Appendix

In this appendix, I explain in more detail my criteria for excluding cases
from the data sets analysed in Chapters 2 and 3. As I explained in
Chapter 2, Section 2.1.1.2, the point of trimming the data is to create a
focused comparison between the present for preterite and its main com-
petitor, which is the narrative aorist. This minimises the influence of
extraneous factors on measured correlations between tense usage and
variables of interest.

The first section of this appendix is concerned with criteria relating
to discourse relations and the character of the assertion (Section A.1). The
greater part of this appendix will deal with the relationship between
the present for preterite and aspect and actionality (Section A.2; see also
Introduction, Section I.4).

The following does not constitute a ‘codebook’. The material is simply
too complex to allow for clear-cut definitions of such criteria as narrativity.
The selection of the data has therefore been necessarily arbitrary to some
degree, but this is unavoidable and the alternative — a completely hetero-
geneous data set — is intolerable. All I can do is try to illustrate how
I proceeded in trimming the data; the reader may judge to what extent it is
likely that my selection criteria biased the results.

A.1 Discourse and the Assertion

I have aimed to include only narrative assertions that are independent
and are not modified by a negation or similar means. The criterion of
narrativity pertains to the principle of sequential order (Section A.1.1)
and the distinction between narrative proper and commentary (Section
A.1.2; compare, e.g., Allan’s [2009] distinction between the diegetic
mode and the discursive mode). The criterion of independence is related
to clause type (Section A.1.3) and information structure (Sections A.1.4
and A.1.5). Negation and other modifications of the assertion are
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discussed in Section A.1.6. Finally, I add a note on iterative statements
(Section A.1.7).

A.x.1x Sequential Order

I have excluded assertions that violate the principle of sequential order, that
is, where the designated event temporally precedes, rather than follows upon,
the event described by the previous narrative assertion (compare Chapter 2,
Section 2.4). For example, in Xenophon, Expedition of Cyrus 1.7.14, we are
told how Cyrus’ army arrived at a trench. After a description of the trench,
Xenophon notes (1.7.16): TaUTtny 8¢ T T&ppov PaciAeUs Trotel uéyas &vTl
g¢pUpaTos, &medn TuvBdveton Kipov mpooedatvovrta (‘the great King
makes that trench as a means of defense, when he hears of Cyrus’ march
against him’). The digging of the trench precedes the time of Cyrus’ arrival at
the trench.

Typical cases are explanatory assertions introduced by the particle yép
(‘for’). In Euripides, Hippolytus 1173—s, the messenger begins his narrative
by telling how he and others were tending to Hippolytus® horses, crying.
He goes on to explain (1175—7): fiABe ydp Tis &yyehos Adywov | cos oUkéT
&v yi TS dvaoTpéyor moda | TrmdAuToS, ¢k 0ol TApoVas PUYSS Exwv
(‘for a messenger came, saying that Hippolytus would no longer be
dwelling in this country, having been banished in a wretched way
by you’). The arrival of the messenger precedes the situation in which
Hippolytus’ servants are crying.

A.1.2  Narratorial Comments

Narratorial comments are assertions that do not contribute to the devel-
opment of the story but serve as evaluations of the events in the narrative
proper. These are not too common in the selected corpora and can
typically be excluded on the basis of other criteria listed here (violations
of the principle of sequential order and repeated or presupposed informa-
tion, see Sections A.1.1 and A.1.4, respectively). One aspect I want to draw
attention to here is the use of expressions that clearly reveal the narrator’s
ex eventu knowledge. Consider the case of Thucydides, Histories 1.55.2
oitia 8¢ altn TpoTn &yéveTo Tol ToAéuou Tols Kopwbiois és Tols
Abnvaious, 811 oiow &v omwovdais petd Kepxupaiwv évaupdyouv (‘that
became the first cause for the Corinthians to go to war with the Athenians:
the fact that they had fought against them in the sea battle along with the
Corcyreans, during a truce’). This evaluative statement follows upon
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the narrative of the sea battle that is referred to. The phrase aitia ...
mpcd>n (‘the first cause’) implies an overview of the entire war.

Similarly, T excluded after-the-event summaries. An example is
Thucydides, Histories 7.24.2 &vBpwmor & & TGV Tayxdv Tfj &AdoE
amébavov kal élwypninoav moAtol, kol XpNuaTa TOA& T& SUUTTOVTX
£6Aw (‘many men were killed and caught alive during the taking of the
fortification, and much property was taken in all’). The narrative of
the battle for the forts in Plemmyrium was closed off at 7.24.1: of &¢
2upokooiol KaTd pév TNy vaupayiov olTws émempdysoay, T& & &v TG
TAnuuupicy  Tetym eixov, kol Tpomaia Eotnoav attédv Tpia (‘the
Syracusians had fared thus in the sea-battle, and they held the forts in
Plemmyrium, and they set up three victory monuments’). The assertions
in 7.24.2 are thus retrospective comments.

A.1.3  Clause Type

Most types of subordinate clauses present the information conveyed
by them as presupposed rather than as asserted. I have excluded, first,
temporal subordinate clauses introduced by #mei (‘when’), és (‘as’) and
éte (‘when’)." In my entire prose corpus, I have found only 25 instances
of the present for preterite in temporal subordinate clauses.” While
I cannot determine the exact number of subordinate clauses with a
preterite in this corpus, it will be clear that this number must be vastly
larger, so that the odds of the present being used in this context stand in no
proportion to the odds of the present being used in main clauses. In
drama, the use of the present for preterite in temporal subordinate clauses

" Technically speaking, only the conjunction &te (‘when’) has a strictly temporal value. The other two
are underspecified with respect to the real world relationship between the event designated in the
subordinate clause and the event designated in the main clause. See Buijs (2005: 13-15).

* Followed by a present form in the main clause: Isoc. 17.9 wpooméume (‘send’); Is. 5.13 Suvaren (‘s
able’); D. 23.154 ylyveton (‘becomes’), 47.56 émweiomndédow (jump into’), kaToAapPdvoucty
(‘catch’), 59.37 ylyveton (‘happens’); Hdt. 6.5 yivetan (‘becomes’); Th. s.10.5 6p& (‘sees’), 7.84.3
yiyvovtan (‘are’); X. An. 1.7.16 uvBdveton (‘hears’), 4.7.11 dp& (‘sees’), 4.7.12 dp& (‘sees’), 7.1.17
op&sor (‘see’); Cyr. 8.5.17 ytyvovtan (‘are’; there is a variant reading &ytyvovto). Followed by a
preterite in the main clause: Lys. 1.6 yiyvetoa (‘is born’); D. 23.158 Tuyxdver (‘receives’), 35.30
eupiokopev (‘find’), 47.36 diveiTon (‘arrives’), 47.53 Siagedyousw (‘escape’); Hdt. 5.55 kreivouot
(kill’), 9.2 yiveran (‘is"); Th. 1.63.1 6p& (‘sees’); X. Cyr. 5.4.3 &gixveitan (‘arrives’), 5.4.51 &gixveiTan
(‘arrives’). In Hdt. 9.26, the form i¢6peBa (‘sit’) is morphologically ambiguous between a present and
an imperfect. In X. An. 1.8.1, we find Tpogaiveton (‘appears’) in an exceptional case of the cum
inversum construction (of the type It was night and everyone was sleeping, when suddenly someone
entered the house). 1 did include this instance in the data set because the designated event constitutes
the next event on the narrative main line. Compare below on subordinate clauses specifying an
endpoint or result.
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is mostly confined to the phrase s 6p& (‘as [s]he sees’; for the present
for preterite with verbs of ‘seeing’, see Chapter 2, Section 2.2.1; see also
Section A.2.1).}

I have also excluded restrictive relative clauses. These are relative clauses
that identify a referent. For example: Sarah showed me the book that she had
written. The clause that she had written serves to identify the book referred
to in the main clause. If the relative clause is left out, it is unclear which
book is meant. Such clauses are non-assertive (the speaker in the example
just given takes it for granted that Sarah wrote a book). The use of the
present for preterite here is exceptional. An example is Demosthenes,
Against Leochares (44) 40 8 8¢ pet& Talta Sroikeitar AecdoTpaTos
oUToot, ToUTo TévTwv SewdTordy totw (‘[the thing] that Leostratus here
manages after that — that is the most terrible thing of all’).*

I did include non-restrictive relative clauses, of the type My brother
Jeremy, who is an engineer, is going to Thailand. The relative clause who is an
engineer does nothing to identify the referent: there is only one person on
the planet who is my brother and is named Jeremy. Rather, the relative
clause provides additional information about the referent: it makes the
assertion that Jeremy is an engineer. The present seems to be freely used in
non-restrictive relative clauses when the relative clause introduces the next
event in the narrative main line, as in Lysias, On the murder of Eratosthenes
(12) 8 kad &ut pév Edvous EoTidVTa KaTéAaPBov, ols éEehdoavTes Telowvi pe
mapadiSoacv (lit. ‘and they found me entertaining strangers, whom
having expelled they hand me over to Piso’).

I also retained subordinate clauses specifying an endpoint or result,
introduced by #oTe/Es 8/Ews/uéxpr (00)/Trpiv (‘until’) or dote (‘[so] that).
Technically, these clauses do not contain independent assertions, but in
practice they do serve to introduce the next event on the narrative main
line. For example, Herodotus, Histories 6.75 ob Boulopévou &t T& TTpdTQ
ToU QuUAGKou d1doval, &meides T& pw Aubels Tmoimoel, és O deioas TAS
&medds 6 puAakos (Av y&p TEV Tis eidwTéwv) 81801 of udyxoapav (‘when
the guard at first would not give [him a knife], he threatened what he
would do to him when released, until the guard, frightened by the threats —
for he was one of the Helots — gives him a knife’).’

> E. IT 3015 S. OT 807, 12655 Ant. 426, 1226. Compare S. OC 1610 ¢ dxouel (‘as he hears’).

* Compare D. 18.156 méue (‘sends’), 19.47 8i8wo1 (‘gives’), 24.15 Tifmo1 (‘enacts’), 32.26 Aayydwer
(‘files’); Hdt. 5.56 Teheutd (‘dies’); Th. 8.95.6 xoatagetyouot (‘flee’), &pikvotvTan (‘arrive’); E. Ba.
1139 Tuyxaver (‘happens to’).

> T excluded the exceptional case of the present for preterite in an indirect question: S. OT 1251
XOTws ptv &k TGS oUkéT ol &méMAuTa, lit. (‘and how from this point on she dies, I don’t
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A.1.4  Repeated or Presupposed Information

I have aimed to include only narrative assertions that describe events that
are new to the discourse. I have therefore excluded the following types
of assertions.

First, repetitions. For example, in Thucydides, Histories 1.46.3 we are
told that the Corinthians anchor at Chimerium (present 6puiovtan
[‘anchor’]). After a geographical description of the location, Thucydides
picks up the narrative as follows (1.46.5): ol utv otv Kopivéior Tfis Areipou
gvTalfa dppilovTai Te kai oTpaTdTESOV EToinoavTo (‘so the Corinthians
anchor at that point of the mainland, and they made a camp’). The first of
these two assertions merely repeats what has already been narrated and was
thus excluded.

Second, end-of-speech formulae of the type ‘thus they spoke’. An
example is Euripides, Hecuba 542 Tooadt’ £Aefe (‘that much he said’).

Third, summarising statements at the end of narrative episodes. For
example, Xenophon, Hellenic affairs 3.1.1 ) utv 87 Abfynot otdols oTews
¢rededtnoey (‘so, the civil strife in Athens ended in that way’).

Fourth, assertions that provide the background to an event that has
already been narrated (compare Section A.1.2). For example, in
Xenophon, Hellenic affairs 3.2.6, we are told of the arrival of some
Spartan officials to Lampsacus, where Dercylidas held command of the
armed forces. Xenophon continues: odtor 8’ AABov émiokeydpevor T& Te
&M OTrws Exol TG &V T} Aciq, kol AepkuAida épolvTes uévovTi &pYEW Kol
ToV ¢mévTa EviauTéy (‘they came to inspect the state of affairs in Asia
and to tell Dercylidas that he should stay and maintain command for the
next year as well’). At this point, the event designated by the verb is
presupposed information. We already know that the Spartans came to
Lampsacus; now we are told the motivation for this visit.

This final point also applies to cases where the designated event can be
readily inferred from the immediately preceding assertion, even when a
different verb is used. For example, in Thucydides, Histories 2.2.1, we are
told how a number of Theban soldiers secretly entered the city of Plataea
(aorist ¢ofiABov [‘entered’]). Then we are provided with background infor-
mation (2.2.2): émny&yovto 8¢ kai dvéw§av T&s TUAas Mooty &vdpes,
NaukAeidns Te xai of et odtod (‘Platacan men brought them over and

opened the doors — Nausiclides and his companions’). The fact that some

know’). This is no doubt admissible because of the grammatical character of the phrase otk oi8’
&meos (‘T don’t know how’): the idea is basically ‘and then she dies in a way unknown to me’.
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people must have brought over the Thebans and opened the doors for them
is presented as inferrable from the preceding assertion that the Thebans
entered the city. In the original Greek, this is shown by the placement of
the verbs at the initial position. The effect is conveyed better in translation
by a cleft construction: ‘It was Platacan men who brought them over.” In
any case, as we have already been told that the Thebans successfully entered
the city, the following assertions do not move the narrative forward.

A.x.s  Closely Connected Verbs

Sometimes two verbs are so closely connected that it makes more sense to
take them as a single unit than as two separate assertions. A clear case is
Euripides, Heracles 998—9 6 & s ém al¥tois &% KuxkAwTiowow v |
ok&rrTer poxAeUar BUpetpa (‘he, thinking that he was at the Cyclopian
walls, digs up, wrenches open the door’). The two present tense verbs are
connected by asyndeton (i.e., without connective particle) and have the
exact same argument structure (they presuppose the same subject and both
govern the object 8Upetpa [‘the door’]). In such cases, I only counted the
first of the two verbs.

I applied the same principle to instances where the assertions are
connected only by the particle kai (‘and’), as in Xenophon, Expedition of
Cyrus 1.10.5 ... &vBa 81N Paocideus ptv &Bpoiler Te Tous touTol Kad
ouvtarTetan (‘at that point the King gathers together his troops and
arranges [them]’). The second assertion consists only of a verb and
information inherited from the previous assertion (the subject and the
object). Again, I included only the first of the two assertions in the data set
in such cases (even when, as in the example just given, the meaning of the
two verbs is substantially different).

A.1.6  Negation and Other Modifications of the Assertion

I have excluded instances where the validity of the assertion is modified,
either by a negation, by an expression meaning ‘almost’ (uikpoU or
dAtyou), or by an expression of degree (u&Aov [‘more’], fiooov [‘less’]).”

¢ T should note that it is possible for tense-switching to occur in such contexts; see, e.g., X. HG 2.1.15
aipel kod gEnvdpotrddioey (‘takes [the city] and enslaved [it]’).

7 Examples: Th. 5.38.3 of & 2v Tods Bouhods TéV BowoTédv 8vTes o Trpocdéxovtar TdV Adyov,
8ed16Tes pn évavTia Aakedoapoviors Toflowol, Tols ékelvav &eeotdol Kopwbiols §uvouvivTes
(‘the members of the Boeotian councils do not accept the proposal, fearing that they would be
acting against the interests of the Lacedaemonians, making common cause with the Corinthians who
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In the case of negations, I have excluded all instances where any part of
the assertion is negated. See, for example, Thucydides, Histories 1.95.6 kad
gkelvov utv oUkéT1 EkTrépTroucty &pxovTa, Adpkiv 8¢ kol EANoUS TS peT’
aUTol oTpaTi&y ExovTas o¥ oMy (‘and him they no longer send out as
commander, but Dorcis and some others with him, with a small force’).
Here the negation does not have scope over the entire assertion but
only over the object (‘not him [Pausanias], but Dorcis’). I have excluded
it nevertheless.

According to Rijksbaron (2006: 131; 2011a: 8) the present for preterite
can only be used in a negative assertion when it is balanced by a positive
assertion, as in Herodotus, Histories 1.117 & 8¢ “ApTaryos, s €10 TOV
Boukodhov Evdov EovTa, oU TpétreTan Tl weudéa 686V, va pt) EAeyxopevos
&MoknTal, AAK Aéyer T&8e (‘Harpagus, when he saw that the shepherd
was inside, does not turn to deceit, lest he be subjected to scrutiny and
caught, but says the following’). Here the two clauses basically constitute a
single assertion (‘he did not lie but told the truth’). This is not a rule,
however (as was observed by Koller [1951: 67]): compare in 6.88 pet&
TaUTa KaTaAapPaver pév katd ouvelfikaTo Abnvaioiot & Nikédpouos THv
ToAcany koAsopévny oA, Abnvaior 8¢ ol Trapayivovton & déov (‘after
that, Nicodromus takes possession of the city, according to his agreement
with the Athenians, but the Athenians do not show up at the necessary
moment’). Here the assertion of the non-arrival of the Athenians is self-
contained.® Nevertheless, such instances are rare enough to justify the
exclusion of negative assertions from my data sets.

A.1.7  Repeated Occurrences (Iterativity)

I have excluded some very few instances where it is made explicitly clear
that the assertion refers to repeated occurrences of the event designated by
the verb phrase. For example, Euripides, Alcestis 1878 xai roM& SoAducwv
&1000” EmeoTpden | k&ppryey aiThHY albis s koiTny TéAw (‘and exiting her
bedchamber many times, she turned back and threw herself to her bed
again’).

had revolted from them’); 8.35.3 xod wpooPaAdvTes TH ToAe &TeryioTe olon dAlyou eidov (‘and
attacking the city, which did not have a wall, they almost took it)); E. Ba. 1075 defn & péihov %
koTeide povédas (lit. ‘he was seen [by the maenads] more than he saw them’).

Compare D. 34.8 oUk &modidwow (‘does not give back’), 59.51 otk &mwodidwow (‘does not give
back’); Th. 1.136.4 otk &€io7 (lit. ‘does not deem just’, i.e., ‘asks not to’), 5.38.3 o TpoodéyovTan
(‘do not accept)).
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A.2  Aspect and Actionality

I have touched upon the relationship between the present for preterite and
aspect and actionality in Section I.4 of the Introduction. I have also briefly
explained my criteria for exclusion of data from the datasets pertaining to
these parameters in Chapter 2, Section 2.1.1.2. Here I will provide some
more data concerning the use of the present for preterite with certain
actional classes (Section A.2.1), addressing, in particular, the controversy
between Boter (2012) and Rijksbaron (2015) on the use of the present for
preterite with stative verb phrases. I will also present a detailed account of
the cases I have excised from the data based on actionality and aspectual
construal (Section A.2.2).

A.2.1  Actionality

There are a number of incidental cases of the present for preterite of
verb phrases designating activities in the corpus.” Most typically, the verb
phrase designates movement. For example, the verb &wokw (‘pursue’) is
found a number of times with the present for preterite, as in the following
instance:

(1) ol 8¢ diepeuvnTal s €180V TaUTa, alTol Te &diwkov kol TG ModdTa
kaTéoslov kal &g EgammatnBels Srwker dvd kp&TOS.

When the scouts saw that, they pursued them and beckoned Gatadas
[to follow their example]; and he {was deceived} and pursues
them vigorously.

(Xenophon, Education of Cyrus 5.4.4)

“To pursue’ is an activity, as a pursuit can be extended indefinitely without
changing the inherent quality of the event."™®

° E.g., Din. Dem. 5 {ntet (‘searches’); X. An. 1.1.4 Poudeveton (‘deliberates’); HG 3.2.27 oporyds
mowo¥ot (lit. ‘make slaughters’, i.e., ‘slaughter people’), 3.4.10 S10déyeTon (‘converses’); Th. 4.66.3
TrotoUvTon Adyous (lit. ‘make speeches’, i.e., ‘have a dialogue with’); see also 5.27.2, 5.36.1; A. Supp.
578-9 Sakpucy & &mo- | oTdle wévbipov oide (lit. ‘she causes sorrowful shame to drip from her
eyes’, i.e., ‘cries’), Eu. 12 oeifoucw (‘worship’; there may be an intentional ambiguity with an
actual present time interpretation, as the event lived on in a present-day Athenian custom; see
Sommerstein [1989] ad loc.); Ar. Nu. 1373 &pdrTw (‘strike’): ToAois kokois kadoypoiot (‘with
many bad and ugly words’) clearly implies this is an activity; Pax 754 p&yopoa (‘batte’); E. Hipp.
1237 €Axetan (‘is dragged); Jon 49 Tpéper (‘rears’; the verb is atelic, pace Rijksbaron [2015: 236]),
822 moudeveTon (‘is reared’); S. EL 897 mwepiokoméd (‘look around’).

Compare X. An. 4.6.24 &1cokouow (‘pursue’); S. El 738 Swoker (‘pursues’). Compare the verb
petyw (flee’), e.g., D. 32.6; X. An. 7.4.17; E. Supp. 706. Other comparable uses are, e.g., X. An.
4.7.11 Xwpel (‘moves’), 6.5.31 mopevovtan (‘march’); Cyr. 7.3.15 fetou (‘rushes’).
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The compatibility of the present for preterite with stative verb phrases
is more problematic. The issue extends beyond Classical scholarship. The
main problem is this: when the present tense refers to a state within
the context of a narrative, but that state still persists in the actual present,
it is hard to rule out a present time interpretation of the verb. Consider the
following example (from Park et al. [2011: 1173]): 1 talked to this girl. Her
name is Alice. In this case, the present verb is does not unambiguously
designate a state in the past. After all, the girl’s name is still Alice, and the
statement could be explained as a comment about the actual present rather
than as part of the narrative proper.

However, a past time interpretation of a present tense form may be
inescapable. I have found an example in Classical Greek where this is the
case. This example comes from comedy (a genre that has been left out of
consideration by Boter [2012] and Rijksbaron [2015]). The context is as
follows. The Athenian women have left their homes early, disguising
themselves as men, in order to take over the assembly. In the present
passage, one of the Athenian men, Blepyrus, arrives on stage, wearing his
wife’s clothes:

(2) Ti 76 Tp&ypo; ol ol ) yuvt) ppoldn’oTi poi
grel wpds Ew viv ¥y EoTiv, 7} 8 oU paiveTa
gy Bt kaT&Kelpal TEACL Xe(N TRV,

T&s EuPadas (NTAOY AaRelv év TG oKOTW

kol BoludTiov: &1e 81 & Ekeivo ynAagddv
oUk gduvduny eUpeiv, 6 & fidn THv Blpav
gmelye KpoUwy pou [sic] Kotrpeios, Aapupéve
TouTl TO Tfis yuvaukos fudimrAoidiov,

kol T&s Ekelvng TTepoikds UpéAkopat.

AN v kaBopdd ToU ol Tis &v Xéoos TUYO1L

What is happening? Where has my wife gone to?

It is almost day now, and she is not to be seen.

I have been lying [in bed] for a long time, needing to take a shit,

searching for my boots in the darkness

and for my cloak; so when I, grasping for it,

could not find it, and mister Crap

was already pressing, knocking at my door, I take

my wife’s little mantle here

and put on her Persian slippers.

But where oh where might one find a clear place to shit?
(Aristophanes, Assemblywomen 311-20)

The translation ‘have been lying’ actually renders a present tense form,
kardkepan (‘am lying’), which, together with the adverb wéhan (‘for a long
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time’), signals that the designated situation has been going on for some
time at the temporal point of reference. Now, there is no device by which
the present xardkepon (‘am lying’) can be construed as referring to the
actual present. Evidently, Blepyrus is no longer in bed, because he is
standing on the stage. Moreover, the surrounding discourse clearly embeds
the event in a past context. As Blepyrus was lying in bed, he was searching
(participle {ntév [‘searching’]) for his clothes; and when he could not find
them, and his bowels where pressing him (imperfect forms é5uvéuny
[‘could’], érmreiye [‘was pressing’]), he took his wife’s clothes (present forms
AapPéve [‘take’], UpéAkopon [‘put on’]). He is now wearing them. We
have here, then, a solid case of the present for preterite with a stative verb —
but it is, admittedly, highly exceptional."”

Most potential instances of the present for preterite with stative verbs
refer to states that are still actual in the present of the speaker. Here we
encounter a fundamental difficulty: it is generally impossible, in my view,
to absolutely rule out present time reference in such cases. Let us take a
representative instance cited by Boter (2012: 229—30), which is found near
the end of the messenger speech in Euripides’ Helen. Menelaus and Helen
have obtained a ship from the barbarian king Theoclymenus, ostensibly to
perform funeral rites for Menelaus (whom Theoclymenus believes to be
deceased). When the ship is at some distance from the shore, Menelaus
and his comrades take over the ship, slaying its crew, so that they can flee
the country:

(3) ¢’ oldkawv 5 Pés

GvakT & EMGS’ eimey edflvew ddpu.

ol & ioTdv Apav, olpian & frov Tvoad:
Bepdat & 2k yfis. Sraxpuycov & gy pdvov
kadBfik’ uouTdv els &N &yxupav Tépar
51 8¢ x&uvovd SpulaTdvwy pé Tis
Aveldet’, &5 8¢ yodav E6¢pnot ool

T&S &yyeholvTo.

" Note that metre does not play a role here: the imperfect xarexeipyny would have been metrically
equivalent. There are no variant readings. Other scattered instances: Hyp. f7. 70 Jensen (1917)
AyavéxtnyTon (‘are grieved’; perfect instead of the pluperfect); X. Cyr. 4.2.18 péver (‘stays’). In both
cases, the passage is full of present for preterite forms, so it might be argued that these uses are due
to some kind of ‘contamination’. Also, they are paleographically less certain than we would like. In
the case of fiyavéxtnyTan (‘are grieved’), it would have been easy for an ending in -to (pluperfect) to
have been changed in -Tou, especially because of the following particle te, which became at some
point homophonous with -tau. (Incidentally, Jensen’s critical apparatus reports that Blass ‘prefers’
[maliz] the imperfect fyyavéxTouv [‘were grieved’].) The verb péver (‘stays’) is preceded by the
particle pév, and some confusion may have resulted from the juxtaposition of syllables in an original
pév Zueve (imperfect) or pév Euewe (aorist).
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Going to the ruler of
the helms, he told him to set course straight for Greece.
The others raised the mast and favouring winds came;
and they have gone from the land. I, having escaped being murdered,
let myself down to the water by the anchor;
and as [ was getting tired, some fisherman
took me up and put me out on land
so that I could report these things to you.

(Euripides, Helen 1610~17)

The perfect Bepéor (‘have gone’) designates a state."* Boter argues that this
is a ‘historical perfect’ because it is embedded in the narrative. According
to him, it would be intolerable to have the narrative flow interrupted, that
is, to assume a switch from a narrative about past events to a comment on
the present situation, and then back again, without an explicit indication
of these switches (Boter 2012: 218). So, while it is true that the designated
state still holds in the actual present of the speaker (Helen and Menelaus
are still gone), Boter feels this is irrelevant to the narrative. Based on such
arguments, Boter identifies a number of stative ‘historical present’ forms in
tragedy. He is, however, heavily criticised by Rijksbaron (2015), who
argues that all such ambiguous present forms should be taken to refer to
the actual present.

In my view, Boter’s argument, that a present time interpretation of the
present tense is unnatural in such cases because it interrupts the narrative
flow, is too subjective. It is not at all clear that there is a rule against such
implicit shifts in discourse mode. To begin with, it is not unusual for there
to be a seamless transition from past to present time reference at the end of
a messenger narrative (compare Rijksbaron [2015: 237-8]). For example,
the messenger speech in Euripides’ Electra ends in the following manner:

(4) oTipouot & £UBUs ool KaotyviiTOU K&pa
xaipovtes dAaA&lovTes. EpxeTan 8¢ ool
k&po midei€eov, oUyi Mopydvos pépwv
AN 8v oTuyels AlyioBov.

They immediately garland the head of your brother,
rejoicing, crying alalai. He is coming to you
to show the head, not that of the Gorgon
but that of the one you hate, Aegisthus.
(Euripides, Electra 854-7)

> T have boldfaced and underlined present forms the time reference of which may be considered
ambiguous.
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Orestes has just killed Aegisthus. When the servants recognise the long-lost
son of Agamemnon, they garland him, cheering his victory. The form
otépouot (‘garland’) is a present for preterite: the crowning of Orestes was
completed in the past. The present form #pyeton (‘he is coming’), by
contrast, designates an event that has not yet been completed: Orestes is
still underway. To my mind, it is clear that the narrator makes a transition
here from past to present time reference, and with that, from narrative to
discursive mode, even if there is no explicit indication of this — there is
simply a connective particle, 8¢ (‘and’).”’ It would be unnatural to inter-
pret gpxeton (‘comes’) as an atelic present for preterite, meaning ‘he was
coming’, with the fact that this is still going on at the present being
merely implied.

However, the case of pepdor (‘they have gone’) in Helen 1613 is more
complex. If we take the perfect as referring to the actual present, there is
not one shift but two, for the messenger switches back to the narrative
mode to tell what ultimately happened to himself. The following example
shows that this is possible as well:

(5) &AW gmel dvédaBov T& &mAa, alTds pév &oTep UTO poipas Twds
&yodpevos EkTNdNoas TP&TOS éuteocy Tois ToAeplols &rrofvioxe,
kol Téfomrran év Tfj S10Pdosr ToU Kneiool: ol & &Aot évikwv kol
kaTediwfov uéxpl Tol ouatod.

But when they had taken up their arms, [the seer] himself {jumped out}
first of all, as if led by some kind of fate, {fell upon} the enemy, and
dies, and he is buried at the ford of Cephisus. The others were
victorious and pursued the enemy to the level ground.

(Xenophon, Hellenic affairs 2.4.19)

According to Boter’s logic, it would be a rude interruption of the narrative
flow to take the perfect Té8amrran (‘he is buried’) as referring to the actual
present. But it is obviously impossible to take the perfect as being embed-
ded in the narrative: the seer can hardly have been buried during the battle.
So the perfect refers to the author’s present. This shows that an author
does not need to make such shifts between discourse modes and temporal
domains explicit."*

'3 Boter (2012: 222) himself allows for this in the case of keitan (‘lies’) at S. Anz. 1240. Compare also,
e.g., E. Andr. 31 &\atvouc (‘am being driven’); Heracl. 862 fixer (‘comes’); HF 32 pye (‘rules),
1013 e6da (‘is sleeping’).

'* See also E. /7°958-9, a discursive comment interrupting the narrative, introduced with nothing but
the connective particle 8¢ (‘and’).
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Even when the present refers to an ambiguous state, a past time inter-
pretation may, I think, be ruled out on the basis of pragmatic consider-
ations. Let me discuss another example adduced by Boter (2012: 228).
Tocasta is speaking:

(6) #mel 8¢ Téxkvoov yévus uddv oki&leTal,
KANBpols Ekpuyaw TaTép’, v &uviuwy TUXN
YEVOITO TTOAAGY SEOUEVT) COPLOUATWY.
{6v & Eo1’ év oikoisr Tpds 8¢ Ths TUXNS VooV
&pds &paTor Taoiv &voolWTATAS,
ONKTE o181Ppw ddpa droAaelv TODE.
But when the cheeks of my children are darkened [with beards],
they locked up their father so that his fate might be
forgotten — something requiring many contrivances.
He is alive in the house. Sickened by his fate,
he curses his children in the most unholy way,
that they should divide this house with whetted sword.
(Euripides, Phoenician Women 63—8)

Tocasta tells the audience how her sons Polyneices and Eteocles locked up
their father Oedipus in the house after the family had learned of the terrible
misfortune that had befallen them. Then follows the sentence ‘And he is
(20m) alive in the house’, after which we are told how Oedipus cursed his
children. Again, Boter (2012: 228) regards ¢om (‘is) as a present for
preterite based on the argument that on the alternative reading, the narra-
tive flow is interrupted. He adds: ‘Moreover, the fact that Oedipus is alive
in the palace at the moment at which Iocaste is speaking is irrelevant in the
narrative.” But this presupposes that Iocasta is making a narrative assertion.
For those who take {&v #omi (‘is alive’) to refer to the actual present, the
question is not whether this information is important to the narrative but
whether it is relevant with respect to the present situation.

Now, if the phrase (év €01 (‘is alive’) refers to the actual present, then
the point of the assertion is clear: it is relevant for the audience of the play
to know what the current situation is. Now they know Oedipus is still
alive, so they may expect him to play a role at some point in the drama. It
is unclear, however, what the import of the assertion would be in the
context of the narrative. Why do we need to be told that, at this point in
the narrative, Oedipus was alive? Obviously, if his children locked him up,
and after a while he cursed them, then Oedipus must have been alive in
the meantime. If we take (v #omi (‘is alive’) as a present for preterite, the
statement becomes completely pointless, while under a present interpre-
tation its relevance is patently clear. This is an important consideration in
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general, for many of Boter’s supposed stative present for preterite forms
make for a useful summary of the present situation that forms the back-
ground of the drama (compare Rijksbaron [2015] on this point).

A final point concerns Boter’s view of the function of the present tense
in these cases. Why, for example, should Iocasta mark the state of Oedipus
living in the house with a present for preterite (v o1 (‘is alive’) instead of
with the regular past tense? In two cases, Boter (2012: 214-16) opts for a
‘pivotal’, ‘transition-marking’ interpretation of the present tense, but this
does not work everywhere, and in most cases Boter remains silent on this
point. We find what seems to be Boter’s general statement on the value of
the present in contrast with the imperfect in a footnote on the form Soxet
(‘he thinks’) in Euripides, Helen 35. In this passage, Helen tells the
audience that she did not in fact accompany Paris to Troy but that Hera
gave Paris an image of her. Then she says (35-6): kai Sokel p’ Exew, | xeviyy
8okmow, ouk Exwv (‘and he thinks he has me — a vain thought, for he does
not). Boter regards the present here as standing for the preterite.”
Commenting on the difference with the imperfect, he says the following:

As to the contents the imperfect would imply that Helen believes that Paris
is no longer convinced to have the real Helen at the moment of speaking,
which conflicts with her absolute lack of knowledge concerning the present
state of affairs at Troy. In general terms: the imperfect refers to a state of
affairs in the past; therefore, the historical present is the only way to indicate
a state of affairs in the past which continues at the moment of speaking
(unless, of course, an imperfect is used with the explicit addition that the
state of affairs is still valid at the moment of speaking, e.g. ‘they were
then carrying the corpse and they are still doing so now’). (Boter [2012:
227 n. 45])

According to this argument, the present is used because the imperfect
would be infelicitous on account of its pragmatic implications. But if
replacing a present tense form with a past tense form comes at the expense
of changing the felicity conditions of the utterance, then by my definition

' Boter (2012: 228) also argues that the forms kéxpumrton (‘is hidden’, i.e., ‘is buried’, [62]) and fnp&
(‘seeks’, [63]) further on in the prologue must refer to the past because of the following present for
preterite rpooTritve (‘I throw myself [at the gravestone] as a suppliant’, [64]). However, it seems
that the semantics of the verb TpooriTve can be extended to include the state of being a suppliant
or the activity of supplicating. See, e.g., E. Supp. 811 & T&0de yép PAéyac’ Emnudpmy Téde |
ypods, of Airolicon Scopor Apyeias xBovds | ikTfipt BoAAG TrposTriTvous’ dpdv yévu, | Tdbos
TroBotoon ewdv (‘T uttered this prayer looking at these old women who, having left their house in
the Argive land, supplicate my knee with a branch of supplication, having suffered a terrible
misfortune’). So in Hel. 64 I would take Helen to say, basically, T am lying at the gravestone as
a suppliant’.
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it is not a present for preterite. The claim that the present can ‘indicate a
state of affairs in the past which continues at the moment of speaking’
seems tantamount to the admission that the present is used because of its
present time semantics. If the present tense is used to indicate continuance
at the moment of speaking, then this means it refers to the present.

I conclude that the argument that the integrity of the narrative flow
forces us to take present forms designating ambiguous states to refer to the
past is invalid. Of course, we may well ask the question how the audience
knows when a discourse shift is taking place if the author is not explicit
about this. The most important considerations are real-world knowledge
(example [5], T¢bamrTan [‘he is buried’]: we know a burial takes place after a
battle), relevance (example [6], {&v o1 [‘is alive’]: pointless in the context
of the narrative), the generic expectation that at some point the narrator
will move from past narrative to present situation (example [3], Bep&ot
[‘they have gone’]: it is clear that this is final) and, yes, the actionality of the
verb, as we know that in general a stative present is much more likely to
refer to the actual present than to the past. This final point may be
corroborated by the cross-linguistic observation that in languages that lack
grammatical tense marking, present time reference is the default interpre-
tation with atelic verbs (e.g., Wu [2002] on Mandarin Chinese).

To summarise, the use of the present for preterite with activity verb
phrases is relatively uncommon and its use with stative verbs is exceedingly
rare. The extreme scantiness of positive evidence for the stative use suggests
that, in ambiguous cases, the default interpretation should be to have the
present tense refer to the actual present. It may still be a matter of
judgement to what extent this interpretation should be considered prag-
matically more felicitous than an interpretation of the present as standing
for the preterite.”® But we cannot confidently include such cases in

™6 1 think stative xeiton (‘lies’) in the sentence Towv8e kefren poteTés (‘in this way it lies, fallen’) in
S. Tr. 701 is a good candidate for being a legitimate present for preterite form (Boter [2012:
215-16]). The fact that the fragments of the flock of wool are still lying on the ground is hardly
relevant at the moment of speaking. As part of the narrative proper, by contrast, the assertion has
the function of focusing attention on the situation in the story world, heightening the tension
before the next miraculous event occurs. Another difficult case is keiton (‘lies’) in E. Ph. 1459. Boter
(2012: 214) excludes the possibility of a present time interpretation on the ground that ‘the sequel
of the passage makes it perfectly clear that dead Iocaste is no longer lying on the bodies of her dead
sons’. In this interpretation, the state designated by the verb must be assigned unambiguously to the
past. Rijksbaron (2015: 230) counters: ‘As for keita, this can very well be taken as an actual
present, for, as Evert van Emde Boas pointed out to me, upon hearing keiton the addressees, and the
audience, will assume that locaste is still lying where she killed herself, until further notice, so to
speak, this notice coming at gépouctv (1477). This is rather sophistical. The audience may not
know at the point the messenger says keiton (‘she lies [dead]’) that Iocasta is no longer lying there,
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quantitative analyses (even if we could, I would have excluded them on the
basis of the implicit imperfective construal).

A final issue pertaining to states is the phenomenon of the ‘ingressive’
aorist. As noted in Section I.4.5 of the Introduction, a perfective aspectual
construal can turn a state into an achievement, signalling the moment of
entry into the designated state. In some cases, such usages develop a
distinct meaning. For example, the verb yryvaoxw (‘(know’) has an aorist
#yvwv that can mean ‘come to know’, ‘realise’, but also ‘arrive at the
opinion’, hence ‘decide’, judge’. The question is whether the present for
preterite can be used instead of such ingressive aorists.

To put it briefly, the answer is that it can but only rarely. Present for
preterite forms of certain typical ingressive aorists are remarkably absent
from the corpus. The verb yryvéokw (‘know’) with the aoristic meaning
‘decide’ would have been a good candidate for present for preterite usage
from a narratological point of view, as decisions are often crucial events in a
story (compare Chapter 3, Section 3.4); however, we only find the aorist
#yvav (‘decided’). Similarly, the impersonal expression Soxel (‘it seems’)
has an ingressive aorist £€80&e (‘it was decided’), which is also never replaced
by the present in narrative (here perhaps the impersonal construction is
another factor).

The case of #xw (‘have’), with aorist Eoyov (‘acquire’), is a little more
interesting. The present tense of this verb is never used instead of the
preterite. However, there is a reduplicated form of this verb, foe, which
normally means ‘hold’. It is relatively rare, while #yw (‘have’) is pervasive.
What is interesting here is that one of the main uses of reduplicated foyw
(‘hold’) is as a present for preterite. An example is the following:

(7) xad TOV ppacfévTa ToUTo oikTés Tis ioxer &mokTeivan.

And as he noticed that, a feeling of pity at the thought of killing [the
child] takes hold of him.

(Herodotus, Histories 5.92y)

but the messenger does. We must make sense of the utterance not just from the point of view of the
audience but also from the point of view of the speaker. If the messenger uses the present to
designate a state that he knows to belong to the past, then we cannot escape the conclusion that the
present stands for the preterite. The essential question, however, which is overlooked by both
Rijksbaron and Boter, is the following: has the state designated by xefron (‘she lies [dead]’) really
ceased to exist with the removal of the bodies? To my mind, this is not necessarily the case. As an
interim summary of the narrative, the point of the statement would be that Iocasta ‘lies dead’
together with her loved ones. locasta is still dead at the present of the speaker, and her body is
conveyed to the palace together with that of her sons (1481—4). So in some sense, she still ‘lies dead
among her loved ones’ when the messenger makes this utterance.
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In my view, the reduplicated present ioer (‘takes hold of) is here used as a
substitute for simple #xe1, which is apparently unacceptable as a present for
preterite with ingressive meaning (see also Koller [1951: 74—5]).

Apart from these verbs, I have found less than a handful of straightfor-
ward instances of the present standing for the ingressive aorist. It is
instructive to compare the following example with example (7):

(8) Kpoicos 8¢ ToUTwv dkoUwv TéV Te "ABPNOTOV KAXTOIKTIpEL, KaiTrep Ecov
&V KaKG oiknie ToooUTw.
Croesus, hearing this, takes pity on Adrastus, even though he was

dealing with so great a personal loss.
(Herodotus, Histories 1.45)

The use of the present xarokTiper with ingressive value, ‘takes pity on’, is,
from an actional point of view, parallel to the phrase oikTés 115 foxe (‘a
certain feeling of pity takes hold of) in example (7)."”

The rarity of ingressive present for preterite forms may be due to a
strong association between morphology and semantics in these cases. The
use of the present for preterite comes with the loss of overt aspectual
distinctions. This may have been felt to be problematic when aspect
determines meaning, as in the case of imperfective yryviokw (‘know’)
versus aoristic #yveov (‘decide’, judge’).

I should mention here that verbs of perception, in particular 6p&o
(‘see’), are freely used in the present for preterite (see Chapter 2, Section
2.2.1). This use might be taken to imply an ingressive construal (‘see’
becomes ‘catch sight of’), in which case these instances violate the general
rule formulated here. However, it is also possible to regard the actionality
of these verbs as inherently ambiguous. For example, in English the verb
‘see’ can be used in a telic sense: in He came in and saw what had happened,
the verb saw designates a moment of transition from a state of not seeing to
a state of seeing. With other verbs, such an interpretation requires a
different verb phrase (e.g., atelic ‘be angry’ versus telic ‘get angry’).
Whatever the case may be for Classical Greek, I retained instances of verbs
of perception in the data sets because there are no restrictions on their use
as present for preterite.

7" The preverb xoTd in koT-o1xTipw might be thought to make the verb telic in and of itself (‘take pity
on’), but see S. OT 13 and E. Heracl. 445 for the stative use of this verb. Another likely example is
E. El 830 oxuBpdler (‘becomes angry’, from a stative meaning ‘be angry’). Allan (2009: 192),
departing from the assumption that the present for preterite never occurs with stative verbs, argues
that the verb must designate an inherently telic event (‘become angry’), but I do not think this is
necessarily the case.
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A.2.2 Trimming the Data

I will now specify in detail which cases I have excluded from the two data
sets analysed in this study based on considerations of aspect and action-
ality. As I explained in Chapter 2, Section 2.1.1.2, the main purpose of
excluding cases from my data sets is to ensure a focused comparison
between the present for preterite and its main competitor. Given the
uncertainty surrounding the compatibility of the present for preterite with
atelic verb phrases and/or imperfective aspectual construal, it is to be
expected that the rules governing tense-switching in these cases are differ-
ent than in cases where the verb phrase is telic and the aspectual construal
is perfective. To safeguard the homogeneity of the data in the two
categories (present and preterite) as much as possible, I have adopted the
following principles:

(@) Optimally, atelic verb phrases should be avoided. It turned out to be
difficult, however, to designate a clear boundary separating telic verb
phrases from atelic ones. For the corpus of narrative in drama
(Chapter 2), I found this difficulty insurmountable because many
cases were of doubtful actionality. I have therefore retained atelic verb
phrases here. In the case of historiography (Chapter 3), the divide is
clearer, and here I did exclude verb phrases based on actionality.

(b) Forms with imperfective aspectual construal were excluded. With
regard to the preterite, this entailed, obviously, excluding imperfect
forms. In the case of the present for preterite, the aspectual construal
is implicit and has to be determined by the semantics of the verb and
the discourse context (Introduction, Section I.4.2).

()  Morphologically ambiguous forms (ambiguous between the aorist
and imperfect or the present and imperfect) were excluded when
the aspectual construal could not be determined as perfective with
reasonable certainty.

I will now specify which cases I have excluded from each of the datasets.
A.2.2.1  Narrative in Drama (Chapter 2)

(@) Imperfect forms; morphological ambiguity. Imperfect forms were
excluded. The following forms that are ambiguous between the
present and the imperfect without the past-tense marking prefix
(‘augment’) were excluded as well (Introduction, Section I.4.3).
A. Pers. 363 mpogwvel (‘announces’; my translations follow the
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editor’s accentuation); Ar. 7h. 513 8¢ (‘runs’); E. Ale. 183 wuvel
(‘kisses’); Med. 1141 wuvel (kisses’), 1169 xowpel (‘moves’), 1207
kuvel (‘kisses’); Hipp. 1212 ywpel (‘moves’); Andr. 1089 T &xwpel
(te xooper) (‘moved’), 1096 ToUS Excoper (ToUde ywper) (‘moved’),
1120 Ywpel (‘moves’), 1140 ywpel (‘moves’); Supp. 696 xwpel
(‘moves’); El 777 xupel (‘happens to be’), 779 &utel (‘calls’), 822
&mwBel (‘pushes away’), 830 d&wvioTopel (‘asks’); HF 969 el
(‘pushes’), 995 xwpel (‘moves’); /7 1395 el (‘pushes’); lon 1217
8ei (‘runs’); Ph. 1401 xwpel (‘moves’); Ba. 728 kupel (‘happens to
be’), 1048 iopev (‘sit down’), 1144 xwpel (‘moves’; perhaps an actual
present); Rh. 291 fepev (‘rush/rushed’); S. OT 1245 xodel (‘calls’);
Ant. 411 xobrpued(c) (‘sit/sat’), 432 iépeoba (‘rush/rushed’), 1227
xwpel (‘moves’), 1227 xodel (‘calls’); 77. 698 pei (‘streams’), 760
TaupokTovel (‘sacrifices’), 796 kahel (‘calls’); Ph. 371 kupel (‘happens
to be’); OC 1626 xoet (‘calls’).

I retained three cases where I believe we can be reasonably sure
that the aspectual construal is perfective, so that the form must be
present for preterite: E. /7 334 xouilopev (‘take’); Ph. 1458 Bl
(‘pushes’); S. Ant. 433 dnpcoped(a) (‘catch’).

The aspectuality of forms that are morphologically ambiguous
between the aorist and the imperfect is generally relatively easy to
determine. I have found it more economical here to list the forms
I retained as being genuine aorists: E. Supp. 704 &xhwe (‘caused to
turn’); EL 824 2&¢5eaipev (‘flayed’; the lonic imperfective stem has an
iota as well); HF 1159 diemdAuve (‘grinded to powder’); Ph. 1421
ggetewe (‘extended’); S. Ant. 1262 Ewe (‘caused to bend’). Examples
of rejected forms are E. HF 949 #0ewve (‘struck’); Or. 915 Etewve
(‘presented’).

(b)  Imperfective aspectual construal. 1 have excluded the following present
forms as probably having implicit imperfective construal: A. Pers. 381
mAéouot (sail’), 463 Taiouot kpeokomolot (‘strike [and] cut into
pieces’); Eu. 39 gpmw (‘creep’; uncertain); Ar. Nu. 1373 &pdTTw
(‘strike’); Av. 498 péMoo (‘am about t0’); 7h. 482 kaToPaive (‘go
down’); Ec. 313 xatdkepon (‘am lying [in bed]’); E. Ale. 186 oteixer
(‘marches’); Med. 1163 Bigpxeton (‘walks through’), 1190 geUye
(‘flees’); Hipp. 1221 EAxker (‘pulls’), 1224 @épouow (‘carry’), 1237
Eneton (‘is dragged’); Andr. 1117 mpocetyeton (‘prays’); Supp. 706
pevyer (flees’); HF 1001 immever (‘gallops’); lom 1213 Zpeuvd
(‘searches after’); 1T 298 Tradel (‘hits’); Ba. 628 fetou (‘rushes’), 748
xwpoUot (‘move’; uncertain), 1142 @éper (‘carries’; uncertain); RA.
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772 peTpd (‘measure’); S. EL 725 gépoucv (‘carry’), 732 &vokwyeUel
(‘holds back’), 738 ®&woker (‘pursues’), 897 mepiokomd (look
around’); OT 1255 ot (‘resorts t0); T7. 698 xatéynktan (‘lies
crumbled’), 701 kefron (‘lies’; if these final two are indeed present for
preterite forms; see Section A.2.1).

(c) Actionalizy. 1 did not generally exclude verb phrases on the basis of
actionality in this data set because in many cases I found it difficult to
determine actionality with certainty. Many difficult cases involved
sound production. For example, dAa&(ew (‘cry alalas’) is an activity
verb, I believe, but what about the composite dvohon&{w (‘raise the
cry alalai’)? To what extent does aspect affect actionality — for exam-
ple, is oTévalw (‘groan’) atelic in the imperfective but telic in the
perfective (‘let out a single groan’)? The verb Bodw (‘shout’) seems
telic and is found a number of times in the present for preterite, but
KA&w and xp&lw (‘cry’) are always preterite in the selected corpus;
does this imply they may be atelic2’® T have, however, excluded
preterite forms belonging to the verbs #yw (‘have’) and composites,"”
Bokéw (‘seem’) and yryviokw (‘know’); see Section A.2.1.

The inclusion of instances that are atelic or of doubtful actionality
(about 60 of the total 424 aorists) is not expected to heighten the
probability of finding false correlations between certain variables and
tense usage, because there is no a priori reason to assume that these
aorists behave markedly differently with respect to the variables
investigated here (e.g., sentence complexity, particle usage) than the
other aorists.

A.2.2.2  Historiography (Chapter 3)

(@)  Imperfect forms; morphological ambiguity. Imperfect forms were excluded.
In prose there is no morphological ambiguity between the present tense
and the imperfect, because here the prefix marking the past tense is
obligatory. As for ambiguity between the aorist and the imperfect, this
is hardly ever an issue. The only noteworthy case is that of the verb (&)
¢ktewe (‘killed’), but all instances of this verb in the selected corpus seem
certainly perfective.

(b)  Imperfective aspectual construal. 1 have excluded the following present
forms as probably having implicit imperfective construal: X. An. 1.5.12

" We do, however, find the perfect kéxAayyev (‘cries’) referring to the past in A. Ch. 535.
' This does not pertain to Umioyvéopoa (‘promise’) with aorist Grreoydumy.
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dpimrever (‘rides’), 1.8.24 #Aalver (‘rides’), 3.4.49 modouot (‘hit),
p&Mouot (‘throw things at’), AoSopotor (‘revile’), 4.3.21 pedyouow
(‘flee’), 4.6.26 geiyouot (flee’), 4.7.11 xoopel (‘moves’), TopépyeTan
(‘moves past’), 4.7.25 ¢épouct (‘carry’; uncertain), §5.2.30 @eUyel
(‘flees’), 6.2.17 mAéouow (‘sail’), 6.5.12 Topeyyudor (‘pass along),
6.5.13 EAaver (‘rides’), 6.5.31 Topetovton (‘march’), peUyouot (‘flee’),
7.1.15 Béouct (‘run’), 7.1.18 geUyouow (flee’); HG 3.4.26 EpxeTon
(‘goes’), 5.2.29 fyeitan (leads’), 3.2.27 mwooUot (‘make’; uncertain).*”
On a more incidental note, I excluded cases of the verb Tuyyxdvw
(‘happen to’) construed with the present participle and ouppaives
(‘happen to’) with the present infinitive (these were all preterites).
(c) Actionality. In the historiographical corpus, I found a clearer divide
between telic and atelic verb phrases than in the case of narrative in
drama. This does not mean that the procedure of excluding atelic
verb phrases was entirely unproblematic. First, the complements of
the verb may influence actionality. For example, the verb ‘eat’ is telic
with a specific object (‘eat an apple’) but atelic with an unspecific
object (‘eat apples’). However, in certain cases where the object is
unspecific, an atelic determination does not seem quite right.
Consider Xenophon, Hellenic affairs 3.1.27 6 & &mei €ide mvTa,
KaTEKAEIOEY QUTA KOl KOTEOTUAVOTO Kol QUAAKOS KOTECTTOEV
(‘when he had seen it all, he shut it up, sealed it, and installed
guards’). Technically, the verb phrase ‘install guards’ can be regarded
as designating an activity, for it is possible to keep installing guards ad
libitum, and this will not change the event structure designated by
the phrase. However, what is designated in this context is a single act
of installing a definite (but unspecified) number of guards at a specific
location. To exclude such cases from the data does not seem reason-
able. To avoid having to make judgement calls, I have ignored the
nature of the object when determining actionality. This also means
that I included all cases of Toi¢w (‘make’) with an object, even when
the object is an action noun designating an activity (86pupov
[‘noise’]).
Verbs of movement are atelic when a complement is lacking (a
prepositional phrase or directional adverb). This does not apply to
composite verbs with a ‘separative’ prefix (&m-, &- [‘away from’]). For

*® The only relevant instance in Thucydides is already excluded because of the negation: 1.136.4 o0k
&0t (lit. ‘does not deem just’, i.e., ‘asks not t0’).
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example, I regard mAéw (‘sail’) without complement as an activity
verb but ékmAéw (‘sail out’) as an accomplishment verb.

With regard to the verbs #w (‘have’), Soxéw (‘seem’) and
yryvookw (‘know’) (Section A.2.1), I have adopted the following
procedure. With &xw, I have included instances where it means ‘gain
control of’ and instances where it has intransitive meaning (‘put in’,
of ships). We find the present for preterite of the intensive form ioyw
with these meanings at Thucydides, Histories 2.68.6 (loxouo1) and
7.33.4 (xatioxouow), respectively. I also included the present
Umoyvéouan (‘promise’) with the corresponding aorist Utreoyxdunv
(‘promised’). Instances of the verb Sokéw (‘seem’) with aorist €50¢e
(‘it was decided’) were excluded altogether. Instances of the verb
yryvookw (‘know’) with aorist #yvewv (‘decided’) were excluded,
except for composite dvayryvookw (‘read aloud’) with definite
object.”’

The following present forms were excluded as belonging to atelic
verbs (note that this does not include cases that were already excluded
on the basis of aspectual construal, so that very few remain): X. An.
I1.1.4 PouleveTan (‘deliberates’); HG 4.4.11 BonBolow (‘come to aid’;
I regarded this as atelic when used without a prepositional phrase
or directional adverb), 7.4.20 otpatevetan (‘makes a military expedi-
tion’; again, atelic without a complement). Other verbs I have
excluded which yielded only or mostly aorist forms are oWAilopon
(‘camp’; somewhat uncertain), Siatpifw (‘spend time’), ¢&w (‘leave’),
#deioa (‘fear’), fouxdlw (‘remain silent’), BopuPéw (‘make noise’),
Kopdouar (‘sleep’), vaupaxéw (‘fight a naval battle’), vouilew (‘think’),
oikéw (‘live’), dxvéw (‘hesitate’), TAavdopan (‘wander’), Aéw (‘sail’,
without complement), ToAiopkéw (‘besiege’), UmromTedw (‘suspect),
xpéouat (‘use’), xpnuaTifw (‘have dealings’), xwpéw (‘move’, without
complement).

*' Aorist in Th. 7.10.1; for the present for preterite, see D. 37.40.
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