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Abstract

The function of almost all perfects in Homer can be inferred from the function of the
present/aorist of the same verb according to a model which combines time reference,
Aktionsart, and thematic roles. This makes it possible to explain why some perfects are
resultative (e.g. 6Aw\e ‘it is destroyed’) and some are not (e.g. tétpiye ‘it squeaks’) and why
some active perfects have a different argument structure from that found elsewhere in the
active (e.g. perfect 6Awe ‘is destroyed’ vs present 6A v ‘I destroy’). The exceptions to this
pattern are few enough for language learners to have been able to acquire the function of the
perfect as a rule. We hypothesize a pre-Homeric stage at which the perfect predicated the
present state of the subject but was voice-neutral. The Homeric data can be explained as
arising from this earlier stage with minimal reanalysis.

*The authors are grateful for comments and suggestions from John Penney, Domenica
Romagno, Andreas Willi, from seminar participants at the University of Ulster in April 2022,
from referees and participants at the 25th International Conference on Historical Linguistics,
University of Oxford, August 2022, from referees and participants at the Linguistics
Association of Great Britain and Northern Ireland annual meeting, University of Ulster,
September 2022, and from two anonymous referees at Glotta.
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1. Introduction

Previous accounts of the Homeric perfect have spanned the synchronic and the diachronic,
the functional and the morphological, sometimes all at once. The first aim of this paper is a
narrower one, to provide as unified an account as possible of the perfect in Homer from a
synchronic, functional perspective. In other words, we try to fit as many Homeric perfects as
possible into a model of their semantic function. We find that an overwhelming majority fit
into such a model, suggesting that the function of the Homeric perfect was regular enough to
be acquired by language learners, rather than being a collection of uses anachronistically co-
occurring under the heading ‘Homeric’. We then discuss the diachronic implications of our
findings. If it was possible for the functions that we find in Homer to co-occur within a
coherent synchronic system, this would lend support to diachronic analyses of the perfect
which rely on a similar co-occurrence at earlier stages of the language for which there is no
direct evidence. More precisely, we hypothesize that, at some pre-Homeric stage, the unified
function of the perfect was to predicate the present state of the subject, but that this function
had developed in a number of different identifiable ways which led to the data we find in
Homer.

The account proposed here builds on previous studies in several respects. In particular, we
follow Wackernagel (1904), Chantraine (1927), Berrettoni (1972), and Romagno (2005) in
arguing that the function of the perfect is to predicate the state of the subject. Of those
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accounts, ours is closest to those of Berrettoni and Romagno in that we make use of other
tenses of the verb in analysing the meaning of the perfect and we (synchronically) derive the
Aktionsart of the Homeric perfect from that of the rest of the verb’s paradigm. Moreover, in
line with Romagno, we relate the thematic roles in the subject/object of the perfect to those of
the verb’s other tenses. However, our account differs from previous work in distinguishing
rigorously between the synchronic function of the Homeric perfect and the diachronic
development of the Indo-European perfect.

We have tried to capture all Homeric perfects in our study, that is, the mediopassive as well
as the active, the subjunctive and optative as well as the indicative, and infinitives and
participles as well as finite forms.

1.1 Outline of our approach

In Sections 2.2-2.4 we set out a semantic model which we then test empirically in Section 3.
In the present section we provide an informal outline of our approach, initially by showing
how it addresses five problems which, together, have made a unified functional account of
the Homeric perfect elusive.

The first of these problems is that some perfects in Homer are typically translated by the
present (e.g. £olna ‘I expect’, yéywve ‘he shouts’) and others, at least in English, by the
present perfect (e.g. £opye ‘he has done’, dnona ‘I have seen’). Our approach is that perfects
of the latter type predicate a result in the (speaker’s) present of a past event, but that the
nature of the present result is implicated (i.e. contextually determined) rather than made
explicit, as schematized below.!

Past Present
Time
Event Implicated
result
e.g. to do/ of having
see done/seen

Figure 1: Event structure of perfects with implicated result

For example, in Il. 2.272 61 popi’ ‘Odvooevg £60Aa Eopye the past event is that of doing
noble things and the implicated result at speech time might be Odysseus’s prowess; and in Il.
2.799, ob mw T016vde TocOVOE 1€ Aaov dmmma the event is that of seeing (or not) an army and
the implicated result at speech time might be having the knowledge to assess the daunting
challenge facing the Greeks. As English does not have a transitive tense form which captures
this sense (along the lines of ‘to be in a situation resulting from doing noble things/seeing an
army’), the present perfect tends to be used to translate Homeric perfects such as these.?

1 In some treatments of the Greek perfect, e.g. Wackernagel (1904), ‘resultative’ refers to the resultant state of
the object, not of the subject; we use ‘resultative’ to refer to a resultant state and, where this is unclear, will
specify whether this is the state of the subject or object. We will not use the terms ‘nactostatic’ or ‘nactostative’,
which have been used to refer to the achieved state of the subject; see Willi (2018: 232-233).

2 Our analysis of the Homeric perfect in such cases comes close to that of the ‘perfect of result’, one of the
functions which has been ascribed to the English present perfect; see Comrie (1976: 52), Moens and Steedman
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According to this approach, all Homeric perfects therefore have present time reference.® In
some cases, such as goAna and yéywve, the present situation is non-resultative, while in
others, such as £€opye and dnomna, it is resultative. We will test this analysis by examining the
collocation of Homeric perfects with temporal adverbial expressions. Our hypothesis is that
the Homeric perfect will occur with temporal adverbials which are interpretable in relation to
the present, notably vbv ‘now’, but not with adverbials which refer to a definite past time,
notably moté (in the positive-polarity sense ‘once, at some time’; the negative-polarity sense
‘ever’ would be less restricted).

The second problem is that some perfect actives can apparently be translated to refer either to
a past situation (e.g. using the English present perfect) or to a present state, e.g. té6vnke ‘he
has died’ or ‘he is dead’, eiAjlovBag ‘you have come’ or ‘you are here’, and AéLowe ‘he has
left” or ‘he is away’. Our approach is that, as with &opye and dnwmnoa, the perfect of such verbs
predicates the result in the present of a past event. However, with these verbs the nature of
the resultant state is given by default rather than by implicature. Thus té€6vnke means ‘is dead
as a result of dying’, eiAjAovBe means ‘is here as a result of coming’, and AéAoute means ‘is
away as a result of leaving (something/something)’. Note that for a verb such as té6vnxe, it is
exceptionally easy to state the resultant state explicitly: by definition, the state of being dead
is the result of the transition of dying, and the transition of dying automatically entails the
resultant state of being dead.® The event structure of these perfects can be represented
schematically as follows:

(1988: 19), and Portner (2003: 471). But while analyses of the English perfect may vary, in the Homeric perfect
we see the situation predicated as the present result, not the past event.

3 What we refer to as ‘time reference’ is different from Reichenbachian ‘reference time’. According to
Reichenbach (1947), reference time is the time from which situations are viewed, while event time is the time of
the situations predicated. Thus, in the English present perfect, according to Reichenbach, reference time is in the
speaker’s present and event time is in the speaker’s past. Under a Reichenbachian approach, gopye and dnomno
would predicate events in the past from the point of view of the speaker’s present. Under our approach, by
contrast, they predicate a situation in the present, and that situation is the result of an event in the past.

4 As a parallel, the non-occurrence of the definite past time expressions with finite forms of the English perfect
has long been recognized; see, for example, Pickbourn (1789, pp. 30-32), Klein (1992), and Portner (2003:
493-498), Schaden (2009), and Meyer-Viol and Jones (2011). For related phenomena in other languages,
including discussions of languages in which the perfect can, under certain conditions, co-occur with definite past
time expressions, see Klein (2000) for German, Rothstein (2008) for German and Swedish, and Schaden (2009)
for French, German, and Spanish.

® Our default states are similar to ‘target states’ as defined in Parsons (1990: 235), that is, states which are
‘typical’ and ‘independently identifiable’, such as that of something which ‘is cracked’ having cracks in it. By
contrast with default states, implicated states are not independently identifiable. See Haug (2004) for the
argument that the Greek perfect involves a target state.



Past Present

Time
Event Default result
state
e.g. die/ be dead/
come/leave here/away

Figure 2: Event structure of perfects with default result

We argue that, when such a perfect occurs in Homer, it predicates a state in the (speaker’s)
present which is the default resultant state of a past event.

It is rare for both the event and the result of these perfects to be reflected in translation. When
té0vnke is used of a (once animate) subject, either ‘has died’ or ‘is dead’ tends to be used in
English; indeed, in this case they serve equally well because the past event and present result
entail each other.® But that is not the case with siAfjovBe and Aéloure because ‘being here’
and ‘being away’ can be true without resulting from a past event of coming and leaving,
respectively. They may be translated by ‘is here’ or ‘is away’ depending on the context’ but,
according to our approach, this leaves out the ideas of ‘coming’ and ‘leaving’ which are part
of the event structure of the two verbs. In archaic English the translation ‘is come’ (parsed as
‘is here as a result of coming’) captures the event structure of giAnAovbs. However, Standard
English does not have a verb form for the present resultative of transitive verbs such as ‘to
leave (someone/something)’ (parsed as ‘is away as a result of having left
(someone/something)’), which explains why translators are forced to make a choice in each
context between translations such as ‘is away’ and ‘has left’.®

The third problem is that certain perfects which predicate something about the present denote
states, e.g. £owe ‘it befits’ or £oAna ‘I expect’, while others seemingly denote atelic events,
e.g. yéyove ‘he shouts’ and tétpiye ‘it squeaks’. Some have argued that these latter perfects
can be read as stative (see Berrettoni 1972: 147) in that they predicate a characteristic quality,
in this case a sound, of the subject. However, when these verbs refer in context to specific
instances of that quality, such a stative interpretation is hard to sustain. To address this
problem we work with a semantic category ‘non-transitional’ which comprises both states
and non-transitional events, so that ‘befitting’, ‘expecting’, ‘shouting’ and ‘squeaking’ all fall
into the same non-transitional category. We contrast this with the category ‘transitional’,
which refers to a transition from one situation to its result (which may be a default result or
an implicated result depending on the lexical meaning of the verb). Thus ‘to die’ denotes the
transition from life to the default result of being dead; ‘to come’ denotes the transition from
absence to the default result of being present; ‘to do something’ the transition from not
having done something to the implicated result of having done it (e.g. being an accomplished
person); and ‘to see something’ the transition from not having seen something to the

® The archaic English ‘is deceased’ captures both ideas.

" For example, one might translate eiAjhov0e as ‘is here’ of a previously absent referent or Aélone as ‘is away’
of a previously present referent.

8 For examples of such ‘agent-orientated resultatives’ in other languages and varieties of English, see Nedjalkov
(2001: 928-929), Fruehwald & Myler (2015).



implicated result of having seen it (e.g. having knowledge of it). The categories ‘non-
transitional’ and ‘transitional’ are not coterminous with ‘atelic’ and ‘telic’, respectively,
because a transition does not entail an end point as a telic event does. For example, ‘to fall’,
‘to grow’, and ‘to go east’, referring to the transition to a lower, larger, or more easterly state,
may be viewed as transitional but not telic. Transitions therefore include, but are not limited
to, telic events. The advantages of transitionality over telicity as a classification will be
discussed in Section 2.3.

The fourth problem is that, in some verbs, the present and perfect apparently have the same
meaning, e.g. tpilevtétpiye ‘it squeaks’ and pélev/uéunie ‘it matters’. To make sense of such
cases, we argue that the perfect morphology in Homer acts as an operator which takes as its
input the semantic function of the present or aorist stem of the same verb and yields as its
output a non-transitional predicate. When the present and/or aorist is transitional, the perfect
predicates the resultant state of a past instance of that transition. For example, the stem of the
present and aorist of £pyopot means ‘come’, i.e. it denotes a transition from absence to
presence, and the perfect eiAfjlovOe predicates being present as a result of coming. However,
when the stem of the present and aorist is hon-transitional, the perfect simply takes that non-
transitional situation as its input and yields a non-transitional situation as its output. This
explains why, when the perfect morphology is applied to the non-transitional stem in tpiCet
‘squeaks’, its semantic output té€tpiye is equally non-transitional and the present and perfect
may be synonymous (see examples 7a—b below).°

The final problem is that the subject of the Homeric perfect sometimes has a different
thematic role from the subject of other tenses of the same verb. It is true that, in many verbs,
the subject of the perfect and of the non-perfect have the same thematic role; thus, the subject
of the perfect active Zopye and of the aorist active fp&e are both agents. By contrast, the
subject of the perfect active 6AwAe ‘is destroyed/has perished’ is a patient but the subject of
the aorist active dieoa ‘I destroyed (something)’ is an agent. Taking our cue from Romagno
(2005), we identify patterns in the relationship between the subject role of the perfect and that
of other tenses of the same verb. For example, the present dAAv has two arguments, those of
the subject (thematic role: agent) and object (thematic role: patient), while the perfect 6AwAe
has only one argument, that of the subject, with the thematic role of patient. We will show
that, when the perfect has one argument and other tenses of the same verb two, the subject of
the perfect corresponds to the object of the non-perfect form, which, as is usual for objects, is
normally the less agentive of the two arguments; this means that in the case of 6Alvu the
object of the non-perfect becomes the subject of the perfect form. By contrast, when the
perfect has the same number of arguments as non-perfect forms, the arguments in the perfect
have the same thematic roles as those outside the perfect. We follow Romagno in viewing
thematic role assignment as correlated both with agentivity and with transitivity, although our
accounts differ in the extent to which these criteria are seen as synchronically active. We also
find that these patterns hold for the perfect medio-passive as well (which Romagno does not
consider).

In short, we propose a synchronic model of the Homeric perfect in which the time reference
is the speaker’s present and in which the Aktionsart of the perfect and the thematic role of its
subject are largely predictable from the other tense forms (if any) in that verb’s paradigm.
Given the consistency of function we identify in the Homeric perfect along the three

% In Section 5.1 we argue that, in a pre-Greek stage of the language, there was a difference of function between
such present/perfect pairs, which became neutralized by the Homeric period.
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dimensions of time reference, Aktionsart, and thematic role, we conclude that the meaning of
almost all perfects in Homer can be reliably inferred from the meaning of other parts of the
same verb and that, to this extent, the Homeric perfect is regular enough to have been
acquired by language learners.

Since our approach to the function of the perfect depends on the occurrence of forms
elsewhere in the paradigm, it cannot be applied to the perfects for which there are no such
forms (“perfecta tantum”). On this basis, all such perfects would have to be learnt as isolates,
in the same way that, for example, praesentia tantum would have to be learnt (e.g. iui ‘be’,
dnut ‘blow’, A ‘worry’, Juoun ‘sit’). However, even among perfecta tantum we find
regularities along the first two of our measures, time reference and Aktionsart. It is only
along the third dimension, that of thematic role, that the function of the perfect (together with
the lexical meaning of the verb) would have to be learnt rather than inferred.

Although our main analysis is synchronic, we also explore its diachronic implications. This
leads us to form a hypothesis about a unified function for the perfect at some earlier stage of
the language which, with minimal reanalysis, could have led to the evidence found in Homer.
Our hypothesis is that, at this earlier stage, the function of the perfect was to predicate the
present state of the subject. That state was resultative or non-resultative according to whether
the verb stem was transitional or non-transitional, respectively. In other words, it was the
interaction between the function of the perfect and the Aktionsart of the verb stem which
determined whether perfects were resultative stative or just stative, not the function of the
perfect alone. As for the pattern of thematic roles we find in Homer, we propose that this
reflects an earlier stage before voice distinctions had arisen in the perfect; at the time of the
Homeric data, morphological voice and diathesis were becoming aligned, but relics of a more
fluid relationship between them persisted.

2. Previous literature and semantic model
2.1. Previous literature

In this section we review some of the studies which have offered a unifying account of the
Homeric perfect before outlining our own approach in detail .1

The dominant approach to the function of the Homeric perfect since the beginning of the
twentieth century has been to see it as denoting a state.!! This is the approach adopted by
Wackernagel (1904) and Chantraine (1927), who see the unifying function of the early Greek
perfect as denoting the state of the subject in the present.? For Wackernagel, this is obviously

10 Rather than attempting a unifying account of the functions of the Homeric perfect, some scholars trace its
different functions back to differences in the PIE perfect. For example, Schmidt (1964: 4) has, on the one hand,
PIE perfects with purely present time reference and, on the other, perfects denoting an achieved state. Other
scholars have found the difficulty of reconciling the different functions of the Homeric perfect so great that they
explicitly leave some out of their accounts. Thus Haspelmath (1992: 208-209) leaves sound verbs such as
BéPpuye ‘it roars’ out of his account, while Gerd and von Stechow (2003: 254) largely exclude ‘intensive’
perfects such as yéyn0e ‘rejoices’ from theirs.

11 For a critical assessment of earlier accounts arguing that this was in particular a resultant state, see Willi
(2018: 232-237).

2 In doing so, Wackernagel and Chantraine classify the functions of the early Greek perfect under various
headings. Wackernagel’s categories (1904: 4-5) are based on Aktionsart: i. pure states, e.g. Befinkev
‘oppresses’; ii. resultant states, e.g. 1€0vnke ‘is dead’; iii. perfects, e.g. dmwma ‘I have seen’; iv. up-to-now
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true of intransitive active verbs such as 1é6vnke ‘has died/is dead’, or mediopassive perfects
used passively, such as dédotan ‘has been given/is given’, which denote the effect of a
previous event on the subject. But it is also true of active verbs used transitively, such as
gopye ‘has done’ or Aéhoute ‘has left behind’, in which it is the effect of past events on the
subject (the doer or leaver, respectively) which is at issue, rather than on the object (what is
done or left behind).'® According to Wackernagel, it is only in post-Homeric Greek that we
find perfect actives such as 6édwka ‘I have given’, which denote the effect of a past event on
the object. Chantraine (1927: 20) largely follows Wackernagel, although he points out one
perfect active in Homer that does denote the state of the object rather than the subject; this is
BePinkev ‘has oppressed/oppresses’, where the subject is grief or need and the object is the
Achaeans.'* It is hard to dispute Wackernagel’s and Chantraine’s argument that the focus of
the Homeric perfect is on the subject, notwithstanding the counterexample of Befinkev. But it
is unclear, without further explanation, how the semantic category ‘state’ comprises
apparently eventive verbs denoting ‘rejoicing’, ‘shouting’, or ‘roaring’. We address this
problem by using the category ‘non-transitional’ which groups stative and atelic eventive
verbs together.

Berrettoni’s (1972) approach to perfects with apparent past time reference such as &opye and
Omomna is that they denote a complex event structure which includes both a past situation and
its present resultant state. Thus, the sense of dnwma is ‘ho visto e ho ancora negli occhi’,*®
and readings which exclude the idea of anteriority are forced (1972: 113—14).16 More
generally, Berrettoni argues that the state denoted by the perfect cannot be viewed separately
from the event which gave rise to it if this is denoted elsewhere in the same paradigm. Thus
we should not read sidjhovBag merely as ‘you are here’, since this would fail to reflect the
meaning ‘come’ in the present and aorist of €pyopot which must be preserved in all parts of
the verb’s paradigm (1972: 87).1" As for the perfects which seem to denote atelic events,
Berrettoni interprets them as in fact stative. So the perfect aidinuon has the stative meaning
of ‘sono errante’ (comprising the copular verb plus adjective), roughly equivalent to ‘I am
astray/am a-wandering’ (1972: 84), and verbs denoting noises like shouting and roaring are
stative in the sense that they indicate a characteristic sound made by the subject (1972: 147).

The approach put forward in the present study follows Berrettoni in assuming that, in the case
of which in the present or aorist denote an event that leads to a result, such as &pyopau, the
perfect typically includes the idea of both the event and the result. While Berrettoni goes
through the Homeric perfects one semantic field at a time and discusses the functional
differences and overlaps between the perfect and other tenses in the same paradigm, we will

perfects, e.g. £opye ‘has been doing’. All but one of Chantraine’s categories (1927: 8-12) are based on semantic
fields, e.g. i. verbs which denote mental operations, ii. verbs which express a feeling, joy, suffering, fear, anger,
etc.; the exception is his tenth category, passive verbs. For an English summary of Wackernagel’s and
Chantraine’s categories, see Willi (2018: 225-228).

13 Wackernagel (1904: 4-5).

14 Chantraine (1927: 13-14).

15 ‘T have seen and still have before my eyes’.

16 As an example of such readings, Berrettoni cites Chantraine’s translation of 6AL’ 0D T® T016V3e T0GOVE €
Aaov dnoma (1. 2.799) as ‘je n’ai pas dans mes souvenirs la vue d’une armée aussi belle ni aussi nombreuse’ (‘I
have not in my memory the sight of an army so fine or so great’). Note that Berettoni’s approach (in which
Onoma denotes a past situation and its present result) predicts that perfects would be redundant in negative
contexts such as this, since denying the past situation (e.g. with an aorist) would automatically preclude a result
state. However, 6rwno is also used in positive contexts, e.g. Od 3.93.

7 To indicate a state holding in the present arising from a past event we might translate iAniov0ac by the
archaic English ‘you are come’ (as opposed to ‘you have come’, which does not guarantee that the state still
holds).



propose a more formal functional relationship between the perfect and other tenses of the
same verb and try to apply it across all semantic fields.

Romagno (2005) also focuses on the semantic relationship between the perfect and other
tenses in the same paradigm.!® So-called ‘intensive’ perfects occur in verbs which denote
atelic events!® elsewhere in their paradigm, while resultative perfects are formed to verbs
which elsewhere denote telic events. For example, the ‘intensive’ perfect tétpiya is formed to
the atelic eventive tpilm, while the resultative perfect 51&p0opa is formed to the telic eventive
dapbeipw (2005: 9-10). In line with Berrettoni, Romagno interprets perfects of the former
type as stative or stative-like (as opposed to eventive). Thus, while the present tpiCw refers to
individual acts of squeaking, the perfect tétpiya can be read as a state-like situation of
iterativity (2005: 79-80).2° The semantic relationships Romagno identifies between the
perfect and the rest of a verb’s paradigm are not just to do with the semantic function of the
verb itself: they also concern the thematic role of the subject, a topic largely ignored by most
previous authors. In unergative verbs, e.g. tpio ‘squeak’,?! and in transitive verbs with low
levels of transitivity, e.g. xovddve ‘contain’, the subject role of the perfect tends to be the
same in the perfect active as in non-perfect forms (2005: 65, 113, 116-117). In telic verbs
with two arguments and a high level of transitivity, e.g. 6AAv ‘I destroy’, the object of non-
perfect forms becomes the subject of the perfect; thus 6Awia means ‘I am destroyed/in ruins’
(2005: 85, 123); she suggests that the object in such verbs is promoted if it has a high degree
of affectedness (2005: 55—57). Romagno also identifies patterns which can be explained if we
assume that the original function of both the perfect active and of tense forms with middle
voice inflection was to denote a state of the subject (2005: 44). First, verbs which are stative
in the present, notably media tantum such as xeipon and fuou, do not have perfects in Homer
because the stativizing role of the perfect active and of the middle are in complementary
distribution and the perfect would be redundant (2005: 9). Secondly, if there are both perfect
actives and middle forms in the same paradigm, one of these tends to be recent (2005: 107—
109; see Section 3.3 for examples and further discussion).

While Romagno’s approach represents a substantial advance over that of previous authors, it
nevertheless leaves a number of issues still to be addressed. Romagno interprets the time
reference of the perfect as variable, with some examples being classified as preterital and
others as atemporal (e.g. 2005: 89ff); this is difficult to reconcile with the present orientation
perceived by many of the other authors cited here. Likewise, it will be seen in Section 3.2
(7)—(9) that the uniformly stative Aktionsart ascribed to the perfect is often unsupported by
the data, many examples being at least as compatible with an eventive interpretation.?? The
criterion proposed for thematic role assignment, subject affectedness, generates questionable
predictions for perfects such as £opya (from €pdw ‘do, work’), where the subject (the doer) is

18 In contrast to the studies mentioned so far, Romagno (2005: 61) considers only perfect indicatives and
participles, on the grounds that the pluperfect and other moods are more recent formations.

1% Romagno does not accept that these perfects are ‘intensive’ in comparison to presents of the same paradigm
(2005: 47-49); she classifies such verbs as ‘mono-argument unergatives’ or, using the classification of Vendler
(1967), as a type of ‘activity’ verbs.

2 This stativity is ascribed even to perfects such as Zopyo (from &pdw ‘do, work”), cf. the gloss (Romagno 2005:
59) on 11 2.272 é60Ad Eopye ‘¢ ... un uomo che fa molto bene (= ¢ un uomo buono)’, i.e. ‘he is ... a man who
does much well (= is a good man)’.

21 Unergative verbs are intransitives whose grammatical subject is the semantic agent.

22 While it can be difficult methodologically to distinguish between pure states and atelic events, the analysis
that we propose considers the two categories simply as two types of non-transitional situation, in contrast to
transitions; this means that an example such as §60La Zopye (Il 2.272), which is classified by Romagno as atelic
(2005: 59), would in our classification be considered transitional.
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less affected than the object (the deed); this problem is avoided only through the assumption
that perfects such as these are atelic and with low object affectedness, resulting in a strict link
between Aktionsart and thematic roles (2005: 57). The uniformly stative function ascribed to
the middle is at odds with the more complex picture provided by authors such as Allan
(2003); moreover, Romagno’s exclusive focus on the perfect active (as being the more
archaic category) provides no data on how the semantics of the perfect and the middle might
interact within a synchronic grammar. As will be seen in Section 5, adopting a more rigid
separation between synchronic and diachronic analysis can clarify some of these points, so
that many aspects of Romagno’s analysis can be seen as more descriptive of a pre-Homeric
than of the Homeric period.

A radical approach to Homeric perfects with apparent past time reference is proposed by
Willi (2018). He argues (2018: 231-232) that it is ‘usually more to the point’ to translate
certain Homeric perfects as present statives than as English perfects with ‘have’, e.g.
giMAovbe as ‘is present’ rather than ‘has come’ and AéLowne as ‘is away/gone’ rather than
‘has left/gone’. Likewise, in a vein similar to Romagno, he proposes for é60Aa £opye ‘is a
doer of noble things’ and for o0 ® T010vde T060VOE 1€ MOV dntwna ‘T am a not-so-far-seer of
an army of this sort and size’. These readings support the view that the Homeric perfect
underlyingly — or originally — denoted a pure, that is, non-resultant, state. To explain how
states such as ‘being a doer’ or ‘being a seer’ come to refer to specific instances of doing or
seeing, Willi argues that they can be ‘contextually anchored in a specific ... eventuality’,
which in these cases are ‘noble things’ and ‘an army’, respectively. He also suggests that,
since being a doer or seer ‘can only be predicated on someone who fulfils the necessary
condition of having performed the activity the one time he/she could possibly perform it’, a
resultative value arises by implicature. (2018: 233-234).

However, it is unclear how, under this approach, sixyAovfe can be interpreted as ‘is present’
or Aéhoure as ‘is away/is gone’ in contexts Where another part of the verb phrase qualifies the
event rather than the state. In 1l. 5.204 Pandarus says, £g "TAwov giiniovba, which cannot
simply be interpreted as referring to a state of ‘being here’, because £¢ "Thov (‘to Troy’, not
‘in Troy’) includes the event of coming, not just the state of being present. As for Aéloure,
take Il. 1.234, in which the subject is a wooden staff: xei o1 pdTa TounVv v dpecot
Aélowrev (translated as “since it first left its stump in the mountains’ in the Loeb edition,
Murray & Wyatt 1999: 31); here the problem is that the context specifies the event, and this
cannot be captured if we read AéLouwre as ‘is away/gone’. Moreover, Willi’s approach would
seem to predict more transitive perfects than are actually found. It might be expected that, as
soon as it was possible to say é60Aa £opye ‘he is a doer of fine things’, it would also be
possible to say *¢c0La 6édmke ‘he is a giver of fine things’ or even *¢60Ada 61€@0apke ‘he is a
destroyer of fine things’, since these too would express subject-oriented states; while the
absence of such constructions for individual verbs might be explained in terms of accidental
gaps, their rarity in general is still striking. We argue below, in line with Berrettoni, that
perfects such as £opye, dnona, eillovde and Aédowre predicate an event structure which
includes both a previous event and its resultant state in the present. In Section 5.2, we also
discuss additional factors that may have played a part in the assignment of thematic roles to
perfect subjects.

2.2. Semantic model: overview

In our empirical analysis we test whether the meaning of the Homeric perfect can be inferred
from the meaning of the rest of the paradigm to which it belongs. The assumption underlying



our approach is that the perfect morphology is an operator which takes as its input the
semantic function of the verb as it is exemplified in its present or aorist (or, in the absence of
finite present or aorist forms, in other tenses with a present or aorist stem), and gives as its
output a predictable function for the perfect. To the extent that the function of the perfect
cannot be predicted from the rest of the paradigm, or if the perfect is the only tense, it has to
be stored separately. The derivation of the perfect from the present or aorist seems more
probable than the derivation of the present or aorist from the perfect, given the small
incidence of the perfect in Homer against that of other tenses (according to Schlachter
(1907/08), finite verbs with a perfect stem represent 7.0%—7.5% of all finite verb forms in the
Iliad and Odyssey, while the present and aorist stems represent between 40% and 50% each).
Note that we are referring here to a synchronic derivation and we are not claiming that the
perfect is derived diachronically from the present or aorist.

Describing the perfect as derived from the present or aorist allows us to avoid a commitment
as to the extent to which speakers related different stems of the verbal paradigm to one
underlying, abstract ‘root’. Ancient Greek was still close to the reconstructed system of (late)
PIE, in which either the present or the aorist was derived directly from the root, while the
other stem was formed with additional morphology, with root aorists the norm for telic roots
and root presents for atelic roots (e.g. Cowgill 2006; Clackson 2007). For example, 6vfiokwm
‘die’ has a present formed with the common inchoative suffix -oxw (on the synchronic and
diachronic semantics of this suffix see e.g. Willi 2018: 479-489), and a thematic aorist
£0avov formed directly from the root; the perfect té6vnia might be seen as having a greater
affinity to the aorist than the present, inasmuch as the perfect and aorist both lack the
inchoative suffix found in the present. Conversely, the present £€pyw/&pyouat ‘enclose’ is a
thematic formation based directly upon the root (cf. LIV s.v. *uerg-), while the aorist
eipEaleipyOmv is formed with the addition of the highly productive sigmatic suffix and its
passive counterpart; the perfect £€pypor might thus be seen as having a greater affinity to the
present than the aorist. Such an approach is similar in some respects to that of Botman
(2021), who considers the root present/root aorist distinction as relevant to the derivation of
the perfect. However, our approach differs from his in focusing on Homeric Greek as a
synchronic entity rather than on its diachronic relationship to PIE categories such as the
Caland system. It should be emphasized that, in most cases, derivation from the present or the
aorist would give semantically similar results for the perfect. The choice of stem would
matter primarily in the case of verbs with semantically differentiated aorists; for example, the
perfect Tépvuka has a greater semantic similarity to the intransitive root aorist &pvv ‘grew’
than to the sigmatic aorist &pvoa ‘engendered, planted’, whose causative meaning is signalled
by overt morphological means (while meanings corresponding to both aorists are found in the
present ¢vm). Our main conclusions would remain substantially unchanged in an approach
which derived the perfect directly from a root (on perfecta tantum see Section 3.4). However,
avoiding the concept of roots as cognitive entities eliminates the need to delineate synchronic
boundaries between roots. For example, diachronically nizto ‘fall” and motdopon “flit” (<
nétopan ‘fly’) are derived by some from a single PIE root (e.g. Willi 2018: 149-150, contra
LIV). A root-based approach might need to consider the possibility that their respective
perfects, nentemg and memdtnuat, were synchronically perceived as the active and
mediopassive forms of a single perfect, parallel to pairs such as tetimac/tetinuon, but it
would then be necessary to explain how the semantic distinction between nentemg and
nendtuon came to mirror that between winto and motdopot. Any such analysis would also
depend crucially on whether there was in fact a synchronic identity between the roots of the
two verbs, a question for which there are few independent diagnostics.
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In the rest of this section we use English rather than Greek to illustrate semantic categories; in
this way we avoid prejudging the empirical results that follow. Most terms used in this paper
will be defined as we go along. However, it should be emphasized here that, when we employ
the term ‘perfect’, we refer to its form and function in Homeric Greek, not to the function of
the ‘present perfect’ in English. Our use of English for illustration does not imply that the
English and Homeric Greek verb systems are necessarily equivalent, although there are
parallels between them. We focus first on Aktionsart before turning to argument structure and
thematic roles.

2.3. Semantic model: Aktionsart
Basic situational categories

Here we define the basic functional categories which we use to describe a verb’s event
structure: ‘transitional’, ‘non-transitional’, and ‘resultative’.

We divide the situations denoted by verb forms into ‘transitional’ and ‘non-transitional’. A
verb (or verb phrase) is transitional (‘T”) if it denotes a transition from one situation to
another, e.g., ‘to open’, ‘to come’, ‘to break’, and non-transitional (‘NT”) if it does not, e.g.
‘to walk’, “to carry’, ‘to contain’. A non-transitional verb may be coerced into becoming
transitional by an adverb or prepositional phrase; thus, ‘to walk’ is non-transitional, but ‘to
walk to school’ is transitional.?® As explained above, the categories ‘transitional’ and ‘non-
transitional” include but are broader than ‘telic’ and ‘atelic’, respectively, because, unlike
telic verbs, transitional verbs do not necessarily include an end point. For example, ‘to walk
to school’ and ‘to walk east’ are both transitional in that they both denote transitions from one
situation to another, but only ‘to walk to school’ is telic. The transitional/non-transitional
classification, which has been developed in previous work on Germanic linguistics (Jones
2009; Jones & Macleod 2018), has certain advantages for our purposes over a telic/atelic
classification. As discussed above, it is well known that adverbial phrases and other sentence
constituents can change the Aktionsart category of a predicate; however, transitionality is less
liable to coercion of this sort than telicity, as the following examples illustrate:

1. a. Mary ate an apple
b. Mary ate apples
c. Mary was eating an apple

In this example, (1a) is telic, while (1b) is atelic, but the telicity of (1c) is more difficult to
classify, given that there is a potential endpoint whose attainment is not strictly entailed; a
classification based on the telic/atelic dichotomy is therefore faced with the task of
confronting such variability (cf. Romagno 2005: 59). However, all three examples would be
considered transitional in our classification because they all denote, at the very least, a
transition to greater consumption (in the same way that ‘walking east’ denotes a transition to
a more easterly location). While it is possible to come up with non-transitional examples
involving eat (e.g. an ouroboros), these are clearly more marginal than (1b—c); it is therefore
more valid to say, as a lexeme-wide generalization, that eat is normally transitional than that
it is normally telic.

Z For the role of sentence constituents in the determination of such categories, see Verkuyl (1972)
and Dowty (1972).
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As has often been noted, certain verbs are capable of transitional and/or non-transitional
readings.?* We divide such verbs into two categories: ‘polysemous’ verbs and ‘ambiguous’
verbs. Polysemous verbs are those which may refer to a bounded or an unbounded situation
according to context. For example, ‘to write’ without an object may refer to an unbounded
(i.e. non-transitional) situation and, with a countable direct object such as ‘a letter’, to a
bounded (i.e. transitional) one.?® We denote the Aktionsart of such polysemous verbs as
‘NT/T’. In the ‘ambiguous’ category are verbs whose transitionality is rarely made clear even
in context. This is particularly true of verbs to do with physical and mental processes which
may denote the transition into a non-transitional situation or the situation itself. In ‘he
frightened me’, it is ambiguous whether ‘frightened’ refers to a transition into a state of fear
along the lines of ‘to startle’ or to a continuing effect along the lines of ‘to daunt’. Likewise,
‘to hide’ can mean ‘to place in concealment’ or ‘to keep in concealment’. We denote the
Aktionsart of such verbs as ‘NT+T’.25

The transitional/non-transitional distinction is related to the distinction between eventive and
stative verbs, respectively, in that transitional verbs, e.g. ‘to open’, ‘to come’, ‘to break’, are
always eventive. But non-transitional verbs may be eventive or stative; thus ‘to walk’ and ‘to
carry’ are eventive while ‘to contain’ is stative.?” Examples of this breakdown are shown
below.

Transitional | Non-
transitional
Eventive open, come, | walk, carry
break
Stative - contain

Table 1: Transitionality and event type

However, as our main analysis does not depend on the breakdown of verbs between eventive
and stative, we do not distinguish between them in our notation.

Resultatives

According to our analysis, a resultative predicates some state resulting from the situation
encoded in that verb’s non-perfect forms. In other words, the resultative can be glossed as ‘to
be in the resultant state of x’, where x denotes the event predicated in other tenses. With
certain verbs, the resultant state is implicated. Thus the resultant state in ‘to be in the resultant
state of seeing/doing’ is given by context, but the resultant state in ‘to be in the resultant state
of dying’ is ‘to be dead’ by default (see Section 1.1).

24 For example, Romagno (2005: 89) observes that ‘i verbi di movimento translazionale e posizionale
ammettono sia un uso telico, sia uno atelico’ (‘verbs of translational and positional movement admit of either a
telic or an atelic usage”).

% See Parsons (1990: 183) and Klein (2010: 1230) for other examples of this type of polysemy.

26 For other verbs in this category, such as (in English at least) ‘to sit” and ‘to obstruct’, see Nedjalkov and
Jaxontov (1988: 13) and Kratzer (2000: 393).

27 Qur “transitionals’ correspond to the ‘Transitions’ category found in Pustejovsky (1991); our non-transitional
eventives and non-transitional statives correspond to Pustejovsky’s ‘Processes’ and ‘States’, respectively. For a
similar breakdown, see Nedjalkov and Jaxontov (1988).
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In some contexts, English expressions with the same form as resultatives do not denote a
result. For example, ‘broken’ does not denote a result in ‘the paper is manufactured with
broken lines’ (see Koontz-Garboden 2011: 287). Other examples of resultative-like
constructions which do not denote results include gradable expressions such as ‘be darkened’
which in certain contexts simply mean ‘be dark(er)’, as in ‘the baby’s skin is darkened under
the neck’ (ibid.). Examples such as these have been termed ‘quasi-resultatives’ (See
Nedjalkov and Jaxontov 1988: 14), and we use this term for particular tokens for which a
resultative reading is ruled out in context. However, we define perfects as resultative as long
as a resultative reading is possible in most contexts, even if such a reading is sometimes
overridden. Thus, ‘to be broken’ and ‘to be darkened’ are classified as resultative. By
contrast, if a form has the appearance of a resultative but does not have a resultative reading
in any context, it is not classed as resultative. A comparable example in English is ‘to have
got’ in the (non-resultative) sense of ‘to have’, as in ‘I have got something to tell you’ (see
Kiparsky 2002: 1).

Our notation for resultatives is ("NT, with ‘NT’ indicating the state in the present and the
superscript ‘(N indicating the transitional event which caused it.

Hypotheses on Aktionsart

Using the categories transitional (T), non-transitional (NT), and resultative (PNT), we
propose the following hypotheses for the Aktionsart of the Homeric perfect:

If non-perfect forms are transitional, the perfect is resultative; otherwise, the perfect is non-
transitional. We symbolize this as follows, using notation which will serve as shorthand in the
remainder of the paper:

PF(T) — (ONT

PF(NT) - NT

We can thus think of ‘PF’ as an operator in the form of perfect morphology which takes the
function of non-perfect forms of the verb to give the function of the perfect. The Aktionsart
of the perfect (that is, PNT or NT) then depends on the Aktionsart of non-perfect forms.

Note that ‘NT” comprises cases in which the non-perfect forms are non-transitional (‘NT’). It
does not include cases in which there are no non-perfect forms (‘@°), i.e. perfecta tantum.?®
Since these perfects cannot be modelled in terms of other forms in the same paradigm, they
will be dealt with separately in Section 3.4.

Examples of these outcomes in the 3rd person singular in English are as follows:

PF(T) —» (ONT

PF(opening) — is open as a result of opening
PF(coming) — is here as a result of coming

28 In this class we include all verbs without non-perfect forms attested in Homer, even if such forms occur in
later texts. In at least some verbs, new non-perfect forms were created as back-formations to the perfect (e.g.
véywva, deidw; cf. LST), and a uniform treatment of this sort avoids the need to prejudge the relative age of
different forms.
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PF(NT) — NT

PF(carrying) — carries
PF(containing) — contains

In the case of polysemous verbs, such as ‘to write’, whose Aktionsart can be NT or T
depending on context (designated ‘NT/T”), we hypothesise that the context will tell us the
Aktionsart of the perfect form. For example, if the perfect of the verb ‘to write ’ is used with
a countable noun, as in ‘the letter is written’ (i.e. is in the resultant state of writing), we
interpret this as transitional rather than non-transitional.

With verbs whose transitionality is ambiguous, such as ‘to frighten’, it is rarely possible to
disambiguate the function of the perfect between NT and (PNT in context. For example, if we
interpret ‘to frighten’ as non-transitional (‘NT’; = ‘to daunt’), we may interpret ‘to be
frightened’ as denoting a non-transitional state of fear. But if we interpret ‘to frighten’ as
transitional (‘T’; ~ “to startle’), we may interpret ‘he is frightened” as a resultative (("NT)
meaning ‘he is in the resultant state of being startled’. If there is no commitment in either
case to a transition as the cause of such a state, the two interpretations are functionally
equivalent. Our hypothesis for such verbs is as follows:

PF(NT+T) — NT+(ONT
Here the ambiguity of the non-perfect forms carries over to the perfect.
2.4. Semantic model: argument structure and thematic roles
Thematic roles are the roles played by the arguments of the verb, which here include the

subject and any direct object.?® In our empirical analysis we use the following thematic roles,
illustrated here by English verbs whose grammatical subject has this role:

Thematic role Abbreviation | Examples with grammatical
subject in this role

Agent A To destroy, to run

Experiencer E To rejoice, to love

Recipient R To receive, to take

Theme Th To be concealed, to die

Patient P To be destroyed, to be broken

Table 2: Thematic Roles

The categories are self-explanatory except for ‘Theme’ and ‘Patient’. Subjects in both of
these categories are affected by what is predicated by the verb, but ‘Patient’ typically implies
an external cause. Thus the subject of ‘to die’ is a ‘Theme’, while that of ‘to be killed’ is a
‘Patient’.

25 We ignore the roles of indirect objects of ditransitive verbs, as these are not relevant to the role of the perfect
subject.
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Using this notation for thematic roles, we can represent intransitive (one-argument) verbs
with the thematic role of the subject, e.g. ‘to run’ by ‘A’, and transitive (two-argument) verbs
by the thematic roles of both of their subject and object, with the role of the subject shown
first, e.g. ‘to destroy’ by ‘A_P’.

A category requiring special treatment is represented by motion verbs such as PAdok® ‘go’.
In many languages, such as French and German, these verbs pattern with unaccusative
(theme-subject) verbs with meanings such as ‘die’.*® However, in context these motion verbs
often describe volitional, agentive activities, like those denoted by prototypical unergative
verbs such as ‘dance’. It might be premature to assume that motion verbs that are
unaccusative in some languages are necessarily unaccusative in all, given the cross-linguistic
variation observed in the syntactic realization of verbs (e.g. Levin & Rappaport Hovav 1995)
and the difficulty of finding language-specific diagnostics of unaccusativity applicable to
Ancient Greek (Alexiadou & Anagnostopoulou 1999; Lavidas 2013). Following the approach
of Romagno (2005: 20), we assign a dual role of both agent and theme to such verbs (denoted
A+Th).3!

Hypotheses on argument structure and thematic roles

In the hypotheses on Aktionsart above we used the Aktionsart of non-perfect forms in any
voice to predict the Aktionsart of the perfect. By contrast, in our hypotheses on argument
structure/thematic roles we use the argument structure of non-perfect forms to predict the
argument structure/thematic roles of the perfect only in the same voice. This reflects the fact
that the relationship in argument structure/thematic roles between the active and the
mediopassive in Homer is unpredictable across different tenses, not just the perfect, and we
wish to avoid confounding our analysis of the perfect/non-perfect relationship with factors to
do with the functional relationship between voices in general (see Section 3.3, Tables 7, 8,
and 9).

Within the same voice, most Homeric perfects have the same number of arguments as non-
perfect forms, that is, one or two. In other words, if the non-perfect forms are intransitive, so
is the perfect, and if the non-perfect forms are transitive, so is the perfect. In such cases we
predict that the subjects (and any objects) of non-perfect and perfect forms will simply have
the same thematic roles. However, a number of transitive Homeric verbs form intransitive
perfects (see Section 5.2 for a diachronic survey). In these instances we predict that the
argument retained in the perfect will be the less agentive of the arguments in non-perfect
forms.? Since the less agentive argument in transitive verbs is always the object, we thus
predict that the object in transitive non-perfect forms will become the subject of intransitive
perfects in such cases. Denoting the thematic roles of arguments as ‘X’ and ‘Y (for
generality), and with “X_Y” representing the thematic roles of the subject and object,
respectively, we hypothesise the following:

PF(X) — X

PF(X_Y)—> X Y

30 For example, in French and German such verbs are conjugated with the verb ‘to be’ in the perfect: elle est
allée and elle est morte and sie ist gegangen and sie ist gestorben.

3LIf we designated such verbs as either all ‘A’ or all ‘Th’, the results of our empirical analysis would be
qualitatively unchanged.

32 See Section 2.1 for similarities and differences between our and previous proposals.
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PFXY)—Y

By ‘PF(X) — X’ we mean that, when non-perfect and perfect forms are both intransitive, the
thematic role of the subject is the same. An English example would be ‘I run/ran’ (non-
perfect) and perfect ‘I have run’ (perfect).

By ‘PF(X_Y) — X_Y’ we mean that, when non-perfect and perfect forms are both transitive,
the thematic roles of their subject and object are the same. An English example would be
“The child eats/ate the biscuit’ (non-perfect) and ‘The child has eaten the biscuit’ (perfect).

By ‘PF(X_Y) — Y’ we mean that, when a verb’s non-perfect forms are transitive but the
perfect is intransitive, the thematic role of the object of the non-perfect forms becomes that of
the subject of the perfect. It would be as if, in its non-perfect forms, the English verb ‘to
break’ were always transitive (e.g. ‘I break/broke the vase’), but the perfect were always
intransitive and that the subject of the perfect had the same thematic role as that of the object
of the non-perfect forms (e.g. ‘The vase has broken?).%

3. Methodology and data

As the first step in our identification of relevant verb forms, the Chicago Homer (Kahane &
Mueller 2019) was used to search for all verbs occurring in finite perfect forms. Exhaustive
searches were then performed on the lemmata identified in this first step; for this, the Perseus
site (Crane 2022) was used, owing to the greater flexibility of its user interface. Occasional
use was also made of the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae (Pantelia 2022) to execute more
specialized queries as needed. Enough consistency exists among the different editions of
Homer that no significant impact was anticipated from this use of multiple sources; in the
following section, unless otherwise specified, quotations are taken from the Perseus data. Our
aim has been to identify all occurrences in the Iliad and Odyssey of perfect forms from all
verbs, although as with any form of automated searching, the possibility of occasional
omissions cannot be wholly excluded. Although our primary focus has been on the semantics
of the perfect indicative, the following discussion includes data on non-finite forms,
subjunctives, and optatives, including verbs that are recorded only in such forms. In some
languages, such as English, certain differences exist between the perfect indicative and non-
finite or modal forms of the perfect (for references see Section 1.1, fn. 4); while we have
remained alert to the possibility of such differences in Greek, none have been identified that
are relevant to the semantic relationships between perfect and non-perfect forms, and the
inclusion of non-finite verbs greatly expands the amount of data available (see Table 4).
However, we have excluded pluperfect and future perfect forms, given that their semantics
are largely parasitic on the perfect, with the added complication of differences in temporal
reference and sometimes, in the pluperfect, differences in voice (e.g. Willi 2018); such an
exclusion is in line with the methodology of previous work such as Romagno (2005).

33 Although subject and object are syntactic categories, our hypotheses are ultimately based on semantic
categories. Thus, we hypothesise that the thematic role of the subject in an intransitive perfect is the same as the
less agentive of the arguments of a transitive verb. Since the less agentive argument of transitive verbs is (in
almost all cases) the object, we can more economically express the hypotheses in terms of subjects and objects.
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3.1 The perfect and temporal adverbs

We have examined the extent to which the perfect combines with different adverbial
expressions of temporal reference. Our prediction is that, if the Homeric perfect has a
reference time in the speaker’s present, it will be qualified by adverbial expressions which are
interpretable in relation to the speaker’s present but not with those which exclude it. Searches
were performed in TLG for perfects occurring within 5 words of specific adverbial lemmata;
only the perfect indicative was considered, as other forms, being tenseless, might be expected
to combine freely with forms of any temporal reference. A summary of the results can be
seen in Table 3.

Lemma Gloss Total With Percentage
tokens perfect
Y now 742 29 3.9%
tote then 286 0 0.0%
TOTE sometimes 4 0 0.0%
ToTé at some time, once 232 134 0.4%
ThAoL long ago 18 0 0.0%
npochev previously 90 1 1.1%

Table 3: Co-occurrence of the perfect indicative with temporal adverbs

It can be seen that the distribution is what might be expected for a category with its time
reference in the present. As (2) illustrates, the perfect occurs quite freely with viv ‘now’; (3)
shows its sole occurrence with an adverb of indefinite past time, namely np6c6ev
‘previously’. However, with the possible exception of (4), it does not occur with definite past
expressions.

2. VOV & 0 p&v G AmOlmAE KOKOV LOpOV

Now he has thus perished by an evil fate (Od. 1.166)%
3. M yép wv mpdchev dnwmna

| have seen him before (Od. 17.371)

4. &écmot’ évi Tpdov dyopi) Mevéraov dvayey / [...]ad0 kataxteivat
...who once at a gathering of the Trojans ordered them to kill Menelaus forthwith (Il.
11.139)

It is significant that the only possible exception involves the verb dvwya ‘bid’. This verb
originally lacked a present; however, a new present avaywo was backformed to the perfect, to
which a form such as dvwyev would correspond as an imperfect; a number of
morphologically unambiguous presents and imperfects are already found in Homer (e.g. 30
below). If this is the case, (4) does not actually involve a perfect at all. In its temporal
semantics, at least, the Greek perfect thus seems quite compatible with an analysis in terms of
present time reference, although some of the situations denoted stem from past events.

34 Occurrences in negative-polarity contexts, with the meaning ‘ever’, have been manually excluded.
3 The translations given here and below generally follow Murray & Wyatt (1999), but we have adapted them

for greater clarity.
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3.2 Aktionsart

Active Mediopassive
Indicative 576 178
Imperative 47 8
Subjunctive 55 1
Optative 20 2
Infinitive 49 40
Participle 514 426

Table 4: Tokens by morphological category

For this part of the analysis, the Aktionsart of each individual perfect example was assessed
in order to determine the most characteristic value. The Aktionsart of the non-perfect forms
was determined using a sample of representative constructions; especially in the case of more
frequent verbs, lexicons (LSJ; Autenrieth) were consulted for the identification of relevant
data. For these purposes, Aktionsart has been categorized as non-transitional (NT) or
involving a transition (T, PNT). While most verbs clearly fall into one category or the other,
there are also some intermediate cases, which will be discussed below.

Our hypotheses for the Aktionsart relationship between non-perfect and perfect forms are
reproduced below from Section 2.3.

PF(T) — (ONT

PF(NT) — NT

PF(NT+T) — NT+(NT
These hypotheses lead to the predictions in Table 5. For polysemous verbs we expect the
Aktionsart of the perfect to fall in either category, while for ambiguous verbs we predict that

it will not be possible to distinguish the Aktionsart of the perfect. Table 6 shows the extent to
which our predictions regarding Aktionsart are borne out, comparing perfects to

corresponding non-perfect forms in any voice.

Perfect
Non-Perfect (ONT NT
T v X
NT X v
NT/T (polysemous) v v
NT+T (ambiguous) J

Table 5: Predicted Aktionsart of perfect forms

Perfect
Non-Perfect ONT NT
T 111 2
NT — 23
NT/T 10 1
NT+T 34

Table 6: Aktionsart of attested perfect forms
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It can be seen from Table 6 that a strong correlation exists between the Aktionsart of non-
perfect forms and that of the perfect in line with our predictions. As the second row shows, if
the non-perfect forms are non-transitional, so is the perfect. As shown in the top row, if the
non-perfect forms are transitional, the perfect forms are normally also transitional (i.e.
resultative), with the exception of two cases, marked in bold in the table, which will be
discussed shortly. Perfecta tantum, which lack non-perfect forms, will be discussed in Section
3.4. First, however, we illustrate the prevailing patterns.

PF(T) — (ONT
Active
5. a. avTOg 8" Auel TOdesov €01 Apdploke TESIAN

He himself was fitting sandals to his feet (Od. 14.23, imperfect of apapickm)

b. 1edEe O¢€ o1 kOpLOa Ppraprv KPOTAPOLS Apapviay
He made him a heavy helmet fitted to the temples (Il. 18.611, perfect of
apapiokm)

C. ‘EAmivop 6¢ 11g éoke vedTatog, 0UTE TL ANV / GAKILOG £V TOAEU® 0VTE
PpeGiv oV dpnpde
One Elpenor was the youngest, neither very brave in war nor fit in his
wits (Od. 10.552, perfect of apapiokm)
Mediopassive

6. a. oD K€ pot Vmvog Emi Prepdpotot yvbein
Sleep would never be poured upon my eyelids (Od. 19.590, aorist passive of
XEW)
b. Kol T' €0° AAOG TOMTC KEYVTOL MUECTY TE KO AKTOAG

And [snow] lies poured on the harbours and shores of the grey sea (ll.
12.284, perfect of yéw)

C. ol puév T ayylotival €n’ AAANANCL KEYLVTOL
They [sheep] are strewn upon one another in heaps (lIl. 5.141, perfect of yéw)

Examples (5)—(6) illustrate the patterns expected for perfects of transitional verbs. In both
cases, the perfect has a resultative meaning, whether referring to the literal result of a
previous event, as in (5b) and (6b), or in a looser, quasi-resultative sense (see Section 2.3), as
in (5¢) and (6¢).

PF(NT) — NT
Active
7. a. Tal o€ tpilovoar Emovto

They followed, squeaking (Od. 24.5, present of tpilo)

b. ¢ ai TeTpryvion du” ficav
Thus they went along, squeaking (Od 24.9, perfect of 1pilw)
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8. a. nepl otoyveoov Eépon / [...] 6te @piocovov dpovpat
the dew upon the ears of grain when the fields bristle (1l. 23.598, present of
ppicom)

b. TAvTEG 0€ LIE TEQPIKAGLY
All men shudder at me (Il. 24.775, perfect of ppicow)

Mediopassive

9. a. Tip0” ot KaTd Vijog dve oTpaTdV 0lot GAIGOE
Why ever do you wander thus, alone through the camp by the ships? (Il.
10.141, present of didopon)

b. aigv Exyov dAdAnuon 0150v, / &€ o T TpdTIcd EmdunV Ayapéuvovt
| have always wandered, having woe, since first | followed Agamemnon
(Od. 11.167, perfect of didopon)®

Examples (7)—(9) illustrate the expected behaviour for the NT category, in which the perfect
is non-transitional and non-resultative, so that, synchronically at least, there are no clear
semantic differences between the present and perfect. In Section 5, we propose that the
coexistence of apparently synonymous forms is a relic of an earlier, pre-Homeric stage of the
language in which there were functional differences in such pairs.

Different theories have been proposed to account for the choice between present and
perfect for such verbs. As mentioned in Section 2.1, some authors have suggested that the
perfect and non-perfect forms of verbs in this category can be distinguished respectively as
stative and eventive. However, such an approach is complicated not only by the difficulty of
distinguishing states from atelic (and non-transitional) activities, as opposed to telic events,
but by the scarcity in type and token frequency of these verbs; the small quantity of data that
exists is seldom adequate for falsifying any analysis at all. For example, Berrettoni (1972:
146-9) sees the perfect of sound verbs as referring to a process characteristic of the subject.
In theory, there are some contexts in which such stative perfects would have different truth
conditions from corresponding eventive non-perfect forms (e.g. it has been a squeaker ever
since it was born v. it has been squeaking ever since it was born). However, such sentences
are relatively rare not only in the data but in natural language generally; we have encountered
no examples of temporal expressions that would help to determine the reference of the perfect
in this way, beyond the simpler cases discussed in Section 3.1 (2)—(4). Moreover, the present
and perfect alternate in examples such as (7a)—(7b), referring to the same entities (the spirits
of the dead) within the same passage; while some semantic distinction may have existed in
the author’s mind between the two sentences, the text itself provides few clues to recover
this. Likewise, Romagno (2005: 80) interprets (8b) as an example of a stative perfect,
denoting the mental state of horror. While this passage was undoubtedly intended to express
the existence of such a state, it may be questioned whether the perfect directly asserts its
existence or whether it asserts the existence of an activity, shuddering or quivering, from
which the state of horror may simply be inferred. Conversely, in (8a) the present seems to
describe a more static situation, although it may nevertheless have been intended to suggest a
literal or metaphorical process of continual motion. Similarly, van Beek & Migliori (2019:
74-75), following Berrettoni (1972), see (9b) as prototypically stative, as shown by the

3% The use of a present perfect in the English translation reflects the presence of a temporal clause with since
rather than the meaning of the Greek perfect per se. In many other languages, such as French, the corresponding
translation would simply use the present.
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accompanying temporal expressions. However, precisely the same temporal modifiers would
be compatible with an activity (e.g. | have been dancing ever since | arrived), while a present
such as (9a) could be interpreted equally as an activity (‘why are you (now) wandering?’) or a
state (‘why are you (now) astray?’). Similar ambiguities exist for many other verbs, including
ynBéw ‘rejoice’, which is discussed in Section 3.3 below, (26a)—(26b).

As a reviewer suggests, another possible factor involved in the choice between
present and perfect for such verbs is metrical suitability. The formulaic and metrically
constrained nature of Homeric diction has long been recognized (e.g. Parry 1928). However,
the clearest examples of the influence of metrical constraints on language in Homer involve
semantically neutral changes such as variation in vowel length or selection among different
allomorphs of a given morpheme (see Chiattelli 2022 for examples and review of the
extensive literature). It is less likely that metrical considerations alone would result in the
substitution of one form for another form with different truth conditions (cf. Polkas 2010). If
forms such as aAdopor and ardAnuon could be substituted for each other to satisfy metrical
requirements, this might therefore presuppose a high degree of synonymy between them.

The only apparent exceptions to the predicted patterns shown in Table 5 are avatpéyw
and émoebm, whose respective active and mediopassive perfects are shown in Tables 6 in
bold. For the former verb, non-perfect examples such as (10) clearly involve a change of
state, while perfects such as (11) refer to a static situation. However, (11) can be seen as
resultative or quasi-resultative in a spatial sense, making use of a common metaphor in which
extent in space is represented in the same terms as extent in time (Koontz-Garboden 2011), in
which case this verb too would fit the prevailing pattern.

10. 6 8 avédpapev Epvel icog
He shot up like a sapling (lI. 18.437, aorist active, T)

11. Moo 6’ dvadédpoue mETPM
The rock runs up sheer (Od. 5.412, perfect active, NT?)

A slightly different situation is represented by émioebm, which in non-perfect forms normally
has the concrete, transitional meaning ‘rush upon’, but which in the perfect énécovpat can
have the more abstract, stative meaning ‘be eager’. However, the semantic development of
this sense in the perfect is most easily explained in terms of a more transitional sense such as
‘be moving toward’, whether the metaphor was still perceptible as such synchronically or had
become a more arbitrary form of polysemy. The ultimate stage of such a process can be seen
in the verb oida ‘know’. Originally this was the perfect corresponding to the aorist idov
‘saw’, with a semantic development often reconstructed along the lines of ‘I have seen’ > ‘I
know’ (e.g. LIV s.v. *ueid-). However, synchronically no resultative nuance can be identified
in this verb,3” and with the rise of dnwma as a new, suppletive perfect for £idov, oida may
have come to be perceived as an isolated perfectum tantum.

Some polysemous verbs, shown as ‘NT/T’, have clearly related senses that differ in
their transitionality (e.g. tAdw ‘endure (NT)’/‘dare (T)’); we would predict that these verbs
could potentially form resultative perfects based on the T sense or non-transitional perfects
based on the NT sense. Of these verbs, only one forms a non-transitional perfect, while the
other ten are transitional; the existence of both possibilities is predicted by our analysis. The
exceptional verb is émttpéym ‘run at (T)’ / ‘run over (NT)’, whose polysemy reflects the

37 This can be seen clearly in contexts such as Il. 3.308: Zevg|...] oide[...] onmotépe Bavdrolo Téhog
nenpopévov gotiv ‘Zeus knows for which of them the end of death is ordained’.
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polysemy inherent in the prefix. Both senses are represented in non-perfect forms, but the two
examples of the perfect are both derived from the non-transitional use.

12. xapparéov &€ ol aomic émbpélavtoc dvoev / £yyeog
The spear having hit, his shield rang sharply (ll. 13.409) (aorist active, T)

13. ol 8¢ Gvoktog Vodeicavteg OUOKANV / HOAAOV Emdpouétnv
Fearing their master’s rebuke, they ran on all the more (I1. 23.446) (aorist active, NT)

14. aibpn / méntaTor AvEQeloc, Aevkn & EmOESPOUEY QYA
The air is spread cloudless, and a white radiance runs over it (Od. 6.44) (perfect
active, NT)

Other verbs, which we have described as ‘NT+T’, exhibit a more inherent ambiguity. In their
attested uses they can denote either the existence of a state or entry into that state, the two
uses being generally correlated with imperfective and perfective forms respectively; because
these aspect categories can potentially coerce non-transitional and transitional readings (cf.
e.g. Dowty 1977), it can be difficult to determine how much transitionality is inherent in the
verbal root itself, as either analysis would be compatible with the attested data. 3
Accordingly, these verbs are of little use as evidence for any semantic model of the perfect;
the verb dyvopau ‘grieve’ offers a range of examples in the Homeric data to illustrate this:

15. 6 8¢ " dyvuton Hotepog EABDV
Returning later, he grieves (1. 18.320, present)
T base: ‘enters a state of grief” — ‘grieves’
NT base: ‘is in a state of grief” — ‘grieves’

16. pvnotiipeg 8° akdyovto Kathenody T vi Boud
The suitors grieved and were downcast in spirit (Od. 16.342, aorist)
T base: ‘entered a state of grief” — ‘grieved’
NT base: ‘were (suddenly) in a state of grief” — ‘grieved’

17. &yd 6 OpdwV ddympuon
Seeing (this), I am grieved (Od. 8.314, perfect)
T base: ‘have entered a state of grief” — ‘am grieved’
NT base: ‘am in a state of grief” — ‘am grieved’

In the case of ambiguous (NT+T) verbs such as this we find, as hypothesised, that the
ambiguity of non-perfect forms carries over into the perfect; such perfects are denoted
PF(NT+T) — NT+(NT in the Appendix.

In summary, the Aktionsart for all but two of the 181 perfects in Homer with non-perfect
forms is in line with our predictions.

3.3 Argument structure and thematic role

As described in Section 2.4, we also classify verbs in terms of the relation between the
arguments found in the perfect and in non-perfect forms. While verbs whose non-perfect

38 Such an approach allows us to make sense of apparently transitional use of the aorist of such verbs, e.g. Od.
5.486, v pev idav ynonog[...] Odvooelg ‘Seeing it, Odysseus was [suddenly] glad’; see Haug (2004: 394).
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forms are intransitive are expected to remain so in the perfect, transitive verbs fall into two
types; in some verbs the subject of the perfect corresponds to the subject of non-perfect
forms, while in other verbs it corresponds to the object.

Our hypotheses for the relationship between non-perfect and perfect forms in their argument
structure and thematic roles are reproduced below from Section 2.4:

PF(X) — X

PF(X . Y)—> X Y

PF(X.Y)—Y
These hypotheses lead to the predictions in Table 7, with the results of our empirical analysis
shown in Tables 8 and 9.%° As discussed above, unlike Table 6, these tables compare only
non-perfect actives to perfect actives, and non-perfect mediopassives to perfect

mediopassives. This means that verbs of which only active forms of the non-perfect and
mediopassive forms of the perfect are recorded, or vice versa, are excluded.

Non-Perfect Perfect

X X_Y Y
X J X X
XY X v v

Table 7: Predicted argument structure of perfect forms

Non-Perfect Perfect Active
Active X XY Y XIY Ambiguous
X 38 — — — _
XY 1 1740 23 — 1
Table 8: Argument structure of perfect active forms

Non-Perfect Perfect Mediopassive _

MP X XY Y XIY Ambiguous
X 42 — — 1 _

X Y 3 5 21 1 1

Table 9: Argument structure of perfect non-active forms

These tables show the distribution of forms among the different categories, which is very
close to our predictions. As may be seen, they include two columns not shown in the
predictions table: ‘X/Y’, for verbs with two distinct types of perfect (illustrated below), and

39 In Table 9, which shows the results for non-active forms, we have chosen not to make a further division into
middle and passive, given that a morphological distinction between these voices existed only in the aorist and
future, and that even here the two morphological categories did not show a rigid semantic distinction; for
example, despite its passive morphology, é5t66n (Od. 17.463) means ‘stood’ rather than ‘was placed’, while the
middle form dnéxtoro (I1. 15.437) means ‘he was killed” rather than ‘he killed himself* (Allan 2003). If a verb

has both active and non-active forms, it will appear in both Tables 8 and 9.

40 This category includes some transitive perfects used with transparent object ellipsis (e.g. ‘I have eaten’)
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‘Ambiguous’, for cases where the thematic role of the perfect is difficult to determine.** As
above, perfecta tantum are not included at this stage, but will be discussed separately. The
relative scarcity of X_Y— X _Y forms in Table 9 reflects the fact that, in the mediopassive,
transitive constructions are normally restricted to true middles (i.e. middles where the subject
retains the thematic role of the active and simply adds a new role, such as beneficiary), while
in the passive, some reduction in the number of arguments has already taken place. It may be
seen that, as expected, the type X — X_Y does not occur; however, there are a few unusual
cases, shown in bold, which merit closer attention. First, though, we illustrate the prevalent
patterns.

PF(X) —» X
Active
18. a. 0V Yap e pocav doce KO Pre@apoloY Epoiocty
For my eyes have not yet closed beneath my lids (1. 24.637) (aorist of
Ho®)
b. oLV O EAKen TAVTO UEPVKEV

All the wounds are/have closed up (Il. 24.420) (perfect of wow)
Mediopassive

19. a. HEYOC ®OVeaTO ZeVGg
Great Zeus was enraged (I1. 18.292) (aorist middle of 66vcoopar)

b. 1ot 68MdVoTOL KALTOG EVVOGTYLog
The renowned Earth-Shaker is enraged with me (Od. 5.424) (perfect of
odvocoua)

Examples (18)—(19) show the expected behaviour of perfects for intransitive verbs. Both in
the active and in the mediopassive, such verbs form intransitive perfects, with no change to
their argument structure.

PF(X_Y)—> X_Y
Active

20. a. KOTTE 8¢ OEGOVG / APPNKTOVS
He hammered out unbreakable bonds (Od. 8.274) (imperfect of k6ntm)

b. 0¢ Tic 67 Al KapT KEKOTMG ¥EPTi oTIPAPTIoL / SOUOTOC EKTEUYT|OL
...who, having beaten you about the head with strong hands, shall send you
out of the house (Od. 18.335) (perfect of komtm)

C. oknmavio [...] évvooiyotog / dpeoTépm KEKOTMS TARGEV HEVEOS KPOTEPOIO
The Earth-Shaker, having struck them both with his staff, filled them with
strong spirit (1. 13.59) (perfect of xonT®)

41 E.g. kexopuOuévog ‘having equipped oneself’ (middle, X subject) or ‘having been equipped’ (passive, Y
subject).
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Mediopassive

21. a. ¢ émvBovto peta Tpoeooy Apna
...when they found out that Ares was with the Trojans (II. 5.702) (aorist
middle of muvOdavouan)

b. [InAfjog apdpovog ob Tt TETVG UL
I have not found out anything about noble Peleus (Od. 11.505) (perfect of
nTovOavopot)

Examples (20)—(21) illustrate the behaviour of transitive verbs whose argument structure
remains unchanged in the perfect. In such verbs, the number of arguments in the perfect and
their thematic roles mirror what is found in non-perfect forms. Example (20) also illustrates
the problematic nature of affectedness as a criterion. It is possible to see (20b) as emphasizing
the affectedness of the subject, as victor, but in (20c) the primary effect seems to be clearly
on the object; while one context may have been the original and the other extended to it
analogically, the data offer few synchronic cues for determining which is primary.

PF(X_Y)—>Y
Active

22. a. 0 pev dAece Aadv dtacOoiov
He has destroyed his reckless people (Od. 7.60) (aorist of 6A o)

b. T010G YOp Gvip dGP1oTog OAMAE
For so great a man, the best, has perished (1. 24.384) (perfect of 6A o)

Mediopassive

23. a. KoVp® 0& dV® Kol Tevrnkovto / KpvdcBwv Katd ofpov
Let them choose two and fifty youths from the people (Od. 8.35) (aorist
middle of kpivw)

b. €K uev AovAtyiolo dV® Kol TEVINKOVTA / KODPOL KEKPIUEVOL
From Dulichium there are two and fifty youths chosen (Od. 16.247)
(perfect of kpive)*?

Examples (22)—(23) illustrate the behaviour of verbs whose argument structure is subject to
change. In such verbs, the number of arguments in the perfect is reduced by one, and the
subject of the perfect corresponds to the object (i.e. the less agentive argument) of the non-
perfect forms.

The category PF(X_Y) — X, which goes against our predictions, is represented by
only four verbs: opéym ‘stretch’, dhtaive ‘offend’, yéynba ‘rejoice’, and kiivo ‘lean’. The
first three cases are relatively straightforward. The only recorded perfect of 6péyw, shown in
(24b), involves a somewhat idiomatic use of the middle, with the meaning ‘stretch oneself
toward, strive after’; this meaning is not recorded among the non-perfect forms that are found

42 The category PF(X_Y) — Y is more difficult to identify securely in the mediopassive; as Y subjects (e.g.
patients) can occur in any tense, phenomena related to the perfect can potentially be conflated with phenomena
related to the general polysemy of the mediopassive. However, pairs such as (23a)—(23b) represent the closest
counterparts to active pairs such as (22a)—(22b).
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in Homer, but is more widely attested in later texts. The verb dAtaive is normally construed
with an accusative object, as in (25a); however, its sole occurrence in the perfect involves a
dative.

24. a. Yelp’ dpéymv €ic ovpavov dotepdevVTa
...stretching out his hands to the starry heavens (Od. 5.108) (present active)

b. "Extopoc mkéeg inmot / mocsciv dpmpéyatat moAepiley
Hector’s swift horses hasten on foot to fight (Il. 16.833) (perfect
mediopassive)

25. a. atap v vootm Adnvainv dAiitovio
But on their return they sinned against Athena (Od. 5.108) (aorist middle)

b. 0V UV Yap Tt Be01g MTNUEVOS E6TL
For he is not at all a sinner to the gods (Od. 4.807) (perfect mediopassive)

26. a. Tig dv téoe yndNoeie;
Who would rejoice at these things? (1. 9.77) (aorist active)

b. véynOe 0é 1€ Ppéva. ANTd
And Leto is glad at heart (Od. 6.106) (perfect active)

In (25b), if the dative O=oig depends on dArrrpevog, the perfect would in fact have the same
number of arguments as other tenses; alternatively, it might depend on o, in which case the
absence of an accusative object could be seen as exemplifying the very frequent phenomenon
of object ellipsis. In either case, there is little reason to see the difference between (25a) and
(25b) as reflecting a systematic syntactic difference between non-perfect and perfect forms,
rather than simply a lack of data for the latter. Similarly, constructions such as (26a), in
which yn6éw occurs with an accusative denoting the cause of joy, are relatively rare in any
tense. This accusative may have been an adverbial accusative of respect, similar to ppéva in
(26b), in which case it would not be an argument; alternatively, the constructions without
such an accusative may have been elliptical. In either case, the rare perfect simply represents
a type of construction which is found in all tenses.

The verb khivm, however, does reflect a more complex semantic situation. In the perfect
mediopassive, this verb has a middle meaning; in other tenses, both middles and passives are
found. It may be noted that this verb has no perfect active in Homer. The attested
constructions form a continuous spectrum between descriptions of volitional acts by animate
entities, as in (27), and quasi-resultative descriptions of inanimate objects, as in (28).

27. mop 6¢ ol avtog / Eotn[...] / onyd kexkhuévog
He stood beside him, leaning on an oak (Il. 21.547) (perfect mediopassive)

28. 11c k) / k€10’ aAl kexkAuévn|...];
Is it some promontory, leaning there against the sea? (Od. 13.234) (perfect
mediopassive)

It can be difficult to evaluate the thematic roles of the subjects in these examples; the
agentive meaning may be primary, with personification employed for inanimate subjects, or
all subjects may have been viewed as themes, with the agentivity that was actually present in
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some cases receiving no overt linguistic expression. This ambiguity need not be only a
methodological artefact of the analysis of historical texts; it may have existed for native
speakers as well, and contributed to the flexible behaviour we see with this verb.

Mention should also be made of the verbs whose semantic roles in the perfect
mediopassive are listed as ‘X/Y’. These are polysemous verbs showing multiple, clearly
separate argument structures in the perfect. One of these is moAdcom ‘scatter, spatter’, which
occurs in the perfect both as a literal passive, as in (29), and in the middle sense ‘cast (lots)’,
as in (30), an idiomatic usage which is not found in other tenses.

29. gvpev Enert’ ‘Odvoiiaf...] / aipott koi M0pw memalayuévov
Then she found Odysseus, spattered with blood and gore (Od. 22.401)

30. tov¢ GAAovG KANpw memaridoBar Gvmyov
| bade the others cast lots (Od. 9.331)

The other is tavo ‘stop, cease” which in the perfect mediopassive can have either a middle
meaning, with an agent subject, or passive meaning, with a theme subject. These two
constructions can be seen respectively in (31) and (32).

31. flato dnpoyépovteg|...] TOAENO0 TEMAVUEVOL
The elders sat, having ceased from war (ll. 3.149)

32. molepog 6& mémavTan
The battle has ceased (ll. 3.134)

In summary, then, we find that the argument structure and semantic roles for all but six of the
149 perfects in Homer with non-perfect forms in the same voice are in line with our
predictions.

Although verbs for which comparison within the same voice is not possible have been
excluded from the quantitative analysis, this should not be taken to suggest that there was no
connection for speakers between the argument structures of perfect and non-perfect forms.
For example, a verb such as yiyvopou ‘become’, which has only a single argument in any
tense, can be seen as falling clearly within the PF(X) — X category. From a methodological
point of view, though, it can be difficult to delimit such categories clearly. For example, a
verb such as oniropon may have been a middle (‘become rotten’), with a perfect reflecting the
same argument structure in the pattern PF(X) — X, or it may already have been perceived as
the passive (‘get rotted’) of an active onw, which is attested in later texts; in this case the
relation between onnw and séonma would have been PF(X_Y) — Y.*® Verbs such as these
also illustrate a recurring pattern that cuts across voice distinctions, in which verbs whose
present is a medium tantum have an active perfect with the same argument structure as the
present. This pattern is found in a small number of verbs including not only yiyvopavyéyova
and onmouar/céonma. but also peipopavéupopa ‘share’. Other verbs show the same
alternation between present and perfect, but also have an active aorist with the same
argument structure, as with dépropar/£dpakov/dédopka. ‘gaze’, pokdopar/Epvkov/Hépvka
‘bellow’, and the suppletive Epyopar/nifov/eillovdo ‘come’. Diachronically, alternations
of this sort seem to be a relatively recent development (e.g. Romagno 2005: 107-109).
Synchronically, their existence suggests that some degree at least of semantic compatibility

43 In either case, there would be a straightforward Aktionsart relationship between the perfect and non-perfect
across voices, so that céonma and yéyove would both be PF(T) — (MNT; similarly, péuvka would be PE(NT) —
NT. All these classifications are represented in Table 6.
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was felt to exist between the perfect active and mediopassive morphology. This resemblance
is underscored by the existence of synonymous or near-synonymous active/mediopassive
doublets in the perfect (e.g. tetmdc/tetiquévog ‘sorrowing’), although other verbs exist in
which the difference in voice corresponds to a difference in argument structure (e.g. AéAoura
‘have left’/Aéheupon ‘am left”), a phenomenon whose diachronic implications will be
revisited in Section 5.2. Any analysis of this phenomenon would have to take into account
the nature of the relationship between active and mediopassive forms in other tenses, an issue
about which there is still no complete consensus (e.g. Allan 2003; Horrocks 2020).
Nevertheless, while it may be difficult to make strong claims about such verbs, we would
expect that if enough data were available, the relationship between non-perfect and perfect
forms of all verbs would fall within the categories described above.

From the data above it can be seen that the semantic properties of the perfect, both in
terms of Aktionsart and in terms of thematic role, are largely predictable from those of other
tenses. Despite its association with stativity, the perfect generally exhibits the same degree of
transitionality as other tenses. The number of arguments will either remain the same in the
perfect or decrease; in the latter case, the thematic role of the subject in the perfect is the less
agentive of those seen in other tenses. While some potential exceptions to these
generalizations exist, these are few enough that the prevailing patterns should still have been
readily learnable.

3.4 Perfecta tantum

Perfecta tantum, which lack any non-perfect forms to which the perfect can be related,
constitute something of a special case. As mentioned in Section 2.3 (fn. 28), we place in this
category all verbs of which the perfect is the only form attested in Homer, to avoid the need
for potentially unverifiable judgements as to which gaps are purely accidental. Some perfecta
tantum result from paradigm splits that led to the reanalysis of the perfect as a separate
lexeme, one which could follow a different diachronic path from the non-perfect forms (see
Section 3.2 on oida); others may have been formed directly from nouns, with non-perfect
forms added later or not at all (see e.g. Romagno 2005: 62—89). As regards their Aktionsart,
all the 54 perfecta tantum in our sample can be classified as NT, as in (33)—(34). This might
suggest that non-transitionality is the default interpretation of perfect morphology, but we
cannot exclude the possibility that this is simply an artefact of the sample and that transitional
perfecta tantum may have existed. As with other perfects, the time reference of perfecta
tantum is present; however, their non-transitional nature and the lack of non-perfect forms
tend to obscure the extent to which speakers may have perceived them as deriving
compositionally from the semantic combination of perfect morphology with a distinct stem.

33. BéPpuyev péya kduo Toti pdov
The great wave roars at the stream (11. 17.264)*

34. tetevyficBot yap dpewvov
For it is better to be armoured (Od. 22.104)%

4 Non-perfect forms of this verb are post-Homeric; note too that this is another example of a potentially
eventive perfect.

45 Diachronically, tetevyficOou is derived from the same PIE root as tedyo ‘fashion’ and tuyydve ‘attain,
happen’ (cf. LIV svv. *d"eyg"-, *teyk-). However, from a synchronic perspective these verbs have their own
distinct perfects, tétevya/tétuynon and tethynka. Not only is tetevyfjcbon semantically distinct from these, but
morphologically it might seem to correspond to a denominative verb *tevyéw (e.g. LSJ, Autenrieth). For these
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Role Count
A 4
A/P 1
A+Th 4
E 9
E/Th 3
Th 23
P 8
Ambiguous 2

Table 10: Thematic roles of perfecta tantum

The thematic roles of perfecta tantum are relatively diverse, as shown in Table 10. When the
perfect is the only form, its argument structure and thematic roles cannot be determined by
those elsewhere in the verb’s paradigm. If the argument structure of a verb is in any sense
lexically determined, and if the perfect is the only possible form of a verb, it follows that this
lexically stored structure would be reflected in the perfect. Perfecta tantum might thus seem
to constitute exceptions to our generalization that the meaning of the perfect is derived from
that of the present or the aorist. However, this generalization is intended as an alternative to
suggesting either that meaning is specified redundantly for each stem or that all tense stems
are equal and independent derivatives of an abstract root; such distinctions are not relevant
for perfecta tantum. Most importantly, as perfecta tantum are underived, they exclude by
definition the cross-linguistically unusual type of derivation seen in PF(X_Y) — Y verbs like
oMo, where the argument structure of the perfect differs from what is found elsewhere in
the same voice of the same paradigm. Thus, although the thematic roles of the perfecta
tantum would have to be learnt on an individual basis, they nevertheless show coherence in
terms of Aktionsart and time reference.

4. Synchronic implications of the analysis

We have tried to show that the semantic function of the Homeric perfect is, synchronically,
largely predictable. The evidence of temporal adverbs is consistent with all Homeric perfects
having a present time reference. Moreover, the analysis of Aktionsart shows that, for 179
(99%) of the 181 verbs which have perfects as well as non-perfects in their paradigm, the
function of the perfect can be inferred from that of those forms; the same is true for 143
(96%) of the 149 verbs in the thematic role analysis (note that this smaller total of 149
reflects the fact that, in the thematic role analysis, we compare non-perfects with perfects
only in the same voice). The remaining exceptions are capable of principled explanations
such as polysemy and ellipsis, which are in any case effects found throughout the Homeric
verb system. The 54 perfecta tantum are predictable in terms of reference time and
Aktionsart, but not in terms of thematic role; however, as isolates, their thematic roles would
have to be acquired with their lexical meaning, so the lack of predictability in this respect is
to be expected.

For the learnability of morphological rules,*® Yang (2016) proposes a threshold in the form of
the Tolerance Principle, according to which the number of exceptions must be no greater than

reasons we treat it as paradigmatically isolated; however, these issues further illustrate the problematic
boundaries of ‘roots’ from a synchronic perspective.

46 By using the term ‘rule’, we are not committing ourselves to a generativist or similar framework; ‘rule’ could
be understood as a grammatical rule, an analogical pattern (as within the category of onomatopoeic verbs), or
simply a heuristic.
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z_ for a rule to be learnable where ‘N’ is the number of ‘candidates’ and ‘InN’ is the natural

logarithm of this number. On this measure, the tolerable number of exceptions among 181
types would be 34, while the corresponding number among 149 types would be 29. Of
course, morphological rules are learnable in different ways from semantic rules. With a
morphological rule, the semantic function is given, and the learner uses a rule to produce the
correct form if she has not already learnt it. In the English tense system, for example, a
learner might produce ‘has kicked’ for the perfect of ‘to kick’ according to the predominant
rule for the formation of the perfect tense. With a semantic rule, by contrast, the form is
given, and the learner has to infer what the semantic function is, as opposed to producing one.
In English, this would mean that the learner is presented with ‘has kicked’, which she knows
is the perfect of ‘to kick’, and has to infer its semantic function from her knowledge of the
predominant rule about the semantic function of the perfect. However, while the focus of
Yang’s original work was on morphological rules, recent work has sought to extend and test
the Tolerance Principle as a measure for semantic rules of this sort (e.g. Trips & Rainsford
2022).

Although the semantic function of the English perfect is a vexed and long-standing
question,*’ recent analyses would broadly agree on one basic functional relationship between
the perfect and the present of any English verb, which is that the perfect predicates the same
type of situation as the present but situates it before speech time. However, even in the
English perfect (which has a narrower function range than the Homeric perfect) there are two
common exceptions to the unity that otherwise prevails. First, ‘have got’ can refer to the
present without any reference to the past, as in ‘I have got something say’ in the sense of ‘I
have something to say’.*® Secondly, the perfect of the verb ‘to be’ can be used as the
(experiential) perfect of ‘to go’, as in ‘She has been to London’. In neither of these two cases
is the function of the perfect fully predictable from that of the present given a knowledge of
the predominant rule, although there is clearly some semantic relationship between present
and perfect even here. Another type of exception can be seen in the resultative use of certain
past participles in English, where the usual changes in argument structure may not take place,
as in Dinner is finished, but also We are finished (eating),*® or The road was well travelled,
but also Mary was well travelled. *® These exceptions in English do not exactly match the
exceptions we have identified in the Homeric perfect. However, they show that, even in a
well attested language like Modern English, there are apparently idiosyncratic departures
from prevailing patterns. The few exceptional perfects in Homer seem to bear the same loose
functional relationship to the core members of their category that these English cases do to
theirs.

5. Diachronic implications of the analysis

While the analysis set out above does not inform us directly about the origins of the Greek
perfect, it does provide us with a starting point from which we can hypothesize about earlier
states of the language. In this section we propose, as a hypothesis for further study, a single

47 See, among many others, McCoard (1978), Elsness (1997), Portner (2003), and Meyer-Viol and Jones (2011).
“8 See Kiparsky (2002: 1). Using notation similar to that used for the Homeric perfect in this paper, with ‘F’
standing in for the appropriate operator in English, the usual pattern in the English perfect could be modelled as
F(T) — (NT, but the exceptional | have got could be modelled as F(T) — NT.

49 See also Fruehwald & Myler (2015) on the transitive use of such constructions in certain varieties

50 Again, using notation from the rest of this paper, but with ‘F’ for the appropriate operator in English, Dinner
is finished or The road was well travelled could be modelled as F(X_Y) — Y, but We are finished and Mary
was well travelled could be modelled as F(X_Y) — X); similar examples can be found in other modern
languages (e.g. Spanish bebido ‘drunk’, German gelernt ‘learnéd’).
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semantic function for the pre-Homeric perfect® which, with minimal change, could have
resulted in the evidence we find in Homer. We argue that this earlier function was to
predicate the present state of the subject. There are two reasons why this apparently simple
function led to the complex situation we find in Homer. First, some of this complexity
developed from the interaction between the function of the perfect and the meaning of the
verbal stem, in the ways that we have set out in this paper; secondly, the function of the
perfect had developed by the time of the Homeric data beyond its earlier function.

We see no reason why the present time reference we have identified in the Homeric perfect
should have changed from the time reference at an earlier stage. It is true that the time
reference of the reflex of the PIE perfect becomes past in many of its daughter languages,>?
following a well-trodden typological path from present resultative to preterite (cf. Bybee et
al. 1994: 68-9), but this evolution occurs in Greek only after the Homeric period (see
Haspelmath 1992: 209-20), making present time reference likely in the period before.

5.1. Aktionsart

The second part of our definition of the function of the pre-Homeric perfect is that it
predicates a state. In our synchronic model of the Homeric perfect we proposed that the
Homeric perfect predicated a non-transitional situation of one of two broad types, as
summarized below (see Section 2.4 and Section 3.2 for details):

PF(T) — (ONT
PF(NT) — NT

The first type of non-transitional situation, symbolized as ‘NT”, is a resultant state, that is, a
state resulting from a previous transition, such as ‘being here’ as a result of coming or ‘being
dead’ as a result of dying. The second type of non-transitional situation, symbolized by ‘NT’,
is any other non-transitional situation; this situation may be eventive, such as quivering or
wandering, or stative, such as mattering or containing. In both cases the perfect predicates a
non-transitional situation and the nature of that situation depends on the Aktionsart of the
verb stem. However, it seems unlikely that the perfect was originally used with non-
transitional stems merely to create synonymous non-transitional predicates, as we have
argued it does in Homer (e.g. with ppicow/néppika ‘quivers’ or GAGopo/GAGAN oL
‘wanders’), because that would make the perfect, for verbs with a non-transitional stem,
functionally redundant. To ascribe a unique function to the pre-Homeric perfect while
avoiding such duplication of function, we suggest that the perfect was once an operator which
took an eventive stem and predicated a state and that the state was resultative or non-
resultative depending on whether the event argument of the stem was transitional or non-
transitional, respectively. We model this earlier stage of the perfect as follows:

PF((ME) — (MS: the perfect makes a transitional event into a resultant state.

PF(NDE) — S: the perfect makes a non-transitional event into a non-resultant state.

5L In this discussion, unless otherwise specified, we refer primarily to the perfect active, as being the earlier
form, without necessarily including the perfect mediopassive.

52 This is seen, for example, in reflexes of the PIE perfect in Latin, post-Classical Greek, Germanic, and even in
some verbs in Sanskrit (see Kiimmel: 2000: 71-2).
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For transitional verbs, little development need be assumed from the proposed earlier function
of PF(ME) — (S to the pattern we have identified in Homer as PF(T) — (PNT, because all
transitions are events and all resultant situations are states.>

For non-transitional verbs, the development from the proposed PF(NDE) — S to the pattern
identified in Homer of PF(NT) — NT is more complex. In our proposed pre-Homeric model,
the function of the present/aorist stem and that of the perfect are narrower than the function
we have identified in Homer; thus, in PF(NDE) — S the present/aorist stem is eventive and
the perfect predicates a state, whereas in PF(NT) — NT both are defined more broadly as
non-transitional. In other words, ‘NTE” is a subset of the notational category ‘NT’: it includes
verbs whose present/aorist stem is eventive and excludes those whose present/aorist stem is
stative. To explain the development from the earlier model to what we find in Homer, we
need to account for two categories we find in the Homeric data: first, cases such as
ppicow/méppika ‘quivers’ or aidopar/aldinuat ‘wanders’, in which the present and perfect
apparently both predicate events; and, second, cases such as pélo/péunia ‘it matters’, in
which present and perfect apparently both predicate states.

To account for apparently eventive NT pairs like ppicow/méppika and aidopor/drainuat we
propose that, at an earlier stage, the distinction between the present/aorist and perfect of the
same verb corresponded to a distinction between (non-transitional) events on the one hand
and states on the other, but that this distinction became obscured or neutralized, explaining
the apparent synonymy found in the Homeric data. Thus the functional distinction between an
eventive ancestor of ppicoet and a stative ancestor of néppike was lost and they became
interchangeable in context; likewise between the eventive and stative ancestors of didopon
and aAadAnuar, respectively. A parallel in English would be between English to quiver and to
be a-quiver or between to wander and to be a-wandering, which are interchangeable in most
contexts even though, historically, the first and second member of each pair can be analysed
as eventive and stative, respectively.>

Of the 24 non-transitional verbs with perfects in Homer, there are only four pairs in Homer
which we identify as unambiguously stative in both non-perfect and perfect forms: kékacuat
‘excel’, keyavdde ‘contain’, péunia ‘matter’, and 6dddvopan ‘hate’.>® For only one of these
verbs, keyavomg (from yavddvm), can the root be securely reconstructed, but it may provide a
clue to the origin of the other stative pairs as well.%® In the Homeric data we find the
imperfect, aorist, and perfect of yavdodvw, all with the stative meaning ‘contain’. According to

%3 The two exceptions in Homer which we find to this pattern, avatpéyw and émcedom, can be accounted for as
metaphors; see Section 3.2.

54 As a modern-day parallel for an eventive/stative distinction which shows up morphologically in non-
transitional verbs, we may cite example of certain German verbs in the passive. In a group of verbs including
lieben ‘to love’ and flirchten ‘to fear’, non-transitional passives can be conjugated with both werden, the
auxiliary used for eventive passives, and sein, the auxiliary used for stative passives. The eventive/stative
distinction shows up, not only in the choice of auxiliary, but also in different selection restrictions, so that the
werden passive can occur freely with specific agents, as in Sie wird von uns geliebt/gefiirchtet ‘she is
loved/feared by us’, but the sein passive with specific agents is doubtful: ?Sie ist von uns geliebt/gefuirchtet (see
Zifonun et al. 2011: 1814-15). Without specific agents, however, these verbs are close to being functionally
interchangeable, and this may provide a clue to the way in which the perfect of non-transitional verbs developed
between pre-Homeric and Homeric Greek. Eighteen of the twenty-four NT verbs are intransitive, so that there
can be no difference in the selection restrictions between the present/aorist and the perfect.

55 We omit from this list two verbs whose perfects are stative but whose non-perfect forms may be eventive or
stative; these are Bpibw (perfect: ‘weigh upon’ (stative); non-perfect: ‘weigh upon’ (stative), ‘prevail’
(eventive)), and ypdopon (perfect: ‘need’ (stative); non-perfect: ‘need’ (stative), ‘use’ (eventive)).

% On kékaouat, see Willi (2018: 279 fin); on péunia, see Willi (2018: 218); and on ddddvopar, see LIV p. 296.
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LIV (p. 194), this verb can be traced back to an eventive, transitional root glossed as ‘fassen’
(‘to take hold of”); a parallel development of stative meaning can be seen in English hold,
which unlike yavddve also retains its original eventive sense. Our hypothesis for this small
group of non-perfect/perfect statives in Homer is that their perfects were originally resultative
statives which were, by the Homeric period, reanalysed as pure statives.>’

We therefore hypothesize that, at some pre-Homeric stage, the perfect morphology was a
function which took the event denoted by the present/aorist and predicated a state, and that
this state was resultative or non-resultative according as the present/aorist was transitional or
not, respectively. The fact that root stative presents, such as &iui and keipat, do not form
perfects (as pointed out by Romagno 2005: 10), is consistent with this model; the roots that
do form stative perfects, in cases where the etymology is clearly reconstructible, seem to be
eventive, not only for verbs such as keyavomg but even in the case of perfecta tantum such as
oida ‘know’ < ‘have seen’ (see Section 3.2). Two factors then explain the development
between this stage and what we find in Homer: the blurring of the eventive/stative distinction
in verbs such as gpicow/méppika and daidopor/ardinuot and the emergence of verbs like
yovddve, whose perfect was originally formed to a transitional root, but which later
developed perfect and non-perfect forms which were both stative. Once the original semantic
distinctions between perfect and non-perfect forms were no longer clear, new developments
were possible that could disrupt them still further, such as the direct creation of new perfects
by analogy with existing forms (e.g. Willi 2018: 217 on onomatopoeic verbs; see Section
2.1).

Our hypothesis about the Aktionsart of the pre-Homeric perfect is similar to what Romagno
finds in the Homeric data itself (2005: 11, 62-81). However, as we argue in Section 3.2, we
do not discern in Homer the contrast between eventive non-perfect forms and stative perfect
forms for verbs such as gppicco/réppua and drdopar/drdinpon (see exx. 7-9); rather, we
hypothesize that a previous functional contrast of this sort had already become neutralized by
Homeric times. Under such an approach, Romagno’s analysis of Aktionsart would thus be
interpreted as applicable to a pre-Homeric stage of the language rather than Homeric Greek
per se.

5.2 Thematic roles

The third part of our definition of the pre-Homeric perfect is that the state it denotes is that of
the subject. The variation seen in the relationships between the thematic roles of perfect and
non-perfect forms may be easiest to understand on the assumption that at an earlier stage the
perfect was unspecified for voice. It would thus be parallel to forms such as the adjectives in
-tos (e.g. motoc ‘trusting’/‘trusted’); the tendency of the perfect to acquire the same voice
distinctions as other forms would mirror the tendency of adjectives in -tos to become passive
participles in branches such as Italic and Germanic. As noted in Section 4, even after this
development certain past participles in resultative use are still found with the argument
structure characteristic of the active (as in English well travelled or Latin notus ‘known,
knowing’®). At a time when the perfect was still voice-neutral, speakers would have been
able to use it with reference to the subject as the most saliently affected entity in a situation,
regardless of its thematic role. Accordingly, the ancestor of a verb like énora would have a

57 Such a reanalysis could have come about if the root was at some stage ambiguous between a transitional and
non-transitional sense (i.e. as ‘NT+T’ in the notation explained in Section 2.3); parallels in modern English
would be ‘to surround’ and ‘to embrace’, both of which can refer to a transition or to a state.

%8 For the active meaning, cf. Plaut. Ps. 4.2.39 (cited in Lewis & Short s.v. nosco)
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PF(X Y) — X Y perfect, as the person seeing is more likely to be affected than the thing
seen (cf. the development of oida described in Section 3.2), while the ancestor of a verb like
drapbeipw would have a PF(X Y) — Y perfect. The ancestor of a verb such as £opya could
potentially have formed either type of perfect, with the choice perhaps reflecting perceptions
of its lexical semantics; a focus on the effect of creation or accomplishment might have led to
a PF(X_Y) — Y perfect, while the PF(X_Y) — X Y perfect actually found might relate to a
focus on agent-related properties such as activity or effort.>® An example of the contrary
development is possibly to be seen in yéyova, from a root for which transitive non-perfect
forms are attested in other languages (e.g. Latin gigno ‘beget’). As mentioned in Section 2.1,
a parallel proposal was made by Romagno (2005: 55—7), who explains this distinction in
terms of subject affectedness; similarly, Botman (2021) suggests that PF(X_ Y) — Y perfects
were originally associated with roots having a ‘patientive’ semantic orientation. However, it
was shown above that the criterion of affectedness generates different predictions from that
of pragmatic salience (e.g. for £opya); likewise, many of the cues that Botman adduces for
patientive orientation, such as the semantics of root aorists, had by this period come to be
increasingly obscured by changes in the Greek verbal system. While the criterion of salience
that we propose avoids these issues, it nevertheless has a certain degree of subjectivity,
making it difficult to falsify; we remain open to the possibility that if additional data were
available, they would show that salience was not the controlling factor.

However, by the Homeric period the perfect had already begun to move beyond any voice-
neutral stage that may once have existed. A perfect unspecified for voice might be expected
to exhibit multiple functions for individual forms, as with motoc above. Instead we find
multiple forms apparently with the same function, such as tetimg/teTimuévog ‘sorrowing’,
and verbs where distinctions of form and distinctions of function are clearly aligned, as with
Aédlowmo/Aédepon. The creation of a new mediopassive counterpart to Aélouro and the
creation of parallel active and mediopassive forms for a relatively innovative perfect (cf. LIV
s.v. *kuei- as the root to tetmmg/teTimuévog) suggest that speakers were becoming attuned to
the perfect function as something that could be aligned or misaligned to specific
morphological voice categories; the result of such developments seems to be a trend
associating active/mediopassive perfect morphology with voice-specific argument structures.
Moreover, the development of mediopassive perfects provided the perfect with a
morphological marker already associated with a broad range of subject roles. Mediopassive
perfects could easily accommodate ambiguity of the sort seen in the examples below,
repeated from (27) and (28) above. Inanimate subjects, as in (36), were clearly themes, while
animate subjects, as in (35), could also be interpreted as agents of reflexive middles; reflexive
interpretations of this sort were not normally available in the perfect active. Once such
mediopassive forms were available, it was possible for the perfect active to become
increasingly aligned in its semantics with non-perfect active forms.

35. map 6¢ ot avtog / Eotn[...] / oNyd Kexkhuévog
He stood beside him, leaning on an oak (Il. 21.547) (perfect mediopassive)

36. T1c aktn) / k€10’ aAl kexkAuévn|...];
Is it some promontory, leaning there against the sea? (Od. 13.234) (perfect
mediopassive)

Despite these innovations, remnants of earlier stages also persisted in Homeric Greek (e.g.
PF(X_Y) — Y perfects such as 6AwAa), so that synchronically the relationships between the

59 As shown by examples such as (20), any such factors had ceased to be applicable by the Homeric period.
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thematic roles of perfect and non-perfect forms were partly unpredictable. Nevertheless, the
fact that there were, as we have shown, only two possible configurations for transitive verbs
and one for transitive verbs meant that these unpredictable relationships would still have been
relatively easy to acquire.

6. Conclusion

We have argued in this paper that the predominant functional patterns identified in the
Homeric perfect and the paucity of exceptions to these patterns are consistent with a learnable
language variety, for which the Iliad and the Odyssey give us partial evidence. We
hypothesize that these patterns developed from a pre-Homeric stage in which the function of
the perfect was to predicate the present state of the subject. Almost all the complexities found
in Homer would then reflect the following factors: the interaction between the function of the
perfect and the meaning of the verb stem; the blurring of an eventive-stative distinction
between the non-perfect and perfect of non-transitional verbs; and the retention of perfect
actives from a time when this form was voice-neutral. The resulting system was one in which
the relationships between perfect and non-perfect forms were dependent partly on semantic
factors but partly also on arbitrary assignment; nevertheless, its simplicity and coherence
were sufficient for it to persist as such, at least for a time.
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Appendix

Table 12 includes a full list of all perfects found in the data, with details of how we have categorised their thematic roles and Aktionsart. Details

are also provided, where relevant, of any differences among tense stems.

Verb Lexeme Gloss | Tokens | Voice |Role (Non-Pf) | Role (Pf) | Role (Function) Aktionsart (Non-Pf) Aktionsart (Function)
adnKde surfeit 5/A E E PF(X) — X T PE(T) — (ONT
dcympat grieve 21M A E E PFX Y)—Y |NT+T PF(NT+T) — NT+(ONT
oAGAN o wander, stray 15|Mm A+Th A+Th PF(X) = X NT PF(NT) — NT
GAoAvkTuol  |distress LY 1) E N/A® 9] PF(@) —» NT
GAMTIIEVOC offend 1M A Th A PFX_Y)—-X [T PF(T) — (ONT
Gpnuévog tire 7™M 1) Th N/A [9) PF(@) — NT
Gpnpouévoc plough 1M A P N/A NT/T PF(T) — (ONT
apnpde fit 44|A A Th,Th®® |Th PFX Y)—Y |NT+T PF(NT+T) — NT+(ONT
Evapnpdc fitin 1A 1) Th N/A (%) PF(@) — NT
mposopnphc  [fit to 1A 1) Th N/A [9) PF(@) — NT
BéBaypan utter 1{m A Th Th N/A T PF(T) — (ONT
BeBapnie weigh down 2|A ) Th N/A 9] PF(@) —» NT
Bépna plant the feet 9lA A+Th, A_Th% |A+Th PE(X) — X NT+T PE(NT+T) — NT+ONT
aueBEPnKa bestride 9|A ? A+Th N/A 1) PF(@) —» NT
uBeBodc mount 2|A A+Th A+Th PE(X) — X T PE(T) — (ONT
EmenPeBodde step on 1A ) A+Th N/A ? PF(@) — NT
mapBefadc stand by 2|A A+Th A+Th PF(X) —» X T PF(T) - ONT
mpoBéPnKa surpass 4A ) A+Th N/A ) PF(@) — NT
BePinka oppress 3JA AP A P PFX Y)->X Y |T PE(T) — (ONT
BeBraupévoc  |disable 1M AP P PFX.Y)—-Y [T PE(T) — (ONT
BéBAKaL hit 1A AP AP PFX_Y)—> X_Y [T PF(T) — NT
BépAnua hit 27|M AP P PFX Y)—Y [T PF(T) — (ONT
BeBornuévoc  |smite 2|M ) E N/A () PF(@) — NT
mpoBéBovia prefer 1A ) E Th N/A () PF(@) —» NT

80 Cases of this sort are marked ‘N/A’ because of the absence of comparable voice forms in each category (i.e. in this case only active non-perfect forms are recorded)

1 Aor. 2 only
52 Aor. 1 only
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BéBp1oa. weigh upon 3|A A Th, Th Th PFX Y)—Y NT PF(NT) — NT
BePpotopévoc  [stain 1M 1) P N/A 0) PF(®) — NT
avapéBpoya well up 1A A Th Th PFX Y)—-Y [T PF(T) — ONT
B&Bpuya roar 41A 1) A N/A [0) PF(@) — NT
BeBpordc devour 1A @ AP N/A 4] PF(@) —» NT
BeBoouévoc stuff 1M @ Th N/A [9) PF(@) —» NT
véynOa rejoice 2|A E Th E PF(X Y)— X [NT+T PF(NT+T) — NT+(ONT
yéyova become 14|A Th Th N/A T PF(T) — (ONT
Syyéyova be born in 41A 1) Th N/A [0) PF(@) — NT
Sicyéyoval be born of 11A Th Th N/A T PF(T) — (ONT
yéymva, shout 14|A A A PF(X) —» X NT PF(NT) - NT
Bedimia learn 3|A E, A E® E PFX Y)—>Y [T PF(T) — (ONT
SESoupon divide 10|m AP P PFX Y)—-Y [T PF(T) — (ONT
deddrpupat weep 4M A Th N/A NT+T PF(NT+T) — NT+(ONT
3¢Sy pan receive 11iMm R Th R Th PFX Y)->X Y [T PF(T) — (ONT
séona burn 4A A P P PFX Y)—>Y |NT+T PE(NT+T) — NT+NT
BUE1BEd 0 burn around 1A ) P N/A 0) PF(@) — NT
5515600 teach 1im A E E PFX Y)—-Y [T PF(T) — (ONT
BEdunuan overcome 9Mm AP P PFX Y)—»Y [T PF(T) — (ONT
Bedunuévoc build 2|M AP P PFX Y)—-Y [T PF(T) — (ONT
dedoknuévog watch 1M @54 E N/A () PF(@) —» NT
3é30p01 give 1M A _Th Th N/A T PF(T) — (ONT
B60pKa gaze 2|A E E PFX) —» X NT PF(NT) —» NT
dedovmide thud 1A A+Th A+Th PF(X) — X NT/T PF(T) — (ONT
dedpayuévoc  |grasp 2|M ) A N/A ) PF(@®) — NT
Bvad£dpopa run up 2|A A A PFX) —» X T PF(T) — NT?
$md£Spopa run over 2|A A A PFX) —» X NT/T PF(NT) — NT
éduKa enter 3la A Th ATh  |PFXY)>X Y [T PF(T) — (NT
5eidi0 fear 40|A ET ET PF(X_Y)— X Y |NT+T PF(NT+T) — NT+MONT

83 Reduplicated aor. 2 only

8 From the root *dek- ‘receive’ were formed three present stems: 3ot ‘accept, await’, Soxéw ‘think, seem’, and oxedw ‘watch’. There is a lack of consensus regarding
the stem with which dedoxnpévog should be associated, LSJ assigning it to d&€yopan and Autenreith to dokevm, via a hypothetical variant *dokdwm; dokéw is the closest match
morphologically, from a synchronic perspective, but the most distant semantically. Because of this ambiguity, we treat dedokmn puévog as a perfectum tantum.
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mep1deidia dread 4|A ET ET PF(X_Y) - X Y |NT+T PF(NT+T) — NT+(ONT
1odEidLo cower 1A ET ET PF(X_ Y)—> X Y [NT+T PE(NT+T) — NT+(ONT
£addC please 2|A P P PF(X) — X NT+T PF(NT+T) — NT+(ONT
Eypyopa awaken 41A AP P PFX Y)—Y T PF(T) — ONT
£ondouan eat 1M AP P PFX Y)—>Y T PF(T) — (ONT
KoTedNdMC eat up 1A AP AP PFX Y)—-»X Y [T PF(T) — (ONT
Eehpon shut in 5|M A_Th Th PFX.Y)—>Y [T PF(T) — ONT
Sepuévoc string 1im ) Th N/A ) PF(@) —> NT
ECevypévog yoke 1M AP P PFX Y)—>Y T PF(T) — ONT
siAnAovfa come 27|A A+Th A+Th PF(X) —» X T PF(T) — (ONT
GreAilodo come from 3|A A+Th A+Th PFX) —» X NT+T PF(T) — ONT
EmeAnivbo go upon 1A A+Th A+Th PFX) —» X T PF(T) — (ONT
slAvpon enfold 7\M A Th Th N/A T PF(T) — (ONT
sipon clothe 10|{m A Th Th PFX Y)—Y [T PF(T) — ONT
Emeévog cloak M A Th Th N/A T PF(T) —» (ONT
KOTAELUEVOG cover 2|M A Th Th N/A T PF(T) — (ONT
elpnpon speak 3|M A Th Th PFX Y)—Y [T PE(T) — ONT
sipvuon drag 3|M A Th Th PFX Y)—>Y T PE(T) — ONT
Kotgipopon launch 3IM A Th Th N/A T PF(T) — (ONT
ein0o be wont 6|A 1) Th N/A 0 PF(®) — NT
gktiiofat acquire Y R Th R Th PFX Y)—»X Y |T PF(T) — (ONT
EAAaLLaL drive 2|M A Th Th PFX_Y)—>Y |NT PF(NT) — NT
Eupopo share 41A R Th R Th N/A NT+T PF(NT+T) — NT+(NT
DTEUVALVKOL bow down 1A ) Th N/A [ PF(@) — NT
Gvivofo gush up 2|A 1) Th N/A [ PF(P) — NT
Enevipvoba pile up 3|A 0] Th N/A 0 PF(@) — NT
ok, resemble 100|A ) Thes N/A ? PF(@) —» NT
Sméoika befit 12|A ) Th N/A [0) PF(@) — NT
golmo expect 8|A E, A _E® E PF(X_Y)—Y |NT+T PF(NT+T) — NT+(ONT
Eopya perform 9A A Th A Th PFX Y)-> X Y [T PF(T) — ONT

8 In our analysis, the complement of Zowka is treated as a subject predicate rather than an additional argument. The existence of constructions in which the complement is in
the dative suggests that this might be something of an oversimplification; however, as this is a perfectum tantum, the choice of analysis does not affect our conclusions.
% The rare causative use is present only

41



Epypot enclose 3M A Th Th PFX Y)—Y [T PF(T) — (NT
Eppeiopat prop 2|M A+Th, A Th |A+Th PF(X) —» X NT+T PF(NT+T) — NT+(ONT
KOTEPTPUTOL cast down 1A A+Th A+Th PF(X) — X T PF(T) — ONT
Eppoppon sprinkle Y A Th Th PFX Y)—>Y T PF(T) — ONT
cuvéppnynor  |break up Y 1) P N/A PF(@) — NT
Epprya shudder 3|A E E PF(X) —» X NT PF(NT) —» NT
oméppryo shudder from 1A ) E N/A PF(@) —» NT
Eoovpat rush 11jm A Th Th PFX Y)—Y [NT PE(NT) — NT
inéooupot rush upon 17|Mm A A PF(X) —» X T PF(T) — NT?
EoTnKa stand 63|A A Th, Th®” |Th PFX Y)—Y NT+T PF(NT+T) — NT+ONT
GpéoTnia stand away 6|A Th Th PF(X) —» X NT+T PF(NT+T) — NT+(ONT
Si1éotnKo. stand apart 1A Th Th PF(X) —» X T PF(T) — (ONT
Epéonia stand upon 7|A Th Th PF(X) — X NT+T PF(NT+T) — NT+(NT
maPECTHKOL stand beside 7|A Th Th PF(X) — X NT+T PF(NT+T) — NT+(ONT
GLVEGTAMG stand with 1A () Th N/A PF(@) —> NT
Sotepdvouol  |wreathe 3IM () Th N/A PF(@) —> NT
Sopayuévoc slaughter 2|M AP P PFX Y)—>Y T PF(T) — (ONT
S18p0opa. corrupt 1A AP P PFX Y)—>Y T PF(T) — (ONT
foxnuot adorn 1M A P P N/A T PF(T) — (ONT
MOYLUUEVOG disfigure 1im AP AE P PFX Y)—Y T PF(T) — (ONT
BLpLoyde shriek around 1A ) A N/A PF(@) — NT
GoTybat arrive 1im A+Th A+Th PFX) —» X T PF(T) — (ONT
kekakopévoc  |afflict 3|M AP P N/A T PF(T) —» ONT
Kekolopuévog  [cover up 8|M A Th Th PFX Y)—>Y T PF(T) — (ONT
KEKOGLOL excel M Th Th PF(X) —» X NT PF(NT) — NT
KEKOQN DG expire 2|A 0] Amb N/A PF(®) — NT
KEKEAGUEVOC cleave 1im AP P PFX Y)—-Y |T PF(T) —» ONT
KkékevOa hide 2|A A Th A Th PF(X_ Y)— X Y |[NT+T PF(NT+T) — NT+(NT
KeKANY MG scream 12|A A A PF(X) —» X NT PF(NT) — NT
KEKANLLOL call M A Th Th PFX Y)—Y NT+T PF(NT+T) — NT+ONT
Kékhpon lean 13|M A Th A PF(X Y)— X T PF(T) — ONT
Smucexhuévoc  |lean to 1M 0] Th N/A PF(®) —» NT

7 Aor. 2 only
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KEKUNKO, toil 7|A AP Amb Amb T PE(T) — NT
KeKOVILEVOC make dusty 1M AP P N/A T PE(T) — ONT
KEKOTMG knock 2|A AP AP PFX Y)->X Y |T PF(T) — ONT
Kekopndg sate 1A E E N/A T PE(T) —» ONT
KekOpnuoL sate 41M E E PF(X) —» X T PF(T) — (ONT
KkekopvOugvoc  |equip 14\Mm A Th Amb Amb T PF(T) — ONT
KEKOTNMC resent 41A E E PF(X) —» X NT+T PF(NT+T) — NT+(ONT
KEKPLUEVOG choose 5|M A Th Th PFX Y)—Y T PF(T) — ONT
Swakekpuévoc  [Separate 1im A Th Th PFX Y)—>Y T PF(T) — ONT
kekpoupévoc  |conceal 2IM A Th Th PFEX Y)—-Y |T PF(T) —» (ONT
Kexovd Mg contain 2|A R Th R Th PF(X_ Y)— X Y |NT PF(NT) —» NT
KeYopNAOC rejoice 1A E E PFX) —» X NT+T PF(NT+T) — NT+(NT
Keyapiouévoe  |gratify 12|M A Th Th PFX Y)—>Y T PF(T) — ONT
KeEYNVOG gape 1A Th Th N/A NT+T PE(NT+T) — NT+ONT
KeyOAUOL anger 23|M A Th Th PFX Y)—Y T PF(T) —» (ONT
KeYPNUEVOG need 9(M R Th R Th PF(X Y)— X Y [NT PF(NT) — NT
KEyvpLon pour 3|M A Th Th PFX Y)—Y T PF(T) — (ONT
Méhaopon forget 8|M E Th E Th PF(X Y)— X Y [NT+T PF(NT+T) — NT+ONT
mpoleleyuévoc |select Y Th N/A PF(@) — NT
AeAnKdg ring 1A A A PF(X) —» X NT PF(NT) — NT
Aednpévog strive 4Mm Amb N/A PF(@) — NT
Méroyyo obtain 1A A Th A Th PFX Y)-»X Y [T PF(T) — ONT
Aélouma leave 3|A A Th A Th PF(X_ Y)—> X Y [NT+T PF(NT+T) — NT+(NT
MEdepion leave 7|m A Th Th PF(X_ Y)—Y [NT+T PE(NT+T) — NT+ONT
mpoléhoma desert 1A A Th A Th PFX Y)—»X Y |T PF(T) — (ONT
helovuévog bathe 1im A Th A PFX Y)—X NT/T PE(T) — ONT
élvpan loose 6|M AP P PFX Y)—Y T PF(T) — (ONT
uéuproka go 1A A+Th A+Th PFX) —» X T PF(T) — (ONT
mopuéuBroko  |go beside 2|A A+Th N/A PF(@) — NT
LEUNKDG bleat 2|A A A PF(X) —» X NT PF(NT) — NT
uéunio matter 13|A Th Th PF(X) —» X NT PF(NT) — NT
péupropat matter 1M Th Th PFX) —» X NT PF(NT) — NT
ety uEVog mix 6|M A Th Th PFX Y)—>Y T PF(T) — (ONT
uépvnuon remind 31{Mm A E E PFX_Y)—Y |NT+T PF(NT+T) — NT+(ONT
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Lépova intend 106|A @ E N/A PF(@) > NT
S LELOMC be eager 12|A ) E N/A PF(@) —» NT
uepopuyuévoc  |soil Y 1) P N/A PF(@) — NT
uguvKa close 1A Th Th PF(X) —» X T PF(T) — (ONT
LELVKAOC bellow 2|A A A PF(X) — X NT PF(NT) — NT
BuLQuénvKa resound 1A 1) A N/A PF(@) — NT
vEviLon wash 1M A P P PFX Y)->Y [T PF(T) — (ONT
o5hdvonar  |hate 1M E E PF(X) — X NT PF(NT) — NT
oido. know 283|A ) E Th N/A PF(@) — NT
mepioda know well 2|A ) E Th N/A PF(@) — NT
BAOAOL lose 9A AP P PFXY)—»Y [T PF(T) — (NT
GmOAOAOL ruin 5/A A P P PFX Y)—>Y [T PF(T) — (ONT
510 A destroy 1A 1) P N/A PF(@) — NT
SEamdroAL destroy 2|1A pse P N/A T PF(T) — (ONT
drwmo. see 7IA E Th E Th N/A T PF(T) — (ONT
Bpwpa rouse 16|A A P P PFX Y)—Y [T PE(T) — ONT
Ophpopuat rouse 2IM AP P PFX Y)—Y [T PF(T) — (NT
OphpeypoL stretch 1im AP A PFX Y)—»X [T PF(T) — (ONT
obtacuat stab 3IM AP P PFX Y)—Y [T PF(T) — (ONT
GLVOYOKAOC converge 1A Th Th PF(X) — X NT PF(NT) —» NT
memolayuévoc  |spatter 5IM AP A/P PFX V)= X, Y |T PF(T) — (ONT
memapuévVog pierce 4M AP P N/A T PF(T) — (ONT
Sxmenatoyuévog |derange 1M ) P N/A PF(@) — NT
mémon ot stop 3|M A Th AlTh PFX Y) - X, Y [T PF(T) — (ONT
nemsipacpon end 1M @ P N/A PF(@) — NT
mensipnuat try 1M A Th Th PF(X_Y)—Y |NT/T PF(T) — (ONT
menepnuévog  |sell 1M A Th Th PFX Y)—Y [T PF(T) —» (ONT
ménnyo fix 1A AP P PFX Y)—>Y T PF(T) — (ONT
o strike alA AP A P PFX Y) > X Y |T PE(T) — ONT
memAnuévog approach 1M A Th, A+Th |A+Th PF(X) —» X T PF(T) — (ONT
mémvouot inspire 82|M 1) E N/A PF(@) — NT
memoinuot make 2|M A P P PFX Y)—»Y |T PF(T) — (ONT

8 QOccurs only in aor. 2 middle
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mémofa, persuade 26|A A E E PFX Y)—Y [NT+T PE(NT+T) — NT+ONT
Sxmémouon drink up 1M AP P N/A T PF(T) — (ONT
mémovio suffer 6|A E Th E Th PFX Y)—-»X Y [T PF(T) — ONT
menOTNUAL flit 2|M A A PF(X) — X NT PF(NT) — NT
ménpopo provide 5|M A Th Th N/A T PF(T) — (ONT
méTTOLOL spread 3|M A Th Th PFX Y)—>Y T PF(T) — (ONT
Gvomentopévoc  |shut up Y 1) Th N/A PF(P) — NT
MENTEDMC fall 2|A A+Th A+Th PFX) —» X T PF(T) — ONT
mENTNAS crouch 3|A AP P PFX Y)—Y NT+T PF(NT+T) — NT+ONT
DITOTETTNMC crouch down 1A () Th N/A PF(@) —> NT
mEMLKAOUEVOC  |wrap 4M A Th Th N/A T PF(T) — (ONT
METLGLLOL find out 5|M E Th E Th PFX Y)—»X Y |T PF(T) — (ONT
méQapoL slay 10{m A P P PFX Y)—>Y NT/T PE(T) — ONT
mEQACUOL show 2|M A Th Th PFX Y)—Y NT+T PF(NT+T) — NT+(NT
MEPEVYDS flee 6|A A Th A Th PE(X Y)— X Y |[NT/T PE(T) — ONT
meEQUYLEVOC flee 4M A Th A Th N/A NT/T PF(T) —» (ONT
meofnuévoc panic 3|M A Th Th PFX Y)—Y NT+T PF(NT+T) — NT+(NT
mEQPIKOL quiver 41A Th Th PFX) —» X NT PF(NT) — NT
méQuKa grow 6|A A Th, Th® |Th PFX Y)—=Y [T PF(T) — ONT
EKTEQLOC grow from 1A ) Th N/A PF(@) — NT
Suméouiko grow in 2|A A Th Th PFX Y)—Y [T PE(T) —» NT
mepuAayuévog  |guard 1M A Th Th PFX Y)—Y NT PF(NT) — NT
MEQLPUEVOC wet 4M A P 2 N/A T PF(T) —» ONT
PEPLTOUEVOC be filthy 1im Th Th N/A NT+T PE(NT+T) — NT+(ONT
céonma rot 1A Th Th N/A T PF(T) — (ONT
rtebdponka be brave 2|A E E PF(X) —» X NT+T PF(NT+T) — NT+(ONT
tebnAdg sprout 5|A ) Th N/A PF(@) — NT
téOnmo marvel 6|A E E PFX) —» X NT+T PF(NT+T) — NT+(NT
t£0vnko die 55|A Th Th PF(X) — X T PF(T) — ONT
amotefvnmg die 1A Th Th PF(X) —» X T PF(T) — (ONT
katatéOvnko  [fall dead 22|A Th Th PF(X) — X T PF(T) — ONT

8 Aor. 2 only

0 Occurs only in mediopassive
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tebvopévog scent 1M 1) Th N/A PF(@) — NT
TéTapa stretch 1M A Th Th PFX Y)—-Y [T PF(T) —» (ONT
teTéheopat accomplish 26|M A Th Th PFX Y)-»Y |T PF(T) — (ONT
Sktetédeopon  |fulfil 2|M A Th Th PFX Y)—-Y [T PF(T) — (ONT
etevyficOon armour 1M 1) P N/A PF(@) — NT
TeTEVYhe form 1A AP P PFXY)—Y |T PF(T) — (NT
téTuypon form 52|M AP P PEFX Y)—Y |T PF(T) — (ONT
mpoteToyOat precede 3M ) Th N/A PF(@) — NT
étnKa melt 1A AP P PFX Y)—Y [T PF(T) — (ONT
teTmag Sorrow 6|A 1) E N/A PF(@) — NT
tetinuat Sorrow 9Mm 1) E N/A PF(@) — NT
etiunuat honour 4M E Th Th PFX_Y)—=Y |NT/T PF(T) — (ONT
téTAnKo endure 23|A E Th E PFX_.Y)—Y [NT/T PF(T) — (ONT
teTunuévVog cut 1m AP P PFX Y)—Y [T PF(T) — (ONT
tetpopuévoc  [turn 8|M A Th Th PFX Y)—-Y [T PF(T) — (ONT
Smutétpaupal  [turn over 41M A Th Th PFX Y)—-Y |T PF(T) — (NT
TETPNYOG disturb 1A A P P PFX Y)—Y [T PF(T) — ONT
eTprymg squeak 3|A A A PF(X) — X NT PF(NT) — NT
té1poQa congeal 1A A P, P! P PFX Y)—Y [T PF(T) —» (ONT
TETOUUEVOQ beat 1M AP P PF(X_ Y)—Y |NT/T PF(T) — (ONT
teTomKaL happen 2|A A Th Th PFX Y)—Y [T PF(T) —» (ONT
Gvaya bid 79|A A A PFX) —» X NT PF(NT) —» NT
mapdymnKa pass by 1A A+Th A+Th N/A T PF(T) — ("NT
Table 12: Semantic analysis by verb
L Aor. 2. only
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