
11, 244, 15, 455; 16, 252; 22, 404; 23, 612; 23, 616.

26 The exceptions are {liad 16, 250, 18, 456; 19, 414; 21, 41; 23, 746.
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(2) 1 pa, kol Avtikoyoto Nofpovi dGKey Etaipm
{nnov dyewv- 0 O Enetra AEPNO €he mappavowva.
Mnpovng 6 avaepe dH® ¥pvooio TéAavTa
TETPOTOG, OG EAaoey. TEUTTOV O vmeleimet Geblov,
appifetog eraAn: v Néotopt ddKEV AyIAAeDg
Apyeiov av dydva QEPOV, Kol £61Te TUPUTTAG
‘So he spoke and he gave to Noemon, Antilokhos’s friend a horse
to carry. He then took the ever-shining cauldron. Meriones, as he
had finished fourth, lifted two talents of gold (as prize). The fifth
prize, a saucer with two handles, remained. Akhilleus carried it
through the assembly of the Argives and gave it to Nestor, and
standing next to him, he spoke:” (Il. 23, 612-617).

In this instance, the augmented 7 is followed by the unaugmented
ddkev, £le, avaeipe, Elacev and dDKeEV.
There are also exceptions, as can be seen below.

(3)  «ai v kev avtiipop oAy Expabov, €l iy ATOA®V
TOAAG Kakd, pé€avta Mevortiov dAKipov viov
&ktav évi mpopdyotot kai “Extopt kddog £dwke
‘And now they would have sacked the city on that same day, if
Apollon had not killed the brave son of Menoitios, who was doing
many evil things, and had given fame to Hektor.” (1l. 18, 454-456).

In this instance, &dwke is augmented, although it is preceded by the
augmented forms &npabov and Extav.

It seems that the rule was not as rigid as Kiparsky believed it to be and
it is therefore more likely that it was rather a strong tendency against us-
ing too many augmented forms in one passage;?’ for if the rule were strict,
one would expect one (and only one) augmented form in every sentence
or even chant of the Homeric epics, the RigVeda and the Avestan Gafas
and Yasts, but this is clearly not the case.

27 As was described by Meillet [1913: 115-116] for Armenian and expanded to the
other languages with an augment by de Lamberterie [2007: 39, 45].
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4. The actual analysis: the semantic criteria

I now discuss the semantic observations on the augment and apply
them to the corpus that has been established before.

4.1. Speeches versus narrative passages

The first important distinction is that between speeches and narra-
tive descriptions. The latter has much less augmented forms than the for-
mer.* There are two explanations for this: the first one argues that the
speeches belong to the younger linguistic stratum and therefore have
much more augments,? the other argues that speeches involve more in-
teraction between speaker and audience and make more reference to re-
cent events, whereas narrative descriptions are by definition more remote
and less linked to the present.** There are 17 forms of our corpus attested
in a speech of which 12 are augmented*' and 5 are unaugmented. > There

28 [Koch 1868; Platt 1891: 223; Monro 1891: 62; Drewitt 1912a; Chantraine 1948: 484;
Bottin 1969: 110-128; Basset 1989; West 1989; Bakker 2005: 114—153; Mumm 2004].

29 This theory was taken the furthest by Pelliccia [ 1985, especially 31-35]: he argued
that the earliest Greek epic did not have speeches, that the injunctive was a valid cate-
gory referring to timeless (Hymnal) events and that the reduction was still a valid rule.
Later, the rule was no longer understood and the poet(s) felt that the augmented and un-
augmented forms could be used without distinction. In a later stage, in which the aug-
ment had become more common, speeches were added and as speeches were younger,
they had more augmented forms and this then lead to more augmented forms being in-
troduced into the poems. As a formula could now appear with an augment in a speech
and without it in a narrative passage, the forms with and without an augment were even
more considered to be equivalent, leading to a complete loss of the original distinction.

30 This viewpoint was already adopted by Platt [1891] and Drewitt [1912a], and
was expanded by Bakker [1999; 2005: 114—-153] and Mumm [2004].

31 The forms are /1. 1,279; 5,397; 9, 367; 11, 288; 11, 704; 13, 730; 14, 86; 15, 719;
16, 844; 19, 414; 21, 84; 21, 216.

32 The instances are 11. 5, 266; 5, 272; 7, 154; 13, 727; 24, 594.
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are 46 forms attested in narrative, of which 35 are unaugmented* and
11 augmented. * The figures confirm the preference for augmented forms
to be used in speeches and unaugmented ones to be used in narrative, but
it is not the case that the augmented forms abound in speeches and are
completely missing in narrative. The augment use in speeches and narra-
tive is also dependent on other factors: in speeches without a clear con-
nection to the present or in sentences that relate something unimportant,
the augment is not used. This had been noted before for the speeches
by Nestor in //iad 1 and those by Glaukos and Diomedes in //iad 6,* and
is confirmed by the overall figures of the /liad: we have 621 augmented
and 655 unaugmented forms in a speech (49 % augments) against 1344
augmented and 3201 unaugmented forms in narrative (29 % augments)
[De Decker 2020a: 465]. The data of the Odyssey depict a similar pic-
ture, but that work has also two passages in which speech acts as narra-
tive, namely Menelaos’ defence speech (in Book 4 Menelaos was asked
why he did not act and avenge the death of his brother Agamemnon, and
in a very long speech, he tried to defend himself and explain why he
could not have done anything to prevent the murder from happening —
this could be called Menelaos’ Apologoi) and Books 9—-12, the so-called
Apologoi (in these books Odysseus explains to the Phaiakians how his
men died due to their own stupidity and how he tried to save them, but
did not succeed. As he tries to defend his actions, these books are called
Apologoi. In those books, there are also “genuine” speeches, e.g. when
Odysseus speaks to his men or to the gods). Below I give the data for
those works as well [De Decker 2020a: 466—467; 2020b: 112—-113]: we

3 The instances are Il. 1, 347; 2, 103; 2, 104; 2, 105; 5, 2; 5, 26; 5, 325; 5, 363,
6, 193; 7, 149; 7, 303; 7, 471; 10, 269; 10, 270; 11, 20; 11, 244; 12, 437, 15, 310;
15,455;16,252; 16, 665; 16, 799; 17, 193; 17, 698; 21, 32; 22, 404; 22, 470; 23, 296;
23,390, 23, 512; 23, 612; 23, 616; 23, 684; 23, 824; 23, 896.

34 The instances are /1. 2, 827; 7, 4; 8, 216; 10, 255; 11, 300; 16, 250; 18, 456;
19,204; 21, 41; 23, 298; 23, 745.

35 Already Koch [1868: 27-28] noted that speeches could have narrative elements,
and he pointed at Nestor’s speech in //iad 1 specifically; see also [Monro 1891: 62;
Chantraine 1948: 484; Basset 1989: 14; De Decker 2017: 136—138].
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have 718 augmented and 709 unaugmented forms in a speech (50 % aug-
ments) against 673 augmented and 1560 unaugmented forms in narrative
(30 % augments), 326 augmented and 476 unaugmented forms in Odys-
seus’ Apologoi (41 % augments) against 23 augmented and 37 unaug-
mented forms in Menelaos’ Apologoi (38 % augments). It will be noted
that not only the figures between the //iad and the Odyssey are strikingly
similar, but also that the defence speeches by Odysseus and Menelaos are
very close in augmentation and that they constitute a middle ground be-
tween speech and narrative.

4.2. New versus old

The augment is used in verb forms that emphasise an event and/
or communicate something surprising or a new element in an enumera-
tion of events.* This can be combined with the previous and following
points: as speeches often communicate something that is important for
the speaker and sometimes unknown to the hearer, the use of the aug-
ment in speeches is expected; also in narrative, certain actions can be
highlighted (although there are several instances in which the augment
appears without a clear reason).

(4)  "Extop Ipropidng, 6te ol Zedg k0dog Edmie
‘Hektor, son of Priam, when Zeus gave him fame...” (/I. 8, 216;
11, 300; 19, 204).

This formula appears three times in the //iad to emphasise that Hektor
received his fame from Zeus. Therefore, the verb form & wke is augmented.
A special case of unexpected information is the following passage:

(5) ¢ Tpdec motapoio Kotd devoio péedpa (25)
TTAGGOV VIO KPMUVOVC. O O £mel Kape yelpag Evaipmv,
Lwovg ék motopoio dumdeka AEEATO KOVPOLG

36 [Mumm 2004; De Decker 2016a: 81-84; 2018: 13—14 with more references and
quotes; 2020a: 459-456; 2020b: 107-115].
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mownv [Matpokiolo Mevortiadao Boavovtog:

To0g 8&fjye O0pale TednmoTac dte vePpov,

dfjoe 6 omicow yEipag EHTunToloY idCT, (30)
TOVG 0VTO1 POPEEGKOV ETL GTPENTOIGL YITAOL,

ddKe § £taipoioy Katdyel Koilog Emi vijog.

avtap O dy Emépovee dailéueval Leveaivav.

&vO viet [Iprapoto covyvrero Aapdavidao

€K TOTANOD PEVLYOVTL AVKAOVL, TOV PG TOT ADTOG (395)
nye MoPov 8k matpdg dhofic ovk E0éhovia

VY106 TPOUOA®V: O O £pvedV OEET YOAKD

Tauve véoug dpmmrag, v Gppratog GvTuyeg elev:

0 0 dp avodictov Kokov HAvle 6iog AyIALeng.

Ko TOTE péV uv Afjuvov Edktipévny Enépacos (40)
VvIeiv dymv, dtap vidg Thoovoc dvov ESmKe:

Kelfev 8¢ Eelvog v EMboato moAld O Edwrev

"Tupprog Hetiwv, mépyev S & dlov Apiopnyv:

&vlev VTIEKTPOPLY®V TATP®IOV TKkETO dDLLA.

gvdeka § fuoto Oupov £tépneto oiot Giloioty (45)
EM0mV £k Afpvoto: dumdekdtn 8é pv adtig

¥ePOlv AytAAfog 0eog Eppadev, 6 pv Euelde

mépyety eic Atdao kai ovk £08hovta véscha.

OV § (g oLV dvomoe modépkng diog AyAdedg

Yopvov dtep k6pvhoS TE Kol Aomidog, ovd Exev £yy0g, (50)
OALGL TO PLEV P O ThvTo Yool Baie: TEIPE YOp 1OpOG

QEVLYOVT K TOTAUOD, KAUOTOG & VTTO YOUVUT £0duvar:

dyOMoag & dpa efre mpdg OV peyoAntopa BuuoV:

‘So the Trojans along the course of the terrible river shrank under
the bluffs. He, when his hands grew weary with killing, chose out
and took twelve young men alive from the river to be vengeance
for the death of Patroklos, the son of Menoitios. These, bewildered
with fear like fawns, he led out of the water and bound their hands
behind them with thongs well cut out of leather, with the very belts
they themselves wore on their ingirt tunics, and gave them to his
companions to lead away to the hollow ships, then himself whirled
back, still in a fury to kill men. (25-33)
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And there he came upon a son of Dardanian Priam as he escaped
from the river, Lykaon, one whom he himself had taken before
and led him unwilling from his fathers gardens on a night
foray. He with the sharp bronze was cutting young branches
from a fig tree, so that they could make him rails for a chariot,
when an unlooked-for evil thing came upon him, the brilliant
Akhilleus, who that time sold him as slave in strong-founded
Lemnos carrying him there by ship, and the son of lason paid
for him; from there a guest and friend who paid a great price
redeemed him, Eétion of Imbros, and sent him to shining Arisbe;
and from there he fled away and came to the house of his father.
For eleven days he pleasured his heart with friends and family
after he got back from Lemnos, but on the twelfth day once again
the god cast him into the hands of Akhilleus, who this time was
to send him down unwilling on his way to the death god. Now
as brilliant swift-footed Akhilleus saw him and knew him naked
and without helm or shield, and he had no spear left, but had
thrown all these things on the ground, being weary and sweating
with the escape from the river, and his knees were beaten with
weariness, disturbed, Akhilleus spoke to his own great-hearted
spirit: (34-53).”%7 (1. 21, 25-53).

After Patroklos was killed and the news came to Akhilleus, he be-

came inhumanely angry and started killing many Trojans and taking oth-
ers as prisoners and slaves. That was related with mostly unaugmented

verb forms (25-33: 1 augmented and 7 unaugmented forms). During

his killing spree, Akhilleus suddenly noticed a Trojan he had spared
in the past; as Akhilleus was killing scores of Trojans avenging Patrok-
los’s death, the fact that he spared someone in the past is remarkable,
hence the preponderance of augmented forms in that part of the story

(34-53: 11 augmented and 6 unaugmented forms). The passage also

shows that Kiparsky’s reduction rule was not a mechanic syntactic law
of Homeric Greek.

37 Translation from the Chicago Homer.
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4.3. Foreground versus background

Related to the previous point, is the fact that the augment is not used in ac-
tions that describe the background. One example is the following passage.

(6)  &AAd Bedv dproTog, OV NiKopog Téke Anto,
gxtav évi mpopdyotot kol “Extopt kbdog Edmie
‘But the best of the gods, whom Leto bore, has killed him in the front
line of the battle and has given fame to Hektor.” (/1. 19, 413-414).

This passage describes how Akhilleus horse Xanthos told him that
Patroklos had died by the hands of Apollon and as a consequence of his
own carelessness and hybris, and not because they (sc. the horses) had
failed him. This is a very unusual passage (there are no parallels in the
1liad of speaking horses). As Xanthos’s explanation that they are not
to blame is the most important element in the story, the verbs referring
to Patroklos’s death are augmented. Later in his speech, Xanthos will even
prophesy Akhilleus’s own death.

4.4. Recent past

The augment is used, when actions in a recent past are described
or when a past action still has relevance for the present.** This explains
why the augment is used in sentences with the adverb vdv, as this refers
to an action in the immediate past.*

(7) VOV iy mavtov Zevg dEov Nuap Edwke
vijog EAET, dl 6edpo Bedv dékntt porodoat
‘Now Zeus has given us this day worthy of all to take the ships,
which came here against the will of the gods...” (Il. 15, 719-720).

38 Platt [1891] used the term “perfect aorist” to describe these forms. See also
[Drewitt 1912a, 1912b, 1913; Bakker 1999, 2002, 2005].

3 [Platt 1891; Drewitt 1912a: 44; Bottin 1969: 87-89, 135-136; Bakker 1999: 53,
60—62; Garcia Ramon 2012: §F1b].
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In this passage, Hektor incited the Trojans that the moment had now
come to destroy the Greek ships for once and for all. As Hektor’s speech
refers to an action that has just occurred, the augment is used in £dwke.

4.5. Remote past

When actions in a remote or mythical past are described, the augment
is absent. “ The distinction background/foreground and near/remote past
also applies to speeches: when a speaker relates something that s/he ex-
perienced in the near past, s/he uses augmented verb forms, but when
remote stories are related, the unaugmented forms are used. I now give
two examples illustrating the absence of the augment in a description
of an event in a remote past: *'

(8) &AL Bte &1 yivewoke O£od Yovov MUV Eovia
avTOD UV KaTEPUKE, didov o 6 ye Buyatépa Ty,
ddke 8¢ ol Tipfig PaciAnidog fuiov mhong:
Koi pév ol Avkiot tépevog Tapov EEoyov GAAmV
KOAOV QUTAANG Kol apodpnge, depa vELOLTO.
‘But when the king understood that he was of noble birth of a god,
he held him there, gave him his daughter, offered him half of the
entire kingly privilege; the Lykians cut out a piece of land, bigger
than all the others, excellent to carry fruits and to plough, that he
could rule over.” (L. 6, 191-195).

This passage occurs in Glaukos’s speech to Diomedes in which
he explained that his lineage went back to Bellerophon. He also re-
lated his (B) exploits and adventures. As they belong to the remote
past, the Bellerophon-story has very few augmented forms [De Decker
2016b: §10.2, §10.3].

4 For Homer, see already [Platt 1891; Drewitt 1912a, 1912b]. Hoffmann
[1967: 160-213] noted the use of the injunctive in contexts that he described as fer-
nere nicht historische Vergangenheit. See also [Strunk 1968; Euler 1995].

41 See [Bakker 1999: 54-56] for a discussion of /liad 2, 100-107.
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)

v pa ot £€ EAedvoc Apvvtopoc Oppevidao

£E€€LeT AVTOAVKOG TUKIVOV OOV GVTITOPOAG,

Yxavdelav § dpa ddre Kobnpio Apeiddpovtt:

Apedapac 8¢ MoAm déke Ectvijiov eivau,

avtap O Mnpiovn d@kev @ moudi popfvor:

‘Autolykos stole it out of Eleon at one time from Amyntor, son
of Ormenidas, after he had broken into his house. He gave it
to Amphidamas from Kypros in Skandeia. Amphidamas gave it
to Molos to be a guest gift and he gave it to his son to carry it.’
(Iliad 10, 266-270).

This passage described the origin of Odysseus’s helmet: it was first

stolen by his grandfather Autolykos and then “travelled” as a gift be-
tween several families before ending with Odysseus again. This story re-
fers to a set of events far from the current story and therefore there are
no augmented verb forms used. The description of the helmet is not part
of the main storyline either and could also be an example of a background
description being narrated with unaugmented verb forms.

There are nevertheless also stories where not all remote events are re-

lated with an unaugmented verb form. In our corpus, we find the follow-
ing story about the funerary games in honour of Patroklos:

(10) TInAetdng & aly éAha TiOeL TayviiToc dedia (740)

apyvpeov kpnripa teTvypévov: €€ 8 dpa pHéTpa

xavdavev, avtip kéAlel vika micoy &m aloy

TOAGV, Enel T186vec moAvdaidaror eV foxnoay,

Doivikeg 0 dyov Gvopeg £m NepoedEa TOVTOV,

otijocav O &v Mpévesct, @oavti 8¢ dMdpovV EdKAV: (745)
viog 8¢ Tpiépoto Avkéovog dvov EdmKe

MMotpdxio fpwi Incovidng Ebvnog.

Ko TOV Ayidhedg Oijkev 4E0M0V 0D £Tapoto,

8¢ TIC EAAPPOTOTOG TOOGL KPOUTVOIot TEAOLTO:

Sevtépe av Podv Ofjke péyav kol miovo dnud, (750)
NUITdAovTov 88 ¥puood AoteOnt' Ebnxe.

‘At once the son of Peleus set out prizes for the foot-race:
a mixing-bowl of silver, a work of art, which held only six
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measures, but for its loveliness it surpassed all others on earth
by far, since skilled Sidonian craftsmen had wrought it well, and
Phoenicians carried it over the misty face of the water and set it
in the harbour, and gave it for a present to Thoas. Euneos, son
of Tason, gave it to the hero Patroklos to buy Lykaon, Priams
son, out of slavery, and now Akhilleus made it a prize in memory
of his companion, for that man who should prove in the speed
of his feet to run lightest. For second place he set out a great
ox with fat deep upon him, and for the last runner half a talents
weight of gold.”** (/1. 23, 740-751).

In this passage Homer described how Akhilleus organised the funer-
ary games for Patroklos and set out the prizes for the winners in the dif-
ferent disciplines. One of the prizes is a silver mixing bowl. Its history
is not the main line of the story and yet, there are three augmented verb
forms. One could argue that the augment in €6mke connects the remote
story with the present day situation of Akhilleus via Patroklos to whom
the games are dedicated, but that does not apply to &dwkav.

What has been noted in §4.3, 4.4 and 4.5 is an additional illustra-
tion of the fact that the distinction speech — narrative was not the main
deciding factor, but that the use of the augment was determined by the
factors recent versus remote past and foreground versus background.
More than the //iad and the Odyssey this is shown by the augmentation
figures of Hesiod: * the Theogony describes the cosmogony and refers
to a mythical past, and has 118 augmented and 220 unaugmented verb
forms, which is 35 % (comparable to that of the //iad), while the Works
and Days are a description of how to live one’s life and an exhortation
to his brother Perses to act righteously and refrain from betraying him,
and thus refer to everyday life more than any other work from early
epic Greek, and have 52 augmented and 33 unaugmented forms, which
is 61 %, the highest percentage of augmented forms of any early epic
Greek work.

42 Translation taken from the Chicago Homer.

4 The analysis was made in [De Decker 2016a].
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4.6. Gnomic aorists

A special instance of “closeness to the speaker” is the Homeric use
of the augment in general truths and proverbs: they describe a general
truth the knowledge of which is based on past experiences and refer to past
actions of which the correctness is still valid at the moment of speaking
or to actions that occurred in the past, but could (re)occur at any time
in the present. * There are two examples of this in our corpus (1, 279 and
13, 730). One example is

(11)  oxnmrrodyoc Puciieng, O te Zevg kbdog Edwrev
‘... the sceptre-bearing king, to whom Zeus has given the fame.’
(1. 1,279).

4 Doderlein was the first to use this term: Da nun dieser Aorist in allgemeinen Scit-
zen und Denkspriichen seinen eigentlichen Platz findet, so diirfie er in den Grammati-
ken zweckmdissig der gnomischeAdoristgenannt werden ([Déderlein 1847: 136],
emphasis taken from the original text). The literature on the gnomic aorist is large,
some examples (the list is obviously not exhaustive): [Moller 1853; 1854; Franke
1854; Van Groningen 1948; Salmon 1960; Peristerakis 1962; Ruijgh 1971 (one of the
most detailed treatments); Faulkner 2005].

That the gnomic aorist was almost always augmented in Homer, had been noticed
very early on: [Platt 1891; Herbig 1896: 250-270; Delbriick 1897: 302; Wackernagel
1904: 5; 1920: 181; Brugmann 1916:11 (who noted that there was no explanation for
this fact); Drewitt 1912a; 1912b; 1913; Hirt 1928: 171-173]. It has been accepted
since. See most recently [Pagniello 2002: 74-84; Bakker 2005: 131-135; Faulkner
2005: 68—69; Bertrand 2006b: 241; De Decker 2016a: 87-100; 2019: 61-65]. Allan
[2016] and Wakker [2017] disagree with the assumption that the augment marks em-
phasis, but she (W) cannot explain why it is used in contexts that do not necessarily
refer to past contexts alone (as is the case with the gnomic aorist), while he (A) as-
sumes that the augment marked perfectivity.

The augment use in the gnomic aorist is nevertheless not absolute, as can be
seen in 1. 4, 320; 9, 320; 14, 382; 24, 49; Od. 8, 481; 14, 465; 17, 271; Theogony
418, 442, 447 (the absence of the augment is not secured by the metre in that spe-
cific instance), 974 and Works and Days 17-20 (if the aorists in this passage are in-
deed gnomic), 345, 702-705, 740-741 (cf. [De Decker 2016a: 55-67]). See also
[Wakker 2017].
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In this verse Nestor told Akhilleus that it was his duty to obey
Agamemnon, because as a king he had received his power and fame from
Zeus. This is a general truth: in the eyes of the Greeks, all kings acquired
their power by the grace of Zeus [De Decker 2017: 96, 141].

4.7. Homeric similia

Closely related to the use of the augment in the gnomic aorist, is its use
in the similia, the Homeric comparisons in which Homer compared a battle
scene or another event to a scene from everyday life (mostly in the agricul-
tural sphere).* As the similes compare an action in the recent past with occur-
rences in the past, and they are “close” to the audience, in evoking a domes-
tic rather than heroic, reality [Bakker 2005: 114], their link with the present
and the audience is evident and the use of the augment therefore does not sur-
prise [Bakker 2005: 114, 121, 131-134]. In our corpus, there is one example:

(12) &g einov TuAémv éEécouto eaidiog “Extmp,
@ 0 dpu AAEEaVOPOG Ki GdeApedS: €v O dpa Boud
apeotepot pépacay molepilev 16¢ poyecbat.
¢ 8¢ Be0c vavTnoy EEASOUEVOLGLY EOMKEV
oVpov, el ke Kapmotv EHEEoTng EAdTnot 5)
TOVTOV EAODVOVTES, KOUAT® & VIO yuio AEAvvToL,
O¢ Gpa T Tpmdeootv £EASOUEVOIGTL PUVIITNY.
‘So speaking Hektor the glorious swept on through the gates, and
with him went Alexandros his brother, both of them minded in their
hearts to do battle and take their part in the fighting. And as to men
of the sea in their supplication the god sends a fair wind, when they
are breaking their strength at the smoothed oar-sweeps, driving
over the sea, and their arms are weak with weariness, so these two
appeared to the Trojans, who had longed for them.”* (ll. 7, 1-7).

45 [Platt 1891; Drewitt 1912a; 1912b; 1913; Chantraine 1948: 484; Shipp 1972: 120;
Bakker 2002: 75-77; 2005: 114, 121, 131-134].

46 Translation taken from the Chicago Homer.
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The form &€dwkev is augmented, because it compares the help that the
Trojans under pressure receive from Hektor and Alexandros (i.e. Paris)
to the favourable wind that seafarers receive when they are in trouble and
hope for a divine salvation.

The observations of §4.6 and §4.7 are confirmed by an analysis
of the entire epic corpus, but at the same time these overall epic data
show that we cannot speak about an absolute rule: in Homer and Hesiod
we have 48 augmented (16 in the /liad, 9 in the Odyssey, 8 in the Theo-
gony and 15 in the Works and Days) and 15 unaugmented gnomic aorists
(4 in the /liad, 3 in the Odyssey, 3 in the Theogony and 5 in the Works
and Days), which is 76 % augmentation, and 97 augmented (83 in the
1liad, 14 in the Odyssey, and none in Hesiod) and 15 unaugmented forms
in a simile (11 in the Iliad, 3 in the Odyssey, 1 in the Theogony and
none in the Works and Days), which is 87 % augmentation [De Decker
2020a: 467].

4.8. Negation and negative sentences

In his analysis of the augment in the aorist forms in the speeches
of the Iliad, Bakker argued that the augment was less common in neg-
ative sentences [Bakker 2005: 126], unless the negation was linked
to the speaker’s deixis [Bakker 2005: 128—130]. In our corpus, there
are three examples of €dwkev or ddke combined with a negation, and
there are 1 unaugmented (24, 594) and 1 augmented form (18, 456).
Two examples are clearly insufficient to decide whether or not
Bakker’s observation is correct. Moreover, the augmented example
is found in narrative, whereas the two unaugmented examples are
found in a speech and are closely related to the speaker’s and address-
ee’s deixis. Even the metrically secure instances are problematic and
we will discuss them below.

(13)  xai vo kev adtijpap Tolv Expabov, €l P ATOA®V
TOAM Kok pé€avta Mevortiov dAKipov viov
gxtav évi mpopdyotot koi “Extopt kbdog Edmie
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‘And now they would have sacked the city on that same day, if
Apollon had not killed the brave son of Menoitios, who was
doing many evil things, and had given fame to Hektor.” (1I. 18,
454-456).

The instance here described how Troy would already have been de-
stroyed by the hands of Patroklos, if Apollon had not intervened and made
Hektor kill him. This is a counterfactual construction, but what is coun-
terfactual is the destruction of the city by the hands of Patroklos; the di-
vine intervention and Hektor’s subsequent killing of Patroklos are real.
The negated sentence is something that did occur. As such, the augment is
not so unexpected. On the other hand, not all counterfactual &i pi-clauses
have augmented verb forms [Krisch 1986].

(14) p pot [atpoxie crvdpovépey, of Ke Todnon
v "Aid0g mep v 6t "Extopa dlov EAca
atpl AW, £mel 00 pot dekéo dMKEY dmova
‘Do not become angry with me, Patroklos, when you find out, even
though you are in the Hades, that I have released divine Hektor
to his beloved father, since/after he gave me a not unfitting ransom
for it.” (1. 24, 592-594).

In this verse, Akhilleus begged for forgiveness from Patroklos after
he released Hektors body. He stated that Priam had given a very large
ransom for it. The sentence clearly refers to something in the recent past
with reference to the deixis of both Akhilleus and Patroklos, and yet the
verb is unaugmented. One could argue that the scope of the negation does
not apply to the verb ddkev but rather to the adjective dewéa, but the
fact that the negation does not stand next to the adjective makes that less
likely in my opinion. Even if the negation did not govern the verb, the
absence of the augment is still remarkable. Arguing that the énei-clause
is just a subordinate temporal clause describing the background is insuf-
ficient in my opinion, because there is a causal relationship between the
paying of the ransom and the release of the body.
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4.9. Subordination

As a subordinate clause usually describes something that either oc-
curred before the action of the main clause and/or was less important than
it, one would expect fewer augmented forms in subordinate clauses than
in main clauses.*” There are 16 forms attested in a subordinate clause,
of which 7 are augmented* and 9 are not.* These figures indicate that
mere subordination is not enough to account for the absence of the aug-
ment, but when we look at the 7 unaugmented instances, we note that 3
of the augmented instances are made up of the temporal clause "Extmp
[prapidng, éte oi Zevg kddog £dwke, which has the augment, because it
stresses that Hektor receives his protection from Zeus. The other aug-
mented instance of a subordinate clause in narrative is the counterfactual
example, discussed above. The three instances in a speech also involve
events very close to the speaker and/or addressee (in 9, 367 £dwxe refers
to the fact that Akhilleus received Briseis as a gift, before she was taken
away from him and in 21, 216 &3wmke is used to describe that Zeus has
given Akhilleus the power to kill as many Trojans as he wants). As such,
we see that the augmented examples convey an element of focus. The
augment in 5, 397 might surprise, unless we assume that Dione uses the
verb to describe the pains caused to gods by other gods or mortals. There
are nevertheless some exceptions, namely unaugmented instances where
we would expect the augmented form:

(15) mpiv y 6te o1 Zevg kddog vréptepov "Extopt ddKe
‘Until then Zeus gave the greater glory to Hektor.” (/. 12, 437).

47 De Decker [2017: 146—147] explained the avoidance of augmented forms in sub-
ordinate clauses by the fact that a subordinate clause is (almost by definition) the back-
ground and not the main line, and that the link to the present is therefore even more
absent than in narrative in general.

4 The instances are /1. 5, 397; 8, 216; 9, 367; 11, 300; 18, 456; 19, 204; 21, 216.

49 The instances are /1. 5, 266; 11, 20; 12, 437; 13, 727; 15, 310; 17, 193; 22, 470;
23, 296; 24, 594.
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The absence in this instance is surprising because it describes Zeus’s
favouring of Hektor, but is related by an unaugmented verb form. Is it
one of the exceptions proving the rule?

Besides this instance, also in 13, 727 the unaugmented ddke (and not
£€0wke) 1s used to describe the fact that Hektor received his power from
Zeus and in 24, 594 d&ke describes the ransom Akhilleus received to re-
lease Hektor (cf. supra). The other unaugmented instances are six rela-
tive clauses, of which one (5, 266) described an event in a mythical past
(the rape of Ganymedes) and five other instances, in which background
information about the origin of a person or object are given.** One exam-
ple of a subordinate clause with an unaugmented verb form is

(16) Atpeidng & éBomoey i8¢ {dvvuchou dvemyev (15)
Apyeiovg: &v & avTog £6060TO VOPOTO YUAKOV.
KNUIdog pev mpdta mepl kvnunow Eonke
KOAQG APYVPEOLIGY EMOCPLPIOLG ApapLING:
devtepov o Odpnka tepi oTdecov Eduve,
1oV Toté oi Kivdpng ddke Egvijiov ivor. (20)
nev0eto yop Kdmpovde péya kAéog obvek Ayaiol
&¢ Tpoinv vieoov avanievoecBat Euedlov:
ToUVEKE 01 TOV dMKE Y0P OpeVog PactAfjl.
10D & ftot Séko. oipol Eoav PELOVOG KVAVOLO,
dmdeKa O€ ¥pLG0io Kol EIKOCT KAGGITEPOLO: (25)
KUAVEOL 0& dPAKOVTEC OPOPEYATO TOTL OEIPTV
Tpelg exdrtepd Ipiocty Eotkoteg, g te Kpoviov
&V VEQET T PIEE, TEPOG LEPOTIOV AVOPOT@V.
‘And Atreus’s son cried out aloud and drove the Akhaians to gird
them, while he himself put the shining bronze upon him. First
he placed along his legs the beautiful greaves linked with silver
fastenings to hold the greaves at the ankles. Afterwards he girt
on about his chest the corselet that Kinyras had given him once,
to be a guest present. For the great fame and rumour of war had
carried to Kypros how the Akhaians were to sail against Troy

50 The instances are /liad 11, 20; 15, 310; 17, 193; 22, 470, 23, 296.
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in their vessels. Therefore he gave the king as a gift of grace this
corselet. Now there were ten circles of deep cobalt upon it, and
twelve of gold and twenty of tin. And toward the opening at the
throat there were rearing up three serpents of cobalt on either side,
like rainbows, which the son of Kronos has marked upon the clouds,
to be a portent to mortals.” ' (/1. 11, 15-28).

These verses describe how Agamemnon dressed for battle and the or-
igin of his body armour. What is important is that Agamemnon prepares
for battle (hence the augmented verb forms), the origin of his weapons
and armour is of lesser importance (hence only one augmented verb form
and 6 unaugmented verb forms, one being dd«ke in line 20 in a subordi-
nate clause).

On their own, the data of §4.8 and 4.9 are too small to allow for de-
cisive judgements, but when we compare them to the overall data of the
lliad and the Odyssey and make a breakdown per part of speech, we note
that it is not the mere presence of a negative element or the use in a sub-
ordinate clause that decides on the presence or absence of the augment,
as negative and subordinate clauses in a speech and narrative have about
the same degree of augmentation as their affirmative and main clause
counterparts: for the //iad overall (as quoted above already), we have
621 augmented and 655 unaugmented forms in a speech (49 % augments)
against 1344 augmented and 3201 unaugmented forms in narrative (29 %
augments), for negation we have 65 augmented and 56 unaugmented
forms in a speech (54 % augments — higher than expected) against 87
augmented and 184 unaugmented forms in narrative (32 % augments)
and for subordination there are 192 augmented and 200 unaugmented
forms in a speech (49 % augments) against 220 augmented and 355 un-
augmented forms in narrative (38 % augments — the only outlier in the
data); for the Odyssey overall (as quoted above already as well), we have
718 augmented and 709 unaugmented forms in a speech (50 % augments)
against 673 augmented and 1560 unaugmented forms in narrative (30 %
augments), 326 augmented and 476 unaugmented forms in Odysseus’

5! Translation taken from the Chicago Homer.
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Apologoi (41 % augments) against 23 augmented and 37 unaugmented
forms in Menelaos’ Apologoi (38 % augments), while for the negation we
have 82 augmented and 64 unaugmented forms in a speech (56 % aug-
ments) against 24 augmented and 45 unaugmented forms in narrative
(35 % augments), 23 augmented and 30 unaugmented forms in Odysseus
Apologoi (43 % augments) against 3 augmented and 3 unaugmented forms
in Menelaos’ Apologoi and for subordination we have 207 augmented
and 205 unaugmented forms in a speech (50 % augments) against 119
augmented and 249 unaugmented forms in narrative (32 % augments),
52 augmented and 80 unaugmented forms in Odysseus’ Apologoi (39 %
augments) against 3 augmented and 7 unaugmented forms in Menelaos’
Apologoi [De Decker 2020a: 469; 2020b: 112—113]. As we observed with
the discussion of speech versus narrative, foreground versus background
and recent versus remote/mythical past, the conclusion seems be that more
than any other criterion, the distinction foreground versus background is
the main factor deciding on the use of the augment.

5

5. Conclusion

The investigation of the forms in the //iad showed the use and ab-
sence of the augment were not metrically motivated, but could be ex-
plained by an interaction of syntactic and semantic factors. The augment
was not used, when the past tense form was followed by a 2™ position
clitic and was not preferred (or even avoided) when the verb form was
preceded by another augmented form. It was used in statements of gen-
eral validity (gnomic aorists and similia), actions describing a recent past,
and when new elements in a story were added and it appeared more of-
ten in speeches than it was in narrative passages; it was not preferred
(or even avoided) in stories relating a more distant or even mythical past,
in side notes and in long narrative descriptions. It goes without saying
that we are only dealing with tendencies and not with absolute rules, and
that, as a consequence, there are exceptions to the rules mentioned above,
but we believe that, overall, the tendencies can explain most of the (un)
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augmented forms in early epic Greek. The data in this investigation almost
completely agree with those of the investigation into the same form in the
Odyssey (more than I would have expected given the somewhat differ-
ent nature and content of the //iad and the Odyssey). The comparison the
overall data in early epic Greek confirms the data of this small investiga-
tion, but also highlights that the main factor determining use of the aug-
ment were the distinctions between foreground and background, and re-
cent versus more remote / mythical past as is most strikingly shown in the
differences between Hesiod’s Theogony and Works and Days, but also
showed that there were a substantial amount of exceptions, even in the
categories of the gnomic aorist and the similia, which are generally con-
sidered to be exclusively augmented.
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