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Abstract

Comparisons are an integral part of language and literature, but there are no
comprehensive studies that take into account both their linguistic features and
literary effects. There are four kinds of comparisons, comparatives, superlatives,
equatives (expressing similarity in degree), and similatives (expressing similarity in
kind), but most linguistic and literary studies focus on only one or two. Typological
and language-specific studies tend to look at the dominant types, and do not
include every comparison found in their corpus.

In this study all of Homer’s comparisons are collected and categorized according
to their syntactic structure. The differences between the four kinds of comparisons
and the concepts they express are described in semantic and cognitive terms. Not
only complete comparisons are taken into account, but also those in which one
element, for example the standard of comparison (i.e. the entity with which another
entity is compared), is missing.

The complete comparative and superlative constructions in Homeric Greek are
presented according to the syntactic types in which they appear, followed by an
analysis of incomplete expressions. Equatives and similatives are discussed together
since they are not consistently distinguished in ancient Greek. They are presented
according to the semantic and cognitive relationship between the comparee (the
entity about which the comparison is made) and the standard of comparison.
Their syntactic types are analysed in light of the comparatives and superlatives,
and two special structures are examined separately: comparison compounds and
the extended Homeric simile.

The final part is concerned with the narrative and rhetorical function of com-
parisons, starting with ‘hybrid’ comparisons, which are the result of negation or
syntactic/semantic peculiarities. The linguistic features of comparatives and su-
perlatives provide the basis for analysing their use by characters in speeches and
by the narrator for creating suspense and tragic effect. The Homeric similes and
shorter comparisons of similarity are approached not as aids to communication and
interpretation, but as poetic devices that make the epic story and its characters

more complex.

Word count: 95,324
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Comparisons are everywhere. Comparisons can be expressed in every language of
the world, and there are probably few literary works that do not exploit them
as a stylistic device. Similes are famous as quintessential, and yet difficult and
confusing, parts of the Homeric epics. A Homeric hero is ‘the best’ among his
people, but he cannot compete with the gods — even though he is constantly said
to be like them. There are 2559 comparisons in the [liad and the Odyssey, but many
of them go unnoticed next to the swooping impact of a simile and the fascination

with the apiotog Ayoudv.

We find a similar imbalance between what is there and what is perceived on the
linguistic side. If we take, for example, comparative constructions in ancient Greek,
we read in most standard grammars that there are two different syntactic ways
to mark the standard of comparison, i.e. the entitiy against which the comparee
(about whom the comparison is made) is compared: namely by using the genitive
case or the particle . The Homeric and Classical Greek evidence, however, shows
that lexical means and the use of a preposition need to be included, resulting in a

total of four different strategies.

In order to represent the entire syntactic and thematic spectrum on the basis

of an adequate sample of ancient Greek expressions of sameness and difference,
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I have collected and categorized all of Homer’s comparisons. By ‘Homer’ I mean
the poet(s) of the Iliad and the Odyssey. By ‘all comparisons’ I mean every single
instance of a comparison whose result is an inequality, in the shape of a comparative
or superlative construction, and every single instance of an explicit comparison
whose result is a similarity, in the shape of a similative or equative construction.

In this study I will examine the syntactic types in which they appear, distil
the semantic and pragmatic patterns underlying them, and test their rhetorical
and narrative effects. But before I provide more detailed information about the
structure and aim of this study, I will briefly sketch the main linguistic approaches

to the study of comparisons and situate my work in the field of Homeric scholarship.

1.1 Historical and comparative IE linguistics

Ancient Greek has two suffixes that form adjectives with comparative degree, and
each of these suffixes has a corresponding suffix that marks superlative degree:
the comparative suffix -twv goes with the superlative suffix -i6tog, and -tepog
goes with -tatog. The latter formations attach to adjectival stems and are regu-
lar and productive, while the former ones attach to verbal or nominal roots, are
more morphologically opaque, often found in suppletive paradigms, and no longer
productive.

A Proto-Indo-European origin can be reconstructed for all formations, but
-tatog seems to be the result of Greek-internal remodelling. The suffix -twv goes
back to PIE *-yos- (with the ablauting variants *-yes- and *-is-), and is also the
origin of the comparative suffixes in Germanic, Italic, Celtic, Balto-Slavic, and
Indo-Iranian. The second comparative suffix, -tepog, goes back to *-tero-, which
we also find in other Indo-European languages in pronominal and adverbial for-
mations, but not to mark comparative degree. Indo-Iranian is the only other lan-

guage branch that forms a second comparative based on *-tero-, while the other
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Indo-European languages use only the one formation based on *-yos- or no mor-
phological means of gradation at all. Indo-Iranian and Greek are also the only
language groups that have two superlative formations; -totog goes back to PIE
*_isto-, which is the basis of superlative formations in Indo-Iranian and Germanic,
while -tatog seems to be a remodelled version of *-tmmo-, which forms the secon-

dary superlative suffix in Indo-Iranian. For Italic and Celtic the form *

-18MMmo-
can be reconstructed. Anatolian, Tocharian, Albanian and Armenian either never
developed or lost morphological ways of marking gradation.’

Despite the many formal and functional overlaps, morphological gradation in
the Indo-European languages is too heterogeneous to allow for the assumption that
these suffixes were specialised comparative and superlative degree markers already
in Proto-Indo-European. Rather, these suffixes probably expressed semantic no-
tions that made them ideal candidates to be used for gradation and comparison in
the individual languages, while in the early stages, the syntactic and lexical means
that we find in many other languages across the world were used to express com-
parative and superlative relations.? The existence of a tripartite system of positive
— comparative — superlative is a late development, and may merely be imposed
upon the language by grammarians.® The pre-historic formal and semantic origins
of these suffixes, as well as their development in the individual languages, are the
topic of an ongoing debate in historical and comparative linguistics.

*_yos- is a primary suffix, which means that it attaches directly to a root,
rather than to an adjectival stem. It is often characterized as having an intensive or

intensifying value, but it did not (at least not originally) function as an intensified

pendant to a matching adjective in the positive. It seems to be an independent

1 Cf. Berg 1958; Thomas 1958; Puhvel 1973; Zeilfelder 1998 and forthcoming, 1-26; de Vos 2012,

155; Rau 2014, 328; Lundquist/Yates 2018, 2117-8; Lujan 2019, 310-4.

Cf. Chapter 2 for a typological overview.

3 Cf. Small 1924, 12; Ziemer 1884, 356-57, 363-64; Schwyzer 1939, 533-38; Seiler 1950; Berg
1958; Puhvel 1973; Strunk 1977; Schwyzer/Debrunner 1988, 183-84; Sihler 1995, 356-8.
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and old formation; the lack of a separate feminine form is often adduced as a
proof of this.# Many scholars view the -s- part of the suffix as a sign that these
-yos- formations were substantival in nature, rather than adjectival.> The -y(o0)-
part of the suffix is then explained as a verbal stem formation in origin, which
later becomes reinterpreted as belonging to the -s- part and forming nominal (or
adjectival) stems (i.e. something like verbal adjectives) from roots.5

*_tero- is a secondary suffix; it attaches to nominal, pronominal, adjectival, and
adverbial stems. Its original function is generally thought to be contrastive, i.e. to
mark one part of an antonymic pair. Later, but only in Greek and Indo-Iranian,
it becomes comparative.” Meier-Briigger explains the suffix as deriving from the
thematisation, and thereby adjectivisation, of adverbs ending in PIE *-(¢)r and
*-(t)er. Once the theme vowel plus original adverbial ending had become reinter-
preted as a suffix *-tero-, this suffix could be used with different stems to form
adjectives with contrastive meaning, and in Greek and Indo-Iranian comparative
adjectives.®

When it comes to explaining the origins of the superlative suffixes *-isto-/*-

tmmo-/*-ismmo-, the -is- element of two of the three formations tends to be in-

4 Cf. Chantraine 1933, 437-8; Schwyzer 1939, 536-8; Seiler 1950, 1-4; Sihler 1995, 356-7; Meier-
Briigger 2002, 222.

5 Cf. Meier-Briigger 2002, 223; Kurytowicz 1964, 227-30; Berg 1958, 225-7; Stang 1954, 140-2;

Fris, 1953, 107 (although he also sees a connection to verbal adjectives, like Seiler 1950);

Schwyzer 1939, 536; Chantraine 1933, 437; Rix 1976, 167-8. Brugmann sees a nominal sense

only in the later extension of the suffix by -n- (1906, 547-50, cf. Sihler 1995, 357-8). Kurylowicz

sees the “nasal enlargement” as reinforcing an already substantival nature of *-yos- (1964,

228). For further views on this -n- cf. Szemerényi 1968; Rix 1976, 167-8; Peters 1986.

Cf. Meier-Briigger 2002, 223; Kuryltowicz is less explicit about the exact nature of the for-

mation’s deverbal origin but seems to assume a similar development (1964, 227-30). For Rau

2014 the origin of *-yos- is to be sought among property concept adjectives with Caland

system alternations, while Szeptynski 2018 finds it in change-of-state verbs.

7 Cf. Brugmann 1906, 323-28; Schwyzer 1939, 533-4; Solta 1963, 179-80; Wittwer 1969;
Schwyzer /Debrunner 1988, 183-5; Benveniste 1948, 116, but he also refers to it as “séparatif”
(119); Seiler calls it contrastive and localising (1950, 3-4, cf. Berg 1958, 202-3). Sihler describes
it as “particlularizing and by implication antonymic” (1995, 356, 363-4).

8  Meier-Briigger 2002, 225. Cf. Rix 1976, 168-9; Risch 1974, 91-2, Brugmann 1906, 323-8. Fri$
argues that the suffix is “demonstrative” in origin (1950, 176), Kurylowicz calls it “pronomi-
nal” (1964, 227).
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terpreted as the zero-grade of the comparative suffix *-yos-. Crosslinguistically,
superlatives built on comparatives are very common.” All three superlative suffixes
have either -to- or -mo- as their second element, and these morphemes resemble the
two thematic suffixes that form ordinal numbers in the Indo-European languages.'®

Benveniste has developed a very influential theory explaining the origin of
the superlative suffixes through their connection with ordinal numbers. He argues
that there are formal as well as semantic similarities between ordinal numbers and
superlatives: both are frequently used to mark the element that forms the climax
or completion within a group or sequence: “L’ordinal et le superlatif qualifient I'un
et 'autre ’élément qui acheéve une totalité”.!! Lujan, however, argues that ordinal
numbers refer to a position on a sequence, rather than to its completion. He shows
that while there is a connection between superlatives and ordinals based on special
syntactic positions in which both can occur, the greatest overlap in syntactic and
semantic terms is to be found between superlatives and the words for ‘first’ and
‘last’. In his view it is they that form the nexus for the employment of *-fo- and
*-mo- in both superlative and ordinal morphology.!?

Concerning the syntactic dimension of PIE comparatives and superlatives, the
superlatives pose no problems since in most Indo-European languages they com-
bine with a partitive genitive, and/or are accompanied by a quantifier like ‘all’
either with the (superlative) adjective (e.g. mayxédxiotog, der allerschlimmste) or
the standard of comparison.'® Comparative constructions are somewhat more com-

plex because in most historical languages, there are two different ways of marking

9 Cf. Schwyzer 1939, 387; Kurylowicz 1964, 237; Sihler 1995, 357; Lundquist/Yates 2018, 2117;

Lujan 2019, 314-5.

For a summary of thoughts on their origin, cf. Lujan 2019, 315-7. Sihler describes *-is-to- as

“a comparative with a particularizing marker” and sees no connection to the ordinal numbers

(1995, 357 and 427).

Il Benveniste 1948, 162, summarized in more detail by Lujan 2019, 317-8.

12 Cf. Lujan 2019, 318-28.

13 Most languages also allow the use of a preposition or a congruent noun. Cf. Schwyzer 1988,
116.

10
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the standard of comparison, namely by case or by a particle. Benveniste has again
been highly influential with his theory about the semantic connection between the
two different comparative morphemes discussed above and the two strategies of

*_yos- comparative as

marking the standard of comparison. He understands the
expressing an internal, dimensional quality, which gives the adjective an evaluative
function, while the *-tero- suffix refers to an external, spatial quality and results
in a separative function.'® In his view, the case construction originally goes with
*_yos- comparatives and forms comparisons that initially express an intrinsic si-
milarity (e.g. melle dulcior ‘sweeter than honey’, with sweetness being intrinsic to

honey, thus: ‘exceedingly sweet, like honey’), while the particle construction goes

with *-tero- comparatives to express a disjunction between two opposites:

La construction avec cas donne un comparatif de nature organique et
de fonction adéquative, impliquant dans le terme comparant une qua-
lité intrinseque et prétant a des emplois ‘exemplaires’; la construction
avec particle donne un comparatif de nature mécanique et de fonction
disjonctive, servant a contraster deux termes mis en alternative par
une inégalité extrinseque.®

Many scholars follow Benveniste with regard to the semantics and function of the
suffixes, but they do not necessarily, or at least not explicitly, also assume a natu-
ral association between the suffixes and the case vs. particle construction.'® Berg
accepts Benveniste’s idea about the elative-equative nature of the *-yos- compa-
rative and its original combination with case-marked nouns to form comparisons
of the melle dulcior type, but rejects the inclusion of *-tero- in a PIE system since
only two historical languages use it to form comparatives. Instead, he believes that
originally proper comparisons of inequality were expressed by syntactic juxtaposi-

tion, without morphological degree marking.!” Puhvel follows Benveniste’s system

14 Cf. Benveniste 1948, 116-25.

15 Benveniste 1948, 141.

16 Cf. Kurylowicz 1964, 227; Sihler 1995, 356-64.
17 Cf. Berg 1958.



1.1. Historical and comparative IE linguistics 7

fairly closely; about *-yos- forms in case constructions he states: “Thus the pat-
rimony of the oldest IE comparative suffix with case construction is laden with
expressions of proverbial equativity in a variety of languages”. About the *-tero
suffix he concludes: “It signals the marked member of a binary pair of opposites,
to the exclusion of an unmarked alternative either implied or juxtaposed by syn-
tactic means”.'® He goes on to stress that their usages fall together early on, and
provides an overview of the usage of the case vs. particle construction in Greek and
Latin. Fris, by contrast, does not assume a prominent distinction between *-yos-
and *-tero- forms, but focuses on their similar syntactic behaviour as originally
predicative and not showing congruence.

Independently of the presence of one, two, or no comparative suffixes, many
Indo-European languages have the option of marking the standard of a compa-
rative construction by case (or adposition) as well as by particle. While Small
regards the particle construction as older than the case construction, Berg argues
for a syntactic motivation for the co-existence of both constructions in addition to
the semantic one outlined above: the case construction was used to mark nomi-
nal standards of comparisons, while the particle construction marked clausal and
verbal ones. Eventually the particle strategy encroaches upon the case strategy
and in some Indo-European languages replaces it.?° There is a general consensus
about the originally disjunctive nature of the Greek comparative particle #§,%! and
the cases found in comparative constructions of the historical IE languages are all

thought to go back to the PIE ablative.??

18 Puhvel 1973, 148 and 149.

19" Cf. Fris 1950.

20 Cf. Small 1924; Berg 1958; and Stolz 2013, 257-68 for different motivations for the change
from case to particle construction.

21 Cf. Ziemer 1884, 153-80; Benveniste 1948, 137-8; Schwyzer/Debrunner 1988, 565, who also

refer to older theories of an originally equative meaning of 1j ‘as’, ‘like’. For the Greek particle

in comparison with those of other IE languages, cf. Berg 1958, 219-29; Puhvel 1973, 151.

Cf. Berg 1958, 203, although in his view this ablative goes back to a genitive at an earlier

stage of PIE (221-5); Schwyzer 1988, 98-101.

22
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1.2 (General linguistics and typology

In the field of general linguistics, we find studies that focus on syntactic aspects
of comparisons, and those that take a (more or less formal) semantic approach.
Certain assumptions and considerations of cognitive principles that underlie the
expression of a comparison are present in, or even form the basis of, both syntactic
and semantic explorations. The major typological studies of comparisons across
different languages focus on syntax, but semantic studies also take cross-linguistic
variation into account. Typological studies of the linguistic expressions of compa-
rison assume a certain degree of universality on the cognitive level: “the cognitive
structure representing the mental operation of comparison is essentially the same
for all speakers of all natural languages”?® This universality stands in contrast with
the lack of consistency across languages as to how comparisons are expressed in the
linguistic surface structure. This discrepancy is explained as a “choice of different
options in the mapping operations”.?* Although it has not been, and probably can-
not be, empirically proven that the cognitive structure of comparison is universal,
and there may yet be (groups of) people whose cognitive concept of comparison
is different, it remains most economical to assume a universal cognitive basis of
comparison.?’

The two major typological studies of comparison by Andersen and Stassen are
to be located within the syntactic/cognitive tradition. Andersen identifies different
parameters of comparison, including whether a linguistic expression of comparison
states a relationship of equality or inequality between two entities. His focus is the
comparison of inequality, and he argues that there are five different categories of

syntactic constructions with which a relationship of inequality between two entities

23 Stassen 1985, 264 (emphasis original).
24 Stassen 1985, 264.
25 See Stassen 1985, 261-66; Hahnemann 1999, 1-9; Zeilfelder forthcoming, 1.
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can be expressed.?® Stassen’s work is also limited to the comparison of inequal-
ity, but follows a slightly different approach: he tries to establish the underlying
cognitive concepts that determine which grammatical case is employed to mark
the standard of comparison in different languages and in different syntactic con-
struction types within one language.?” Both Andersen and Stassen have provided
a starting point for subsequent typological and syntactic work on comparison.?®
Superlative, equative, and similative constructions are still much less well-studied
than comparative constructions, but have started to receive more attention.?
From a semantic point of view, comparison has been studied mainly in con-
nection with the gradability of adjectives. Sapir makes the important distinction
between relative and absolute adjectives, and differentiates between the function of
grading and comparison with reference to a normative standard and as an opera-
tion that relates two entities purely in reference to one another.® With the estab-
lishment of Montague grammar, adjectives, general quantifiers, and the distinction
between positive and comparative adjectives are studied in depth by formal (and
less formal) semanticists, but there is not a lot of work on equative comparisons
and on comparisons that do not express the aspect of comparison by an adjec-
tive.3! Ultan is, to my knowledge, the only scholar who takes into account the
semantics of adjectives as well as all three types of comparisons. He sets out to
establish the semantic differences between comparative, superlative, and equative
constructions through a typological study of how the degree and the standard of

comparison are marked in 123 geographically and genetically diverse languages.

26 Cf. Andersen 1983, 99-118 and Chapter 2.3.

27 (Cf. Stassen 1985, 36-47.

28 Cf. Breivik 1994; Heine 1997; Herbermann 1998; Dixon 2008 and 2012; Bobalijk 2012; and
the entry on comparison in Ancient Greek in the Brill encyclopedia: Cuzzolin 2014.

29 Cf. Haspelmath/Buchholz 1998; Gorshenin 2012; Haspelmath 2017.

30 Cf. Sapir 1944.

31 Cf. Bolinger 1967; Klein 1980 and 1982; Seuren 1984; Van Stechow 1984; Rusiecki 1985; Bier-
wisch 1988; Kennedy/McNally 2005; Kennedy 2007. Beck 2011 addresses other comparison
types and cross-linguistic variation.
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Many of his observations are adopted and elaborated in later typological syntactic

and/or cognitive studies of comparison.3?

1.3 The Iliad and the Odyssey

Any study of the Homeric epics has to recognize the problem of the genesis of
the poems, and every student of Homer probably has a more or less concrete
theory about it, or at least a tendency towards subscribing to one view rather
than another. There is no need for me to sketch the history and problem of the
Homeric question; an account thereof can be found in almost every introduction
to a companion, commentary, or general work on Homer. The approach of this
study of the Homeric epics does not rely on a subscription to a particular view
of Homeric authorship or the history of the poems, but of course I do not write
independently of my own assumptions on the topic. I myself do not hold a strong
view on whether the Iliad and the Odyssey took their more or less final shape
through the work of one or several authors, but I appreciate the fact that the two
poems are different enough that two authors are a possible scenario. At the same
time, each poem displays a degree of internal coherence that makes it difficult
for me to imagine that more than one person would have been involved in the
process of giving each poem the shape in which we know it now. I do not doubt
that there is a strong connection between the Iliad and the Odyssey, that they
are intertwined with the same tradition, and that they ‘communicate’” with each
other, in both obvious and subtle ways.

An oft-cited quote from Nietzsche makes a point that is highly relevant for an
understanding of Homeric scholarship in the past and the present: “Homer als der

Dichter der Ilias und Odyssee ist nicht eine historische Ueberlieferung, sondern

32 Cf. Ultan 1972; Andersen 1983; Stassen 1985; Breivik 1994; Heine 1997; Bobaljik 2012.
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ein aesthetisches Urtheil”® Or, as Graziosi paraphrases: “arguments about the
composition of the [liad and the Odyssey are intertwined with judgements about

734 The extent to which different people experience the beauty of the

their beauty.
Homeric epics shapes the way in which they imagine their composition. And vice-
versa, a person’s theory about the genesis and authorship of the Homeric poems,
the amount of individual genius that one believes to have been involved in the
creation of the [liad and the Odyssey, influences the amount of subtlety and depth
one is willing to attribute to both poems. This, in turn, has an effect on how
far a given scholar is prepared to go when it comes to detecting and interpreting
symbolism, complex characters, intertextuality, and intricate implicit meaning.
The more a certain scholar subscribes to a firmly oralist tradition, the greater
the chance that he or she will focus their interpretation on aspects of the Homeric
epics that are traditional and follow pre-determined patterns.?® A scholar who
focuses on more individual aspects of the epic poems and on their complexity and
coherence in characterization and narrative technique is more likely to stress the
ingenuity of the poet who gave the lliad and/or the Odyssey its final shape. In the
conclusions that I draw from my study of comparisons in the Homeric epics I find
myself closer to the latter group. Although many of the linguistic structures that
I study, for example epithet-like comparisons, similes, or the notion of the hero as
‘the best’, are generally regarded as traditional elements of epic poetry and typical
characteristics of heroes and epic stories, their use and effect in Homeric poetry
is precisely not just a mimetic reflection of the conventions of tradition. At the
same time, many modern oralists would probably not be opposed to the idea that

Homer’s use of comparisons shows creative engagement with traditional material

33 Nietzsche 1869, 19, emphasis original.

34 Graziosi 2019, 10.

35 Cf. De Jong on how a scholar’s opinion about the epics’ genesis influences their view on
characterization: “For analysts, separate authorship of the different parts of the poems could
only lead to inconsistent characterization, while for oralists the ubiquity of the formulaic
system prevented the narrator-singer from giving his heroes an individual shape” (2018, 27).
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and results in a complex story with multifaceted characters and hidden meaning.

My engagement with the Homeric epics cannot confirm the results and genera-
lizations that arise from strongly tradition-oriented studies such as the most recent
monograph on the Homeric hero by Horn. He claims that there is a uniform con-
cept of heroism in the epic tradition that differs between Iliad and Odyssey only
to the extent that both epics differ in their subject matter. He further argues that
in their respective poems, Achilles and Odysseus mark the ideal and unquestioned
represenation of the tradition’s concept of heroism.?® Horn’s description of Achilles
as “der vollkommene Held” and of Odysseus as the hero who has to prove himself
“durch seine Intelligenz und seine Wandelbarkeit als der ‘Beste der Achaier’ ” falls
short of engaging with, or even acknowledging, the complexities of Homeric cha-
racters and Homeric heroism.?” It ignores the subtle and thoughtful ways in which
the Homeric narrator and his characters grapple with heroic ideals.?®

By contrast, Rynearson analyzes the skewed relationship between the singular
and superlative, irreplaceable hero or heroine and the many that are sacrificed
on his/her behalf. In his approach, the Iliad presents both, the all-too-human
fascination with the idea that many men die for the one who is supreme and the
fallacy, the madness that lies behind it. Helen and Achilles themselves call into
question how her superlative beauty or his heroic wrath can be worth the lives of

so many others.?® When De Jong states that “the covert Homeric narrator largely

36 Cf.: “Achill zeigt das typische aggressiv-individualistische Verhalten eines homerischen
Helden, der fiir seine eigene Ehre auch den Tod seiner Mitstreiter akzeptiert, und an keinem
Punkt der Handlung hat er nach den Mafigaben des heroischen Verhaltenskodex einen Fehler
begangen. Die Richtigkeit und Berechtigung seines Verhaltens wird an keiner Stelle von an-
deren Helden ernsthaft in Frage gestellt, und er hat die Sympathien der anderen grofien
Helden der Griechen wie auch des Publikums auf seiner Seite.” (Horn 2014, 239) and “Die
Untersuchung der Figuren des Achill und des Odysseus konnte zeigen, dass die Idealvorstellun-
gen des epischen Helden in beiden Féllen eine Folie bilden, um die Protagonisten im jeweiligen
Epos als besondere und ausgezeichnete Méanner darzustellen.” (335).

37 Horn 2014, 335.

38 Cf. De Jong 2009, where she refutes the idea that everything that there is to a Homeric
character is shown in his words and deeds, and shows that Homeric characters have depth
and hidden thoughts.

39 Cf. Rynearson 2013.
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refrains from explicitly evaluating his characters” this does not mean that “he
does not intend his characters to be morally judged by his narratees.”® Achilles’
character may in no place be openly criticized as being morally questionable,
but that does not mean that all of his actions are laudable, or that he therefore
represents the perfect, infallible hero. Achilles’ character is much more complex
and has many more functions in the epic story than to represent the ideal hero.
It is, after all, he “who is chosen by the Homeric narrator to voice the memorable
speech on the condition humaine, the fellowship of suffering which links friend and
foe, Greek and Trojan (24.518-551).”*! Grethlein describes Achilles after Patroclus’
death as “a highly ambivalent heroic model”. In his view, the analogies between
Odysseus and Achilles in the mneéesterophonia “not only stress Odysseus’ return to
the elevated realm of an Iliadic hero, they also raise crucial questions about the
ethical correctness of his actions.”*?

In conjunction with the big questions of Homeric heroism, characterization,
and morality, the interaction between what a scholar perceives as the most likely
genesis of the Homeric epics and how he or she approaches their interpretation
plays an important role for the very subject of this study: Homer’s comparisons.
Halliwell in his 2019 Martin West Memorial Lecture remarks that “what critics
(as would-be representative readers) make of similes is, in some respects, an index
of their attitude to epic more generally.’*® In his view, the early modern, and
even more so 18th-century, critics of the Homeric simile created a “prejudice that
Homeric similes, for all their occasional beauties, were the product of a primitive
stage of human culture.”#* Furthermore, he criticizes “a number of recent oralist

claims to the effect that Homeric similes encode, and need to be understood in the

40 De Jong 2018, 42.

4l De Jong 2018, 44-5.

42 Grethlein 2017, 133.

43 Halliwell 2019, 1.

44 Halliwell 2019, 4. This primitivism is still detectable in the discussions of similes in Frinkel’s
1921 study and in Bruno Snell’s Die Entdeckung des Geistes.
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light of, distinctively oral operations of memory, cognition, or imagination”.4

Ready, for instance, argues that the use of similes is an inherent feature of
oral epic poetry, and distinguishes between similes with vehicles (i.e. standards)
or vehicle portions that are shared across oral epic traditions and those that are

ideolectal to one specific poet. He concludes:

The Iliad poet and the Odyssey poet ranged over the entire figurative
spectrum of distribution [i.e. shared/traditional — ideolectal similes]
when they performed, and one is entitled to the idea that, like modern
oral poets, they did so for the purpose of displaying their competence
as performers.1°

Performance-oriented accounts of the function of similes can give the impression
of being limited to the question of how a simile is useful to the poet/performer,
rather than exploring its effect on the level of the narrative. The poet/narrator,
Ready argues, uses similes to control the narrative, give his own interpretations,
and pace the progress of the narrative in order “to shape the audience’s response to
the story.” 47 For Scott “the simile was a customary alternate method of continuing
the tale.”*® No account of the Homeric similes, or Homeric comparisons in general,
can look at them from every angle and consider every facet. The angle that a given
scholar takes on their subject will inevitably shape his or her results. The problem
that I perceive in not only performance-oriented, but also in general, structuralist,
and certain cognitive approaches to similes is that they operate on the assumption
that similes are there to make things easier, more orderly, and clearer.* By focusing
on the function of similes as devices that provide building blocks to structure a
narrative and make abstract concepts familiar, their often difficult imagery and

meaning remains unsolved and is moved into the background.

45 Halliwell 2019, 5.

16 Ready 2017, 260.

47 Ready 2012, 81 and 82-3.

48 Scott 1974, 51.

49 For example Bowra 1961 or Minchin 2001.
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This is not to say that composition-oriented studies of Homeric similes cannot
contribute to our overall understanding of their function and meaning. Martin’s
idea that similes belong to a different poetic register than the narrative parts of
epic is based on his observation that cross-culturally, many oral epic traditions have
“functionally conditioned performance shifts”® Thinking about similes as having
a lyric performance register, thus as being to some extent alien to the narrative
register of the rest of the epic, inspired me to view them as adding complexity to
the epic story and its characters, rather than as making the epic action easier to

understand or visualize.

1.4 Aim and structure of this study

The aim of this study is to provide a typological account of comparisons in Homeric
Greek, and to contribute to our understanding of their narrative and rhetorical
function. It is therefore divided into two parts, a linguistic (Chapters 2 to 5)
and a literary one (Chapter 6). The shorter, literary part builds on the linguistic
part, which is larger not because I regard it as more important, but because it
offers a comprehensive analysis which aims to faithfully represent the diversity
of syntactic structures used to express comparisons in Homeric Greek. I did not
choose Homeric Greek as my corpus because it provides a well-defined dataset
for linguistic analyses, but because I am interested in the linguistic features and
literary functions of comparisons in the oldest coherent texts of reasonable size
written in ancient Greek.

In order to document every possible way in which a comparison can be ex-
pressed in Homeric Greek, I went through the text by hand, and used not only

the formal linguistic criteria established in my methodology, but included every

50 Martin 1997, 149, emphasis original.
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expression that I identified as explicitly making a comparison. Every comparison
is counted separately, even if the same expression occurs more than once, but one
single comparison may include several aspects of comparison, i.e. predicates de-
noting the property that comparee and standard share (tertium comparationis).
I do not consider metaphors or other expressions that may have an affinity with
comparisons but are not explicitly marked as such.’! My approach is synchronic
and cannot make inferences about the pre-Homeric history of comparisons, but it
hopes to prove a useful point of reference for subsequent studies on comparisons
in later Greek authors. Furthermore, I have no interest, nor do I see a benefit or
potential, in using comparisons as a way of determining which of the two Homeric
poems, let alone which individual book, might be older or younger. I used the
edition by Allen (1931) for the [liad and von der Miihll (1962) for the Odyssey.
All translations are my own, though I am indebted to the Loeb translations by
Murray /Wyatt and Murray/Dimock for help and inspiration. Table 1.1 provides
an overview of the numbers of instances of every type of comparison I have found

in the Homeric epics.

Category Total number | lliad | Odyssey
Overall 2559 1510 1049
Comparatives 555 303 252
Superlatives 786 487 299
Similatives and equatives 1218 720 498

Table 1.1: Homer’s comparisons

The linguistic part of this study begins with Chapter 2, which explores the syn-
tactic, semantic, and cognitive features of comparisons that underly the structure
and approach to their linguistic analysis in Chapters 3 to 5. It starts by investiga-
ting how different word classes, namely adjectives, nouns, and verbs, can express

the aspect with regard to which two entities are compared. This is followed by

51 For a recent study of Homeric metaphors cf. Zanker 2019.
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a sketch of the syntactic variety of expressions of comparisons in ancient Greek
on the basis of typological studies, which have established a set of five different
syntactic constructions in which comparisons appear in the languages of the world.
Chapter 2 further engages with two different cognitive models underlying linguistic
representations of comparisons and the question of what distinguishes the different
comparison types semantically. The final section concerns incomplete comparisons

in which either the aspect or standard of comparison is left implicit.

Comparative constructions are the topic of Chapter 3. They are the most widely
studied kind of comparison and the most important source for the establishment
of the syntactic typology outlined in Chapter 2. In Homeric Greek we find compa-
rative constructions marked by case, preposition, particle, and lexical means. The
first four sections of Chapter 3 provide an overview of the instances of compari-
sons expressed by each syntactic type. Section 3.5 deals with comparisons in which
the standard of comparison is implicit but recoverable from the context, while the
comparative expressions discussed in Section 3.6 have neither explicit nor implicit

standards of comparison.

Chapter 4 on the superlatives follows the structure of Chapter 3, with the ex-
ception of the particle construction, which is not found with superlatives. While
comparative constructions mostly compare individual entities or concepts, superla-
tive constructions juxtapose an individual with a group, and this group can be
concrete (as in ‘the Achaeans’) or general (as in ‘all men’). Like comparatives,
many superlatives have no explicit standard of comparison. For some a contextu-

ally implied standard of comparison can be reconstructed, but most are elative.

Similatives and equatives, the two kinds of comparison of similarity, are dis-
cussed together in Chapter 5. A central point of interest about them lies in the
relationship between comparee and standard of comparison. Therefore this chapter
is structured differently: it starts off by explaining the difference between similative

and equative constructions, and then contrasts comparisons of similarity with those
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of inequality (comparatives and superlatives) with regard to differences in expres-
sing and marking the aspect and standard of comparison. The analysis of similative
and equative expressions is divided into three parts according to the relationship
between comparee and standard. The second half of the chapter is concerned with
special cases of comparisons of similarity: negated comparisons, comparison com-
pounds, descriptions of characters in disguise, and extended Homeric similes.

The end of Chapter 5 marks the end of the linguistic and fairly narrowly focused
part of this study. Armed with the knowledge of which contructions are the most
frequent and regular in their category, we can now re-approach the less frequent
and more unusual expressions from a wider and more informed perspective.

The first part of Chapter 6 deals with hybrid comparisons, i.e. comparisons
that appear in the linguistic shape of one comparison type but express the mea-
ning of another. Such hybrid comparisons, I argue, have a special function in a
narrow, linguistic sense in that they convey more complex messages than a sim-
ple comparison, as well as on the wider level of the narrative discourse in which
they appear. In the second part of the chapter I look at the use of comparative
and superlative expressions as rhetorical and narrative devices. Here the semantic
difference between comparatives and superlatives helps to understand why com-
parative expressions can be taken at face-value, while superlative expressions, if
understood literally, contradict each other. The final part of Chapter 6 is dedicated
to comparisons of similarity, especially those that compare a human character to a
god, an animal, or a natural force. Similes and shorter comparisons are viewed as
poetic devices that make the characters and stories of the Iliad and the Odyssey
more complex through the different degrees to which they evoke similarities and

contrasts between the image they paint and the context in which they appear.



Chapter 2

The grammar of comparisons

Before diving into the analysis of Homer’s comparisons, I will, in this chapter,
explain various linguistic features of comparisons that underly the structure and
approach to their analysis in the subsequent chapters. These linguistic features
concern syntactic, semantic, and cognitive aspects of comparisons that were estab-
lished through typological and language-specific studies. I will address how adjec-
tives, nouns, and verbs can express the aspect of comparison before moving on to
the different syntactic constructions in which comparisons appear in the languages
of the world. A note on two different cognitive models underlying linguistic repre-
sentations of comparisons will be followed by a discussion of what distinguishes the
different kinds of comparisons. Finally, I will engage with incomplete comparisons

and what it means for a comparison when one of its parts is left implicit.

2.1 Defining comparisons

A linguistic expression of comparison is the statement of what the speaker per-
ceives to be the relationship between two entities. The speaker establishes this
relationship by means of a cognitive process of comparison prior to its linguistic

expression. The relationship can either be a similarity or a difference between those

19
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entities with regard to a (more or less) specific aspect or quality. The premise for
establishing a typology of comparisons in Homeric Greek is a definition of what
constitutes a typical comparison. Most linguistic studies of comparison are based
on the assumption that a complete linguistic expression of comparison consists of

four elements:!

Comparee Entity which is compared

Standard of comparison | Entity with which the comparee is compared
Aspect of comparison Predicate denoting the property that comparee
and standard share (tertium comparationis)

Marker of standard Element that relates comparee to standard and

identifies the construction as a comparison

Table 2.1: The elements of a comparison

A linguistic expression of comparison states the relationship between comparee
and standard of comparison with respect to a property (or several properties) that
they share. The comparee is the focus or starting point from which the comparison
is made, and the standard of comparison provides the point of reference against
which the property in question is measured. If comparee and standard of compari-
son possess this property to different extents, we are dealing with a comparison of
inequality, expressed by a comparative (a) or superlative (b) construction, shown
in Table 2.2. If comparee and standard of comparison possess this property to the
same extent, we are dealing with a comparison of similarity, expressed by an equa-
tive (c). These three types of comparison have in common that what they compare
is the degree to which comparee and standard of comparison share the aspect, i.e. a
certain quality. A similative construction (d) expresses that two entities are similar

to each other in manner rather than degree.

L Cf. Ultan 1972, 126-7; Heine 1997; Thurmair 2001.
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Comparee Aspect Marker Standard of comparison
(a) Peter is taller than Tom
(b) Peter is the tallest of all the brothers
(c) Peter is as tall as Paul
(d) Peter laughs like his brother

Table 2.2: The four kinds of comparison

The aspect of comparison can be rather vague in similative expressions, and can
refer to a variety of different characteristics associated with the standard of com-
parison.? To the four elements of a comparison some scholars add a ‘“trigger’, which
can be realised by the morphological marking of the adjective expressing the aspect
of comparison for comparative and superlative constructions, tall-er in example
(a), and tall-est in example (b).? In languages that do not mark comparison by
morphological means, a specific, standardised syntactic construction or lexical item
can act as a trigger. In the equative example (c), the first as can be seen as trig-
gering the comparison.*

For all categories of comparisons there are many examples in which the stan-
dard of comparison or the aspect of comparison are implicit. Often they can be
supplied from the context, but some cases of a missing standard result in polar
expressions (e.g. elative superlatives). For Indo-European languages, the presence
of comparative morphology is a good indicator for a comparison of inequality, but
neither a necessary nor a sufficient condition. There are Indo-European languages
that show no trace of comparative morphology (Hittite, Tocharian), and some that
appear to have lost it (Armenian); but even those IE languages that have it can

also express comparisons with unmarked adjectives, or by lexical means. It follows

I limit my discussion of comparisons of similarity to equatives and similatives; for a discussion
of other possible subcategories cf. Stolz 2013 and Thurmair 2001.

3 Cf. Thurmair 2001.

Heine 1997 distinguishes between ‘degree marker’ (affix/word/particle with predicate) and
‘marker of standard’ (adposition/clitic/case inflection/not formally marked (=juxtaposi-
tion)), as does Ultan 1972.
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that even though all four elements that constitute a comparison must be present
and identifiable for a linguistic expression of comparison to be complete, not all of
them need to be encoded by individual morphemes or words.

There is a rather obvious affinity between comparisons and ordering expressions
such as first (npdrog), last (Votarog), second/next/later (8evtepog), etc.” The
origin of the superlative suffixes -tatog and -iotog tends to be associated with
the suffix *-to-, which forms ordinal numbers.® Some of the Greek words for these
concepts even have comparison morphology, but they are so remote from actual
comparisons that they do not feature in this work. In this study I will only look at
those cases in which the adjective mp®dtog takes additional superlative morphology
(cf. Il. 14.442-3: mpwTI07TOG).

The aim of a typology of comparisons in Homer is not just to show and catego-
rize the range of comparisons that appear in the text, but also to establish which
types are regular and typical, and which are atypical or on the fringes of what can
be regarded a comparison at all. Another way of looking at this is to ask which
comparison types are grammaticalised in their syntactic structure and which are
more like periphrastic ways of describing a comparison.

If we follow standard, established grammars of ancient Greek, there are a li-
mited number of grammaticalised syntactic constructions for the expression of
comparisons. A typical comparative construction, for instance, involves an adjec-
tive with comparative morphology and a standard of comparison either marked by
the genitive case or by the particle fj. The regularity of a comparison is not only de-
termined by the standard syntactic arrangement of its constituent parts, but also
by their completeness. If a comparison is lacking an explicit aspect or standard
of comparison, can it be regarded as regular? For most of this chapter I will be

talking about complete comparisons, but incomplete (or less explicit) comparisons

5 Cf. Seiler 1950.
6 Cf. Kiihner/Blass 1890, 573-4; Schwyzer 1939, 503-4, 537, 594-6; Benveniste 1948; Lujan 2019.
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will be addressed in the final section. Another factor is frequency; the more often a
certain construction appears, the more likely it is to be regarded regular to at least
some extent. A maybe even more important parameter than frequency is stability;
for a comparison type to be regular, we can expect it to show a certain degree
of stability or coherence across its instantiations. If the standard of comparison
is most often marked by a particle, we might expect to find one particular parti-
cle to be grammaticalised to fulfil this function, rather than an array of different

particles.

2.2 The aspect of comparison

The aspect of comparison denotes the property that is shared between comparee
and standard of comparison to either equal or differing extents. In similative con-
structions the aspect of comparison is the manner or quality in which comparee
and standard are similar. In Mary sings like a nightingale the verb sing expresses
the aspect of comparison; Mary and the nightingale are similar with regard to the
manner in which they sing. Equatives, comparatives and superlatives express an
equality or inequality in extent or degree. In Mary is as tall as/taller than Tom,
Mary and Tom are (un)equal with regard to the degree of their tallness.” In this
respect, similative comparisons could be regarded as semantically simpler; they
express comparisons purely in terms of one or several qualities that comparee and
standard of comparison share. It is not an issue for similative comparisons how the
semantically difficult notion of the degree to which comparee and standard possess
a quality is to be understood and reflected in a semantic analysis of the constituents
of a comparison. By contrast, for comparatives, superlatives, and equatives, it is

still a matter of debate how exactly the notion of degree is part of the (adjective

7 T have extended the observations about equatives made by Haspelmath/Buchholz 1998 to all

degree comparisons, i.e. also comparatives and superlatives.



24 Chapter 2. The grammar of comparisons

expressing the) aspect of comparison.® The difficulty with similative expressions is
rather that the aspect of comparison is often not expressed at all.? In such cases
there is a greater focus on the standard of comparison and the context, since the
aspect of comparison must be established on the basis of what speaker and hearer
know about the characteristics of the standard of comparison, and how (or which
of) these characteristics are relevant in the context of the comparison.

In typical degree comparisons, the aspect of comparison is a concrete, gradable
property or quality denoted by an adjective; the extent or degree to which this
property is present in the comparee is either equal or different to the degree to
which that very same property is present in the standard of comparison, e.g. the
bench is as long as/longer than the table. In correlating comparisons, a special
type of degree comparison, it is not a property itself, in the strict sense, that
comparee and standard of comparison have in common. Instead, the extent or
degree to which the comparee possesses a property equals or exceeds the extent
or degree to which the standard of comparison possesses another property, e.g.
the bench is as long as/longer than the table is wide. The two properties need
not have the same aspect of comparison, and can even be opposites: dogs are as
loyal as cats are indifferent.!® It may seem that we are dealing with two different
aspects of comparison here (length and width; loyalty and indifference), but since
the function of a comparison is to give information about the comparee, the aspect
of comparison is length in the first example and loyalty in the second example.
Width and indifference are part of the standard of comparison; they make the
standard of comparison more complex, but they do not affect that what is being

measured against that standard is the length of a bench or the loyalty of a dog.

8 For a brief overview of the different approaches to this question cf. the Introduction in

Kennedy 1999.

As for example in madpot yép tor maideg opoiol matpl médovtar ‘few sons indeed are like their
fathers’ (Od. 2.276).

10 Cf. Bierwisch 1988, 113-4.

9
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Yet, the two aspects have to refer to the same scale, or at least to two scales that
can be metaphorically associated with one another. Roughly speaking, length and
width both refer to a scale of spatial extension; loyalty and indifference refer to
the positive and negative pole of a scale of loyalty. It is not normally possible to
say Larry is more tired than Michael is clever.'!

Equative constructions can appear in a special variation of the correlating
comparison; if the properties by which comparee and standard of comparison are
related are marked for comparative degree (either by comparative morphology or
periphrastically with degree adverbials), the aspect of comparison is enhanced by
the correlating increase in degree to which comparee and standard of comparison
possess the property. For example, the more the merrier expresses a comparison
in which the extent in number correlates with or equals the extent in merriment:
‘the degree by which the number of people increases equals the degree by which
merriment increases.” In such expressions there is no formal marking as to which
element is the comparee and which is the standard, but word order and the context
make it clear. In our example the focus lies on the increase of merriment that
correlates with an increase in number of people, and not vice versa.!?

An interesting pragmatic feature of comparisons is the difference between a
marked and an unmarked comparison. An unmarked comparison in which the
aspect of comparison is height employs an adjective denoting the upper end of the
scale of height: Peter is taller than Paul. A marked version of this employs an
adjective referring to the lower end of the scale: Paul is shorter than Peter. The
unmarked version of this comparison is the standard way of expressing a difference
in height between Peter and Paul. The marked version would only be employed to

emphasize the shortness of the comparee.!?

1 Tn the literature on the semantics of comparison, this phenomenon is called incommensura-
bility. Cf. Kennedy 1999, 16-7; Cresswell 1976.

12 Cf. Jespersen 1924, 251-2.

13 Cf. Jespersen 1924, 246-7; Bierwisch 1987, 91-101; Thurmair 2001; Zeilfelder (forthcoming),
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Bierwisch calls the words that express degrees (many/much, more, most)™
“expressions of gradation par excellence [..]; they can occur as quantifiers, ad-
jectives, adverbials, degree modifiers [..]. Their characteristic property is not the
fixing of any particular dimension or condition of comparison. They represent, so
to speak, gradation per se”'® For the adverbial usage of much, more, most, an-
cient Greek has péha, padlov, péiiota, and for adjectival (as well as adverbial)
usage TOAVG, TAeiwv, TAeiotog. These words act like degree markers or triggers to
form a comparison together with an adjective (or adjectival participle), a noun,
or a verb expressing the aspect of comparison. Frequently, paAlov/péhota oc-
cur as periphrastic expressions in place of comparative/superlative morphology
with gradable verbal adjectives in -tog, participles, or other adjectives that cannot
take comparative/superlative suffixes for formal reasons.!® There are even cases in
which mepi is employed as an adverbial degree modifier and acts like poAiota as
a means of marking the superlative periphrastically (cf. Il. 13.49-52). In compara-
tive, superlative, and equative constructions the aspect of comparison is most often
expressed by an adjective, but also frequently by a noun or verb, while similative
constructions tend to be more diverse. They vary greatly in how explicitly the
aspect of comparison is expressed, and whether by (a combination of) adjective,

noun, or verb.

13-5. For the notion of markedness in semantics cf. Waugh 1982.

And their antonyms few, fewer, fewest / little, less, least.

Bierwisch 1988, 111. Rusiecki uses the fuzzy notions of many and few in order to explain
how the positive of relative adjectives is processed. He, for example, suggests to think of a
sentence Peter is tall in terms of Peter is many feet and inches rather than as relative to a
norm that is made up by some mathematical average/median/mean (1985, 34-9).

In post-Homeric Greek periphrastic ways of marking comparative and superlative degree also
occur with adjectives that can take comparative/superlative morphology, cf. paAdov gilog for
giltepog (Eur. Tro. 789). Cf. Schwyzer/Debrunner 1988, 184.

14
15
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2.2.1 Word classes: adjectives vs. nouns and verbs

Since adjectives are generally regarded as the most suitable word class for the
expression of the aspect of comparison, we will first take a closer look at them
before moving on to nouns and verbs. Adjectives are a highly disputed class; some
scholars claim that adjectives do not exist in some languages of the world,'” others
define the category widely enough to allow for most (or even all) languages of the
world to have them. At any rate, it does emerge that nouns and verbs that express
typically adjectival concepts do not entirely behave like core nouns and verbs; there
are certain things that ‘adjectival’ nouns and verbs can do, which core nouns and
verbs cannot, and vice-versa.'® It is clear that every language has some means to
express the concepts that semantically correspond to what adjectives express. To
capture the typical semantic contents of adjectives, Dixon lists four central types

(1-4), and another three peripheral types (5-7):'

Dimension big, small, long, deep

Age new, young, old

Value good, bad, important, lucky
Colour red, green, black

Physical property | hard, soft, strong, sick, tired

Human propensity | jealous, happy, clever, proud

A i i

Speed fast, slow

Table 2.3: Core adjectival concepts

20

In languages that have closed adjective classes,”™ or express adjectival concepts

through words that appear not to form the kind of category that corresponds with

17 Cf. Andersen 1983, 114-5; Schachter 1985.

18 Cf. Wetzer 1996; Baker 2003; Dixon 2004. For a different and rather more flexible view on
word classes cf. Vogel 1996.

19 Cf. Dixon 2004, 3-4.

20 T.e. a limited, often very small, set of adjectives. In such languages the adjective class cannot
be expanded through morphological derivation of new adjectives from nouns or verbs.
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what is traditionally viewed as an adjective, adjectival concepts can be expressed
through (i) nouns or (ii) verbs (or noun-like words and verb-like words).?* Typo-
logically speaking, in the case of (i) in a language that has a closed ‘real” adjective
class, adjectival concepts outside of this closed class are expressed as an abstract
noun with a verb ‘to have’ if the adjectival noun acts as a modifier to a noun, or
with a verb ‘to be’ if it acts as a predicate.?? If we are dealing with a language
that has no distinct adjective class at all, adjectival concepts are expressed by
nouns that designate an object embodying that concept. Such adjective-like nouns
look and syntactically function more or less like normal nouns. They can act as

modifiers of other nouns, or as predicates in combination with a copula.?

Language | In modifier function In predicate function

Hausa mutum mai alheri yana da alheri

person having kindness | he is with kindness

‘a kind person’ ‘he is kind’

Quechua | chay hatun runa chay runa hatun (kaykan)
that big-one man that man big-one (is)
‘that big man’ ‘that man is big’

Table 2.4: (i) Adjectival concepts expressed through nouns

In the case of (ii), for both languages with closed adjective classes and languages
without an adjective class, adjective-like verbs look and behave like normal verbs,
when the adjectival concept acts as a predicate. When the adjectival concept takes
the function of a modifier, the adjective-like verb is relativized, even though this

relativization can be optional in some languages that have no adjective class.?*

21 For the purpose of this work it does not matter whether one follows Dixon 2004 in assuming

that there is something like a category adjective in every language of the world, or whether one
follows the more traditional view (e.g. Andersen 1983; Schachter 1985) that some languages
have no separate class of adjectives at all.

22 (Cf. Schachter 1985, 15.

23 Cf. Schachter 1985, 13-20. Hausa is an Afro-Asiatic language with a closed adjective class.
Quechua is a South American language with no adjective class.

24 Cf. Schachter 1985, 16-20. Bemba is a Bantu language from Niger-Congo with a closed ad-
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Language | In modifier function In predicate function
Bemba umuuntu uashipa umuuntu aashipa
person who is brave person is brave
‘a brave person’ ‘the person is brave’
Mojave 2i:pa (K*-)homi:-n¥-¢ iva:k ?i:pa-¢ homi:-k (idu:m)
man (REL-)tall-DEM-SUBJ is here | man-SUBJ tall-PRES (AUX)
‘the tall man is here’ ‘that man is tall’

Table 2.5: (ii) Adjectival concepts expressed through verbs

Crosslinguistic variation for the expression of what, from an Indo-European per-
spective, we would call adjectival concepts shows that it is not very surprising
that the aspect of comparison can be expressed by either of the three major word
classes.?> Adjectives are somewhere between nouns and verbs in different respects.
Typical adjectives express property concepts, while typical nouns refer to entities,
and typical verbs denote actions.?® Nouns as entities typically express the most
time-stable concepts, they refer to essential, permanent characteristics. Verbs as
events typically express the least time-stable concepts, they refer to momentary
and transitory actions. Adjectives can refer to stage-level (momentary, transitory,
more general) properties, as well as to individual-level (i.e. essential, time-stable,
intrinsic) properties.?” Example (1) illustrates a typical stage-level (a.) and a typ-

ical individual-level (b.) predicate.

(1) a. Firemen are available
b. Firemen are altruistic

jective class. Mojave is a Yuman language from North America with no adjective class.

For a discussion of common features and distinctions between adjectives, participles, nouns,

and adverbs in Greek cf. Schwyzer /Debrunner 1988, 173-80.

Pustet 2006, 61. For Ferris 1993 the distinction is between entities (~nouns) and properties

(~verbs), and adjectives seem to be somewhere in between, or sometimes more like one,

sometimes more like the other (1-18).

27 Cf. Givén 1984, 55; Vogel 1996, 195-219; Wetzer 1996, 44; Blackwell 2000, 371-2; Pustet 2006,
61-2. The core semantic adjective types tend to be more time-stable, while the peripheral ones
tend to be less time-stable.

25
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The distinction between these two types of predicates is reflected on a syntactic
and semantic level. One way to test this distinction is ‘there-insertion’: (1)a. can
have ‘there’ inserted (‘There are firemen available’), and mean that only some,
but not all, firemen are available. This is not the case in (1)b., which refers to a
general truth about all firemen.?

In a linguistic utterance, nouns typically take the position of the argument(s)
(i.e. subject and object), and verbs that of the predicate, which links the argu-
ments into a syntactic structure. Adjectives in their most basic form are neither

independent arguments nor full predicates, but they can fulfil roles that neither

nouns nor verbs typically can: they can be

1) direct attributive modifiers of nouns | a smart woman;
2) complements of degree words Mary is too smart for her own good;

3) resultative secondary predicates they beat the metal flat.

For our purposes especially statement 2) is interesting, since it claims that grada-
bility is a strictly adjectival property; in how far nouns and verbs participate in
gradability remains a matter of debate and will be discussed below. Statement 1)
refers to one of the most prominent and intuitively adjectival properties. Statement
3) refers to a special case of the predicative use, the other prominent syntactic po-
sition of adjectives.? In Greek, for example, the ‘normal’ predicative position can
be taken up by nouns, and a noun in this position usually has no article, “da das-
selbe in der Regel nicht ein bestimmtes Individuum, sondern nur den abstrakten

Begriff einer Eigenschaft bezeichnet, die von dem Subjekte ausgesagt wird.”3? In

28 (Cf. Carlson 1977; Kratzer 1995.

29 Cf. Baker 2003, 190-1; Pustet 2006 stresses the attributive function of adjectives, and Bolinger
1967 claims that more adjectives are restricted to attributive than to predicative position.

30 Kiihner/Gerth II, 1 1898, 591. This is, however, not a hard-and-fast rule, and the distinction
between the function of identifying an individual and of assigning a property is not clear-cut.
Cf. Hes. Fr. 308: adt0g yop mavtwv Pacideds kal koipavog éotv ‘for he himself is (the?) king
and (the?) ruler of all’
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English, indefinite nouns in predicative positions behave like adjectives: he is (a)
king assigns a property to the subject, while he is the king identifies the subject.

There is a certain degree of fluidity between word classes in that a member
of one class can enter into another, either by derivation or even without formal
changes. In participial form, verbs can behave like adjectives. Generally speaking,
participles express less time-stable, and proper adjectives more time-stable at-
tributes. In Greek, adjectives can be nominalised by a definite article and act as

nouns, and nouns (especially agent nouns) can occur in attributive position.?!

2.2.2 Gradability

Predicates of typical degree comparisons denote gradable properties, i.e. proper-
ties that can be of a higher or lower degree, and thereby present to equal or
differing degrees in different objects.?? There is an ongoing debate among seman-
ticists about how exactly gradability is to be conceptualized, and how gradable
predicates (which tend to be adjectives, see below) should be represented in for-
mal semantic analyses. Formal semantic representations are not of concern for this
work, but thinking about a cognitive model underlying the linguistic expression
of a comparison can shed light on its syntactic representation. To conceptualize
the most basic, straightforward, and typical degree comparison, I follow Stassen’s

definition which describes it as the “mental act by which two objects are assigned

31 Cf. éraipog &vip ‘companion’ (1. 17.466). Gétz Keydana has kindly pointed out to me that,
in PIE, nouns and adjectives may not have always been formally distinct: Vedic madhu-, can
mean ‘sweet’ or ‘honey’ depending on the context. At the same time, however, there were
designated affixes forming adjectives right from the start, which shows that there probably
was an early categorial difference between the three major word classes. In English, categorial
state is fluid in any direction and across all word classes: e.g. ‘a fun thing’, ‘Don’t sweetheart
me!’; ‘to off somebody’. Borer (2005) argues that underived words in the English lexicon are
unspecified with regard to word class.

Cf. Kennedy 2006, 691: gradable predicates are of a “unique semantic type that directly repre-
sents their order-inducing feature; they are analysed as expressions that map their arguments
onto abstract representations of measurement, or scales.”

32
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a position on a predicative scale.”® More specifically, gradable predicates are func-
tions from objects to extents; they express relations between objects and abstract
representations of intervals on a scale.®* If both objects are assigned the same po-
sition (or interval) on the scale, we are dealing with a comparison of equality; if
the objects are assigned different positions, the comparison is one of inequality.?®
The degree to which these objects possess a certain property determines how they
are ordered on that scale. The semantic notion of gradability is to be distinguished
from the morphological marking of positive, comparative, and superlative degree.8
A comparison relates two explicitly mentioned entities (comparee and standard of
comparison) with regard to a specific aspect by which those entities are similar or
different. This aspect is often expressed by an adjective that denotes a gradable
property, and for languages that mark degrees of comparison morphologically, this
adjective is likely to be marked for the relevant degree, i.e. either as positive,
comparative, or superlative.

Gradability is usually regarded as a purely adjectival concept; it is closely con-
nected to vagueness; typically, gradable adjectives are vague. Vagueness refers to
“a particular kind of uncertainty about the application of a predicate.”” Without
a specific context, it is impossible to determine the truth condition of a state-
ment like Peter is tall. This statement could be true if the comparison class is
primary school kids, but false if it is basketball players.>® Besides vagueness, di-
mensionality is an important factor of gradability: the most typical — and the

most straightforwardly gradable — adjectives are uni-dimensional. According to

33 Stassen 2006, 686.

34 Cf. Kennedy 1999, xvii-xviii. He briefly discusses the other main approaches to describing
gradable adjectives in his Introduction. Cf. also Constantinescu 2011.

35 (Cf. Stassen 2006; Kennedy 2006.

36 Or the absence of marking on the positive forms vis-a-vis the morphologically marked graded
forms. Some scholars operate with a zero-morpheme for the positive. Cf. Thurmair 2001,
104-5; Kennedy 2007.

37 Barker 2006, 294.

38 Cf. Kennedy 1999, 5-11; Barker 2006.
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Kennedy, the term dimension refers to ordering domains, which are properties that
permit grading. The way to conceptualize these properties is to think of them as
abstract nominal concepts; when we talk about the dimension referred to by a
uni-dimensional adjective like tall, we call it the dimension or property of height.
When we think of the dimensions of multi-dimensional adjectives like clever, we
call them intelligence, wittiness, knowing what to do and how to behave in different
situations, etc.;3¥ clever cannot be defined through only one dimension. Cleverness
as a concept is not as straightforwardly measurable as height. It is made up of dif-
ferent parameters such as how much someone knows, or how someone can put their
knowledge to practical use. Someone can be clever with regard to business skills, in
maths, on an academic or social level. In order to establish the exact meaning of a
multidimensional adjective it is not only necessary to know which parameters are
at play at all, but also how these parameters are to be ordered according to their
importance, and how the interplay of parameters and their importance contributes
to our understanding of an average or normative standard of, say, cleverness. Pe-
ter can be cleverer than Tom with regard to one specific or several dimensions of
cleverness.

Multidimensional adjectives have a greater and different degree of vagueness
than unidimensional adjectives. As stated above, vagueness for unidimensional
adjectives concerns the extent to which the property holds in context (John is quite
tall for a basketball player vs. John is quite tall for a 12-year-old). Multidimensional
adjectives are vague not just in terms of the relevant extent of cleverness, but also
with regard to which dimensions of cleverness are relevant at all.*°

Concrete nouns, as well as most abstract nouns, are multidimensional and have

39 Cf. Kennedy 1999, 12-4; I disagree with Constantinescu’s claim that unidimensionality is a
purely adjectival property, while multidimensionality is purely nominal (2015, 177).

40 Cf. Kaiser 1979, 8-14. Kennedy refers to vagueness in multidimensional adjectives as indeter-
minacy. In his view, this is a different phenomenon from vagueness, but rather something like
ambiguity (1999, 12-5).
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a degree of vagueness that can be conceptualized in terms of prototypicality; the
combination of its characteristics makes a noun a good or less good example of its
category. Experiments show, for example, that people consistently regard a robin
as a more typical example of a bird than a penguin or an ostrich. On a conceptual
level, there is a scale of prototypicality for the category bird. The parameters by
which it is established whether a certain member of the category qualifies as a
better or worse example of it are determined by a multitude of dimensions, of
which a prototypical bird should display most, or at least the most important
ones, e.g. have feathers, fly, lay eggs, be small, sing, etc.*!

In this regard, most nouns do not appear to be all that different from multi-
dimensional adjectives. On purely syntactic grounds, however, there is a crucial
difference between adjectives and nouns in the way in which they participate in
expressions of comparison. If combined with degree morphology or a degree mo-
difier like more, adjectives express a comparison of degree: more beautiful. When
concrete nouns are modified by more, the result is a comparison of quantity. When
a plural concrete noun is combined with a degree modifier, the resulting meaning
is that of a greater number of entities: more cars; a degree modifier with a mass
noun yields a greater amount of the relevant substance: more wine. In order to re-
fer to a greater degree of the prototypical features usually associated with concrete
nouns, many languages require additional marking: more of a car, more wine-like,
but in Greek, for instance, some nouns can take degree morphology and thereby
become comparative (or superlative) adjectives: Baciledtepog ‘more of a king’.*?
But even in English, abstract nouns can be directly modified by a degree word:
more cleverness means ‘a higher degree of cleverness’.

Verbs are compared with regard to frequency and amount: Ben laughs more

than Peter (~more often). However, an exception are experience verbs; they cluster

41 Cf, Sassoon 2013.
12 Cf, Lujan 2019, 306-7.
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with adjectives: she likes dogs more than cats.*3
In view of the above, we may draw a preliminary conclusion about gradability

in the three major word classes. Adjectives are the word class that has the greatest
number of members that are straightforwardly gradable.** Yet, nouns and verbs are
also gradable, albeit in a less straightforward way. Grading nouns and verbs often
requires additional marking and has an effect on their meaning: some verbs receive
the additional feature of frequency or amount when they are graded, and concrete
nouns no longer refer to entities but become abstract, often to the effect that the
graded form becomes adjectival. Constantinescu in her study on the gradability of
nouns and adjectives argues that a strong distinction between nouns and adjectives
also holds on the lexical level:

[N]Jouns do not introduce orderings, as they are and need to be in-

herently multi-dimensional. It is only under specific conditions that

predicatively used noun phrases may introduce orderings in terms of

prototypicality (e.g. more of an N structures) or that a (gradable) pro-

perty interpretation of bare nouns is licenced which allows for degree

modification.?® [...] gradability is not manifested in the nominal domain

in a way that we are familiar with from the adjectival domain, thus

pointing to a fundamental lexico-semantic difference between these two

lexical categories.*6
Here multi-dimensionality and non-gradability are directly linked and ascribed to
nouns as opposed to adjectives. As we saw above, not only nouns, but also a con-
siderable number of gradable adjectives are multidimensional, which means that
multidimensionality cannot be used as a criterion for non-gradability. Gradability

may be not manifested in the nominal domain in the same way as in the adjectival

domain, but this does not justify the conclusion that there is a lexico-semantic

43 Cf. Constantinescu 2011, 15-7; Sassoon 2013, 36-7.

44 Baker 2003, 214.

45 An example of an ordering in terms of typicality is he is more of an idiot than I thought
(~more idiotic). An example of a (gradable) property interpretation of bare nouns is a big
idiot (~very idiotic); compare the respective predicative use of big, this idiot is big (~large
in size), which does not allow a degree modifier reading.

46 Constantinescu 2015, 188-9. This is also the conclusion of her 2011 PhD thesis.
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difference between the two lexical categories. The adjective class itself is much
more heterogeneous than Constantinescu acknowledges, and certain adjectives are
more similar to abstract nouns than to unidimensional, i.e. typically gradable,
adjectives.*”

Sassoon regards nouns as gradable on at least a cognitive level, even if they do
not syntactically behave exactly like gradable adjectives. He discusses noun grada-
bility in terms of prototypicality.*® The properties of a noun, whose combination
determines whether an entity is a prototypical example of that noun, correspond
to the dimensions of gradable adjectives. Dimensions are conceptual abstractions
of properties in the shape of abstract nouns or nominalized verb phrases. As we
have already seen, for the noun bird these properties are small size, having feathers,
flying, nesting etc.*® Some of them refer to scales themselves, cf. small size, intelli-
gence; others are polar properties, cf. nesting, having feathers. A multi-dimensional
gradable adjective (or noun) could consist entirely of properties that do not refer to
scales, since it is not the scale of the individual property that is being graded, but
the number and relative importance of the properties the referent of the adjective
(or noun) possesses.

Some adjectives are like nouns that do not straightforwardly refer to scales,
and are thus not straightforwardly gradable. Grading such an adjective or a proper
noun means grading the abstraction of its properties in a metaphorical or metonymi-
cal way. The result is a comparison of one or several of its abstract dimensions: “a
robin is more bird than a penguin is not quite felicitous, but it is not an impossible
step to get the meaning a robin is more of a bird than a penguin, i.e. displaying
more characteristics usually associated with a bird. This difference in the degree

to which some or all properties of typical birds are present can also be expressed

47 See Section 2.2.3.

48 Constantinescu 2011 mentions prototypicality with regard to certain expressions of graded
nouns, but is not sure how to deal with it (22-3).

49 Cf. Kaiser 1979; Kennedy 1999, 12-4; Sassoon 2013, 6-7.
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by more birdiness or more birdy. In the same way, this painting is more Italian
than that does not mean that it has a greater extent of Italian nationality, but that
it displays to a greater degree the characteristics usually associated with Italian
paintings or with being Italian. Many abstract nouns are gradable in the same way
as multidimensional adjectives: to have more power is another way of saying to
be more powerful. Jespersen comes to exactly this conclusion in his discussion of

comparatives and superlatives formed on nouns. Such cases, he says, are rare, but

. where we do find in actual usage comparatives or superlatives of
substantive forms they will be seen on closer inspection to single out
one quality and thus mean the same thing as if they were formed from
real adjectives.°

If it were indeed the case that nouns and verbs are not gradable at all, we should
find verbs and nouns expressing the aspect of comparison only in similative con-
structions, since these are the only comparison type that does not involve degrees
or extents in any way. That this is not the case is further evidence that, at least

on a conceptual level, nouns and verbs are gradable.

2.2.3 Adjectives expressing the aspect of comparison

The semantic features of adjectives are the premise upon which they can act as
predicates expressing the aspect with regard to which two entities are compared.
In semantic terms the class of adjectives is divided into absolute and relative
adjectives. Absolute adjectives denote inherent properties or classes of objects; they
are context-independent and not gradable in a straightforward way, e.g. round,
square, married, female, iron. Relative adjectives are gradable, highly context-
dependent, and can be described with reference to a scale, e.g. big, small, loud, old,

deep.®! They can be used in a scalar and in a polar way, i.e. they are conceptualized

50" Jespersen 1924, 80.
51 Cf. Thurmair 2001, 108-9.
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in terms of their location on a scale that runs between two antonymic points. A
scalar use of the adjective tall would be Tom is taller than Tim, locating Tom and
Tim relative to each other on a scale from short to tall. A polar use of tall would
be this is a tall tree, locating the tree at a more or less specific point on a scale of
tree-height.5?

Even the polar use of relative adjectives implies a comparison in that the exact
meaning of the adjective is understood with reference to a normative standard.
What this norm is, is determined by the context, the properties of the subject, the
type of predicate, and other pragmatic factors. Our idea of what is a normal height
for trees acts as the standard of comparison for whether we would call a particular
tree tall or not, and where on a scale of tree height we would place that tree.>® In
contrast, the scalar use of relative adjectives, i.e. complete equative or comparative
comparisons, do not make any reference to a normative scale. It is fine to say Tom
is taller than Tim, but both are actually quite short because the comparative does
not entail the positive: saying that A is taller than B does not entail that A (or
B) is tall. A scalar comparative makes a statement about the degree to which an
object has a quality in relation to another object, not in relation to a contextual
norm.>

It is an inherent feature of a relative adjective that when construed with refe-
rence to more than one entity, it can express all three types of scalar comparisons;
it does not even require special comparative, superlative, or equative morphology

for this: Next to an apple tree, an oak tree is tall implies a comparative reading an

52 Cf. Ultan 1972, 121-2; Thurmair 2001, 109-14. Other scholars think of the polar use of relative
adjectives in terms of actual comparative expressions. In their view the expression this is a
tall tree means this tree is taller than an average tree or this tree has a greater degree of
tallness than a standard representative of the set of trees. Cf. Rusiecki 1985; Bierwisch 1988;
Kennedy/McNally 2005.

53 Cf. vagueness. Kennedy 2006 and 2007; Barker 2006. For a discussion of different types of
scales that underlie different types of relative adjectives cf. Bierwisch 1988; Kennedy/McNally
2005.

5 Cf. Jespersen 1924, 247; Thurmair 2001; Kennedy/McNally 2005; Kennedy 2006.
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oak tree is taller than an apple tree. Similarly, among all the oak trees, this one is
tall implies a superlative reading this one is the tallest of all oak trees.>

Comparative and superlative morphology on their own are not sufficient to
mark a comparison: an adjective with comparative or superlative morphology does
not express a comparison any more than a relative adjective in the positive does,
namely only in reference to a normative scale. An older woman is not a compa-
rison, but a polar use of a comparative adjective and means a rather old woman,
unless this statement is made with reference to an explicit or contextually implied
standard of comparison.

I have already touched upon the connection between vagueness and gradability,
but it should be noted that it is not strictly the case that only relative and vague
adjectives are gradable. Rotstein/Winter and Kennedy/McNally have pointed out
that adjectives like wet, empty, full, open, awake are gradable. These kinds of
adjectives are not considered vague in the same way in which the adjective tall is
vague; their truth value is not as heavily dependent on the linguistic context, and
at first sight, they are binary: something is either wet or dry, full or empty. Yet,
even these adjectives can be modified by degree adverbials: the theatre was quite
empty, emptier than usual; my jacket is wetter than my trousers. In such examples
the adjective is not vague or relative, and, unlike with relative adjectives, the
comparative wetter entails its positive the jacket is wet; emptier entails the theatre

was empty; in contrast, a comparative construction with a relative adjective Peter

is taller than Tom does not entail the positive Peter is tall.>”

55 The superlative is to some extent a special case of a comparative: it expresses that one object
among a group has a quality to a degree that is greater than all the others in that same
group. Thus, the sentence among all the oak trees, this one is tall also implies a comparative
reading this oak tree is taller than all other oak trees. The distinction between comparative
and superlative comparisons is discussed in Section 2.5.

Cf. Herbermann 1998, 78-83. For explicit vs. implicit comparisons cf. section 2.6. This polar
or contrastive use of comparative adjectives is to some degree lexicalised, cf. she is an older
woman, they live in a better neighbourhood, vs. “he is a taller man to mean ‘rather tall’, “they
live in a bigger house to mean ‘rather big’.

5T Cf. Rotstein/Winter 2004; Kennedy/McNally 2005.

56
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Absolute adjectives are thus gradable in a different way to relative adjectives.
Kennedy /McNally suggest that this could be explained with reference to Laser-
sohn’s theory of pragmatic halos. Even though it should not be possible to grade
absolute, binary expressions such as the above, pragmatics allows for a certain
degree of deviation from what is strictly speaking true. Even though arguably
an object can only either be wet or dry, empty or full, it is possible to express
that something is just a little bit more or less empty or wet. The pragmatic halo
describes the range within which it is possible to deviate from the standard denota-
tion of the property.’® There seems to be a continuum of acceptability along which
different absolute adjectives can combine with degree modifiers or be part of degree
comparisons. While the theatre was quite empty, even emptier than yesterday is un-
problematic, my orchid is quite dead, even deader than yesterday might be less so.
Beyond the examples that Rotstein/Winter and Kennedy/McNally discuss, even
rather firmly absolute adjectives like dead, can be graded in a meaningful way.%

Thinking about gradability in terms of dimensionality and prototypicality can
explain why some absolute adjectives are gradable in simpler terms than the rather
vague concept of pragmatic halos: when saying fuller or quite full, the speaker does
not refer to the literal meaning of full, but to one or several specific dimensions of
full that are relevant in the context of the utterance. For example, a glass of beer is
full when filled up to the line that says one pint, even though this means that the
glass is not full to the brim, and could be filled up more. Absolute adjectives are
typically multidimensional, and even though in their most literal and strictly logi-
cal meaning, they are not straightforwardly gradable, they can become gradable if
one focuses only on those dimensions that fit the context. For the example of the

empty theatre this means not taking the meaning of empty too literally, but view-

8 (Cf. Kennedy/McNally 2005, 357; Lasersohn 1999.
59 Cf. Latin mortuus sum ‘I am dead’ is a verbal form, and patterns with experience verbs which
can be graded in the same way as multidimensional relative adjectives.
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ing it in the context of the theatre and what a normal audience size is. In terms
of the dead orchid, this means focussing on certain characteristics that death is
associated with, namely that (natural) death is often preceded by physical weak-
ness and decreasing health. Absolute adjectives thus fall into the same category as
concrete nouns: they are gradable when one focuses on the (abstract) properties
associated with one or several of their dimensions. Even uni-dimensional absolute
adjectives are gradable because language and real-life experience allow for grada-
tions of, for example, the adjective square. Even though squareness is theoretically
defined in an absolute way, there are situations in which one shape can be said to

be more square than another.

2.2.4 Nouns expressing the aspect of comparison

While adjectives and their usage in comparison are discussed widely in General
Linguistic literature, there is to my knowledge no linguistic study of nouns (or
verbs) featuring in expressions of comparisons. What follows here are predictions
on the behaviour of nouns expressing the aspect of comparison on the basis of
general properties of the word class ‘noun’ and my observations regarding specific
nouns in Homeric comparisons. Since nouns cannot generally appear in exactly the
same syntactic positions as adjectives and cannot usually be directly modified by
the same degree modifiers as adjectives, we do not expect adjectives and nouns to
be interchangeable when they appear as aspects of comparisons. From the above
discussion of word classes and gradability, it should follow that in straightforward
degree comparisons, the noun expressing the aspect of comparison is an abstract
noun, like vofpart ‘in wit’.%
(2) (...) €ye 8¢ xe oglw vorjpati ye tpoPadoipny Il. 19.218

but I would surpass you in wit

60 Cf. Coray 2009, 98 on the meaning of vofpartt.
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If the noun is a concrete noun, the ‘actual” aspect of comparison, or the metonymi-
cal relationship between the concrete noun and the quality that is actually being
compared, is to be inferred from the abstract characteristics or dimensions associ-
ated with the concrete noun in question:

(3) Avtiloyog- 6 yap adte véoug oot mhvTog évika Il. 23.756

Antilochus; for he surpassed all the young men with (regard to the
swiftness of) his feet

The aspect by which in this passage Antilochus surpasses all the young men is
expressed by a concrete noun in the dative, oot ‘with his feet.” Beside the literal
meaning, in which the feet are the instrument by which Antilochus surpasses the
others, on a conceptual level, mooi has the meaning ‘with regard to the swiftness
of his feet’.

Most typically, nouns express the aspect of comparison in lexical expressions
of comparisons, as in the examples above, but they can also specify or make more
precise the aspect of comparison with multidimensional adjectives:

(4) (...) 8 yop adte Binv o0 matpdg dpeivev Il. 1.404
for in strength he is better than his father
apeivov ‘better’ is prototypically multidimensional, since someone can be better
with regard to a great variety of dimensions. A noun in the accusative of relation,
Binv ‘strength’, specifies that the dimension referred to in this example is that of
physical prowess.

In similatives, which express a similarity or sameness in manner, not in degree,

the aspect of comparison need not be an abstract and gradable concept.
(5) Tpdeg pév kAayyn T évomi) T’ loav 6pvieg g Il. 3.2
The Trojans came with crying and shouting like birds.
Here the two aspects of comparison, kAayyn ‘crying’ and évomr] ‘shouting’, are not
straightforwardly gradable; in a degree comparison they would have to be seman-

tically enhanced to be understood to refer to an abstract and gradable concept,
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such as ‘intensity of crying’ for example. In this similative comparison, what is
being compared is the kind of sound that the Trojans make in their attack, and
not its volume.%!

In those similative comparisons that are very similar to metaphors, the aspect
of comparison is a noun which has a dependent genitive expressing the standard
of comparison:

(6) aA)’ "Extwp mTupog aivov €xel pévog Il. 17.565
but Hector has the terrible might of fire

Hector is being compared to fire with regard to his might. This ‘to have 4+ noun’
construction resembles the way in which adjectival concepts can be expressed in
languages that have only a small, closed adjective class or no adjectives at all. “To
have the might of fire’ is another way of saying ‘to be mighty like fire’.

A variation of this is a compound on the basis of a possessive relation:

(7) (...) AxtAAfjo pn€nvopa Bupodéovta Il. 7.228

Achilles, breaker of armed ranks, in spirit like a lion

The compound adjective BupoAéwv translates to ‘having the spirit of a lion’, and
thus to ‘being like a lion in spirit’.%2

A small set of nouns can take comparative and superlative morphology and
thereby function as an adjectival aspect of comparison. The gradable meaning of
the thus created adjective is based on characteristics usually associated with the
noun. In example (8), the comparative adjective xOvtepov is formed on the noun
kbwv ‘dog’, and its meaning is based on the usage of kOwv as an insult, designating

a shameless person.®?

61 This does not mean that the volume or intensity of the noise that the Trojans are making is

not also at play here. The comparison and the crane simile following it (verses 3-7) do not
make explicit reference to the notion of volume and intensity, but they do stand in contrast
with the silence, ouyr}, of the Achaeans mentioned in verse 9. Cf. Kirk 1985, 264; Krieter-Spiro
2009, 12.

62 Cf. Wesselmann 2020, 125: “mit einem Mut, wie ihn ein Lowe hat”.

63 Cf. Il. 8.299, 13.622-3.
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(8) D¢ 00K alvoTEPOV KAl KOVTEPOV GANO YuVaLKkdg Od. 11.427

that there is nothing more dreadful and more shameless than a
woman

2.2.5 Verbs expressing the aspect of comparison

In degree comparisons, the aspect of comparison can be expressed by experience
verbs combined with p&AAov, and the resulting meaning is that of a high degree

of the experience or emotion expressed by the verb.

(9) (-..) 6 & éxdoato knpdOL paAiov,
Kwnoag 8¢ kapn mpoti ov pubroato Bupov Od. 5.284-5

And he got angrier in his heart, and shaking his head he spoke to

his own spirit.
gxwoato paArov is translated with an adjective in English, ‘got angrier’, but in
Greek ‘to get angry’ is a verb.%4

Verbs meaning ‘rather want’, ‘like better’, or ‘prefer’ are reminiscent of lexi-

cal means of marking the standard of comparison and function like semantically
bleached markers of degree. The meaning that they convey when used in compa-
risons is similar to that of very general multi-dimensional adjectives like ‘good’: to
prefer one thing over another is like finding it better. They describe a comparison,
but they do not, on their own, denote the aspect of comparison. The comparative

(or superlative) meaning of the verb can be reinforced by pailov (or péiota).

(10) TGOV Tép TIG Ko paAlov ééASetou €€ Epov elval
1) TTOAEpOL Il. 13.638-9

His desire for these things a man would wish even more to satisfy
than his desire for war.

In similative expressions, the focus lies not on the intensity, but on the manner in

which the verbal action is performed.

64 Ameis/Hentze understand p&Alov as expressing growing intensity: “immer mehr” (1908b,
178).
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(11) (-..) ot 8¢ Abkot &g
aAAnAoLg émopovoay, avip & Gvdp’ édvomdilev. Il 4.471-2

Like wolves they attacked one another, and man flung down man.

The comparison Avkot &g, ‘like wolves’, appears in the context of the verbal action
aAAnroig émopovoav ‘they attacked one another’, and describes warriors in terms
of wild beasts. Like many similatives, this example lacks an aspect of comparison
that is clearly marked as such, but here the context of the comparison suggests
that the warriors are wolf-like precisely with regard to their action of attacking,
and not in a more general, context-independent way.

Like nouns, verbs can, in combination with multi-dimensional adjectives, make

explicit the dimension that is relevant for the comparison.

(12) (...) ol yap te fodv mpogepéotepai eiotv
eAképeval verolo Pabeing Tnktov &potpov Il. 10. 352-3

For they are better than oxen at drawing through deep fallow-land
the well-constructed plough.

The infinitive phrase é\xépevoun veloio Pabeing mnktov Gpotpov ‘to draw through
deep fallow-land the well-constructed plough’ specifies the aspect in which mules

are better than oxen.

2.3 Syntactic typology of comparison

For the syntactic analysis of the different expressions of comparison found in my

corpus I have adapted the typology put forward by Andersen, and established the

following categories:%

65 Cf. Andersen 1983, 112-13. Ziemer discusses the same range of syntactic constructions with
which languages can express comparison, but claims that ancient Greek employs only the
‘most developed’ ones, i.e. case, pre- and post-position, and particle (1884, 6-19). For an
overview of the syntactic typology of gradation and comparison in the IE languages, cf. the
handbook edited by Keydana/Widmer/Hock 2021.



46 Chapter 2. The grammar of comparisons

Juxtaposition | A is big(ger), B is small/B is not (big), A and B, A is big(ger)
Case A is big(ger) B-from

Adposition A is big(ger) from/to B

Particle A is bigger than B

Lexical A surpasses B in size

Andersen’s typology includes only comparisons of inequality, and the above catego-
ries are established on the basis of comparatives (and to some extent superlatives).
I will first briefly discuss the nature of each category from a typological perspec-
tive, and then situate it within ancient Greek, and more specifically in my corpus,
Homeric Greek. I will explain what the typical members of each category look
like, and discuss possible difficulties with identifying them and with defining the

category itself.

2.3.1 Juxtaposition

Comparisons by juxtaposition tend to be short, asyndetic expressions involving
nothing more than the four necessary elements of a comparison. This construc-
tion type seems to appear only in comparative constructions, and most often in
languages that do not have morphological degree marking on adjectives. The stan-
dard of comparison is not explicitly marked; instead, the rigid asyndetic syntax
that links comparee and standard of comparison conveys the meaning of a com-
parison. The comparee and the predicate make up one clause, and the standard
the other. The standard is further characterised by the antonym 1) or the nega-
tion 2) of the predicate; this marks the construction as a comparison of inequality.

Andersen gives the following examples of this construction:%¢

66 Cf. Andersen 1983, 108-9.
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1) Dakota de Sica, he waste.
this is bad, that good

‘this is worse than that’

2)  Mosquito | Jan almuk, Sammuei almuk apia.
John old, Sammuel old not

‘John is older than Sammuel’

3) Nyandya | madzi ni cakudia komo cakudia.
water and food, good food

‘food is better than water’

In 3) the two entities under comparison, madzi ‘water’ and cakudia ‘food’ are
both introduced together in the first clause, and then cakudia ‘food’ is singled out
and repeated in connection with the predicate expressing the aspect, komo ‘good’,
in the second clause. This singling out of one entity and connecting it with the
predicate is a means of marking it, i.e. cakudia ‘food’, as the comparee, while the
standard is to be understood as the entity which is not repeated and not connected
to the adjective expressing the aspect of comparison, i.e. madzi ‘water’.”

Comparatives by juxtaposition do not occur as a standard type in Ancient
Greek. Cuzzolin argues for reconstructing expressions of the ars longa vita brevis
‘art is long, life is short’ type as Proto-Indo-European comparatives by juxtaposi-
tion on the basis of Sanskrit, Baltic, and Slavic evidence, and a few examples in
Latin. His discussion, however, appears rather anecdotal and lacks detailed and
compelling evidence.®®

In Hesiod’s Works and Days there is an equative comparison of correlating
increase that almost resembles the syntactic structure of comparisons by juxtapo-

sition, the one difference being that the use of the particle combination pév ... 3¢

makes it not asyndetic:

67 Cf. Andersen 1983, 109.
68 (Cf. Cuzzolin 2006.
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(13) peilwv pév oprog, peilov & émi képdel képdog Hes. Erg. 644

greater freight, greater profit on the profit

The relationship between ‘freight’ and ‘profit’ is not one of strict equality with
respect to a specific aspect (size or amount); the example cannot be paraphrased as
‘the freight is as great as the profit. Instead, there is a relationship of equality in the
correlation between an increase in freight and an increase in profit. This correlation
of increasing degrees of size (of freight) and amount (of profit) is triggered by the
comparative morphemes on the adjectives peiCwv and peifov ‘greater” We thus get
the reading ‘the greater the freight, the greater the profit.®

There is an example in the [liad that is a comparison of correlating increase in
meaning, ‘the more men the better the work’, but its two parts are not parallel,

and like the Hesiodic example above it is not asyndetic:

(14) (...) TAedVwV 8¢ TL Epyov Gpelvov Il. 12.412

The work of more men is better.

2.3.2 Case

The case construction is cross-linguistically common especially in languages that
have degree morphology, and is generally regarded as one of the standard strate-
gies for expressing comparative and superlative comparisons in ancient Greek. The
marking of the standard of comparison is done by a particular, fixed, case. The
genitive case in comparative constructions is generally thought of as reflecting the
Indo-European ablative, which syncretized with the genitive and marks the van-

tage point of the comparison.”™ This case is often regarded as a grammaticalized

69 Cf. Mazon 1914, 136. West calls this an “explanatory asyndeton” and finds that émi xépSei

képdog together with peilov “makes an overloaded phrase” (1978, 318). In my view peilov ...
peilov act almost like correlative particles, and are both necessary to convey the meaning ‘the
greater A is, the greater B will be’.

70 Cf. Ziemer 1884, 7-9 and 46-64; Schwab 1893, 23-32; Kiihner/Gerth 1898, 20-1; Jensen 1934;
Benveniste 1948; Berg 1958; Puhvel 1973; Andersen 1983.
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comparative case, while the function of the genitive marking the scope of a su-
perlative construction is generally regarded as a ‘normal’ partitive.”t Only noun
phrases can appear as standards of comparison with the case construction, but
they could theoretically be rather complex (i.e. modified by attributes). Example
(15) has a comparative, and example (16) a superlative construction.

(15) TOU Kol Atd YAWOooNG HEALTOG YAUKIWVY péev addT Il. 1.249

From his tongue streamed speech sweeter than honey.

(16) oV pa ZAv’, 8¢ tig te Bedv Lmatog Kal &pLoTog Il. 23.43

no, by Zeus, who is of gods the highest and best

There is no morphological suffix in ancient Greek noun declension that is spe-
cialised to mark a noun as standard of an equative or similative comparison; nor is
there a morphological marker for equative or similative on adjectives. Yet, there are
expressions that may qualify as examples of the case construction for similatives:

(17) aA)’ "Extwp Tupog aivov €xeL pévog Il. 17.565
but Hector has the terrible might of fire

We have already seen example (17) in Section 2.2.4. It is a metaphorical way of
saying ‘Hector is mighty like fire’; an abstract noun denoting a property concept
plus the verb ‘have’ can be used to express an adjectival quality. Instead of overtly
marking the standard of comparison by a particle or lexical item like ‘resembling’,
a possessive genitive attribute moupog ‘of fire’ does the job.

Only expressions in which the standard of comparison and its case are not
required by the predicate qualify as case constructions. Adjectives or verbs meaning
‘similar/be like/resemble’ always require a dative object. There are no certain

instances of a free dative case used to mark the standard of a similative.”

"L Cf. Schwyzer /Debrunner 1988, 98-100.

"2 The ‘dative proper’ is the case required by expressions of similarity, except for cases such as:
T a0t Kope 8mha eiyov ‘they have the same weapons as Kyros’, in which the dative can be
understood as comitative. Cf. Kithner/Gerth 1898, 412-3; Schwyzer/Debrunner 1988, 161.
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2.3.3 Adposition

From a purely syntactic point of view, the construction with an adposition, in
Greek generally a preposition, is just a variation of the case construction.”™ It is
not unusual for ancient Greek to use pure case marking and marking by preposition
interchangeably, for example in references to time: tovtov 100 ypovov and év TovTE
¢ Xpovw. Both expressions mean ‘at that time’, but the noun does not appear
in the same case. In tovTov TOD XpOvov the noun is in the genitive, which has
the function of referring to a point in time. The dative in év toltw @ Xpovw
is demanded by the preposition év.” This is also the case in comparative and
superlative constructions. If on its own, the case of the standard of comparison is
the genitive. In connection with a preposition, the standard of comparison takes the
case demanded by the preposition. In some cases it is not entirely clear whether
the preposition is used as an actual preposition, or as a preverb that has been

separated from its concomitant verb by tmesis:

(18) (...) mepl & GANWV paoi yevécBoa
Avtiloyov, Ttépt pév Beietv Toxbv 116¢€ poymnv. Od. 4.201-2

Men say that Antilochus prevailed over the others, superior in
running swiftly and as a warrior.

We could either interpret the first mept ‘over’ as directly modifying the standard of
comparison dAAwv ‘the others’, and thus include this example under superlative
constructions marked by adpositon, or we read it as part of a lexical comparison
with meprylyvopon ‘to prevail over’. The second mépt is used as an adverbial marker
for superlative degree: ‘superior, exceeding’.”

When an adjective is used to express the aspect of comparison, it normally

™ Small calls the prepositional construction a substitute for the case construction (1924, 34).

™ Cf. Kiihner/Gerth 1898, 464; Schwyzer /Debrunner 1988, 458.

75 Cf. Heubeck /Privitera 1981, 337: “mepi esprime superiorita; [..] € usato in funzione di avverbio:
‘molto, straordinariamente.’” I print mépt with the accent on the first syllable when I refer to
its adverbial use; cf. Schwyzer/Debrunner 1988, 499-500, and 419-36 for tmesis versus actual
preposition.
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appears with comparative or superlative morphology, as shown in example (19).
In combination with the preposition mepi, however, the adjective appears in the
positive, as shown in example (20).7

(19) obveka O1) yeven@L ve®©Tatog eipit ped’ vpiv Il 14.112

because by birth I am the youngest among you

(20) vov & Guo T ©kOpopog kol 0ilupog mept TAVTWV
EmAeo 1. 1.417-8

but now you are bound to meet your doom quickly and miserable
above all

In Homer, standards marked by adpositon appear almost exclusively with the
superlative, but there are a couple of examples of a similative construction in

which the standard is introduced by &pa ‘together with’™

(21) ZavBov kai Bahiov, to Gua tvoufjol metéodnv Il. 16.149

Xanthus and Balius, who flew like the blast of the winds

2.3.4 Particle

The particle construction is used in comparative, equative, and similative construc-
tions. Marking a comparative construction with a particle is common in Greek and
other Indo-European languages, and seems to be used only in combination with
explicit degree marking, be it morphological or periphrastic. Herbermann stresses

that this fact is important for a typology of comparisons, since particles alone are

76 Only the right context and prepositions that carry the notion of superiority (like mepi) can
create a clearly superlative meaning with adjectives in the positive. Compare: cov & €xtave
o TOV ETaipov | £é6ONOV évi popdyotot ITodfv viov Hetiwvog ‘and he has slain your trusty com-
rade, a good man among the foremost fighters, Podes, son of Eétion’ (II. 17, 589-90); here we
do not get a meaning ‘the best man among the foremost fighters’. Cf. Latacz/Niinlist/Stoe-
vesandt 2009, 144: “mepl mévtwv umschreibt in Verbindung mit dem Prédikatsnomen einen
Superlativ”.

™7 Cf. Ameis/Hentze 1908a, 13: “&pa zugleich mit, um die Wette mit”; Briigger 2016, 76: “&pua
nvotfjol etéoOnv: d.h. ‘so schnell wie der Wind’”.
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not semantically explicit enough to mark a comparison of inequality.”® Andersen
claims that comparative particles were originally conjunctions that connected a
clause that contained the comparee and a comparative adjective with a clause
that contained the standard of comparison and the same adjective in the posi-
tive.”™ Once they have become specialised as comparative particles, clauses as well
as noun phrases can be compared by the particle construction.

Especially in the older literature, there is much discussion about the relative
age of the particle versus case construction in Indo-European languages. It has long
been assumed, but never proven, that the case construction was more archaic, and
the particle construction was initially only used when the case construction could
not be employed straightforwardly.®? If, for instance, in the clause in which the
comparison appeared there was already another constituent in the genitive, there
would be an ambiguity as to which of the noun phrases in the genitive was the
standard of comparison. Similarly, if the standard of comparison was an adverbial

expression, the particle construction would be preferred over the case construction:
(22) dvdpec & & ¢yévovto vedtepol i Thpog oy
Kol TOAD KoAAloveg kal peiloveg elocopaacda. Od. 10.395-6

And they became men again, younger than they were before, and
far more beautiful, and taller to behold.

Here the particle 1j is employed to mark the standard of comparison instead of a

1‘81

definite article in the genitive before the adverbial.®* My work cannot contribute to

"8 Cf. Herbermann 1998, 87-118; Andersen 1983, 128.

7 Andersen distinguishes between true particles and negation: “Strictly speaking, the so called
negative particles like the Classical Sanskrit na and Slavic neZe are not conjunctions, and
therefore, represent paratactical constructions of the type: A is big, B is not (big).” He proposes
the following historical development of the particle comparative in English: You are taller,
then I am tall (two clauses joined by conjunction, than being a variant of then) > You are
taller than I (verb in second clause deleted if it is the same) > You are taller than me (particle
reinterpreted as preposition) (1983, 127-30). Andersen is not alone in assuming that a longer
expression with repeated predicate in the second clause underlies the particle construction,
but he does not provide historical evidence for the specific development he describes.

80 Cf. Berg 1958; Puhvel 1973. It has also been argued that the particle is older than the case
construction: see Small 1924.

81 Adverbials with an article in the genitive are not found in Homer; the closest construction to
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the discussion of the relative age of different construction types, but it can provide
an account of how many of the instances of the particle construction could also
have been expressed by a case construction.®?

The correlative adjectives 0o(c)og ... too(c)og are similar to particles like wg
or fjte in that they relate two clauses in an equative construction. In addition
to their function of marking the standard of comparison (6cog) and comparee
(tdéo0g), they also carry the meaning of degree or extent (‘as much as’; ‘as far as’).

A typical example is:

(23) (-..) émel o0 Tig Ayoudv TO00’ Epdynoey,
006’ Odvoelg époynoe Kol Hpato Od. 4.106-7

For no man of the Achaeans suffered as much as Odysseus suffered
and took upon himself.

Syntactically, 6c0¢ ... Tooog can be used adjectivally and adverbially; with éuoynoe
‘suffered’ being an intransitive verb, téooa is used adverbially, while the transitive
fipato ‘took upon himself’ entails a (nominalised) adjectival reading of 6coa as
‘how many things he took upon himself’. In both cases the aspect that is compared
is the degree or intensity of Odysseus’ toil.

We find examples of equative constructions that include both particles, but
also some that show only one, either 66og marking the standard of comparison,
or to6oog marking the comparee. Apart from marking equatives, 6cog is frequently

used as a generalising relative pronoun and indirect interrogative pronoun.®?

an adverb marked by case is év0&de Y’ étpag’ &piotog ‘reared as the best one here’ (II. 21.279),
a superlative construction with the adverb ¢év0&de ‘here’ as the standard, but not marked as
such in any way (Cf. a parallel in the Odyssey: 2.51).

Cf. Chapter 3.3. Ziemer rightly concludes that in Homer the case construction is more frequent
than the particle construction (1884, 180-2). Cf. Berg 1958.

A comparison relates two linguistic representations of objects or concepts that do not refer to
one and the same item, but to two different, individual objects or concepts that are similar.
The antecedent of a relative clause is a linguistic representation of the same object or concept
to which the relative pronoun refers. A semantic study of the development of 8cog/dc0t ‘how
much/many’ to ‘however much/many’ and eventually to ‘whoever’ has as far as I know not
been conducted.

82

83
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(24) dooan yap pabdpuyyeg anéoovbev aipatdesoal,
naoag dé€ato Taia Hes. Theog. 183-4

For however many bloody drops gushed forth, Earth received them
all.

The particles &g (ei), dote, fite, eff and olog ... Toiog are used to relate two noun

phrases or clauses in a similative construction.

(25) AAAN KATOTTTOOGOVGL KOVEG OC APPL AEOVTaL Il. 5.476

but they crouch like dogs around a lion

The aspect of comparison lies in the interpretation of the action described by the
verb, katamtwooovot ‘they crouch’, together with the standard of comparison,
kOveg &g ‘like dogs’, and the prepositional phrase modifying it, dpei Aéovta ‘around

a lion’.

2.3.5 Lexical

Comparatives, superlatives, and similatives can be expressed by lexical means. In
Homeric Greek the lexical item marking the comparison tends to be a verb in com-
parative and superlative constructions, while in similatives, verbs and adjectives
are found equally often. The standard of comparison occurs in the case demanded
by the verb or adjective. If the aspect is expressed in comparative and superlative
constructions marked by lexical means (examples (26) and (27) respectively), it

takes the shape of a noun in the dative or accusative.

(26) (-..) éye 8¢ xe oglo vonpari ye tpoPoaroipnv Il. 19.218

but I would surpass you in wit

(27) Avtiloyog 6 yap adte véoug oot hvTag évika Il. 23.756

Antilochus; for he surpassed all the young men with (regard to the
swiftness of) his feet
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In similative comparisons the case of the standard is always the dative, and may
be called a dative of comparison similar to, though not as free as, the genitive (or
ablative) of comparison that occurs with comparative adjectives.®® The aspect of
comparison can be expressed by a predicative adjective modifying the comparee,
by a full verb, or most explicitly by a noun in the accusative of relation, as in the

following example by a0dnv ‘with regard to his voice’.8

(28) (...) TaABOProg 8¢ Bedd Evadiykiog addnv 1l. 19.250

and Talthybius, resembling a god with regard to his voice

Especially similative constructions marked by lexical means often occur without
an explicit aspect of comparison.®¢ In most cases it can easily be supplied by the
context, or is meant to convey an overall impression, as in Odysseus’ description

of the Laestrygonians:

(29) (...) o0k Gvdpecov €otkdTeg, Al Tiyaouv. Od. 10.120

not similar to men, but to Giants

2.3.6 Compounds

A number of Homeric compounds express similative comparisons. Broadly spea-
king, these compounds can be divided into two types. One combines the standard
of comparison, which is typically a noun, with an adjective meaning ‘similar/like’:

(30) (...) AnipoPog Beoeixelog Od. 4.276
god-like Deiphobus

Here, the aspect of comparison is most often left implicit, and these compounds

84 (Cf. Kiihner/Gerth 1898, 412-3; Schwyzer /Debrunner 1988, 161.

85 (Cf. Kiihner/Gerth 1898, 315-18; Schwyzer/Debrunner 1988, 84-6.

86 Zeilfelder (forthcoming) comes to the same conclusion. She speaks of “bloBe Aquivalentset-
zung” and “konstatierende Gleichsetzung von zwei Sachverhalten” (136) for verbal expressions
‘be similar to/resemble’, and of “reine Gleichsetzung zweier Entitdten ohne néhere Bestim-
mung der Vergleichsqualitat” and “impliziten Vergleichsoperationen” (160) for adjectival ex-
pressions ‘similar to/resembling’ and for compound adjectives.
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appear frequently in epithets. An example of the same structure and meaning is
Oeoeldn|g; we also find a combination of a preposition or adjective meaning ‘equal’
with a noun: avtifeog, icd0eog, also meaning ‘god-like’. Of a different internal syn-
tax are examples like the noun opnAwin ‘sameness of age’ or the adjective qvta&iog
‘worth as much as’. There the second element does not denote the standard of com-
parison, but the aspect.

The other type of compound can be called metaphorical or possessive, i.e.
of the bahuvrihi type.®” Such compound adjectives consist of two nouns, or a
noun plus adjective, of which one expresses the aspect of comparison, and the
other the standard of comparison: BupoAéwv ‘lion-hearted’. They do not include an
element meaning ‘like’, but have a similar internal syntax to examples of similative
constructions with the standard marked by a structure involving a noun and a

possessive genitive.®®

2.4 Cognitive aspects of comparison

Two kinds of cognitive processes underlie the expression of a comparison: one
concerns the linguistic encoding of the mental process of comparing, and the other
concerns the function of a comparison as conceptualizing one entity in terms of
another. The former cognitive process shows that how we conceive of the mental
activity of taking two entities, comparing them to one another, and drawing a
conclusion about their relationship is, to some extent, reflected in the linguistic
expression of that comparison. The latter cognitive operation concerns mostly
comparisons of similarity, but is also relevant for comparatives and superlatives.
It concerns the relationship between the types of entities that appear as comparee

and standard. They can be of the same category or class, for example when one

87 Cf. Tribulato 2015, 84.
88 (f. examples (6) and (7).
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man is compared to another man, or they can be of different classes, for example
when a man is compared to an animal. The ‘conceptual gap’, i.e. the degree to
which comparee and standard belong to different categories, can be smaller or

greater, thereby resulting in a different effect of the comparison.

2.4.1 Conceptual source structures

Several features of the linguistic expression of a comparison suggest that it is a
complex and secondary category. Comparisons are complex because they require at
least four formal elements (comparee, standard of comparison, aspect of compari-
son, marker of standard), while a basic (transitive) proposition only requires three
(subject, object, predicate). Comparisons are a secondary category because the
crucial element that designates a linguistic expression as a comparison, the marker
of standard (whether in the form of case inflection, an adposition, or a particle),
tends to be derived from other, more basic and concrete concepts. Heine calls them

conceptual source structures, or event schemas, and identifies the following main

types:®
Action A is big surpasses B | comparison by lexical means
Location | A is big at B stative locative function (adposition)
Source A is big from B ablatival function (genitive case/adposition)
Goal A is big to B directional function (dative case/adposition)

Polarity A is big, B is not big | antithetic juxtaposition

Sequence | A is big, then B temporal relation (cf. Engl. ‘than’ < ‘then’)
Similarity | A is big like B equative (template for comparative)®
Topic A and B, A is big two items co-represented, one predicated

Heine’s work is based on Stassen’s 1985 study, which sets out to identify the

cognitive concepts that determine how the standard of comparison is marked in

89 Cf. Heine 1997, 111-120; Zeilfelder (forthcoming), 1.
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a corpus of 110 languages.”! In his discussion of the cases that are employed to
mark the standard of comparison in comparative constructions, Stassen argues that
spatial expressions serve as structural templates for more complex concepts, such
as temporal expressions or comparatives, because spatial organisation is central
to human cognition. On the cognitive level, the aspect of comparison is an axis
with a negative and a positive pole, and the two objects compared are localised
on this axis. The standard of comparison is closer to the negative pole, and the
comparee is closer to the positive pole.”? The case of the standard of comparison
reflects that the relationship between standard and comparee is conceptualised as
either separative (A is big from B), allative (A is big to B), or locative (A is big
at B).%% Different reviewers have pointed out that Stassen’s study and its results
are not unproblematic because there appear to be a number of crucial mistakes
and inaccuracies in the data, and hence also in their analysis.”* This means that
both Stassen and Heine’s results may not be entirely reliable in terms of their
implications for typological generalisations, but they nevertheless provide a point

of departure for the study of comparative constructions in a particular language.

91 Stassen distinguishes between whether the case of the standard of comparison is identical to
the case of the comparee, or different. In the particle construction the cases are identical:
Brutum ego non minus amo quam Caesarem ‘I love Brutus (acc.) no less than (I love)
Caesar (acc.)’ > accusative marks both nouns as direct objects of verb amo ‘I love’. In the
case construction the standard of comparison is marked by a fixed comparative case, which is
different from that of the comparee: Brutum ego non minus amo Caesare ‘I love Brutus
(acc.) no less than Caesar (abl.)’ > accusative marking the direct object of the verb, ablative
is the fixed comparative case in Latin. In a verbal construction A surpasses B, the standard
B takes the case of the direct object of the transitive verb surpass (1985, 13 and 42-44);
examples from Stassen 2006, 687.

This is because the comparee has a higher degree of the aspect of comparison than the stan-
dard of comparison. Stassen claims that the concept of comitative and possessive is based on
location, agentive and instrumental on separation, and indirect object/benefactive on direc-
tion (allative function) (1985, 36-37, 262-64). For space and spatial organisation as the basis
for more complex concepts cf. the literature on conceptual metaphor theory: Lakoff/Johnson
2003; Kovecses 2010. The idea that spatial organisation is the underlying principle for the
expression of a comparison is present already in Ziemer 1884.

For examples of each type cf. Stassen 1985, 39-47.

This is due to the problem that typologists have to rely on more or less well written gram-
mars, especially in the case of less well-studied languages. Cf. Andersen 1987; Steele 1987;
Kaye/Miiller-Gotama 1988; Herbermann 1998, 118.

92

93
94
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Stassen and Heine treat the particle construction as a separate category because
this type is often grammaticalised to such an extent that the underlying conceptual
event schema is not readily reconstructable. The cases for which a reconstruction
is possible tend to employ the sequence (Engl. than) or similarity (Lat. quam)
schema. The Greek disjunctive conjunction 1), which underlies the particle for
comparative constructions, may be connected to the polarity schema if we take it
to mark the entity to which a property does not apply in contrast with the one
to which it does apply (to a higher degree).”” We may even tentatively identify
the dominant event schemas associated with the three types of comparison in
ancient Greek: the source (separative) schema with comparatives, location with

superlatives, and similarity/goal with equatives and similatives.

The centrality of spatial organisation as underlying linguistic expressions of com-
plex concepts is reflected in the basic functions of the cases employed to mark the
standard of comparison. Schwyzer explains the function of the ancient Greek geni-
tive in comparative constructions as connected to the separative function stemming
from the PIE ablative, which syncretized with the genitive. It expresses the point
of view of the entity from which the comparison is made, “céo von dir aus, im
Vergleich mit dir”.%¢ He also mentions a general distinction between comparatives
and superlatives with the genitive: copwtepog mavrwv ‘kliiger als alle zusammen’,
and copotatog tdvtwv ‘der/am kliigste(n) unter allen’. The genitives are formally
equivalent, but the genitive with the superlative is a partitive genitive, and the
97

one with the comparative has a specialized function as genitivus comparationis.

If the assumed connection between this special comparative genitive and the PIE

95 Breivik argues that particle comparatives are the most complex way of expressing comparison;

they are derived from rather convoluted, loose paratactic expressions of the type there is an
extent e such that Jim is tall to e and Joe is not tall to e, which became grammaticalised to
tighter structures of the type Jim is taller than Joe (1994, 51-7 and 66-7).

96 Schwyzer/Debrunner 1988, 98; cf. Kiihner/Gerth 1898, 391-3.

97 Cf. Schwyzer /Debrunner 1988, 100.
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ablative is correct, the comparative is based on a separative source schema, while
the superlative is based on the locative one: the partitive genitive reflects that the
comparee is located within the standard of comparison, as a part of it, while the
separative origin of the comparative genitive reflects that the comparee is outside
of, distant from the standard of comparison. As for equatives, besides the simi-
larity schema, they may also be associated with the allative schema because in
equatives marked by lexical means, the dative that these lexemes demand for the
standard of comparison is semantically close to the ‘original’ dative function of
goal or purpose.” An allative sense is also present in causative expressions ‘to
make oneself/someone like’ that are found in descriptions of characters in disguise:
(31) eloapévn Poivikt dépag kol atelpéa Py Il. 17.555

likening herself to Phoenix, in stature and unyielding voice

Most languages can employ different event schemas, but are likely to have one

dominant schema for each type of comparison.

2.4.2 The relationship between comparee and standard

Comparisons are made on the basis of two conceptual models: measurements and
conceptualizations. The first type measures the extent to which, or manner in
which, a quality is present in comparee and standard of comparison. In such a
comparison, the comparee and the standard of comparison belong to the same
class of entities: a man is compared to a man, or an animal to an animal. In
these cases, the relationship between comparee and standard is straightforward,
and the comparison is centered around the fact that the quality denoted by the
aspect of comparison is present in them to equal or differing degrees. When in
the Homeric epics such comparisons are made about human characters, they refer

to the relationship between individuals and to their status among different groups

98 Cf. Schwyzer/Debrunner 1988, 139-53 and 161.
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(the tribe, the army, human kind...). In example (32) Nireus is ranked second-most
beautiful among the Danaans, falling short only of Achilles, who by implication is

the most beautiful.

(32) Nipeog, 8¢ kdAoTtog dvrp U1td "TAlov fjADe
TV GAWV Aovadv pet’ dpopova Inleiova Il. 2.673-4

Nireus, who came to Troy as the most beautiful man of the Danaans

after the blameless son of Peleus
Example (33) also concerns beauty as the aspect of comparison, but here a hu-
man girl is compared to goddesses. Nausicaa’s beauty is not measured against,
but conceptualized in terms of the beauty of immortal goddesses. The relationship
between comparee and standard of comparison is not straightforward, but figu-
rative. The comparison concerns entities from different classes, and is not about
the direct relationship between them, but rather about the characterization of a

human person as beyond human.

(33) B} & lpev &g O&dhapov moAvdaidarov, @ Evi kobpn
ot dbavérnol unv kai eidog Opoin,
Navokdo, Buydtnp peyarritopog AAkivooro Od. 6.15-7

[Athene] went into the well-built bedroom in which a girl slept,

like the immortal goddesses she was in physique and appearance,

Nausicaa, daughter of great-hearted Alcinous.
Thinking about the conceptual relationship between comparee and standard of
comparison has not been a topic in scholarship on comparisons, but it is an im-
portant aspect of metaphor theory.”” Comparisons that conceptualize rather than
measure are to some extent like explicit, and more elaborate, metaphors. Their
function in language, especially in the poetic language that is the topic of this
study, is different from that of comparisons that measure, and will be discussed in

Chapter 6. The boundaries between these two modes of comparison are, of course,

99 Cf. Lakoff/Johnson 2003; Kovecses 2010. For the notion of ‘conceptual blending’ as a mecha-
nism of thought and language that connects elements from different domains to create new
meaning cf. Fauconnier/Turner 2002.
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fluent, and in many instances elements of both are at play. In example (32), for in-
stance, Nireus, a lesser hero, is not just compared to any other human character in
the epic, but to the supreme hero Achilles, and this has an effect on the portrayal

of his persona.

2.5 Distinguishing comparison types

A first obvious distinction between the four comparison types discussed here is
that comparatives and superlatives express an inequality between two entities,
while equatives and similatives express a similarity between two entities. The dis-
tinction of inequality vs. similarity in expressions of comparison is reflected in
morphology and syntax: cross-linguistically, comparatives and superlatives often
display formally similar or identical marking of degree and/or standard; the su-
perlative is often derived from the comparative (but never vice-versa). Suppletive
gradation paradigms often have the same base for comparative and superlative
forms, but a different base for the positive, cf. good — better — best. The standards
of comparatives and superlatives tend to be marked with contrastive, adversative,
or separative features (disjunctive particle #j, ablative, partitive genitive, negative),
while those of equatives and similatives tend to be marked by associative features
(dative, relative).!°

From another angle, comparatives, superlatives, and equatives form a group in
that they express comparisons of degree, focussing on the quantity or extent of the
aspect of comparison, while similatives express comparisons of manner, and thus
focus on the quality of the aspect.!'®! As we have already seen, the most typical
degree comparisons are formed with uni-dimensional adjectives, abstract nouns, or

experience verbs, but absolute adjectives and concrete nouns can likewise feature

100 Cf, Ultan 1972.
101 See Haspelmath/Buchholz 1998, 313.
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in degree comparisons. Similatives express their aspect of comparison by any noun,

verb, or multi-dimensional adjective.

This distribution reflects that a difference or equality in degree is most ba-
sically and precisely expressed with regard to one specific dimension. A degree
scale can thus be mapped, one to one, onto the dimension of the adjective: a uni-
dimensional adjective like tall is naturally associated with a scale running from a
low to a high degree of height. As discussed above, when more dimensions come
into play, grading cannot happen by a direct mapping of one particular degree
scale to one dimension denoted by the adjective. A multi-dimensional adjective is
not graded with regard to one specific dimension, but with regard to the ensemble

of dimensions associated with the adjective (or noun or verb) in question.

Similatives express comparisons in manner, and cannot involve uni-dimensional
adjectives on their own in their basic meaning. Peter is tall like his brother is either
reinterpreted as an equative Peter is as tall as his brother, or, if pronounced with a
pause after tall, does not tell us anything about Peter’s height in comparison with
that of his brother, but merely states: Peter is tall, and so is his brother. Height
can only be compared in terms of degree; one cannot be tall in different manners
— except in certain contexts in combination with a verbal action or a story: Peter
stands tall among the people like a mighty oak among apple trees. The point is
that here the comparison between Peter and the oak tree is not in terms of height,
but in terms of the manner in which Peter stands out among people, about the
way in which he exceeds them in height. Typically, degree comparisons are about
measuring the extents of a quality present in two well-known and straightforwardly
comparable objects, while similatives are about describing one thing in terms of
another, categorically different, thing; they are metaphors made explicit. Degree
comparisons tend to involve one specific aspect of comparison, while in similatives
the aspect can be rather broad and complex. But as we will see in the analysis of

comparative and similative/equative constructions in Homer, a comparison that
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formally belongs to the degree type can express a conceptualization instead of, or
in addition to, a measurement, and vice-versa.

We have already seen that we can distinguish equatives and similatives by the
presence or absence of a degree; both comparisons of inequality involve degrees,
which means that there must be another feature that distinguishes those two from
one another. The superlative, Andersen claims, differs from the comparative in
that it involves more than two entities, while the comparative involves only two

192 However, Andersen fails to address other important differences between

entities.
comparatives and superlatives. Similarly oversimplified is Heine’s claim that su-
perlatives are “built on the model of the comparative” and resemble it. They, he
argues, are based on the same conceptual sources, but the individual standard of
comparison is replaced by an entire class of possible individuals. Further differen-
ces are that the goal and polarity schema are less often used with the superlative,
and that the genitive is more common with superlative constructions than with

comparatives.!? Zeilfelder has a more nuanced idea about the distinction between

comparatives and superlatives:

Der prinzipielle Unterschied besteht vielmehr darin, dafl der Superla-
tiv das Komparandum auf einen Extremwert fixiert. Die Vergleichs-
gruppe enthélt oder impliziert demnach stets einen Allquantor, und
sie schliefft das Komparandum mit ein: Beim Superlativ Peter ist der
dalteste meiner Brider gehort Peter zur Gruppe der Briider, beim Kom-
parativ Peter ist dlter als meine Briider aber nicht.'%4

102 Cf, Andersen 1983, 100, and endnote 2, p. 138. The examples he gives are John outran his

friends for the superlative, and John outran his friend for the comparative.

103 Cf. Heine 1997, 124-6.

104 Zeilfelder 2003, 268. For a similar definition of the superlative cf. Jespersen 1924, 245; Bier-
wisch 1988, 115. A seed of this idea is present in Ultan 1972, when he says that in comparative
constructions, “the item compared is superior or inferior to the standard where the latter does
not include all members of the class to which the former belongs.” (123). He further argues
that even a comparative he is bigger than all the others is not the same as the superlative he
1s biggest of all. The former is the sum of individual comparatives he is bigger than A, he is
bigger than B, he is bigger than C..., while in the latter “the actual comparison is a simulta-
neous one between he and all the members of the standard class” of which the comparee is a
member (123-4).
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This is a crucial observation for our understanding of not only the difference be-
tween comparatives and superlatives, but also between the scalar and the polar
use of comparatives and superlatives. Since in superlative constructions the en-
tities that make up the comparison (comparee and standard of comparison) are
members of the same set, it makes sense that a superlative comparison disprefers
syntactic construction types in which the comparee and standard of comparison
are in separate clauses (i.e. juxtaposition and particle construction). In the same
vein, it is intuitive that the functions of the Greek genitive for comparatives and
superlatives differ in such a way that comparatives take a genitive with a specia-
lized function, while superlatives take the ‘normal’” partitive genitive. The nature
and function of the standard of superlative constructions can better be captured by
the term ‘scope’: superlative constructions do not actually express a measurement
of comparee against standard. They express that with reference to a comparison
group, which often contains a universal quantifier, the comparee displays a quality
to the highest degree.

The superlative entails a comparative since any superlative expression A is the
tallest of all B can also be expressed by a comparative A is taller than all B, but
not vice-versa. A comparative A is taller than B cannot also be expressed by a
superlative *A is the tallest of B if B is a single entity or a set of which A is not a
member.'% Because of this, comparatives and superlatives marked by lexical means
might employ the same verb, which in a comparative construction would have the
nuance ‘prevail over’ and in a superlative construction ‘be distinguished among’
For the purpose of my syntactic categorization of expressions of comparison, those
lexical constructions in which the standard of comparison is an individual or a
group that does not include the comparee count as comparative constructions

(éyd 8¢ xe oglo vorjparti ye wpoPfadoipnv ‘in counsel T would surpass you by far’ 1.

105 The superlative can be used to express a comparative relation: of Peter and Paul, Peter is
tallest. Cf. Ultan 1972, 124.
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19.218), while those in which we find a scope rather than a standard, that is a set
of which the comparee is a member, count as superlative constructions (mé&ow 8¢
petémpenev npwecowv ‘he was pre-eminent among all the warriors’ 1. 2.579).
Superlative adjectives tend to be definite, comparative adjectives are normally
not. The superlative appears in attributive and in predicative position; in the
former case either as an adjective modifying a noun, as in my oldest brother,
or as a substantivized definite adjective, as in the oldest (one) of my brothers.
Superlatives tend to have a definite article even in predicative position, and do
the job of nouns: they identify or individualize the referent rather than ascribe
a property to him:1% Peter is the oldest of my brothers (cf. o0 pév pot Soxéeig O
KAKLoTOG AoV | ppevou, G’ dpLoTog ‘to me you do not seem to be the worst of
the Achaeans, but the best’ Od. 17.415-6). A scalar comparative is never definite
(Peter is taller than Paul, and not * Peter is the taller than Paul), and tends to
appear in predicative position, not in attributive position.!’” Polar or contrastive
comparatives can appear in attributive position, and when they do, they tend to
identify rather than assign a property to the referent. My older brother identifies a
particular one of the speaker’s brothers, rather than ascribe the property of ‘having
more age’ to him, while my brother is older ascribes exactly that property. A
predicative construction reflects the assignment of a property by the copula, while
the attributive construction shows the result of this assignment, as Kiithner points
out: “In dem pradikativen Verhaltnisse erscheint der Akt des Denkens (cogitatio)

— die Zusammenfassung beider Begriffe zu einer Einheit — als geschehend, in dem

106 Cf. Schwyzer/Debrunner 1988, 22-3.

107 For superlatives and definiteness cf. Ultan 1972. Whether adjectives can appear in only mo-
difier or predicate position, or in both, is also dependent on the type of adjective. Every
language seems to have some restrictions in this regard. Cf. Baker 2003, 190-211; Bolinger
1967; Ferris 1993; Vogel 1996; Blackwell 2000. Cf. Schwyzer/Debrunner about the usage and
meaning of comparative and superlative adjectives in Greek: “In der graduierenden Verwen-
dung tiberwiegt wohl der pradikative Gebrauch.” And in a footnote: “Dies scheint fiir die
meisten Sprachen weder beobachtet noch untersucht zu sein; nur fir den irischen Komparativ
ist dessen ausschliefllich pradikativer Gebrauch festgestellt” (1988, 183).
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attributiven dagegen als schon geschehen, als ein Produkt dieses Aktes.”1%® This
situation is motivated by the fact that attributive constructions have no means
of expressing tense or aspect between head noun and attribute, while predicative

ones do through the copula.

2.5.1 Comparative constructions

Comparing the scalar use with the polar use of comparative adjectives gives us
insight into the semantics of comparative constructions:

Scalar | Peter is older than my brothers > Peter is not one of my brothers

Polar | Peter is my older brother > Peter is one of my brothers

In scalar comparative constructions the entities relevant for comparison (comparee
and standard of comparison) are not both members of the same set. The separa-
tive genitive, with which the standard of a comparative comparison is marked,
reflects this sense of distance between the comparee and standard of comparison.
In polar comparative constructions, however, the entities relevant for comparison
are members of the same set. Note that the adjective in the scalar use is indefinite,
while in the polar use the adjective is definite. The polar comparative appears to
be closer to a scalar superlative than to a scalar comparative, since it shares two
important features with scalar superlatives: its comparee and standard of compa-
rison are members of the same set, and it is definite. The Greek comparative suffix
*_tero- is generally thought to have started as a contrastive suffix, demarcating
the objects it attached to (not only adjectives, but also nouns and pronouns) from
other members within a set. Thus originally, Paciiedtepog did not mean ‘more

king’ but ‘belonging to the king-type’'%

108 Kiihner/Gerth 1898, 261.
109 Cf. Kiihner/Blass 1890, 564; Schwyzer 1939, 533-6; Schwyzer/Debrunner 1988, 183-4; Zeil-
felder 2003.
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2.5.2 Superlative constructions

Likewise, comparing the scalar use with the polar use of superlative adjectives

gives us insight into the semantics of superlative constructions:

Scalar | Peter is the most entertaining one of my brothers

Polar | Peter is a most entertaining guy

In scalar superlative constructions the entities relevant for comparison (compa-
ree and scope) are members of the same set, while in polar superlative (elative)
constructions the only entity relevant for comparison is the comparee. Scalar su-
perlatives express that the comparee possesses a quality to the highest degree
among a group, while polar superlatives express that the comparee possesses a
quality to a (very) high degree in comparison with a normative standard. Note
the definite article with the adjective in the scalar use, and the indefinite article
in the polar use (although this is not a hard-and-fast rule).''® Since in superla-
tive constructions the comparee and the scope refer to members of the same set,
superlative constructions can get away with leaving out the comparee or scope in

certain cases without becoming polar comparisons.

(34) (...) ot péy’ Gprotol
KoUpwv eiv IO« Od. 23.121-2

who are the very best of the young men in Ithaca

In this example the scope, koOpwv eiv I0&xy ‘the young men in Ithaca’, refers to a
specific set, and the superlative ol péy’ &piotor ‘the very best’ makes it clear that
the comparee is a member of this set. There is no need to make this explicit by
saying ‘the very best young men in Ithaca of all the young men in Ithaca. On
the other hand there are also several examples in which the scope appears to have

been left out:

1O Cf. Ultan 1972, 125.
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(35) (...) épmov B¢ Bedv iephog dpictoug Il. 9.575
They sent the best priests of the gods.

At a closer look it seems that the scope has not actually been left out entirely, but
rather that what could be the scope (and should thus be in the partitive genitive)
appears as the comparee, congruent with the predicate. The expression ‘the best
priests of the gods’ appears to be synonymous with ‘the best of the priests of the
gods’, and avoids a double genitive construction. We find a very similar expression
in a parallel context used with a ‘proper’ scope in the genitive:

(36) [Ipopidng “EAdevog olwvomdiwv 8y &pLlotog Il. 6.76

the son of Priam, Helenus, of augurs by far the best

The superlative adjective could be seen as alternating between acting as an adjec-
tive attribute in agreement with a noun (iepfag dpiotovg) and acting as a nomi-
nalized adjective with a genitive attribute (oiwvoméAwv &piotog).!t! But it could
also be that in the example Bedv iepriag dpiotovg we are not actually dealing with
an attributive adjective, but with a nominalized adjective which is coordinated
with a noun acting as both comparee and scope at the same time: ‘the priests of
the gods, namely the best ones (of them)’.

The question may arise whether examples like Peter is a most entertaining
guy should then also count as scalar comparisons. The answer must be negative,
because guys is not a well-defined set, and the adjective is construed with an
indefinite article. Without a context specifying a certain group of guys, Peter is
a most entertaining guy is not meant to give information about an aspect by
which Peter is distinguished within a certain group, but it is meant to state, in a
polar sense, that Peter is entertaining to a high degree. Only those cases that are
definite constructions and have a congruent noun that describes a well-defined set

may count as abbreviated scalar superlative constructions.

L Cf. Zeilfelder 2003, 268-9.
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In example (37) we do not hear about a number of individuals who are the
best among Nestor’s sons; instead, all of Nestor’s sons together form the comparee,
and they are compared, if at all, to a normative standard. The superlative must
therefore be understood as polar: it refers to men in general (to the set of all men

in the world), and not to a well-defined set.

(37) ¢ vov Néotopt dddke Srapmepeg AaTo TavTo
QOTOV HEV AMTTOPDG YNPOCKEUEV €V HEYRPOLOLY,
vitag ad mvuToig Te Kal Eyyeotv elvon &piotoug Od. 4.209-11

as now [Zeus| has granted to Nestor forever in all his days that he
would himself grow old comfortably in his halls, and that his sons,
in turn, would be prudent and the best with the spear

Example (38) shows that the scope of a superlative construction can be metonymi-
cal: ¢’ avBpomovg ‘among men’ must be understood as ‘among the counsels that

men have’ for the comparison to make sense.

(38) (-..) onv yop apiotnv
HATV €T avOp®TOUG &G’ EppevaL Od. 23.124-5

For your counsel is the best among men, they say.

If in a superlative construction the adjective expressing the aspect of comparison
is not morphologically marked for superlative, a preposition that carries the notion
of superiority can act as a superlative marker. dbdexa 8¢ Tpowv peyaBopwv vitog
¢oOlovg (1l. 23.175) must just mean ‘twelve valiant sons of the great-souled Tro-
jans’, but with the preposition mept ‘above’, as in inTpog 8¢ €xaGTOG EMGTANEVOG
nepl Thvtwv | avBponwv (Od. 4.231-2), there is a sense of superlativity: ‘each
man is a physician, knowledgeable above all men’. Puhvel stresses that, in ancient
Indo-European languages, positive adjectives in superlative constructions appear
in older, almost fossilized, forms of the language. They resemble superlative con-
structions found in Hittite and Tocharian, two Indo-European languages that are

thought to have branched off from the rest of the Indo-European family at an early
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stage and show no trace of comparative or superlative morphology.!!?

2.5.3 Similative and equative constructions

While similatives express a conceptualization of one entity in terms of another,
equatives express an equality between two entities as a result of measuring one
against the other in terms of the degree to which they possess a shared quali-
ty. How precise the equality in degree is from a strictly truth conditional-angle
may be debatable for many examples, and this can be made explicit by prag-
matic hedges such as almost, roughly, at least.'*> My definition of equatives follows
Haspelmath /Buchholz 1998, and is narrower than that of Thurmair 2001, who
uses the term ‘Aquativvergleich’ as an umbrella term for all comparisons of simi-
larity; what I refer to as equatives corresponds to one subcategory of Thurmair’s
‘Aquativvergleiche’, namely that of ‘Gradvergleiche’ (comparisons of degree).'!*
The distinction between degree and manner comparisons has not attracted
much scholarly interest in Linguistics, and a reason for this may be that not every
language reflects this distinction in a systematic way. A starting point is Haspel-
math/Buchholz’ 1998 article, in which they point out precisely this distinction, and
argue that equative constructions are similar to, in many languages even based on,
(cor-)relative clauses, e.g. the 8cog ... Tdc0g type in Greek.!'s 8coc ... Téc0g con-
vey a sense of degree and relate two entities to one another, which makes them
a perfect set of correlative adjectives for the marking of equative constructions.
What we find in Homeric Greek, however, is that many 6cog ... T6c0g construc-

tions express the kind of comparison that conceptualizes rather than measures in

112 Cf. Puhvel 1973, 146-9.

113 Cf. Bergmans 1985; Ultan 1972; Sovran 1992; Herbermann 1998.

14 Cf. Thurmair 2001, 3; Zeilfelder (forthcoming), 41-63.

15 Cf. Haspelmath/Buchholz 1998, 287-93. More recent works have adopted the distinction be-
tween equative and similative. Cf. Jager 2018 and the forthcoming Mouton Handbook of
Indo-European Typology on gradation and comparison.
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a strict sense. In example (39) Odysseus’ men encounter the Laestrygonian queen,
and she is compared to a mountain peak. The main point of this comparison is not
to actually measure her height against that of a mountain, but to conceptualize

her horrid, monstrous, appearance.!

(39) ol & émel eiofABov kAvTh Sdpata, TV 8¢ yovaika
gbpov donv T’ dpeog kopuenv, kata 8 Eotuyov adtiv. Od. 10.112-3

And when they had gone into the noble house, they found the
woman, as large as a mountain peak, and they were appalled by
her.

The linguistic representation of comparisons of similarity in ancient Greek shows no
systematic distinction between equatives and similatives. Whether or not a given
example is similative or equative is a matter of interpretation, and therefore I will
treat both types in the same chapter. By doing so, I can avoid giving the impression
that the distinction between them is more clear-cut than the evidence allows.
Despite the lack of a clear formal distinction, asking whether a given comparison
is one of degree or manner (or a combination of both) provides a useful framework
for understanding the rhetorical and narrative function of comparisons.

Just as with equative comparisons, there is an uncertainty about precisely how
closely similar the two entities in a similative expression are. Similatives express
similarities in manner or quality of all kinds, and how explicit or implicit the
aspect of comparison is can vary widely. Semantically, similatives are hard to

conceptualize and define; as Sovran puts it, they have a semi-contradictory nature:

Similarity relations demand that the compared objects be one and the
same (in some sense), but at the same time many and different. The
delicate and versatile equilibrium between these contradicting elements
accounts for the variety of similarity relations and contexts. Language
is richer and more flexible (hence less clear and unambiguous) than
logic, and it is not to be blamed for this.''”

116 Cf. De Jong 2001, 236 on the comparison of Polyphemus to a mountain at Od. 9.190-2.
17 Sovran 1992, 336.
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What are the subtypes of similative comparisons? Haspelmath/Buchholz 1998 di-
vide comparisons of similarity into similatives and equatives, and in addition dis-
cuss accord clauses (as we all know, her brother is an idiot) and role clauses (/
am telling you this as your mother) as related to similatives. Their example of
an accord clause seems to be a metalinguistic statement on the truth condition of
the utterance rather than an actual comparison. Role clauses are not comparisons
since the point of them is that the sentence constituents that would syntactically
be comparee and standard of comparison, I and mother in the example given, have
the same real-world referent; they are two linguistic references to the same person.
This misses the point of a comparison, which is to relate one object or entity to
another, different, object in terms of a shared aspect or quality. As already touched
upon in the above section on similative and equative constructions, Thurmair dis-
tinguishes the following subtypes of comparisons of similarity (‘Aquativvergleiche’

in her terminology):

a) comparison of degree as big as

b) comparison of type people like you

(

(

(¢) comparison of modality | walk like an Egyptian

(d) comparison of factuality | he works, like they all do, at the pub

I have already identified (a) with equatives in my terminology; (c) refers to typi-
cal similative comparisons. (b) can be paraphrased as people who behave/are like
you. This is making a point about a certain group of people, and one can wonder
whether, strictly speaking, this is a comparison at all. The interpretation of this
kind of statement is highly context-dependent. In some contexts, and with a dif-
ferent intonation, it may be more truthfully paraphrased as people, like you (for
example); instead of a standard of a comparison, like here introduces an example.
If expressions of this kind appear in my corpus, they will only be included in
this study if they express a comparison, not if they introduce an example. The

example in (d) does not describe or conceptualize the comparee he in terms of
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the aspect working at the pub and in relation to the standard they all; it states
that he works at the pub, and they all also work at the pub. Similative expressions
with uni-dimensional adjectives (cf. Peter is tall, like his brothers discussed above)
also belong to this type, and do not express proper comparisons either. The ar-
ray of sentence or clause types that are discussed by Haspelmath/Buchholz 1998
and Thurmair 2001 as comparisons of similarity show that the field is lacking a
cohesive definition of the category. It appears as though almost anything counts
as a comparison as long as it involves lexical items or structures reminiscent of
comparisons. Similative comparisons, as I define them here, have the function of
giving information about a comparee in relation to a standard with regard to a
more or less explicit aspect. Some expressions that do not achieve this may still
be associated with comparisons to some degree, but I do not regard them as real

comparisons.

2.6 Incomplete comparisons

This section deals with incomplete comparisons and explores the extent to which
a missing standard or aspect of comparison can be supplied on the basis of contex-
tual information, real-world knowledge, or the nature of and relationship between

comparee and standard/aspect.

2.6.1 Implicit standard of comparison

Apart from complete comparisons, we find expressions with adjectives marked
for comparative or superlative degree in which the standard of comparison is not
made explicit. In these cases, the implied standard of comparison can either be
more or less easily inferred from the context, or it is so general that we may doubt
whether we are dealing with a comparison at all. Completely polar comparatives

and superlatives express that an entity possesses a quality to a rather high or a
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very high degree, measured against a normative standard.!*® There is a continuum
between entirely polar comparisons and those with clearly contextually implied
standards. Most examples in Homer can be associated with one of the several
stages between the end points of the continuum.

Almost as explicit as relative comparisons with clearly expressed and marked
standards of comparison are examples in which the standard can be easily supplied

since it is mentioned in the immediate context, i.e. the co-text, of the comparison.
(40) abTOV 8 ¢V péocw kal dpnigilov Mevélaov
otovg apg’ EAévy kal ktrpaot oot pdyecdo.

OTTOTEPOG O€ KE VIKTOT) KPEIOCOWV Te YéVNTaL
KTAHOO’ EADV €0 ThvTa yovaikd Te oikad’ dyéchw Il. 3.90-3

And in the middle [Paris] himself and Menelaus, dear to Ares,
alone |[he urges to| fight for Helen and all her possessions. And
whoever of the two shall win, and turn out to be the stronger
man, he shall deservedly take all the wealth and the woman, and
bear them to his home.

Hector announces that Paris and Menelaus shall fight against each other for Helen
and the end of the war. It is clear from this co-text that the standard of comparison
of kpeioowv ‘stronger’ is the loser of the fight, either Paris or Menelaus.

I categorize examples as having a contextually implied standard of comparison
when the standard is not recoverable immediately from the co-text, but easily
inferable from our knowledge of the story and the world in which the story is set.
(41) pelo Beog ¥’ €0éAwv kal apeivovog Né mep olde

inmovg dwprjoott’, €mel 1) TOAL pépTepol eloLy Il. 10.556-7

Easily could a god, if he wants to, present even better horses than
these, for the gods are far mightier.

The comparative gpéptepoi ‘mightier’ has no explicit standard of comparison, but

118 Andersen argues that the difference between the positive John is tall and the equative John
1s as tall as George is the mode of expression: the positive is an implicit comparison since the
standard of comparison is not expressed, while the equative is an explicit comparison (1983,
100, and endnote 2, p. 138). Cf. Rusiecki 1985; Bierwisch 1988; Thurmair 2001; Kennedy/Mc-
Nally 2005; Kennedy 2006.
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our knowledge of the world in which the Iliad is set allows us to understand without
difficulty what is to be supplied here: the gods are mightier than mortals, and this
is why any god could present even better horses than the best horses that a mortal
man could ever have.

There is a fairly large group of examples in which the implied standard of
comparison is the situation or time until now. Often these examples have &ti or a
similar word meaning ‘yet’ or ‘even’, which stresses that something is even more
the case now than it was before, or happens with even more intensity than it did

before or up until now.

(42) kol vO K €Tt TAéovag Avkinv ktave diog Odvooedg Il. 5.679

And still more of the Lycians would noble Odysseus have killed.

Odysseus would have killed even more Lycians than he had killed at this point,
were it not for Hector coming to their aid. Another context in which we find
comparatives with this kind of implied standard of comparison is when a god or
army leader encourages a warrior to fight on after he became tired or injured, and
the warrior is then said to ‘fight on even more keenly’ (cf. 1l. 15.726).

More difficult are those cases in which the scope/standard of comparison is
very general, e.g. ‘than everyone else’/‘of all’. Here it can be impossible to decide
whether a general scope/standard of comparison is implied, or whether an adjective

in the superlative or comparative simply expresses a very, or rather, high degree.

(43) AN adel te Awdg kpeioowv voog aiytoxoro,
0G Te Kol GAKIHOV &vdpar poPel kal dpeileto viknv
pNidiwg, 0T¢ & avTog émoTplvel poyécocBot Il 17.176-8

But the mind of the aegis bearer Zeus is always more powerful, for
he turns even a valiant man to flight, and deprives him of victory
easily, when he himself urges men on to fight.

The sense implied in example (43) may be that Zeus is always more powerful than

man, but the comparative kpeicowv could also have been translated as ‘all too
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powerful’. 119

Two adjectives that frequently occur in this category are Oadccoov ‘more quickly’
and &ocov ‘nearer’; in many instances it is unclear whether any comparative mea-
ning is present at all, or whether they just mean ‘quickly’ and ‘near’. The same

holds for elative superlatives; especially those that appear in formulas seem to have

hardly anything to do with actual comparisons.

(44) Zed matep "10n0ev pedéwv kbdiote péyiote Il. 7.202

father Zeus, ruling from Ida, most glorious, most great

This formulaic verse does not express that Zeus is the most glorious and great

among a certain group, but that he is exceedingly glorious and great.!?

2.6.2 Implicit aspect of comparison

The aspect of comparison is most frequently implicit in similative constructions,
but it can also be missing in those comparatives and superlatives that do not in-
volve an adjective. Most obviously this is the case in lexically marked comparisons,
but also comparisons with paAlov or pdAiota can lack an explicit aspect. Similar
to comparisons without an explicit standard, there is a continuum of explicitness
with regard to the aspect of comparison on which different expressions can be lo-
cated. Those comparisons in which the aspect is expressed by adjectives or nouns
are at the positive end of this continuum, followed by those in which the verbal
action conveys the aspect. In cases where there is no full verb, or the verb does
not contribute to the meaning of the comparison, the context can help to fill in
the gap. In Homeric Greek there are many instances in which a hero is said to be

‘as good as’, ‘better than’, or ‘the best’ in rather general terms. The nature of the

19 Edwards seems to assume ‘man’ as the implied standard of comparison (1991, 79-80).

120 Unlike, for example, Italian with its elative ‘ottimo’ vs. the superlative ‘il migliore’, ancient
Greek does not formally distinguish between superlatives and elatives. The boundary between
an elative and a superlative with a general scope is fluent; example (44) may be read as either.



78 Chapter 2. The grammar of comparisons

comparee and standard of comparison also contribute to an inference of what the
implied aspect could be. In example (45) there is no noun or adjective expressing
the aspect; the verb petospémel ‘is pre-eminent’ states a relationship of superiority
of the bull over the other cattle, but it does not elaborate on the precise aspect of
this superiority. Real-world knowledge about the position of a bull among a herd

of cattle helps to fill in the gap and flesh out the kind of superiority implied here.

(45) TADPOG, O Y&p Te POECTL PeTATPETEL LY POHEVTIOL Il. 2.481
the bull, for he is distinguished among the gathered cattle

In similative constructions that involve full main verbs, careful attention must be
paid to whether the verb contributes to an understanding of what the aspect is, or
not. On closer inspection, in many cases the meaning of comparee and standard

together are the only source for inferring the aspect of comparison.

(46) (..) pépwv chxog fite TOPyOV Il. 11.485

bearing a shield like a defence tower

The participial verb @épwv ‘bearing’ is not actually part of this comparison, since
it does not make sense to interpret this as ‘the shield is similar to a defence
tower with regard to how it is being carried’. The comparee caxog ‘shield” and the
standard of comparison mopyov ‘defence tower’ are both means of defence, but of
rather different calibre. Comparing a shield to a tower is a means of emphasizing
the size, strength and sturdiness of this particular shield, and thus the aspect is
easily inferable.'?! There are many similatives with implicit aspects of comparison
that are highly formulaic, and in these cases it is not easy to determine in how far

we are dealing with an actual, active, comparison at all.

(47) (...) Mnpovng 8¢ 0oy atdhavtog Apni Il. 13.295

Meriones, equal to swift Ares

121 For other views on the meaning of this comparison cf. Hainsworth 1993, 276.
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Ares being the god of war suggests that the aspect of comparison concerns Meri-
ones’ ability as a warrior. Apart from the uncertainty about what exactly the aspect
of comparison is, we may also ask whether these expressions are equatives or simi-
latives. Are we to understand that ‘Meriones is as good as Ares’, or that ‘Meriones
fights like the god of war himself’? Furthermore, the adjective Bodg ’swift’, even
though it agrees with Ares, contributes at least partially to an understanding of

what makes Meriones similar to Ares.

2.7 Conclusion

In this chapter I have outlined the theoretical basis which underlies the approach
and structure of my analysis of all the different kinds and types of comparisons
found in the Homeric epics. Chapter 3, on comparative constructions, and Chap-
ter 4, on superlative constructions, are structured according to the syntactic types
in which these comparisons are expressed, and deal with semantic and cognitive
aspects whenever relevant. Chapter 5, on similatives and equatives, is structured
according to the different kinds of relationships between comparee and standard of
comparison: it presents comparisons of similarity along a scale ranging from more
measurement-like and less figurative to more conceptual and more figurative. It
deals with the syntactic types in which these comparisons occur by means of an
overview and whenever the syntactic structure interacts with the meaning of the
comparison. The linguistic features that distinguish the different kinds of com-
parisons that I have introduced here, and that will be further confirmed by the
analyses in Chapters 3-5, provide a reference point from which unusual expressions
of comparisons will be approached in Chapter 6. The largest part of Chapter 6,
however, deals with comparisons as part of a literary work of art. Understanding
the nature of the different comparison types described here provides a starting

point for the exploration of their rhetorical and narrative function in epic poetry.



Chapter 3

Comparatives

This chapter provides a linguistic analysis of the different types of comparative
constructions that appear in the [liad and the Odyssey. The first four sections
deal with complete scalar comparisons, with the exception of a few cases in which
the aspect of comparison is implicit or very vague. The first section deals with
comparatives marked by case, followed by those marked by preposition, particle,
and lexical means. The fifth and sixth subchapters try to make sense of all the
instances that do not include an explicitly marked standard of comparison, and
suggest to subdivide this category into another three groups, each characterized by
a different degree to which a standard of comparison can be supplied: 1: fairly easily
from the immediate co-text, 2: on the basis of the wider context and pragmatic
features. These two groups make up the category of comparatives with an implicit
standard of comparison. For the third group, a concrete standard of comparison
cannot be established; if anything, the comparees of this category are measured
against a normative standard, thus I label this group ‘polar’ Table 3.1 provides

an overview of the syntactic distribution of comparative constructions.

80
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Category Total number | Iliad | Odyssey
Overall 555 303 252
Case 102 58 44
Preposition 1 0 1
Particle 50 26 24
Lexical 8 5} 3
Implicit standard 257 148 109
Polar 137 66 71

Table 3.1: Comparative constructions

The aspect of a comparative construction is most frequently expressed by an ad-
jective. In Homer there are 21 adjectives with comparative morphology based on
the primary PIE suffix *-yes-/*-yos-, and 63 with comparative morphology based
on the secondary PIE suffix *-tero-. Most of the *-yes-/*-yos- cases involve words
that express basic adjectival concepts and are fairly frequent, while the majority
of *~tero- adjectives express more complex concepts and only appear once or twice
in the Homeric epics. This reflects what we know about these suffixes, namely
that -1wv is an older, less morphologically transparent, and no longer productive
formation which survives in high-frequency lexemes, while -tepog is a newer, mor-
phologically transparent, and highly productive formation.

In five cases we find the same root displaying forms with both suffixes. yAvkiov
(attested in Homer 5x) vs. yAvkepdtepog (1x), xakiowv (5x) vs. kakotepog (6x),
Awiwv (5x) vs. Aoitepog (2x), ghiov (1x) vs. piktepog (6x), xelpwv/yepeiowv (28x)

VS. XepoTepog/xepetdtepog (4x).

Category | Total number | Complete | Implicit standard | Polar

-V 263 68 134 61
100% 26% 51% 23%

-TEPOG 201 72 88 41
100% 36% 44% 20%

Table 3.2: -iwv vs. -Tepog
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From a synchronic perspective, there is no obvious syntactic or semantic difference
between the forms in -wwv and those in -tepog. Both are found in each of the
syntactic construction types, and they show similar distributions across scalar and
polar usages, as shown in Table 3.2.

In addition to proper comparative adjectives, there are adjectives that look like
comparative forms since they end in -tepog, but are not actually part of a complete
or implicit comparison. They include mpotepog ‘before’; debtepog ‘next, second’,
botepog ‘next, later’, mapoitepog ‘in front’, Oméptepog ‘upper/outer’, de€itepdg
‘right-hand’, éntacottepog ‘one after another’, OnAvtepog ‘female’. When these ad-
jectives refer to the spatial or temporal position of entities, to the category to
which an entity belongs, or when they structure the narrative discourse, they do
not have the function of expressing a comparison, and thus are not considered in
this study. mpotepog, mapoitepog, and Oméptepog do, however, also occur in real

comparisons in the Homeric epics, and these cases are included here.

3.1 Comparatives marked by case

An initial distinction must be made between those comparative constructions that
express a comparative relation in the strict sense, namely a difference in degree to
which the aspect of comparison is present in comparee and standard, and those
that strictly speaking express the meaning of an equative or superlative relation.
Among those instances that express a proper comparative relation, a large group
involves adjectives meaning ‘better’ or ‘worse’. These adjectives denote fairly vague
concepts of valour, and context must be adduced to enhance their meaning; in some
cases, a noun or verb makes the concrete area of the comparee’s valour (or lack
thereof) explicit. Those instances that express relations of the melle dulcior type
involve more concrete adjectives such as ‘sweet’, ‘white’, ‘hard’. The standards

of comparison in these cases are the epitome of the qualities that the adjectives
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express, and the resulting meaning is that of a striking similarity, rather than a
real inequality. Another way of expressing a comparison of similarity by means of
a comparative construction is by negating the aspect of comparison: ‘X is no worse
than Y’ means ‘X is at least as good as Y. Negating the comparee of a comparative
construction results in a superlative meaning: ‘nobody is better than X’ means ‘X

is the best of all’.

Category Total number | [liad | Odyssey
Overall 102 58 44
Proper comparatives 67 42 25
melle dulcior type 8 6 2
Negated comparatives 27 10 17

Table 3.3: Comparatives marked by case

3.1.1 Proper comparatives

Case comparatives with the aspect ‘better’ or ‘worse’ predominantly occur in battle
or argument scenes between two characters. How exactly one is to understand this
(lack of) valour is determined by the co-text, but even more importantly by general
knowledge of the story world. Apart from a few instances in the context of the
funerary games in Book 23 of the Iliad, adjectives meaning ‘better’ or ‘worse’ are
not employed to describe the outcome of the present (martial, athletic, or verbal)
contest that two opponents have engaged in, but are aimed at their respective
position in society, as warriors but also as leaders or citizens. They are not often
used to describe a momentary attribute of a character at a certain time or in a

certain context, but denote permanent, established properties.
(48) 0ida & 8tL o pév E6ONOG, Eyd 8¢ 6€0ev TOAD Yeipwv 1l. 20.434

I [Hector| know that you [Achilles] are valiant, and T am much less
strong than you.
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When a human being or a god is referred to as ‘better’ or ‘worse’ than another one,
without further specification of the exact realm of this superiority or inferiority,
what is meant is that he or she is ‘of higher /lower rank’ or ‘a better /worse warrior’.!

There are a total of four instances in which ‘better’ does not refer to a human
being or a god, but instead to pdbog ‘word’ (2x), pftig ‘counsel’, and edepyeoin
‘good deed’. Yet, even in these cases the comparison is ultimately between human or
divine agents, who speak words or counsel, and do good deeds, and not between the
abstract concepts themselves.? There is a limited set of semantic fields represented
in other adjectives that are used on their own to express the aspect of a comparative
marked by case. These adjectives denote concepts from the realms of age (older,
younger),? amount/number (more, fewer), space (lower, further),? time (sooner,

later),% and affection (more lovely, more pitiful).”

(49) Kol pév ol kfpu€ OAiyov TpoyevéoTtepog adTOD
elmeto Od. 19.244-5

And a herald, a little older than he, followed him.

The adverb péAAov is used to mark adjectives that cannot take degree morphology,

like émfpatog in example (50).

(50) atyiforog, kot paAdov énrfpatog inmofdTolo Od. 4.606

pasture land for goats, and more delightsome than pasture land
for horses

Vague adjectives can be made more explicit by nouns in either the accusative or da-

tive case. Most of these are adjectives meaning ‘better’ or ‘worse’, and nouns refer-

1 Cf. Il 1.185-6, 2.201-2, 2.239-40, 4.405, 5.411, 6.479-80, 7.111-2, 7.113-4, 12.91-2, 16.707-9,
16.722, 17.168, 20.334, 21.107, 21.190-1, 21.264, 22.106; Od. 2.287, 8.221-2, 14.56-7, 18.334.
Cf. II. 7.358; 12.232; 14.107; Od. 22.372.

Cf. II. 1.259, 4.324-5, 9.60, 23.587-8, 23.789.

Cf. II. 2.129-30, 10.252-3; Od. 24.463-4.

Cf. Il. 5.898; Od. 7.321-3.

Cf. II. 10.124, 18.333.

Cf. Il. 20.334; Od. 11.380-1, and example (50).

g4 o0 o W
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ring to body parts or other battle-related things (‘in strength’, ‘with the sword’).®

(51) Al &yed’, ol mep épeio Pin mpoyepéotepoi éote Od. 21.134

but, come on, you who are more excellent than I in strength

There is one instance in which the adjective tpotepog ‘earlier’ is made more explicit

by the noun yevef) ‘by birth’

(52) (...) émel €0 npui Pin oAb @épTepog elvan
Kol yever mpOTepog Il. 15.165-6

since I say that I am much better than he in strength, and older
by birth

In another instance the body size of two warriors is compared.

(53) petwv pev kepalf) Ayopépvovog Atpetdoo,
evpUTEPOG & Moo 1d¢ oTépvoloLy idéaban Il. 3.193-4

Shorter by a head is he than Agamemnon, son of Atreus, but

broader to behold with regard to his shoulders and chest.
Three of the four instances of comparatives made more explicit by verbs can be
grouped together on the basis that they refer to ‘devising counsel’, ‘prophesying’,
and ‘knowing and fulfilling’® In the fourth one, mules are compared to oxen, an
exception next to the almost exclusively human or divine comparees and standards
of comparison in this category. On closer inspection, even this comparison is made
with reference to a human agent, since the mules themselves appear as the standard

of comparison of an equative expression, used to conceptualize how far a warrior,

Dolon, ran.
(54) AN’ Ote 81 P’ duténv doodv T Emi obpa TEAOVTAL
NHLOVOV- ol Yap te fodV TpopepéoTtepai eloLy
ehcépevan verolo Pabdeing Tnrtov apotpov Il. 10.351-3

but when he was as far away as the range of mules comes to, for
they are better than oxen at drawing through deep fallow-land the
well-constructed plough

8 Cf. Il. 1.404, 3.430-1, 4.399-400, 7.457, 15.139-40, 15.181-2, 19.217-9; Od. 5.215-8, 21.372-3.
9 Cf. II. 23.311-2; Od. 2.180, 5.169-70
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3.1.2 The melle dulcior type

Comparatives of the melle dulcior type appear in a variety of contexts, with a
variety of types of comparees, aspects, and standards. The collocations ‘sweeter
than honey’ and ‘whiter than snow’ seem to be common also in other Indo-
European poetic traditions.!® What identifies these comparatives as special cases
is 1) that the standard of comparison denotes what is conventionally perceived
as the quintessence of the quality expressed by the aspect of comparison, and 2)
that the relationship between comparee and standard is figurative. This leads to
a reading of ‘sweeter than honey’ as not (just) literally meaning ‘having a greater
degree of sweetness than honey’, but ‘a sweetness like that of honey, and to a
superlative degree’.!!

In the Iliad six of these expressions have standards marked by case, and ‘sweeter
than honey’ appears twice, but with very different comparees: Nestor’s speech
streams sweeter than honey in example (55), and anger expands in the breasts of
men sweeter than honey in example (56).

(55) 10D Kol Atd YA®oong HEALTOG YAUKIWVY Ppéev oddT Il. 1.249

From his tongue streamed speech sweeter than honey.

We commonly find the adjective ‘sweet” with reference to the way in which someone
speaks, and the image of speech streaming from someone’s mouth or tongue is
frequently used in Homer and in other literary traditions.!? Honey as a standard
of comparison for something described as sweet is also found in the compound
adjectives peAlynpug ‘honey-voiced’, referring to the voice of the Sirens at Od.
12.187, peAindnig ‘honey-sweet’ and peAippwv ‘honey-hearted’, both used for wine,

food items, and various other things.!

10" Cf. Benveniste 1948; Berg 1958; Puhvel 1973.

1 Cf. Chapter 6.1.2 for a discussion of the meaning and function of the melle dulcior type.

12 For a list of parallels cf. Latacz/Niinlist /Stoevesandt 2009, 104. Kirk notes that the sweetness
of honey becomes a commonplace for the voice of the poet, especially in Pindar (1985, 79).

13 Cf. Chapter 5.7.
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(56) O¢ £pig £k Te Oedv Ex T avBpowv dmdiotto
Kol XOA0G, O T° Epénke TOADPPOVA TTep YoAeTRva,
0G Te TOAD YAUKiwV péALTOC KaTaleLBopévolo
avdpddv év otibecov &é€eton NiTe KoUTVOg:
DG EPE VOV EXOAwTEV AVOE AVOPOHY Ayopépvev Il. 18.107-11

So may strife be extinguished from the world of gods and men,
and wrath, which incites even a wise a man to being angry, and
which, far sweeter than honey that is poured down, expands like
smoke in the breasts of men; so the lord of men, Agamemnon, now
angered me.

Example (56) is reminiscent of Hesiod’s description of the effect of bad €pig ‘strife’
on mankind in the Works and Days.** The first og with the optative &méloito
‘may it be extinguished’ introduces a wish; two relative clauses dependent on
xO0Mog ‘wrath’ (and €pig) develop the thought in a simile-like way. The second &g
picks up that thought, and makes it into a standard of comparison for the action
described in the final line. This is the only example in Homer in which honey is
used in a comparison that describes something that has a detrimental effect on a
human character.!®

One example of this category displays some, but not all characteristics of the

melle dulcior type; it is the beginning of a simile.

(57) EOT’ dpeog kopugriot Notog katéyevev OpixAnv
TOESLY 0D TL PIANV, KAETTTY O€ Te VUKTOG dpeive Il. 3.10-1

as when over the tops of a mountain the South Wind sheds a mist,
which is in no way dear to shepherds, but to a robber is better
than night

The relationship between the comparee opixyAn ‘mist’ and the standard vo€ ‘night’
can be understood as figurative: they may both be called natural phenomena,
but they are not of the same kind. In this comparison, mist is compared to night

in order to make a point about mist and not to make a statement about the

14 Cf. Hes. Op. 10-29.
15 Cf. Willcock 1984, 265; Edwards 1991, 160-1. The honey-sweet voice of the Sirens, however,
is a similar case, with fatal consequences for those who indulge it.
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relationship between the two concepts. Unlike in the other examples of this type,
the adjective expressing the aspect of comparison, dpeivov ‘better’; is vague and
does not denote the epitome of the standard ‘night’. Yet, the comparison as a whole
and the context in which it appears make it clear that what is meant by ‘better’ is
‘a more advantageous circumstance for robbers’. Night is the usual advantageous
circumstance for robbers; mist offers the same kind of advantage as night, but to
an even greater, a superlative, degree.'%

It is interesting that the example in the Odyssey that involves the adjective
‘white’ does not use the standard ‘snow’, which is used in a similar example in

the Iliad to describe the colour of horses,!” and in poetic traditions across the

Indo-European languages. Instead, in the Odyssey we find the standard ‘ivory’:®

(58) Kol PV pokpotépnv kal tdocova Oijkev idécbau,
Aevkotépnv & dpa v Ofjke mpLoTod EAEPaVTOG Od. 18.195-6

And she made her taller as well as sturdier to look upon, and she
made her whiter than sawn ivory.

3.1.3 Negated comparatives

Negation interacts with comparative constructions in a variety of ways. When the
adjective expressing the aspect of comparison is negated, the result is a reinforce-

ment of the positive, i.e. not negated, aspect of comparison, and the comparison

itself becomes equative.!?
(59) Kol pv E@nv éocecBat év avdpdoiv ob TL xépela
natpog £olo piloto, dépag kai eidog &kynTov Od. 14.176-8

16 Krieter-Spiro explains: “vorteilhafter als die Nachtzeit: Nachts ist das Vieh eingepfercht,

tagstiber zerstreut” (2009, 16).

17 11. 10.436-7, example (276) in Chapter 6.1.2.

18 For white skin as a beauty ideal and the relevance of the material ivory cf. Russo/Fernandez-
Galiano/Heubeck 1992, 62. Steiner gives other parallels of (female) skin compared to white
substances (2010, 187-8). The remaining instances of the melle dulcior type are: Il. 13.817-9,
18.610; Od. 23.103.

19 Cf. II. 1.114-5; Od. 5.211-3, 8.585-6.
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And I thought that among men he would be in no way worse than
his dear father, glorious in stature and appearance.

‘He is not worse than his father’ means that he is (at least) as good as his father.
In example (60) the comparee is negated: ovk &AAo ‘nothing (other)’. Thereby
the comparison as a whole takes on the meaning of a superlative: ‘going astray is

the worst thing for mortal men’.?°

(60) nAoyktoovvng 8 ovk £oTL kKakdTepov Ao Bpotoioty  Od. 15.343

Nothing is worse for mortal men than going astray.

Even though in example (61) it is not the comparee ‘idea’ that is negated, but
the subject of the sentence o0 ... Tig &AAog, the sense conveyed in this expression
corresponds to that in example (60): ‘another person will come up with no better

idea’; i.e. ‘this is the best idea anyone could come up with’

(61) 0V Yap TIg VOOV GALog dypieivova ToDde vorjoel Il. 9.104

Nobody else will come up with a better idea than this.

While in all other categories, the [liad has either more instances than the Odyssey,
or both works have roughly equal numbers, in this category the Odyssey has a clear

majority of 17 versus 10 instances.?!

3.2 Comparatives marked by preposition

The fact that this category comes second in Andersen’s typology shows how com-
mon it is across languages to mark the standard of comparison by preposition. In
Homeric Greek, however, there is only one example of this type; it appears in the

7th book of the Odyssey and is interesting in various ways. Using a preposition

20 Cf II 2.248-9, 3.365, 5.173, 8.483, 15.569-70, 17.446-7, 23.439, 24.93-4; Od. 8.138-9, 9.5-6,
0.27-8, 9.34-5, 11.427-8, 11.482-3, 11.623-4, 15.533-4, 18.130-1, 20.201, 20.376, 20.392-3,
21.344-5.

21 Cf. Section 6.1.1 for a possible explanation.
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instead of a bare case as standard marker is not a very common strategy, but still

found across all genres of Greek literature.??

(62) oV Yap TL 6TLYEP]] ETL YROTEPL KOVTEPOV GANO
EMAETO Od. 7.216-7

For no other thing is more shameless than one’s loathsome belly.

The preposition éni ‘upon’ marks the standard of comparison otvyept] youotépt
‘loathsome belly’?®> The aspect of comparison is expressed by xOvtepov ‘more
shameless’, which is a comparative adjective derived from the noun kbdwv ‘dog’,
and literally means ‘more dog-like’. There is no associated adjective in the posi-
tive, but a superlative version of it appears at Il. 10.503. A concrete noun is graded
here in terms of the abstract characteristics associated with what it denotes. It is
used with this meaning also in its substantival form in Homer as a word of re-
proach.?* As in example (60), a negative quantifier o0 Tt ‘nothing’ as comparee has
the effect of giving the comparison superlative/elative meaning: ‘one’s loathsome

belly is the most shameless thing’.

3.3 Comparatives marked by particle

Like case-marked comparatives, those marked by particle can express real com-
parative relations or convey the meaning of a superlative and/or equative. The
melle dulcior type and negated comparatives in this category, however, are much

less numerous. Next to ‘proper comparatives’, which express a real comparative

22 The different prepositions used in this function in Classical Greek are &vrti, émi, mapd, mpo,
npog (Kithner/Gerth 1898, 453-521; Schwyzer/Debrunner 1988, 443-511). Cf. Hdt. 1.62.1 for
an example with mtpo.

Commentaries mainly talk about the comical effect of this scene, and the inconsistency with
the preceding narrative: Odysseus complains about hunger when he has actually just eaten.
Cf. Ameis/Hentze 1908c, 18; Heubeck/West/Hainsworth 1988, 334-5. Garvie does comment
on the preposition: “the prepositional phrase is equivalent in sense to a gen. of comparison”
and refers to parallels: Hdt. 4.118.3, Thuc. 3.45.6 (1994, 208).

24 For example by Diomedes to Hector at Il. 11.362. Cf. Chantraine 1942, 259; Faust 1970, 24-31;

Shipp 1972, 76; Garvie 1994, 208-9; Zeilfelder 2003, 269-70.

23
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relation between comparee and standard, there are many instances that are not
so much comparisons as expressions in which two options are weighed up in a
process of decision making. They express the choice of one option at the exclusion
of the other, hence I label them ‘disjunctive comparatives’ Some of these involve
adjectives with comparative morphology (type ‘it would be better to do X’), but
some use a verb meaning ‘prefer’. Since in both cases the dispreferred option is
marked with the particle 1), the ‘prefer’ cases are included here despite a lack of
comparative morphology, and a questionable relationship to ‘real’ comparisons.
While case-marked comparatives all have nominal standards, particle-marked
comparatives are found with nominal, clausal, and verbal standards; with nominal
and clausal standards the predicate or verbal action is the same for comparee and
standard. When the standard is verbal, the comparison is not between two people
or concepts to whom the same predicate applies, but between the action associated
with the comparee, and a different action associated with the standard. In these
cases comparee and standard might refer to one and the same entity, or to two

different ones.

Category Total | Iliad | Odyssey
Overall 50 26 24
Proper comparatives 23 12 11
Disjunctive comparatives 22 12 10
melle dulcior type 2 1

Negated comparatives 3 1 2

Table 3.4: Comparatives marked by particle

3.3.1 Proper comparatives

In Homer, actual comparative relations marked by particle only appear with nomi-
nal or clausal standards of comparisons. Many examples are elliptic or metonymi-

cal, or not quite straightforward in some other way.
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(63) & o€ Ypr) dopeval kol Adiov fé ep GANOL
oitov Od. 17.417-8

Therefore you ought to give an even better piece of bread than the
others.

Normally when comparee and standard of comparison are connected by a parti-
cle, they have the same syntactic function, but here Awiov citov ‘better piece of
bread’ seems to be coordinated with &AAot ‘the others’, which, strictly speaking,
neither syntactically nor semantically makes sense. Adiov is the accusative object
of dopevan ‘to give’, with oitov in the partitive genitive, while &AAot is in the no-
minative and functions as the subject of an implied clause ‘than [the piece of bread
that] others give’ Both the aspect of comparison and the standard of comparison
are especially emphasized here, by the particles xai and mep respectively, resulting
in a meaning ‘you ought to give an even better piece of bread than the others ought
to give anyway.’ The particle mep follows the comparative particle in exactly this
function in 7 other instances.?®

Very few of the examples of comparatives marked by particle could have easily

been expressed, or would have been equally straightforward, with a case construc-

tion. Often the standard of comparison is an adverb such as né&pog ‘before’.?®

(64) peilova &’ 1¢ mapog kol thooova Ofkev 1déc0a Od. 24.369

And she made him taller than before and sturdier to look at.

If the standard of comparison is a clause, it takes the same slot in a sentence as
a nominal or adverbial standard; the clause is marked with the particle f and

thereby coordinated with the comparee, which in example (65) is ‘Hector (now

that he is dead)’?”

25 Cf. I1. 1.260-1; 10.556-7; 11.318-9; 14.467-8; 16.688. Od. 4.819; 8.154. Even though mep appears
also at Il 18.302, this is an instance of the ‘it is better to do X than Y’ type, and here there
is no xai modifying the aspect of comparison; at Od. 8.186-8 mep goes with the adverb ovk
OAiyov ‘not by little’, which modifies the aspects of comparison. Cf. Bakker 1988, 83-5 and
277. On example (63) cf. Ameis/Hentze 1910, 136.

26 Cf. Od. 1.320-2; 10.395-6; 18.160-2.

2T Cf. Od. 8.186-8; 12.209-10. Cf. De Jong 2012, 155-6.
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(65) & omotL, § pého 81 podakdtepog dppapdocdor
“Extop 1) 0te vijog évémpnoev mupl kA Il. 22.373-4

Well then! Indeed now Hector is much easier to deal with than
when he burned the ships with blazing fire.

Example (66) looks as if it has a verbal standard of comparison, but on closer
inspection, it is not the verbal actions directly that are being compared, but rather

two groups of people to whom different predications apply.2®

(66) aidopévev avdpiv mAéoveg cdol e TéavTot Il. 5.531

Of men who have regard for one another more are safe than slain.

What is juxtaposed is ‘being safe’ and ‘being slain’, but strictly speaking a com-
parison is made between the number of people in one group versus another: ‘the
number of people who are safe is greater than the number of people who are slain’.

In other cases the standard of comparison could have been put into the genitive
case, but for reasons of syntactic lucidity, the particle construction is favoured.?
The case construction is normally only employed if comparee and standard both

have the function of either subject or direct object.

(67) (...) YOmeoow moAL @iltepot 1} dAdyoLoLV Il. 11.162

much dearer to the vultures than to their wives

If the standard of comparison &Adyoiowv ‘to their wives’ were in the genitive, this
passage would have probably read as if they (slain warriors) were dearer to the
vultures than the wives, assuming that ‘wives’ is coordinated with the subject
of the sentence ‘they’, i.e. the slain warriors. To make it clear that ‘wives’ is
coordinated, i.e. compared, with ‘vultures’, it needs to retain its dative case that

marks it as an indirect object.

28 Cf. II. 15.563; Od. 19.167-8.
29 Cf. II. 1.260-1, 8.188-90, 16.688, 23.315-8; Od. 4.819.
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The particle construction is also employed when the aspect of comparison is

expressed by a verbal phrase marked for comparative by the adverb paAlov.

(68) kfOed pot kal paAAov évi ppeciv 1 ep Geblot Od. 8.154

Grief is on my mind much more than contests.

In example (68) the verbal phrase consists of a prepositional phrase évi ppeciv ‘on
my mind’ in combination with an, in Greek often unexpressed, copula ‘is’.
There are, however, also cases in which there is no cogent syntactical reason

not to use the case construction.?!

(69) nvbetan, olwvol 8¢ mepl mAéeg )¢ yuvaikeg Il. 11.395

He is rotting away, and around him are more birds than women.

This is the second time in the Iliad that women and scavenger birds are juxtaposed
in a comparison; the structure of example (69), i.e. the word order and the employ-
ment of the particle #, is parallel to and reminiscent of example (67).3 Beyond
syntactical lucidity, a reason for the choice of a particle over case-marking could
be that the particle adds an ironic sense of disjunction: there are not more birds
than women, but birds and not women. Instead of being lamented and buried, the
corpses of these unlucky warriors fall prey to scavengers.

Example (70) is unusual in that it starts off like a comparative marked by
lexical means with the verb ¢Bdvw ‘outrun’, but has its standard marked by the
particle 1j instead of the accusative case demanded by ¢8d&vw. The reason for this
is probably that ¢y ‘I” is further specified by oOv vt pehaivy ‘with my black ship’;

complex or clausal standards of comparison are normally marked by particle.®® By

30 Cf. Od. 4.819.

3L Cf. 1. 10.556-7, 14.467-8.

32 Cf. Hainsworth 1993, 242-3.

33 Cf. Merry 1880, 317: “@0&vewv implies a comparative notion, and so is followed by 7, as
sometimes PovAopon” and Ameis/Hentze 1908¢c, 140. Cf. Il. 23.444-5, which is a parallel, but
there the use of a particle in addition to @6rjcovtar ‘they are quicker’ is due to the fact that
comparee and standard are in the dative case.
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using a particle, both the ‘you” and the ‘I’, as well as the activities of going on foot

vs. by ship are juxtaposed.

(70) ‘EAntiivop, mdg AAOeg 0o {Opov RepdevTay
8pOng melog LoV 1 £yo oLy vl pehaivy Od. 11.57-8

Elpenor, how did you come beneath the murky darkness? Going
on foot you were quicker than I with my black ship.

3.3.2 Disjunctive comparatives

Disjunctive comparatives appear in two types; one refers to the preference of one
thing, person, or action over another. The other describes the choice of one option
or course of action over another. The former category employs a verb meaning
‘rather want’ or ‘prefer’, and the latter uses an adjective ‘better’ with the copula
‘to be’. In both cases, the dispreferred option is marked by the particle fj. The verbs
that are used to express ‘rather want’/‘prefer’ are fovAopar with five examples in
the Iliad and four examples in the Odyssey, éAdopou, reinforced by paAlov, with one
example in the [liad, and apdopar with one example in the Odyssey. For ‘better’
the most frequent adjective is BéAtepov with four instances in the Iliad and one in
the Odyssey. yAvkiowv appears twice in the [liad, but in a duplicate verse. The [liad
uses képdiov to reinforce BovAlopar in 1. 3.41-2; and the Odyssey has one instance
with just képdiov. In the Odyssey only we find @éptepov twice, and k&AAlov once.
Most of the time the adjectives appear in the neuter because they refer to phrasal
comparees and standards, but yAvkiov is first coordinated with a noun (réAepog),
hence the masculine form, and only the standard is phrasal.?*

When comparee and standard of comparison are different verbal phrases, they
tend to share the same subject. When the standard of comparison is nominal, it

tends to share the verbal action with the comparee.

34 Cf. II. 2.453-4, 11.13-4.
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(71) avTOG Yop payépev ToAd Povdeal 1) dOpev ALY Od. 17.404

For you would rather eat a lot yourself than give to someone other.

In example (71), ‘you’ is the subject of both, the clause that makes up the compare
and the clause that expresses the standard of comparison. The verbal action is
‘eating’ with the comparee, and ‘giving’ with the standard.?”

In example (72), which has a nominal standard of comparison, there is only one
verbal action, but comparee and standard refer to two different groups of people,

the Trojans and the Greeks respectively.3

(72) MUV 8¢ Zebg pév moAd BodAeton 1) Aavaoict
viknv Il. 17.331-2

But for us Zeus wants victory much more than for the Danaans.

The same distinction can be made for comparatives that use adjectives to express

that one scenario or course of action is better than another.

(73) (...) émel ) TOAD @épTepdV E0TL
teOvaypev 1 {dovtog apoptely Od. 21.154-5

Since indeed it is much better to die than to be alive and fail.

Here two scenarios or choices are expressed through verbal actions, ‘to die’ and
‘to be alive and fail’ 3" while in example (74) the verbal action remains the same,
but comparee and standard of comparison refer to different groups of people, the

Trojans and the Greeks.?®

(74) TGOV TV PEATEPOV EO0TLY EOLPENEV T TTEP AxaLovg Il. 18.302

It is better that someone [of the Trojans| enjoys them rather than
the Achaeans.

35 Cf. Il 1.117, 23.592-5; Od. 3.232-5, 12.349-50.

36 Cf. Il. 11.318-9, 13.638-9; Od. 1.164-5, 17.81.

37 Cf. Il. 14.80-1, 15.511-3, 21.485-6; Od. 20.316-9.

38 Cf. Od. 6.39-40; 12.109-10; 17.18-9; combinations of the two types are also possible: II. 2.453-4
has a nominal comparee and a verbal standard.
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There is one example in which both a verb for ‘prefer’ and the adjective xépdiov
are used. Hector reproaches Paris for being a coward, and wishes that he had never

been born and died unmarried.??

(75) kol ke TO Povhoipuny, kot kev TOAD képdiov fev
1 obtw AwPnv T Epevar kol doYLov ALV Il. 3.41-2

And I [Hector] would have wanted that, and it would have been
much better, rather than [you, Paris| being a disgrace like this,
and an object of contempt to others.

3.3.3 The melle dulcior type

The Iliad has one example of this type, and it is an interesting one because in-
stead of the ‘proper’ comparative particle 4, it employs the particle e, which is

normally used for similatives.

(76) ¢ 8¢ T’ &vevbev £6vTL pedévtepov Rite micoa
QOLVET’ 1OV KOT TTOVTOV Il. 4.277-8

And for him being far away it [a storm cloud] seems to be blacker
than pitch as it moves across the sea.

This passage is much discussed in linguistic literature on comparisons and on
Homer, and has had to suffer various attempts at emendation due to the ‘wrong’
particle fite.“ T do not regard this as problematic; the similative particle reflects

that comparisons of the melle dulcior type are as much about a similarity between

39 West rejects verse 41: “it adds nothing to the wish forcefully expressed in 40 [...] The use of 1
in a wish to mean ‘rather than’ is idiomatic [...] but it may have prompted a later rhapsode
to interpolate a line containing the explicit comparative képdiov” (2001, 185). Krieter-Spiro
counters: “Der Vers dient aber der Differenzierung des Gesagten: fovloipnv und xépdiov fev
bringen zum Ausdruck, dafl es in Hektors perstnlichem sowie im allgemeinen Interesse liegt,
daB Paris sich nicht 6ffentlich (42 dAAwv) unméglich macht (vgl. Helenas Klage in 6.350-353,
s.d.). AuBerdem ist f(¢)/fj ohne vorausgehenden Komparativ oder Worter mit komparativis-
chem Sinn wie BovAopoun ‘lieber wollen’ weder im hom. Epos noch spéter belegt” (2009, 30).

40 Cf. Leaf 1900, 174. Wittwer 1969, 65-7 gives an overview of different interpretations; he reads
peddvtepov as contrastive: “Dafl hier kein Gegensatzpaar genannt ist, kann nicht befremden.
[..] Die Metapher pehévtepov Rite nicoo kommt deutlicher zur Geltung, wenn man -tepog als
Verstarkung ansieht”. Similarly Ameis/Hentze 1922a, 24; Coray/Krieter-Spiro/Visser 2017,
124: “Rite wird immer i.S.v. ‘wie’ gebraucht (2.87n.); der Komparativ peAdvrepov mufl daher

wie andere Komparative (und wie auch im Lat.) intensiv gemeint sein, ‘ganz, recht schwarz’”.
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comparee and standard as they are about expressing a high degree of, in this
case, blackness. On the other hand, as we have seen in the discussion of source
schemata that underlie the expression of comparisons, it is not unusual at all to
use a similarity schema for the expression of an actual comparative relation, as is
the case in modern German, where the originally equative and similative particle
als is employed to mark the standards of comparative expressions.*!

The example in the Odyssey is similar to the case-marked instances discussed
above. The reason why a particle is used here instead of a case construction might
be that this comparison appears within a simile.*? In the simile, which carries on
directly from here, the birds, sea eagles, and vultures are the subjects, so having
them already in the nominative, rather than in the genitive, allows for a seamless

transition from here into the simile.

KAaiov 8¢ Ayéwg, advatepov ) T’ olwvol,
7 Aodov 8¢ Ayéwg, advadTepov 1§ T olwvol
pRAval 1} alyvriol yopyovoxeg Od. 16.216-9

And they [Odysseus and Telemachus] let out a high-pitched cry,
more vehemently than birds, sea eagles, or vultures with crooked
talons.

3.3.4 Negated comparatives

In all three instances of this type, the comparee is negated, which gives the com-
parison the effect of a superlative. The standard of comparison is a clause, which
could not have been marked as such by the genitive case. Two examples have a

demonstrative pronoun in the genitive, which acts as a ‘dummy’ standard, and

4l Tn some dialects the current equative/similative particle wie has started to encroach upon
als, starting a new cycle of the same change.

42 Tor different opinions about the problem of T’ cf. Ameis/Hentze 1908a, 100; Monro 1901,
81-2, also with reference to example (76); Heubeck/Hoekstra 1989, 275-6. Ruijgh argues that
the te following 7 is unnatural, and has probably crept in by analogy with the type &g *’
olwvol ‘like birds’ (1971, 827-8). This reflects that such a comparison expresses a striking
similarity rather than a real difference.
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mark the clause that actually expresses the standard of comparison with .43

(78) Npiv 8 od Tig T00de vOog Kal PATLS apeivev
1 abtooxedin pikon xeipag Te pévog Te Il. 15.509-10

And for us there is no thought or counsel better than this, than

to bring together our hands and strength in close combat.
The third example does not have a ‘dummy’ pronominal standard, but a noun,
kAéog ‘glory’ congruent with the adjective peiCov ‘greater’. The clause marked by

2\

1} specifies that the standard of comparison is a particular kind of kAéog.**

(79) o0 pév yap peilov kAéog avépog, dppa kev oLy,
1) O TL TooGiv Te PEEN Kal xepolv oLy Od. 8.147-8

For there is no greater glory of a man, for as long as he exists,
than that which he attains with his own feet and hands.

3.4 Comparatives marked by lexical means

Using lexical means for the expression of comparative relations is not a frequently
employed strategy, and it seems to be a creative way of paraphrasing a comparison,
rather than a grammaticalized way of expressing it. The lexical item that marks the
comparison is a verb meaning ‘surpass’, and the aspect of comparison is either left
implicit or expressed by a noun; there is variation not only in the case in which this
noun appears, but also in the types of ‘surpass’ verbs. It can be difficult to decide
whether an expression of this kind is a comparative or superlative relation. In order
to have a clear criterion, only expressions in which the standard of comparison is
either a single entity, or a group of which the comparee is not a member, count
as comparatives. Any expression that includes the words ‘others’ or ‘all” as part of
the standard of comparison, or in which the comparee is clearly a member of the

group that the standard refers to, is considered a superlative.

43 Cf. Od. 6.182-4. Janko notes that “fj after Todde is pleonastic but aids comprehension.” (1992,
283-4). Cf. Ameis/Hentze 1922c, 115.
44 For the use of a congruent noun as the scope of a superlative construction cf. Chapter 4.4.1.
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When the aspect of comparison is a concrete noun in the dative, as in example
(80), this case can be understood as an instrumental dative, t6€p ‘with the bow’,
or as a metonymy for the abstract concept ‘archery’.?

(80) olog &1 pe drhoktrTng dmekaivuto TOEW
dMpw évi Tpowv, dte ToEaloiped’ Ayotot Od. 8.219-20

Philoctetes alone surpassed me with the bow in the land of the
Trojans, whenever we Achaeans shot.

Example (81) is a part of Nestor’s speech during the funerary games for Patroclus,
and one might argue that instead of expressing a comparison by lexical means,
this is simply an enumeration of a person’s successes in athletic contests.
(81) mOE peév éviknoo KAvtopdea "Hvormog viodv,

Aykadiov 8¢ mahn ITAevpdviov, O¢ pot &véotn-

"Tpuchov 8¢ mddeoot mapédpapov EGOLOV EdvTa,

dovpt & UmerpéPfarov PvAna te kot [ToAdSwpov.

olowoiv p’ inmoiot mapiracav Aktopinve
A0l Tpdce Paddvteg dyaccdpevol mepl vikng*o Il. 23.634-9

In boxing I defeated Clytomedes, son of Enops, and in wrestling
Ancaeus of Pleuron, who stood up against me; Iphiclus I outran
with my feet, though he was a good man; with the spear I sur-
passed Phyleus and Polydorus. Only in the chariot race the sons
of Actor overtook me pushing to the front with the crowd, begrud-
ging me the victory.

Again the concrete nouns in the dative could either be understood as proper in-
strumentals, for example m6decol ‘with my feet’, or as expressing the aspect of
comparison in a more general, adverbial sense, ‘in the footrace’

Example (82) at first sight does not look like a comparative; the adjective émidevéeg
is in the positive, and we could translate ‘but if we are indeed lacking the strength

of god-like Odysseus by so much’*”

45 Cf. 1. 19.217-9, 23.318: Od. 13.291-2.

46 This line, especially the meaning of mAri@et poses problems. For discussions of different sug-
gestions cf. Leaf 1902, 516; Willcock 1984, 307; Richardson 1993, 239.

47 This is how Russo/Ferniandez-Galiano/Heubeck understand this passage (1992, 175).
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(82) Gl el 81 Toooovde Bing émidevéeg eipev
avtiféov ‘Odvoiog Od. 21.253-4

but if indeed in strength we are inferior to godlike Odysseus by
this much

Ameis/Hentze argue for a comparative reading as in my translation, treating Bing
as expressing the aspect of comparison, and ‘'O8vcfjog as a comparative genitive.8

The final two examples quoted below are, if at all, marginal representatives
of comparative constructions. In example (83) the lexical item describing a com-
parison, or rather the effect of a comparison, is mpoPéfovAa, ‘I prefer’. Among
comparatives marked by particle I included examples that expressed a preference,
because the disprefered element was marked by the same particle that marks the
standard of comparison in more typical expressions of that category. Here the stan-
dard of comparison, Klytemnestra, is not marked by a particle, but by the genitive
case as the indirect object of mpoféPovAia, a form of BodAopa reinforced through

the preverb mpo-, which occurs only once in Homer.*?

(83) (-..) kol yap pa Khvtapvriotpng mtpoféfovia Il 1.113

For I even prefer [Chryseis] over Klytemnestra.

Example (84) is problematic because it arguably involves a literal meaning of
vik@w in the sense of ‘win against’, and does not express a real comparison. The
expression can be paraphrased as ‘your youth was stronger than your reason’, but

this may not be enough to call it an actual comparative construction.’®
(84) (...) émel o0 TL Tapiopog 00d” decippwv
foba mépog: vOv adte voov viknoe veoin Il. 23.603-4

For you were in no way imprudent or witless before; though now
your youth has overpowered your reason.

48 Cf. Ameis/Hentze 1911, 87.

49 Cf. Leaf 1900, 12; Latacz/Niinlist /Stoevesandt 2009, 68.

50" Richardson paraphrases “your plan (or ingenuity) got the better of your good sense” (1993,
235).



102 Chapter 3. Comparatives

3.5 Comparatives with implicit standard

Incomplete comparisons in which the standard of comparison is implicit make
up a difficult category. It counts more instances than any other single category of
comparatives, and the instances themselves are very heterogeneous. Whereas in the
other categories we were mostly concerned with the interpretation of the aspect of
comparison, a first step for the analysis of this category must be to establish how an
implicit standard of comparison can be inferred. A first subcategory is made up of
those instances in which the implied standard of comparison is explicitly mentioned
in the co-text, that is the lines immediately before and after the comparative
expression. For the second subcategory the implied standard of comparison is
inferable on the basis of different parameters concerning the general knowledge of
the story world and pragmatic features associated with comparatives. Table 3.5

shows the number of instances for each subtype.

Category Total number | lliad | Odyssey
Overall 257 148 109
Co-textual standard 159 100 59
Contextual standard 98 48 50

Table 3.5: Comparatives with implicit standard

3.5.1 Standard inferable from co-text

The adjectives that appear most frequently in this category have the meaning
‘better’ or ‘worse’. Other frequent semantic fields are age and size/amount. Many
instances of comparisons are complex in one way or another; either they involve
several adjectives, or an adjective with a verb or noun, or even several different
comparisons. In addition to real implicit comparisons, we also find disjunctive
comparatives of the kind discussed in the particle-marked category. The Iliad has

one, the Odyssey two examples of a negated comparative with superlative meaning.
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Table 3.6 shows the number of instances for each type.

Category Total number | lliad | Odyssey
Overall 150 99 51
Proper comparative 116 74 42
Disjunctive comparative 31 24

Negated comparative 3 1

Table 3.6: Comparatives with co-textual standard

For examples to count as members of this category, there must be a concrete word
or phrase in the immediate vicinity of the comparative expression, and this word

or phrase must be clearly identifiable as the intended standard of comparison.

(85) EvO& k€ ToL Mevédae @avn PLotolo televtr)
“Extopog év mah&unoty, émel Tod @éptepog Rev,
el un) dvai€ovteg Elov Paciifiec Axondv Il. 7.104-6

And now for you, Menelaus, the end of your life would have man-
ifested itself, at the hands of Hector, because he was far mightier,
if the kings of the Achaeans had not leapt up and withheld you.

Example (85) contains a comparison between Menelaus and Hector; Menelaus is
mentioned in the first line, and can thus be supplied as standard of comparison for
the comparative in the second line: ‘Hector was far mightier than you, Menelaus’.?!

A co-textually implied standard of comparison, if it is the subject of the sen-
tence, may be hidden in the personal endings of the verb.’? In example (86)
Odysseus is the subject of motpov émiomor ‘would meet a shameful fate’ and of
payorto ‘he fought’, as well as the implied standard of comparison: ‘if he fought

with men who were more in number than he’.??

5L Other instances with ‘better’/‘worse’ are II. 1.80, 2.527-80, 3.69-72, 3.90-3, 4.56-61, 6.157-9,
6.350-3, 8.143-4, 8.210-1, 9.423-6, 15.512-3, 16.777-80, 17.149-51, 17.538-9, 20.105-7, 20.134-5,
20.367-8, 21.410-1, 21.485-6, 21.487-8, 22.39-40, 22.158-9, 22.333-4, 23.322-3, 23.459-61,
93.476-9, 23.571-2, 23.605, 23.855-8: Od. 3.249-50, 6.4-6, 9.275-6, 11.620-2, 18.46-7, 18.83-4,
18.233-4, 20.45-8, 20.80-2, 21.325-6, 22.156, 22.165-7, 22.287-9.

52 Cf. II. 21.485-6.

53 Other instances with the aspect amount/size are II. 1.165-8, 2.120-2, 3.167-70, 5.635-42,
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(86) (...) GAAG keV DTOD detkéa TOTHOV ETioTTOL,
el TAedvesaL pdryoLto Od. 2.250-1

But right there he [Odysseus] would meet a shameful fate, if he
fought with men [the suitors] who were more in number.

In lexical expressions, the object can be left unexpressed, but easily recover-
able from the context. Example (87) appears in a longer passage that compares
Menelaus and Odysseus with regard to different aspects.>

(87) oTaVTOV pEV Mevéloog Umeipexev eDpéag GROLG Il. 3.210

Standing up, Menelaus overtopped [Odysseus| with his broad shoul-
ders.

The aspect of comparison can be expressed by more than one adjective, a combi-
nation of adjective and noun or verb, and it can refer to several comparees and

standards at once.?®

(88) toppa & &p’ oiyopevol Kikoveg Kikoveoot yeyoveuy,
ol o yeitoveg foav, dpa TAéoveg kol dpetovg Od. 9.47-8

Meanwhile the Cicones went away and cried out to other Cicones,
who were their neighbours, both more in number and braver.

In some cases it is difficult to decide whether a contrastive meaning of the compa-
rative adjective is intended, or whether one is dealing with an actual comparison
with an implied standard of comparison. The adjective yepaitepog can refer to
a person who, among a group of people, belongs to those that are (significantly)
older than the average, and such a reading would understand the comparative as

contrastive.

7.264-9, 8.53-7, 10.105-7, 10.357, 13.737-9, 15.405-7, 15.610-2, 17.361-4, 18.518-9, 23.591-5;
Od. 2.45-9, 2.276-7, 9.56-7, 12.96-7, 14.13-7, 16.245-6, 16.288-94, 18.62-3, 19.7-13, 20.38-43,
22.12-4.

54 Cf. Il. 16.53-4; Od. 11.510-2.

% Cf. II. 1.280-1, 1.322-5, 2.706-8, 3.209-24, 4.405-7, 9.160-1, 9.496-8, 10.235-9, 11.786-7,
13.353-5, 14.376-7, 14.382, 15.641-3, 18.105-6, 19.217-9, 21.439-40, 23.576-8, 23.587-8; Od.
4.697-9, 8.167-77, 15.363-5, 16.88-9, 19.181-4, 21.370-1, 22.351-3. Other aspects are ‘more
king-like’ II. 9.391-2, ‘swifter’ Il. 23.309-12, ‘more piteous’ Il. 24.503-6, ‘lower’ Od. 12.101-2,
‘dearer’ Od. 19.350-2.
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(89) aidg 8 o véov dvdpa yepaitepov éEepéecbal Od. 3.24

And besides, a young man is ashamed to question someone who
is older.

The statement in example (89) is made by Telemachus in response to Mentor
encouraging him to approach Nestor. It is a platitude, but in this context makes
clear reference to Telemachus (as véog avrip) and Nestor (as yepaitepog). Yet, I
concede that the contrastive meaning ‘person of relatively old age’ is clearly also
active here.5

Instead of a single word or a short phrase, the implied standard of comparison
can also be a longer thought described in the co-text of the comparative expres-
sion.’” In example (90) Odysseus expresses that the question of how he would save
himself after having killed the suitors is an even greater concern to him than the

problem of how to kill them in the first place.

(90) aAA& Ti pot T6de BupOg évi ppeot pepunpilet,
Onmwg o1 pvnotipoy avondéot xeipog éprow,
polOvog €0Vv- ol & aiev doAAéeg Evdov Eaot.
poOg & ETL kol TOSe pellov €vi ppeci peppnpilw:
el wep yop ktetvoupt Awog te oéBev te €k,
T} KEV OITEKTTPOPUYOLHLL; Od. 20.38-43

But somehow the spirit in my heart is pondering over this, how I
[Odysseus| should lay my hands upon the shameless suitors, being
all alone; they are always in here as a crowd. And in addition this
yet even greater concern I ponder in my heart: even if I were to
kill them by the will of Zeus and you, where would I escape to?

There are also cases in which the implied standard of comparison that appears in
the co-text is metonymical. The first line of example (91) has a comparative marked

by case, matépwv péy’ apeivoveg ‘much better than our fathers’, but what we are

56 Heubeck/West/Hainsworth seem to understand yepaitepog as a comparative with Telemachus
as implied standard (1988, 161). Other instances with possible contrastive readings are II.
1.80, 4.318-25, 10.235-9, 14.376-7, 14.382, 17.149-51; Od. 18.52-3. Other instances with the
aspect age are: Il. 2.552-5, 4.318-25, 10.164-7, 10.175-6, 23.643-5, 24.433; Od. 2.188-90, 3.49-50,
3.362-4, 4.204-5, 18.30-1, 18.52-3, 21.309-10.

5T Cf. II. 10.93-107.
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interested in is the mavpotepog Aadg ‘weaker host’ and telyog apetov ‘stronger wall’
The fathers can be adduced as a metonymical implied standard of comparison,
thus ‘a weaker host than our fathers’ would mean ‘a weaker host than the host our
fathers had’, and ‘a stronger wall than our fathers’ would mean ‘a stronger wall

than the wall that our fathers were attacking’

(91) TUElG ToL TaTépwv péy’ peivoveg evyoped” elvou-
npeig kot OnPng €dog elhopev entamtdAoLo
TOVPOTEPOV AaOV ayaryovl’ 11o Telyog Gpelov Il. 4.405-7

We [Sthenelus and Diomedes| claim to be much better than our
fathers: we took the seat of Thebes with the seven gates, leading
a weaker host against a stronger wall.

At the same time, however, there is a comparison or contrast going on between
Aadg and teiyog; the two nouns and the adjectives modifying them are juxtaposed
in chiastic word order. The host in question is not only weaker than the host of
the father’s time, but also weak in comparison with how strong the wall is, which

in turn makes Sthenelus and Diomedes’ achievements even more impressive.’®

Besides ‘real” implied comparisons, comparatives with co-textually implied stan-
dards of comparison can refer to different scenarios or courses of action that are
weighed up against one another. Two further subdivisions can be made: one type
has the rough structure ‘it is better to do X’, and the other ‘I prefer (to do) X"
Since we are mostly dealing with longer, verbal comparees, the implied standards
of comparison are also longer phrases that describe actions. Example (92) is spoken
by Achilles at the end of his complaint that he had been doing all the fighting but
received only small rewards, while Agamemnon claimed all the spoils for himself

without having contributed much to the work of acquiring them.

%8 Cf. Ameis/Hentze 1922a, 33; Coray/Krieter-Spiro/Visser 2017, 174-5.

59 Cf. Il 1.116, 1.226-30, 4.303-7, 6.338-9, 6.407-13, 9.254-6, 11.404-6, 15.196-9, 15.222-8,
17.415-9, 19.200-4, 21.100-3, 22.99-110, 22.123-9, 22.300-3; Od. 1.374-8, 2.70-5, 2.139-43,
2.167-9, 8.548-9, 9.228, 20.304.
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(92)

vov & el POINvS’, émtel 1§ TOAD @épTepdV EoTIV
otkad’ pev oLV vuei kopwvicty, 008¢ ¢” dlw
evOad’ atipog €mv Gpevog kol TAodTOV ApvEeLy Il. 1.169-71

Now I will go to Phthia, since it is much better to go home with
my beaked ships, and I have no intention, while I am dishonoured
here, to heap up wealth and treasures for you.

The co-text of example (92) provides enough information to understand that the

implied standard of comparison is ‘to remain here’, and the sentence introduced

by o0d¢ makes this explicit once more.

Other instances of this type start with a short discussion of two possible courses

of action, and then a line such as &g &pa ol ppovéovti Sodooato képdiov eivon ‘and

as he was pondering, it seemed better to him’ followed by a short summary of the

preferred option.®

(93)

0

(...) 0 8¢ peppnpi&ev ‘Odvooeng,

1) YOOV@wV Alooorto Aafodv edomda kobpnv,

1] abtwg énéecoy dmooTadd petkiyiolot
AMooolt’, el deiete TOAY Kol elpota dotn.

&g &pa ol ppovéovtt Sodooato képSlov etval,
AMooecBou éméesoly amooTada pethtyiolot,

pun ot yobva Aafovtt YoAdoorto gpéva kovpn Od. 6.141-7

And Odysseus pondered whether, clasping her by the knees, he
should entreat the fair-faced girl, or whether, standing apart as he
was, he should beg with gentle words, if she might show him the
city and give him clothing. And, as he was pondering, it seemed
better to him to stand apart and beg with gentle words so that
the girl would not get angry in her heart with him if he clasped
her knees.

The ‘prefer’ version is often construed with a full verb plus the adverb péAAiov,

or with a verb meaning precisely ‘prefer’ or ‘rather want’, such as foviopor. In

example (94) the implied standard of comparison ‘Argives’ is mentioned explicitly

in the verse preceding the comparative, allowing us to understand this as ‘the

60 Cf. De Jong 2001, 159. The other instances of such ‘indirect deliberation’ scenes are: IL
13.455-9, 14.20-4, 16.646-55; Od. 5.466-75, 10.153-5, 18.93-4, 22.338-9, 24.239-40.
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heart of Zeus is tending more towards the sacrifices of Hector than to those of the
Argives’ 6!
(94) XPE® PoLATiC £ué kal ot Srotpepic ® Mevélae

kepdaAENG, 1) Tig Kev Epbooetal 18¢ cawaoeL

Apyeiovg kal vijag, émel ALOg ETpaIteTo @pnv.
‘Extopéorg apa paAdov émti gpéva Ofy’ tepoiotv Il. 10.43-6

There is need of a cunning plan, for both me and you, Menelaus,
fostered of Zeus, a plan that would rescue and save the Argives and
their ships, since Zeus has changed his mind. His heart is tending
more towards the sacrifices of Hector.

A negated comparative with superlative meaning appears in Book 19 of the Iliad.5?

(95) VOV 8¢ oU pev keloan dedaiypévog, adTap ROV KNp
QKpN VOV TOoL0G Kol €dnThog Evdov €0vTwv
o1) o017 00 pev yap TL kak®TeEpOV dAlo mtaborp,
008’ €l kev 10D mTaTpog AroPOyévoro tuboipnv Il. 19.319-22

Now you [Patroclus] lie slain, and my heart is fasting from drink
and food, even though it is right here, due to my longing for you.
Nothing worse could I [Achilles| suffer, not even if I should find
out that my father had died.

This is part of a very emotional speech by Achilles, and there are several things
going on at once. o0 Tt kakOTEPOV AAAO ‘no other worse thing’ interacts with various
other thoughts in this passage: nothing is worse for Achilles than the fact that
Patroclus was killed, i.e. Patroclus’ death is the worst of all things for Achilles.
At the same time, o0 1L kak®Tepov GAlo can be read in conjunction with épov kfip
akpnvov octog kal €dntvog ‘my heart is fasting from drink and food’, making this
fasting the epitome of Achilles’ expression of grief. The final part of this passage,
o0d’ €l kev Tob matpog amopdipévoro uboipnv ‘not even if I should find out that
my father had died’ acts as the epitome of reasons for grief, and reminds us of

comparatives of the melle dulcior type: to Achilles the death of Patroclus is worse,

61 Cf. 1. 12.343-4, 12.356-7, 13.776-80, the one example with BovAopan is 11. 1.111-3.
62 Cf. Od. 5.363-4, 19.350-2.
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more grievous, than the death of his own father. The point is not that Achilles
loves Patroclus more than his own father, but rather that he is using different

aspects of superlative grief to express and conceptualize his own feelings.5?

3.5.2 Standard inferable from context

We are now moving on to a category in which the implied standard of compari-
son is not mentioned explicitly in the co-text, but still inferable from the reality
of the story. A first subdivision is made between those instances in which the
implied standard of comparison is actually the same as the comparee, but at an
earlier stage in the story, i.e. where the comparee is compared to its former self. I
label these instances ‘reflexive’. On a next level, i.e. within the reflexive and non-
reflexive group, in some examples the positive of the adjective denoting the aspect

of comparison is entailed (resulting in a meaning ‘even X-er’), in others not.

Category Total number | Iliad | Odyssey
Overall 98 48 50
Reflexive, 89 43 46
with positive entailed 66 36 30
with positive not entailed 23 7 16
Non-reflexive, 9 5 4
with positive entailed 3

with positive not entailed 2 2 0

Table 3.7: Comparatives with contextual standard

When contextually inferable standards of comparison are reflexive and have an
aspect of comparison that entails the positive of the adjective (or adverb), they

have a rough structure ‘X is even more Y than X was before’. Example (96) is a

63 Cf. Coray 2009, 138-9.
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typical instance involving an adjective.®* It is taken from Thetis’ speech to Achilles

after Patroclus was killed in battle.

(96) alel T¢ Y’ Eoton xpog Epmtedog, 1 kal apeiwv Il. 19.33

Yet always will his [Patroclus’] flesh be sound, or even better.

The wider context makes it clear that there is no external standard of comparison
to be inferred here, nor is the meaning that Patroclus’ flesh will be better than
flesh in general. Thetis assures Achilles that despite being dead, Patroclus’ body
will not rot, but remain unscathed and be even better than it was before, when he
was still alive. That the positive of the adjective apeiwv ‘better’ is entailed here is
clear from the context, made explicit by the particle kot ‘even’, and further stressed
by an adjective of similar meaning appearing in the positive: #unedog ‘sound’.%
Much more frequent are, however, examples in which the aspect of comparison

is expressed by a verb in combination with the adverb p&AAov.5

(97) oV o0 Yy’ Odvooebc oot matnp Epog, dAAG pe daipwv
Oélyel, 0@p’ ETL paAAov O8VPOHEVOG oTEVOXILW Od. 16.194-5

You are not actually Odysseus my father, but instead a god is
bewitching me, so that in my mourning I would wail even more.

Expressions of the kind that we find in example (97) are intensifications of verbal
actions; the comparee is always the subject of the verb, and so is the standard.
When the aspect of comparison is expressed by a verb, the positive tends to be
entailed, and often the particles ét1 and/or xai (both meaning ‘even’; ‘yet’) make

this explicit or put special emphasis on this fact.

64 Cf. Il 5.672-3, 5.679, 14.4, 16.557, 16.651, 21.211; Od. 7.189, 7.213-4, 8.202-3, 12.53-4,

12.163-4, 12.195, 18.246-8.

Cf. Coray 2009, 27. Ameis/Hentze connect kal apeiowv with £uredog: “noch besser, als un-

versehrt, also frischer, als bisher” (1922d, 5).

66 Cf. II. 1.562-3, 2.80-1, 5.206-8, 8.252, 8.470-2, 9.257-8, 9.585, 9.678-9, 9.700, 10.506, 12.413,
13.73-4, 14.97-8, 14.362, 14.441, 15.379-80, 15.726, 16.211, 19.16, 19.231-2, 21.136, 21.305-6,
22.235-6, 23.386, 23.417-8, 23.429-20, 23.446-7, 24.222, 24.568; Od. 1.88-9, 2.201-2, 2.334,
4.419, 5.284-5, 9.12-3, 9.480, 11.208, 11.213-4, 12.195, 15.198, 15.370, 16.194-5, 17.458-9, 18.88,
18.267-8, 18.346-8, 18.387, 19.117-8, 19.249-50, 20.284-6, 22.224, 23.231.

65



3.5. Comparatives with implicit standard 111

Apart from verbs, nouns can also be graded with paAiov. As reflected in my
translation of example (98), fjovyin ‘calmness’ expresses a concept that we may
expect to take the shape of an adjective. A more literal, but in English very
unnatural, translation would be ‘calmness will be mine to an even greater extent

tomorrow’.

(98) (...) novyin & v épol kai paAlov €t €in
abplov Od. 18.22-3

So should I be yet even more at ease tomorrow.

In the category ‘reflexive but positive not entailed” we find mostly adjectival aspects
of comparison, with the exception of six examples in the Odyssey that have verbal

aspects. A typical adjectival case is:

(99) Kol v pakpotepov kol maocova Onkev idécBot Od. 8.20

And [Athena] made him [Odysseus| taller and sturdier to look at.

Saying that the positive is not entailed here does not mean that Odysseus was
the opposite of tall and sturdy before, but rather that the focus is not on an
intensification of an already rather prominent state, but on a change from ‘normal’
to ‘taller and sturdier’. There are complete comparative constructions with almost
the same phrasing in which épog ‘before’ appears as the standard of comparison.%7
I treat these as examples with an adjectival aspect despite the presence of the verb
1décBou ‘to look at’, since the point is not an intensification of the verbal action,
but of a characteristic attributed to the comparee.®®

In a similar vein, verbal actions can be intensified by adverbs other than

pocAlov, and yet be clearly verbal, and not adjectival.®

67 Cf. example (64) in Section 3.3.1.

68 Cf. 1. 18.258, 19.181-2, 22.54-5, 22.287-8, 23.427, 23.526-7, 24.243-4; Od. 1.392-3, 6.229-31,
14.498, 17.190-1, 18.195-6, 18.254-5, 19.127-8, 23.156-7, 24.373-4.

69 Cf. Od. 8.201, 12.188, 18.216, 20.166-7, 23.108-9.
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(100) (...) Thyo 8¢ phoeTon koi dpelov Od. 23.114

Soon [Penelope] will understand things much better.

Odysseus says this to Telemachus before the reunification scene between himself
and Penelope. At present Penelope does not quite understand what is going on in
the house, nor is she willing to recognize that her husband is back. &peiov ‘better’
gives the verb gppaoetar ‘she will see” a comparative, i.e. intensified, meaning. The
particle xai does not express ‘even better than before” and entail the positive as in
the previous category, but refers to the manner in which Penelope will recognize
Odysseus. Shortly before, she refuted Telemachus’ appeal to speak to Odysseus
and thereby recognize him: yvwooped’ dAANA® kol Adiov- €oTL yap fpLv | orjpoto
‘we will recognize each other much better, since we have our signs’ (Od. 23.109-10).
Odysseus echoes this in example (100): she will understand things much better by

means of their ojpara than by way of Telemachus’ suggestion.™

Non-reflexive instances of comparatives with contextually implied standards of
comparison do not appear very often, and it can be difficult to distinguish be-
tween reflexive and non-reflexive examples when the comparee refers to a mass
or multitude of entities. Such cases depend on the point of view: in a reflexive
reading, the entities within a group are seen as inherent constituents that make
up a whole, while in a non-reflexive reading, each member of the group is seen as
an individual, distinct from the others. The following two examples illustrate this:
in example (101), the evils that Odysseus has suffered are seen as a unified whole
of which more or less can be told, hence I regard it as reflexive.”! By contrast,
in example (102), which has a standard marked by case (tobtwv ‘these’) and is
quoted here only for the sake of illustration, Odysseus refers to another, even more

lamentable thing separate from the ones referred to earlier.

70 Cf. Ameis/Hentze 1911, 137; Russo/Ferndndez-Galiano/Heubeck 1992, 323; De Jong 2001,
552.
"I For different views on mAeiovar cf. Garvie 1994, 208.
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(101) kol & £TL kev xal mAeiov’ €y kakd pubnoaiunv,
ooca ye On Ebpmavta Be®dv 1otnTL poynoo Od. 7.213-4

And T could tell [you] of even more of all those evils that T suffered
at the will of the gods.

(102) (...) oK Qv Emelta
ToVTWV oot POovéoyL kol olkTpoTep” GAN" &yopevey  Od. 11.380-1

I would not refuse to tell you of other, even more lamentable things
than these.

Non-reflexive expressions can entail the positive or not. Example (103) is taken
from Apollo’s rebuke of the gods for not protecting Hector from Achilles” wrath and
mistreatment; that the implied standard of comparison must be Patroclus is easily
understood from knowledge of the story. The positive of the adjective @iltepov
‘dearer’ is entailed here, indicated both by the particle kai meaning ‘even’, and by

general knowledge of the story.”

(103) HEAAEL pév oD TIg Kal @idtepov GAlov OAécoon
€ Kaolyvntov OpoyaoTplov e kal viov 1l. 24.46-7

No doubt a man may have lost someone even dearer, a brother,
born of the same mother, or even a son.

The comparative &pewov ‘stronger’ in the following example does not entail the
positive ‘strong’.™ telyog ‘wall’ seems to be used to refer to a metaphorical wall of
defence, rather than an actual wall around the ships, where this fighting scene is
taking place.
(104) 1é TWVEG Qapev elvol OGO THPG OTTooW,

1é 1L Teiyog &petov, & k* avdpdot hotydv apdva; Il. 15.735-6

Do we think that there are either some helpers in our future, or
some stronger wall that could ward off destruction from men?

"2 The other instances with entailed positive are II. 13.120-1, 23.551-2; Od. 9.537, 11.474,
18.106-7, 20.18.
7 The other instance in which the positive is not entailed is II. 10.556-7.
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The standard is again not reflexive: what is meant is not that the same wall should
be stronger than it was before, but teiyog refers to another, hypothetical wall that

is stronger than the wall of defence presently formed by the Achaeans.™

3.6 Polar comparatives

The final category of comparative constructions is the most difficult one. It com-
prises all those instances in which the standard of comparison has no concrete
presence in the immediate or wider context, but refers to an imagined reality or
a normative standard. The sense of an actual comparative meaning is often very
weak, and can be paraphrased as ‘relatively X’, rather than ‘more X’ It is difficult
to further subdivide this category, yet there clearly are tendencies and differences,

as indicated in Table 3.8.

Category Total number | [liad | Odyssey
Overall 137 66 71
Contrastive 23 19 14
Alternative scenario 46 12 27
&docov 27 14 13
Odocoov 24 12 12
Moderative 9 ) 4
Excessive 5 4 1

Table 3.8: Polar comparatives

The subcategory that I have labelled ‘contrastive’ includes those examples in which
the imagined standard of comparison can be described as a group or collective

concept of which the comparee is a part. Such a comparative expresses that within

™ Cf. Leaf 1902, 152; Ameis/Hentze 1922c, 128; Janko 1992, 307.
75 Cf. Monro 1891, 116: “the Comparative is sometimes used as a softened way of expressing
the notion of the Positive”.
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this group or collective concept the aspect of comparison applies to the comparee

to a relatively high degree.™

(105) oye ¢ On petéewne yépwv fipwg Exévnog,
Og &1 Pourjkwv dvdpdV TpoyevEsTEPOG REV Od. 7.155-6

Eventually then spoke the old hero Echeneus, who was an elder
among the Phaeacians.
The point here is not that Echeneus was older than the Phaeacians, thus the ge-
nitive Pourjkwv avdpdv is partitive and functions like the scope of a superlative
construction; it marks the group within which the aspect mpoyevéstepog ‘older’ is
true of the comparee Echeneus to a relatively high degree.”” Not every instance
that I have included in this group is as easily recognizable as belonging here. Ad-
jectives meaning ‘older’ or ‘younger’ are the best examples of this type, followed by
‘better’/‘worse’, which shows that the contrastive usage of comparative adjectives
is to some degree lexicalized.
The examples of the category ‘alternative scenario’ all share that if one were to
attempt to describe a possible implied standard of comparison, it would be some-
thing like ‘than not to do X, or ‘than the opposite’; i.e. an alternative, imagined,

¢

often opposed action or entity. This ¢ alternative scenario’ type is similar to the
‘disjunctive comparative’ type in the co-text and particle-marked category, the
difference being that here there is no explicit mention at all of the alternative, or

dispreferred, option.

(106) aA)’ €l pot tu miBolo, TO Kev TOAD képSLOoV £in Od. 20.381

Instead, if you would obey me it would be much more profitable.

We can assume that what is meant in example (106) is that to obey is better,

6 Cf. I1. 1.80, 1.575-6, 3.108, 4.262-3, 4.315-6, 11.290, 12.269-71, 12.437, 14.267-8, 15.203, 14.275,
15.225, 15.491, 15.644, 23.413, 23.787-8, 24.52, 24.148-50, 24.177-9; Od. 2.29, 3.124-5, 6.275,
7.293-4, 8.475-6, 11.342-3, 13.110-1, 15.324, 18.403-4, 20.131-3, 21.324, 23.286-7, 24.159-60.

™" Cf. Od. 11.342-3. Cf. Ameis/Hentze 1908c, 14; Stanford 1965, 326; Heubeck /West /Hainsworth
1988, 331. Garvie, on the other hand, reads a proper comparative with ®oufkwv avdpdv as
standard of comparison: “older (born before) than the <other> Phaeacian men” (1994, 196).
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more profitable, than not to obey, but the ‘not to obey’ option is not mentioned
explicitly anywhere in the co-text, nor is it a salient scenario in the context of the
passage.”®

A mirror image of this first subcategory are expressions of the kind shown in
example (107), which state that one scenario or situation is/would be worse than

another.™

(107) (-..) kGKLOV 8¢ Kev €in
VIUGLV KOLOHEVTOLY GHUVEHEV Il. 9.601-2

It would be worse to defend the ships when they were already
burning.

In expressions with adjectives from the negative end of a scale, like ‘worse’ in
example (107), there is often a sense of entailment of the positive. The situation
in which example (107) occurs is already bad, and ‘it would be even worse than
it already is, if we had to defend the ships when they were already burning’ The
sufferer of the negative impact tends to be a specific person or group of people
identifiable from the context, while examples with ‘better’, such as example (106),
are more general and do not entail the positive: ‘(in principle/generally/for all) it

is a better thing to do X’. Two of these instances are negated:*

(108) 0D PEV Yap TL Xépelov €v Odp1) delmvov eAécOot Od. 17.176

For it is not a worse thing to take one’s dinner at the right time.

The comparative force of the adjective xépelov ‘worse’ is very weak, one may even
say not active at all; the line could better be expressed as ‘it is not a bad thing to

take one’s dinner at the right time’5!

™ Cf. I 1.216-7, 1.274, 5.201, 7.28, 11.466-71, 19.56-64, 22.103; Od. 2.320, 3.69-70, 3.357-8,
6.282-3, 7.159-60 (negated), 7.310, 8.542-3, 11.356-61, 14.466, 15.70-1, 15.204, 17.583-4,
18.166-8, 19.283-4, 20.331-2, 22.104.

T Cf. I 1.563, 18.278-9, 18.305-6, 21.437-8: Od. 2.188-90, 4.292-3, 15.514-5, 16.147, 17.14-5,

18.174, 19.120, 19.322-3.

The other instance with od i xépelov is Od. 23.262.

81 This is what Monro suggests (1902, 104). Ameis/Hentze give “nicht das Schlechteste oder

80
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Two other frequently occurring adjectives are &ooov ‘nearer’ and Odcoov ‘more

quickly’. They are always used adverbially, and their comparative force is often

fairly weak. &ocov appears 27 times, and O&coov 23 times.5?

(109) dooov ltw 8¢ Tig démag oloeTon dp@LkOTEALOV- Il. 23.667

Let him come closer, who will take as his prize the two-handled
cup.

An explicit version of this could be something like ‘come closer than you are now’,

83

but expressions like this do not carry a strong comparative sense,* except in the

two instances in the Odyssey that are doubly marked for comparative by adding

the -tepo- morpheme to the already comparative form &cco-:54
(110) kol 1oTe P eipéobw mOGL0¢ TEPL VOSTIHOY O
acootépw Kabloaoo Topal Tupt Od. 17.571-2

And then she shall ask me about the day of her husband’s return,
once she has given me a seat closer to the fire.

Likewise, the instances with O&ooov carry real comparative meaning to varying

degrees.
(111) aiel yap oo viog EvOpmY, 008¢ Te GAAY
ddY’ etdpwv, iva Oaiocov ixoipeOa matpida yoiov Od. 10.32-3

For I was always guiding the rudder of the ship, and gave it to
none other of my comrades, so that the sooner we might come to
our native land.

In example (111) the comparative makes sense because we can supply ‘I held on

to the rudder so that we might come home more quickly than we would if I let my

nicht so tibel” (1910, 123). Rutherford notes that “the comparative is used in a weak sense,

little more than ‘bad as opposed to the alternative’” (1992, 146). Stanford comments “xépelov

is a comparative of contrast” (1967, 285), and so does Steiner, suggesting to translate it as

“better” (2010, 99).

They appear together in the same verse in a dramatic challenge: &ccov 10’ &g xev Odcoov

O0A£0pov elpad’ txnou ‘Come nearer, so that you may the sooner reach the doom of destruction’

at Il. 6.143 and 20.429.

83 The other instances are Il. 1.334-5, 1.566-7, 6.143, 9.508, 14.247, 15.105-6, 20.429, 22.3-4,
22.92, 23.8-9, 23.44-6, 23.97-8, 24.74; Od. 9.299-300, 9.380-1, 10.536-7, 11.49-50, 11.88-9,
11.147-8, 13.367-8, 17.303, 19.392, 19.479-81, 24.220-1.

84 The other instance with &ccotépw is Od. 19.506-7.

82
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comrades steer the ship’ Only ten lines on from this passage, we find an example

of Bacoov used with little to no comparative force:

(112) (...) AN Gye Oaooov idwpeba, dtTL TGS €oTiv, Od. 10.44

But, come, let us quickly see what there is.

One of Odysseus’ comrades says this as they are about to open the bag that Aeolus
gave to Odysseus. It may be possible to read this as ‘let us open that bag so that
we may see what there is more quickly than if we waited for Odysseus to show us’,
but this meaning is certainly not as directly at hand as the comparative meaning in
example (111). O&coov always appears in expressions of intention or in commands,
both of which carry a sense of urgency; the verbs in these expressions often denote
movement and preparation for an action.®

There are nine instances of polar comparatives with other aspects of compa-
rison. The comparative force of the adjectives is not fully present but somewhat
moderated. The following line is spoken by Agamemnon in response to Chryses,
who asked the sons of Atreus to release his daughter.
(113) QAN 10 pn P €p€ile cadTEPOG (OG ke VENaL Il 1.32

But go, do not make me angry, so that you may return more safely.

The meaning of cawtepog is something like ‘more safely than you would if you did

anger me and I punished you’ Some translators render this as ‘the safer’, which

conveys the same sense.5¢

85 Cf. Ameis/Hentze 1908c, 14 (referring to Od. 7.152). The other instances are II. 2.439-40,
4.64-5, 6.143, 12.26, 13.115, 16.129, 17.654-5, 19.68-9, 20.257-8, 20.429, 23.52-3; Od. 2.307-8,
7.151-2, 10.72, 10.192-3, 10.228, 10.268-9, 15.201, 16.130-1, 20.153-4, 24.495.

86 Cf. Kiihner/Blass 1890, 564; Ameis/Hentze 1913, 4; Willcock 1978, 187. Wittwer argues that
there is no comparative sense here at all, and that cawtepog means safe, i.e. alive as opposed
to dead. “Chryses hat nicht die Wahl, mehr oder weniger wohlbehalten zu bleiben, sondern
die zwischen Leben und Tod” (1970, 56-7). Latacz/Niinlist/Stoevesandt call the comparative
contrastive, but with “leicht gradierendem Nebenton: ‘auf dafl du noch einigermafen, noch
eben heil zurtickkommst’” (2009, 38, emphasis original), and refer to Schwyzer 1988, 184,
who gives exactly the same translation. The other instances are Il. 4.303-7, 5.231-2, 9.202-3,
10.222-6; Od. 1.164-5, 1.351-2, 7.51-2, 11.356-61.
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The final subcategory of polar comparatives is labelled ‘excessive’, and can be
paraphrased as ‘too X’. It represents expressions in which the comparee is said to

possess a quality to an excessively high degree.

(114) oTi) 88 PAA’ £yyUg LoV, kol épetodypevog Pdle péooag
e0 P, tvar prj ol dpavpdTepov PENOG €ln Il. 12.457-8

And he [Hector| came and stood very close by, and firmly planting
his foot he hit them [the gates| in the middle, standing with his
feet well apart, so that his cast would not be too weak.

The comparative &gavpotepov ‘weaker’ is translated as ‘too weak’ because its
meaning is ‘weaker than necessary /weaker than it should be’. The implied standard
of comparison is an ideal or a norm against which the comparee, Bélog ‘cast’, is

measured.®

3.7 Conclusion

The majority of comparative expressions in Homer lack an explicit standard of
comparison; in many cases, the implied standard of comparison can be established
on the basis of the co-text or context in which the comparative appears, yet a fifth
of all comparatives are polar or have at best imaginary standards of comparison.
My analysis has also shown that the most frequent aspect of comparison in com-
parative constructions is a rather vague notion of ‘better’ or ‘worse’, occasionally
made more explicit by nouns or verbs.

In those cases in which the standard of comparison is explicit, marking it by

adposition and by lexical means are very marginal strategies; they are creative,

87 Leaf comments on this, but it is not entirely clear what he means when he says “Notice
the curious use by which pr &pavpdtepov = more powerful, a comparative in the dependent
form of ovx &pavpdc = strong by litotes.” (1900, 557). A translation ‘standing with his feet
well apart, so that his cast would the more powerful’ may express the same idea, but the
affirmative undertone in ‘the more powerful’ does not do justice to the precautionary sense of
o pny dpavpotepov ein ‘lest it be too weak’. The other instances are II. 9.300, 17.176, 23.590;
Od. 21.132-3.
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descriptive ways of expressing a comparative relation rather than grammaticalized
means of forming them. The case and particle category are almost complementary
ways of expressing complete and typical comparative relations, but even they show
a considerable number of atypical comparisons. There is a strong tendency that,
if comparee and standard of comparison are nominal and either the subject or
direct object of the sentence, the case construction is used; with verbal, clausal,
and adverbial standards, or if a noun is in the dative or genitive case, we find the
particle construction. The overall impression one gets from comparatives marked
by particle is that they do not measure one entity against another with regard
to a shared property (like case constructions), but that the disjunctive nature
of the particle 1 is rather prominent, resulting in an expression that states the
preference or choice of one thing, option, or scenario over another. In several cases
of comparatives with explicit or implied standards of comparison, the standard (or

comparee) is elliptical or metonymical.



Chapter 4

Superlatives

This chapter provides a typology of superlative constructions in the Homeric epics,
and attempts to shed more light on the question of how superlatives differ from
comparatives. Like the chapter on comparatives, the first part is structured ac-
cording to the different strategies with which the scope (the superlatives’ version
of the standard of comparison, cf. Chapter 2.5) is marked, and the final two sec-
tions deal with superlatives without explicit scope. The number of instances for

each type is given in Table 4.1.

Category Total number | lliad | Odyssey
Overall 786 487 299
Case 224 129 95
Preposition 48 30 18
Lexical 50 31 19
Implicit scope 163 108 55
Elative 301 189 112

Table 4.1: Superlative constructions

Like comparative constructions, complete superlative constructions typically have
their scope marked with a case, the (partitive) genitive. A preposition is used with

the same function as the case construction, and, like the lexical strategy, is used

121
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more often with superlatives than comparatives. There are no superlative construc-
tions marked by particle, and many with no explicitly marked scope. Contrary to
the comparatives, for which an implied scope could be established on the basis
of the context and pragmatic features in most cases, this can only be achieved
for a relatively small number of superlatives. Largely it is very difficult to decide
whether a given superlative without expressed scope is to be understood with re-
ference to a concrete, contextually implied scope, a general scope, or whether it is

elative, i.e. it expresses a very high degree in an absolute sense.

The aspect of superlative constructions is most frequently expressed by an
adjective. There are 28 different adjectives with the superlative suffix -i16tog, and
47 with the superlative suffix -tatog. Generally speaking, adjectives that take the
superlative suffix -1otog take the comparative suffix -1wv, and those that mark the
superlative with -tatog have comparatives in -tepog. More or less analogous to
the distribution of adjectives with -wwv vs. -tepog, the adjectives with -i1otog tend
to express basic adjectival concepts and are fairly frequent, while the majority of
-tatog adjectives tend to express more complex concepts and only appear once or
twice in the Homeric epics. In four cases we find the same root displaying forms
with both suffixes: oiktiotog (attested 7 times in Homeric Greek) vs. oiktpdtartog
(1x), priwotog (1x) vs. pnitarog (1x), péprotog (7x) vs. @éptarog (10x), dkioTog

(3x) vs. oxvtarog (1x).

From a synchronic perspective, there is a slight difference between the forms
in -totog and those in -tatog with regard to the frequency in which they occur in
complete superlative vs. elative expressions (cf. Table 4.2). Adjectives in -1otog are
found in elative expressions more often than in complete superlative constructions
(43% vs. 35%), while adjectives in -tatog occur more often in complete superlative
constructions (49% vs. 30%). This is due to the fact that the three superlative ad-
jectives that are used most frequently in elative constructions, and often in address

formulae, are formed with -16Tog: dpioTog occurs 78 times, kbdiotog 19 times, and
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péyrotog 17 times. The most frequent elative adjective in -tatog, aivotatog, occurs
only 11 times. I have not made any other observations that suggest that -16tog

and -tartog forms differ substantially with regard to their syntax or semantics.

Category | Total number | Complete | Implicit scope | Elative

-L0TOg 386 136 83 167
100% 35% 22% 43%

-TOTOG 125 61 26 38
100% 49% 21% 30%

Table 4.2: -1otog Vvs. -ttog

Like comparatives, superlatives can be enhanced to stress a high degree of in-
equality between comparee and scope. Superlatives do this more frequently than
comparatives, and display a greater variety of features that can be used to enhance
the superlative meaning. The adverbs o0, péya, é€oyov/6xa, mepi, and péiiota
(all meaning ‘very’, ‘by far’) can be combined with the comparee and the aspect to
highlight that a certain quality applies to an especially high degree. In some cases
the adverb is more closely associated with the aspect, in others its job is mainly
to highlight the comparee. The combination of mavtwv ‘of all’ or aAlwv ‘of the
others’ with an explicit scope emphasizes that one individual is lifted out of and
contrasted with a group representing a comprehensive set. The prefix mav- with
an adjective expressing the aspect of comparison has the same effect, but is used
much less frequently.

Like mpotepog and dedtepog/Votepog, the adjectives mpdrog/mpdricTog ‘first’
and devtartog/Votarog ‘last’ are most often used as a means to structure the nar-
rative discourse (as in ‘first they did this’, ‘this was the first/last time’). There
are, however, some cases in which they refer to, for example, a warrior who is the
first or last among a group to do something. These cases are so similar to ‘real’

superlative constructions that I include them in this study.
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4.1 Superlatives marked by case

We have already seen that especially adjectival aspects of comparison can vary
greatly with regard to how concrete and semantically rich they are. A first glance
at the category of superlatives marked by case shows that there is not only variation
in the degree of concreteness of the aspects involved, but also with regard to the
scope. Thus, a first distinction is made here between those constructions in which
the scope refers to a specific group, for example a certain tribe, profession, or type
of animal, and those constructions in which it refers to a very general group, such

as mortals, men, women, gods, or simply ‘all’ (cf. Table 4.3).

Category Total number | lliad | Odyssey
Overall 224 129 95
Concrete scope 146 83 63
General scope 78 46 32

Table 4.3: Superlatives marked by case

Of the 224 total instances of this category 79, which is more than a third, have an
adjective meaning ‘best’ as their aspect of comparison, and many others employ a
combination of ‘best” with another adjective, a noun, or a verb. The meaning and
literary function of superlative constructions with ‘best’ referring to a hero will
be discussed in Chapter 6.2. A representative example is Menelaus saying about

Patroclus:

(115) (...) Tépaton & Hdplotog Axoudv Il. 17.689

Slain is the best of the Achaeans.

Of the other aspects that appear in the case category, ¢iltatog ‘dearest’ is the
most frequent; the rest mostly refer to positive character traits of human or divine
beings, such as Sikoudtarog ‘most righteous’, kedvotartog ‘trustiest’, kdAAioTog

‘most beautiful’, képdiotog ‘craftiest’, but some are also said of animals (dkiotog
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and é\agpotarog ‘swiftest’, tedetdtarog ‘most reliable’). Negative character traits
that feature as aspects of comparison are among others &xfBiotog ‘most hate-
ful’, éAéyyiotog ‘most despised’, oiktioTog ‘most piteous’, 6OAowtatog ‘most cruel’,
amotpotatog ‘most ill-fated’. Adjectives relating to time and age are also relatively
frequent, e.g. vewtartog/omAdtatog ‘youngest’ and npesPitatog ‘oldest’, which can
also mean ‘of highest status due to age’, or tpdTioTog ‘first’ and Votarog/devTarrog

‘last’.

4.1.1 Instances with concrete scope

The most common kind of concrete scope is the name of a specific group of people,
often a certain tribe of warriors fighting at Troy. The most frequent group in
the [liad are the Achaeans, followed by the Trojans and some minor tribes. In
the Odyssey we find the people in Ithaca, the suitors, and the Phaeacians. Other
groups include certain professions (augurs, heralds, domestic servants), the athletes
at an athletic contest, and a certain person’s friends or comrades. Especially in
the Odyssey we find ‘best” applied to a specific animal within a herd of cattle or a

species of birds, as in example (116).!

(116) avtika &’ Heliowo fodv éNdoavteg dpiotag Od. 12.353

And immediately [Odysseus’ comrades] drove the best of the cattle
of Helios.

A typical and unproblematic representative of the instances that feature a concrete

adjectival aspect is example (117).2

L The other instances with ‘best’ are Il. 1.69, 1.91, 1.244, 1.412, 2.82, 2.761-2, 3.19, 3.250-1,
3.274, 4.259-60, 5.103, 5.414, 5.541, 5.842-3, 6.76, 6.98, 7.50, 7.220-1, 10.235-6, 10.538-9,
11.328, 12.13, 13.836, 15.281-3, 16.21, 16.271-2, 17.62, 17.80, 17.105, 17.164-5, 17.306-9,
17.513, 17.689, 18.10-1, 19.216. Od. 1.210-1, 2.292-4, 4.272-3, 4.278, 6.257, 8.78, 8.90-1,
8.107-8, 8.250-1, 9.195-6, 9.432, 11.179, 11.478, 11.523-4, 12.343-4, 14.18-9, 14.106, 14.107-8,
14.414-5, 15.24-6, 16.76-7, 17.415-6, 18.289, 19.528-9, 22.29-30, 23.121-2, 24.37-8, 24.215,
24.429, 24.506-7.

2 The other instances with concrete single aspects are Il. 1.176, 8.247, 9.198, 9.521-2, 13.249,
13.429, 15.237-8, 17.583-4, 19.315-6, 21.141-3, 22.139-40, 24.315, 24.748, 24.762; Od. 11.239,
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(117) ov Xeipwv £didake dikardtarog Kevravpwv Il. 11.832

whom Cheiron taught, the most righteous of the Centaurs

Many examples enhance the superlative force by one, or a combination of, the
adverbs o0, péya, E€oxov/dxa, mepi, and pdAiota with the comparee/aspect, or

navtwv with the scope.

(118) & Apxeloiddn, mhvtwv mold giltad’ étaipwv Od. 24.517

son of Arceisius, far dearest of all my comrades

Here, for instance, we find a combination of the adverb moA0 ‘by far’ with the
superlative adjective giltate ‘dearest’, and the adjective mévtwv ‘of all” with the
scope étaipwv ‘of my comrades’?

Negation does not interact with superlative constructions in the same way as
with comparative constructions. Here it can only combine with the aspect of com-
parison, not with the comparee or scope, and therefore we do not get expressions
that have the meaning of another comparison type.* We find two instances in
which the aspect of comparison is a negated negative quality.

(119) (..) émel o0 v dpavpotatog X’ Axaudv Il. 15.11

since not the weakest of the Achaeans had struck him

This statement refers to Aias, one of the supreme heroes of the Iliad, and works like
a litotes: the negation of a negative quality applied to someone who is well-known
for his prowess results in an intensified reading of the positive quality.’

The Odyssey has one example in which the standard of comparison is marked
by the dative case instead of the genitive. This is unusual, but not entirely sur-

prising; the genitive and dative case in Greek have several overlaps, not only in

12.258-9, 13.86-7, 15.364, 24.517.
3 The other enhanced examples are Il. 2.701-2, 17.583-4, 22.233-4, 24.748, 24.762; Od. 11.239,
12.258-9.
For more on the interaction of negation with the different comparison types cf. Chapter 6.1.1.
5 Cf. Janko 1992, 228. The other instance is Od. 4.199-200.
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their function to mark the group of which someone or something is a part (as
is the case here), but also in expressions of possession, where depending on the
construction, either one or the other is used to mark the possessor. Chantraine
and Schwyzer /Debrunner regard this dative as a function of the locative, marking

a group of people among whom someone is counted.b

(120) avtiBeov IToAbENHOV, 60V KPATOG €GTL HEYLOTOV
oo Kokhoreoot Od. 1.70-1

godlike Polyphemus, whose strength is greatest among all the Cy-

clopes
Apart from the unusual case employed, example (120) is special also because it is
metonymical. What is conveyed here is a comparison between Polyphemus and the
other Cyclopes: he surpasses them in strength. Yet, strictly speaking, according to
the syntactical surface structure, kxp&rog ‘strength’ is the comparee, and not a part
of the aspect of comparison. A parallel for this is found in references to a person
with the phrase ‘the strength of [personal name]’ instead of just the personal name:
iepn) I TnAepdyowo ‘the divine strength of Telemachus’ (Od. 2.409 and six other
instances in the Odyssey).”

Combinations of the adverbs paAiota, mepi, and €€oyxov with verbs to express

a superlative relation occur much more frequently than the corresponding compa-
rative construction with p&AAlov. While paAlov marks the verb for comparative
degree, and thus intensifies the verbal action, pdAiota etc. in most cases pick out
one constituent of the sentence, either a nominal or an adverbial one, and express
that the verbal action applies to this constituent, i.e. the comparee, to the highest
degree.® A scope appears in the genitive case and denotes the group of which the
comparee is a member. The nature of this scope shows which of the constituents

in the sentence is the comparee. The comparee can have any syntactic function,

6 Cf. Ameis/Hentze 1908b, 7; Chantraine 1953, 80; Schwyzer /Debrunner 1988, 155.
7 Cf. Heubeck/Hoekstra 1989, 192, also with reference to example (121).
8 Cf. Kiihner/Gerth 1898, 27.
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i.e. subject or object, but it can also be an adverbial expression. In example (121)

the comparee is the subject: ‘out of all the servants, the swineherd cared most’.

(121) (...) dlov DYopPov, 6 ol floTolo péiioTa
kndeto oikfwv, obg ktioato diog Odvooeig Od. 14.3-4

the noble swineherd, who cared for his [Odysseus’] stock most of
the servants that noble Odysseus had got

In other examples, the object (indirect or direct) is the comparee, as shown by the
fact that the scope refers to the group of which the object is a part.!’ Aeneas and
Hector are the comparee in example (122); they are referred to by the dative

‘upon you’ in the clause that expresses the comparison.*!

(122) Aiveia te xai "Extop, émel movog DppL pédiota
Tpowv xai Avkiov éykékAiton Il. 6.77-8

Aeneas and Hector, since of Trojans and Lycians, the toil of war
lies upon you the most

When an adjective in the superlative is combined with a noun or verb, the adjective
is, in the majority of cases, a vague adjective, meaning ‘best’ or ‘first’, and the noun
or verb specifies the domain of the superiority or priority.

(123) Aoodiknv écdyovoa Buyatpdv eldog dpiotnv Il. 6.252

leading in Laodice, the best of her daughters in appearance

We find the noun in the accusative, as in example (123) eldog ‘appearance’, as well

as in the dative.!? In combination with an adjective meaning ‘first’ or ‘last’ we

9 Cf. Bowie 2013, 164. The other instances with the comparee as subject are Il. 4.46; Od.
1.434-5, 15.540-1, 17.172-3.

10 The other instances with the comparee as object are Il. 2.21, 4.257-8, 14.489-91, 17.576-7,
24.574-5; Od. 4.171-2.

11 Cf. Graziosi/Haubold 2010, 97: “Avkiwv: the Lycian leader Sarpedon has just been wounded
(5.663-98) and is therefore no longer available to lead his people: the task falls on Aeneas and
Hector.”

12 Accusative noun: II. 2.715, 3.124, 13.365, 13.378; Od. 8.116-7. Dative noun: Il. 2.715, 3.124,
13.365, 13.378, 18.364-7; Od. 22.244-5. As we saw with comparative constructions of this type,
the nouns can be abstract or concrete.
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tend to find verbs rather than nouns.'®

(124) botatog apveldg pAwv éotetye BOpale Od. 9.444

Last of the flock the ram went out.

One example involves a semantically richer adjective (which could also be under-

stood as an adverb here) together with a verb.!

(125) (...) aieTdg, OV pé Té paotv
oEvTatov 8épkecOat DIToVpaViwY TETENVAOV Il. 17.674-5

an eagle, which, as people say, is keenest in sight of all birds under
heaven

In seven cases, one superlative construction involves two different adjectives at the
same time, and thus we have two aspects of comparison applied to one comparee,

as in example (126).1°

(126) ddpwv &, 600’ €v U olke KeWpALa KelTa,
dwow 0 KAAALGTOV Kal TIHNECTATOV €GTL Od. 15.113-4

And of all the gifts that lie in my house as treasures, I will give
you whichever one is the most beautiful and the most valuable.

Example (127) also involves two aspects and is a little more complex because like
in example (120) we find the structure ‘whose strength is greatest’ instead of ‘who
is strongest’. In addition, one may doubt whether the scope oiwvédv ‘of birds’ is
still active in the relative clause, or whether we may have to read the superlative in
the relative clause as independent and thus lacking a scope. In my view oiwvédv is
so readily available that it would be odd not to understand it with both ¢iAtatog

‘dearest” and, metonymically, with péyiotov ‘greatest’.

13 Cf. II. 2.701-2, 13.459-60; Od. 1.285-6. Od. 9.447-52 is a longer passage in which a simple
superlative botatog appears first, and is repeated a few lines later in the enhanced form
novootatog. Od. 8.123 involves a verb together with the adjective dpiotog ‘best’.

14 Willcock understands 6€vtatov as adverbial with 8épxecOon (1984, 262).

15 The other instances with two aspects are Il. 6.293-5, 21.253, 24.292-3. Od. 4.613-4, 10.224-5,
15.105-8.
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127 mépfov & olwvov TayLV ayyelov, OG Te 6ol DT
p X0V ayy S
PIATATOG OLOVQV, Kal €0 KPATOG €0TL HEYLOTOV 1l. 24.310-1

And send a bird, the swift messenger, who to you yourself is dear-

est of birds and whose strength is greatest.
A verse that appears once in the [liad and three times in the Odyssey involves
{matog ‘highest’, an adjective with superlative meaning but no superlative suffix.

(128) & matep Huétepe Kpovidn, Bmarte kpetdvtwv Od. 1.45

our father, son of Chronos, highest of lords

The adjective €€oxog ‘eminent’ is a similar case; in combination with a genitive
plural it means ‘most eminent’. We find it on its own, in meaning and usage very
similar to &piotog and other adjectives denoting ‘best’; as in example (129),'7 but

it is also often accompanied by nouns, as in example (130).18

(129) viov émel pot ddke yevéohal te Tpopépev Te
gEoxov Npowv Il. 18.436-7
He gave me a son to be born and brought up, pre-eminent among
warriors.

(130) (...) apetri & nv EEoyog adTOV Il. 14.118

And in valour he was pre-eminent among them.

In some instances, one could understand the adverbial form €oxov as giving posi-
tive adjectives superlative meaning. Most translators render auopové te kpotepov
te E€oyov Npodwv (Il 18.55-6) as ‘excellent and mighty, pre-eminent among war-
riors’, i.e. with €oyov as an adjective in the accusative singular in apposition to
the other two adjectives. But in other places €é€oyov (or é€oxa) is used exactly like
mepi or padota, as a way of marking expressions with verbal aspects of compari-

son with superlative degree (cf. Il. 24.113-4). In the same way, £é€oxov could here

16 The other instances of this formulaic verse are Il. 8.31; Od. 1.81 and 24.473.

17 And in II. 2.482-3, 12.269-70.

18 Cf. II. 3.227, in which #o0xog has a more literal meaning ‘standing out among’. In Od. 18.204-5
it is debatable whether mavtoinv apetijv ‘all kinds of virtue’ from the clause before is also
meant to be understood with &oyog Axaidv.



4.1. Superlatives marked by case 131

be seen as an adverb giving the adjectives superlative meaning: ‘pre-eminently ex-
cellent and mighty among warriors’, or as a way of marking fpowv as the scope:
‘excellent and mighty above warriors’.*

In example (131) we find another adjective that is not marked with superlative

degree, but incorporated into a structure that is typical of superlative expressions.

The same adjective occurs with superlative morphology in example (132).

(131) (..) Evpudikn, mpéoPoa Klvpévoro Buyatpdv Od. 3.452
Eurydice, the most honoured of the daughters of Clymenus

(132) npecPutatnv & dnute Buyatpdv Trwoddperov Il. 13.429

He married the oldest of the daughters, Hippodameia.

In example (132), it is straightforward to understand mpecPitatog as meaning
‘oldest’, but the epic feminine form npéofa of example (131) according to the LSJ
always means ‘honoured’, and never ‘aged’?® The combination of the adjective
with the genitive plural Quyatpdv ‘of the daughters’ strongly suggests a superlative
reading ‘most honoured of daughters’?!

The final subcategory of superlatives with concrete scope is characterized by
the addition of &AAwv ‘of (the) others’ to the scope, which seems odd at first sight
considering that a superlative construction is distinguished from a comparative
construction by the fact that the comparee is part of the group to which the scope
refers. The addition of an adjective meaning ‘other’ seems to contradict precisely

this defining feature of a superlative construction. In a strict sense, Mary is the

19 Cf. Od. 24.24-5, with mepi marking the adjective gilog for superlative.

20" Heubeck/West /Hainsworth disagree, their comment on mpéofa is: “only here used of a mortal;
the meaning must surely be ‘eldest’, not ‘august, honoured’” (1988, 188). Cf. Ameis/Hentze
1908b, 101.

There is one example of mpesPutdrn without an explicit scope: kal pe mpesPutdrnv téketo
Kpévog aykvropitng ‘And crooked-counselling Cronos begat me as the most honoured one’
(1. 4.59). Here the reading ‘most honoured’ fits the context better than ‘oldest’ because this
line is followed by a further elaboration of why Hera (who is the speaker here) has a special
status among the gods. Cf. Monro 1884, 286; Ameis/Hentze 1922a, 7; Leaf 1900, 159; Willcock
1978, 223.

21
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tallest of the other singers can only be true if there are two groups of singers, and
Mary belongs not to the first, but to the other group. A scenario like this is never
the case when GAlwv appears as part of the scope of superlative constructions in
Homer; instead, these instances look exactly like expressions in which mavtov ‘of

all’ is in the scope.

(133) pnoi ol &vdpa mapeivor OIlvPOTATOV BAAWV,
TOV avdpdv, ot ot mépt [lpudpoto payovto Od. 5.105-6

He says that there is with you a man most miserable above the
others, the men who fought around the city of Priam.

In the context of these lines there is no mention of one group of men and another
group, of which the man (Odysseus) is the most miserable. The meaning here
is not ‘of the others’ but ‘in comparison with the others’, maybe even ‘above
the others’; aAAwv in the scope gives this superlative construction a comparative
flavour. Odysseus is not only distinguished within a group of warriors at Troy, but

also lifted out of it and contrasted with it.2?

4.1.2 Instances with general scope

When the scope of a superlative expression is less specific and refers to a general
class of entities such as ‘of all’; ‘of men/mortals’, ‘of gods’, ‘of lands’, ‘of living
things’, the sense of a real comparison is less prominent than when the scope is
concrete. A general scope does not contribute much to the interpretation of the
aspect of comparison, and the function of the superlative expression as a whole
seems to be to emphasize the comparee, and not to make a comparison between

two entities.

22 Cf. Ziemer 1884, 54-6; Kiihner/Gerth 1898, 23-4; Heubeck/West/Hainsworth have a rather
unsatisfactory explanation: “oilvpdratov GAlwv: a frequent and conventient Homeric idiom
[...] m&vtwv would be logical, but would not enter into this formular system” (1988, 265).
The other examples with &\Awv are Il. 2.673-4, 9.641-2 and Od. 11.468-70, 24.17-8 (all with
adjectival aspect), and Od. 19.247-8, 24.78-9 with #€oxa plus verb.
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The range of adjectives that appear in superlative expressions with a general
scope is similar to those with concrete scopes; they are largely unproblematic.??
Besides animate comparees, we find &piotog in expressions that refer to the choice

of one option over another:?*

(134) £pxeo die Oovta, Béwv Alavta kéhesoov,
QUPOTEP® PEV PAALOV- O Ya&p K OY’ ApLoTOV AITAVTWV
eln Il. 12.343-5

Go, divine Thootes, run and call Aias, or better both of them; for

that would be by far best of all.
As in examples with concrete scope, we find superlative relations with verbal as-
pects of comparison in which the comparee is highlighted by paAota, mept, and
€oxov. Again, in some cases the comparee is the subject, and in others the object.?®
There are five examples with combined aspects of comparison, one consisting of an
adjective with a noun in the accusative, and four with a noun in the dative.2¢ Of
the six examples with several aspects, two are unproblematic,?” and four have the
formula 0edyv Omatog kai &piotog ‘highest and best of gods’?® We find eight exam-
ples with the adjective apideiketog, which, like Omatog, is superlative in meaning

but not in form.?? Six of these instances appear in the same formulaic verse in the

Odyssey:3°

23 ‘Plain’ superlatives with ‘best’ referring to men, gods, or animals: II. 1.266, 2.768-9, 8.17,

13.153-4, 19.95-6, 19.413-4, 20.122-4, 20.242-3; Od. 15.252-3. Other adjectives: Il. 1.122, 5.378,

5.890, 6.153, 9.158-9, 15.111, 20.220, 20.233, 22.15; Od. 1.219-20, 3.419, 8.283-4, 8.329-32,

10.72, 15.229, 16.445-6. At Od. 20.33 nepi marks the adjective xéppopog for superlative degree.

One expression, which appears three times in the Iliad, always after the penthemimeres, is

an address formula: tévtwv ékmaylotatr’ avdpdv ‘most daunting of all men’ (II. 1.146, 18.170,

20.389).

The other example of apiotog refering to a preferred option is II. 12.354-8.

25 Comparee as subject: Il. 21.214-5, 24.113-4, 24.134-5; Od. 4.190-1, 7.211-2, 19.285-6, 23.209-10.
Comparee as object: II. 13.374, 14.257; Od. 8.487, 19.363-4, 23.166-70.

26 Accusative noun: Od. 7.57. Dative noun: Il. 7.153; Od. 8.128, 8.129-30, 13.297-9.

27 J1.1.121, 9.586.

28 I1.19.258, 23.43; Od. 19.303, 20.230.

29 For the precise meaning of &pideiketog cf. Heubeck /West /Hainsworth 1988, 372; Garvie 1994,
314-5.

30 Cf. Od. 8.401, 9.2, 11.355, 11.378, 13.38. The non-formulaic instances of &pideiketog are II.
11.248, 14.320. There is one instance (II. 2.480-1) with just £€oxog ‘pre-eminent’ as the aspect
of comparison, which is exactly parallel to example (129).

24
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(135) A)kivoe kpeiov, Tavtwv apLdeikete AadV Od. 8.382

lord Alcinous, renowned among all people

When (tdv) dAhov ‘(the) others’ expresses the scope of a superlative construction,
the comparee is seen as not just distinguished within, but lifted above his or her
peer group. An example from the Odyssey underlines this notion by employing
nepi and €€oyov: mepl is used adverbially with the superlative adjective poxéprarog
‘most blessed’. €€oxov functions like a preposition marking the scope aAlwv and
emphasizing the special status of the comparee xeivog ‘that man’3!

(136) Keivog & ad mepl kipL poképtatog EEoxov GAAWVY Od. 6.158

That man again is exceedingly blessed in heart above the others.

4.2 Superlatives marked by preposition

A preposition can in principle fulfil the same function as case marking, but the
number of instances in this category is much smaller than in the case-marked
category. This, and the fact that despite the low number of instances we find seven
different prepositions used in Homeric Greek, suggests that this strategy is a free
and creative, and not a regular or grammaticalized way of marking the scope of a
superlative construction. Superlative constructions marked by preposition are to be
distinguished from expressions in which a superlative adjective and a prepositional
phrase appear together, but the preposition does not have the function of marking

the scope, even though at first sight it may look as though it does.
(137) HNd¢ Yévog TaTépwv oo LVENEY, Ol PéY GpLoToL
év T E@Upn éyévovto kai év Avkiy e0pein Il. 6.209-10

and to not dishonour the line of my fathers, who were by far the
best in Ephyre and in wide Lycia

31 For the remaining constructions with (tév) &AAwv in the scope, we find adjectival aspects

in 1. 1.505-6, 12.103-4, 23.532. €€oxog appears on its own as superlativity marker without
explicit aspect of comparison in Il. 6.194-5, 17.358, 20.184-5. Verbal aspects of comparison:
1l. 9.631, 13.499-501, 13.726-8; Od. 3.244. Several aspects: Il. 6.208, 11.784; Od. 5.118.
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Here év T 'E@Opn kai év Avkin, ‘in Ephyre and in Lycia’ does not express the scope
of the superlative construction in a straightforward, but in a metonymical way. The
preposition év does not mark the scope, but it is part of the metonymy that stands
in for a proper, literal, scope. The fathers in this example were the best of the men
in Ephyre and Lycia, but ‘men’ is not made explicit. Examples of this kind are
discussed in Section 4.4.2. Table 4.4 provides an overview of the prepositions which
undoubtedly have the function of marking the scope of a superlative construction.
Of the total of 48 instances, 30 (62.5%) have a concrete scope, and 18 (37.5%)

have a general scope.

Category | Total number | [liad | Odyssey
Overall 48 30 18
mepl 15 9 6

Y 7 2

€K 3 2
HETA 11 8 3
KOT 1 4
ava 1 1

S 1 0

Table 4.4: Superlatives marked by adposition

4.2.1 mepi

nept has a variety of functions in superlative expressions; it often appears as a
preverb or adverb with the meaning ‘above’ or ‘exceedingly’, and it can be difficult
to distinguish between this function and its usage as a preposition to mark the
scope of a superlative construction. For this reason I only count those instances as
examples of proper scope-marking in which mepi is directly followed by a noun in

the genitive that expresses the scope.®?

32 The standard meaning of mepi with the genitive is ‘around’, but more specifically with a sepa-
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In all instances in Homer, the scope is, or includes, the adjective mévtwv (or an
equivalent). When adjectives are employed to express the aspect of comparison,

they appear in the positive, i.e. they are not marked with superlative morphology.?

(138) @ HOL, TEKVOV EHOV, TTEPL TAVTWV KAUHOPE POTEHV Od. 11.216

oh me, my child, ill-fated above all men

In one instance in the [liad, the adverb Ainv ‘exceedingly’ modifies the adjectival
aspect of comparison kpatepog ‘strong’.
(139) Anv yap kpatepog mepl TAVTWV 6T avOpOT®V Il. 21.566

For he is exceedingly strong above all men.

A verb can express the aspect of comparison on its own, as in example (140), or,

if it is transitive, together with an object like &\yea ‘sorrows’ in example (141).34

(140) OKNTTPW PEV Tol ddke TeTNoOaL TTepl TAVTWV 1. 9.38

With the sceptre he granted you to be honoured above all.

(141) (-..) podhota 8 épol mepl mhvtwv Ghye’ £Onke Il. 22.422

But mostly to me above all he has given grief.

In example (141) the adverb pdAiota highlights the indirect object épot ‘to me’,

which refers to the comparee. The use of poAiota époi and mept mevtwv together

makes for “a unique, forceful combination”.?>

rative genitive it means ‘from/out of. With the genitive in a comparative/superlative sense:

nepl vtV elvan ‘to be above/more than everyone else’; mépt as an adverb or a periphrastic

way of marking comparative or superlative degree has the meaning ‘exceedingly’: 6g mépt

pév voov éoti fpotdv ‘who is superior among mortals with respect to his understanding’ >

‘exceedingly wise’. Cf. Schwyzer/Debrunner 1988, 499-505.

The remaining instances with adjectival aspect are Od. 1.235-6, 17.388-9. We find a negated

aspect of comparison in Od. 4.607-8, and several aspects in Il. 1.417-8.

34 The other examples with verb only are Il. 5.325-6, 18.81-2, 20.303-5; Od. 4.231-2. With verb
+ noun: /. 10.88-9, 11.329-30; Od. 20.70-1.

35 De Jong 2012, 169.

33
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4.2.2 &v

The preposition év marks the scope of a superlative construction predominantly
in combination with adjectives that are marked with superlative morphology.
Adjectives that are not morphologically superlative, but have a superlative sense
in their positive form, are also used, as in example (142) éknpemnrg ‘pre-eminent’.”
But, contrary to the construction with mept, normal positive adjectives in a con-
struction with év plus dative do not yield superlative meaning, as illustrated in

example (143), in which é60A6g simply has the meaning ‘good’.

(142) (...) Atpeldnv Ofjke Zebdg fjuatt kelve
ekTTpemé’ €v moAAoioL kol €Eoyov NpwecoLy Il. 2.482-3

Zeus made Agamemnon on that day pre-eminent among many,
and outstanding among warriors.

(143) (...) 0OV & EkTOVE TILOTOV ETAIPOV
¢oBAov évi popayoiot ITodfv viov Hetiwvog Il. 17.589-90

And he killed your trusted comrade, a good man among the cham-
pions, Podes, son of Eetion.

The adjective &piotog ‘best’ appears three times as the aspect of comparison.®®

(144) (...) bocoL &ploTol éVi GTPaTG edYOUED” elvou Il. 15.296

all of us who claim to be the best in the army

Two instances have verbal aspects of comparison. One of them employs the verb
aplotevw, which has superlative meaning by virtue of being formed on one of the
suppletive superlative adjectives meaning ‘best’; the aspect is made explicit by

another verb, payeoBou ‘fighting’.

36 Grammars make no reference to the use of év in superlative constructions. Its main function is
locative, and with plural/collective nouns it can mean ‘in the middle of’, ‘among’, ‘in-between’.
Cf. Kithner/Gerth 1898, 462-6; Schwyzer/Debrunner 1988, 454-61.

Two (duplicate) instances in the Odyssey employ a participle mavtoino’ dpetfjol kexaopuévog
‘pre-eminent in all kinds of virtues’: 4.724-5 and 4.814-5.

The other two instances with &piotog are II. 6.7, 15.107-8 (combined with two nouns in the
dative). The one other adjectival aspect is éAéyyiotog (Il 17.26-7). In example (144) I take
otpatdg as referring to a body of soldiers and thus not as metonymical, but I appreciate that
it may be seen as a borderline case. Cf. the discussion of example (153).

37

38
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(145) (...) TOAEEC yop G’ oOTR
Aaol €movt’, év & adTog aplotebeoke poyecot 1l. 16.550-1

For many people followed him, and among them he himself was
best at fighting.

In the second instance with verbal aspect (1l. 17.753-4), the adverb pdhota marks

the expression as superlative.

4.2.3 ¢£x

All but one of the superlative constructions with éx marking the scope have ver-
bal aspects of comparison.? The scope is a word for ‘all’ in all cases except Il.
21.369-70, where we find ¢€ aAAwv. In two instances there is no element that expli-
citly marks the construction as superlative, which makes them similar to superla-
tive constructions marked with mepi.?® In example (146), macéwv in the scope,
together with a preposition that singles out the comparee, gives the expression

superlative meaning.

(146) (..) €pol éx macéwv Kpovidng Zevg dlye’ €dwkev Il. 18.431

To me beyond all Zeus, son of Cronos, has given sorrows.

Two instances have p&Aiota with a verb that expresses the aspect of comparison.*!

(147) Aeifov & &Bavirtoiol Beolo’ aietyevétnory,
€K Tavtv 8¢ paAiota Alog yAaukoidL kovpn Od. 2.432-3

And they made libations to the immortal, everlasting gods, and
most out of them all to the flashing-eyed daughter of Zeus.

In example (148) adverbial wépt indicates that the verbal action dye’ édwkev ‘gave

grief” applies to the dative object pot ‘to me’ to the highest degree.

39 Grammars make no reference to the use of #£/éx in superlative constructions. The main
functions are: origin, partitive (out of a group/a whole). Cf. Kithner/Gerth 1898, 459-62;
Schwyzer /Debrunner 1988, 461-4.

40" Cf. examples (140) and (141). The second instance is II. 21.369-70.

41 The second one is Il. 4.94-6.
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(148) (...) méptL yap pot OAOpmiog GAye’ Edwkev
€K TTLoEWV, OooaL pot Opod Tpayov N’ Eyévovto Od. 4.722-3

For mostly to me the Olympian gave grief out of all the women
who were brought up and born together with me.

4.2.4 perd and &

Nine of the eleven examples with petd employ adjectival aspects of comparison,
and of those all except one are marked with superlative morphology.*?> As was
the case in example (142) with év, in a construction with peté, the one adjective
without superlative morphology expresses a superlative idea even in the positive:
ékdnlog, a strengthened form of dfjlog ‘conspicuous’, in the expression €kdniog
petd maowv Apyeiolol means ‘pre-eminent among all Argives’ (1. 5.1-3).

Example (149) involves two superlative adjectives expressing the aspects of

comparison.*?
(149) oDVEKQ Ol HETQ TTAULGL VEOTATOG E0KE YOVOLO,
Kot ol pidtatog éoke 1l. 20.409-10

because among his children he was the youngest offspring and
dearest to him

Here the first aspect of comparison, vedtatog ‘youngest’, is enhanced by a noun
yovog ‘offspring’, which occurs in the genitive case instead of, as usually, the ac-
cusative or dative. It could be understood as the scope marked by case, ve®dtatog
yovoto ‘youngest of the offspring’, and peta touct would then only go with ¢idtatog

‘dearest’** But petd mouct stands prominently at the beginning, which suggests

42 Grammars make no reference to the use of peté in superlative constructions. It refers to the
position ‘in the middle of’, ‘(in) between’, ‘among (several persons)’; originally it occurs only
with plural/collective objects. In Homer we find it with the dative, later with the genitive to
mean ‘with’. Cf. Schwyzer/Debrunner 1988, 481-7.

The unproblematic examples are Il. 1.515-6 (with ‘all’ as scope), 16.570 (with negated aspect),
23.476; Od. 20.163 (with ‘all’ as scope).

Leaf understands yovowo as used peculiarly in a collective sense as the scope: “the youngest
of his offspring” (1902, 376).

43
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that it has scope over both superlative adjectives, and yovoio has the same func-
tion as yevefjgu ‘by birth’ in example (150).

(150) obveka 81 yeven@L vedTotdg eipt ped’ vpiv Il. 14.112

since by birth I am the youngest among you

Finding a second person-pronoun in the scope is somewhat surprising given that
vpeig ‘you’ does not include the person speaking, who is the comparee in example
(150). The motivation behind using such an expression is likely to be the same as
when dAAwv appears in the scope of a superlative construction. The superiority of
the comparee is highlighted by presenting them as outside of the scope.

In two instances peta takes the accusative instead of the dative case, with no

difference in meaning.*’

(151) Kol fOUAT) peTa TAVTAG OPNALKOG ETTAEL APLOTOG Il. 9.54

And in counsel you are the best among all those of the same age.

A verbal aspect of comparison is found at Il. 18.508, with the superlative ad-
verb iB0vtata ‘most fairly’ modifying the predicate dixknv eimotr ‘he should speak
judgement’. Even verbs which are otherwise used as lexical means of marking a
superlative construction (cf. Section 4.3) can be combined with a preposition. In
example (152) we find the verb mpénw ‘to be distinguished’ and the one instance of
scope-marking with di&. The meaning ‘among’ for duk is an extension of its usual
meaning ‘through’, and makes sense with the verb mpénw given the existence of

the preverbed form Siopéne ‘be distinguished among’.4

(152) (...) 6 & Empeme kol Sk TAVTOV. Il. 12.104

But he was distinguished even among all.

45 Hainsworth states that “peté + accusative in the sense ‘among’ (which must be the sense

here) usually occurs with a collective noun or follows a verb of motion.” (1993, 67). Cf. Leaf
1900, 375; Willcock 1978, 271. The other instance is Od. 16.418-20.

46 Cf. Willcock 1900, 315. Od. 19.81-2 has kaivopou in combination with petd. Cf. Od. 4.724-5
and 4.814-5, which have év as their preposition, but a very similar way of expressing the
aspect of comparison.



4.3. Superlatives marked by lexical means 141

4.2.5 xotd and oava

The three nouns that appear in the scope of superlative constructions marked by
Kotd are Aadg ‘people’; dfjpog ‘people’, and moAig ‘city’; it may be argued that moAig
is used metonymically and should be grouped with other metonymical expressions.
I regard it as referring to an organised body of people similar to Aadg and dfjpog.”

Four examples have a form of &piotog ‘best’ as the aspect of comparison.®8

(153) KPLVApEVOG KaTd OTjHOV €€iK0GL PAOTAG APLOTOVG Od. 4.530

choosing the twenty best men in the community

In very similar expressions, also with the adjective apiotog ‘best’, we find ava
otpatov ‘in the host’ (1. 13.117) and &va dfjpov ‘in the community’ (Od. 4.666).
The verb &piotedw, which we have already come across in example (145), appears

at Od. 4.652.%°

4.3 Superlatives marked by lexical means

The lexical items that are employed to mark the scope of a superlative construction
in Homeric Greek are all verbs, while in elative expressions of this kind we also
find an adjective (cf. Section 4.5.3). There are three sub-types in this category,
and these are distinguished by syntactic criteria. The first type employs verbs of

the ‘be preeminent among’ type, and is construed with a dative object expressing

47 According to the LfgrE 8fjpog refers to a unified and institutionalized body of people (or
citizens) in a certain geographical area, and can mean ‘people’, ‘state’, ‘community’ or ‘coun-
try’/‘area of settlement’ cf. LfgrE 2.275-8 s.v. 8fjpog. Similarly, Aadg refers to a body of
men, or more specifically warriors, cf. LfgrE 2.1633-5 s.v. Aadg, and molg can refer to the
community of which a town is made up, cf. LfgrE 3.1349 s.v. noA\.

48 The other instances with &piotog are II. 9.520-1; Od. 8.35-6, 24.107-8. Grammars make no

reference to the use of xaté in superlative constructions. It refers to a horizontal extension,

meaning ‘downwards’, ‘with’; ‘across’/‘opposite to’; it also has a distributive function and can

mean ‘with regard to. Cf. Schwyzer/Debrunner 1988, 473-81.

Grammars make no reference to the use of avé in superlative constructions. It refers to a

spatial extension, meaning ‘upwards (and along)’, ‘through to’; it also has a distributive

function. Cf. Schwyzer/Debrunner 1988, 439-41.

49
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the scope. The second uses verbs meaning ‘surpass’, which take a direct accusative
object. The verbs of the third type are construed with genitive objects and translate
to ‘be superior’. Table 4.5 gives an overview of their distribution. Of the 50 instances

in this category, 29 (58%) have a concrete scope, and 21 (42%) have a general scope.

Category Total number | Iliad | Odyssey
Overall 50 31 19
‘Be preeminent among’ 16 10 6
‘Surpass’ 15 9 6
‘Be superior’ 19 12 7

Table 4.5: Superlatives marked by lexical means

4.3.1 ‘Be pre-eminent among’

The syntax and semantics of superlative constructions marked by a verb meaning
‘be pre-eminent among’ reflect the prototypical notion of a superlative relation
most faithfully. All instances of this type employ the verb petampénw.”® In the
majority of instances the aspect of comparison is not made explicit, which results
in a statement that is as informative as examples with a simple adjectival aspect

‘best’. Example (154) is a typical expression of this kind.*!

(154) oy &g "Thov fAOe, peténpene 8¢ Tpoeoaot Il. 13.175

He came back to Ilios, and was pre-eminent among the Trojans.

In three instances the aspect of comparison is made explicit by a verbal or nominal

phrase.??

50 (peta-)mpémo is used with human beings, animals, and inanimate objects; the aspect by which

the subject is distinguished can be outer appearance or particular achievements (cf. LfgrE
3.1528-9 s.v. mpénw).

1 The other ‘simple’ instances are I1. 2.481, 11.720, 15.550, 18.369-70, 23.645; Od. 6.109, 8.171-3,
10.524-5, 11.32-3. With ‘all’ in the scope: Il. 2.579, 16.194-5; Od. 17.213, 20.174.

52 JI. 16.194-5 has a verbal phrase, and Il. 16.834-5 has a concrete noun.
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(155) X&Akwvog pilov vidv, 6¢ EALGSL oikio vaiov
OAPw e TAOUTW Te petémpene Muppidoveoot Il. 16.595-6

Chalcon’s dear son, who inhabited a house in Hellas, and was
preeminent among the Myrmidons for his happiness and wealth

4.3.2 ‘Surpass’

In all of the 15 instances with a verb meaning ‘surpass’, the aspect of comparison is
made explicit; in 14 cases by a noun in the dative case, and in one case by a verbal
phrase. The most frequently employed verb is kaivopor with eight instances; the
pre-verbed version amokaivupon occurs once. koaivupot is used of human subjects
with reference to an active, physical or mental ability through which they are

distinguished, rarely of passive qualities such as wealth.53

(156) (-..) 6¢ avBpdTOULS EKEKAOTO
KAemtoovvn 0° Opkw Te Od. 19.395-6

who surpassed men in thievishness and in oaths

Vikdow is used four times in the Iliad and once in the Odyssey, and mepifdiiw
appears once in the Odyssey. vikdw is mostly used with individual human be-
ings that prevail over others by virtue of certain achievements or personal qua-
lities.’* mepiPéAiw, which originally means ‘throw around’ comes to be used like

OmepPéAlw ‘throw beyond’, i.e. ‘be above’®

(157) (...) ot KGAAeL Evikwv @D A yOvaLKOV Il. 9.130

who in beauty surpassed womankind

53 Cf. LfgrE 2.1275-6, s.v. xaivopa, kekdoOor. The other instances with kaivopan are II. 2.530,

13.431-2, 14.124-5, 16.808-9, 24.535-7; Od. 2.158-9, 3.282-3 (with verbal aspect). &mokaivopor:

Od. 8.126-7.

54 Cf. LfgrE 3.402-4 s.v. vikbw. The other instances are Il. 9.272, 20.410, 23.756; Od. 13.260-1.

5 Cf. LfgrE 2.30-1, s.v. P&Aw; Schwyzer /Debrunner 1988, 500. The Homeric instance is Od.
15.17-8.
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4.3.3 ‘Be superior’

The verbs that occur in this category are mepiey/mepryiyvopon (12x), mpofaive
(2x), aplotedw (2x), and in one instance kaivupatl; even though tedyopar is not
attested as a compounded form with mept as preverb, it is used in tmesis in two

instances in the same way in which we find mepieyu and mepryiyvopor. In three

cases the aspect of comparison is left implicit.?®

(158) TOooOV £y Tepl T eipi Oedv mepl T el avBpdTOV Il. 8.27

By so much I am superior to gods and superior to men.

Both instances of mpoPaivw are combined with nouns in the dative, while apiotedw

appears once with a noun and once with a verbal phrase.?”

(159) (-..) &tap pev vov ye moAd mpoféPnkag amdvtwv
0@ Bapoel Il. 6.125-6

But now you are far superior to all with your courage.

The example that employs kaivopon is odd since this verb normally takes the

accusative.’®

(160) dooov Aéofog Gvw Makapog €8og €vtog éépyel
kol @poyin kabomepbe kot EAAomovTog duteipwv,
TGOV o0& YEPOV TAOVTE Te Kol LIAOL Yaci kekdoOot Il. 24.544-6
As far as towards the sea Lesbos, the seat of Macar, reaches, and

Phrygia above, and the boundless Hellespont, to all these, it is
said, you, old man, were superior with your wealth and your sons.

Ten instances of this category have &\Awv as (part of) their scope.?® This suggests

that the genitive of the scope is not a partitive genitive as we find it in the majority

5 The other instances with implicit aspect are II. 1.287-9, 4.375, all with mepieyut/mepuyiyvopat.

The other instances with mepieyu/meprylyvopon have explicit aspects of comparison in various
forms. A noun in the accusative: Il. 1.258, 13.631, 17.171-2, 17.279-80 (tedyopor); Od. 1.66-7,
11.550-1 (tevyopon), 18.248-9, 19.325-6. A dative noun: Od. 8.102-3, 8.252-3. A combination
of verbal phrase and noun: Od. 4.201-2.

57 mpoPaive: Il 23.890-1 (with dative nouns); épiotedw: Il 6.460-1 (with verbal phrase), 11.627

(with dative noun).

Cf. example (156). Leaf suggests that the genitive might be partitive (1902, 576); for Briigger

it could be either a comparative or a partitive genitive (2009, 195).

59 J1.1.287-9, 4.375, 13.631, 17.171-2, 17.279-80; Od. 4.201-2, 8.102-3, 8.252-3, 11.550-1, 19.325-6.

58
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of constructions with the scope marked by case. @A wv gives a comparative flavour
to superlative expressions: not ‘superior among’, but ‘superior above the others’,
with a function of the genitive that is more similar to the comparative genitive

than to that of typical superlative constructions.

4.4 Superlatives with implicit scope

The relationship between the comparee and the scope of a superlative construction
is different from that between the comparee and the standard of a comparative
construction. The scope of a superlative construction is not as crucial to the mea-
ning of the superlative expression as the standard of a comparative construction is
to the meaning of the comparative expression. The scope refers to a group of which
the comparee is a member, and therefore does not add a lot of extra information
to how the superlative adjective characterizes the comparee. The standard of a
comparative construction brings another entity in relationship with the comparee,
and the precise meaning of the comparative adjective is closely connected to who
or what the standard of comparison is. Even when this standard is not explicitly
stated, it is a concrete entity, action, or scenario, and therefore often easier to
reconstruct on the basis of the context in which the comparative construction ap-
pears (cf. Chapter 3.5). By contrast, a fairly general and ‘unsurprising’ scope of a
superlative construction is much more difficult to pin down when left unexpressed.

In the majority of superlatives without explicit scope, it is not possible to
firmly establish what an implied scope might be, therefore I label them elative
and discuss them separately in Section 4.5. In the cases that I discuss in this
section, there are elements in or around the superlative expression which are likely
to denote an implied scope, or which suggest that a certain scope is salient. These
come in three types: they can be instances in which a noun congruent with the

adjective expressing the aspect of comparison denotes a well-defined group that
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serves as the scope (4.4.1). The second group consists of examples in which the
scope is mentioned in the immediate co-text, but is not explicitly marked as such
(4.4.2). For the third type, the wider context of the story suggests a particular
scope (4.4.3).

Category Total number | Iliad | Odyssey
Overall 163 108 55
Congruent noun 55 35 20
Co-textual scope 82 51 31
Contextual scope 26 22 4

Table 4.6: Superlatives with implicit scope

4.4.1 Congruent noun as scope

Instead of in the genitive case, the scope of a superlative expression can appear as
a noun which is congruent with the comparee and refers to a specific group among

which the comparee possesses the aspect of comparison to the highest degree.

(161) Boukohiwv 8 v vidg dyavod Aaopédovtog
npecPOTATOG YeVer Il. 6.23-4

And Bucolion was the son of noble Laomedon, the oldest by birth.

This statement suggests that there is a well-defined group of sons of Laomedon,
so this is virtually the same as saying ‘Bucolion was the oldest of the sons of
Laomedon’. As in other categories, the most frequent aspect of comparison we find
here is ‘best’. Apart from age, other aspects include ‘most beautiful’, ‘dearest’, and
‘biggest’. 5"

Only examples in which the congruent noun denotes a specific, well demar-

cated group are counted here; this demarcation is most often achieved by a posses-

60 ‘Best’ as aspect: Il 2.763, 6.314-5, 9.575, 10.560, 13.432-3, 15.526, 23.536, 23.659, 23.802,
94.241-2, 24.255-6, 24.493-4; Od. 1.280, 8.424, 8.512-3, 10.522-3, 11.30-1, 12.245-6, 16.348,
93.124-6. Other aspects: I 6.90-1, 6.271-2, 9.57-8, 9.139-40, 9.281-2, 14.371-2, 14.373,
17.410-1, 17.654-5, 22.318, 23.748-9; Od. 2.349-50, 3.369-70, 3.464, 4.433-4, 7.58, 11.281-3.
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sive genitive attached to the noun in question. In example (161), Aaopédovtog ‘of
Laomedon’ specifies that we are not dealing with all the possible sons in the world,
but with precisely the group of sons that belong to Laomedon. Other entities that
define such nouns that are congruent with superlative adjectives in Homer are a
person’s comrades, horses, wine, or robes.

In other instances the demarcation of the congruent noun is achieved by a
precise definition of a group, for instance ‘Trojan women’ or ‘the Achaeans’, where
the reference to a tribe makes it clear that we are dealing with a set that has a
limited and well-defined membership.

(162) Kpivag €k Avking evpeing pdTOg dploToug Il. 6.188

having chosen out of wide Lycia the best men

It may be debatable here whether the preposition goes with the verb xpivew ‘to
choose’, and the English translation, when it reflects the word order in the Greek
original, may suggest this: [he chose out of Lycia] [the best men]. It is, however,
also plausible to read this as [he chose] [out of wide Lycia the best men], i.e. the
best of the men who come from Lycia. In either case Lycia is active as part of the
scope.

In some instances the context makes it clear that we are dealing with a finite,

well-defined set of entities.

(163) obveka O T& péylota mop’ adTOOL Aeimet’ Gebla 1. 23.640

because the biggest prizes were still left there

The context of this utterance is the funerary games for Patroclus, for which Achilles

has set up a number of prizes for the winners of each contest. ‘The biggest prizes’

thus means ‘the biggest ones of the prizes that Achilles had set out’.6!

61 Richardson prefers the reading map’ abté@L, meaning op’ adtoig and referring to irmoiot: “Be-

cause the greatest prizes were reserved for this contest.” (1993, 239). Leaf 1902, Ameis/Hentze
1922e, and Willcock 1984 assume a0t660t. For the meaning of the superlative it does not make
a difference.
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There are 15 examples of the type ‘X-est part of’, meaning that the congruent
noun does not refer to a group of which the comparee is a member, but to a single
entity or a collective noun of which one part possesses a quality to the highest

degree.

(164) onmdOL mdTatov mediov Kadvddvog épavviig Il. 9.577

where the plain of lovely Calydon was richest

motartov mediov ‘richest plain’ here does not mean ‘richest of all plains’, but it
refers to the richest part of the Calydonian plain, and this means we have a well-
demarcated scope here. Very often the congruent noun refers to a geographical
area, like in example (164), but we also find expressions such as mhelotal pdAoyyeg
meaning ‘the largest part of the battalions’ (/l. 11.148).%2

When the aspect of comparison is verbal, we are, strictly speaking, not dealing
with a congruent noun: in pépflwke pdhiota | Auap ‘the largest part of the day
has gone by’ (Od. 17.190-1), the item marked with superlative degree, pdiiota,
is an adverb which cannot be congruent with a noun. In terms of its meaning,
however, this kind of expression belongs in this category. Similarly, in Od. 21.145-6
the superlative adjective puyoitarog refers to the position of Leiodes, one of the
suitors, as sitting in the innermost place of Odysseus’ hall, but the word péyapov

is not mentioned and we must rely on the context to establish this meaning.

4.4.2 Scope inferable from co-text

Whereas in the previous category I only included examples in which the implied
scope was a well-defined set, the criterion here is that the implied scope is explicitly
mentioned in the immediate co-text, regardless of its nature. There are a number of

linguistic structures and narrative contexts that suggest that we are dealing with

62 The remaining instances are Il. 13.682-3, 15.448, 16.377-8, 20.274-6, 22.321, 23.165, 24.787;
Od. 5.279-80, 6.94-5, 12.11-2, 17.462-3.
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a co-textually implied scope: A specific scope is implied in a certain superlative
expression when 1) a passage includes several comparisons, but only in the first
one the scope is expressed; 2) a verbal action is predicated of a group and then
said to apply most to an individual belonging to that group; 3) there is a specific
narrative context describing a group and its most distinguished member; 4) adverbs
or prepositional phrases are used metonymically instead of a ‘real’ scope.
Example (165) illustrates the first type, involving first a complete superlative
construction, followed by another superlative adjective characterizing the same

comparee.

(165) mépov &’ olwvov Tax bV ayyehov, 0G Te col adTd
QIATOTOG 0lOVQV, Kai €0 KPATOG €CTL HEYLOTOV, Il. 24.310-1

And send a bird, the swift messenger, who to you yourself is the
dearest of birds and whose strength is greatest.

We have seen this passage already in example (127), where I suggested that we
can safely supply olwvév ‘of birds’ also for the second superlative expression, even
if the second comparison is then metonymical. b kpd&tog éoti péyiotov ‘whose
strength is greatest’, with ‘strength’ as the comparee, stands for ‘who is greatest
in strength’, with the ‘birds’ as the scope.®

Example (166) is an expression in which a verbal action is predicated of a group,
and then said to apply especially to one member of the group, i.e. the comparee.
The adverb used to express the superlative meaning, and highlight the comparee,
is always paAiota. The comparee can appear as the subject or the object of the

sentence.
(166) DG 0 pev €vO’ amolwle, gpiloiot 8¢ kde’ domicow
TGV, EQol O¢ paAloTa, TETEDXATOL Od. 14.137-8

Thus he perished there, and his friends grief has befallen for the
future, all, but mostly me.

63 The other instances of this kind are II. 2.579-80, 2.768-9, 6.77-9, 23.476-7, 23.890-1, 24.292-3;
0Od. 1.66-7, 7.155-7 (with a contrastive comparative in the first clause), 16.76-7.



150 Chapter 4. Superlatives

The swineherd Eumaeus says this about Odysseus; he is one of the friends of
Odysseus, and in this context épol 8¢ pdiiota ‘but mostly me’ must mean ‘me
most of all the friends’ %4

The same kind of structure underlies examples with mpwtictog ‘first’” and
devtatog/ Botatog ‘last’, sometimes used in their adjectival form, and sometimes
adverbially. In most cases the clause that names the scope and that which in-
cludes the superlative are both quite short and appear right next to each other,
as in example (167), but the scope can also be supplied from a longer narrative
in the co-text of the superlative expression, as when the narrator asks Patroclus:

Tiva TpdTov tiva 8§ Votarov é€evapiag ‘whom did you slay first, whom last?’ (I1.

16.692), and follows this with a list of Patroclus’ victims.%

(167) kixkAnokev 8¢ yépovrtag apiotiog Havayodv,
Néotopa pev mpotiota ki Idopevijo dvarktor Il. 2.404-5

And [Agamemnon| summoned the elders, the leaders of the Achaean
host, Nestor, first of all, and king Idomeneus.

In other cases the verbal action of the clause with the scope and the verbal action
with the superlative expression are not the same, but the narrow and specific
narrative context in which the superlative is embedded makes it clear that we

should supply a certain scope.

(168) ai pgv &p’ dAdou e08ov, émel kot TLPOV EAecoay,
1 8¢ pi’ ol mw TaveT’, ApavpoTdtn 8¢ TETLKTO Od. 20.109-10
The others, then, were sleeping, since they had ground their wheat,
but she alone had not stopped yet, for she was the weakest.

‘The others’ in this passage are the remaining eleven of the group of twelve women

working in the mill to which the woman who is &gavpotatn ‘weakest’ belongs.

64 The other instances of this type are Il. 1.15-6, 1.174-5, 1.374-5, 2.588-90, 3.97-100, 6.492-3,
7.294-5, 9.179-80, 13.417-8, 14.458-60, 14.486-7, 15.367-71, 15.658-60, 18.174-6, 24.740-2; Od.
1.358-9, 2.161-2, 2.265-6, 11.352-3, 13.36-7, 21.275-8, 21.352-3, 23.60-1.

65 The remaining instances are Il. 9.165-8, 14.440-3, 16.656-8, 18.478, 19.51, 23.285-9; Od. 3.57-9,
4.456, 14.217-21, 19.447-8. With a similar structure but in a spatial instead of a temporal
sense: Od. 9.22-6.
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Even though we are not told explicitly that the woman still grinding wheat is the
weakest of the twelve women working in the mill, the fact that she and the others
are juxtaposed — she is still at work while the others are asleep — suggests that we
are to understand dpoavpotarn 8¢ Tétukto ‘she was the weakest’ with reference to
the specific group of female mill workers mentioned in the context, and not as an
elative expression ‘she was very weak’.%

A special case of these instances are slightly longer narrative passages in which
there is a sense of comparison, such as the catalogue of ships in Iliad 2 and the
funerary games for Patroclus in [liad 23. When in this kind of context it is said
that Antilochus’ horses were slowest, as in example (169), and we find no explicitly

marked scope, we can safely supply ‘of the horses who took part in the race’.57

(169) BapdioTol pev yap ot Ecav kaAAiTpLyeg ot Il. 23.530

For slowest were his fair-maned horses.

In two cases, the adverb évBade ‘here’ is used in place of a ‘real’ scope. Both,
example (170), quoted here, and the other instance (/I. 21.279) have as their aspect
an adjective meaning ‘best’.

(170) TGV avdp@dv @ilot vieg ol £vB&de v’ eiciv &pioTol Od. 2.51

dear sons of the men who are the best here

A prepositional phrase referring to a physical place can fulfil a similar function to
¢vBade above. In example (171), év”I8y ‘on Ida’ is a metonymical way of referring
to the trees on mount Ida.®® In example (172) ‘at the ships’ refers to a location

that stands for a group associated with it, namely the horses that belong to the

66 Cf. II. 5.778-81, 12.86-90, 13.42-3, 14.520, 23.451, 23.668-9; Od. 10.551-3, 12.341-2, 13.141-2,
16.390-2, 17.256-7, 17.499-500, 20.328-35, 21.73-6, 21.187.

67 The other examples from the games are Il. 23.309-10, 23.356-7, 23.531, 23.547. From the
catalogue of ships: Il. 2.577-8, and II. 2.815-8 from the catalogue of Trojans and their allies.

68 Cf. Janko 1992, 196. Cf. #v T 'E@lpy ... kad év Avkip ‘in Ephyre and Lycia’ (II. 6.209-10), néocav
¢’ odov ‘on all the earth’ (Il. 23.742-3 and Od. 24.508-9).
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Achaeans, and &piotot refers to the two best of them.%

(171) elg EAGTNV avaPog mepynketov, 1) TotT év 187
HOKPOTATN TTEQYLLI Il 14.287-8
And he climbed a very tall fir tree, the largest that then grew on
Ida.

(172) ol xev dprotol Ewot Oofg €l vuoiv Axaudv Il. 10.306

they who are the best at the swift ships of the Achaeans

Apart from cases in which the prepositions are used in their strictly locative sense,

we also find them applied to human and divine groups.”™

(173) TPig yap i Y’ €ABOvTeg émeprioavd’ ol GploTol
ape’ Alavte dbw kal dyakAvtov Tdopevia
18" due’ Atpeidog kai Tvdéog &Axipov vidv Il. 6.435-7

For three times the best (of the people) around the two Aiantes
and glorious Idomeneus and around the sons of Atreus and the
brave son of Tydeus came here and tried.

4.4.3 Scope inferable from context

We are now moving on to instances in which there is no specific linguistic structure
or narrow narrative co-text that suggests connecting a superlative expression to
an actively implied scope. Yet, the sense of these expressions is not entirely elative
either, since their meaning is best understood with reference to groups that form
a central part of the story world. For the [liad this means that the scope for these
examples is broadly speaking the armies at Troy. It can be the Achaeans, the
Trojans, or any of their allies, or it can be a more general reference to the Trojan
war. For the Odyssey, such a contextual kind of scope can be assumed for the

group of suitors and the inhabitants of Ithaca as a whole. It may very well be

69 Od. 4.408-9 concerns the best of Menelaus’ companions moap& viuoiv ‘at the ships’. Cf. the
complete superlative construction 6¢g péy’ épiotog | Apyeiov mapd vivol ‘[Achilles] who is the
best of the Argives at the ships’ (Il. 16.271-2).

0 Cf. II. 1.525-6, 2.274; Od. 1.391. On example (173) cf. Graziosi/Haubold 2010, 203.
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that there are other fairly well-defined groups that have the potential to be such
contextual scopes (like the Phaeacians for those passages concerned with Odysseus’
time there), but they are more difficult to clearly demarcate, thus I regard them
as elative.

As in previous categories, we find simple adjectives, adjectives combined with
verbs and nouns, an example with several aspects, and verbal aspects marked
with superlative degree by p&Aiota and mepi. In the [liad, the implied scope can
encompass all the armies and warriors at Troy, as in example (174), or it can more
specifically refer to the Achaeans, as in example (176), or to the Trojans, as in

example (175).

(174) opoe 8¢ puv katd péccov 801 TAgicTol kKhovéovto Il. 5.8

And she [Athena| urged him [Diomedes] into the middle where the
most men were clustered.

Example (174) is taken from a battle scene between Trojans and Greeks. The
superlative adjective mAeiototr ‘most’ refers to a specific part or subgroup of Greek
and Trojan warriors.”

In example (175) we have several aspects, expressed by the adjectives mAeiotol
Kol aplotol ‘most in number and best’, and by a verb pépacav paiioto ‘were most
eager’. Like m\eiotol in example (174), these superlatives refer to a group within a
larger, but well-defined, group: in this case the Trojan warriors. Such expressions
are similar to instances with a congruent noun in which that noun refers to a

unified space or body of which the comparee is the X-est part.™

"l Contrast this with a superficially similar example in the Odyssey: fipati ¢ dte pol TAeicTol

xahxripea Sovpa | Tpoeg émépprav mept IInhelwve Bavovrt ‘On that day when the very many
Trojans hurled bronze-tipped spears upon me, [as I was fighting] around the dead son of
Peleus. (5.309-10). This is part of an address of Odysseus to himself, in which he wishes
to have died at Troy rather than be in distress at sea now. The superlative here is elative;
mtAgioTol does not refer to a specific part of the Trojans, but to a very large number of them.
Cf. Ameis/Hentze 1908b, 179.

Cf. example (164) in Section 4.4.1. The remaining instances of this kind are II. 6.68-9,
11.499-500, 11.528-30, 13.683-4, 13.789.

72
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(175) 6@p’ ot ITovAvdapavtt kai “Extopt kobpot émovro,
ot TAeioTol Kol aplotol Ecav, pépacay 8¢ pdAota
TelxOg Te Pri&eLv Kol EVITTPTGELY TTUPL VTG Il. 12.196-8

Meanwhile those young men followed Polydamas and Hector who
were the largest group and the best, and most eager to break
through the wall and set the ships on fire.

In example (176) Nestor addresses Agamemnon in the assembly of the Achaeans.
The superlative pacihevtatog is formed to the noun Pacidedg ‘king’ It highlights
Agamemnon’s special status among the other kings and leaders of the Achaeans:

he is the highest king of them all.™

(176) (...) oU yap PBacihedtatodg oot 1l. 9.69

For you are the most kingly.

In the Odyssey there are fewer instances of this type, which is not surprising since
the suitors at Odysseus’ house, even though they form an important part of the
story, are not as central to the Odyssey as the armies and their warriors are to
the Iliad. We learn much less about the individual suitors than we do about the
warriors at Troy. Besides examples (177) and (178), there are only two further

instances of superlatives with a contextually implied scope.™

(177) (...) N 8¢ ¥’ Emerta
Yo’ 6g ke TAgloTa TOPOL Kl pOpaipog EABoL Od. 21.161-2

Then should she [Penelope|] marry the one who offers most, and
who comes appointed by fate.

Example (177) has a parallel in Od. 16.390-2, which includes a co-textually implied
scope: aAL €k peypolo EkaoTog | pvacBow eédvoloty Silrpevog ‘each man shall court
her from his hall and try to win her with gifts’. The same scope, namely the suitors,

is also active in example (177), but not explicitly mentioned.

73 Cf. Griffin 1995, 84. The other instances in which one or several individuals are highlighted
among Achaeans, Trojans, or all warriors at Troy are II. 1.105, 2.227-8, 2.802, 8.161-2, 10.57,
10.59, 10.113, 11.123-5, 16.146-7, 17.286-7, 20.75-8, 20.425, 23.156-7, 23.159-60.

™ Namely Od. 15.521-2 (where the implied scope may also include other men from Ithaca, rather
than just the group of suitors), 16.396-8.
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The implicit scope in example (178) refers to all the evil things that the suitors
have done, and are about to do, to the family of Odysseus. Penelope has just
complained to the herald Medon about the suitors’ unacceptable behaviour in
Odysseus’ house, and Medon responds, informing her about their plans for an

ambush in which they hope to kill Telemachus.

(178) el yap 81, Pacikeia, T0de mAgioTOV KAKOV ELN).
QAN TTOAD PEILOV TE KOl APYOAEDTEPOV GANO
pvnotipeg gpalovto Od. 4.697-9

If only, my queen, this were the greatest evil. But another, much
greater and more troublesome one, the suitors are contriving.

As in the instances with a co-textually implied scope, some passages that I have
included here are better, others less good examples of this category. The boundaries
between superlative expressions with an implicit scope and elatives are by no
means clear, and a different interpretation of a certain passage is likely to lead to

a different categorization.

4.5 Elatives

The majority of examples with no explicit scope are so general that if asked what an
implied scope might be, one would probably reply something like ‘of all possible X"
In very many cases this is virtually equivalent to stating that the quality denoted
by the aspect of comparison is true of the comparee to a very high degree. It
is impossible to determine to what extent the expressions that I term ‘elative’
carry an implicit comparison with a general or normative scope. This section is
structured according to the linguistic item that is marked as elative. Table 4.7
shows that adjectives make up almost two thirds of all cases, and verbal expressions
one third. The lexical means with which complete superlative expressions can be

marked (cf. Section 4.3) are also used in elative expressions, but not very frequently.
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Category Total number | Iliad | Odyssey
Overall 301 189 112
Adjectival aspect 188 131 57
Verbal aspect 100 49 51
Lexical expressions 13 9 4

Table 4.7: Elatives

4.5.1 Adjectival aspect

In the majority of cases, elative adjectives describe entities, and since any given
entity can be considered as part of the entire set of its kind, it can seem natural to
interpret such expressions as referring to a very general scope. In example (179)
Odysseus quotes Circe, who had warned him to avoid the island of Helios so that
his companions would not be tempted to kill and eat the cattle of the god. The
most natural way of reading this might be ‘the most terrible bane of all existing

banes’.

(179) EvOo yop aivOTOTOV KOKOV EUHEVOL GHULY EQAOKEV Od. 12.275

For there, she said, was a most terrible bane for us.

One might even argue that since this appears as part of a narrative passage on
Odysseus’ adventures, this context suggests a reading ‘most terrible of all the things
that Odysseus and his comrades have experienced’, but in my view such a scope
is neither well-demarcated nor is there an element in this passage that suggests
that such a scope is actively available. One could easily read this superlative as
elative, ‘a very terrible bane’, and not find that this changes the meaning of the
passage dramatically. In the case of example (178) of the contextual scope category,
however, changing the superlative to an elative ‘a very great evil’ would distort

the meaning.”™

7> The other instances of elatives describing an entity or concept are: with ‘best’ as aspect: II.
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In example (180) we might expect ndow pepdmesot fpotoioty ‘all mortal men’
to express the scope, and in example (120) of Section 4.1.1, we saw that a dative
case can do that. In example (180), however, we are dealing with a dative that
marks the point of view, situation, or attitude from which a person or action is

described, and thus it does not express the scope.

(180) Atpeldn viv 81 oe &vak ¢0élovoty Axaiol
oo EAéyxLoTov Bépeval pepomesct fpotoioty 1l. 2.284-5

Son of Atreus, now indeed the Achaeans are willing to make you,
king, the greatest target of reproach in the eyes of all mortal men.

When a superlative adjective is used in an expression that describes a process of
decision making, like that of example (181), the absolute and thus elative sense of
the adjective is more easily visible. Diomedes is looking for a plan that would be
as reckless as possible. kOvtatog ‘most shameless’ is a superlative adjective derived

from the noun xbwv ‘dog’, which is often used as an insult in Homeric Greek.

(181) ADTap 6 peppnpile pévawv 6 L kOVTATOV Epdot Il. 10.503

But he [Diomedes|] paused and pondered what most shameless
thing he might do.

1.267 (2x), 1.581, 4.211-2, 5.839, 6.56-7, 6.185, 7.150, 7.285, 7.325, 8.229, 9.3, 9.73-4, 9.94,
9.109-10, 9.638, 10.214-5, 10.273, 10.300, 10.326-7, 11.258, 11.288-9, 11.658-9, 11.690-1, 11.825,
12.127, 12.243, 13.128-9, 13.276-7, 13.740, 13.751, 14.213, 14.424, 16.23-4, 16.521-2, 17.368-9,
17.376-7, 17.509, 18.230, 20.158-60, 21.207-8, 23.409, 24.384-5; Od. 3.108, 4.778, 5.441-2, 7.281,
7.327-8, 8.126-7, 8.383, 16.122, 16.251, 18.371, 19.130, 24.52. Other adjectives (referring to
size/amount, age, space, speed, beauty, positive/negative attributes, (lack of) affection): II.
2.118, 2.216, 2.220, 2.850, 3.185, 4.51, 4.59, 4.171, 4.514-5, 5.756 (bmaroc), 6.433-4 (péhiota
with adjective in positive), 8.22 (matog), 8.84 (pdhota with adjective in positive), 8.326
(p&MhoTa with adjective in positive), 9.25, 9.39, 9.204, 9.382, 13.6, 13.49-52, 13.335, 13.484,
13.568-9 (pdhota with adjective in positive), 14.389-90, 17.21-2, 17.339 (¥matog), 18.118,
19.222, 19.223, 19.287 (péhoto with participle), 19.415-6, 21.158, 22.30, 22.76, 22.254-5,
22.288, 22.325, 22.410-1 (p&hota with adjective in positive), 24.347-8; Od. 1.351-2, 3.95 (mepi
with adjective in positive), 4.127, 4.229-30, 4.441, 4.441-2, 4.565, 5.3-4, 5.309-10, 7.321-3,
8.519, 8.582-3 (pdhota with adjective in superlative), 9.11, 9.264, 10.277-9, 11.412-5, 11.421-3,
11.522, 16.288-90, 23.79, 24.34. Adjective combined with noun: II. 9.53, 24.260-1; Od. 4.211,
4.629. Adjective combined with infinitive: Il. 14.345, 23.654-5, 24.334-5 (p&iota with ad-
jective in superlative). Od. 7.327-8. Several aspects: Il. 7.155, 10.436-7, 15.37-8; Od. 5.185-6,
8.246-7, 11.309-10, 13.79-80, 13.93-4, 18.112-3.

76 Cf. Chantraine 1953, 74; Schwyzer /Debrunner 1988, 151-2; Briigger /Stoevesandt /Visser 2010,
89. A parallel for a dative of point of view with an adjective in the superlative is Bpotoict Oedv
ExOrotog durdvtwv ‘of all gods most hated to humans’ (Il. 9.159). Ameis/Hentze, by contrast,
suggest a locative dative “unter allen” (1913, 67).
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Variations of such a ‘decision-making verse’ are f)de 8¢ ot xata Oupov apiotn gaiveto
BouAr) ‘And this seemed to his mind the best plan.’ (1l. 2.5), and @palmdped’ 6mwg d)’
aplota yévnron ‘Let us consider how things may turn out in the best possible way’
(Od. 23.117). These expressions are followed by either an explanation of the plan
made, or by a description of what the intended outcome of the plan is; we normally
never learn what the other option would have been.”” Example (181), however, is
followed by a short description of the two options between which Diomedes is
currently deciding, each introduced by the particle fj. The outcome of this process
is that he does not do either of the things that he had in mind because the goddess
Athena approaches him and tells him not to.”

Elatives also regularly feature as part of a (more or less formulaic) address,
when one character speaks to another. Zeus is frequently addressed as aivotorte
Kpovidn ‘most dread son of Chronos’™ and x08iote péyiote ‘most glorious, most
great’;3 Agamemnon is Atpeidn k0dioTe ‘most glorious son of Atreus’;3! the ad-
jective here is always elative and to be taken with Atpeidn only, even if an-
other superlative with a scope marked by case follows, as in Atpeidn x0Siote
pLlokTeavOTOTE TAVTOV ‘most glorious son of Atreus, most greedy of all” (1. 1.122).
In this kind of expression there are two individual addresses, which are stacked on
top of one another. The genitive m&vtwv ‘of all’ goes only with the second superla-
tive adjective gilokteavodtate ‘most greedy’ The same is true for tig 6¢ o0 ¢ooL
péplote katabvntdv avBponwv; ‘Who are you, best one, among mortal men?’ (1.
6.123), where the genitive xatabvntdv dvBponwv ‘of mortal men’ goes with the

question tig o0 éoo1; ‘who are you?’, and not with the superlative adjective.5? In

"7 The other instances of elatives in decision-making processes are: II. 3.110, 9.103, 9.314, 10.17,

12.215, 13.735, 14.161, 17.634, 17.712; Od. 3.129, 5.360, 9.318, 9.420, 9.424, 11.230, 13.154,
13.365, 23.130.

78 Cf. Hainsworth 1993, 204.

™ JI. 1.552, 4.25, 8.462, 14.330, 16.440, 18.361.

80 I1. 2.412, 3.276, 3.298, 3.320, 7.202, 24.308.

81 1. 2.434, 8.293, 9.96, 9.163, 9.677, 9.697, 10.103, 19.146, 19.199; Od. 11.397, 24.121.

82 Cf. Graziosi/Haubold 2010, 110. Cf. Il. 15.247, 24.387. Without a genitive: Od. 1.405, 9.269.
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some cases the address is at the same time an insult: €idog &piote ‘best in appea-
rance’ is said to Paris (/l. 3.39 and 13.769) and to Hector (I. 17.142), and veikog

dplote ‘best at quarrelling’ is said to Aias (I. 23.483).

4.5.2 Verbal aspect

Of the expressions with verbal aspects of comparison most are marked for superla-
tive with the adverb paAiota, but we also find mept and mAeiotov, as well as some
semantically richer adverbs. As in previous categories, pdAiota is used to highlight
the constituent in the sentence to whom the verbal action applies to a high degree,
and this constituent can be the subject, direct or indirect object, or an adverbial
expression. In example (182) the anaphoric pronoun 1j, which refers to ig @vépov
‘the force of the wind’, is the comparee of the superlative expression and the sub-
ject of the sentence. paliota marks the action of the verb o¢éAlw ‘to cause to

swell” as applying to the comparee to a very high degree.®?

(182) g &vépoU: 1) Yap Te HAALOTA Ye KOPAT OPEANEL Il. 15.383

the force of the wind; for it most of all causes the waves to swell

In a few cases, the superlative adverb seems to only apply to, and superlativize,
the verbal action, and not a particular constituent in the sentence. These cases
are similar to comparatives with p&AAlov, which also intensify the verbal action,
rather than focus attention on the comparee.®* It does not make sense to read
péoto in example (183) as highlighting either the subject Penelope or the object

Bopov pvnotnpov ‘the hearts of the suitors’. It rather endows the verb metdvvop

83 The other instances are: with comparee as subject: Il. 4.137-8 (with mAeictov), 5.766, 8.500-1,
12.310, 13.734, 14.399; Od. 1.282-3, 2.88 (with mepi), 2.216-7, 6.185, 11.200-1, 12.289-90,
14.284, 15.356-7. Comparee as direct object: Il. 6.355; Od. 1.342, 2.41, 7.170-1, 11.416-20,
14.53-4, 17.557-8, 18.175-6, 24.90. Comparee as indirect object: II. 13.726-8 (with mepi); Od.
2.115-22 (with mept), 4.366, 8.44-5 (with mepi). Adverbial comparee: II. 10.280, 13.276-7.

84 Cf. example (97) in Chapter 3.5.2.
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‘to expand [the passion]” with superlative force, i.e. it intensifies the verbal action

to a very high degree.®’

(183) HVNOTHPESTL poviva, OTwg etdoele pdAiota
Bupov pvnotrpwv i8¢ Typnecoa yévorto
HOANOV TTPOG TOOLOG Te Kad Ligog f Thpog Tev Od. 18.160-2

To show herself to the suitors, that she might most greatly expand
the passion in the hearts of the suitors and become more honoured
to her husband and her son than she was before.

The same effect is achieved with other, semantically richer adverbs. In example
(184), ayywota, a superlative adverb meaning ‘closest’, makes the verb &owa ‘to
resemble’; superlative. &yyiota is semantically richer since it conveys the sense of
‘closeness’ in addition to the superlative degree, and thus the meaning of the verb
is not just ‘resemble very much’, but more specifically ‘resemble very closely’.®

In addition to this superlative marking on the verb through &yyiote, the indirect

object, Nestor, is highlighted by the adverb p&Aiota.

(184) (...) pdhiota O¢ Néotopt dig
e186¢ Te péyebog te puniv T &yyloTa kel Il. 2.57-8

And most of all it resembled divine Nestor most closely, in physique
and in stature and in height.

There are 29 instances in the [liad and 24 in the Odyssey that involve a special
kind of verbal action modified by the superlative adverb téyiota. Some of these
expressions have a hortatory, volitive, or imperative sense expressed through the

verb form, as shown in example (185).%7 Others, like example (186), appear in

85 The other instances of superlativized verbal actions are Il 3.388, 13.49-52 (with mepi); Od.
19.160-1.

86 The other instances of this kind are Il 5.5-6 (with p&Aioto Aapmpdv “most brightly’), 5.873
(with piywota ‘most cruelly’), 14.474 (again &yywota égket), 15.453-4 (with téyioto ‘most
quickly’), 16.385-6 (with Aappdtatov ‘most violently’), 20.18 (with &yxota ‘in very close
proximity’); Od. 6.151-2 (&yywota éloke ‘I liken most closely’), 8.561-2 (with téyiota), 12.120
(with x&ptiotov ‘with all your might’), 13.79-80 (&yyiota éowkmg ‘resembling most closely’),
18.263-4 (with téyota), 22.118 (&yyiotivol émuttov ‘they fell in heaps’), 22.472 (oiktioTa
‘most pitiably’).

87 The other instances of té&yiota in an imperative context are II. 3.102, 11.513, 17.692-3,
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a purpose clause, which is introduced by either é¢pa, iva, or &g (conjunctions
meaning ‘in order that’), or in a relative clause with an added sense of purpose.
A third type, shown in example (187), has an infinitive dependent on a verb that

expresses a wish, order, or necessity.

(185) TadOOPLY dtTL Té) 10T Marydova Sedpo kdhesoov Il. 4.193

Talthybius, call Machaon over here as quickly as possible!

Example (186) displays a purpose clause introduced by 6¢pa, in which, as is the

rule, the verb appears in the subjunctive.®®

(186) AN’ Gy’ O pev mediovd’ émti Podv itw, dppa TéxloTA
ENONow, eNdion 8¢ PodVv émPovkorog aviip Od. 3.421-2

Come now, someone shall go to the plain for a heifer, that she may
come as quickly as possible, and that the cowherd may drive her.

The third type, shown in example (187), has téyiota with the infinitive pavipevon

‘to appear’ dependent on the finite verb &péran ‘he prays’®

(187) apartar 8¢ tayiota gavipevor Ho dlov 1l. 9.240

He prays that as quickly as possible divine Dawn may appear.

4.5.3 Lexical expressions

The lexical expressions without an expressed scope in the Iliad all concern charac-
ter traits that are true of the comparee as a rule or under normal circumstances.
In the specific context in which such elatives appear, they either have no direct

relevance or are even, sometimes tragically, contrasted with it. In example (188)

21.311, 21.333, 21.466-7, 23.71, 23.403, 23.414, 24.263, 24.554-5, 24.635-6; Od. 4.544-5, 11.223,
14.407-8, 15.14-5, 22.77, 22.133, 24.436.
88 The other instances of té&yiota in a purpose clause are Il. 4.269, 4.465-6, 5.690-1, 8.9, 9.165-6
(relative clause), 9.621-2, 13.326-7, 17.640-1 (relative clause), 18.344-5, 23.197; Od. 1.85-6,
3.175,4.473-4, 4.737, 5.491-3 (with tva), 6.32-3, 6.289-90, 15.293-4, 16.349-50 (relative clause),
24.360 (with og), 24.532 (with &g).
The other instances of téyiota in expressions of desire or necessity are Il. 9.626-7, 9.658-9,
13.286, 15.146, 22.129; Od. 5.112, 8.434, 16.152, 16.466-7.

89
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this tragic contrast is made explicit: despite his excellence in hunting, Scamandrius

is killed by Menelaus.”

(188) Gl ol ol TOTe ye ypaiop’ Aptepg ioxéoupa,
o0d¢ éxnPolrion fjowv TO TPl ye kékacTO Il. 5.53-4

But then the archer Artemis did not defend him [Scamandrius],

and neither did his skills in archery in which he used to be pre-

eminent.
Like the [liad, the Odyssey has a number of instances in which such lexical ex-
pressions of superlativity act like epithets, giving background information about a
character without contributing much to the immediate events in the story.”! The
Odyssey does, however, also have two elatives expressed by lexical means which
have direct relevance for the context.?? Polyphemus, for instance, says the follow-

ing upon realizing that the prophecy that he received from the seer Telemus was

fulfilled:

(189) TrAepog Evpupidng, g pavtooivny ékékacto Od. 9.509

Telemus, son of Eurymus, who was pre-eminent in soothsaying

Besides the verbs which we also find in complete superlative constructions marked
by lexical means (kaivopo, dpiotedw, mepiey, vikdo, teppdAin), here we also

find an adjective: aputpenng ‘very distinguished’ (Od. 8.176-7).

4.6 Conclusion

In complete superlative constructions, the scope is most regularly and frequently
marked by the genitive case. While the genitive that marks the standard of compa-

rative constructions can be seen as having a specialized comparative function, the

90 Cf. Chapter 6.2.2. The other instances with a tragic or ironic undertone are II. 11.746, 17.351,
23.288-9. The instances which are general descriptions of a character are Il. 4.339, 16.186,
18.251-2, 20.35, 23.276.

9 0d. 3.112, 8.176-7.

92 The second one being Od. 3.120-2.
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genitive in superlative constructions looks like a partitive genitive that we also find
in other expressions that refer to the set of which an entity is a part. Prepositions
and lexical means are used to mark superlative constructions more frequently than
comparative constructions. At the same time, both of these strategies are much
less uniform than the case-marking strategy: we find seven different prepositions
used to mark the scope of superlative constructions, and a variety of verbs to ex-
press the notion of ‘surpass’ or ‘be pre-eminent’. They are productive categories,
but in comparison with the case-marking category they are considerably smaller in
number and less rule-goverened. Prepositions and lexical means are creative ways
of marking the scope of a superlative construction, but they are not grammatica-
lized like the comparative genitive or even regular like the partitive genitive with
superlatives.

When we compare superlative and comparative expressions with regard to
the distribution of instances with explicit, implicit, and no scope/standard, it
looks at first sight as if they are not so different (cf. Table 4.8). The percentage
of expressions with implicit standard or scope of comparison is higher among
the comparatives than the superlatives, but the relative number of complete and
polar expressions is roughly even in both comparison types: complete and polar
comparatives make up almost 30% each, while complete superlatives and elatives

each come to around 40%.

Category Total number | Complete | Implicit std/scope | Polar/elative

Comparatives 555 163 255 137
100% 29% 46% 25%

Superlatives 786 322 163 301
100% 41% 21% 38%

Table 4.8: Comparatives vs. superlatives

My analysis of expressions with an implicit standard or scope has shown that an

implied standard of a comparative expression is fairly securely reconstructable from
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the direct co-text or the wider narrative context. By contrast, it is not so easy to
determine whether the scope of a superlative expression is actively implied or not.
We can thus conclude that in the case of comparatives, only 25% are undoubtedly
polar, and the instances with implicit scope can be grouped with complete compa-
ratives. In the case of superlatives, however, the instances with implicit scope can
be grouped with the elatives, and only 41% are complete superlative constructions.
Furthermore, of these 41% (322 in number), 205 have a concrete scope, and 117
have a general scope. Superlative expressions with a general scope are not much
more informative than elative superlatives: Jack is the best of all, or Jack is the
best of men, tells us as much about Jack as Jack is the best. Such an expression
puts emphasis on the comparee, but it does not relate the comparee to a graspable
comparison group. When the scope of a superlative construction is concrete, i.e.
referring to a specific group of people such as ‘the Achaeans’ or ‘people of his age’,
the focus is still on the comparee, but this comparee is seen in relationship with a
graspable body of individuals, and not as superlative in an absolute way.

We can thus conclude further that only 26% (205 out of 786) of all superlative
expression make a comparison. The remaining 74% are expressions which highlight
an entity against a generic or undefined backdrop. The opposite is the case with
comparative constructions: 75% of comparative constructions express a relation-
ship of inequality between a comparee and a specific (if implicit) standard. The
remaining 25% involve a normative standard. It is certainly true that comparative
expressions also place emphasis on their comparee, but this emphasis is in the
majority of cases qualified through a specific standard of comparison, while in the
majority of superlative expressions, the emphasis on the comparee is absolute, and

the scope adds little to no qualification.”®

93 The majority of general/elative superlatives over those with a concrete scope is in line with
the development of superlative adjectives in the history of the Greek language: in later Greek,
superlative morphology is used exclusively to mark adjectives as elative. Relative superlatives
are expressed through a comparative construction. Cf. Schwyzer/Debrunner 1988, 185.



Chapter 5

Similatives and Equatives

This chapter deals with comparisons of similarity, that is similatives, which ex-
press a sameness in manner, and equatives, which express a sameness in degree.
In the first section I will explain in detail, why similatives and equatives are not
discussed in separate chapters. Before delving into the analysis of the different
kinds of similative and equative constructions, I will make some general remarks
about comparisons of similarity in contrast with comparisons of inequality (5.2).
The main body of the chapter gives an overview of the comparisons of similarity in
Homeric Greek. While I structured the discussion of comparative and superlative
constructions according to the different syntactic ways in which the standard or
scope of comparison is marked, I will present the comparisons of similarity in three
groups, according to the nature of the standard of comparison and its relationship
to the comparee. The first group contains instances in which the standard of com-
parison is a specific entity that is of the same kind as the comparee (5.3). In the
second group, comparee and standard also belong to the same kind or class of
entities, but the standard does not refer to an individual, but to the class of these

entities, i.e. it is generic rather than specific (5.4). In the third group, the relation-

165
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ship between comparee and standard is figurative (5.5).! The rest of this chapter
concerns special cases. Section 5.6 deals with negated similatives and equatives,
whose meaning is closer to that of a comparative, superlative, or elative expres-
sion than a proper comparison of similarity. This is followed by a discussion of
comparison compounds, namely comparisons which are compressed into a single
word (5.7). Section 5.8 is a short comment on descriptions of characters in disguise,
which employ the same linguistic structures as comparisons. The final section (5.9)
consists of notes on linguistic aspects of the extended Homeric simile. Table 5.1

shows the number of instances for each category.

Category Total number | lliad | Odyssey
Overall 1218 720 498
Specific standard 96 46 50
General standard 73 44 29
Figurative standard 301 181 120
Negated comparisons 61 32 29
Compounds 461 231 230
Similes 226 186 40

Table 5.1: Similatives and equatives

5.1 Similatives vs. equatives

As discussed in Chapter 2, there is a conceptual difference between similatives
and equatives: equatives express sameness or similarity in degree, while similatives
express a similarity in kind or manner. A definite distinction between these types
presupposes clear linguistic marking, but unlike with comparatives and superla-
tives, there is no morphological or syntactic item that unambiguously marks a

construction as equative in ancient Greek. In the majority of comparisons of simi-

1 For more information on this distinction cf. Chapter 2.4.2.
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larity in Homer, there is no degree meaning apparent, but there are a number of
expressions in which a degree meaning is possible or likely.

The best indication for the presence of degree in comparisons of similarity are
the correlative adjectives 6cog (with the standard of comparison) and/or t6c0g
(with the comparee); they are employed when the number, space, size, amount, or
extent of two entities is compared, but even in these constructions, the definitive
presence of a degree is often doubtful. To make matters worse, the same comparison
can be marked with 6cog and/or tdécog in one place, and a marker that does not
have a degree meaning in another place.

In examples (190) and (191) the Greek army is compared to leaves and flow-
ers/sand. The adjective 6coa in example (190) can be understood as an indication
for a degree meaning ‘as many in number as’, and pupior ‘numberless’ makes this

aspect explicit.?

(190) gotav & v Aedvi Zxopoavdpie avOepdevtt
popiot, 066 Te PUAAX Kl avBea yiyveTou Gpn Il. 2.467-8

So they set themselves up in the flowery meadow of Scaman-

der, numberless, as many as the leaves and flowers that appear

in spring.
But the participle éowkdteg ‘be like’ that marks the comparison in example (191)
does not explicitly carry any sense of degree, though the context and the nature
of the standard of comparison suggest it.* In degree comparisons with a figurative
standard of comparison, the symbolic nature of the standard plays a role besides,

or even beyond, the equality in degree.

On example (190) cf. Kirk: “the idea of multitude is now specifically stated as the Achaeans
take station in the plain beyond the ships” (1985, 164); and Briigger/Stoevesandt/Visser:
“erneut wird die Menge hervorgehoben [...] andernorts konnen Blitter Verginglichkeit sym-
bolisieren” (2010, 136).

Kirk and Briigger/Stoevesandt/Visser understand example (191) also as a comparison in
terms of multitude. Briigger/Stoevesandt/Visser paraphrase “Blattern gleich an Zahl oder
auch Kornern Sandes” (2010, 260), and Kirk notes in addition: “leaves in Homer are usually
a symbol for self-renewing rather than of multitude” (1985, 245).
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(191) A\’ o0 e totdvde To0o6vEE Te Aatdv dwaL
ANV yap @OAAowo éotkoTeg 1) Yapdboloy
gpxovtol Tediolo POy COHEVOL TTPOTL GO TVL Il. 2.799-801

But never have I seen an army of this kind and size, for they are
very much like leaves or sand as they march across the plain in
order to fight against the city.

Examples in which t6écog is used on its own without a correlating 6cog are very
similar to comparative constructions without an explicit standard of comparison.
In example (192), tooocottov ‘as far’ is used exactly parallel to the comparative
paooov ‘further’. By contrast, in examples that have no trace of a degree meaning

the standard of mparison is almost never left implicit.*

(192) ToDTOV VOV a@ikecBe, véolr oy & botepov GAlov
floew 1) ToocoTOV Olopal fj £TL phocoV Od. 8.202-3

This now reach, young men; soon I will throw another one after
it, as far, I think, or further still.

But even this parallel between the behaviour of téc0g constructions and compara-
tive constructions does not clearly identify all 6coc/T600¢ instances as including a
degree reading. In some cases, the precise meaning of dc0g/t600¢ is left so implicit
that a definite degree meaning is dependent purely on the context and does not fol-
low directly from translating the correlative adjectives literally as ‘as much/many
as’ or ‘as far as’ In example (193) the voice of the man-devouring monster Scylla

is compared to that of a puppy.

(193) TG 1) TOL VI PV 80T GKOAAKOG VEOYIAATG
yivetou, adtr) 8 adte Tédwp KokOV Od. 12.86-7

Her voice is only as loud as that of a new-born puppy, she herself
however is an evil monster.

The choice of a baby animal as standard of comparison is a stark and dramatically

very effective contrast to the terrifying nature of Scylla, and a meaning ‘as loud

4 For an exception to this cf. coexample (245) in Section 5.3.
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as’ for 8om seems appropriate, but ‘like’ would make the point just as well.?
Besides 6c0¢/t600¢ there are other adjectives and adverbs, notably lcog ‘equal’
and loov/ica/lowg ‘equally’, that seem to carry a sense of degree in their basic
semantics, and could thus be used to express ‘to the same degree as’ In some
contexts this is quite likely, in others the meaning really is just ‘like’; i.e. a regular
similative expression. There are no cases that are unambiguously equative, and in
all the instances that have a possible degree reading, the positive of the aspect
of comparison (if it is expressed) is entailed, and this is typically a feature of

similative, not of equative constructions.

(194) (...) tiow 8¢ puv toov Opéoy Il. 9.142

And I [Agamemnon| will honour him [Achilles] like Orestes.

Example (194) might be intuitively read as an equative, ‘I will honour him as much
as Orestes’, and this is true for most instances of icog ‘equal” and lcov/loa/lcwg
with a specific person in the standard of comparison. But the more figurative
the standard of comparison is, the weaker the equative sense of such expressions
becomes. In example (195) Thetis compares the way in which Achilles grew up to

a young sprout, and icog is used without any sense of degree.

(195) (...) 8 8 avédpapev Epvei loog 1. 18.56

And he shot up like a young sprout.

Apart from the markers discussed above, which can convey a sense of equative
meaning through their semantics, there are adverbs that can be regarded as mor-
phologically free markers of equative degree. In example (196), the function of &g
in the first line is most easily explained as adding the notion of degree to npwouut ‘I

were young’, and possibly also Bin té pot #pumedog ein ‘and my strength were firm’%

5 Cf. Heubeck/Hoekstra 1989, 123.
6 Although Bowie 2013 seems to see no degree involved: “&g ... | &g ‘in such a way ... as” 7 (225).
The adverb obtw can fulfil the same function as &g, cf. example (224).
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(196) €10’ &g NPdoyu Bin té pou Eumedog ein,
g 60’ v1to Tpoinv AdxoV fiyopev apTOVAVTEG Od. 14.468-9

If only I were as young and my strength as firm as when beneath
the city of Troy we prepared and executed our ambush.
The employment of such a morphologically free equative marker is typical in for-
mulaic expressions of the kind in example (196), when Nestor (in the Iliad), or
Odysseus (in the Odyssey), is reminiscing about his former prowess.” In other,
very similar expressions in Homer, however, such markers are by no means re-
quired or even regular. Even in the expressions in which &g and obtw appear to
mark the aspect of comparison, their main function might be that of a structural
rather than a degree marker. We find &g in extended Homeric similes, where it
marks not only the comparee and aspect of comparison, but also the end of the
narrative digression that elaborates the comparison, and the transition back into
the main narrative (cf. Section 5.9).
In the same syntactic position, we find the correlative adjectives olog ... Toiog,
which have no degree meaning in their semantics.® As we saw in the case of ¢g/obt®
.. oG and t600Gg ... 000¢g, Tolog goes with the comparee and, if expressed, aspect
of comparison, while olog marks the standard of comparison.
(197) 0V YOp YOV Emapwyog U’ adydag felioto,
T010¢ £V 016¢ ot  évi Tpoln evpein
TEPVOV AoV Gplotov, apdvev Apyeiolowy,
el To100d’ ENBoyut pivovOa mep €g matépog O Od. 11.498-501

For I am not there as a helper beneath the rays of the sun, being
such as once in the wide city of Troy I destroyed the best army,
defending the Argives. If only as such a man I could come, albeit
for a short time, to the house of my father.

To make matters worse, when the sotandard of comparison is negated, any com-

parison of similarity takes on a sense f degree, resulting in either comparative or

T Cf Il 4.318-9, 7.132-57, 11.670-6, 23.629-31.
8 Cf Il 7.132-57, 11.670-6, 23.629-31 Od. 1.255-66, 4.341-5, 10.460-3, 13.387-8, 17.132-7,
17.313-5, 20.88-90, 21.281-4 (example (222)), 22.226-30, 24.376-81.
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superlative/elative meaning. In example (198), a likely standard of comparison,
yuvaikeg ‘women’, is mentioned in the verse following the similative expression,
and since the comparee Arete is part of the group ‘women’; we seem to be dealing
with the meaning of a superlative construction ‘most of all the women’, though

the particle wg does not carry any explicit sense of a degree.

(198) Kol P €tie” oG ob Tig €l xOovi TieTon AN,
0G0l VOV YE YOVAIKES DT AvOPAGLY olKoV £XOVOLY Od. 7.67-8

And [Alcinous] honoured her [Arete] as no other woman on earth
is honoured, of all the women who now keep house under the hands
of their husbands.

In Homeric Greek, the distinction between equatives and similatives, i.e. between
expressions of equality in degree and similarity in kind is not a salient one. Trying
to divide the instances of comparisons of similarity into these two categories would
misrepresent the linguistic reality since the evidence does not allow for a clear-cut
distinction. I will therefore discuss all comparisons of similarity in this chapter and
refrain from labelling any given comparison as including the feature degree or not.
Some comparisons are more like degree comparisons, and some more like manner
comparisons, but where on the spectrum between the two types the examples
found in Homer can be located depends on the interpretation of each individual

instance in context.

5.2 Similarity vs. inequality

The syntactic and semantic features of comparisons of similarity have received
much less scholarly attention than those of comparative and superlative construc-
tions. The syntactic categories according to which I have presented comparative
and superlative constructions in the previous chapters are based on Andersen’s
1983 typological study, whose main concern are comparative constructions. His

categories have turned out to also be a valid means of classifying superlative con-
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structions, but their aptness for understanding and presenting the properties of
similative and equative constructions needs to be critically tested. In the following
I compare comparisons of similarity to comparisons of inequality with regard to
the aspect of comparison, the standard of comparison, and the ways in which the
standard is marked. The result of these investigations is that a primary distinction
within the comparisons of similarity is made not according to their syntax, but

according to the relationship between comparee and standard.

5.2.1 The aspect

While in the majority of comparative and superlative constructions the aspect of
comparison is expressed by an adjective that is marked with comparative or su-
perlative morphology, adjectives are rarely employed in comparisons of similarity.
There is no morphological degree or comparison marker for similatives and equa-
tives, but adverbs can act like aspect markers, as shown in example (196) above
and (224) below. When, in similative constructions, the aspect of comparison is
expressed by an adjective, the positive of that adjective is always entailed, while
in most degree comparison there is no such entailment unless it is made explicit.
When an adjective modifies the standard of comparison, it is difficult to deter-
mine to what extent this adjective interacts with the comparison. The fact that in
example (199) Meriones is likened to swift Ares might, but need not, imply that
swiftness is part of the aspect of comparison. The adverb kapmaiipwg ‘swiftly’ in
the following line supports such a reading.’

(199) (-..) MnpLovng 8¢ Bo@ artéhavtog Apni Il. 13.295

Meriones, equal to swift Ares

Nouns can express the aspect of comparison in similative and equative construc-

tions in the same way in which we find them in lexically marked comparative and

9 Cf. the comparison compound &pnifoog ‘swift as Ares’.
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superlative constructions, and with vague adjectives like ‘better’/‘best’.!?

Often the meaning of a comparison fits the verbal action in whose context
it appears in such a way that this action and the comparison are to be read as
connected. It is, however, not always entirely clear to what extent the meaning of

that verb expresses or contributes to the aspect of comparison.

(200) (...) vevoT&lwv ke@OAT], peBbovTL €01Kdg Od. 18.240
[Irus| hanging his head, resembling a drunken man

(201) elrte 8 &po kAalovoa yovr Eikvia Befjot Il. 19.286

And [Briseis| spoke, crying, a woman resembling goddesses.

In Example (200) we are meant to imagine Irus hanging his head like a drunken
man hangs his head, but Briseis in example (201) is not like goddesses with respect
to her crying, but in a general sense, maybe even despite her crying.

Example (202) refers to Apollo’s punishment of the Greek army with the
plague, and the comparison vukti éotkag ‘resembling night’ could be understood
as describing the coming of Apollo in terms of how night falls, but it could also
describe the terrifying and disastrous effect that Apollo has in a more general

sense. !

(202) (...) 6 & fjie vukTi €0LKAG Il. 1.47

And he [Apollo] came, resembling night.

In comparative and superlative constructions we have paAlov, pdAiota, and other

adverbial expressions to mark a verbal aspect of comparison, though we have seen

10 Cf. Chapter 3.4 for comparatives and 4.3 for superlatives expressed by lexical means, and
example (123) in Chapter 4.1.1 for ‘best’ + noun. Example (219) below is a similative con-
struction with nouns expressing the aspect of comparison.

1 Kirk 1985, 58 and Latacz/Niinlist/Stoevesandt 2009, 45 describe this comparison as ‘effec-
tive’, but do not elaborate on its precise meaning. Ameis/Hentze see an effective contrast
between night-like darkness and Apollo’s usual “Lichtnatur” (1913, 5). Pulleyn notes “For all
its brevity, the comparison has a chilling power. Night is silent and irresistible, elemental and
terrifying; so is Apollo” (2000, 138).
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that in superlative constructions these adverbs can also highlight the comparee
instead of having the effect of intensifying the verbal action.!? While comparative
expressions are generally directly relevant to the context in which they appear,
many superlative and similative/equative expressions occur rather like a formulaic
aside, which characterizes a person in a general way. Such asides can involve explicit
aspects of comparison, as in example (203), taken from the catalogue of ships, or

implicit aspects of comparison as we saw in example (201).13

(203) TV pév Odvocede fpxe Au piTLy &TdAavTog Il. 2.636

Of these men Odysseus was the leader, equal to Zeus in counsel.

5.2.2 The standard

The standard of comparison is almost never implicit in similative constructions, but
fairly frequently in comparative and superlative constructions, and occasionally in
expressions that are likely to be equative.!* One might say that in comparative
and superlative constructions, the combination of comparee, aspect, and context
of the comparison helps to establish what an implied standard could be, while in
similative constructions the comparee, standard, and context help to establish the
often implicit aspect of comparison.

In the most straightforward comparisons, which are also those in which an
equative sense can be most easily recognized, the standard of comparison is a spe-
cific entity and belongs to the same category as the comparee. This means that,
for example in the Iliad, one human character, such as Achilles, is compared to
another human character, such as Agamemnon, but it could also be a comparison

between two specific horses or sets of armour. In such cases, a fairly straightforward

12° Cf. example (182) vs. (183) in Chapter 4.5.2.

13 Among the superlatives it is especially elative expressions that are context-independent cha-
racterizations, cf. example (188) in Chapter 4.5.3, and Chapter 6.2.

14 Cf. example (221) in Section 5.3.
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point is being made about two entities that are of the same kind. The majority
of comparative expressions have a specific standard, and about a quarter of the
superlative expressions have a concrete scope. A concrete scope refers to a limi-
ted, well-defined comparison class in which the comparee is distinguished, and it
thereby qualifies this distinction: we interpret ‘best’ when it refers to Tychios as
oKUTOTOHWV (...) protog ‘best of the leather-makers’ (1l. 7.220-1) differently from
‘best’ said about Aias with reference to a general scope in avdp@dv (...) aploTog
‘best of men’ (1l. 2.768).

When the scope of a superlative construction is general, it refers to a generic
group of which the comparee is a member: ‘women’ in example (204) refers to a
class to which Periboea, the comparee, belongs. It qualifies or limits the superla-
tivity of the comparee to a lesser extent than a concrete scope, but, through its
generic nature, also contributes less to the exact meaning of an aspect like ‘best’.
By contrast, in comparisons of similarity with a general standard, the comparee
and standard belong to the same overall class of entities, but within that class,
they are of a different kind. When, in example (205), Diomedes is compared to
women, a male warrior is juxtaposed with an equally human standard, but one
that is of the opposite sex. Such a comparison not only expresses that Diomedes is
similar to women, but evokes a host of stereotypes and characteristics associated
with women, and applies them to the male comparee in order to make a point, in

this case a rebuke.!®

(204) (...) Iepipora, yovoukdv eidog dpiotn Od. 7.57

Periboea, the best of women in appearance

(205) VOV 8¢ 0” ATUooLoL: YOVOUKOG &p’ avti TETVED Il. 8.163

Now they will dishonour you [Diomedes|; you have become like a
woman.

15 Cf. Kirk 1990, 310.
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Other examples of general standards found in comparisons of similarity are profes-
sions like a shepherd, or they can refer to types of people like ‘someone in distress’
or ‘someone who is dumb’ Such expressions always carry an additional layer of
meaning, they are made to drive home a point about the comparee in a more
figurative sense than the simple and straightforward comparisons.

Properly figurative comparisons have standards of comparison that are of an
entirely different category. Superlative constructions with a figurative scope do not
exist in Homeric Greek. Comparative constructions of the melle dulcior type have
such figurative standards and are of a special type that is closer to a similative
expression with elative degree than a typical comparative expression. Example
(206), with a comparative of the melle dulcior type, and example (207) with a
figurative similative, compare the whiteness of one thing to the whiteness of an
object of a different kind. In example (206) the striking degree of this whiteness
is emphasized through the usage of a comparative adjective instead of a simple

adjective as we find it in example (207).

(206) Aevkotépnv & &pa pv Ofjke TPLoTOD EAEQOVTOG Od. 18.196

And [Athene] made her [Penelope] whiter than sawn ivory.

(207) (...) Aevkov & Av Rélog iOg Il. 14.185

And [Hera’s veil] was white like the sun.

5.2.3 Standard-marking

Overall, the syntactic strategies of marking the standard of similative/equative
comparisons are the same as in other types of comparison, but there is more varia-
tion and a different distribution. Marking the standard of comparison by case is a
very frequent and regular strategy for comparative and superlative constructions
(cf. Chapters 3.1 and 4.1), but a rare and rather special type for comparisons of

similarity. Similatives employ the genitive case in its function of indicating posses-
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sion, and the resulting expression is closer to a metaphor than a grammaticalized
way of expressing a comparison.

In examples (208) and (209), the standard of comparison is a noun marked by
the genitive, mupog ‘fire’, and modifies a noun in the accusative, which expresses
the aspect of comparison. This accusative marks the aspect-noun either as the
direct object of a verb ‘have’, as in example (208) &yer pévog ‘has the might of’, or
it functions like an adverbial phrase, as in example (209) dépag ‘in the fashion of’,
i.e. ‘like’t6
(208) aAN’ "Extwp mupog aivov €xel pévog Il. 17.565

but Hector has the terrible might of fire

(209) “Qg ol pev pépvavto dépag Tupog aibopévolo Il. 18.1
So they [Trojans and Greeks] fought in the fashion of blazing fire.

Using a preposition to mark the standard of comparison is similarly infrequent
with similatives as it is with comparatives and superlatives. The use of &vti with
a genitive noun and the verb tedyopouw in two instances, example (205) above
and example (226) below, can be explained as a periphrastic way of making a
comparison. It expresses the notion that the comparee is viewed as ‘in the place
of” the standard of comparison.'” In figurative comparisons in which the aspect of
comparison is implicit but reconstructable as referring to the notion of swiftness,
we find &po marking the standard of comparison.!® In example (210) the comparees

are Achilles’ horses Xanthus and Balius.!?

16 Cf. Coray 2016, 14.

17" Cf. Schwyzer/Debrunner 1988, 443. Chantraine describes the function of é&vti in these cases
as expressing equivalence: “avrti signifie ‘équivalent a’, ce sens provenant peut-étre de 'image
de la balance ou s’équilibrent I'un en face de l'autre deux objets” (1953, 92).

18 Tt is unclear whether this use of &ua goes back to its older, temporal sense ‘at the same time
as’, or to its comitative function ‘together with’ Cf. Schwyzer/Debrunner 1988, 534.

19 And Zephyros, the standard of comparison, is their father. Coray paraphrases “&puo tvotf
Zegvpowo: d.h. ‘so schnell wie unser Vater’” (2009, 176). Cf. Od. 6.20 for a comparison of
Athene’s swift movement to the breeze of the wind marked by g.
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v 8¢ kol kev G Tvolf) Zegvpoto Béoyev,
210 Dt O¢ kal QUL N Zepvpoto Béop
NV 7Tep EAAPPOTATNV PAGC ™ EPPEVOL Il. 19.415-6

The two of us, we could run like the blast of the West Wind, which,

people say, is the swiftest.
While there is precisely one particle that regularly marks the standard of com-
parative constructions, similatives employ three: qote, ¢1, and, most frequently,
g, which is sometimes reinforced by particles like mep, te, xali, or adverbs like
aivedg. nute and @n are only used with standards that are noun phrases, never
with clausal standards, and they always precede the standard. ¢n is an archaic
similative particle, possibly based on the instrumental of an IE demonstrative,
and used in Homer and by Hellenistic poets when they write in Homeric style.?"
It only appears twice in the Homeric epics, once at the beginning of a simile (/1.
2.144), and in a short, but memorable, figurative comparison, example (211). The

comparee is the freshly cut-off head of Ilioneus, with the helmet still on.

(211) (-..) 0 8¢ @1 KdSewv vacywV
néppadé te Tpweoot 1l. 14.499-500

And he, holding it up like a poppy, showed it to the Trojans.

When ¢ marks a nominal standard, it can precede or (in the accented form ¢q)
follow the noun, and it can mark clauses with finite verbs, in which case it precedes
the standard. When g is accompanied by a conjunction like ei, Ote, 0mote, one
may expect it to mark a clausal standard, but this is not always the case, as shown

in example (212), where ®g dte marks the noun wopyog ‘tower’.

57

(212) fpurte & wg dte TOPYOG Il. 4.462
And he fell like a tower.

g can be correlated with &g marking the aspect of comparison, as we saw in

example (196) above. Like the particle f} in comparative constructions, similative

20 Cf. Krieter-Spiro 2015, 228; Janko 1994, 222. The LfgrE describes the etymology of the
particle as disputed (4.868 s.v. ¢n).
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particles can mark standards in any syntactic position: subjects, objects, adverbs,
and adverbial phrases.

In examples (197), (193), and (190) of Section 5.1 we saw comparisons of simi-
larity involving the correlative adjectives olog ... Toiog and 8c0¢ ... tosoc. They can
be used in combination, i.e. with olog/dc0g marking the standard and toiog/T660g
the comparee, or only one of them can appear. olog and dcog mark nominal, but
more often clausal standards of comparison, and always precede the standard; oc-
casionally, when the standard is clausal, dte follows otog. They can be used as
adjectives in all syntactic positions (subject-function being the most common), or
adverbially, in which case they are similar in function to a particle.?!

While comparative and superlative constructions only involve verbs (with the
exception of one elative expression, cf. Chapter 4.5.3) as lexical ways of marking
the standard of comparison, in comparisons of similarity we find verbs, adjectives,
and adverbs. All of them demand the dative case for their argument, i.e. the
standard of comparison. There are nine different verbs, of which only three are
used frequently; the most common is €owka, followed by eidopor and elokw. Many
of the others are only attested once in either Iliad or Odyssey; they are éméowka,
lokw, loogopilw, iodlw, icdw, and opoldw. They are often used in participial form,
which makes them similar to adjectives in terms of their syntax: compare vukrti
gowccdg of example (202), éikvia Oefjor of example (201), and peBdovti éokdg of

example (200) with the use of an adjective in example (213).

(213) (...) xaoiyvnTol 8¢ pv appic
totavt abavartols’ évaliykiol Od. 7.4-5

And her brothers stood around her, resembling the immortals.

There are eight different adjectival markers, and all of them appear at least once

in both Iliad and Odyssey. In the Iliad the most frequent ones are icog and

21 Cf. example (225) in Section 5.3 for the adverbial usage of dc0g ... T6c0g.
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atalavtog, and in the Odyssey évaliykiog. Fairly frequent in both works are
opoiog, ikehog/elkelog, and émeikedog; dAiykiog occurs only once in each poem. |
do not provide general translations for the individual verbs and adjectives listed
here. This is in order to avoid overemphasising semantic nuances, since it is diffi-
cult to detect a rigid rule behind the choice of a particular verb or adjective over
another. The entry of €owka in the LfgrE serves as an illustration of the diverse
application of these verbs and adjectives in comparisons.??

Besides the clearly adverbial forms like opdg, a number of the adjectives men-
tioned in the previous paragraph can be used adverbially: icov and ica are used
frequently; eixelov appears once in the Odyssey. In cases like example (214) it is
clear that these are adverbs: there is no nominal constituent in the sentence with
which elkelov could be congruent, and it makes sense to understand the verbal
action as the aspect of comparison: Odysseus describes the fleeting image of his

mother’s ghost in terms of the intangible disappearance of a shadow or dream.??

(214) Tpig 8¢ poL €k xelp®dV oKLf elkelov 1] kal Oveipw
éntatr Od. 11.207-8

And three times she fluttered out of my hands like a shadow or a
dream.

In a case like example (215), ioov could either be congruent with the neuter noun
kOpa, or an adverbial form of the adjective, depending on whether one understands
the movement of the wave as compared to how a mountain seems to rise up to-
wards the person approaching it (adverbial), or whether the wave is compared to

a mountain in a general way, without explicit aspect of comparison (adjectival).

(215) nopeipeov & &pa kpa meploTédn odpei ioov,
KUPTWOEV, KpUYPev 3¢ Beov Bvntrv Te yuvaika Od. 11.243-4

22 Cf. LfgrE 2.618-22 s.v. #owka.

23 Unless one follows Ameis/Hentze 1908c, 149: “eixelov pridikativ zu dem Subjekt in #rrato ék
xewpdv: das zerrinnende Bild der Yyuyn verfliichtigt sich fiir Odysseus zu einem unbestimmten
es”.
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And the surging wave rose around them like a mountain, arching,
and covered the god and the mortal woman.

Even a clearly adjectival usage can express a comparison that is more similar to a
similative marked by particle than a lexically marked comparison: daipovt icog of

example (216) has the same meaning and function as 0gdg &g of example (217).

(216) Qg einwv Tpoheoow énéocuto daipovt icog 1l. 21.227

So [Achilles] spoke and rushed on the Trojans like a god.

(217) Aiveiav 0, 6¢ Tpwol 0edg g tieto drpw Il. 11.58

and Aeneas, who was honoured among the Trojan people like a
god

Categorizing the comparisons of similarity according to standard-marking strate-
gies does not make as much sense as it does for comparisons of inequality. In order
to reflect the nature of comparisons of similarity I categorize them, on a first level,
on the basis of the relationship between comparee and standard. I comment on the
syntactic constructions in which the expressions of each category appear within

each section.

5.3 Specific standard

Category Total number | lliad | Odyssey
Overall 96 46 50
Case

Preposition

Particle 24 13 11
Corr. Adjective 42 13 29
Lexical 27 20 7
No marking 1 0

Table 5.2: Similatives and equatives with a specific standard
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The most frequent standard-marking strategies in comparisons with specific stan-
dards are the use of particles, correlative adjectives, and lexical means. In the
Odyssey we find two instances of case-marking, representing a marginal strate-
gy shown in example (220), and one instance without any standard-marking in
example (224).

The majority of instances in which the standard of comparison is a specific
character (or, in a few cases an animal or inanimate item) have as their aspect
of comparison an expression of an attitude, a feeling, an assessment of a person’s
value, but also their outer appearance. For example, one Homeric character might
be said to be honoured, loved or hated, have a similar fate or standing, show valour
and strength, or simply look like, another character.

In example (218) the Achaeans are angry with Agamemnon like Achilles is; the
aspect of comparison lies within the verbal action, év Ouud parlovron épot xoOAov
‘they are building up anger in their hearts against me’, and the standard marker,

oG, is reinforced by the particle mep.?*
(218) & momoL ) po kol &AAot dkvdeg Ayauol

&v Oupd PaArovton épol xOAov O tep AxtAAeng
o0d’ ¢0éAovot pdyecBot €mtl TpLpVijoL VéeooL Il. 14.49-51

Oh me! Clearly the other well-greaved Achaeans are also building
up anger in their hearts against me, just like Achilles, and are
unwilling to fight at the sterns of the ships.

In example (219), the verb €owkag ‘you are like’ is the marker of the standard of
comparison, and two nouns in the accusative, kepoAnv ‘head’ and dpporta ‘eyes’,

make the aspect of comparison explicit.?’

24 These three verses are thought to be an interpolation, cf. Krieter-Spiro 2015, 33-5. The other
instances of this kind with &g are Il. 6.477-8, 14.265-6, 19.401-3, 24.398; Od. 3.218-20, 3.232-5,
10.434-6, 17.251-3, 18.235-42, 19.370-2, 20.63-79, 20.281-2.

The other instances in which the standard is marked by lexical means are, with a verb:
Il. 5.181-3, 9.392, 11.613-4, 14.474, 21.410-1; Od. 3.124-5, 4.141-4. With adjective/adverb: Il
2.764-5 (horses) 4.410, 5.467-8, 5.535-6, 9.142 (example (194)), 9.616, 9.284, 15.50-1, 15.166-7,
15.182-3, 15.209-10, 16.53-4, 17.720, 18.81-2; Od. 1.432, 11.556-8, 19.383-5, 20.88-90. Combi-
nation of verb and adverb: Il. 1.186-7.
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(219) alvdG PEV KePaAV Te Kol OppOTa KA E01KOG
Kelvy Od. 1.208-9

You [Telemachus] are uncannily like him [Odysseus] with regard
to your head and beautiful eyes.

Marking the standard of comparison by case is an unusual strategy, and different
from case marking in comparative and superlative constructions. Here the meaning
of a comparison rests with the possessive function of the genitive: when Odysseus

says ‘the ill fate of Agamemnon’, he means ‘the same ill fate as Agamemnon’.?%

(220) & momol, 1§ péha 81y Ayopépvovog Atpeldoo
@BeicecOou kakOV oitov évi peydpoloty EpueAlov Od. 13.383-4

Oh me! Indeed I was about to be killed by way of the ill fate of
Agamemnon, son of Atreus, in my halls.

There are twelve instances in which the standard of comparison is left implicit;
most of them have animals and inanimate objects as their comparee, and employ
t660¢, which refers to an implied standard of comparison mentioned immediately

before.?”

(221) EnTO PodV dyédan, oo & 0ldV TTHEX KO Od. 12.129

seven herds of cattle and as many fine flocks of sheep

Even though the Bodv &yélouw ‘herds of cattle’ are not marked as standard of
comparison, it is clear that example (221) expresses that there are as many flocks
of sheep as there are herds of cattle. Both parts of the correlative pair 0cog ...
t660¢, or 0oog alone, are used to measure space, time, or amount: ‘as far as’ or

‘as long as’, ‘as much as’/‘as many as’.?®

26 The other instance with a standard marked by case is Od. 2.271-2.

2T The other instances with implicit standard are II. 11.678-9, 20.250 (with Toiog and a genera-
lizing ommoiog in the clause with the implied standard), 24.229-31; Od. 4.148-50 (with tolog
and human comparee), 8.202-3 (example (192)), 12.122-3, 14.100-2, 17.407-8 (with human
comparee), 19.358-60 (with toliog and human comparee), 22.144-5, 24.276-7.

28 Space: II. 8.16; Od. 5.400, 6.293-4, 9.473, 12.181. Time: Od. 19.168-9. Amount: II. 9.125-7,
9.267-9, 14.93-4, 17.232, 22.41-2.
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In reflexive comparisons, i.e. when characters are compared to themselves at
an earlier time in their lives, ¢ and olog/tolog are used to mark the standard.?®
Example (222) shows how difficult it can be to distinguish between the function of
olog/tolog as simple correlative adjectives and their use as markers of a similative
construction, especially if only one of the two is used. One might argue that here

otn introduces a simple generalizing relative clause instead of a comparison.

(222) AN &y’ épol 86Te TOEoV EBE00V, dppa ped’ Duiv
XELPOV Kol 60€veog melprjoopat, 1) Hot €T €0TLV
ig, oln m&pog €okev EVi yvapmtolol péAecoly,
1} 1i8n pot dAecoev dAn T’ dxopuotin te Od. 21.281-4

But come on, give me the well-polished bow, so that among you I
may make proof of my hands and strength, whether there is still
any valour in me, as it used to be in my supple limbs, or whether
meanwhile my roaming and lack of subsistence have destroyed it.

Other instances of reflexive comparisons have a structure reminiscent of extended

Homeric similes.

(223) ol yap, Zed te mhtep kol ABnvain kai AmoAAov,
T010G £V 010G TOT” UKTIHéVT éVi AéoPo
¢€ Ep1dog PulopnAeldy émdlaicev AvaoTtdg,
kad O EPade kpaTep®dS, kexqpovto 8¢ mhvteg Ayouoi,
TO10G €0V pvnothipoy opfoetey Odvooeng Od. 4.341-5

If only, father Zeus and Athene and Apollo, being such as he was
when once in well-built Lesbos he stood up and wrestled with
Philomeleides in a quarrel and knocked him down fiercely, and all
the Achaeans were glad, yes, if as such a man Odysseus would
encounter the suitors.

The description of a hero’s past self in the structural setting of an extended Home-

ric simile draws special attention to the comparee. We find these ‘if only I was like

)

before when... in the Iliad about Nestor, who is already a legendary and highly

29 The other instances of simple reflexive comparisons are, with og: Il. 12.40. With olog/tolog:
1l. 14.294-6, 16.557; Od. 4.420-1, 10.460-3, 13.387-8, 17.313-5, 20.88-90, 21.281-4. A related
expression is Toiog émv, olog éoot ‘being such as you are’ (Od. 7.312).
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honoured character. In the Odyssey, Odysseus takes this place and is thereby en-
dowed with an air of mystery and legendary power, preparing the audience for his
mighty reappearance and cruel, super-human revenge on the suitors.*

Example (224) is an interesting and difficult one; obtw seems to mark the
adjective véog ‘young’ with equative degree, to express the aspect of an equative
comparison. We do not find constructions like these in Homer very often; in most
cases in which an adjective expresses the aspect of a comparison of similarity, it is
not marked by a degree word.?!

(224) ol yap éyev o0Tw véog einv T8’ i Oupd Od. 16.99

If only I were as young as [l feel] according to my spirit.

What makes example (224) difficult is that there is no linguistic element that ex-
plicitly marks the standard of comparison, and an implied standard of comparison
is not as clearly at hand as in example (221). Odysseus says this line in his conver-
sation with Telemachus upon being told that he cannot go to his own house due to
the suitors’ insolent behaviour. Some translators understand Telemachus as an im-
plied standard of comparison, for example Murray in the old Loeb edition: “Would
that with my present temper I were as young as thou.”?? In my translation I follow
the second Loeb edition with Murray’s translation revised by Dimock: “Would
that I were as young as my present temper demands.”®® This reading understands
T émi Bupd as the standard of comparison.

In example (225) Agamemnon equates the extent of the submission that he

30 The other instances of extended reflexive comparisons are, with og: II. 4.318-9, 7.132-57,
11.670-6, 23.629-31; Od. 14.468-9 (example (196)). With olog/toiog: Od. 1.255-66, 11.498-501
(example (197)), 17.132-7, 22.226-30, 24.376-81.

The same sentiment is expressed in & yépov €10’ og Oupodg évi otrifecot piloiowy | ég ot yoovad’
gérmolto, PBin 8¢ tol épmedog ein ‘I wish, old man, that as is the spirit in your dear breast, so your
limbs would follow, and your strength would be steadfast’ (Il. 4.313-4). Similar in structure
are two instances of reflexive comparisons, Il 23.629-31 and example (196). They both display
the same formula to introduce the aspect of comparison: €10’ &g oo Bin té pot Epmedog ein,
| ©Gg ... ‘If only I were as young and my strength as firm as ...

32 Murray 1919, 123. Cf. Ameis/Hentze 1910, 93.

33 Murray/Dimock 1995, 125; cf. Monro 1901, 76.

31
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expects from Achilles with the extent of his own supremacy in age and status. The
point of comparison between comparee and standard of comparison is reduced to
a bare, abstract equality in extent. In such comparisons the qualities predicated
of comparee and standard can be completely different, as is the case here with a
verbal action predicated of the comparee, vmootTw ‘he shall bow down’, vis-a-vis
the comparative adjectives Paciledtepog ‘more kingly’ and mpoyevéotepog ‘older’

predicated of the standard.?*

(225) Kai pot boottw docov PacihedTepdg el
18’ docov yever] mpoyevésTtepog elyopon eivart Il. 9.160-1

And let him [Achilles] bow down to me [Agamemnon], to the same
extent to which I am more kingly, as well as older in years.

5.4 General standard

In this category the relationship between comparee and standard of comparison is
less simple and straightforward; comparisons with general standards do not just
state a likeness between two entities, but make a point about the comparee. The
point that is being made is often an insult, praise, or an expression of surprise or
concern. The majority of instances involves a human comparee, and the standard
refers to a class comprising certain human beings, such as ‘a child’, ‘a woman’, ‘a
coward’, ‘a king’, ‘a father’, or describes a certain type of person, such as ‘someone
in distress’, ‘someone who does not know’, ‘someone who has travelled far’. The
aspect of comparison is a characteristic typically associated with the class or kind

of person denoted by the standard, and pointedly applied to the comparee in order

to illustrate his or her behaviour.

34 The other comparisons that I understand as stating an equality in extent are II. 16.722 and
Od. 7.108-11, 14.440-1, 15.341-2, 21.402-3, although Od. 14.440-1 and 15.341-2 may also be
understood as similative rather than equative (i.e. pilog as either ‘as dear as’ or ‘dear like’).
The manner in which one thing is done is similar to the manner in which another thing is
done in 1l. 3.415, 23.83-92.
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As shown in Table 5.3, most similatives and equatives with general standards

are marked by a particle or by lexical means, but correlative adjectives and a

preposition are also used.

Category Total number | lliad | Odyssey
Overall 73 44 29
Case 0 0 0
Preposition

Particle 36 27

Corr. Adjective 4 2

Lexical 31 14 17
No marking 0 0 0

Table 5.3: Similatives and equatives with a general standard

We find the preposition é&vti to mark the standard of comparison only in this

category. It is not a very common construction, but it does occasionally occur

even in Classical prose.

(226)

35
avti kaotyviitov Eeivog 0 tkétng Te TETUKTOL
avépt, 0g T OAlyov mep émadn mpamidecot Od. 8.546-7

Like a brother is the stranger and the suppliant to a man who can
reach even a little way with his mind.

Examples (227) and (228) demonstrate the typical usage of the particles fite and

G.

(227)

(228)

36

8¢ kol xpuoov Exwv moOAepovd’ Tev fiTe kKovpN Il. 2.872

And he went to war dressed in gold like a girl.

o0 pév vimog oo, Bonboidn Etewved,
TO TPLV- ATAp HeV VOV Ye TTAig WG vrmia PAlelg Od. 4.31-2

35 Cf. Kiihner/Gerth 1898: 453-4, 479; Ameis/Hentze 1908c, 62; Garvie 1994, 343. The other
instance with &vti is shown in example (205).

36 There is one other instance with fite, Il. 7.235-6. The Odyssey has two instances with oiog:
3.72-4 and 13.221-5. The Iliad has two instances with 6cog ... T6c0g: 5.786 and 5.859-63.
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You never used to be childish before, Eteoneus, son of Boethous,
but now like a little boy you say silly things.

When &g et ‘as if’ is used, one would expect a finite clause expressing the standard
of comparison, but example (229) has just a noun phrase in the accusative without

a verb.

(229) (-..) g aovgndov év Apyeiolowy Epekev
Atpeldng wg &l TV’ &TipnTov peTavdoTnv Il. 9.647-8

how the son of Atreus has made a fool out of me among the Ar-
gives, [treating me] like some honourless vagabond

There are three instances in the Iliad in which a god does something like a god,

i.e. as one would expect of a god, or as only a god, by virtue of being a god, could.

The standard is marked by &g te in all three cases.?”
(230) (-..) TOV & eEnpratev ATOANWV
petor PN’ OG Te Bedg, exaAvye & dp’ NéPL TOAAT 1l. 20.443-4

But him [Hector] Apollo took away very easily, just like a god
does, and concealed him in dense mist.

Example (231) illustrates the use of an adjective, icog, and shows that even a
clearly adjectival form can seem adverbial: the comparison of Odysseus to an
avavdog, a speechless person, is connected to the way in which Odysseus is sitting

at the table and refusing to eat.’®
(231) i’ oTwg, Odvoed, kat’ &p’ Eleot ioog Avadde,
Bupov Edwv, Bpodpng & ody durteat 00dE TOTAHTOG; Od. 10.378-9

Why do you sit like this, Odysseus, like someone who is speechless,
eating away your spirit, but food or drink you do not touch?

37 The other instances of ‘like only a god could’ are II. 3.380-1 and 18.517-8. The remaining
instances with og are Il. 2.190, 6.443, 8.94, 8.271-2, 9.481-2, 11.388-9, 11.466-8, 13.292-3,
13.470, 15.196, 16.58-9, 16.191-2, 18.539-40, 18.599-602, 20.200-1, 20.431-2, 21.281-3, 22.124-5,
23.782-3, 24.327-8, 24.770; Od. 2.46-7, 2.233-4, 4.413, 5.11-2, 11.368, 15.152, 17.397, 19.108-14.

38 The remaining instances with adjectival/adverbial standard-marking are II. 5.70-1, 13.176,
15.438-9, 15.551, 22.460-1, 24.757-9; Od. 2.276, 14.203-4, 18.26-7.
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Verbal standard-marking is found with simple nominal standards of comparison,
with participial standards, as in example (232), and, in example (233), with a

demonstrative pronoun that is the referent of a generalizing relative clause.’

(232) “Hpn tinte PéPnroag; arvlopévr 8¢ Eoukag Il. 15.90

Hera, why have you come? You look like a woman in distress.

(233) olg Twvag LELG ToTe paALoT OxéovTag OilbV
avOpOTWV, TOIGLY KeV €V AAYESLY iGNV Od. 7.211-2

Whoever you know of men who bear the greatest burden of woe,
to them might I [Odysseus] liken myself in my sorrows.

There are only two examples in which comparee and standard are not human or
divine entities; both occur in the Odyssey, and both mark the standard with a
verb.40

(234) TéETPN Yap Aig €0, mepi&éoty Elkvia Od. 12.79

For the rock is smooth, like a polished one.

5.5 Figurative standard

This section deals with comparisons of similarity in which the relationship between
comparee and standard of comparison is least straightforward, that is to say that
comparee and standard belong to two entirely different semantic categories. The
greater the semantic difference is between comparee and standard, the smaller the
points of actual, simple similarity. When Achilles is, for example, compared to
a god, the relationship between comparee and standard is not simple; the gods

stand above the human sphere, and despite their anthropomorphic characteristics

39 The other instances with verbal standard-marking and human/divine comparees are Ii.
2.337-8, 3.170, 3.219, 12.385-6, 16.742-3, 23.429-20, 24.371; Od. 1.411, 7.208-10, 11.605-8,
12.413-4, 17.415-6, 17.511, 18.240, 20.194, 24.252-3, 24.254-5.

40" Dogs are the comparee of the second instance, Od. 14.21.
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they are different to men in many regards. The natural points of contact between
Achilles and a god are fewer than between Achilles and another warrior.

This becomes even more evident when the standard of comparison is an ani-
mal or a natural force. When Hector fights like blazing fire, there are few actual,
straightforward points of similarity between him and fire; we might describe them
as fairly abstract, metaphorical impressions of his manner of fighting: fervour and
ruthlessness, the heat of the moment, a certain glow around the body of the war-
rior. But the point of such a comparison is not to take it literally and find real
similarities, but rather to open up all the (more or less relevant) characteristics
of fire, especially those that are un-human or super-human, and look at Hector
through them. The greater the gulf between comparee and standard, the greater
the impact of the comparison.

Expressions with figurative standards make up the largest group and are found
with every kind of standard marking. Table 5.4 shows that, as in the previous
category, particles and lexical items (i.e. adjectives/adverbs and verbs) mark the

standard of comparison most frequently.

Category Total number | Iliad | Odyssey
Overall 301 181 120
Case 9 8 1
Preposition 5) 3 2
Particle 110 60 20
Corr. Adjective 18 7 11
Lexical 158 103 55
No marking 1 0 1

Table 5.4: Similatives and equatives with a figurative standard

Human characters are the most frequent type of comparee, and they are compared
to gods, animals, entities and forces from the natural world, death/the Under-

world, and a couple of man-made items. Figurative standards are also present in
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compounds expressing comparisons, such as ‘god-like’ or ‘honey-sweet’, but those
are discussed separately in Section 5.7. The same is true for extended Homeric
similes, which are discussed in Section 5.9.

Gods and divine entities make up the largest group among the standards of
comparison and are found with all types of standard marking. Comparisons with
animals in the standard are most frequently marked with g or other particles.
With entities from the natural world in the standard we often find lexical means
of marking, and the genitive case construction.

When at the beginning of the [liad Achilles accuses Agamemnon of being a
coward and not taking part in battle, he compares him to a dog and a deer. He uses
a verb ‘to have’, namely the participle éywv, with nouns in the accusative, oppoto
‘eyes’ and kpadinv ‘heart’, to express the aspect of comparison. The standards
of comparison are nouns in the possessive genitive dependent on the accusative
nouns: Agamemnon has the same (shameless) eyes as a dog, kvvdg, and the same

(timid) heart as a deer, éAd@oto.*!

(235) (-..) KUVOG Bppat’ Exwv, kpadinv & éAdgoto Il. 1.225

having the eyes of a dog and the heart of a deer

In example (236) dpo functions like a preposition marking the standard of com-
parison, and the context of the comparison implies that the aspect of comparison

is the speed of movement.*?
(236) (-..) TG v @épov eV €@’ DYprv
Nd’ &’ ameipova yoiov Gpo TVoLf)o’ &vEHOLO Od. 5.45-6

[Hermes’ sandals], which carried him over both, the sea and the
boundless land, like the blast of the wind

4l The first part of this comparison expresses the same meaning as the compound xvvomng,
but has a greater rhetorical impact, cf. Pulleyn 2000, 189. The other instances of figurative
comparisons marked by case are Il. 8.349, 9.561-4, 11.596, 13.673, 17.366, 17.565 (example
(208)), 18.1 (example (209)); Od. 4.14.

42 The other instances with &uo are II. 16.149, 19.415-6 (example (210)), 24.341-2; Od. 1.97-8.
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Example (237) is a figurative comparison marked by the particle fite, and con-
ceptualizes the fleeting life of mortals and their ingraspable state after death in

terms of a dream.*3

(237) Yoyn 8 ROt dvepog dmomTapévn memdTHTOL Od. 11.222

And the spirit, like a dream, has flown away in a flutter.

In example (238) the postpositional form of the particle g marks the standard
of comparison 0edv, which is in the accusative case parallel to the comparee €
‘him’ (= Achilles), the accusative object of the verb tipjoovot ‘they will honour’

expressing the aspect of comparison.*

(238) ol k¢ ¢ dwtivyot Beov OGS TYrcoLOL Il. 9.155

They will honour him [Achilles| with gifts like a god.

The standard-marking part of the correlative adjective pair 6cog ... to6og marks
the standard of comparison in example (239), which involves a comparee that is

neither human nor divine.

(239) cov & fjtol kAéog €otan doov T’ émikidvartal NG Il. 7.458

Your fame, in truth, will be as far as the morning light spreads.

The fame in question is, however, that of Poseidon, so the comparison ultimately

43 The other instances with fite are II. 1.359, 2.753-4, 7.219-20, 8.131, 11.485, 17.128, 18.107-11,
19.386, 21.29-30, 21.237-8, 22.1-3, 23.100-1, 23.454-5; Od. 8.279-80, 8.517-8, 14.475-7,17.463-4,
21.48-50, 23.190-1. The one instance with ¢r} is Il. 14.499-500 (example (211)).

4 The other instances with og are Il. 2.763-4, 3.2, 3.230-1, 3.300, 4.462, 4.471-2, 5.299, 5.476,
6.293-5, 6.513, 8.538-41, 9.297, 9.301-3, 10.33, 10.153-4, 10.297, 11.58, 11.65-6, 11.145-7,
12.173, 12.292-3, 12.312, 13.218, 13.531-2, 13.653-5, 13.827, 14.185, 15.605-10, 16.428-30,
17.459-62, 17.541-2, 18.57, 18.438, 18.616, 19.16-7, 19.365-6, 19.380-3, 19.397-8, 22.149-50,
22.393-4, 22.410-1, 22.434-5, 23.365-7, 23.711-3, 24.572; Od. 1.319-20, 3.246, 4.45-6, 4.160,
4.534-5, 5.36, 5.281, 5.370-1, 6.20, 6.309, 7.10-1, 7.36, 7.71, 8.171-3, 8.453, 8.468, 9.289-90,
9.292-3, 9.314, 10.124, 10.282-3, 11.410-1, 11.412-5, 11.605-8, 12.237-8, 12.432-3, 13.230-1,
14.205-6, 14.253-4, 15.105-8, 15.181, 15.478-9, 18.28-9, 18.295-6, 19.211-2, 19.232-4, 19.280,
19.493-4, 19.573-4, 22.348-9, 23.47-8, 23.339, 24.538. There is no standard-marker at Od.
21.295-306, but we find a narrative digression telling a story which functions as a standard
of comparison to the present situation in Odysseus’ house. &¢ marks this comparee and the
return to the main narrative, and thereby suggests applying the story of the digression to the
main narrative in the way of a simile. Cf. example (224) in Section 5.3.
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characterizes a divine persona, and not fame in general.*?

Example (240) employs a comparison marked by an adjective for the description
of a magic herb. Even though the aspect of the comparison is not made explicit,
the fact that the root of the herb is described as black suggests that milk is used

as the standard of comparison to conceptualize the white colour of the flower.*6

(240) Piln pév péhav Eoxe, yohaxtt 8¢ eixedov &vbog Od. 10.304

At the root it was black, but like milk was its flower.

The employment of a verb to mark the standard of a figurative comparison is
illustrated in example (241).17 It describes a comparison of a goddess, Athene,
to an animal, a vulture. Such passages have attracted considerable attention in
literary studies with regard to the question of how exactly such descriptions are
to be imagined by the audience. Does the goddess transform into the animal, or

does she simply act in a manner that is reminiscent of the animal?
(241) Q¢ &pa pwvioas’ améPn yrovkdmig ABHvn
onvn eidopévn- BapPog & €Ae mhvtag Axonoig Od. 3.371-2

So she spoke and went away, the owl-eyed goddess Athene, likening
herself to a vulture; and amazement took hold of all the Achaeans.

45 The other instances with 8c0og ... técog are Il. 2.467-8, 7.451, 10.351-2, 21.251, 23.327, 24.317-9;
Od. 8.124-5, 9.51, 9.325, 10.112-3, 10.167-8, 10.517, 11.25, 12.86-7. With olog ... tolog: Od.
7.105-6, 18.136-7, 19.232-4.

The other figurative comparisons with adjectival/adverbial standard markers are II. 1.262-5,

2.169, 2.407, 2.477-9, 2.627, 2.636, 2.651, 3.454, 4.253, 4.394, 5.438, 5.440-1, 5.459, 5.576, 5.778,

5.884, 6.401, 7.47, 7.166, 7.366, 8.215-6, 8.264, 9.312, 9.603, 9.485, 9.494, 10.137, 10.436-7,

11.60, 11.200, 11.295, 11.297-8, 11.603-4, 11.747, 12.40, 12.130, 12.375, 12.462-3, 13.39-42,

13.53, 13.295, 13.328, 13.330-1, 13.499-501, 13.528, 13.687-8, 13.802, 14.72-3, 14.289-91,

14.318, 14.385-6, 15.302, 16.705, 16.784-5, 16.786-7, 17.51, 17.72, 17.87-9, 17.259, 17.536,

18.56, 18.154, 18.437, 19.250-1, 19.282-4, 20.45-6, 20.51, 20.422-3, 20.447-8, 21.18-9, 21.227,

21.315, 22.131-4, 22.134-5, 22.279-80, 23.80-1, 24.486, 24.699-700; Od. 1.370-1, 2.5, 3.110,

3.290, 3.408-9, 3.468, 4.310, 6.15-7, 6.229-31, 7.4-5, 8.13-4, 8.115, 8.174-5, 9.3-4, 11.207-8,

11.243-4, 11.304, 11.484-6, 12.418-9, 13.88-9, 14.156-7, 14.175, 14.308-9, 15.414, 15.520,

17.36-7, 19.53-4, 19.265-8, 21.13-4, 21.36-7, 21.411, 22.239-40, 23.157-8, 23.163, 24.36, 24.148,

24.370-1.

47 The other instances with verbal markers are Il 1.47 (= (202)), 1.103-4, 2.800-1, 3.158,
3.221-2; 3.449, 5.560, 5.782-3, 7.58-60, 7.256-7, 8.305, 9.389-90, 10.547, 11.26-8, 11.546-7,
11.638, 13.754-5, 15.237-8, 15.592-3, 19.286, 19.350-1, 20.371-2, 21.464-6, 22.151-2, 24.629-30;
Od. 4.27, 4.121-2, 4.662, 5.337, 5.351-2, 6.151-2, 6.242-3, 7.291, 9.190-2, 10.120, 11.605-8,
13.79-80, 16.187, 16.199-200, 17.500, 20.361-2.

46
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Athene, until this moment in the form of Mentor, Telemachus’ companion, likens
herself to a vulture and departs. The amazement of the human onlookers present
in this scene strongly suggests that a real transformation took place here.*® Bux-
ton points out that the verb eidopou is used to describe actual changes of physical
appearance in other scenes in both Iliad and Odyssey.*® While my own research
confirms this observation, linguistic evidence cannot bear the weight of this ar-
gument. Next to eidopaur, the verb €owka is also used to describe actual physical
transformations of gods into human form (cf. section 5.8), but £owka also describes
human characters doing something like an animal or natural force, and it is used in
comparisons of gods to animals and natural forces of the kind we saw in example
(241).

Neither comparisons nor descriptions of real physical transformations use a
single and exclusive linguistic marker, but instead display a variety of strategies for
standard marking; in addition, there are various structural overlaps between both
categories. A comprehensive account of all relevant descriptions of comparisons
and transformations is needed to shed more light on this problem. Buxton only
very briefly touches upon Iliadic examples, and does not discuss comparisons of
gods to natural phenomena. The majority of discussions on this topic focus on
Olympian gods compared to animals, though standards like ‘night” and ‘mist’” are
sometimes included. Figurative comparisons of deities are also found in the form
of compounds and extended Homeric similes, which are discussed in Sections 5.7
and 5.9. In Chapter 6.3.4 I will express my own view on the basis of the combined

data from all three categories.

48 Of. Ameris/Hentze 1908b, 96; Heubeck /West /Hainsworth 1988, 183-4.

49 For example Athene as Mentes at Od. 1.105 and Boreas as stallion at II. 20.224. Cf. Buxton
2009, 30. Buxton provides a good, brief overview of the main opinions on the question of
metamorphosis vs. comparison of gods to animals in the Odyssey.
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5.6 Negated similatives and equatives

When similative or equative constructions are negated, the comparison becomes
one of inequality or dissimilarity; such expressions, though equative or similative
in form, are closer in meaning to elatives, superlatives, or comparatives. The most
frequent standard-marking strategy is the use of correlative adjectives, with 6cog
... Tooog occuring 30 times, and oiog ... Tolog occuring nine times. The relatively
high frequency of the 6c0g ... too0g construction, which is associated with equative
rather than similative meaning, might mean that those comparisons of similarity
which already have degree semantics are especially likely to be used for the expres-

sion of an inequality in degree, i.e. comparative or superlative/elative meaning.

Category Total number | lliad | Odyssey
Overall 61 32 29
Case

Adposition

Particle

Corr. Adjective 39 21 18
Lexical 14 8 6
No marking 0 0 0

Table 5.5: Similatives and equatives with elative meaning

The most frequent expressions in this category are of the type ‘Nobody is like
X', with a variant ‘I have never seen/heard of/met anyone who is like X’ The
element that is negated is the comparee, and the focus of the comparison, which
normally is the comparee, is in this case expressed by the standard of comparison.
In example (242), the entity we are interested in and about whom a point is being
made is the standard of comparison, Odysseus. The same is true in example (243),

in which Hector is the focus of attention and the standard of comparison.?® These

50 The other instances of the ‘Nobody is like X’ type are Il. 2.552-5, 6.101, 9.305-6, 10.214-6,
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comparisons state that Odysseus and Hector display certain characteristics to an
unusually, or even extraordinarily, great extent, namely being good at taking care

of one’s house, and doing terrible deeds, respectively.
(242) (...) 00 yop €1’ aviip,
olog Odvooedg Eokev, Gprv &Td 0lKoL GpbvaL. Od. 2.58-9

For there is no man here like Odysseus was to keep away calamity
from the house.

(243) oV Yap 1w i8Ounv, 008’ EkAvov addoavTog
avdp’ Eéva toooade péppep’ € fjpatt pnticaoot,
doc’ "Extwp Eppeke Au pilog viag Ayoudv
adTwG, obte Bedig LVIOG Pilog olte Beoio. 1l. 10.47-50

For I have never seen nor heard anyone say that a single man
contrived as many baneful deeds in one day, as Hector, dear to
Zeus, has done to the sons of the Achaeans, just like that, being
neither the dear son of a goddess nor of a god.

A very similar point can be made with the entity of interest in the comparee
and ‘nobody else’ in the standard. While the two examples above recall typical
elative expressions, the kind in example (244), with the negation in the standard
instead of the comparee, seems closer to a superlative construction with a general

standard.5!
(244) Kol pv €tie” oG ob Tig émi xOovi TieTon GAAN,
dooou vOv ye yovaikeg 01T’ &vdp&oLy oikov Exovoty Od. 7.67-8

And [Alcinous] honoured her [Arete] as no other woman on earth
is honoured, of all the women who now keep house under the hands
of their husbands.

Example (245) employs the negative quantifier radpor ‘few’ as the comparee, which

gives it a structure similar to example (242). The point of this comparison is not

14.521-2, 15.569-70, 22.424-6, 23.632-3; Od. 3.120-2, 4.104-5, 4.106-7, 14.96-9, 17.537-8,
19.314-5, 19.365-8, 21.93-4. The other instances of the ‘I have never seen/heard of /met anyone
who is like X’ type are Il. 1.262-5, 2.799, 3.169-70; Od. 2.117-22, 3.221-2, 4.141-4, 19.350-2,
19.380-1.

51 The other instances of the ‘X is like nobody’ type are II. 18.105-6, 22.380; Od. 8.229. There is
one example in which the comparee is said to display a quality not as much as everyone else,
i.e. least of all: Il. 21.370-1.
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to establish in which way Odysseus and the Achaeans are similar, but to highlight
the special standing of Odysseus; it is thus closer to a superlative construction
than a real similative.

(245) (...) TaBpoL yop Axoudv fjoay opoiot Od. 19.240

for few of the Achaeans were similar [to Odysseus]

When the similarity or equality between two specific entities is negated, the re-
sulting meaning comes close to that of a comparative construction. In example
(246) Priam compares the number of Phrygian warriors, whom he joined in battle
against the Amazons, to that of the Achaeans who have come to attack Troy.*?
(246) AL’ 008’ ol ToooL foav doot Edikwmeg Axaiol Il. 3.190
But not even they [the Phrygian warriors] were as many as the
bright-eyed Achaeans.
The underlying meaning here is clear: ‘the Achaeans are even more in number than
the Phrygians were back then, and they were already an army of considerable size’.
In similative constructions of the kind in example (247), only the context and
knowledge of the story world make it possible to establish the intended outcome

of such a comparison. Here, Apollo warns Diomedes not to engage in battle with

a god, implying that gods are superior to humans.?3
(247) (..) émel ol mote @OAoV Opoilov
aBavatwv te Bedv xapal épxopévev T avlpodTwv Il. 5.441-2

Since not at all alike are the race of immortal gods and that of
men walking on the ground.

The last subgroup in this category concerns counterfactual expressions in which

A is so great that not even B (which is in itself considerably great) could have

52 The other instances of the ‘X is not like Y’ type are II. 2.527-9, 6.450-5, 17.240-4; Od. 21.250-5.
With figurative standard: Il. 14.394-401, 17.20-3, 18.362-4; Od. 20.45-6. With a reflexive stan-
dard, i.e. a comparison of one entity or event to itself in the past: II. 3.442-6, 11.668-9,
14.315-28; Od. 16.288-90, 19.7-9.

53 The other comparisons of this kind that rely on the context for their interpretation are IL.
24.607-8; Od. 6.301-3, 15.330-2.
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come close to it. In example (248), the already considerable amount of booty that
Odysseus would have brought back from Troy, had all gone well, is adduced as a
standard of comparison for the even greater amount of treasure which the Phaea-
cians give to Odysseus when they escort him back to his home. This somewhat
roundabout way of expressing a comparison uses a combination of an equative
particle 6o ‘as much as’ and a negated counterfactual expression av o0d¢é mote
eEnpato ‘could never have carried oftf’ to highlight the extraordinary amount of

treasure given to Odysseus.?

(248) XOAKOV TE XpLCOV Te QLG €60TTd Te SOVTEG,
TOAN, 66’ &v 008¢ ote Tpoing é€fpat’ Odvooeie,
el wep ampwv HAOe, Aoydv dtd Anidog aicav Od. 5.38-40

And [the Phaeacians| gave him bronze and gold in plenty and
clothing, lots of it, as much as Odysseus could never have carried
off from Troy, even if he had come back unharmed having obtained
his share of the booty.

Beside the use of negation, there is one other way in which specifically equative
expressions acquire a comparative sense: by amplifying the correlative adjective

with a numeral adverb.?®

(249) deopol Pév Tpig TOGOOL ATELPOVES AUPLG EYOLEV Od. 8.340

Thrice as many inescapable bonds might hold me all around.

Example (249) is taken from the short conversation between Apollo and Hermes
after Aphrodite and Ares were caught in bed together by Aphrodite’s husband
Hephaestus. The implied standard of comparison here are the bonds that Hephae-
stus had made to catch the pair as they were committing adultery. ‘Thrice as
many’ expresses an inequality in number, not an equality.

Another way of using an equative construction to express elative or superlative

54 The other counterfactual expressions of this kind are Od. 9.240-3 and 13.136-8.
55 The other equative expressions with numeral adverbs are II. 1.213, 5.136, 9.379-85, 14.148-51
(figurative); Od. 9.491.
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meaning is to make the focus of the comparison into the subject of a (rhetorical)

question.

(250) “Hoouot’, § &pa 81 Tic, Soou Osai eic” év OAOpmew,
T006G48° éVi ppeciv o avéoyeto k1dea Avypi
006’ épol €k macéwv Kpovidng Zebg dlye’ édwkev; Il. 18.429-31

Hephaestus, has a single one of all the goddesses in Olympus en-
dured as many bitter sorrows in her heart as to me above all Zeus,
son of Cronos, has given grief?

The question in example (250) expects an answer along the lines of ‘no goddess
has endured as many bitter sorrows as you’, which comes down to saying ‘of all

goddesses you are the one who has endured most bitter sorrows’.

5.7 Compounds

Comparisons can be expressed by compounds with various internal syntactic struc-
tures. A comparison compound can be made up of combinations of nouns, adjec-
tives, and prepositions in varying order and with various internal relationships.
The comparison compound itself is always an adjective (though occasionally one
that is substantivized or adverbialized), and the comparee is expressed by a noun
agreeing with the compound. All comparison compounds can be classified as exo-
centric, which means that the two parts of the compound together modify an entity
outside of the compound: modnvepog ‘wind-footed’ characterizes the goddess Iris,
and not a particular kind of foot. By contrast, the compound ‘clubfoot’ belongs to
the endocentric class of compounds since one part of it, ‘club’ modifies the other,
‘foot’, and the compound as a whole refers to a particular kind of foot.>®
Compounds that express comparisons have, to my knowledge, not been studied

as an object in their own right, but following Tribulato’s account of the syntactic

56 For an overview of general linguistic as well as Indo-European approaches to compounds cf.
Tribulato 2015.
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categories of Ancient Greek compounds in general, we can divide most of our com-
parison compounds into two groups: determinative compounds and bahuvrihi-type
compounds.’” In determinative compounds one part of the compound governs the
other part: in Oeoeikehog ‘god-like’ the determinatum -eikedog ‘-like’ governs the
modifier Ogo- ‘god-". In bahuvrihi-type compounds there is a possessive relation-
ship between the compound and the entity to which it refers: Bodmig moTvia "Hpn

‘cow-eyed queen Hera’ means ‘queen Hera who has the eyes of a cow’.

5.7.1 Bahuvrihi-type compounds

A comparison compound is a special subtype within the class of bahuvrihi-type
compounds since the relationship between its two parts is metaphorical.”® There
is no element that formally marks the meaning of the compound as that of a
comparison. The only way in which one can know that apyvpomela, ‘silver-footed’,
means ‘having feet like silver’ and not ‘having feet made of silver’ is because Thetis,
the Homeric goddess characterized by this epithet, does not actually have feet
made of silver.?® A Eipog &pyvpomlov ‘silver-studded sword’, however, probably
has studs on it that are made of silver.

The majority of compounds in ancient Greek are right-oriented, i.e. the govern-
ing part of the compound is the second, and the modifier part is the first element.
In the compound apyvpomela, -nea, -foot’ is the governing part that characterizes
the noun it agrees with (Thetis) and &pyvpo- ‘silver-’ is the modifying part that
in turn characterizes the ‘foot’ part of the compound. Table 5.6 lists all Homeric

bahuvrihi-type comparison compounds that can be classified as such.%°

5T Risch’s 1944 study of early Greek compounds mentions some of the compounds that I discuss

here, but does not group them together as a special class expressing comparisons.

Tribulato 2015 explains this metaphorical relationship with the examples pododdxtvArog ‘rose-

fingered’ and xvvonng ‘dog-eyed’ (84).

% Although it has been argued that she does, cf. LfrgE 1.1214-5 s.v. &pyvpomelo.

60" The instances of each right-oriented bahuvrihi-type compound are, yAavkdmc: 11. 1.206, 2.166,
2.172, 2.279, 2.446, 4.439, 5.29, 5.133, 5.405, 5.420, 5.719, 5.793, 5.825, 5.853, 6.88, 7.17, 7.33,

58
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Compound Translation Secondary comparees

YAQUKGTTLG owl-eyed Athene

pododaktuog rose-fingered Eos

Bodmig cow-eyed Hera, Clymene, Phylomedusa, Halié
apyvpomela silver-footed Thetis

KLAVOTIPWPOG/-PELOG

enamel-prowed

ship

peAippwv honey-hearted | sleep, wine, wheat, food

KUVOTTNG/-TTLG dog-eyed Agamemnon, Helen, Hera, Aphrodite,
Clytemnestra

aeAAOTTOG wind-footed Iris

KLOVATTLG enamel-eyed Amphitrite

HeAtynpug honey-voiced voice

Beoeldrig god-like human characters

Nepoeldng mist-like sea, cave, rock

HLUAOELOTG millstone-like | rock

10eLdng violet-like sea

Table 5.6: Right-oriented bahuvrihi-type comparison compounds

Bahuvrihi-type comparison compounds consist of two nouns, and the metaphori-

cal combination of these two nouns has the effect of a comparison condensed into

7.43, 8.30, 8.357, 8.373, 8.406, 8.420, 9.390, 10.482, 10.533, 11.729, 17.567, 18.227, 20.69,
22.177, 22.214, 22.238, 22.446, 23.769, 24.26; Od. 1.44, 1.80, 1.156, 1.178, 1.221, 1.314, 1.319,
1.364, 2.382, 2.393, 2.399, 2.420, 2.433, 3.13, 3.25, 3.135, 3.218, 3.229, 3.330, 3.356, 3.371,
4.795, 5.427, 5.437, 6.13, 6.24, 6.41, 6.47, 6.112, 7.19, 7.27, 7.47, 7.78, 11.626, 13.236, 13.287,
13.329, 13.361, 13.374, 13.389, 13.392, 13.420, 15.9, 15.292, 16.451, 18.158, 18.187, 19.604,
20.44, 21.1, 21.358, 23.242, 23.344, 24.516, 24.518, 24.540, 24.541. pododaktvrog: Il. 1.477,
6.175, 9.707, 23.109, 24.788; Od. 2.1, 3.404, 3.491, 4.306, 4.431, 4.576, 5.121, 5.228, 8.1,
9.152, 9.170, 9.307, 9.437, 9.560, 10.187, 12.8, 12.316, 13.18, 15.189, 17.1, 19.428, 23.241.
Bodmig: Il 1.551, 1.568, 3.144, 4.50, 7.10, 8.471, 14.159, 14.222, 14.263, 15.34, 15.49, 16.439,
18.40, 18.239, 18.357, 18.360, 20.309. &apyvpomela: Il. 1.538, 1.556, 9.410, 16.222, 16.574,
18.127, 18.146, 18.369, 18.381, 19.28, 24.89, 24.120; Od. 24.91-2. xvavonwpog/-petog: 11. 15.693,
23.852, 23.878; Od. 3.299, 9.482, 9.539, 10.127, 11.6, 12.100, 12.148, 12.354, 14.311, 22.465.
pedippwv: Il. 2.34, 6.264, 8.188, 8.506, 8.546, 24.284; Od. 7.182, 10.356-7, 13.53, 15.148, 24.4809.
kovomrng/-mg: 1. 1.159, 3.180, 18.396; Od. 4.145, 8.319, 11.424-6. &eAlomog: Il. 8.409, 24.77,
24.159. xvavemg: Od. 12.60. pediynpug: Od. 12.187. Beoerdng: Il 2.623, 2.862, 3.16, 3.27, 3.30,
3.37, 3.58, 3.450, 6.290, 6.332, 6.517, 11.581, 12.94, 13.774, 17.494, 17.534, 19.327, 24.217,
24.299, 24.372, 24.386, 24.405, 24.483, 24.552, 24.634, 24.659, 24.763; Od. 1.113, 3.343, 4.628,
6.7, 7.231-2, 10.205, 14.173, 15.271, 15.508, 16.20, 17.151, 17.328, 17.391, 20.350, 20.363,
21.186, 21.277-8. fepoewdiic: Il 5.770, 23.744; Od. 2.263, 3.105, 3.294, 4.482, 5.164, 5.281,
8.568, 11.107, 12.80, 12.232-3, 12.285, 13.103, 13.150, 13.176, 13.347, 13.366. pvroedng: Il
7.270. ioewdng: 1I. 11.298; Od. 5.56.
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a single word. Whether all of the adjectives that I have listed as bahuvrihi-type
compounds were understood as such by the composers and audiences of epic po-
etry through the ages is debatable. Whether, for instance, the yAowxk- part of the
compound ylavk®dmig actually refers to an owl is disputed.®! The xvavo- part of
KLavOTTpwpoc/-petog and kvavadmig tends to be translated as ‘dark’; i.e. as a colour
term, rather than as ‘enamel’ or ‘lapislazuli’, i.e. the material objects to which the
noun kbvavog refers.? The compounds with -eidjg ‘having the appearance’ in their
second part are translated as ‘X-like’ for lack of a better phrase that represents
the compound type more faithfully. Synchronically, they may well have simply
meant exactly that, ‘X-like’ nepoewdrg is once used adverbially to mean ‘in the far
distance’, ‘dimly’ ({l. 5.770).

The linguistically reduced nature of these comparisons makes it difficult to pin
down the individual elements of a comparison. The most common translations and
discussions of these compounds understand the second part, -mele, ‘-foot’, as the
comparee, and the first part, apyvpo- ‘silver-’, as the standard of comparison. The
noun with which such a compound agrees can accordingly be called a secondary
comparee: it refers to the (mostly human or divine) person whose body part is
referred to by the compound, and who is therefore indirectly, on a second level,
also characterized by the comparison in the compound.

This interpretation of bahuvrihi-type comparison compounds as having the
comparison structure STD-CPREE is challenged by the issue of a related type of
compound, generally referred to as left-oriented or ‘reversed’ bahuvrihi. The two

Homeric instances of this type are shown in Table 5.7.63

61 Cf. LfgrE 2.161-2 s.v. YAQUKOTLG.

62 Cf. LfgrE 2.1569 s.v. xvavongpoto/-peiovg, 2.1571 s.v. kvavadmig, and 2.1570 s.v. kbavog.

63 The instances of each left-oriented bahuvrihi-type compound are, modnvepoc: II. 2.786, 5.353,
5.368, 15.168, 15.200, 18.166, 18.183, 18.196, 24-95. BupoAréovta: 1l. 5.639, 7.228; Od. 4.724-5,
4.814-5, 11.267.
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Compound | Translation | Secondary comparees

modnvepog | wind-footed | Iris

Buporéovta | lion-hearted | Heracles, Achilles, Odysseus

Table 5.7: Left-oriented bahuvrihi-type comparison compounds

The problem that left-oriented bahuvrihi-type compounds pose lies in the abnor-
mal constituent order: the vast majority of ancient Greek compounds are right-
oriented, in correspondence to what is assumed to be the basic Proto-Indo-European
word-order (OV). Most left-oriented compounds are of a special kind, and their
left-orientation can be explained as reflecting a stylistically marked word-order
by way of a regular exception to the rule based on their particular syntax. Their
first parts, i.e. the parts that trigger the left-orientation, are of verbal or prepo-
sitional origin, as in @epéotkog ‘house-carrier’ and #vdnpog ‘native’5* Such verbal
and prepositional parts govern the other half of the compound in a way that is dif-
ferent from the function of the governing part of bahuvrihi-type compounds, and
thus the left-orientation of modnvepog and BupoAréovta is in need of explanation.
In view of this, Tribulato 2006 argues that the internal structure of modnvepog
and OupoAéovta, as well as the personal name Eido0én ‘having the appearance
of a god’, should be interpreted differently: instead of the structure ‘having the X
(=first part) of Y (= second part)’, she proposes to understand them as expressing
‘like Y (=second part) with regard to X (=first part)’. This interpretation turns
these seemingly aberrant bahuvrihi-type compounds into a kind of right-oriented
determinative compound in which the second part governs the first. If we translate
this structure into comparison terms, we end up with a compound expressing the
aspect of comparison as its first part, and the standard of comparison as its second

part: modrvepoc then means ‘like the wind with regard to her feet’.®> The noun

64 Cf. Tribulato 2007, 528-9.
65 Tn this case ‘feet’ metonymically refers to the concept ‘swiftness of one’s feet’, as we saw in
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that is congruent with the compound, in this case Iris, then refers to the comparee.

Tribulato focuses her argument around BuvpoAéovta and adduces various pas-
sages in which Oupog and other nouns are used in an accusative of respect to
express the aspect of comparison.®® While I agree that both mosi and Qupév are
commonly used in Homeric Greek to express the aspect of a comparison, I doubt
that her interpretation of the structure of modnvepog, BupoAréovta, and Eidobén
does justice to the nature of these compounds. Furthermore, I contend that if we
are to follow Tribulato’s analysis, there is no reason to not also interpret the right-
oriented bahuvrihi-type compounds in this way except that such an interpretation
in that case would result in the wrong constituent order.

The structure ‘having the X of Y’ for the expression of a comparison is found
in Homeric Greek beyond the right-oriented bahuvrihi-type compounds: we have
come across it in case-marked similative constructions of the type xvvog éppat’
#xwv ‘having the eyes of a dog’ (Il. 1.225).5" We even find the noun Ovpédg in such
a construction: t@v tote Muppdoveg kpadinv kai Bupov €xovteg | €k VeV éxéovto
‘Then the Myrmidons, having the heart and spirit of them [the wasps of the pre-
ceding simile], poured out of their ships. (/l. 16.266-67). These observations sug-
gest that left-oriented bahuvrihi-type comparison compounds do exist in Homeric
Greek, and that an adequate explanation for the order of their constituents is still

to be found.

5.7.2 Determinative compounds

A typical determinative comparison compound has the standard of comparison

as its modifer part, and a lexical marker of a similative comparison as its other

the usage of mooi ‘with his feet’ expressing the aspect of a superlative construction marked
by lexical means. Cf. example (27) in Chapter 2.2.4.

66 Cf. Tribulato 2006, 173-5.

67 Example (235) in Section 5.5.
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part, the determinatum. This lexical similarity marker is in most cases an adjective

meaning ‘like’; but in left-oriented compounds we also find the preposition avti

and the adverb &yy1.%® Tables 5.8 and 5.9 list all attested types in Homer.

Compound | Translation | Comparees
Oeoeixerog | god-like human characters
aiboy fire-like wine, bronze, smoke
olvoy wine-like sea, OxX

Table 5.8: Right-oriented determinative comparison compounds

Compound | Translation | Comparees

avtifeog god-like human and semi-divine characters
avtiavelpa | men-like Amazones

io60eog god-like human characters

ayxibeog god-like Phaeacians

Table 5.9: Left-oriented determinative comparison compounds

The determinatum -oy of two of the right-oriented compounds could have once

referred to the aspect of comparison, but its precise meaning in aioy and oivoy is

obscure or semantically bleached to such an extent that I understand it as acting

as a marker instead. Since aifoy and oivoy almost always characterize an entity

that does not have a face or eyes, -oy must simply mean ‘-like’.

» 69

68

69

We have already seen the preposition avti as a marker of comparisons of similarity with
a general standard. There and in the compounds discussed here it has its older meaning
‘in the place of’ or ‘equivalent to. Cf. Section 5.4 example (226) and LfgrE 1.930-1 s.v.
avtidverp(a) and 1.934 s.v. avtiBeog. According to the LfgrE d&yyibeog could be interpreted
as “praep. Rektionskompos. ‘den Gottern nahe’”, i.e. prepositional determinative compound,
or “Possessivkompos. ‘die Gotter nahe habend’”, i.e. bahuvrihi-type compound (1.106 s.v.
Qyxifeog).

The instances of each right-oriented determinative compound are, Beoeikerog: Il. 1.131, 19.155;
Od. 3.416, 4.276, 8.256. «i®oy: Il. 1.462-3, 4.259-60, 4.495, 5.341, 5.562, 5.681, 6.266-7, 11.775,
13.305, 14.5, 16.225-6, 16.230, 17.3, 17.87, 17.592, 18.522, 20.111, 20.117, 23.237, 23.250,
24.641-2, 24.791; Od. 2.57, 3.459-60, 7.295, 9.360, 10.152, 12.18-9, 13.8-9, 14.447-8, 15.500,
16.14, 17.536, 19.197, 21.434, 24.364. oivoy: II. 2.613, 5.771, 7.88, 13.703, 23.143, 23.316; Od.
1.183, 2.421, 3.286, 4.474, 5.132, 5.221, 5.349, 6.170, 7.249-50, 12.388, 13.32, 19.172, 19.274.
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In light of the discussion of left-orientation in bahuvrihi-type compounds it
may seem surprising to find as many left-oriented determinative compounds as we
find right-oriented ones. Tribulato 2007 argues that certain adjectival first mem-
bers of left-oriented compounds in which the second member is substantival have
a governing function that is similar to that of prepositional first members, which
customarily form left-oriented compounds in ancient Greek (the &vdnpog type).
The relationship of the two parts of ic60eog is thus to a certain extent similar to
that between the two parts of évdnpog or avtiBeog. When used freely, i.e. not bound
in a compound, both icog and &vti govern a certain case with which their comple-
ment is marked, the only difference being that the complement with a preposition

is obligatory, and that with an adjective like icog it is not.™

5.7.3 Other types

We are left with two groups of comparison compounds which do not quite match
one of the above classifications. The first group is reminiscent of the bahuvrihi-
type, but instead of two nouns, it has as its first part a noun, and as its second
part an adjective. The noun denotes the standard of comparison, and the adjective
the aspect of comparison. The second, adjectival part can be seen as governing the
first, substantival part, and we can thus classify these compounds as right-oriented:

&pniBoog means ‘swift like Ares’, peAndnig ‘sweet like honey’, and so forth.™

0 Tribulato 2007, 543-4. In free similative/equative constructions icog occurs both before and
after the standard of comparison. Cf. daipovi icog ‘like a god’ (II. 5.438) vs. icog Apni ‘like
Ares’ (Il. 11.295). The instances of each left-oriented determinative compound are, &vtibeog:
1l. 1.264, 3.186, 4.88, 4.377, 5.168, 5.629, 5.663, 5.692, 5.705, 6.199, 8.275, 9.622-3, 10.112,
11.140, 11.322, 12.307, 12.408, 13.791, 14.322, 16.321, 16.421, 16.649, 16.865, 20.232, 20.407,
21.90-1, 21.595, 23.360, 23.837, 24.257; Od. 1.20-1, 1.70-1, 2.17-8, 3.414, 4.571, 4.741, 6.241,
6.330-1, 7.146, 8.119, 8.518, 11.117, 11.308, 11.371, 11.512, 13.126, 13.378, 14.18, 14.40, 14.182,
14.247, 14.385, 15.90, 15.236-7, 17.54, 19.216, 19.456-7, 20.369-70, 21.254, 22.290-1, 24.116,
24.300. avtiaverpo: 11, 3.189, 6.186. icoBeog: Il. 2.565, 3.310, 4.212, 7.136, 9.211, 11.428, 11.472,
11.644, 15.559, 16.632, 23.569, 23.677; Od. 1.324, 20.124. &yyifeoc: Od. 5.35, 19.279.
Although the LfgrE proposes to understand aAumdpgupog as a determinative compound mea-
ning ‘reich an der Farbe der mopeopa’ (1.489 s.v. aMmdpeupog).

71
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The interpretation of such a compound as expressing a comparison is based
on the semantic relationship between its adjectival and substantival parts; there is
no element that explicitly marks the standard of comparison.” The comparee is
external to the compound, expressed by a noun congruent with it. The relationship

between comparee and standard is, as in the previous groups, figurative.

Compound Translation | Comparees

apniboog Ares-swift youths

peAndng honey-sweet | wine, life, wheat, fruit, grass, nostos, wax, sleep
10dvepng violet-dark | wool

aMTopuLpog | sea-purple | wool

Table 5.10: STD-ASP compounds, right-oriented

The final group of compounds, listed in Table 5.11, does not include the standard
as part of the compound itself, but the marker and the aspect. The first part of the
compound is the marker, an adjective meaning ‘same’ or ‘similar’. It governs the
noun in the second part, which expresses the aspect of comparison. These com-
pounds are, thus, left-oriented and reminiscent of the left-oriented determinative
compounds discussed above, although the way in which ic6- in iocopopog governs
-popog is different from how the same adjective in ic60eog governs -0eog: the for-
mer expresses the notion of ‘similar in fate” and the latter the notion of ‘similar to
a god’.

Unlike the other compound groups which have only adjectival members, some of
the compounds in this group tend to be used as nouns, in particular opnAtkio/OpfALE
and opoyadotprog. The standard of comparison is always of the same kind as

the comparee, i.e. unlike in the other compounds not figurative. Most often the

72 The instances of each right-oriented STD-ASP compound are, &pnifoog: II. 8.298, 15.315,
20.167. pehndng: Il 4.346, 6.258, 10.495, 10.569, 10.579, 12.320, 17.17, 18.545-6, 18.568; Od.
3.46, 6.90, 9.94, 9.208, 11.100, 11.203, 12.48, 14.78, 16.52, 18.151, 18.426, 19.551, 21.293.
todvepng: Od. 4.135, 9.426. dhmopeuvpog: Od. 6.53, 6.306, 13.108.
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standard is implicit but recoverable from the context, as in év dnpe T0&kng ped’
opfAkag Eppev Gpiotov ‘[that you| be the best among those of the same age in
the land of Ithaca’ (Od. 16.419), but occasionally expressed by a nominal phrase
in the dative or genitive, as in GAA& vedtepdg éoTv, OpnALkin & épol adt® ‘but
he is a younger man, of the same age as I (Od. 3.49). In other cases the com-
pound is predicated of comparee and standard at the same time, as in atoap kot
opnAég eipev ‘and we are even of the same age’ (Od. 15.197). Three instances
of the compound avté€iog express an inequality, for example intpog yap avnp
TOAMGVY avtalog GAlwv ‘For a physician is a man worth as much as many others’

(Il 11.514).7

Compound Translation Comparees

opnAwcio/OpAALE | of the same age human characters

OHOY&OTPLOG of the same womb | Lycaon and Hector, a brother
OHOTLHOG of the same honour | Poseidon and Zeus

avta€Log of the same value prizes, life and wealth, physician

and other men

00pLE of the same hair horses

OLETNG of the same age horses

loOHOopOg of the same fate Poseidon and Zeus
OHOVULHOG of the same name | Aiantes

Table 5.11: MRK-ASP compounds, left-oriented

Besides comparison compounds, there are a number of other adjectives that deserve
mention here: tnAikog ‘so old’ is not of the same type as the compounds discussed

above, but at least associated in some way. The word-initial T- element seems to

™3 Risch’s discussion of 6poyéotpiog focuses on its function as expressing “die Zugehérigkeit oder
die Abstammung” and does not engage with the comparison inherent in it (1945, 21-2). The
instances of each left-oriented MRK-ASP compound are opnAwcio/opfi€: Il 3.175, 5.325-6,
9.54, 13.431, 13.485, 20.465; Od. 2.158, 3.49-50, 3.363-4, 6.22-3, 15.197, 16.419, 19.358, 22.200,
24.107. opoyaotprog: Il. 21.95, 24.47. opodétpog: 1. 15.186. avta€rog: 1. 1.135-6, 9.401-5. 60pIE:
Il. 2.765. oiétng: Il 2.765. icopopog: Il. 15.209-10. opcdvupog: Il 17.720.
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mark the adjective with something like equative degree, and it has an associated
relative form fAikog ‘as old as’, although that does not occur in Homer. Its function
could thus be compared to té6cog, but with the additional explicit aspect ‘age’. The
standard of comparison is marked by @g in one instance, but left implicit in the
other four.™

Apart from the compounds meaning ‘god-like’ listed in the tables above, there
are two adjectives that are sometimes used to express the same notion, even though
their internal structure does not explicitly make a comparison: Oelog and aprjioc.
-1o¢ is a common suffix to derive adjectives from nouns,” and for both adjectives
in question, there are instances in which they are used with inanimate objects
or actual divine entities to mean ‘belonging to the gods’/‘divine’ or ‘belonging to
Ares/war’ respectively, e.g. Oelog dvelpog ‘divine (i.e. god-sent) dream’ (Il. 2.22)
and tedye’ apniia ‘weapons of war’ (Od. 19.4). When, however, the congruent noun
refers to a human being, who cannot actually be divine or associated with the
gods or Ares in the same way in which certain objects can, the sense of a com-
parison imposes itself. O8dvcorog Oeioo (Od. 2.394) ‘of divine Odysseus’ compares
Odysseus to a god, and Mevélaog apriiog (Il. 11.487) does not just mean ‘the

warrior Menelaus’, but invokes a comparison of Menelaus to Ares.

5.8 Characters in disguise

This section provides a brief note on expressions that are not real comparisons,
but take the same linguistic shape: when one character or entity is actively made
to resemble another one, the same syntactic constructions are used that we find in

proper similative comparisons.

™ [l 24.487 (with ¢g); Od. 1.297, 17.20, 18.175, 19.88.
7> (f. Kiihner/Blass 1892, 291-3. Another adjective that has a similar association with compa-
rison compounds is ogaipndov ‘ball-like’ 1. 13.204.
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Category | Total number | Iliad | Odyssey
Overall 70 35 35
Case 2 0

Adjective 11

Verb 57 31 26

Table 5.12: Characters in disguise

Using a verb (£owa, €idopatl, iokw/éiokw) is the most common way to mark the
entity that is the target of the transformation, followed by the adjective strategy
(ikelog, évaiykiog, opoiog); in the Odyssey we find the genitive case construction
twice.

Gods take the shape of a human character in order to communicate with or
help a hero or heroine in 46 instances, 20 of which are descriptions of the goddess
Athene in human shape. Contrary to descriptions of gods doing something like
an animal or natural force, it is clear here that the god actually takes on the
human shape, otherwise direct communication with a human character would not
be possible.”

It happens mostly in the Odyssey that humans are transformed; the god-
dess Circe, for instance, turns Odysseus’ comrades into swine (Od. 10.239-40 and
10.390). In Book 4 Helen tells the story of how Odysseus dressed himself up as a
beggar and entered Troy as a spy (Od. 4.244-9 and 4.247-8), and Menelaus relates
how Helen likened her voice to that of the wives of the Achaeans (Od. 4.279). The
remaining six instances of humans in disguise refer to Odysseus being made to
look like a beggar by Athene as he returns to Ithaca.”” In the Iliad, Patroclus puts

on Achilles’ armour to trick the Trojans into thinking that Achilles has rejoined

76 The instances of gods in disguise are Il. 2.279-80, 2.790-1, 3.121-2, 3.386, 4.86-7, 5.461-2, 5.604,
5.784-6, 13.45, 13.68-9, 13.216, 13.357, 14.136, 16.715-20, 17.73, 17.322-6, 17.555, 17.582-5,
20.81-2, 20.224, 21.212-3, 21.284-5, 21.600-1, 22.226-7, 24.347-8; Od. 1.105, 2.267-8, 2.383,
2.401, 4.654, 6.22-4, 7.19-20, 8.7-8, 8.193-4, 10.277-9, 11.241-2, 13.221-5, 13.288-9, 13.312-3,
16.157-8, 17.485-6, 20.30-1, 22.205-6, 24.445-6, 24.502-3, 24.547-8.

7T They are Od. 13.431-2, 16.208-10, 16.272-3, 17.201-3, 17.336-8, 24.157-8.
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the battle (ZI. 11.799 and 16.40-2).

In both Homeric poems we find descriptions of items made by gods that are
said to closely resemble something in real life, like the artwork on Achilles’ shield
made by Hephaestus (/l. 18.548-9 and 18.590-2) and the god’s golden handmaid
statues (II. 18.417-8). In the Odyssey Poseidon and Zeus decide that the ship of of
the Phaeacians will be turned into a stone that resembles a real ship (Od. 13.155-7),
and Odysseus makes the lies that he tells seem like the truth (Od. 19.203).

The last category of expressions in which one character or entity takes on the
identity of another are dreams and phantoms. On two occasions in the [liad, a
dream visits a character at night, and that dream appears in the shape of another
character. Zeus sends Nestor to Agamemnon as an evil dream (/I. 2.20 and 2.57-8),
and the spirit of dead Patroclus visits Achilles to demand a speedy burial (7.
23.65-7 and 23.105-7). One Iliadic phantom appears during the day: Apollo takes
Aeneas, who is seriously injured, away from the battle scene to heal him, and
replaces his body with a phantom over which the Greeks and Trojans carry on
fighting (Il 5.449-50). In the Odyssey, Athene creates a phantom of Penelope’s
sister Iphthime and sends it to Penelope in a dream to encourage her to not worry
about Telemachus while he is away (Od. 4.796-7).

The reason why I mention these transformations is to show that not everything
that looks like a comparison is a comparison. Furthermore, the descriptions of gods
in disguise of a human character provide important comparative material for the
interpretation of passages in which gods are said to do something like or in the

form of an animal or natural phenomenon.

5.9 Similes

This section aims at providing a linguistic definition and description of extended

Homeric similes; it focuses on structural and syntactic features, and the semantics
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of comparee and standard of comparison. Aspects of their literary function will be
addressed in Chapter 6. Example (251) is a typical and easily recognizable instance

of an extended Homeric simile (henceforth just ‘simile’).

(251) "TuBprov adt’ Alavte pepadte BodpLdog dhkig
&g te 80 adyo Aéovte kLVRV Umo kapyapoddviwv
OPTAEAVTE PEPTITOV AVAL POTTICL TTUK VAL
VYoD OeEp young pHeta YapenAfowy €xovte,
&g po Tov LYo €xovte SV Alavte KOPLOTX
TeELXEX GUAN TNV Il. 13.197-202

And Imbrius the two Aiantes [dragged away]|, mindful of their vi-
gorous strength; and as when two lions have snatched away a goat
from sharp-toothed dogs and carry it through the thick under-
wood, holding it high above the ground between their jaws, so
the two Aiantes, the helmed warriors, held Imbrius up high, and
stripped off his armour.

Both its form and its content make this example typical and easily recognizable as
a simile. The passage starts with an action of the main narrative: the two Aiantes
drag away Imbrius. The particle wg introduces the simile, starting with an exactly
parallel action: two lions have snatched away a goat and carry it off. The image
of the lions with the goat is elaborated in a short narrative digression: they carry
their prey through the underwood, holding it up high in their jaws. The return to
the main narrative is signalled through the adverb &g ‘so’/‘in this way’, and the
focus is back on the Aiantes.

Not every longer description of a comparison, however, is a simile. A crucial
aspect of the typical content of a simile is the narrative digression; there is an on-
going debate over whether the images described within the similes belong to the
time of the audience of the Homeric epics, or to an heroic or mythological age.™
The answer to this question is important for certain views on the literary and
performative function of similes. For a structural and semantic analysis of similes,

however, the kind of standard of comparison, that is the type of image described in

78 Cf. Coffey 1957, Scott 1974, Larsen 2007, Taplin 2007.
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a simile, is important, and not so much the time or world to which it belongs. The
majority of similes have human characters as comparees and animals or elements
of the natural world as standards; they thus describe figurative comparisons. Even
if the standard of comparison is human, it never involves a specific person. A
human standard of comparison is always general: a shepherd, a man, a mother,
etc.” Longer comparisons of a human or divine character with his past self, like
when Nestor or Odysseus wishes to still be as strong as he was in the past when
he fought against people here and there, are not similes. They can be fairly long
stories and even have introductory and concluding parts like a real simile, but they
are comparisons with ‘real’, one-time episodes of a character’s life, and thus very
different from the stories that elaborate actual similes.

The most typical examples of similes are comparisons of warriors to an animal
or a natural force, with narrative digressions extending over several verses, but
there are also many shorter instances of comparisons of similarity that are extended
in one way or another. In order to achieve a systematic definition of the Homeric
simile, I include comparisons that are further elaborated by a single, short finite
clause, but not those with participial phrases. The reasoning behind this is that I
regard a participial phrase as an adjective, i.e. as part of a noun phrase, and not
as an independent elaboration. I concede that this distinction is to some extent
arbitrary, and that it results in instances that one might describe as expressing
a simile being categorized as similatives or equatives. The number of those is,
however, very small, and a syntactic rather than semantic definition of a simile at
least provides a rigid criterion for classification.

On the basis of this criterion we can classify example (252) as a simple similative

with a participial phrase elaborating the comparison. By contrast, example (253)

™ There are a few similes in which specific mythological or even (possibly) historical names are
mentioned, for example Typhoeus and the country of the Arimi at Il. 2.780-5, or a woman
of Maeonia or Caria at Il. 4.140-7, but these are mentioned as more or less interchangeable
examples, not as specific and concrete standards of comparison.
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is a simile since it includes an elaboration of the image with a finite verb.®°

(252) doomn & vyopdpoto BOpn Baddypoto TéTukTon
avépog agveloio £V kAnic” &papula,
10066 apa Tob exatepOev Ecav mTepd Il. 24.317-9

As wide as the door of the high-roofed chamber of a wealthy man,
a door well furnished with bolts, so wide were the wings [of Zeus’
eagle] on either side of him.

(253) (-..) YepOpwoev 8¢ kéhevbov

pokpnv R’ evpeiav, 6cov T €l Jovpog Epwr)

yiyvetal, OnmoT’ dvijp oBéveog melpmdpevog 1ot 1l. 15.357-9

And [Apollo] bridged a pathway long and wide, as far as the force

of a spear reaches, when a man throws it, testing his strength.
In 71% of all extended similes, the particle ®g marks the beginning of the simi-
le, and &¢ marks the return to the main narrative; they can be combined with
other particles, most frequently as «g (8") ote ... &g and &g te ... &¢. Instead of
the introductory o¢, we find the particle fjote, the correlative adjectives olog and
0cog, as well as adjectives and verbs such as atdAavtog, évaiiykiog, and €oiker.
Instead of the resumptive adverb &g, we find nfite, toiog, T000g, Tkerog, and €otkar.
A genitive case dependent on an #ywv-plus-noun construction, as in oipa Aéovrtog
éxwv ‘having the swoop of a lion’ (Il. 16.752), can replace either the introductory
or resumptive marker, and one of the two can be left out entirely.

The aspect of comparison normally lies within the verbal action, which is ex-

pressed once in the sentence containing the introductory marker, and again in the
resumptive clause. In example (254) the exact same verb is used in both places,

enéxpaov ‘they attacked’ The narrative digression elaborates on the action and

the agents involved in it, though not all similes are as straightforward as this one.

80 Such a syntactic categorization together with the semantic distinction between straightfor-
ward and figurative comparisons provides a more rigorous framework for the analysis of similes
and short comparisons than, for example, Ready 2008 and 2011’s spectrum of comparisons
ranging from lesser to greater similarity, or Larsen 2007’s distinction between particle-marked
comparisons (=‘similes’, linked to present, appealing to senses and emotions) and adjec-
tive/verb-marked comparisons (=‘comparison’; linked to heroic age/content of narrative).



5.9. Similes 215

Depending on the type of verb in the introductory and resumptive clauses, there
can be one comparee and standard, or several. The transitive verb énéxpaov, ‘they
attacked’, requires an object, thus there are two parties being compared here: the
wolves in the simile stand for the Danaans, the agents in the narrative digression
and in the main story, while the lambs and kids stand for the Trojans, the patients

that undergo an attack both within the simile and in the main narrative.®!
(254) &g 8¢ AbKoL apvesoLy Eméypaov Tj épigolot

oivtot 0K PAVY aipedpevol, ol T év Opecol

TOLEVOG appadinot StéTpoyev: ot 8¢ 1OOVTEG

aiya Swapralovoty avédkida Oupov éxovoag:

&g Aavaol Tpweoowv éméypaov- ol 8¢ pofoto

dvokerddov pvioavto, Adbovto 8¢ BovpLdog aAkTg Il. 16.352-7

And as ravening wolves attack lambs or kids, catching them from
within the herd, which is scattered around the mountains through
the negligence of the shepherd; upon seeing them, the wolves
quickly seize them that have feeble spirits; in this way the Danaans
attacked the Trojans; and they gave heed to ill-sounding fear, and
forgot their furious courage.

If the verb is intransitive, there tends to be only one party involved in the compa-
rison, i.e. there is exactly one comparee and one standard. Though even in theses
cases, there may be other, circumstantial participants that are involved in painting
the picture of the comparison, and play a more or less active role in it. In example
(255), the way in which the warrior Gorgythion bows his head after being struck
by Teucer is compared to a poppy. The comparison is elaborated by a description
of the poppy as being heavy with fruit and rain, which is paralleled by the helmet
that weighs down Gorgythion’s head.®? Fruit, rain, and the helmet are involved in

painting the picture of the comparison, but they are not compared to one another.

(255) pkov & Og eTépwaoe kKapr PaAev, 1) T €vi KN
Kkopn@d BpBopévn votinot te elapivijowy,
OG ETEPWS’ ApHLoE kAP THANKL fopuvOév Il. 8.306-8

8L Cf. Ameis/Hentze 1908a, 26; Briigger 2016, 158-9.
82 Cf. Frinkel 1921, 40.
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And he let his head fall to the side like a poppy that stands in a
garden and is heavy with fruit and spring rain; so he bowed down
his head to the side, weighed down by his helmet.

In about one quarter of the similes in Homer (25% in the Iliad and 17.5% in the
Odyssey), the relationship between the elements that occur with the first marker
and those that occur with the second marker is crooked. This mismatch can have
a more or less severe impact on the meaning of the simile.®? In milder cases, the
mismatch is purely syntactic; the comparee then starts as the subject or agent of
the action, but after the digression, when a second marker returns the story to the
main narrative, the comparee appears as object/patient, or vice-versa. The verb
that appears with the second marker is often the same, or at least expresses the
same concept as the verb with the first marker; it might be active in one case and

passive in the other, or express opposing actions, e.g. pursuing and fleeing.

(256) “Extopa & domepyig kAovéwy Eent’ kLG AytAdelc.
wg & Ote vePpov OpeocpL KOV EAdpoto dintal
Opoag €€ evVAG S T drykea ko S Pricoag:
Tov & €l mép te AaBnot katamtnEoag Vo Bapve,
QANG T avixvebwv Béel Epmedov 0pp& kev ebpy:
&g "Extwp o0 A0 moddkea IInAelwva Il. 22.188-93

And onto Hector, chasing him ceaselessly, was swift Achilles. And
as in the mountains a dog rouses the fawn of a deer, chasing it out
of its lair and through the mountain glens and combes, and even
if it escapes at first, cowering under some shrubbery, the dog still
runs on and on, tracking it down until he finds it; in the same way
Hector did not escape swift-footed Achilles.

In example (256), the first verse describes the context of the simile: Achilles is
chasing Hector. The particle combination g 8’ 0te marks the beginning of the
simile, and in this first clause the dog and the fawn resemble Achilles and Hector

both syntactically and figuratively. The comparison is further elaborated in a short

83 Cf. Scott 2009. Lee calls this kind of mismatched simile a “roundabout, illogical idiom of
statement” which requires “retranslation into our own thought-idiom” in order to make sense
(1964, 7).
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narrative digression in which the focus shifts to the fawn and then back to the dog,
but when the adverb &g takes the story back to the main narrative, Hector has
become the subject and Achilles the object. The verb AavBavw ‘escape’ is used of
the fawn within the narrative digression, and of Hector in the resumptive clause,
and is the antonym to the verb diw ‘put to flight’ in the clause introducing the
simile. The focus has changed from the pursuer to the pursued, and the elements
that are marked with wg &’ 0te ... &g at the beginning and end of the simile are
syntactically not parallel.3*

In more severe cases, the verbal action at the beginning of the simile is very
different to that at the end. Instead of returning to the image set up by the
verb with the first marker, the verb with the second marker takes up an idea
from within the narrative digression. For Fréankel such similes show that the at
his time dominant scholarly approach to the simile, which was to determine its
‘Vergleichspunkt’, was “ungeheuerlich”. He calls similes like that in example (257)

“doppelseitig” or having “zwei Kuppelungen”, i.e. Vergleichspunkte.®

(257) Alveiag 8 étépwbev éxéxdeto oig ETdpoloLy,
AnipoBov te Ildpy T ¢copidv kai Ayrvopa Siov,
ot ot &’ yepoveg Tpodwv Eoav- abtap Emelta
Aaol €movl’; wg el Te pet KTIAOV €omeTo piAa
mopeV’ €k Potavng: yavutor & apa Te QPEVOL TOLURV:
¢ Alvelg Bupog évi otrifecot yeynbet
g 18e Aadv €Bvog émiomopevov €0l adTH 1l. 13.489-95

And Aeneas from the other side urged on his companions, looking
at Deiphobos and Paris and divine Agenor, who together with
him were leaders of the Trojans; and thereafter the men followed,
as when sheep follow after the ram from their pasture in order to
drink, and the shepherd is glad in his heart; so the heart of Aeneas
was glad in his breast, when he saw the host of men following him.

84 Cf. Frankel: “Die Einzelheiten des Anschauungsbildes sind sehr abweichend, aber die allge-
meine Stimmung wird im GI. treffend gezeichnet: beim Verfolgten der Wille sich zu entziehn,
beim Verfolger die tiberlegene Gegenwirkung.” (1921, 69); De Jong 2012, 106-7.

85 Cf. Frankel 1921, 3-8.
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At the opening of the simile in example (257), the men, Aaol, are compared to
sheep, pfjAa, and the aspect of comparison lies within the movement of the crowd
of soldiers/flock of sheep behind the leader/ram. In the narrative digression, the
image of the shepherd rejoicing at the sight of his flock appears. As the focus shifts
back to the main narrative, the adverb &g picks up the image of the shepherd
instead of the ram and relates it to Aeneas. The focus of the simile has shifted
from the herd following its leader to the shepherd rejoicing in his flock; Aeneas is
at the same time the ram, shepherd, and commander.®6

In the lists of references to all Homeric similes below I label those with a
mismatch between the (roles of the) participants at the beginning of the simile and
the return to the main narrative as ‘crooked’. As we saw in the case of similative
and equative constructions, similes also come with different kinds of comparees
and standards, and can therefore also be more or less figurative in meaning. In
the majority of similes, the comparee is human, either a specific individual, or a
group, occasionally expressed metonymically as someone’s heart, voice, or spirit. In
33 instances, the standard of comparison also belongs to the human sphere, which
makes the comparison between comparee and standard straightforward.®” There
are four similes in which a human character is compared to a god.®® 48 Similes

compare humans to elements from the natural world.®® In 91 instances human

86 Cf. Lonsdale 1990, 21; Janko 1999, 109-10. Ameis/Hentze use the tem “Doppelvergleich”
(1922¢, 33). Frankel notes: “GewiB ist es fiir unser Empfinden merkwiirdig, wenn ganz unver-
mittelt von den Schafen und dem Leitbock auf den Hirten tibergegangen wird, als ob das gar
nichts Neues oder Anderes wére. Aber es ist doch einmal eine Tatsache, die wir zu verstehen
suchen miissen, und sie lehrt: der homerische Vergleich kann in mehr als einem Zuge mit der
Handlung zusammenhéngen; gelegentlich werden vom Sénger Beziehungen zwischen Gl. und
Erz. ausdriicklich festgestellt, die iiber die eine Kuppelung hinausreichen.” (1921, 6-7).

87 Human comparees and human standards: II. 2.474-9, 3.30-7, 5.596-600, 11.67-71, 11.267-72,
11.292-5, 11.413-20, 12.421-6 (crooked), 12.432-8 (crooked), 12.451-4, 15.271-80, 15.676-88,
16.7-11, 16.406-10, 17.389-97 (crooked), 17.520-4 (crooked), 18.161-4, 20.251-5, 21.257-64
(crooked), 22.199-201, 23.222-5, 23.844-7, 24.480-4 (crooked); Od. 5.394-9, 5.486-91, 8.521-31,
9.382-8, 13.31-5 (crooked), 16.17-21, 17.110-3, 17.518-21 (crooked), 20.24-30, 23.233-40.

88 Human comparees and divine standards: II. 7.206-13, 10.3-10, 13.298-305; Od. 6.101-9.

89 Human comparees and nature standards: Il. 2.144-6, 2.147-54 (crooked), 2.207-10, 2.394-9,
4.275-82 (crooked), 4.422-8, 4.452-6 (crooked), 4.482-9 (crooked), 5.4-7, 5.87-94 (crooked),
5.499-505 (crooked), 5.522-7, 6.146-9, 7.4-7 (crooked), 7.61-6, 8.306-8, 9.1-8 (crooked), 9.13-6,
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characters are compared to animals.”® Outside of the divine, natural, and animal
world we find similes comparing Hector’s heart to an axe (Il 3.60-3), Menelaus’
injured thigh to ivory stained with scarlet (Il 4.140-7, crooked), Agamemnon’
behaviour to Eris and Cholos (/I 18.107-11, crooked), and Achilles’ voice to the
sound of a trumpet (/. 18.219-21). There are 16 similes with divine comparees and
figurative standards.”® The majority of non-human and non-divine comparees in
the Iliad are items or concepts related to battle, and the standards in these similes

are always figurative.”? In the Odyssey these are related to Odysseus’ adventures.?

Relationship CPREE — STD | Total number | Iliad | Odyssey
Overall 226 186 40
Straightforward 33 23 10
Figurative 193 163 30

Table 5.13: Similes

11.61-5, 11.153-162 (crooked), 11.304-9 (crooked), 12.131-6, 13.136-48, 13.177-81, 13.242-5,
13.389-93, 13.795-801, 14.16-22, 14.414-8, 15.380-9, 15.617-22, 15.623-9 (crooked), 16.297-302
(crooked), 16.364-7, 16.481-8, 16.765-71, 17.53-60, 17.263-6, 17.746-53, 18.207-14, 19.375-80,
20.490-4, 21.522-5, 22.25-32, 22.317-21, 23.597-600; Od. 6.160-9, 19.204-9.

9% Human comparees and animal standards: Il. 2.87-93, 2.459-66, 2.469-73, 2.480-3 (crooked),
3.1-9, 3.22-9, 3.148-53, 3.196-8, 4.243-6, 4.433-6 (crooked), 5.136-43, 5.161-4, 5.554-60,
6.503-16, 8.335-42, 9.321-7, 10.181-9 (crooked), 10.358-64, 10.482-8, 11.107-121 (crooked),
11.172-8 (crooked), 11.324-6, 11.473-86, 11.548-57 (crooked), 11.558-69 (crooked), 12.41-50,
12.145-53 (crooked), 12.165-72, 12.299-309, 13.99-106, 13.197-202, 13.471-7, 13.489-95
(crooked), 13.570-5, 13.701-8, 15.262-70, 15.323-7 (crooked), 15.630-40 (crooked), 15.579-84,
15.585-91, 15.688-95, 16.155-67, 16.257-67, 16.352-7, 16.487-91 (crooked), 16.581-5, 16.641-5,
16.751-4, 16.756-61, 16.823-9, 17.3-6, 17.61-9 (crooked), 17.108-13, 17.132-137, 17.281-5,
17.656-67, 17.673-81, 17.725-34, 17.742-6, 17.755-9, 18.318-23, 20.164-75 (crooked), 20.403-6,
21.12-6 (crooked), 21.22-6, 21.251-6, 21.571-82, 22.21-4, 22.93-7, 22.162-6, 22.188-93, 22.262-9,
22.308-11, 23.692-4, 24.39-45; Od. 4.333-40 (crooked), 4.791-3, 5.432-5 (crooked), 6.130-6,
10.410-5, 12.251-5 (crooked), 15.174-8, 16.216-9, 17.124-31 (crooked), 19.518-29 (crooked),
20.14-6, 22.299-301, 22.302-9, 22.383-9, 22.401-6, 22.468-72.

91 Divine comparees and figurative standards: II. 4.75-9 (crooked), 4.130-3, 5.864-7, 5.902-4,
13.62-5, 15.80-3, 15.170-2, 15.361-6, 17.547-52, 21.346-9 (crooked), 21.493-6, 24.80-2; Od.
5.50-4, 6.232-5, 9.389-94 (crooked), 23.159-62.

92 Armour and weapons: Il. 2.455-8, 12.154-61, 12.278-89, 13.586-92, 16.212-7 (crooked),
19.356-61; horses of warriors: Il. 5.770-3, 16.384-93, 17.434-7, 20.495-503 (crooked), 23.431-3;
battle itself: Il. 13.333-8, 15.410-5, 16.633-7, 17.735-41; earth groaning under armies’ weight: Ii.
2.780-5; dust under armies’ feet: II. 3.10-4 (crooked); Trojan fires: Il. 8.554-61; river Xanthus
boiling with bodies: Il. 21.363-5; measurements of distance/lenght: Il. 15.357-9, 16.588-92,
23.516-25, 23.758-64.

93 TLocation of an island: Od. 4.356, sea: Od. 5.327-30, wave: Od. 5.368-70, staff of olivewood:
0Od. 9.321-4, wolves and lions: Od. 10.216-9, stern of a ship: Od. 13.81-5, ghosts of the suitors:
0Od. 24.5-10.
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5.10 Conclusion

In this chapter I have given an overview of all comparisons of similarity found
in the Homeric epics. Their linguistic analysis has shown that this comparison
type is different from comparatives and superlatives in many regards. The most
notable differences lie in how the aspect and standard of comparison are expressed
and marked, as well as in the relationship between comparee and standard. While
in comparative and superlative constructions this relationship is almost always
straightforward, the majority of comparisons of similarity have figurative standards
of comparison.

The end of this chapter marks the end of the linguistic part of this study, and
in it I have already brought together some of the most important generalizations
that I have made about comparatives, superlatives, and similatives/equatives. To
express it in the most simplified terms, my analyses have shown that 1) the core
function of comparative constructions is to express a relationship of inequality be-
tween two straightforwardly comparable entities or concepts, 2) the core function
of superlative constructions is to highlight one entity within its peer group, and
that of elatives is to highlight an entity independently of any peer group, while
neither of them expresses a real comparison, and 3) the core function of typi-
cal comparisons of similarity is to conceptualize one entity in terms of another,
fundamentally different entity.

In the next and final chapter of this study, I will examine the narrative and
stylistic function of each of the three comparison types in the Homeric epics. The
linguistic generalizations just stated form the basis of my literary investigations,
and will prove to be valuable tools for explaining the diverse effects that each

comparison type has when exploited for narrative and stylistic purposes.



Chapter 6

Comparisons in Action

‘Comparisons are a linguistic way of relating two entities to one another and ma-
king a statement about this relationship.” This was the definition of comparisons
as a linguistic phenomenon and stylistic tool with which I set out to study Homer’s
comparisons. I discussed the linguistic system behind expressions of comparison
in Chapter 2, and provided a comprehensive account of all types of comparisons
found in the Homeric epics in Chapters 3, 4, and 5. It became evident in this
account that while the most basic and straightforward expressions of comparisons
neatly reflect the theory outlined in Chapter 2, there are a considerable number of
comparisons that do not behave in the expected way. ‘Comparison’ is not a rigid
category in the grammar of a language that follows strict rules, but rather one that
provides a structure which can be either closely followed or creatively exploited in

language use.

The use of comparisons as a stylistic and narrative device in the Homeric epics
is by no means limited to making a statement about the relationship between two
entities. Especially the superlative and similative/equative expressions in Homer
serve the purpose of making a point about a character, building up tension in
the narrative, or painting a complex picture of what the story of the Iliad and the

Odyssey is all about. This chapter brings together what the previous chapters have
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taught us about the nature of each comparison type, and addresses the few but
striking expressions that do not neatly fit into one of the established categories.
It then goes on to engage with the stylistic and narrative function of comparisons
made about the Homeric heroes, focusing first on comparative and superlative
expressions, and finally on the Homeric simile as well as shorter similative and
equative constructions.

Comparatives and superlatives bring the heroes in relationship to each other,
and exploit this relationship for narrative and rhetorical effects. These comparisons
point out what and how the hero is among his peers, within a group, as a social
being. Comparisons of similarity bring an individual hero in relationship with
other things. They can depict actions and whole scenarios that are foreign to the
situation a hero is in, as when an image of peaceful everyday life is called up
in the context of a battle scene. They can involve highly figurative standards of
comparisons such as animals, natural forces, or gods, and thus show the hero in
a completely different, un-human light. Especially the extended Homeric similes
take the hero out of the social and cultural sphere and into a more crude and less

familiar, yet highly imaginative world.

6.1 Hybrid comparisons

The linguistic analysis of comparisons in Chapters 3, 4, and 5 provides a typology
of the syntactic constructions that are used to express comparative, superlative,
similative, and equative relations in Homeric Greek. But what if a comparison
appears in the morpho-syntactic shape of one type, and with the semantics of
another? This section identifies two factors that cause such hybrid comparisons
and seeks to explain their function on a linguistic and narrative level. But before
we look at these outliers, let us first recap the most important observations we were

able to make about each comparison type on the basis of its ‘normal’” members.
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All comparison types exist in a variety that is complete, i.e. with explicit com-
paree, standard, and aspect of comparison, as well as in versions in which one of
these parts is missing. In comparative and superlative constructions, the missing
part tends to be the standard or scope of comparison, although there are types
(namely those that employ lexical means to mark the standard of comparison)
in which the aspect of comparison can be implicit or at least vague. Similatives
and equatives often lack an explicit aspect of comparison, but much more rarely
leave out the standard of comparison.! However, the implicitness of the standard of
comparison is very different for comparative and superlative constructions. When
we look at our evidence from Homer, in the majority of comparative constructions
the implicit standard can be reconstructed from the context, i.e. it is somewhat
actively and concretely implied, whereas in superlative constructions this is not
the case. Even an explicit scope in superlative constructions tends to refer to
rather large and heterogeneous groups (‘the Greeks’ or ‘all’), and when it is left
out, a difference between a construction that implies a very general scope and a
construction that is elative is barely determinable.

The aspect of comparison is most explicit and concrete in comparative con-
structions, followed by superlative constructions. Similatives and equatives often
leave the determination of the aspect of comparison to the relationship between
comparee and standard. This relationship is also the most complex in these two
categories, as here we find the greatest number of figurative standards of compa-
rison, i.e. constructions in which the categorial difference between comparee and
standard is greatest. The relationship between comparee and standard in typical
comparative and superlative constructions is straightforward: both entities are of

the same category or class, and so one could say that an explicit aspect is neces-

1 This is one way in which comparatives and superlatives pattern together, and we have al-

ready seen other ways as well: they are both comparisons that express an inequality and this
inequality is one of degree.
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sary to elucidate the point of the comparison. There are similative and equative
constructions for which this is true, as well, but the majority of them are more
complex. The often large conceptual gap between comparee and standard offers
ample space for multifaceted aspects of comparison.

When we look at the precise way in which comparee and standard are related
to one another in the different comparison types, a different pattern becomes ap-
parent: comparative constructions on the one side are the only ‘honest’ comparison
between two entities; they really do make a statement about the relationship be-
tween those entities, be it two human characters or two courses of action that are
juxtaposed and judged in relation to one another. In example (258) Eurymachus
claims to be better than Halitherses because he does not want to accept the seer’s
interpretation of a bird sign. Example (259) involves the juxtaposition of two sce-
narios. Odysseus has the choice between either sailing close to Scylla and losing

six comrades, or passing by Charybdis and losing the entire ship.

(258) TodTo & €Yy 0€0 TOAAOV Apeivey povtevesBot Od. 2.180

[ am much better than you at prophesying these things.

(259) (...) émel ) TOAD @épTepOV E0TLY
£€ étdpoug &v vni obrpevon 1 Gpo Tévtog Od. 12.109-10

For it is much better to be missing six comrades in your ship than
all of them together.

In superlative constructions, the focus is very much on the comparee; the point
of the expression is to characterize someone or something as extraordinary. In
example (260) Poseidon speaks about Zeus, and thus a natural scope would be ‘of
the gods’, as made explicit in another, similar expression in example (261), where

Zeus speaks about himself.

(260) (-..) © yap oAb @pépTatdg EoTLv Il. 1.581
for he is by far the mightiest
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(261) yvooet’ éneld’ doov eipl Oedv KAPTIETOG ATTAVTOV Il. 8.17

Then you will realise by how far I am the strongest of all gods.

Similative and equative constructions are a mixed bag in this respect. There are
expressions which indeed state that comparee and standard are similar to one
another; in these cases the standard of comparison is of the same kind as the
comparee, and the similarity is explicit, concrete, and straightforward. The ma-
jority of similative and equative constructions in Homer, however, have figurative
standards of comparison, and in these cases the point of the comparison is not a
real similarity, but exactly the opposite: the most effective similative and equa-
tive constructions are those in which comparee and standard of comparison have
the fewest actual, or straightforward, points of similarity. Such expressions invite
the imagination of the audience and, like superlative constructions, portray the
comparee as extraordinary.

In example (262) Hermes in the disguise of a servant of Achilles speaks to Priam.
The aspect of comparison is made explicit by the adjective dpveldg ‘wealthy’ and
the noun yépwv ‘old man’ The comparee, who is the speaker’s father, and the
standard of comparison, Priam, are both human beings, and the point of the
comparison is to state that they are similar to one another. Hermes in disguise
is making this comparison to create familiarity and trust between himself and his

addressee.?

(262) qveldg pév 8y’ éoti, yépwv 8¢ 81 Og 60 mep dde 1l. 24.398

Wealthy is he, and an old man certainly, just like you.

When Odysseus and Diomedes are compared to two lions in example (263), we
cannot possibly speak of a real familiarity or literal similarity between warriors

and lions.

2 Cf. Ameis/Hentze 1922e, 124; Macleod 1982, 120; Richardson 1993, 314; Briigger 2009, 145.
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(263) Bav P’ ipev g te Aéovte SVw S vokTo pédavay Il. 10.297

They set off to go like two lions through the black night.

The verbal action gives an indication of the aspect of comparison: the way in
which they move is cat-like, but they are not trying to imitate lions, nor do they
look like lions. There is a large conceptual gulf between lions and men, there is
no straightforward, immediate similarity between them. This comparison is made
in light of their extraordinary mission of entering into the enemy’s camp, a deed
that is super-human. Comparing Odysseus and Diomedes to lions in this situa-
tion invites the audience to think about them as lions not only in terms of their
movement through the night, but to find other aspects in which their behaviour
matches what people know or think about lions, or what they have heard about
lions in extended similes: lions are courageous, reckless, strong, unafraid, ready to

fight even at the cost of their own life.

Knowing the prototypical characteristics of each comparison type provides a re-
ference point from which exceptional expressions can be interpreted. The excep-
tional expressions of comparisons are best described as hybrids: they all share
that the meaning of one comparison type is expressed in the syntactic shape of
another. In other words, the structure of one comparison type is appropriated
for the expression of another. This means that there is an element in the con-
struction of the comparison which causes it to express the meaning of a different
type of comparison. The most common kind of such an element is negation. A
negated comparative construction can express the meaning of a superlative/ela-
tive or similative/equative; a negated similative/equative construction can express
the meaning of a comparative or superlative/elative construction. The other such
element to be discussed below is more comparison-type specific: a comparative
construction with a figurative standard in which there is also a special relationship

between the aspect of comparison and the standard of comparison, namely that
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the standard of comparison represents the essence of the quality denoted by the

aspect, has the meaning of what one might call an elative equative.?

6.1.1 Negation

Negation is a means of appropriating comparative and similative/equative con-
structions for the expression of either of the two other types of comparison; superla-
tive constructions do not interact with negation in this way. Superlative/elative
meaning can be the result of an interaction of negation with either comparative or
similative/equative constructions, but it is never the starting point. I will address
this imbalance once I have given an overview of the evidence.

Superlative meaning is generated in comparative or similative/equative con-
structions by a negative quantifier either with or as the comparee. In comparative
constructions with a negative quantifier in the comparee we find semantically di-
verse aspects of comparison, all expressed through adjectives ranging from the
positive to the negative pole of a scale (e.g. xpatepotepov ‘mightier’ Od. 11.623-4

as well as axidvotepov ‘feebler’ Od. 18.130-1, representing both poles of a scale of

might /strength).
(264) &g 008¢v yAUKLoV T)g aTpidog 00d¢ TokHwV
yivetou Od. 9.34-5

that nothing is sweeter than one’s fatherland and parents

In similative/equative constructions we find mainly verbal aspects of comparison
beside a few adjectival and nominal ones, and very occasionally the standard in-

stead of the comparee can be negated.® Example (265) shows a verbal marker,

Lighter versions of such hybrid comparisons are mentioned in their respective chapters: The
use of 1@V aAlwv in the scope of a superlative construction results in the meaning of a
comparative with superlative overtones (Chapter 4.1.2). The addition of a numeral adverb
to the aspect/marker of an equative construction turns a comparison of equality into one of
inequality, cf. Chapter 5.6, example (249).

4 Cf. examples (242), (243), (244), (250) in Chapter 5.6.
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ioopapilewv ‘match oneself with’ in combination with a noun, pévog ‘might’, to

express the aspect of comparison.®

(265) (...) o0 Tig ol dVvarton pévog icopapiletv Il. 6.101

And no one can match himself with him in might.

Similative/equative meaning arises when the aspect of a comparative construction
is negated; in these cases the aspect of comparison is expressed by an adjective

denoting the negative pole of a scale, for example yeipwv ‘worse’.

(266) Kol v Egnv écoecBon év avdpdaotv ob TL xépela
natpog £olo piloto, dépag kai eidog dynTtov Od. 14.176-7

And I thought that among men he would be in no way worse than
his own dear father, admirable in stature and appearance.

The effect of the negation of a negative polarity adjective like ‘worse’ is a special
emphasis of its positive counterpart: ‘at least as good’, which here is further spe-
cified and confirmed by the use of o0 1t ‘in no way’ insead of plain o0, and by the
positive assertion dépag kai eidog dyntov ‘admirable in stature and appearance’.
When the underlying syntactic structure is that of a comparative construction,
we expect the relationship between comparee and standard to be straightforward,
and this is indeed the case. But when the underlying structure is that of a simila-
tive/equative construction, we find both straightforward, as in example (267), and
figurative, as in example (268), relationships between comparee and standard of
comparison, even if the resulting meaning is that of a superlative or comparative

expression.

(267) (...) 00 yop épn ig
€60’ oln mapog EoKeV EVi YVOUTTOLOL PEAECTLY Il. 11.668-9

For my strength is not like it once was in my supple limbs.

> Cf. Kirk 1990, 169 and Graziosi/Haubold 2010, 104 for notes on the emendation of icopapiletv
to avtipepilev by Bentley. Stoevesandt 2008, 44 does not seem to doubt icogapilev.
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(268) o1’ 00V apddhiog TG0V pévog oite Aéovtog
olte 6VOG KAITTPOL OAOOPPOVOG, OV Te PEYLETOG
Bupog évi otrBecol mepl 60&vel PAepeaivel,
docov [TavOou vieg édppelion ppovéovoiv® Il. 17.20-3

Not even the might of a leopard is so great, nor that of a lion, nor
that of a wild, mean-hearted boar, in whose breast the greatest
spirit exults exceedingly in its strength, as the sons of Panthous,
armed with good ashen spears, boast confidence.

The underlying meaning of all these comparisons can also be expressed through
a less marked construction, without negation, so how can we explain this rather
roundabout way of making a comparison? I argue that there are two levels on
which the use of negation has an effect: the level of the comparison itself in a
narrow sense, and the level of the wider narrative discourse. Negation creates
hybrid comparisons in which aspects of the meaning and function of one type
are transferred to another. But before we look at their linguistic and narrative
effect, we need to address the question why superlative constructions are never the
starting point of these hybrids.

My conclusion after analysing all the superlative constructions in the Homeric
poems is that they are not genuine comparisons, and the interaction of negation
with superlative constructions confirms this. They do not juxtapose two entities
and make a claim about their relationship in the way in which comparative and si-
milative/equative constructions do. A superlative construction is a definite expres-
sion that refers to the exceptional status of an entity, with or without mentioning
the respective reference group. Negating the comparee or aspect of a superlative
construction does not straightforwardly result in the expression of another compa-
rison type: Achilles is not the best of the Achaeans may be a litotic-ironic way of
expressing Achilles is worse than the other Achaeans, but such a reading is based

on pragmatics, not on semantics. In a similar vein, (it is) not Achilles (who) is the

6 There are several textual problems in this passage, though none have an effect on the meaning

and syntax of the comparison (cf. Edwards 1991, 65).
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best of the Achaeans is not a productive way of expressing some other Achaean is
better than/at least as good as Achilles. A negative quantifier as comparee or scope
yields an equally empty, in the latter case even nonsensical, expression: nobody s
the best of the Achaeans, * Achilles is the best of nobody.

The use of negative quantifiers in comparative and similative/equative con-
structions is a way of expressing a comparison that carries superlative meaning
and a real sense of a comparison. In many negated comparisons found in Homeric
Greek, the entity which displays the quality denoted by the aspect of comparison
to a higher degree is in the position of the standard of comparison instead of the
comparee, where we normally find it. This means that the point of view of the com-
parison lies with the ‘weaker’ instead of the ‘stronger’ part, and the ‘stronger’ part
is the reference point. When such a comparison is figurative, we end up with the
odd situation in which the figurative element, for instance the animals in example
(268), takes the position of the comparee instead of the standard: leopard, lion,
and boar are compared to the sons of Panthous, and not, as usually, vice-versa.
When we look at the intended effect of such a comparison, however, the animals
do function as the image with which the warriors are conceptualized, but with an
added sense of superlativity: the sons of Panthous are even more confident than
leopard, lion, and boar.” The markedness of this juxtaposition is emphasised by
o0t’ odv ‘not even’ and the priamel-like nature of the comparison involving the
three most impressive and dangerous animals.®

Beyond its effect within the expression of a comparison, negation has an effect
on the level of the narrative discourse. The priamel-like negated comparison in
example (268) is spoken by Menelaus at a point in the epic story where he is

the centre of attention and the hero of the moment, showing himself strong and

T Thereby, negated figurative comparisons express the same meaning as comparisons of the

melle dulcior type discussed below.
8 Cf. Edwards 1991, 28-9.
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considerate in his defense of Patroclus’ body. The overbearing conduct of which
Menelaus accuses Euphorbus and his brothers stands in contrast to the image in
the simile with which Menelaus himself is described at the beginning of Book 17: he
stands over Patroclus’ body like a mother cow over her first-born calf (II. 17.4-6).

There are two more passages in the [liad with the same structure; at II.
14.394-401 the clash of the armies after having re-arranged themselves is described
with a threefold negative comparison. Not even the roar of the sea, nor the blaze
of fire, nor the blast of the wind is as loud as the clashing of Trojans and Achaeans
in battle. This scene marks the start of a phase in the battle during which the
Achaeans have the upper hand since Zeus has been beguiled by Hera so that
Poseidon can support the Achaeans undisturbed by him.? The deafening din of
battle, Eovicav peybde arointd (1l 14.393) stands in contrast with Zeus’ undis-
turbed sleep, atpépog e0de matrp (1l. 14.352). Zeus’ reaction to awaking and seeing
the Achaeans pursuing the Trojans in rout is to reveal his ultimate plan to Hera
and send her off to put it into action: the Trojans will drive the Achaeans back
to their ships, Patroclus will come to aid them and kill Sarpedon, upon which
Hector will kill Patroclus, which will in turn cause Achilles to re-enter battle and
kill Hector.

The third negated comparison of this kind also appears at a dramatic point in
the epic story; it is made by Hector during his last encounter with his wife Andro-
mache in Book 6. It involves four instead of three elements and a straightforward
instead of a figurative relationship between comparee and standard. Hector says
to his wife that neither the future grief of the Trojans, nor that of Hecabe, nor
that of Priam, nor that of his brothers, affects him as much as hers (Il. 6.450-5).

These passages are reminiscent of another use of negation in a tripartite struc-

9 The desire that overcomes Zeus is also described by an extended negative comparison, in-

volving a negative quantifier and thus resulting in superlative meaning: Zeus says that never
before has he desired anyone as he desires Hera now, not even when he... followed by a list of
women with whom he has slept.
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ture found in Homer, the employment of mistaken questions. The most common
structure of such a mistaken question is one person asking ‘Is it X or is it Y77,
and the other replying: ‘It is not X, nor is it Y, it is Z’, though the first part can
involve fewer or more than two options. Kakridis discusses a number of examples

of these questions as elements of popular style in Homer.

The poet uses it [the device of mistaken questions] only for the purpose
of emphasizing the positive assertion which will come at the end of
the answer. In the beginning, the audience, hearing the surmises of
the person asking, is led to imagine mistaken solutions. [...] In this
scheme the erroneous questions have no other purpose than to form a
negative background from which the positive assertion will emerge, in
full clarity, at the end.!”

At the assembly of the Achaeans, Achilles proposes to consult a seer or priest

about the reason for the pestilence that has come over the Achaeans.

(269) 0¢ x’ elmot 6 L tOocov éxwoato Poifog ATOAAwWY,
el Tap 8 Y edxwhig émpépgetar 8 txaroppng!! Il. 1.64-5
who might say why Phoibos Apollo is so angry, whether he finds
fault with a prayer and a sacrifice

In his reply, Calchas first negates the two options given in Achilles’ question before

providing the actual answer:

(270) ol Tap’ 8 Y edxwAiig émpéppetar ovd’ Exatoppnc,
QAN Evex’ dpnTipog, OV NTIHNG AYOHERVOVY Il. 1.93-4
He does not find fault with a prayer, nor with a sacrifice; instead,
this is because of the priest, whom Agamemnon dishonoured.

The combination of mistaken question and negated answer enables Achilles to be

diplomatic and strategic in his attempt to make Agamemnon correct his offence.!?

10 Kakridis 1949, 110-1; cf. Kurman 1969, who discusses other oral epic traditions that use
this device much more frequently than Homer. Kurman views it as a feature of oral poetry,
possibly connected to riddles, and as a means of retardation of the unfolding of the epic story.
Kakridis prints eit” &p ... €10’ instead of el toap ... §8°, which fits the interpretation of this
passage better, but even with the reading of Allen 1931, which I print, Calchas’ reaction at
1.93-4, example (270), suggests interpreting e0xwAr] and éxatopfn as two separate options
rather than in conjunction.

12 Cf. Pulleyn 2000, 143.

11
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At the same time, it leads the audience to imagine different possible scenarios
just in order to dismiss them again.'® The mistaken question makes background
assumptions explicit, but the same effect can be achieved by a negated proposition
on its own. More recent studies of negation in narrative discourse view it as a
foregrounding process that calls up backgrounded propositions and expectations of
the audience in order to correct them. “In using a NEG-assertion, the speaker is not
in the business of communicating new information to the hearer. Rather, s/he is in
the business of correcting the hearer’s misquided beliefs”** The double step of first
creating and then dismissing information means that the processing of a negated
proposition requires more effort than that of a simple, positive assertion, and extra
meaning is triggered beyond the semantic content alone. These observations lead
Nahajec, in her study on negation in poetry, to conclude that “negation can be
seen as a significant language choice in the construction of meaning.”'® Negation is
a powerful tool in the construction of tension in the narrative discourse since “the
evocation of alternative states of affairs through negation creates a clash between
what is expected and what is realised.”*¢

Negation in expressions of comparisons has an effect not only on the meaning
of the comparison in a narrow sense, but on the discourse as a whole. A negated
comparison must first create in the audience an image of the positive comparison,
to which the negation can be applied. The poet plays with expectations and pre-
suppositions in order to make a point about a certain character, group, or event.
This view of negation can shed light on an interesting observation: negated com-
parisons of similarity with superlative/elative meaning are made about several
different characters in the Iliad, but of Hector as the only character more than

once, in fact four times in all. Of the 16 occurences of this type in the Odyssey,

13 Cf. Latacz, Niinlist, Stoevesandt 2009, 62-3.
Givon 2001, 372, emphasis original.

15 Nahajec 2009, 110.

16 Nahajec 2009, 117. Cf. De Jong 2004, 61-8.
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12 are made with regard to Odysseus. Hector as first-born prince of Troy is the
most high-ranking hero to die in the course of the [liad, but his death is dependent
on Achilles. As long as Achilles boycotts battle, Hector is impossible to stop. The
first two negative comparisons are made of Hector at a moment of great insecurity
about the future of the Achaean mission: at the very end of his attempt to per-
suade Achilles to accept Agamemnon’s apology and gifts, Odysseus says to Achilles
that now is the time to fight against Hector, since in his present self-confidence he

deems himself unlike anyone of the Achaeans.!”

vov vép ¥ “Extop’ €lowc, émel av pdho tol ayedov ENOol
271 E A A dov END
Abooav Exwv 0Aony, émel ob TLVA PnoLv Opoiov
ol épevat Aavadv obg évOade vijeg Evelkay 1l. 9.304-6

Now you can take Hector’s life, for he would come very close to you
in his destructive rage, because he believes that there is nobody
like him among the Danaans whom the ships brought here.

A little later, Agamemnon and Menelaus consult over how to proceed with the
war while Achilles is still inconsolable and threatening to sail home with his men.
Agamemnon remarks that no man had done as many evil deeds as Hector, and

expresses his amazement that an entirely mortal man could achieve such things.

(272) 0V Yap 1w 186unv, 00d’ EkAvov avdrioavtog
avdp’ E€va Toooade péppep’ € fipaTt pnticacBot,
doc’ "Extop Eppeke Al pilog viag Ayoudv
adTWG, obTe Bedg LVIOG PiLog obTe Beoio 1l. 10.47-50
For I have never seen nor heard anyone say that a single man
contrived as many baneful deeds in one day, as Hector, dear to
Zeus, has done to the sons of the Achaeans, just like that, being
neither the dear son of a goddess nor of a god.

At this point in the story, the outcome of the battle is up in the air, but at the
same time it is clear to the audience that there is indeed someone among the
Greeks, a son of a goddess, who is stronger than Hector, and who, in his revenge

for Patroclus, will do even more evil deeds than Hector.

17 Cf. Ameis/Hentze 1922b, 101; Hainsworth 1993, 99.
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Through the use of negation the poet plays with the discrepancy between the
reality of the story world at that moment and the knowledge and expectation of
the audience. Shortly after Hector’s death, Achilles states that Hector has done
more evil deeds than all the other Trojans, ko TOAN €ppe€ev, 06" 00 GOpmAVTES OL
aAdou (I1. 22.380). Hector remains the most dangerous warrior among the Trojans,
but his deeds are no longer a threat to the Achaeans. With Troy’s strongest man
dead, the city and its people are doomed. At the same time, the audience and
Achilles already know that now that Achilles has killed Hector, someone among
the Trojans will kill the very man to whom Hector succumbed.

The final negative comparison of this kind is spoken by Priam. He does not
know that another one of his sons will kill Achilles. Hector to him is singular and
incomparable, so he puts his grief for Hector above his grief for the many other
sons of his that had been killed by Achilles. Hector is extraordinary even among
his own brothers, so Priam must take extraordinary measures to bring home his
body: he himself will go to Achilles and beg him to return it.

(273) TOV TAVTOV 00 TOGG0V 03DPOopL Ay VOpEVOS TtEp

g €vog (...)
“Extopog Il. 22.424-6

For them all I do not mourn as much, grieved though I am, as for
one, Hector.

The same comparison is made by Menelaus in the Odyssey. He says that he mourns
for the Achaeans who have not made it back from Troy, but for all of them not as

much as for Odysseus, and gives a reason for this in the form of another negated

comparison.
(274) TOV TAVTOV 00 TOGG0V 08VpOpaL, AYVOREVOG TEp,
WG €VOG, (...)
el o0 TIg Axau®dv T000° ELOYNoEV,
000’ ‘Odvoebg épodynoe kai fparto. Od. 4.104-7

For them all I mourn not as much, grieved though I am, as for
one; for nobody among the Achaeans suffered as much as Odysseus
suffered and endured.
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The Odyssey is the story of how Odysseus almost did not make it home. This story
is characterized by the ever present uncertainty of whether and how Odysseus will
return home, and whether he will be there in time and with the means to defeat
the suitors and regain his family and possessions. The way in which different
characters speak about Odysseus reflects their assumption that he is dead. The
expression o0 yap £ &vijp | olog O8vooevg éokev ‘for there is no man here like
Odysseus was’ occurs four times with almost exactly the same wording (Od. 2.58-9,
17.537-8, 19.314-5, 21.93-4) and is a good representation of the sense and effect
these comparisons convey.'® At Od. 2.58-9, Telemachus addresses the assembly
and deplores the lack of a man like Odysseus as protector of the house, a role for
which he sees himself as too weak. Much later, at Od. 17.537-8, Penelope makes
exactly the same remark to Eumaeus, but adds that, if Odysseus were to return, he
and his son would take vengeance on the suitors. Telemachus has developed from
being too weak to being a companion of this father in battle. At Od. 19.314-5,
Penelope apologises to Odysseus in disguise for the lack of a host and entertainer
like Odysseus was, while she herself actually fulfils this role perfectly well. At
Od. 21.93-4 Antinous remarks that there is nobody like Odysseus when it comes
to stringing the bow and shooting, but secretly hopes that he will be able to
achieve it and replace Odysseus. Odysseus is the topic of these comparisons, but
the negation causes them to be made from the perspective of the other characters,
who might yet take the place of ‘nobody’ and make Odysseus redundant.

The use of negation in these comparisons highlights Odysseus’ special status
as (once) uncontested leader, but one part of the processing of such a negative
comparison is the recognition of a positive expectation behind it: there is an alter-
native scenario in which Telemachus grows into the role of protector of the house,

Penelope hosts the stranger, and Antinous strings the bow. The use of the imper-

18 The remaining negated comparisons made about Odysseus are Od. 3.120-2, 3.221-2, 8.229,
14.96-9, 19.350-2, 19.365-8.
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fect in €okev ‘he was’, or even ‘he used to be’, reflects the characters’ assumption
that Odysseus is dead and will not return, while the audience, of course, knows
that Odysseus is alive, and actually there in Ithaca at the time at which three of

the four comparisons are uttered.!”

6.1.2 The melle dulcior type

Beside negated comparisons, there is a type of comparative construction that can
be described as a hybrid comparison. Expressions such as melle dulcior, péhitog
YAvkiwv, ‘sweeter than honey’, or nive candidior, Aevkdtepog xL16vog, ‘whiter than
snow’ are a well-known phenomenon across the Indo-European languages.?’ Most
scholars regard this type of comparative construction as expressing an equative
relation, and due to its existence across the IE languages, as inherited and old; in
fact it is often adduced as a way of understanding the origin and function of IE
comparative morphology and syntax.?! Ittzés, however, argues for understanding
these expressions as proper comparative constructions and shows that the textual
evidence adduced for their interpretation as equative constructions is not unprob-
lematic. Linguistic discussions of the melle dulcior type are centred around the
semantic relationship between the adjective expressing the aspect and the noun
expressing the standard of comparison, as well as the function and type of case or
particle used to mark the standard of comparison. I propose to approach this prob-
lem by looking at the relationship between comparee and standard of comparison,

as well as the effect of such a comparison on the level of the discourse.

19 Odysseus’ disguise prolongs this state of insecurity and the possibility of alternative scenarios,
as Thalmann points out: “Odysseus’s disguise allows the text to toy with other possibilities
while ultimately cancelling them in order to reaffirm — all the more strongly for having
explored alternatives — hierarchical order under his control” (1998, 207). The same can be
said about the names with which Odysseus is referred to by others as well as by himself,
notably obtig/prtig. Cf. Austin 1972.

20 Cf. Tttzés (forthcoming) for examples from different IE languages.

21 Cf. Benveniste 1948, Berg 1957, Puhvel 1973.
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What distinguishes the melle dulcior type from other comparative construc-
tions, and what distinguishes it from normal similative or equative constructions?
Typical comparative constructions have a straightforward relationship between
comparee and standard of comparison. In the melle dulcior type, this relationship
is figurative, i.e. of the kind that we normally only find in similative and equative
expressions. The point of relating comparee and standard of comparison in a melle
dulcior type comparison is to make a statement about the similarity between them,
while at the same time stressing the extraordinary degree to which comparee and
standard display the quality in question. They do not, like normal comparative
constructions, state an actual difference.

In the majority of similative constructions, the aspect of comparison is not
expressed, or (indirectly) expressed by the verbal action; in some cases a noun,
but rarely an adjective, makes the aspect explicit. When there is an adjective
expressing the aspect of comparison, often the connection between the adjective
and the standard of comparison is not as close as it is in comparative constructions;
the standard of comparison may even seem like an afterthought added to the
description of the comparee. In example (275), the adjective modwkeag ‘swift of
foot” aptly describes the horses, but does not actually fit with the birds in the

standard of comparison, which are swift by means of their wings and not feet.

(275) ot pév péy’ aploton Eoav Prpntiddao,
tag EbpnAog élavve modwkeag 6pvibog g Il. 2.763-4

By far the best horses were those of the son of Pheres, that Eu-
melus drove, swift of foot, like birds.

The melle dulcior type expresses a figurative comparison in which the aspect and
standard of comparison stand in an especially close relationship: the standard

refers to the embodiment of the quality denoted by the aspect of comparison.??

22 The other melle dulcior type comparisons are Il. 1.249, 3.10-1, 4.277-8, 13.817-9, 18.109-10,
18.610; Od. 16.216-9, 18.195-6, 23.103.
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(276) 100 81) kaAAioToug tmoug idov fd¢ peyictoug:
AevkoOTepol xLovog, Betetv & avépoloty OpoioL Il. 10.436-7

His [King Rhesus] are indeed the most beautiful horses I have ever
seen, and the greatest, whiter than snow, and they can run like
the winds.

With such a comparison the speaker makes a point about the extraordinarily
high degree to which that quality is present in the comparee, namely to an even
greater extent than in the embodiment of the quality itself. The linguistic form of
a comparison of inequality is used to express a hyperbole in which the whiteness of
horses is conceptualized through the whiteness of snow. The horses are not actually
whiter than snow, they are so extraordinarily white that even the whitest thing
on earth, snow, is barely an accurate standard of comparison. But despite this
‘shortcoming’ of snow, it is the very image of snow that is created in the mind of
the audience, and through it the whiteness of the horses is meant to be imagined.

Many of the melle dulcior type expressions appear in contexts that are already
marked, e.g. at the start of an extended simile, or in combination with elative
expressions, when something extraordinary or threatening is described. There are,
however, other marked contexts in which superlative adjectives are used to express
an extraordinary degree of closeness between the comparee and standard of com-
parison.?® In example (277) sleep is compared to death, but here it would seem

odd to say ‘more unawakening’ and ‘sweeter’ than death.

(277) kal T vijdupog Drvog émti BAe@dpoloty Emumte,
viypetog 11816T0g, Bavaty GyyloTo €01KAOG. Od. 13.79-80

And sweet sleep fell on his [Odysseus] eyelids, unawakening, the
sweetest, most closely resembling death.

There is no hard-and-fast rule for when it is appropriate to use the melle dulcior

construction. It is a stylistic device available to the poet to place special emphasis

23 Cf. Bowie 2013, 109.
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and attention on a comparison. Through the combination of a comparative con-
struction and similative/equative meaning the melle dulcior type can communicate
a more complex message than a simple similative or equative expression.

Hybrid comparisons combine syntactic structures and pragmatic effects that
would not normally go together, and thereby provide the narrator with a powerful
tool for elaborating his story. Negated comparisons can produce extra layers of
meaning by activating alternative scenarios for the course of the epic story, while
comparisons of the melle dulcior type combine likeness and superlativity into com-
parisons that stand out even in a story replete with expressions of superiority and

complex imagery.

6.2 Swuperlative irony

On several occasions in this study I have made the observation that superlative
constructions do not express real comparisons. In this section I will show that the
way in which superlative expressions are used to characterize the heroes of the Iliad
and the Odyssey confirms their otherness. I will first compare comparative and
superlative constructions in different contexts in the Iliad, and try to explain the
contradictions that arise when we take superlative expressions at face value. Then I
will move on to the Odyssey and illustrate the ways in which superlative expressions
point out the consequences and complications of the characters’ actions.

All comparative and superlative expressions considered in this section are ap-
plied to human characters and involve the notion of ‘better’ or ‘best’ in their aspect

of comparison, since they are the largest group.?? Besides the adjectives &ueivwv,

24 Of superlative/elative expressions, only those that refer to a specific person or a group of
people and identify them as ‘best’ are considered. Examples like mévOei 8 atAfte Pefoinarto
névteg dpiotor ‘With unbearable grief all the best were affected. (Il. 9.3) are not included
since here Gpiotol is used in a generalising sense to mean ‘all those who were the best’, or
even just ‘all the leaders’ and does not identify specific characters as being the best. The
other adjectives in comparative and superlative constructions are too few in number and too
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PEPTEPOC, TPOPEPESTEPOG, KpeloowV, apeiwv, this includes verbal aspects of compa-
rison: TpoPaAdw, OepPariw, vikdw, Tapatpéyw for comparative constructions. Su-
perlative constructions are formed with the adjectives &piotoc, péptatog/@épiotog,
£€oxog, LIElpoY0G, EkdNAOG, KAPTIETOC, GpuTpennc, Tpopepéotatog and the verbs
TEPLELL, APLOTEVW, TPENTW, HETOMPETTW, TTPpoPaive, Teplell, TepLylyvopaL, KoivopaL,
vikdw. An adjective or verb can be qualified by a verbal phrase, e.g. xaivopot vija
kuPepvijoon ‘be superior in steering a ship’, or a noun in the dative or accusative,
e.g. Pin dpeivov ‘better in might’, eldog &piotog ‘best in looks’, but for the sake of

a clear boundary I do not also include cases like k&AAioTog ‘most beautiful’

6.2.1 ‘Better’ vs. ‘best’

The relationships between two or more characters expressed by comparative con-
structions never contradict each other. In some cases one can establish a clear
ranking of warriors in the lliad: Menelaus is better than Antilochus (/I. 23.587-8),
Hector is better than Menelaus (/l. 7.104-6), and Achilles is better than Hec-
tor (/1. 22.158-9). In other cases, comparisons between certain characters require
more nuanced differentiation resulting in a diplomatic compromise: Achilles is, for
example, better than Agamemnon as a warrior (/I 2.239-40), but Agamemnon is
mightier, has a higher status, rules over more men (/. 1.280-1). Achilles is better
than Odysseus with the spear, but Odysseus surpasses Achilles in terms of wisdom,
knowledge, and age (I. 19.217-9).

Superlative constructions are not systematic in this way; beside Achilles and
Agamemnon, Diomedes, Aias, Patroclus, Teucer, and Odysseus are called ‘the
best of the Achaeans’. Crethon, Orsilochus, and Phoenix are mentioned in groups
of the best of the Achaeans, and more than 50 other individual characters in the

lliad are called ‘the best’ or ‘pre-eminent’” among their individual tribes, among

semantically diverse to provide insight into their overarching function in the Homeric epics.
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heroes, men, ‘of all’, or in an elative sense without a scope. While a comparative
expression can be taken at face value and remains true throughout the Homeric
epics, superlative constructions do not express a comparison that is truthful and
coherent in the same way.?

In many contexts, these contradictions are fairly light, especially when the
scope is as general as ‘men’ or ‘all’, and when the aspect of comparison is qualified
by the specific area in which someone is best. That Teucer, for example, is best of
the Achaeans in bowmanship (/I. 13.313-4) does not contradict the more universal
way in which Agamemnon and Achilles are the best. Apart from the specific iden-
tification of an individual hero as best, an entire group of warriors can be described
as being the best, for example when Phoenix refers to the members of the embassy
sent to Achilles, namely Aias, Odysseus, and himself, as the best of the Achaeans.
There, these three warriors were chosen to go to Achilles and offer Agamemnon’s
apologies and gifts of requittal because they seemed the best for this task.

There are, however, also cases in which the superlative does not characterize
each individual according to his skills and talents, but rather refers to them as the
leaders of (parts of) an army. A leader is the best of his troop, and a superlative
adjective can in such cases be used as a synonym for &piotreg ‘champions, leaders’,
as exemplified by the superlative adjective @piotovg in example (278), which is

used in exactly the same way as the noun &piotfoag in example (279).

(278) GAN” dvoyaoodpevog kbhel évO&de mévtog dpioToug Il. 13.740

But you, hold back, and call all the best men over here.

(279) GAN &y’ aploTiiag Aava®dy K&AEL, Tjv TIG GKoVOoT) Il. 17.245

But you, come and call the chiefs of the Danaans, if anyone may
hear.

25 Cf. Snell on superlatives in Pindar: “Pindar wendet das nicht so, daf er das ‘eigentliche Wesen’
erkennen mochte, sondern ihm liegt nur daran, das jeweils Hellste und Beste im Gegensatz
zu dem Minderen aufzuweisen.” (1955, 265).
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This almost inflational and fairly frequent use of ‘best’ to denote rather than
characterize a person is another striking difference between comparative and su-
perlative constructions.?® Comparative adjectives can be used contrastively in a
similar function, e.g. yepaitepog ‘elder’ to refer to a member of a group of men
distinguished by their age, but such a usage is highly conventional and to my
knowledge does not occur in such overt parallelism to a noun as we saw in the case
of &protol and apiotieg, with &piotijeg being itself a noun formed on a superlative
stem.

When heroes describe themselves or others as ‘better’ or ‘best’ in dialogue,
they often refer to the tension between the inherent status and ability of a war-
rior and the way in which he conducts himself at a given moment. In Book 1
of the Iliad Achilles says about Agamemnon that he claims to be the best of the
Achaeans (8¢ vOv moAAOV dpiotog Axoudv edyeton eivan, I1. 1.91), and does not hon-
our the one who is actually the best, Achilles himself (6 T° &piotov Ayoudv ovdév
¢twoag, Il. 1.244). And vice-versa Agamemnon accuses Achilles of always wanting
to be above everyone else (¢0éAeL mepl mavtwv éppevon GAAwv, 1l 1.287), when he
(Agamemnon) is actually more powerful (@éptepdg eipt 6é0ev, Il. 1.186).2” Nestor
also uses both superlative and comparative constructions in his attempt to settle
the dispute: he rebukes Agamemnon and Achilles for quarrelling like this when
due to their preeminence in counsel and fighting they should be more reasonable
(ot mepi pév PovAnv Aavadv, mtepi & éoté payeoOou, Il. 1.258), and asserts his own
authority by stating that Agamemnon and Achilles are younger than he (&pgpow 8¢
VeTEPW E0TOV Epeio, [l. 1.259) and that he used to fight alongside men better than
they (apeioowv fé mep Opv | &vdpbowv opidnoa, Il. 1.260-1), the mightiest in fact

(kapTioTol 8r) keivol EmiyBoviwv Tpapev avdpdV | KAPTIoTOL PHEV €GOV KO KOPTIGTOLG

26 But this usage of adjectives meaning ‘best’ does not describe a character and therefore does
not contribute to the issues discussed here.
27 Cf. Pulleyn 2000, 149, 193, 201-2, 174.
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épdryovto, 1. 1.266-7). Nestor confirms Agamemnon in his position of ultimate
power, reminding Achilles that even though he is strong and the son of a goddess,
Agamemnon is of higher rank (ei 8¢ ob xaptepdg éool Betx 3¢ oe yeivaro pitnp, |
AN & ye pépTepdg EoTiv émel mAedvesoty dvéooel. 11, 1.280-1).2° Both Achilles and
Agamemnon demand respect for themselves from the other on account of the as-
pect in which they are the best of the Achaeans, and neither of them is willing to
show this respect to the other.?

Superlative and comparative constructions feature in many shorter and less
elaborate verbal exchanges between characters.> They are used to drive home a
point when insulting or rebuking someone for his lack of valour in battle (e.g.
Hector to Paris: €idoc &piote ‘best in looks’, Il. 3.39; Agamemnon to Menestheus:
kaxoiol d6hoiot kekaopéve ‘distinguished in evil trickery’, Il. 4.339), when cor-
roborating a threat (Telemachus to Eumaeus: Bingt 8¢ @éptepdg eipn ‘I am better
in might’, Od. 21.370-1), when boasting about one’s prowess (Nestor: petémpemnov
npwecow ‘I was distinguished among heroes’, II. 23.645; Alcinous about the Phaea-
cians: viuoiv Gptotol ‘best with their ships’, Od. 8.246-53), and as a way of showing
respect or winning someone’s favour, often in the address at the beginning of a
verbal exchange (Odysseus to Achilles: péya péptat’ Ayoudv ‘by far the best of the
Achaeans’, I1. 19.216-20).

Superlative expressions of this kind normally refer to the permanent charac-
terization of someone as outstanding, even in contexts in which a hero is meant to
prove himself as the best, for example in a contest. During the funerary games, the

outcome of most of the contests is basically already known according to the rank-

28 Cf. Pulleyn 2000, 197-200.

29 Cf. Edwards 1984, 65. Griffin points out that ebyetat, though in other Homeric contexts so
semantically bleached that it expresses no more than ‘is’, is used with its original semantic
force by Achilles at II. 1.91.(1980, 52-3). By using ebyopou, Achilles reduces Agamemnon’s
excellence to a (mere) claim to power by tradition, while Agamemnon uses the verb é0é\w
‘want’ at Il. 1.287-9 to portray Achilles as wanting more than is his due.

30 In narrator text they are much less frequent, cf. Griffin 1986, 49.
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ing of warriors and their horses. With Achilles and his divine horses not participa-
ting, Eumelus (6g ooty ékékaoto ‘who excelled in horsemanship’, 1. 23.288-9)
should have won the chariot race, closely followed, or possibly yet overtaken by
Diomedes (8x’ &piotog éodv ‘being by far the best’, Il. 23.356-7), but Athene tam-
pers with Eumelus’ chariot and he comes last. Achilles, recognizing that something
has gone wrong, offers him a prize anyway on account of his status as the best:
AotgBog avnp dprotog ehadvel povuyag tnmovg ‘in the last position the best man
drives his single-hoofed horses’ (Il. 23.536).*! When Agamemnon stands up to take
part in the javelin contest, Achilles steps in to give him the first prize without al-
lowing the contest to happen, since everyone knows that Agamemnon is the best at
casting the spear: Atpeldn- i8pev yap 8cov mpoPépnkag dmdvtwv |18’ 8ocov Suvipuel
Te Kol fjpaowy émiev &protog ‘son of Atreus, for we know by how far you succeed
everyone, and by how much you are the best in strength and with the spear’ (.
23.890-1).3

Despite all this striving for the first place, being second best is not seen as
a shameful position to be in, neither in a physical contest, nor in the ranking of
heroes at Troy. Telamonian Aias is said to be in the prestigious position of ‘the

best after Achilles’ twice in the Iliad and three times in the Odyssey.3

(280) av8pov ad péy’ &piotog Env Tehapdviog Alog
dpp’ Axthedg priviev- 8 yp TOAD @éptatog fev Il. 2.768-9

And of men the very best was Telamonian Aias, as long as Achilles
cherished his wrath; for Achilles was by far the mightiest.

Such superlatives with qualification are almost exclusively spoken by the narrator,

31 Cf. Richardson 1993, 228. Similarly Menelaus and Antilochus: Menelaus is the better man

and has the better horses, so he should have come before him, but Antilochus cheats, and has

to recognize later on that Menelaus is the true winner of the prize (Il. 23.570-95).

Cf. the boxing contest, in which Epeius claims to be the best: edyopou eivon &piotog (11. 23.669),

and only one man, Euryalus, dares to face him, well knowing he does not stand a chance.

33 Cf. Il. 17.279-80; Od. 11.468-70, 11.550-1, 24.17-8. Il. 13.321-5 expresses the same idea without
a superlative adjective. Instances of another hero being best after someone else are II. 12.103-4,
17.351; Od. 8.116-7, 15.252-3.

32



246 Chapter 6. Comparisons in Action

and when a character makes them, it is Odysseus in his tales, in which he acts as a
narrator.>* They never appear in dialogue, and are thus not prone to being used for
rhetorical purposes or to express the isolated opinion of a single character who is
trying to make a point. They also do not contradict each other or the ‘established’
ranking of warriors, i.e. they are like comparative constructions, and seem to be
meant genuinely.

In one case, however, instead of the obvious candidate Achilles, Patroclus ap-
pears as a qualification upon such a superlative expression stated about Peisander,

the leader of one of the companies of the Myrmidons.

(281) Moapaidng, 6 ntaol petémpene MuppidovesoLy
#yxel papvacou peta Minhetwvog Etaipov Il. 16.194-5

Maemalus’ son [Peisander|, who was distinguished among all the
Myrmidons as a fighter with the spear, after the comrade of the
son of Peleus

The audience would expect Achilles to appear in such an expression, since it is
clearly he who stands above the leaders of the individual Myrmidon companies, and
not Patroclus. He only takes up this role temporarily, as Achilles’ substitute.?> The
poet plays with this expectation by using the patronymic for Achilles after peta,
and only then ‘adding’ étaipov, which means that we can exclude the possibility
that the narrator momentarily forgot about Achilles. The single warrior who is
in truth better than the best with the spear is very much present when that
statement is made about Patroclus. There are three comparative constructions in
the Iliad which express that Achilles is better than Patroclus (/1. 11.786-7, 16.707-9,
22.333-4), while in two comparative constructions Patroclus is said to be better

than two lesser heroes, Aretus (/I. 17.538-9) and Lycaon (/I. 21.107). Patroclus is

34 Cf. De Jong 2001, 221-7.

35 Briigger understands only part of the Myrmidons as the reference point for the superlative:
“Die vorl. Rangordnung bezieht sich auf das jetzt in den Kampf ziehende Myrmidonenkontin-
gent; aufs ganze gr. Heer bezogen gilt Achilleus selbst als Mafistab.” (2016, 94). In view
of the other instances of superlative and comparative expressions invlolving Patroclus, this
explanation is somewhat unsatisfactory.
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also the comparee of two superlative constructions: he is called ‘the best of the
Achaeans’ by Menelaus (Il. 17.689), and ‘the best of the Myrmidons’ (/l. 18.10) by
Achilles. The Achaeans as well as the Myrmidons are a group to which Achilles

also belongs. How can Patroclus be the best, when Achilles is better than he?

6.2.2 Tragic excellence in the Iliad

“The ‘best’ fighter of a group is usually its leader, as Patroclus was when he was
killed”3% is probably the easiest way to explain this, and it is worth considering
the intricacies of this role-play of Patroclus as leader with Nagy’s view on the
hero in the Iliad. He explains the label ‘best’” for Patroclus as due to his role as
therdapon, i.e. surrogate or ritual substitute, of Achilles: “By dying, Patroclus gets
the title ‘best of the Myrmidons’ and ‘best of the Achaeans’ because he has taken
upon himself not only the armour but also the heroic identity of Achilles.”*” For
the short period in which Patroclus leads the Myrmidons in Achilles’ place, he is
treated like one of the prime heroes of the [liad, and his death foreshadows and
postpones Achilles’ own death beyond the story of the Iliad.?®

This is an interesting analysis, but it does not consider that we find such
contradicting attributions of the title ‘best’ on the Trojan side, too. When Achilles
is in danger of being drowned by the river Xanthus, he wishes to be killed by
Hector instead, whom he describes as the best of the men bred in Troy (év0&de y’
Etpag’ aplotog, 1l. 21.279), and other passages confirm Hector’s superiority among
the Trojans and their allies (cf. Il. 6.460-1, 16.834-5, 24.241-2, 24.384-5). Yet, other
characters too are called the best of the Trojans: Menelaus, in his effort to protect

Patroclus’ body, kills Euphorbus, ‘the best of the Trojans’ (Tpdwv tov GpioTov

36 Edwards 1991, 143.

37 Nagy 1999, 34.

38 (Cf. Nagy 1999, 32-34. For the use of &piotog in connection with Patroclus’ death and the
foreshadowing of Achilles’ death cf. Edwards 1984, 78-80.
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¢negvev | TIavBoidnv EbgopPov, 11. 17.80-1). Aias kills Imbrius, who is distinguished
among the Trojans (peténperne ¢ Tpodeoow, Il 13.175), and Idomeneus, with the
help of Poseidon, slays Alcathous, who is the best man in wide Troy (avrp dprotog
évi Tpoint evpeiny, Il. 13.432-3). These and numerous other superlative expressions
appear at the point at which a hero is struck in battle.?® The death of a warrior
on the battlefield is by itself a notable event, but it is the more spectacular and
tragic the more excellent that hero is. Killing or even just wounding a high ranking
warrior gives glory to the attacker, as Hector boastfully proclaims when he sees

Agamemnon retreat after being hit.°

(282) olxeT’ qvnp Gplotog, tpol 8¢ péy’ edyog Edwke
Zebg Kpovidng Il. 11.288-9

Gone is the best man, but to me Zeus son of Cronos has given
great glory.
Being overcome by another warrior is the fate of many heroes at Troy, and the
defeat need not diminish the status of a hero, as long as it happens at the hands
of a worthy opponent. This is why Achilles is terrified of the prospect of drowning
in the river Xanthus and wishes to be killed by Hector instead. Being defeated
by Hector would be a glorious death in battle since then a good man would have
killed a good man: 1o x” dya0og pév Emeqv’, dyoldov 8¢ xev é€evapiEev (I1. 21.280).4
The tragic defeat of an excellent warrior can be enhanced by an elaboration
of his special qualities, which, even though they are what make him the best, fail

him, or are even partly responsible for his fall. Sarpedon, for example, is special

39 Cf. II. 5.103-5, 5.842-4, 17.306-11, 17.348-51. These instances correspond to Edwards’s “em-
phatic” use of dpiwotog (1984, 62). He views the lesser heroes as temporarily deserving this
title because of their efforts in battle, but his structuralist analysis on the macro level of the
plot does not address the effect of &piotog on the local discourse level.

Cf. example (284): the defeat of Patroclus means calamity for the Achaeans but victory for
the Trojans. At Il. 6.5-11 Aias brings a light of hope to his comrades by killing Acamas, the
best of the Thracians. Nestor receives glory from Athene by killing Eurethalion, the mightiest
and best man (Il. 7.154-5). In all these cases, the qualification of the hero as best only makes
sense if it refers to a permanent attribute, and is not, as Hainsworth claims, “a temporary
distinction” (1993, 258).

41 Cf. II. 22.158.

40
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because he is the son of Zeus. Initially, he is under the protection of his father (in
Book 5 Sarpedon is hit but does not die since Zeus wards off destruction, moatnp
& &1L howyov apovev, 1. 5.622), but in Book 16, when he encounters Patroclus in

battle, Sarpedon is on his own and meets his fate.4?

(283) (...) vnjp & dprotog GAwAe
Sapnndov Atdg vidg: 6 8 0 00 Taudog dpvver Il. 16.521-2

And the best man has died, Sarpedon, son of Zeus; and he [Zeus]
is not protecting his own child.
In a similar vein, Scamandrius, who was taught by Artemis herself to shoot with
bow and arrow, is killed, and neither Artemis nor his excellence in archery pro-
tects him (/l. 5.49-58). Polydorus surpasses all in swiftness of foot, and is struck
by Achilles as he is showing off his fleetness among the foremost fighters (/.
20.407-18).43
The death of someone who is best can have a severe impact on others, either
on his comrades on the battlefield itself, at the moment when he falls, or out-
side the battle on his family and friends. When Sarpedon dies, unbearable grief
takes hold of his comrade Glaucon and the Trojans, and they prepare for a fierce
counterattack (/l. 16.508-68). The Paeonians freeze in terror at the sight of their
best man Asteropaeus slain by Achilles, and also become victims of Achilles’ mur-
dering frenzy (Il. 21.205-13).* In Book 6 Hector imagines his wife Andromache
in the future grieving for her dead husband who was preeminent in fighting (7.
6.459-65).1
Likewise, the two passages in which Patroclus is called the best are highly

pathetic and tragic. In example (284), Menelaus tells Antilochus that Patroclus is

42 Cf. Hofmeister 1984, §4.

43 There is one comprable example in the Odyssey, when Menelaus’ helmsman, Phrontis, who
surpasses the tribes of men at steering a ship, is killed by Apollo while steering a ship (Od.
3.282-3).

44 Cf. II. 11.656-64, 11.744-6, 16.593-600.

45 Cf. II. 5.410-5 about Diomedes and his wife Aegialeia; Priam’s loss of his best son: Il. 24.384-5;
Thetis’ lament about the impending fate of Achilles: Il. 18.54-60 (=18.436-7).
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dead and sends him to Achilles to pass on this news. Hector has already stripped
Patroclus of Achilles’ armour, and Menelaus fears that the Achaeans will not be

able to protect Patroclus’ body from being dragged away by the Trojans.

(284) Avtidoy’, el & Gye Sebpo, drotpepéc, dppa THONOL
Avyprg ayyeAing, 1) pr dpeAle yevéoOa.
i1 pév oe kal adToVv dlopan eicopdwVTA
ywaookewy, 0ttL tipa 0e0g Aovaoiot KUALVOEL,
vikn 8¢ Tpowv- mépatal & dGprotog Axoudv,
[T&tporAog, peydAn d¢ mobn Aavaoiot TETUKTOL Il. 17.685-90

Antilochus, come here now, nurtured by Zeus, so that you may
hear grievous news — if only this had not happened. And already,
I think, you yourself can see it as you look, that a god is dealing
calamity to the Achaeans, while victory belongs to the Trojans;
slain is the best of the Achaeans, Patroclus, and great longing has
come upon the Danaans.

In example (285), Achilles voices a painful premonition; he fears that his beloved

companion has died.

(285) pr) 81 pot teAéowot Beol kaka khdea Bupdt,
G TOTE poL Ut p deméppade, Kol pot Eetme
Muppdovwv Tov apiotov Ett {HOoVTog EPeELo
xepoiv bmo Tpdwv Aeifev paog ferioto.
1 péda 81 téBvne Mevortiov dAkipog vidg,
oXETAMOG 1) T ékélevov dutwaodpevov drjiov top
oy Emi viag Tpev, pnd’ “Extopt tgr pdoyecbon Il. 18.8-14

May the gods not bring sore troubles for my heart to fulfilment,
as my mother once revealed to me and said to me that while I was
still alive the best of the Myrmidons would leave the light of the
sun at the hands of the Trojans. The brave son of Menoitius must
have died, the fool; and I did bid him return to the ships after
pushing back the consuming fire, and not to fight with mighty
Hector!

Patroclus’ excellence is different from that of the many other heroes at Troy. He is
not a typical warrior with an innate, permanent status as a hero. Instead, Patroclus
is showing himself as the best by his very actions. He understands that someone

needs to step in to defend the Achaeans, and he knows that Achilles will not

be that person. He takes the responsibility that really is Achilles’ upon his own
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shoulders. In his way of dealing with the current situation of need, he shows himself
better than the rest, better than Achilles. Achilles in his wrath has neglected the
responsibilities of a real apiotog, and Patroclus has taken it upon him to be a
‘shepherd of the people’ in his place.?® That is, until he himself becomes a victim
of his heroic self-confidence and Zeus’ will.4”

Another sense in which Patroclus is a superlative character is that his actions
and his death work as a catalyst for the progression of the epic story. Patroclus
stands for hope for the Achaeans because he brings long-desired support in battle.
He stands for love and friendship for Achilles, the one thing that will cause Achilles
to cease from his wrath. Patroclus’ death means the beginning of the end to the
quarrel between Agamemnon and Achilles, and of the end of Hector, Achilles, and

the Trojan war.

6.2.3 Legitimacy and propriety in the Odyssey

Despite the different subject matter and the many other differences between the
lliad and the Odyssey, the notions of ‘being better’ and ‘being the best’ also
play an important role for the characterization of the Odyssean heroes and the
unfolding of the narrative of Odysseus’ nostos. Grief over the loss of her excellent
husband is expressed by Penelope in the Odyssey (Od. 4.724-5, 4.814-5, 18.204-5),

but Odysseus is never called &piotog Axaudv.?® In order to carry the title &piotog

46 Cf. Edwards 1984, 75.

47 The failure of ‘the best’ to make the right decision and act responsibly is the cause of major
calamities in the Iliad. Cf. Agamemnon’s refusal to return Briseis, which causes the plague
in Book 1, and his subsequent disrespect towards Achilles, which causes Achilles’ wrath and
withdrawal from battle (cf. the use of superlative and comparative expressions in their quarrel
sketched in section 6.2.1). Hector’s disregard of Polydamas’ advice in Book 12 (where both
of them call their plan ‘best’ at 12.215 and 243) and 18 (where Polydamas is characterized
as superior with words and Hector with the spear at 18.252) eventually leads to the doom of
Troy (cf. Bakker 2017, 66-9).

48 Though the Sirens flatter him with the address péyo k08og Ayouedv (Od. 12.184), and he and
Achilles together are called Gpiotor Ayoudv by Demodocus in his song about their quarrel
(Od. 8.78).
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designating his role as a leader, he first needs to regain the authority over his oikos
as well as his people, which will not be fully the case until the end of Book 24.%°
Odysseus is praised for his outstanding craftiness and ability to come up with good
plans.®® His innate superiority over the suitors is borne out through the events in
the story (for example by being the only one able to string the bow) rather than
through explicit comparisons. When he is compared to Irus, for example, it is
Odysseus in the disguise of a beggar, and not explicitly Odysseus, who is said to
be better (Od. 18.233-4). He appears as the standard of negative comparisons of
the type ‘there is nobody like Odysseus was’ (Od. 2.58-9),! and in a comparison
made by Penelope, in which the suitors are said to be inferior to him (Od. 20.80-2),
as well as when Eurymachus expresses his fear that he and the other suitors might
turn out weaker than Odysseus (Od. 21.253-4 and 21.325-6). It is the leader of the
suitors, Antinous, who is referred to as épiotog Axoudv, ‘the best of the Achaeans’
by Odysseus as he is begging for food in the palace (Od. 17.415-6), and as ‘the

best of the youths in Ithaca’ by the suitors after Odysseus has killed him.

(286) Eeive, KokDdC Avdp&OV ToEGCeon 0VKET” AEOAWV
OAAWV AVTIAGELS: VOV TOL 0GOS aimdg OAeBpog.
Kol yap 1) vOV pOTO KATEKTOVES, OG HEY BPLOTOG
KovpwV eiv 106k @ o EvO&de yomeg ESovton Od. 22.27-30

Stranger, you are ill-advised shooting at men; never again will you
enter into another contest; now for certain sheer destruction awaits
you. For indeed you just killed a man who is by far the best of
the youths in Ithaca; therefore the vultures will devour you right
here.

The wording of this short passage beautifully reflects how what began as a sporting
contest, aéBAwv, is turning into battle. Instead of objects, men are being shot

at, avdpdv to€aleat, and one party is threatening the other party with the most

49 On the return of Odysseus’ authority over Ithaca through the figure of Telemachus cf. Gottes-
man 2014.

50 Cf. Od. 1.66-7, 3.120-2, 13.297-9, 23.124-6.

51 Cf. Section 6.1.1.
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undesireable end for a warrior: being devoured by vultures, o’ évOade yomeg édovtart.
The vultures whom we know from the Iliad as devourers of abandoned corpses
are brought to Ithaca: évB&de, ‘right here’, the palace of Odysseus has become a
battlefield. But the suitors have not yet understood what is going on, foretelling
destruction for Odysseus, tol c&®g aindg 0AeBpog, because he killed their best man,
PAOTU KATEKTAVES, OG p€Y” aplotog, when really they themselves are about to meet
their fate.??

In view of this, Nagy argues that “the characterization ‘best’ seems ironically
misapplied” in both the statement of the suitors, and also in Odysseus’ speech as
he is begging Antinous for food: “Noblesse oblige, but Antinoos crudely refuses.
[...] Antinoos may have looked like a king, but he did not behave like one.”>* Nagy
sees the same misapplication of the title ‘best’ in Telemachus’ words to the seer
Theoclymenos at Od. 15.519-22, where he calls Eurymachus moAAov &piotog dvrp,
‘by far the best man’ as well as a god-like man who is most eager to marry Penelope.
This statement is directly followed by a bird omen, which the seer interprets as a

sign of the exclusive supremacy of Odysseus and his family.

(287) OpeTEPOL 8 OVK €0TL YéVeLg PacihedTepov GANO
év dnpe T0akng, &AL’ Opelg kapTepol ailel Od. 15.533-4

There is no family that is more kingly than yours among the people

of Ithaca, but you are powerful for always.
I follow Nagy’s analysis that this omen can be understood as correcting Telemachus’
description of Eurymachus as the best. The comparative adjective Baociiebtepov
trumps the superlative apiotog and provides a reliable and coherent account of
the ranking of characters in the Odyssey. This does not mean, however, that the

title ‘best’ for Eurymachus is entirely misapplied and not to be taken seriously at

52 Cf. Russo/Fernandez-Galiano/Heubeck 1992, 223-5.

53 Nagy 1999, 39; cf. Hofmeister 1984, 124. The same assessment of Antinous’ character underlies
Penelope’s rebuke of him for plotting Telemachus’ death and being unkind to suppliants:
unacceptable behaviour for someone who among his agemates is called BouAf kai pvBoiot
dpotov (Od. 16.417-20).
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all. The comparative construction in the seer’s correcting statement is marked by
the use of negation: ook €éo1L ‘there is not’ and thereby plays with the as of yet real
threat to Odysseus’ family and lineage posed by the suitors. ‘There is no family
more kingly than you — or is there? — no, the power is yours, permanently. The
final words of the seer positively confirm that power will be restored in the right
way, but at this point for Telemachus everything is still up in the air, he does not
know yet that Odysseus is back.

Nagy does not mention that the suitors as a group are called &piotor by
Telemachus (Od. 16.251) in his catalogue-like account of the places from where
they have come. Telemachus says this to warn his father that they will not be easy
opponents by virtue of their nobility and strength in number. Odysseus himself
repeats this observation in Book 23 because he knows that having killed them is
not the end of the story. He makes Telemachus aware of the fact that someone who

has killed but one man goes into exile to escape revenge from the victim’s family.

(288) NHelg & Eppo TOANOG ATTEKTOpEY, OL PEY GpLoTOL
KovpwV eiv 106k T 8¢ o€ Pppalecon Gvwya Od. 23.121-2

But we killed the guardians of the city, who are by far the best of
the young men in Ithaca; this I urge you to consider.

The suitors” nobility poses a problem even after their death, and another plan,
further action, is required to settle things in Ithaca and restore Odysseus as king

without the constant threat of revenge.>*

54 The ghost of Agamemnon confirms the status of the suitors as the best men of the city as he

watches them enter the Underworld (Od. 24.106-8). Antinous and Eurymachus together are
twice called the best in virtue by the narrator, &petfj dpiotor, with respect to their position
among the suitors as the leaders, dpyol (Od. 4.629 and 21.187). In both cases the context is
a banquet accompanied by games, that is the bow trial in the second case. The superlative
adjectives draw attention to Antinous and Furymachus’ permanent characteristic of being
of noble birth and distinguished according to their innate virtue, but in both cases there is
another figure of authority who displays the qualities of a true and lawful leader acting as a
foil to the failure of Antinous and Eurymachus at fulfilling this role. The scene of the banquet
of insolent suitors in Book 4 directly follows the story of how Telemachus was entertained as
a guest by Menelaus, and the second instance in Book 21 is followed by the appearance of
Odysseus and his stringing of the bow.
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Especially in the Odyssey, comparative and superlative expressions with ‘bet-
ter’ and ‘best’ are expressed by characters in dialogue much more often than by
the narrator.®® The characterization of the suitors as ‘the best’ in contrast with
Odysseus’ excellence in craft and trickery serves to build up tension in the narra-
tive by reflecting the uncertainty among the characters about the if and how of
Odysseus’ return and confrontation with the suitors. Their status as noble men
allows the narrator to keep sowing doubt about a happy ending for Odysseus and
his family, while at the same time their inappropriate behaviour foreshadows their
doom. In the [liad, the tension between permanent, innate excellence and its exter-
nal application in a given situation is exploited for dramatic effect when a warrior
who is the best succumbs to another in battle. This tension is also on display in
the quarrel between Agamemnon and Achilles, in which their eagerness to assert
their innate superiority makes them forget to act in accordance with their status
and valour.

Despite the many hyperbolic and traditional uses of comparative and especially
superlative expressions, they are not all empty phrases devoid of real significance.
Of course we must keep in mind that due to its subject matter, epic poetry is prone
to exaggeration. Both the Homeric narrator and his heroes are keen to show off
excellence, and both epic poems are full of situations that are all about competition
and distinction.”® The Homeric heroes are having to prove themselves constantly,
be it on the battlefield, in athletic contests, in the agora, in struggles with mythical
beings, when concocting plans or thwarting those of others. As Hutchinson has
shown, repetition itself can attract attention, a different attention from that which
is drawn to something unique, and different again from the attention paid to

repeated words used in new, unexpected ways.>” Repeated superlative expressions

55 This is also the case in the Iliad, but to a lesser extent.
56 Cf. De Jong 2006.
57 Cf. Hutchinson 2017.
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contribute to the effect of epic poetry as grand; they are a recurring reminder of
how the heroic world is different from that of ‘normal” people. At the same time,
even an oft-repeated adjective like &piotog, when it is used in the right context,

can enhance the emotional, tragic, or surprising effect of a scene.

6.3 Exploring images of the hero

After comparative and superlative constructions, we will now take a closer look at
equatives, similatives, and extended similes, to explore their function within the
Homeric epics. Comparisons of similarity become the more interesting the greater
the difference is between comparee and standard, and between the world depicted
in the narrative and that of the comparison. When the comparee and standard
of comparison are specific human characters, the comparison is straightforward,
in that the quality denoted by the aspect of comparison can be directly mapped
from standard to comparee without any complicating factors. For example when
Hector wishes for his son to become strong and excellent like himself (/1. 6.477-8),
the audience can easily imagine that Astyanax will follow in his father’s footsteps.
That there will no longer be a kingdom of Troy by the time Astyanax would be an
adult complicates Hector’s wish, but not the straightforwardness of the comparison
between the two.

The topic of this section are figurative comparisons, whose point of interest
varies according to the type of standard that we are dealing with. In only lightly
figurative comparisons, the standard of comparison stands for a general category
of human beings, and the context in which this category is invoked makes the
comparison special. When Menelaus says about Nestor that he was kind to him

like a father (Od. 15.152), the audience is invited to transfer what they know

58 Such straightforward comparisons do not feature here; they are discussed in Chapter 5.3.
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about the relationship between a father and a son to two grown-up men. This
transfer of a family relationship to two men who are kings over separate tribes
makes this comparison noteworthy. Comparisons made in fighting scenes are often
highly figurative: a hero is compared to an animal, a natural force, or a god.
Such comparisons transfer a human character to a super- or sub-human domain.
Their meaning and function are to be detected through the consideration of the
tension between points of similarity and points of contrast between the hero and the
natural/animal/divine world. The extended Homeric simile makes the mapping of
a hero to an entity from a different world or category explicit and provides tangible
points of contact, and many shorter similative or equative comparisons can activate
what is already known from longer similes.?®

Other scholars consider the shorter comparisons as ‘more basic’, or even as
belonging to an earlier stratum of the poems, and the long similes as (later) ex-
pansions that add details and make the mapping of vehicle to tenor (standard to

t.%0 The question of the diachrony of extended Homeric similes

comparee) explici
and shorter comparisons adds little to our understanding of the function of these
comparisons as we find them in the Homeric epics, but approaching them in a
synchronic way, i.e. by dealing with what we find in the text, we can make in-
ferences about their interaction. Once the Homeric audience is familiar with both
types of comparison, the narrative elements in a long lion simile can, but do not
have to, be activated to some degree when a shorter lion comparison is made and
thereby guide the audience’s interpretation. But this synchronic situation does not
necessarily imply that one of the two types is older or even presupposes the other.%!

Among the vast sea of literature on similes in the Homeric epics there is a

wide range of approaches, from fairly narrow, thematic, and highly contextual

59 Cf. Krischer 1971, Moulton 1977, Muellner 1990.

60 Cf. Bowra 1961, 275-6, Lee 1964, Scott 1974, 54.

61 On the view that the short comparisons are older, cf. Edwards 1987, 102; for the opposite
view, cf. Coffey 1957, 113-6.
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discussions of individual similes to overarching ideas about their function as a
literary, performative, and narrative device. My own approach in this section is
holistic and attempts to consider the synergetic effect of the different images used in
similes and shorter comparisons in the Homeric epics. As in the previous sections
of this chapter, I focus on comparisons made of human characters, and since I
cannot discuss each individual one, I will try to be as exhaustive as possible and
provide examples, or references to examples, that represent the different types and
patterns.

In the scholia the main recurring terms with which the functions of the Homeric
similes are described are ab&noig (amplification), évépyeia (vividness), caprveia
(clarity), mowkidio (variation), ¥ppacig (emphasis), kéopog (adornment).®? One
or more of these notions can be found in most treatises on the topic; according
to Coffey, for example, the similes illustrate abstract qualities, temporary and
permanent psychological traits, as well as actions in their immediate narrative
context. Porter’s analysis focuses on the contrast, variety, change of pace, and the
respite from monotonous battle scenes that similes offer. Similarly, Bowra speaks
about similes as taking the hearer away from the immediate action, providing relief
and respite, and illustrating a point.%3

The function of the simile in the process of story-telling is pointed out by Scott:
“In several locations the simile was a customary alternate method of continuing
the tale”.%* Moulton goes further by stating that the similes are integral to the

narrative and the effect of individual passages. They are used for characterization

62 Cf. Snipes 1988, Niinlist 2009, 289-92. On philosophical and rhetorical theories about
metaphor and simile from Aristotle to Horace cf. Innes 2003. On the history and different
modes of scholarship on the simile cf. Martin 1997. Frankel’s 1921 study, though by now
inevitably outdated in certain regards, remains important and influential: he initiated the
shift from the sole focus on the ‘Vergleichspunkt’ between simile and main narrative to an
appreciation of the overall effect and atmosphere which the ensemble of all parts of a simile
creates.

63 Cf. Coffey 1957, Porter 1972, Bowra 1961.

64 Scott 1974, 51.
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and for marking different stages in the unfolding of the narrative.®> Apart from the
function of the similes within the main narrative, scholars have also pointed out
the various ways in which they differ from it. Basett summarizes different points of
contrast between the material of the Iliad and that of the similes: he lists the time,
place, and theme of the narrative content, the social status of the participants, as
well as the political conditions, religious views, and emotions connected to them.
These observations culminate in a difference in genre: the main narrative tells an
epic story, while the similes describe sensory images in the style of lyric poetry.%®

What almost all of these approaches have in common, whether they focus on
the points of contact or the contrast between similes and their narrative context,
is that they either dismiss the similes as irrelevant ornament, which at best serves
as a relief from all the fighting and an aid for composition-in-performance, or view
them as genuinely explaining something about the action in the main narrative. It
seems as though they are either mechanical tools and distractions, or crucial for
helping the audience understand what is going on in the story and guiding their
emotional response.®” By now, the latter is the more dominant approach, as for

example illustrated in Minchin’s summary of their function:

[Homer| uses familiar scenes as explanatory models, to engage us in an
assessment of what is unfamiliar to us in the world of war and to help
us appreciate what is happening on the battlefield [...] or in that other
realm of competitive male activity, games.%®

If this is the case, how do we explain that Homer uses similes of games (foot race

and chariot race, Il. 22.159-66) to describe what is happening on the battlefield

65 Cf. Moulton 1977. And further, Krischer 1971 on similes as part of the structuring of a
Hero’s aristeia, Minchin 2001 on narrative, pragmatic, and conceptual aspects, De Jong 2004
on similes and focalization, Ready 2017 on shared/traditional vs. ideolectal similes in oral
poetry.

Cf. Basett 1921, and further Martin 1997 on similes as ‘song’ vs. main narrative as ‘prose’
sections in performance.

67 Cf. Halliwell’s criticism of scholarship on the simile (2019, 3-5).

68 Minchin 2001, 43.

66
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during the showdown between Achilles and Hector? How can an activity that at
one point in the epic ‘needs’ clarification through a simile be used at another point
as the image that clarifies?

Comparisons of similarity are a strong stylistic and narrative tool because of
the various ways in which they contrast with the main story. They enhance the
Homeric epics by providing a stage for the display and negotiation of tensions on
different levels: 1. between the warrior at war and more ordinary aspects of and
roles in human life, 2. between human beings and the natural world, 3. between
human beings and animals, 4. between human beings and gods. Fach one of these
types of standard of comparison in a simile or shorter comparison made of a hero
reflects a vantage point, a certain way of looking at the figure of the hero in
Homeric poetry.®® Rather than viewing the hero as part of a social group, as we
have seen in the case of comparative and superlative constructions, the majority
of comparisons of similarity focus on an individual hero (and his opponent) or the
unified mass of an army. Similes and shorter comparisons characterize a Homeric
hero from distant and less straightforward angles, they engage with his special,

heroic kind of humanity by showing him in the most un-human light.

6.3.1 Images from human life

When the standard of comparison is a representative of a human group, the con-
ceptual gap between him and the warrior about whom the comparison is made is
only small. The tension that such a comparison creates stems from the contrast
between the activity of the warrior and that of the agent in the comparison. A do-
mestic, peaceful, entirely un-warlike scene is used to conceptualize a brutal action
in war. In example (289), the brutal and graphic way in which Achilles drives his

horses over dead warriors on the battlefield is described in terms of a man yoking

69 Cf. Halliwell’s “perspectivism” (2019).
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his bulls to tread barley on a threshing floor, creating a “contrast between the

life-giving harvest of domestic labour and the deadly destructiveness of warfare.”™

(289) a¢ & dte Tig LevEn POaG GpoEVG EVPUHETDOTOVG
TpLPépevat kpi AevKOV EDKTIHEVT) €V AAWT,
plped e AT’ €yévovto PodVv 1O TOCG EPLHLKWYV,
O¢ O AxAA0G peyaBbpov pwvuyeg inrmot
oteifov opod vEKLAG Te kKol aomidog: alpatt & aEwv
vépBev QoG memaAaKTo Kol avtuyeg ol mepl dippov,
og ap’ &g’ inmelwv OmAéwy pabdpyyeg éfaiiov
ol T’ At €émoodTpwv- 0 0¢ leto KDdog apésbo
[In\eidng, AOpw 8¢ maldooeto xeipag ddmTovg 1l. 20.495-503

And as when someone yokes broad-faced bulls to tread white bar-
ley on a well-made threshing floor, and swiftly it is husked under
the feet of the loud-bellowing bulls, so under great-hearted Achilles
his single-hoofed horses likewise trod on the dead and the shields;
and with blood the entire axle was bespattered below, and the rail
around the chariot, which the drops from the horses’ hooves and
from the wheels hit. But he rushed on to gain glory, the son of
Peleus, and with gore were defiled his invincible hands.

While Achilles and the farmer are both human characters, the activities in which
they and their animals are involved could not be more drastically different. Hal-
liwell points out that in a simile “what is pictured is an experience of a familiar
kind”, but this does not mean that the effect of such a simile is to create a feeling
of familiarity or to act as an explanatory model for what is going on in the main
narrative. Instead, “the ostensibly familiar serves as a sort of defamiliarisation, a
provocation to ordinary habits and thoughts of perception.”

With a similarly stark contrast and defamiliarizing effect, moments in war in

which Trojans and Achaeans are attacking each other but neither side is making

progress are conceptualized as the activities of reapers cutting grain (II. 11.67-71),

0 Edwards 1991, 244, who further points out possible parallels in the countless number of
grain-ears and dead bodies, as well as between the forcing out of grain from the husks and
the blood squeezed from the bodies. Porter talks about violent juxtaposition, the “yawning
gulf” between the world or image of the simile and the context in which it appears (1972, 12).
Frénkel points out that the the smooth, productive, and joyful labour in the simile highlights
the eerie irony of the comparison (1921, 41).

"1 Halliwell 2019, 2, emphasis original.
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men with measuring rods around a landmark stone (/. 12.421-6), and a woman
weighing wool (Il. 12.432-8). Hector lifts up a stone to use as a missile as easily as
a shepherd carries the fleece of a ram (/l. 12.451-4). Patroclus pulls a slain warrior
out of his chariot as a fisherman pulls fish out of the sea (/l. 16.406-10). Achaeans
and Trojans try to drag away Patroclus’ body like people stretching the hide of a
bull (1I. 17.389-97). A slain warrior falls off his chariot like an acrobat (Il 12.385-6,
16.742-3).

In other passages, the activities described in the simile correspond more closely
to what is going on in the main narrative. In such examples there is an overlap
with hunting, herding, and nature similes, but here the point of reference is the
human agent involved, not an animal or a natural force. The Achaean leaders, for
example, marshall their armies like goatherds separating their flock (Il 2.474-9).
Paris is frightened of Menelaus like a man is frightened of a snake (/I. 3.30-7), and
Diomedes of Ares like a man of a river (Il 5.596-600). A warrior or a group of
warriors in pursuit of their foe are described as huntsmen going after their prey
(11 11.292-5, 11.413-20, 15.271-80). The Aiantes try to protect Patroclus’ body
from Hector like shepherds trying to protect a carcass from lions (/I. 18.161-4). In
these types of ‘domestic’ simile, the levels of danger, the emotions of the agents,
and the types of action are fairly similar to what is being described in the main
narrative.

The simile in example (290) appears during the showdown between Achilles
and Hector. It describes a scene from a dream that is not only a quintessentially
human experience, but allows the narrator to focalize the perspective of both,

Achilles and Hector, pursuer and pursued, at the same time.™

72 Cf. Ameis/Hentze 1922e, 17; De Jong 2012, 109: “Placing himself in the position of both
Achilles and Hector, the narrator makes their feelings clear: both men feel that they are
hardly moving although they are running at full speed, since the one cannot overtake the
other and the other cannot escape”. Frankel 1921, 78: “Es ist wie im Traum, wo der heftigste
Wille geldhmt und ohne Tat bleibt”.



6.3. Exploring images of the hero 263

(290) O¢ & év dveipy o0 dvvartor pedyovTa StdKELY-
00T’ ap’ 0 Tov dvvarar brtogedyey 000’ O duwkeLv-
G 0 TOV 00 dVvarto papyPar ociv, o0d’ 0g arvEon Il 22.199-201

And as in a dream one man cannot pursue another man who is
fleeing — nor can the one escape, nor the other catch him — so
he [Achilles] could not seize him [Hector| as he was running, nor
could he [Hector| get away.

Mostly outside of the immediate battle scenes we find comparisons centring around
the family, human relationships, and gender roles. Women and children, for in-
stance, frequently feature in satirical remarks or rebukes of cowardice, lack of
experience in war, or foolish behaviour. While the majority of similes are spoken
by the narrator, those that explicitly criticize a person are spoken by characters.
The narrator tends to refrain from moral evaluations of his characters, but he does
use similes to elicit emotional responses.”™ Patroclus is rebuked by Achilles for
crying like a little girl (/I 16.7-11), Aeneas does not want to argue with Achilles
like women shouting at each other in the street (1I. 20.251-5).™ In highly dramatic
or emotional scenes we find comparisons involving family or other social relations.
Achilles feels treated by Agamemnon as if he were a refugee with no rights (/..
9.647-8), Achilles wails for Patroclus like a father for his son (/l. 23.222-5), Priam
in his appeal to Achilles is compared to a fugitive homicide (II. 24.480-4).7 In the
Iliad, Achilles is involved in these kinds of comparisons notably often, and so is
Odysseus in the Odyssey; he is described as having been kind as a father to his
people (Od. 2.46-7, 5.11-2), to him the sight of land is as welcome as the recovery
of a sick father to his children (Od. 5.394-9), he wails as he listens to a song about
the sack of Troy as a captive woman wails for her dead husband (Od. 8.521-31).7

The similes and shorter comparisons discussed thus far do not only characterize

7 Cf. De Jong 2018, 42-5.

™ Cf. 1. 2.872, 8.163, 11.388-9, 13.292-3, 20.200-1, 22.124-5.

75 (Cf. Heiden 1998 for an interesting analysis.

Foley 1978 illustrates the intricate ways in which gender roles are portrayed and inversed
through similes in the Odyssey. On characterization through simile cf. De Jong 2018, 38-9.
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warriors, but also reflect attitudes towards the family, gender roles, and the kind
of behaviour that is expected from different groups of humans: men ought not to
act like children or women, shepherds have a responsibility for keeping their flock
safe, and even die-hard warriors experience fear and grief, joy and relief. They
engage with humanity on a direct level, and point out the banal, matter-of-fact,
side of war. Being and acting human in battle and other challenging situations
characterizes the Homeric heroes just as much as the super-human aspects in
similes involving animals and natural forces. The juxtaposition of calm domestic
life with the brutality of battle puts into perspective what these men gave up for
the sake of retrieving or keeping Helen. The actions in the main narrative are seen
from the distance of a different kind of life, from the perspectives of women and
children, from the point of view of encounters and activities far away from the
battlefield. The simile of the dream in example (290) illustrates this distance and
yet familiarity particularly well by evoking a universal human experience that is

at the same time strange and intangible.

6.3.2 Images from the natural world

Elements from the natural world appear in similes and shorter comparisons in
order to conceptualize the movement and attack of an army or individual warrior,
the withstanding of an attack, as well as the death of a hero in battle. The image of
waves of the sea, a black cloud, or a winter torrent is used to describe the magnitude
of an entire army on the move (Il 4.422-8, 4.275-82, 4.452-6). The sheer number
of warriors in an army is compared to leaves and flowers in spring (Il. 2.467-8,
Od. 9.51), and leaves and sand (/l. 2.800-1). A single, outstanding warrior gleams
like a star (/l. 5.4-7, 11.61-5, 19.397-8, 22.25-32, 22.317-21), lightning (I. 11.65-6,
13.242-5), or fire (Il. 18.207-14, 19.375-80). The force and the impact of an attack
are conceptualized through images of a winter torrent (/I. 5.87-94), fire/flame (1.
11.153-162, 13.53, 13.330-1, 17.366, 19.375-80, 20.490-4), wind /storm (/. 11.297-8,
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11.304-9, 12.375, 16.765-71), a rolling boulder (/I. 13.136-48), waves (Il. 15.380-9,
15.623-9, 17.263-6), sudden night (Il. 12.462-3), or a snowy mountain (/. 13.754-5).
The firmness with which a warrior withstands an attack is compared to mist (ZI.
5.522-7), oak trees (Il. 12.131-6), a rocky cliff (1l. 15.617-22, Od. 17.463-4), or a
wooded ridge (Il. 17.746-53).

In these types of simile and short comparison, there is tension on a slightly
different level from the first group discussed above. There is a large conceptual
gap between the human character and the element of nature that he is compared
to; the comparison is highly figurative. Yet, the picture of nature painted in these
similes often corresponds fairly closely with what is going on in the epic narrative.
In most of the passages quoted here, there is a sense of threat coming from an
overbearing power, which is paired with fear and admiration in both the simile
and the main narrative. In many longer similes, points of contrast and points of
correspondence are fluid and can even change as the simile progresses. Especially
in crooked similes,”” there is an imbalance between the point of view from which
the simile is described and that of the main narrative. In example (291), the simile
portrays a threatening image; it starts from the point of view of a goatherd who

is afraid at the sight of a great black cloud moving his way.

(291) T® 8¢ kopvocéaOnv, Gua d¢ vépog elneto meldv-
g & 8T dmd oxomug eidev vépog almdrog &vip
EPYOHEVOV KATX TTOVTOV DO ZePVPOLO LN G-
¢ 8¢ T drvevBev £6vTL pedévtepov fite micow
QOLVET’ 1OV KATX TTOVTOV, Gyel O¢ Te Aaidouta ToAANv,
plynoév te idwv, Hod Te oméog NAaoe pHAa
Toto G’ Alavtecol dloTpepéwv allndv
dnjiov €g mOAepov TuKLVAL KivovTo @dAayyeg
KUAVEL, OOKEGLY TE Kol EYXETL TEPPLKLIAL.
Kol Tovg pev ynonoev idov kpeiwv Ayopépvov Il. 4.274-83

77 That is, similes in which the roles of comparee and standard of comparison are reversed or
otherwise altered in the progress of the simile, resulting in a crooked relationship between
the element introduced as the focus of the simile, and the element that marks the transition
back into the main narrative, cf. Chapter 5.9.
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They [Aiantes] were arming for battle, and with them followed a
cloud of foot soldiers. As when from a lookout place a goatherd
watches a cloud moving across the sea beneath the blast of the
West Wind, and for him being far away it seems to be blacker
than pitch as it moves across the sea, and it brings with it a great
whirlwind; and he shudders as he sees it, and leads his flock into
a cave; in this way, together with the Aiantes, the closely packed
battalions of youths, nurtured by Zeus, moved into destructive
war, dark they were, bristling with shields and spears. And upon
seeing them, lord Agamemnon rejoiced.

As the simile transitions back into the main narrative, the focus shifts to the bat-
talions of footsoldiers, toiat ... paAayyeg, whose movement was already described
with the image of a cloud in the line directly preceding the start of the simile: végpog
elmeto meldv. Directly following the simile, Agamemnon appears as an onlooker,
parallel to the goatherd in the simile, but Agamemnon is glad, ynfnoev, at the
sight of the cloud of footsoldiers, not afraid as the goatherd is of the dark storm
cloud within the simile.”™ Of the participants in this scene, namely the Aiantes,
the soldiers, the goatherd, his flock, Agamemnon, and the storm cloud, only two
parties show a clear correspondence: the soldiers, in the main narrative, and the
storm cloud, in the simile. The sense of threat, danger, and fear created within
the simile is contrasted with Agamemnon’s joy in the main narrative.”™ The simile
focuses on the threatening aspect of an army on the move through the image of a
dark cloud and a frightened human onlooker, a perspective that fits the Trojans

and their allies, but they are not mentioned in the main narrative. Agamemnon, as

78 The goatherd has no real correspondence in the main narrative, hence I categorized the simile
as a ‘soldiers compared to natural force’ type. Kirk focuses on the audience’s experience of the
simile from the perspective of the goatherd, but does not engage with its crooked structure or
with the mention of Agamemnon (1985, 359-60). For Coray/Krieter-Spiro/Visser the focalizer
of the simile from beginning to end is Agamemnon, and the goatherd is a secondary focalizer,
providing the point of view of the frightened enemy (2017, 123). Halliwell rightly states that
“the goatherd is certainly no symbolic surrogate for a Trojan leader”, and he does not believe
that there is a direct correspondence between the point of view of the audience and that of
the goatherd (2019, 10).

Taplin 2007 also speaks about the tensions between the narrative context and the image of
the simile, and argues that it is precisely those similes in which this tension is strongest that
are taken up in late 20""-century poetry.

79
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onlooker, and the Aiantes, as army leaders, are the active participants in the main
narrative, but they are not explicitly connected to the simile. Despite the lack of
explicit connections, the interaction between simile and main narrative invites the
audience to reflect on the antithetical effect of the cloud of footsoldiers: what is
threatening to the attacked is exhilarating to the attackers.

The final category of nature images in similes and short comparisons that de-
serves attention concerns descriptions of warriors falling in battle. When a warrior
dies on the battlefield, his fall is sometimes described in terms of a tree being felled
(11. 4.482-9, 5.560, 13.177-81, 13.389-93, 14.414-8, 16.481-8, 17.53-60). The oak tree
is the one type of tree that appears in both, descriptions of a warrior falling and
of a warrior withstanding an attack, and this is not the only ambivalent aspect
of tree imagery. A number of tree similes for fallen warriors are followed by an
account of what a craftsman might make of the wood of the fallen tree: a part of
a chariot in /l. 4.482-9, or a ship in 13.389-93. Through the creative and cultural
contribution of a craftsman, the death of a warrior is made productive. Rood even
goes as far as stating a parallel between the act of a craftsman turning a tree
into a permanent, useful object, and the poet creating undying glory for the fallen
hero.®® But equally, a comparison of a fallen hero to a tree can make his death
more painful and tragic by stressing the effort of tending and nursing that was
put into the warrior /tree by their parents/carers, as we hear in II. 17.53-60 and in
Thetis’ lament about the fate of Achilles: Il. 18.56-7.%

Notwithstanding the intricacies of fallen tree similes, the overall impression one

80 For more examples and a detailed analysis cf. Rood 2008, and Porter 1972, 14-6. Minchin
focuses on the contrast between productive carpenters and the wasteful killing on the battle-
field: “the target domain and the source domain are violently at odds” (2001, 40-1). Cf. the
simile comparing the din of battle to the noise coming from woodcutters in a mountain glen
(11. 16.633-7), which according to Halliwell is to be understood “with a dissociative aesthetic
that strips out the human horror of the fighting” (2019, 11).

A similar sentiment underlies the comparison of Astyanax to a star at II. 6.401 and of
Telemachus to a sapling at Od. 14.175; their situation is tragic because a virtuous child
is left behind in a war-zone without a father.
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gets from similes and short comparisons involving natural phenomena is that they
are external descriptions of what happens on the battlefield, detached from any
internal perspective, motivation, or feeling on the side of the comparee. A warrior
attacking like fire, storm, a rolling boulder, or a raging flood simply overcomes
his victims, and the only way to deal with him is hide (like the goatherd in our
example), abide the onslaught (like the Achaeans when Hector attacks like a rolling
boulder, Il. 13.136-48), or fall (like the Trojans when Agamemnon attacks like fire,
I1. 11.153-162).2 The attacker is untouchable and uncontrollable during the attack,
but will after a while come to a standstill, or be held back eventually. In a similar
vein, warriors withstanding an attack like mist, an oak tree, or a rocky cliff are
described as passive and enduring; they stand firm and unafraid, trusting in their
strength.®® The gulf between the image of the comparison and the human character
in the story is at its largest in these types of comparisons. In Halliwell’s words,
“similes have their own aesthetic, and it is one in which comparison can contain

within it a sort of affective dissociation.”%*

6.3.3 Images from the animal world

Many (though not all) similes with animals as standard of comparison address
the feelings, motivation, fear or aggression, which cause the animal/hero to act

in a certain way. They often use words for human characteristics or feelings to

82 Cf. Krischer’s observation that as a warrior prepares for battle, his armour and weapons are
compared to fire, lightining, or a star only if he returns victorious (1971, 36).

Very few comparisons with natural phenomena are made with reference to the battle between
Odysseus and the suitors in the Odyssey. The only two extended similes of this category are
about women: Odysseus compares Nausicaa’s beauty and likeness to goddesses to the shoot of
a palm tree (Od. 6.160-9), and when Penelope weeps for Odysseus her cheeks melt like snow
(Od. 19.204-9). Antinous’ eyes blaze like fire in his anger about Telemachus (Od. 4.662), and
he is compared to black death by Penelope (Od. 17.500). Outside of battle scenes in the Iliad,
nature imagery is used to describe mental processes or emotional reactions: the Greek army
reacts to Agamemnon’s speech with disorder and shouting like a wave hitting a headland (L.
2.394-9), Agamemnon weeps like a fountain with dark water (Il. 9.13-6), Nestor is pondering
over whether to join battle or find Agamemnon like the sea heaving with swell (II. 14.16-22).
84 Halliwell 2019, 5.
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describe the animal, and thus decrease the gulf between human comparee and
bestial standard. Animals and human beings both experience life and death, so
the image of an animal allows the poet to explore the mortality of the hero in a
simile.®® Yet, animals are different enough from man to make for a strong figurative
comparison with a host of connotations and implications. “Animals appeal to the
familiar and the commonplace, and yet they are veiled in mystery. The animal is
at once comprehensible and unknowable.”%6

The aspects with regard to which warriors are compared to animals in the
Homeric epics are much more varied and complex than those which we saw in
comparisons with elements from the natural world. In the following I will provide
an overview of the types of aspect of comparison found with animal imagery applied
to the heroes of the Iliad and the Odyssey.®” As in the previous categories, the
Odyssey has considerably fewer instances, and especially the long similes are of a
different kind from, though in some cases reminiscent of, those in the [liad. Many
animal comparisons in the Odyssey are found in the context of the killing of the
suitors and handmaids, and the deaths of Odysseus’ comrades in encounters with
various mythical creatures and tribes.

The leader of an army is described as standing out among his people like a
bull (Agamemnon, II. 2.480-3) or a ram (Odysseus, II. 3.196-8) among the herd.
The eagerness with which a warrior enters into battle or performs an attack is
compared to that of a lion when finding a carcass (Menelaus finding Paris, Ii.
3.22-9), a stalled horse running free (Paris/Hector, II. 6.503-16/15.262-70), wolves
devouring a stag (Myrmidons, II. 16.155-67). The lion wounded by a shepherd

or wasps stirred to anger by boys serve as images for furious, confident warriors

85 (Cf. Lonsdale 1990, 7-11

86 Londsale 1990, 13; cf. Hubbard 1983 who discusses the difference between animal and plant
imagery, animate vs. inanimate elements of similes.

As above, the examples given are not exhaustive but meant to give the reader an idea of
types of scenes I am referring to. Complete lists of all comparisons of similarity can be found
in Chapter 5.
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(Diomedes, Il. 5.136-43, and the Myrmidons, Il. 16.257-67, respectively).

The image of female animals protecting their young is used to describe war-
riors protecting their comrades: wasps or bees defend their young against hunters
(Polypoetes and Leonteus defending the gate to the Achaean camp, II. 12.165-72),
a mother cow stands over her calf (Menelaus standing over Patroclus’ body, II.
17.3-6), a lion protects her cubs from a hunter (Aias protecting Patroclus’ body
with his shield, Il. 17.132-7). A lack of protection means an easy prey for the
attacker: Diomedes attacks the Thracians in their sleep like a lion attacking an
unprotected herd (/I 10.482-8); when Agamemnon is killing and stripping Isus
and Antiphus, the Trojans are helpless just like a hind is unable to protect her
fawns when they are eaten by a lion (/I 11.107-21). Odysseus kills the suitors like
a lion kills the fawns that a doe has put in his den (Od. 4.333-40 = 17.124-31).%8

When warriors are confronted with the threat of an attack, animal imagery
is used to describe various reactions: withstanding or awaiting the attack, being
driven back unwillingly, being driven in rout, and being defeated and/or captured:
Idomeneus abides the onrush of Aeneas like a boar abiding the attack of men and
dogs (1l. 13.471-7), Agenor awaits Achilles’ attack like a leopard facing a hunter
(1l. 21.571-82), Hector awaits Achilles in front of the Trojan wall like a serpent
awaiting a man in his lair (Il. 22.93-7). Aias reluctantly gives way to the Trojans
like a donkey that is being beaten by boys (Il. 11.558-69), Menelaus retreats from
Patroclus’ body like a lion being driven from a farmstead (/I. 17.108-13). The
Trojans are afraid of the Achaeans like hinds in panic and flight (/I. 13.99-106),
the Achaean youths flee from Hector and Aeneas like starlings or daws fleeing from
a falcon (/1. 17.755-9), the Trojans flee from Achilles like locusts fleeing from fire (11.
21.12-6) and like fish fleeing from a dolphin (/I 21.22-6), the suitors flee around

the hall in panic like cattle fleeing from the gadfly (Od. 22.299-301). From the

8 (Cf. a related image outside of immediate battle scenes: in his grief for Patroclus, Achilles is
angry and groaning like a lion whose cubs have been stolen (1l. 18.318-23).
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perspective of the pursuer, Hector drives the Achaeans in rout like a lion attacking
cattle (II. 15.630-40), and Achilles chases Hector like a dog chasing a fawn (Il
22.188-93).

When defeated, the Trojans are penned up in Troy like lambs (/. 8.131) or
dazed like fawns and bound up (/. 21.29-30); the unfaithful slave women are hung
up outside Odysseus’ house like thrushes or doves in a snare (Od. 22.468-72). After
the slaughter, the victorious hero is covered in blood like a lion who has devoured
a bull (Automedon: Il. 17.541-2, Odysseus: Od. 22.401-6, 23.47-8). As the slain
warrior is breathing out his life, he might be writhing on the ground like a bull
that is being bound by shepherds (Adamas, Il. 13.570-5), or bellowing like a bull
that is being dragged to the altar for an offering (Hippodamas, Il. 20.403-6), or
stretched out on the earth like a worm (Harpalion, II. 13.653-5). In the Odyssey,
the suitors are killed and heaped on top of each other like fish (Od. 22.383-9),
and Odysseus’ comrades experience pitiful deaths on their journey home: they are
smashed like puppies by Polyphemus (Od. 9.289-90), or pierced like fish by the

Laestrygonians (Od. 10.124).

In some cases, the similarity between the animal in the simile and the warrior
in the epic story is portrayed as so close that aspects of feelings or actions that
should normally only apply to the warrior, are transferred onto the animal. As
if he were a warrior, the lion in example (292) is urged on by his Bupog &yfRvwp,

‘proud spirit’, and he is ready to kill or be killed év mtpdroior ‘among the foremost’.

(292) B7 p’ ipev &g te Méwv opesitpogog, g T’ émdevr)g
dnpov €n kpeldv, kéhetar &¢ € Bupog aynvwp
HAAWV TELPr)ooVTA Kol €C TTUKLVOV dOpOV EADETV-
el wep yap X’ ebpnot map’ adToPL POTOPOG GVOPOG
oLV KLoL kal So0PeaaL YUAGGCOVTAG TEPL PHACL,
oL pa T dreipntog pépove otabpoio diecbar,
QAN O Y ap’ N fprake petdApevog, Ne Kol adTog
EPANT év mpddToloL Bofjg dd YELPOg AKOVTL:
G po TOT avtiBeov Sapmndova Oupog avike
teiyog ématfon Sk e pi€acOan mddEerg 1l. 12.299-309
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And he [Sarpedon] then went his way like a mountain-fed lion who
has too long been in need of meat, and his heroic spirit urges him to
have a go at the sheep and even enter the well-built fold. For even
though he might encounter beside there the herdsmen with dogs
and spears guarding the sheep, he for sure has no intent to hasten
away without having tried; but either he attacks and snatches [a
sheep|, or he himself is hit among the foremost by a javelin cast
by a nimble hand: in just this way then his spirit urged godlike
Sarpedon to assail the wall and to break through the battlements.

Ready argues that these types of similes decrease the difference between the human
warrior and the animal by giving the animal human characteristics.®® Instead of
focusing on the the animal as displaying human attributes, Lonsdale explores what
such linguistic interaction between the epic story and the simile means for the
characterization of the Homeric hero: “The creation of a lion with a manly spirit,
a reasoning mind, and indomitable courage — in short, a kind of hybrid lion —
emhasizes that both bestial and human appetites spur on the warrior.”® We find
such linguistic interaction also the other way around: Odysseus, for example, is
compared to a bitch barking at a man to protect her pups, and in the resumptive
clause, the same verb, DAakTéw, is used of Odysseus to express his anger against
the suitors (Od. 20.14-6).

The different types of animal imagery thus far discussed illustrate how such
comparisons show the warrior in a more complex light than the much less animate
images from the natural world. There is a more intrinsic similarity between a
warrior and an animal, but not all animal similes make such links explicit. In
many cases, the motivation and emotion of a warrior is expressed, if at all, only
with reference to him, and plays no role in the simile. Patroclus, for example,

attacks like a falcon pursuing daws and starlings (/I 16.581-5), Achaeans and

89 Cf. Ready 2011, 16-9.

90 Lonsdale 1990, 65. Hainsworth understands the simile as clarifying “the emotional colour of
the narrative rather than the action to which it ostensibly relates”. He describes the lion as
“heroic”, but then misses the point when he disregards the év mpdrtoior as “absurd unless it
has lost its proper meaning and become an empty formula” (1993, 351).
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Trojans attack each other like wolves (II. 4.471-2). The vulture is often used as an
image for the powerful swoop of a warrior upon his opponent, e.g. of Meriones (7.
13.531-2), Automedon (1l. 17.459-62), or Odysseus (Od. 22.302-9, 24.538). These
comparisons describe the action of hero and animal simply as an action, without
explicit psychological insight into the actors.

That the image in a comparison need not always be exactly matched and
specific is reflected in short comparisons offering two alternatives: the Argives
attack like lions or wild boars (/l. 5.782-3, the same comparison is made of Aias
and Hector at 7.256-7). In such cases, the poet seems to want to show the gist
of an action without being too precise. This is also true of the simile in example
(293), which is difficult to make sense of unless one accepts that illustrating how
Menelaus is looking for Antilochus is more important than explicitly stating the
exact correspondence between both participants of the epic story (Menelaus and
Antilochus) and both animals in the simile (the eagle and the hare). Antilochus
and the hare might well have the attribute of swiftness in common, but Antilochus

is neither trying to hide, nor is he the victim of an attack by Menelaus.

(293) Qg apa povroag anépn Eavbog Mevélaog,
TAVTOCE TOMTOIVOV OG T aleTOG, OV P& Té PacLV
oEvtartov déprecBar Hrtovpaviny TETENVOV,
Ov te Kol OYOB’ eovTa TOdG T LG OVK ENabe TTMOE
Oopve OIT APPLKOHE KATAKELPEVOS, AAAX T’ €T 0T
éoovto, kot T puv ko AaPov éEeileto Oupodv.
G T0Te ool Mevédae SLoTpepeg OGGE POELVRD
navtooe dveloOnv moAéwv kot €0vog ETaipwv,
el rov Néotopog viov étt {wovta idotto.

oV 88 pé’ ol dvonoe 1. 17.673-82

So speaking then, blonde Menelaus went away, looking everywhere
around him like an eagle, which, they say, has the sharpest vision
of winged creatures under heaven; him, even though he is high up,
the swift-footed hare does not escape as he lies hidden under a
thick, leafy bush. But the eagle speeds down on him, and seizing
him swiftly takes away his life. So then, Menelaus, nurtured by
Zeus, your bright eyes whirled around everywhere over the band
of your many comrades, if only they may see the son of Nestor
still alive. And very quickly he noticed him.
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In Bakker’s words, “the art of the Homeric simile lies in the tendency to strain
the similarity by looking for unexpected connections between the two scenes.”
Similes bring out the “essence” of an action, and thereby “the epic world comes
alive in a surprising and revealing light.”%! Hutchinson mentions this simile to
illustrate that the Iliad is interested in different kinds of attention. He stresses the
“incomparable vividness” of this passage, and the “intense scrutiny” of Menelaus’
search followed by “the moment of sudden perception”, and concludes that this
“shows sharp awareness of some things standing out from their background.”? If
we read this passage closely, however, the attention of both Menelaus and the eagle
is focused precisely on things that at first do not stand out from their background:
the hare is hidden under a thick, leafy bush, 8d&pve O’ dpeucope kotokeipevog,
and Antilochus is somewhere in the thick of the fight, among his many comrades,
kot #0vog étaipwv.?® Menelaus and the eagle focus their attention on something
that they initially cannot see, but can suspect to be there. This is as far as the
correspondence between simile and main narrative goes.

Menelaus marks Antilochus very quickly, p&A” aiy’ évonoe, but the eagle is one
step further, he has already seized the hare swiftly, dxa Aafov. Menelaus hopes to
find his friend still alive, ét1 {dovta, while the eagle takes away the life of his prey,
¢€eileto Oupov. The simile makes us aware not only of the similarity between the
swiftly focused attention of man and bird, but also of the differences between them:
their goals stand in stark contrast to each other, as does their spatial position and
movement. The eagle is high up, 0y00’ ¢6vta, and from there speeds down on the
hare, ¢’ abt® | éoovto, while Menelaus is on the same level as Antilochus, on the

battlefield. His approach to Antilochus is horizontal, a few lines later at 684 he

91 Bakker 2001, 22; cf. Edwards 1991, 127-8.

92 Hutchinson 2017, 163.

93 Cf. Frinkel’s interpretation of the simile as illustrating “dafl [Menelaus] scharf spihte, ganz
Aufmerksamkeit, ganz Auge war, um Antilochus aus dem Gewimmel herauszukennen, und
dann mit wuchtiger Raschheit auf ihn zu striicrmte.” (1921, 81, my emphasis).
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stands right next to him, ayxo0 & iotapevog. Menelaus in his active and anxious
search is compared to an animal that does not even need to make an effort. The
hare is the subject (also syntactically) that cannot escape, while the eagle only
becomes a determined agent once the visual clue has reached him, and this change
from passive observer to attacker is marked by the particle dAAé.

A further element that keeps the participants of the simile separate from those
in the main narrative is the description of the eagle as having the sharpest vision
of winged creatures under heaven, 6€0tatov déprecBot dovpavinwv metenvadv. The
eagle is distinguished among its own kind, not among all living creatures to which
also man belongs. There is no mention of his inner motivation or other anthropo-
morphic aspects that we saw in the lion simile of example (292). The real points
of contact between Menelaus and the eagle are very small, and yet the simile is
highly effective. The vividness of the passage stems from the interaction of main
narrative and simile, but not from a close correspondence.”

Animal similes range between instances in which the participants in the main
narrative and those in the simile can easily be mapped onto each other to in-
stances in which not every participant in the simile has a correspondence in the
main narrative. The motivations, emotions, and intentions which drive the actions
of warriors can be transferred onto the animal in the simile to achieve a close iden-
tification between the hero and the beast. But animals in similes can also act in
a plain way, without any drama or ornament. Such variation might be perceived
as an inconsistent way of applying animal imagery, especially in comparison with
the fairly consistent use of nature imagery. This inconsistency, however, reflects
much more truthfully the many facets of heroic deeds and warfare. The Homeric

poet explores heroism and the events in the Trojan war through the medium of

94 Cf. Halliwell: “Similes often complicate Homeric évépyeio: they do not simply contribute to or
authenticate it” (2019, 10). Edwards notes that a strong contrast between the main narrative
and the story in the simile “attract[s] the audience’s attention by a kind of shock effect.”
(1987, 106).
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images in comparisons. The images of nature conceptualize certain aspects, the
grandeur of an army on the move, the splendour of the best fighters in arms, the
force and inescapability of an attack, but also the steadfastness with which it can
be withstood, or the suddenness with which death can come upon a hero. Ani-
mal imagery adds to these a host of other, even more complex aspects, and, more
explicitly than nature imagery, highlights the ambivalent aspects of heroic ideals

and warfare.

The lion is the most frequent animal in similes and shorter comparisons, and
his role and characterization is by no means consistent; he can represent a multi-
tude of facets of the hero, his strength and courage, his fury and relentlessness, but
also his vulnerability. The lion is not just the brutal and bloodthirsty attacker, he
sometimes acts out of pure necessity, because he needs to eat, or because he is the
victim of an attack by hunters and dogs. Sometimes he is sucessful, sometimes he
is not. In the same way, part of the engagement of the heroes in the battle around
Troy stems from the realization that there is no longer a way out, that the fighting
has become necessary and inescapeable. In the course of the war, warriors on both
sides find themselves in positions of superiority and inferiority; in some moments
they are the attackers who drive others in rout, in other moments fear takes hold
of them and they cannot but flee. Sometimes the lion enjoys the bloodbath he is
waging and draws new strength from it, like a hero can feel empowered by his suc-
cess on the battlefield. But enthusiasm can easily turn into folly and hybris, which
tends to lead to a sad end for both the lion and the warrior. Comparisons with
animals can highlight super-human abilities in warriors, but they can also show
how being at war can cause a man to lose his humanity and become excessively

cruel and merciless.

The killing of the suitors in the Odyssey is even more problematic than the
fighting in the [liad. Odysseus’ triumph over the suitors is not glorious like an

[liadic aristeia, but a deed that is presented as necessary, yet barely justifiable,



6.3. Exploring images of the hero 277

and likely to have problematic repercussions for him and his family.”> The lion
similes in the Odyssey represent the wild and hostile forces that Odysseus has to
overcome before he can enjoy the rest of his life in peace and quiet. According to
Friedrich, this process is conceptualized through the sequence of lion simile — bath
— artist simile in which Odysseus is transformed from a wild to a civilised man,
once in Book 6 as he encounters Nausicaa and the other Phaeacians after being
shipwrecked, and once after the killing of the suitors in Book 22.%6 Graziosi points
out that Odysseus’ elusive character is matched by the great range of animals that
he is compared to.

Like comparative and superlative constructions, the comparisons of similarity
in the Odyssey reflect various levels of uncertainty: many of the Odyssey’s extended
similes are confusing, if not disturbing.”® Odysseus as a character is difficult to
grasp, to see, to recognize: he spends a lot of his ‘stage-time’ in disguise, his
success in his nostos and his regaining of authority are constantly presented as up
in the air. He fails as a leader by losing all of his companions and waging war on
his own people. “By turns a comic character, a tragic hero, a stoic sage, and a
villain, Odysseus could never, and cannot yet, be pinned down.””

But the single warrior who experiences and displays the complexities of the
heroic persona to the most extreme degree is Achilles. He features in a striking

number of similes and comparisons that engage with the positive, but especially

95 Cf. Nagler 1990 for a discussion of the ways in which the narrator of the Odyssey deals with

this central problem of the poem: how to confront and justify the fact that Odysseus has to
kill his own people. For the role of Telemachus in the re-establishment of authority and the
justification of the mnesterophonia cf. Gottesman 2014. Bakker 2013 points out the parallels
between Odysseus and Achilles in their morally questionable aristeiai (150-6).

Cf. Friedrich 1981. Sluiter 2014 makes a similar argument about the narrative function of
fish similes in the Odyssey. Bakker 2013 highlights the difference between the two lions: the
hungry and needy one in Book 6 vs. the one who has glutted himself with blood in Book 22
(155). Grethlein adds that Odysseus as gluttonous lion in Od. 22.402-6 is paralleling Achilles
as scavenger and reckless lion in Il 22.346-7 and 24.39-43 (2017, 130-1).

97 Cf. Graziosi 2019, 75-6.

98 Cf. Moulton 1977, 126-34; Glenn 1998.

99 Graziosi 2019, 84.

96
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the negative, tragic aspects of war. The conflict with Agamemnon makes Achilles
reflect on his role in the Trojan war and the lack of benefit he receives from
being engaged in it. In one of the few extended similes in direct speech, Achilles
compares himself to a mother bird who sacrifices herself by bringing all the food she
can gather to her chicks while she herself is starving (Il. 9.321-7). Achilles” wrath
about the lack of respect with which Agamemnon treated him makes him disregard
the distress in which the Achaeans are as the Trojans are advancing to the ships.
He has no pity for his fellow warriors, only for himself.!?° Patroclus appeals to the
good core that is hidden under Achilles’ wrath and receives his consent to lead the
Myrmidons into battle in Achilles’ place. Patroclus’ subsequent death illustrates
the folly and cruelty of war; he need not have died, if he had only come back
when Achilles asked him to, but the thrill of battle gets the better of him. Achilles
grieves for him like a lion whose cubs have been stolen (/I. 18.318-23), and later
on, after he has taken his revenge and buried Patroclus, he weeps like a father for
his dead son (II. 23.222-5).

The need to avenge Patroclus’ death causes Achilles to temporarily lose all
humanity and become bestial in the meanest way. He engages in a mad fighting
frenzy and captures twelve young Trojans as a human sacrifice for Patroclus. In
his confrontation with Hector, he not only threatens Hector that he will leave his
body to be devoured by scavengers, but expresses the wish to become mad enough
to take active part in the scavenging and eat Hector’s raw flesh: ai yép mwg oadtov
pe pévog kal Oupog avein | W dmotopvopevov kpéa edpevor ‘if only my fierceness
and spirit would drive me to tear off your raw flesh and eat it’ (Il. 22.346-7).
Without making an explicit comparison, Achilles is speaking about himself as a

scavenger. In his final interaction with Hector he shows no trace of decency or

100 Cf, Rynearson 2013 on Achilles as a singular and superior, incomparable and irreplaceable
warrior for whom other, lesser warriors are being sacrificed.
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humanity, “he loses his heroic stature and becomes something less than a man.”!!

Instead of allowing the Trojans to bury him, Achilles ties Hector’s body behind his
chariot and drags him around Patroclus’ tomb. Like his wrath about Agamemnon’s
misdeed, his grief about Patroclus’ death is extreme. The actions that follow his
emotional reaction are beyond measure to the extent that Apollo complains to
the other gods about Achilles’” impious treatment of Hector’s body and uses a lion

simile to make his point.
(294) aAN” OMod AxAfi Oeol fovAecd’ émapriyely,
@ oT’ &p ppéveg eioiv évaioipol obte vonua
YVOpITToV évi otifecot, Aéwv 8 &g dypla oidev,
0g T émel ap peydAn te Pin kol aynvopt Oupd
el€ag elo” émi pijda Bpotdv iva daita Aéfnoiv-
A AxLAebg Eleov pev ammAeoev, 00d¢ ol adRG
ylyvetay, ] T avdpoag péyo oivetar 18’ dvivnot Il. 24.39-45

But destructive Achilles you gods are willing to help, when his
heart is neither righteous, nor the intent in his breast bendable;
but like a lion he knows only cruelty, a lion who, giving in to his
great might and heroic spirit, comes on to the sheep of men to get
himself a meal; so Achilles has lost his mercy and feels no shame,
which both harms and profits men greatly.

As in example (292), human characteristics are transferred to the lion, but this
time in a negative light: “the lion ‘gives in’ to his strength and pride because he
represents the man who is the enemy of other men.”!?? Even after Hector’s death
and Patroclus’ burial, Achilles can find no closure. He dwells on his anger and
maims Hector’s body until the gods step in and allow Hermes to escort Priam to
the Myrmidon camp so he can ransom his son from Achilles. And even towards
Priam, an old man who comes as a suppliant, Achilles initially can barely restrain
his temper; his reaction to Priam’s appeal to get Hector back is abrasive and

threatening, like a lion (Il. 24.559-72), but eventually he calms and treats Priam

101 T onsdale 1990, 85. Cf. Faust 1970, 24; De Jong 2012, 147 and 126; Grethlein 2017, 133-4.
102 Macleod 1982, 91. Cf. Briigger 2009, 34-6.
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with the due respect.!®

After Patroclus’ death and at moments when Achilles is not engaged in battle,
he is characterizeed as both, a caring father/mother figure and a ruthless animal.
Thetis, aware of Achilles’ fate, laments him as if he were already dead while at
the same time comparing him to new life.!* Achilles, the central character of the
Iliad is poised between life and death, humanity and inhumanity. The comparisons
made about him conceptualize and highlight these extremes, but how do we as the
audience or the readers experience Achilles’ character? Is it possible to determine
how exactly the images evoked through comparisons inform our understanding of
Homeric characters?1%

Minchin discusses the short comparison of Achilles to a lion in his encounter
with Priam, and argues that at the basis of the audience’s processing of Achilles’
— vis-a-vis the lion’s — threatening demeanour lies the visualisation of a full-
blown picture of the lion: “The salient features of the lion — his four paws, his
reddish mane, his sharp teeth — are important in that they hold its image in our
mind’s eye.”1% Since the physical appearance of a lion is never mentioned in the
extended similes, it seems more economical to assume that human imagination
works with a more sketchy visualisation that focuses on the action, intention, and

behaviour of the lion.'%” Furthermore, by virtue of being so contradictory, the

103 Cf. Briigger 2009, 199-204.

104 A young sprout (II. 18.56) and a sapling (/l. 18.437). Her view of the situation is effectively
summarized in an epithet for herself: dvoapiorotdKeln ‘unhappy mother of the noblest son’
(LSJ s.v.), or should we read ‘mother of a most noble but doomed man’? Cf. Edwards 1984,
78-80; Coray 2016, 39. Cf. Muellner on Achilles’ epithet oxbpopog as meaning ‘whose path
towards death is quick/quickest’ (2020, 99).

105 EFrankel’s brief analysis of this simile, though capturing its overall effect, shows a primitivistic
attitude to Homeric characters: “Der Sanger wollte nicht mehr die grausame, triebhafte Roh-
heit und Leidenschaft des Gewaltmenschen verherrlichen. Wenn er Achilleus durch Apollons
Mund unter dem Bild eines Lowen zeichnen 148t, legt er eine offenbare Gehéssigkeit hinein: er
malt Achilleus als viehischen, allen feineren Empfindungen, aller Sitte, Ordnung und Anpas-
sung unzuginglichen Menschen [...] Freihlich hat dieser Sdnger seinem Achilleus dann doch
die eigene Gesinnung geliehen; aber nur als eine weiche Stimmung, die fiir jetzt die Hérte
seines eigenen Wesens tiberlagert.” (1921, 70).

106 Minchin 2001, 35-6.

107 Cf. the ‘enactive’ approach taken by Grethlein/Huitink 2017, which is based on cognitive
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comparisons made of Achilles at the climax of the Iliad do not culminate in a
consistent account of Achilles’ character that guides the understanding, emotional
response, sense of familiarity, attention, and pleasure of the audience.'”® Rather,
these comparisons complicate the audience’s understanding of Achilles, they create
mixed feelings, a sense of unfamiliarity and uncertainty. Grethlein argues that after
the death of Patroclus — though one may say even before that, since the conflict
with Agamemnon — Achilles is an ambivalent heroic model and in a liminal state:
divine and bestial at once.!”® He remains unpredictable, and even an audience
who knows that Priam will return home safely with Hector’s body cannot but feel

anxious on his behalf when he goes to face Achilles.

6.3.4 Gods in figurative comparisons

The majority of figurative comparisons with human comparees is made by a third
party, most of the time by the narrator, occasionally by another character. Such
comparisons regard an action or characteristic of a hero that is instinctive and
impulsive, something that he is not at that point reflecting on himself. Human
characters are often not entirely in control over their actions, they act according
to the situation they find themselves in. They certainly have no control over the
application of a comparison to their actions, nor are they aware of it, except for
the very few cases in which someone makes it to their face or about himself.!1°

This is very different when gods are the subjects of figurative comparisons.

As already mentioned in Chapter 5.4, there is an ongoing debate among Homeric

research that refutes the ‘mind’s eye’ approach in Minchin 2001.

108 Cf. the functions of similes that Minchin lists (2001, 32-3).

109 Cf. Grethlein 2017, 133-4.

10 De Jong stresses that “comparisons and similes made by the NF; [primary narrator-focalizer,
or, in simplistic terms, the poet] reach the NeFe; [primary narratee-focalizee, or the audience]
only, the characters remaining unaware of the fact that they are compared to, say, a lion.
In other words, comparisons and similes are no events on the level of the fabula, they are
interpretations of events, belonging to the story and text only” (2004, 125, emphasis original).
She illustrates this with two examples on p. 125-6.
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scholars whether comparisons of gods to animals or natural phenomena are to
be understood as real transformations or as narratorial comments on their modes
of action. There are cases in which a given scene is much easier to imagine if a
real transformation took place, for example when Athene sits on the roofbeam of
Odysseus’ palace like a swallow at Od. 22.239-40. Other cases might be simply a

description of a mode of action, like comparisons made about human characters.

Comparee Standard Reference
Athene star from Zeus Il. 4.75-9
mother sweeping fly from child Il. 4.130-3
falcon Il. 19.350-1
bird Od. 1.319-20
sea eagle Od. 3.371-2
breath or air Od. 6.20
craftsman Od. 6.232-5, 23.159-62
swallow Od. 22.239-40
Apollo night Il. 1.47
falcon 1l. 15.237-8
child playing in the sand Il. 15.361-6
Thetis mist Il. 1.359
falcon 1l. 18.616
Ares darkness from a cloud after heat | Il. 5.864-7
storm 1l. 20.51
Iris snow or hail Il. 15.170-2
lead weight 1l. 24.80-2
Poseidon hawk Il. 13.62-5
Hypnos mountain bird Il. 14.289-91
Hera thought of a man Il. 15.80-3
Hephaestus North Wind drying orchard Il. 21.346-9
Artemis dove fleeing from falcon Il. 21.493-6
Hermes cormorant Od. 5.50-4
Ino sea mew Od. 5.337, 5.351-2
Hera and Athene doves Il. 5.778
Athene and Apollo | vultures 1l. 7.58-60

Table 6.1: Gods in figurative comparisons
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Table 6.1 lists the shorter comparisons and extended similes made about the
Olympian gods, but does not include comparisons in the form of compounds,
since an adjective like Bodmig ‘cow-eyed’ or modrvepog ‘wind-footed’ undoubtedly
expresses an abstract characterization and not a transformation.

Instead of trying to adduce more evidence for one of the two positions, I suggest
approaching comparisons made about gods from a different perspective, namely
by asking how they differ from the same kinds of comparisons made about human
beings. When gods take on the shape or mode of action of animals or natural
phenomena as they move from one place to another and achieve certain goals,
the gods are in full control over their action and the comparison. For the purpose
of their journey or goal, they consciously choose to embody the swiftness, ease,
elegance, or power of a falcon, hawk, cormorant, wind, or hail. When a god acts
like an animal, there is no danger of unwanted consequences, of losing control,
crossing boundaries, or suffering tragic effects.

Even comparison compounds in epithets, or other comparisons that are more
likely to be a comment by the narrator than a mode of action consciously chosen
by the god, are free of negative connotations. When Athene is compared to a
mother or a craftsman, or Apollo to a child, the image conveyed is of the ease,
lightheartedness, and mastery with which the gods engage in battle and other
human affairs.!'!* The one real exception to this might be the comparison of Artemis
to a dove fleeing from a falcon when she is being rebuked and hit in the face by
Hera as if she were a naughty child. This is a conflict among the gods, without
any human participants or onlookers, and Artemis is the victim of reproach and
ridicule. She is not in control of the situation and vulnerable, though on a very
different level and with much lighter consequences than when a human warrior is

faced with a superior opponent in battle.'!?

L Cf. Griffin 1980, 188-9; Janko 1994, 267; Coray /Krieter-Spiro/Visser 2017, 68.
112 Cf, Richardson 1993, 95.
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6.3.5 The god-like warrior

The similes and shorter comparisons discussed thus far mostly concern the tempo-
rary characterization of a hero; they illustrate a momentary action, the behaviour
or attitude of a person in the narrower or wider context of their occurrence. They
do not normally refer to a permanent character trait as we saw it in the case of
most superlative expressions and, as we will see, in the majority of comparisons
of a hero to a god. This is neatly illustrated in the encounter between Achilles
and Priam discussed earlier. Achilles’ bestial behaviour may well expand over a
considerable amount of time within the story of the Iliad, but it is nevertheless
temporary and triggered by specific events. Once Achilles has calmed down, Priam
gets the chance to look at him carefully and observe some other, more permanent

characteristics.
(295) ot Aapdavidng Ipiopog Oodpal Axiifo
doc0og Env oldg te- Beoiot yop Gvta EKel

avtap 6 Aapdavidnv Hpiopov Bodpalev AxiAdelg
eloopowv OYv T ayadnv kai pdbov dkovwv Il. 24.629-32

Then indeed the son of Dardanus, Priam, admired Achilles, how
great he was and what kind of a man; for he resembled the gods
in his countenance. And Achilles in turn admired Priam, son of
Dardanus, beholding his noble appearance and listening to his
story.

At the climax of their encounter, Priam and Achilles find a calm moment to observe
and respect each other.''? Priam admires the beautiful and impressive physical ap-
pearance of Achilles, which stands in contrast with his cruel and impious behaviour
prior to this scene. Achilles is the hero that is most often compared to a god, and
the fact that his mother is a goddess is frequently addressed in the course of the

Iliad.*'* But next to him, there is a great number of other characters that are

13 Cf. Ameis/Hentze 1922e, 140; Macleod 1982, 142; Briigger 2009, 222-3.
114 And, as Graziosi points out: “At the beginning of the Iliad, Achilles behaves very much like
an insulted deity.” His wrath and revenge parallel that of a god, Apollo, in Book 1 (2019, 47).
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compared to gods on one or several occasions. In the majority of comparisons of a
human character to a god, the direct relevance of the comparison to the narrative
context is implicit, if not altogether lacking.

Compounds meaning ‘god-like’ are used like epithets to accompany the name
of a warrior, often in lists or genealogies. In 90% of these instances there is no
obvious relevance of the comparison to the narrative context. In the remaining
10%, contextual relevance is not made explicit either, though in these cases the
hero referred to as god-like does something especially brave or laudable, which
may explain the use of this epithet in context.!'® Euryalus, for example, is called
io60eog, ‘god-like’, when he is the only one brave enough to face Epeius in the
boxing contest, but his likeness to a god is not connected to his action or courage
explicitly (Zl. 23.677). But in general, these compounds and even some of the short
comparisons discussed below behave exactly like Vivante describes the Homeric
epithet, namely as expressing a quality intrinsic to the idea of the noun it modifies,
“unsubjected to the particular requirement of the action at a certain point, [...]
perceived for what it is, [...] irrelevant to the narrative occasion.”1

The situation is a little different with the other syntactic types: the particle
construction tends to be used with a full verb, which does indicate the aspect
with regard to which a character is like a god. According to my analysis, in 80%
of these comparisons, there is contextual relevance. When adjectives/adverbs or
verbs are used to mark the standard of comparison, there is no clear contextual
relevance in about 50% of cases, while in the other 50% there is either explicit or
at least inferable contextual relevance (as it is the case with example (295) above).
Whether or not a comparison is contextually relevant strongly depends on the

narrative environment. Warriors who are mentioned in genealogies or short stories

115 Whether or not one includes Oeiog and é&prjtog in these numbers barely makes a difference to
the percentage.
16 Vivante 1982, 13.
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explaining how someone acquired an important object are often characterized by an
epithet-like comparison, as for example when the narrator recounts that Odysseus

received his famous bow and a quiver with arrows from a man called Iphitus:

(296) ddpa th ol Eelvog Aakedaipov ddke TUXNOOG
"Ipitog Evpurtidng, émieikedog abavartoiot Od. 21.13-4

They were gifts that a friend gave him [Odysseus|] when he came

across him in Lacedaemon, Iphitus, son of Eurytus, who was like

the immortals.
But Iphitus’ god-like character is not further elaborated, nor explicitly connected
to an event in the narrative digression. The half-verse émieikedog dBavaroiot is a
formula fit for a warrior regardless of the context in which it occurs.

The four exended similes with divine standards, however, all include explicit
reference to their contextual relevance. This is not surprising, since the narrative
digression in a simile usually provides explicit points of contact between the image
in the simile and the main narrative. Two of the four similes occur in a battle scene
and have Ares as their standard of comparison (/. 7.206-13, 13.298-305), one com-
pares Agamemnon to Zeus (Il. 10.3-10), and the other Nausicaa to Artemis (Od.
6.101-9). The similarity between these human characters and the gods arises from
a specific, momentary action, and thereby the similes stand in contrast with the
majority of shorter comparisons to gods, which describe a permanent characteristic
of a person. Because compounds form the largest group of comparisons of human
beings to gods, followed by comparisons marked by adjective or adverb, around
70% have no contextual relevance.

That relatively few comparisons show contextual relevance may also be linked
to the fact that they are most often made to an unspecified god, or to ‘the im-
mortals’. Human characters are barely ever compared to specific gods, only Ares
appears fairly frequently as an image for a hero in battle. This makes sense given
that these comparisons happen in a context of war, but it also makes sense on an-

other level: Ares is a fairly new deity, probably not initially an anthropomorphic
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god at all, but rather the deification of destruction, terror, battle. When a warrior
is compared to Ares, he is compared to the spirit of war, i.e. to abstract qualities
more so than to a full-blown divine personality.!'” The phrase Au pftiv &tédovtog
‘equal to Zeus in counsel” appears six times in the Iliad with reference to Odysseus
and Hector. Agamemnon is compared to Zeus on two occasions, in example (297)
below, and in a simile. Hector wishes to be immortal and ageless, and honoured
like Athene and Apollo, and I have already mentioned the four similes with specific
gods above, but otherwise concrete deities are only mentioned in comparisons of
female characters with goddesses.

In total, 52 different human characters are compared to gods in the [liad and
Odyssey. Of those, ten are female and 42 are male. Among the male characters
are six that are not mentioned by name: ‘the Trojans’, ‘the narrator’, ‘a man’, ‘a
herdsman’, ‘Nausicaa’s brothers’, ‘a Trojan warrior’, and among the female cha-
racters one: ‘Agamemnon’s daughter’. Two of the female characters are compared
to gods more than twice: Nausicaa (4x) and Helen (3x). Of the male characters,
six are compared to gods on more than two occasions: Achilles (18x), Odysseus
(19x), Hector (11x), Meriones (7x), Patroclus (5x), Diomedes (4x). In the majority
of cases, the same character is compared to a god only once or twice; in four cases,
two characters are mentioned together as a pair (Sarpedon and Glaucon, Castor
and Polydeuces, Aeneas and Idomeneus, Telemachus and Peisistratus).

Comparisons of heroes to ‘the gods’ are very frequent, but at the same time
very vague, and as such reminiscent of superlative expressions describing heroes as
‘the best” without further qualification. In that sense they are less figurative than
the other comparisons of similarity discussed in this chapter, and fulfil a different

function. They are less vivid than, say, a lion simile, because they refer to the

U7 Cf. Willi 2014, 215-6 (fn. 13), Burkert 1985, 169. Ares as ‘the spirit of war’ is probably also
what is meant when Nestor encourages Agamemnon to go around the camp of the Achaeans
‘to rouse keen Ares’, éyeipopev 6€0v Apna (1. 2.440).
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status of a warrior instead of his actions.!!® It does not really matter to which
god a warrior is compared when the goal is to characterize him as super-human
in a universal sense. But comparisons of heroes to gods are not only a way of
asserting their superiority, they also remind the audience of one central theme of
the Homeric epics: the relationship between the human and the divine, and the
special status of the hero as belonging to an earlier, better generation of man. The
heroes of the Iliad and Odyssey belong to a stage in the history of mankind that is
half-way on the decline from more god-like to just human. They can do things that
normal men cannot, such as lift and use certain weapons or other exceptionally
big and heavy items, and they act as role-models for later generations.!'

The second half of Book 2 of the lliad is concerned with displaying the magni-
tude of the Achaean armies, the sheer number of warriors and their prime heroes,
followed by an account of the Trojan army and their allies. After the quarrel be-
tween Agamemnon and Achilles and the upheaval caused by Agamemnon’s failed
test of the army’s morale, the leaders of the Achaeans offer sacrifices to the gods
and get ready for battle. Right before the catalogue of ships begins, Agamemnon’s
prowess and superiority are highlighted through a comparison of him to three diffe-
rent deitities at once, followed by a simile likening his outstanding position among

the Achaeans to that of a bull among a herd of cattle.
(297) (-..) petae 8¢ kpeiwv Ayopépveov

OppoTo Kol ke@oAnv ikeAog Au TepTikepadve,
Apei 8¢ Lovnv, otépvov &¢ [Tooeldhwvt Il. 2.477-9

and among them lord Agamemnon, his eyes and head like Zeus
who delights in thunder, his waist like Ares, and his chest like
Poseidon

Agamemnon as the leader, and thereby the best, of the largest army ever to be

seen represents the culmination of royalty and heroism. He is the only hero whose

18 Cf. Grethlein/Huitink 2017.
119 Cf. Griffin 1980, 81-3; Clarke 2004, 80.
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physical appearance is compared to three gods at the same time, and this is the
only time that a hero is compared to Poseidon.'?® This comparison and its context
draw a striking amount of attention to Agamemnon and restore him as the excellent
and unquestioned leader figure that he failed to be in Book 1 and the first half of
Book 2.

But being god-like, just like being the best, does not save the hero from the
most human aspect of his nature: his mortality. A comparison to the immortals
gives the (impending) death of a hero a heightened sense of tragedy and illustrates
the inescapability of death.!? When the plan for Patroclus’ engagement in battle
as a substitute for Achilles starts taking shape in Book 11 of the Iliad, he is lcog
Apni, ‘equal to Ares’ (Il 11.604). Patroclus will lead the Myrmidons and be the
best of the Achaeans, he will bring them support and new hope. He will win
himself glory by killing Sarpedon, but inextricably linked to all this is his own
doom: xaxod & &po oi méhev apyry (I1. 11.604).122 Patroclus’ likeness to Ares is
reiterated in the description of his extraordinary deeds of war, closely followed by

a general comparison to the gods.

(298) [T&tpokArog d¢ Tpwol kakd Ppovéwv EVOPOLTEV.
TpiGg pev Emelt’ émdpovoe BodL atdhavtog Apni
opepdaéa idxwv, Tpig &’ EVvéa POTAG EmePVeV-
AN’ 8te 81) 1O TéTapTov émécouTo daipovt ioog,
€v0’ apa tou, IlatpokAe, pavn Protolo Tedevtr Il. 16.783-7

But Patroclus rushed upon the Trojans, plotting evil. Three times
then did he rush on like swift Ares, shouting terribly, and three
times he killed nine men. But when he rushed on for the fourth
time like a god, then and there for you, Patroclus, the end of your
life revealed itself.

120 Cf. Briigger /Stoevesandt/Visser 2010, 139. Kirk comments that the word {ovn for a man’s
waist is rather unusual, and understands “gaze and height” for oppata kai xepaAnv since
he finds it “a powerful and extravagant idea that he resembles the god in ’eyes and head’,
literally: a unique phrase”. (1985, 165-6).

121 Cf. Griffin 1980, 84-5.

122 Waanders suggests translating xoxod 8 &pa ol médev dpyn as “was developing into the begin-
ning of evil for him” since “the omniscient narrator sees that this action initiated Patroclus’
doom” (2000, 276, my emphasis).
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The end of Patroclus’ life is initiated by a blow from Apollo, followed by a strike
from Euphorbus, and finalised by Hector.'?®* Both his (initial) success and his defeat
in battle happen according to the will of Zeus. It was even beyond Patroclus’ fate

to get this far in his attack, display god-like excellence and win glory, thus there

was no other possible consequence than that he would pay for it with his life.!?4

Comparisons with gods are especially rich in implications when a hero crosses
a boundary, when he acts beyond his own status or fate. Diomedes does this in an
even more flagrant fashion when he keeps attacking Aeneas, even though he knows

that Apollo is protecting him:

(299) Aiveig & émdpovoe PBorv ayobog Aropridng,
YooKV & ol adtog Umeipeye xeipag ATOAWY,
QAN Oy’ ap’ o0de Bedv péyav aleto, leto O adel
Alvelov xteivon kal amo kAvta tevyea ddoat.

TPLG HEV ETELT EMOPOLOE KATOUKTAPEVOL HEVERLVOV,

Tpig 8¢ ol éoTvPéiEe paevrv domid’ ATOAAWV-

AN 8te 1) 1O TéTapTov émécouTo daipovt ioog,

dewva &’ OpokAoag tpocéPn £kxdepyog ATOAMA WV

“@paleo, Tudeldn, kal y&leo, pndé Osoicv

i’ £0ehe @povéely, émel o0 mote OAOV Opolov

aBavatwv te Bedv yopal épxopévev T avlpodmwy.

&g pato, Tudeidng & dvexdleto TTOOV dMicoW,

HAVLY aAevapevog ekatnforov ATOANWVOG Il. 5.432-44

But on Aeneas rushed Diomedes, good at the war cry, knowing
that Apollo himself was holding his hands over him; but he then
had no regard for the great god, but was ever eager to slay Aeneas
and despoil him of his glorious armour. Three times did he leap
on him, desiring to kill him, and three times did Apollo strike him
hard on his shining shield. But when he charged at him for the
fourth time like a god, then with a terrible shout the far-shooter
Apollo spoke to him: “Consider, son of Tydeus, and give way; do
not be tempted to think like the gods, since not at all alike are the
race of immortal gods and that of men walking on the ground.”
So he spoke, and the son of Diomedes backed off a little, avoiding
the wrath of the far-shooter Apollo.

123 This time, Patroclus does not realise that he is facing Apollo, and cannot escape the blow
of the god. At Il. 16.698-711 Patroclus, in his attempt to break through the Trojan wall, has
already encountered Apollo, but recognized him and escaped his wrath.

124 Cf. Janko 1994, 410-1; Briigger 2016, 328-31.
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Diomedes attacks daipovt icog, ‘like a god’, and is immediately rebuked by Apollo,
who reminds him of the fact that humans and gods are not at all equal. In his
attempt to fight against a god, Diomedes is going too far. He acknowledges the
superiority of the god just in time and manages to escape the bitter consequences
that he would have suffered otherwise.'?®

Comparisons of Homeric heroes with gods range from the mere designation of
an innate characteristic in an epithet or another non-contextually relevant expres-
sion to highly dramatic descriptions of individuals acting (too much) like gods and
thereby incurring reproach or death. These different kinds of likenesses to the gods
represent yet more facets and tensions in the image of the Homeric hero. Clarke

points out the two extremes in which a hero can find himself when his super-human

side takes over:

More-than-human menos is characteristic in different ways of gods and
wild beasts: in this sense the raging warrior is poised between two ex-
tremes, and [...] his movement can be articulated either as an impossi-
ble aspiration to divine glory or as a descent towards the reckless and
self-destructing fury of a flesh-eating animal.!¢

6.4 Conclusion

My analysis of all comparisons made of the heroes of the Iliad and Odyssey shows
that the situation is not as binary as Clarke’s statement might lead us to believe.

Aspiration to divine glory is by no means only positive, nor are all comparisons to

125 Cf. Kirk 1990, 106-7; Kearns 2004, 72-3. Apollo reiterates the comparison of Diomedes to a
god in his complaint to Ares: a0TdL pot émécovto Saipovt icog ‘me myself he attacked like a
god’ (II. 5.459) Cf., in contrast, Diomedes’ earlier attack on a deity, Aphrodite, knowing that
he could dare fight against her since she is a weak goddess and not of the kind that engage
in battle, not an Athene or an Enuo: ywdokwv 6 T &vadkig énv 0edg, o0de Bedwv | Tdwv ol
T avdpdV TOAEpOV K&t Kotpavéovoty, | obT’ &p’ ABnvain obte nroAinopbog Evued (11 5.331-3),
as confirmed by Athene and Zeus at II. 5.421-30. In his later attack on Ares Diomedes is
supported by Athene (Il. 5. 827-63). In response to it Ares makes the same complaint to Zeus
that Apollo had made earlier (II. 5.884 = 5.459).

126 Clarke 2004, 81.
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animals about recklessness and self-destruction. The great wealth of images used
to describe the Homeric hero represents the complexity of his role in the epic sto-
ries. He has a special relationship with the gods in that he is at the same time
like them and incomparable to them. His actions are sometimes reminiscent of the
behaviour of a wild animal, be it predator or prey, and sometimes of a domestic
animal, and both of these can characterize him in a positive or negative sense.
The overtones with which animal comparisons are made can be admiring, com-
passionate, reproachful, derogatory, or simply neutral. Nature imagery highlights
the immense power and splendour which an entire army or a single distinguished
warrior displays. The forces of nature do not have an agenda or a will of their own,
they show that there are moments in war that defy human control. The Homeric
hero is above, beneath, and in the very centre of human nature. His humanity
characterizes him as much as his super- and sub-human qualities.

Bowra describes the Homeric simile as an aid to navigating the epic story; its
aim is not to compare every aspect of an entity or action, but to point out what
is important: “[Homer] helps us to select from a complex experience what is really
essential and central.”!?" T would rather conclude that the Homeric simile and all
other comparison types discussed in this chapter make the epic story more com-
plex. Even the expression of a comparison itself can be made more complex, for
example through the negation of one of its parts, which in turn has an effect on
the audience’s processing of the story: negated comparisons activate alternative
scenarios and play with the expectations of the audience. Comparative and su-
perlative constructions highlight the innate status and ability of a hero, often in
contrast with his actions and the fate that he is allotted. Figurative comparisons
point out the many and often contradictory facets of the Homeric hero.

Comparisons on the one hand emphasize what is heroic about heroes by poin-

127 Bowra 1961, 276.
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ting out their status within society and the expectations connected to this. Espe-
cially comparative and superlative constructions confirm what we already know
or expect about the different characters in the Homeric epics. Most similes and
shorter comparisons of similarity, on the other hand, describe the heroes and their
actions as they are perceived. The various perspectives that the images from the
human, the natural, and the animal world provide complicate the audience’s per-
ception of the hero. They interrupt the flow of the narrative and impose a moment
of distance.

Familiar images become unfamiliar in a context that contrasts with them, and
our knowledge of the heroes as heroes is affected by the unfamiliarity of familiar
images. The heroes are shown in a different light, which leads the audience to
perceive them in a way that may upset their expectations or contradict their
opinion. This effect is further increased when the images used to describe a hero
stand not only in contrast with the narrative context in which they appear, but
also with each other. Homer’s comparisons are a crucial aspect of what makes
his poetry art, and their effect corresponds with what Shklovsky describes as the

function of art:

And art exists that one may recover the sensation of life; it exists to
make one feel things, to make the stone stony. The purpose of art is to
impart the sensation of things as they are perceived and not as they
are known. The technique of art is to make objects ‘unfamiliar’, to
make forms difficult, to increase the difficulty and length of perception
because the process of perception is an aesthetic end in itself and must
be prolonged.!?

128 Shklovsky 2017, 9.



Chapter 7

Conclusion

This study has examined all the syntactic types in which comparatives, superla-
tives, and similatives/equatives appear in the Homeric epics. It has distilled the
semantic and pragmatic patterns underlying them, and defined the typical charac-
teristics of each kind of comparison. On the basis of the semantic and pragmatic
features of comparisons, their rhetorical and narrative effects have been tested,
and a new angle has been developed from which to interpret the function of the

Homeric similes.

Chapter 2 has outlined different general linguistic views on comparisons, and
taken a syntactic, semantic, and cognitive approach to understanding what com-
parisons are and how they work. Given the lack of studies exploring all kinds of
comparisons at once, a lot of emphasis was put on the distinction between com-
paratives, superlatives, and comparisons of similarity. Furthermore, it has been
shown that the limited scholarship on comparisons of similarity in general, and on
comparison compounds in particular, lacks a well-defined theoretical framework.
This work aims to contribute to this field both on the level of general linguistics
and for ancient Greek in particular. The categories and generalizations described
here can be applied to written and spoken, formal and informal language, and will

hopefully be useful to syntacticians, semanticists, and cognitive linguists alike.

294
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On the basis of the theories outlined in Chapter 2, Chapters 3 to 5 have focused
on providing the reader with a typological account of the comparisons found in
Homeric Greek. I have described the wealth of syntactic and semantic characteris-
tics found in each kind of comparison, and identified which syntactic constructions
are typical and which are unusual. The synchronic evidence of the Homeric epics
as presented here suggests that there are no strict grammatical rules governing
expressions of comparison in early Greek. The syntactic constructions with which
comparisons can be expressed are relatively varied and free, but there are pat-
terns of usage, as for example in comparative constructions: a particle is used to
mark the standard of a comparative construction almost only if the case or lexical

strategy cannot, or at least not straightforwardly, be applied.

Most linguistic studies of comparisons are limited to complete comparisons.
This work shows that a considerable number of comparative and superlative con-
structions lack an explicit standard of comparison or scope. Recognizing and inves-
tigating this fact contributes to a more complete picture of the difference between
comparatives and superlatives. Superlatives, according to my conclusion, are not
‘real’” comparisons. Instead, they highlight the special status of one individual
and juxtapose it with the other members of its kind. The scope of a superlative
construction contributes much less to the characterization of the comparee than
the standard of a comparative or similative/equative construction. Comparatives
and comparisons of similarity express a relationship between two specific entities
or concepts. In most comparative constructions, these entities are of the same
kind or category, while in most comparisons of similarity an entity of one kind is
compared to something considerably different: most similatives and equatives in

Homeric Greek are figurative.

In phonology and morphology, historical linguists are used to situations in
which a synchronic irregular pattern or paradigm can be explained as a rule-

governed development from a regular one. The assumption of such developments
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underlies many historical approaches to comparisons, but in view of the results
presented in this study, such an analysis is questionable. Strunk, for instance,
claims with reference to certain old paradigms of positive, comparative, and su-
perlative forms based on the same root: “Das sind also Ausdrucksparadigmen, die
nicht nur fiir ihre eigene voreinzelsprachliche Herkunft, sondern auch fiir die einer
grammatischen Dimension derartiger Steigerungstypen zeugen.”! The majority of
suppletive paradigms over regular ones in what is regarded the oldest forms of com-
paratives and superlatives (in -.wv and -totog), and the almost exclusively regular
paradigms of the newer formation (in -tepog and -tarog), rather suggest a lack
of an early grammatical status and PIE origin of comparison paradigms. While
there are positive, comparative, and superlative forms of adjectives in Homeric
Greek, it is difficult to establish to what extent they were perceived as forming a
paradigm. In a similar vein, we need to revise Lujan’s statement that “in Homer
most uses of superlatives in -tatog are as relative superlatives, while in later Attic
it is regularly used as both absolute and relative”.? According to my analysis, only
49% of all Homeric superlatives in -tatog are undoubtedly relative, and at least
30% are clearly elative. If anything, the Homeric evidence suggests that superla-
tive forms have always been used for both, the expression of complete superlative
constructions and elatives.

One may be tempted to think that the most typical comparison expresses the
aspect with regard to which two things are similar or different with an adjective.
From a linguistic and a stylistic point of view, adjectives are the ideal word class
for this job: they typically refer to properties, and can thereby describe and con-
ceptualize, add colour, vividness, and character to an entity and to the story in
which that entity is involved. In view of the linguistic form and literary impact of

Homeric comparisons, this idea needs to be adjusted: nouns, and especially verbs,

L Strunk 1977, 11.
2 Lujan 2019, 333.
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play a very important role in comparisons. More often than expected, the richest
comparisons are centred around actions. When comparisons are not directly con-
nected to the action of the scene in which they appear, they characterize a hero in
more general terms, with reference to his social standing or innate abilities. Often,
such comparisons stand in contrast with the action of the comparee, and thereby
attract attention and create emotional, ironic, or tragic moments. Chapter 6 has
illustrated the various effects of comparatives, superlatives, and similatives/equa-
tives on the development of the epic story and its characters. In hybrid comparisons
these effects are heightened through the combination of two comparison types into
a single expression that attracts even more attention than a ‘normal’ comparison.

Comparatives and superlatives denote a dissimilarity of similar things, and si-
milatives/equatives pose a similarity of dissimilar things. The power of Homer’s
comparisons lies in the cross-combination of elements that are familiar, similar,
equal, and those that are unfamiliar, dissimilar, unequal. Homer uses comparatives
and superlatives to express differences between characters, who, on the whole, are
actually fairly similar to one another. Such comparisons have the greatest effect
when they contrast with their context or the expectations of the audience. Simi-
larly, the more familiar and directly comparable the image of a simile is, the more
it tends to clash with its narrative context. The natural phenomena and animals
that appear in Homeric similes are at the same time shockingly different and in-
truigingly similar to the characters to whom they are applied. Similes make a story
and its characters more complex by drawing their effect “aus der Ungleichnis des
Gleichen wie aus der Gleichnis des Ungleichen.”® I hope that my work will inspire
scholars to look at comparisons not just as an aid to communication and interpre-
tation, but as devices that make literature art by complicating and defamiliarizing

its audience’s experience.

3 Musil 1930, 227-8.
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