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Abstract

In this article, I discuss the use and absence of the augment in the 3rd singular forms 
ἔθηκε(ν) and θῆκε(ν) in the Iliad. In the previous article (De Decker 2020), I explained 
why I chose this corpus and determined the value of the different forms. Here I proceed 
to the actual analysis of the forms: do they confirm the previous syntactic and semantic 
observations that have been made for the use and absence of the augment (the clitic 
rule by Drewitt and Beck, the reduction rule by Kiparsky and the distinctions: speech 
versus narrative, foreground versus background and remote versus recent past)?1

1. The syntactic factors

1.1. Drewitt–Beck’s clitic rule

It has been argued in the past that a past tense form followed by a 2nd position clitic or 
a postpositive (enclitics and words that cannot be put in the beginning of a sentence) 
is generally unaugmented. This was first noted by Drewitt (1912b: 104, 1913: 350) and 
was expanded to the entire Homeric corpus by Beck (1919).2 The figures of the Iliad 
overall confirm this. 

1 The acknowledgements are the same as in De Decker (2020).
2 Beck specifically linked this phenomenon and the placement of the ‘Wackernagel clitics’. 

The rule is therefore best called ‘Drewitt–Beck’s Rule’. See also Marzullo (1952: 415), Bottin 
(1969: 99–102), Rosén (1973: 316–320), Bakker (1999: 53–54), Mumm (2004: §5.3), De Lamberterie 
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Speeches  53  54  12  14  82  79

Narrative  595  612  90  105  87  85

Speech introductions  28  28  5  5  85  85

Overall figures  676  694  107  124  86  85

In our corpus here we only find one example (that confirms the rule):

(EX.01) θῆκε δ’ ἐπὶ νευρῇ· τὸν δ’ αὖ κορυθαίολος Ἕκτωρ. (Iliad 8,324)3

‘He put it (sc. the arrow) on the bowstring, but then Hektor with the flashing helmet 
(hit) him.’4

In this verse, θῆκε is followed by δ', which is a word that cannot appear at the begin-
ning of the sentence, and therefore, the unaugmented form is used.

1.2. Kiparsky’s reduction rule

Kiparsky (1968) argued that in PIE in a sequence of marked forms only the first one 
was marked and the others appeared in the neutral form:5 in a sequence of past tense 
forms only the first one was put in the indicative (with augment in Indo-Iranian 
and Greek) and the others following it in the injunctive, as this form was both 
tenseless and moodless. In epic Greek, an unaugmented verb form often appears 
when it is coordinated with a preceding augmented verb form by the connecting 
particles καί, ἰδέ, τε, ἅμα τε, τε καί, and δέ. This is called conjunction reduction 
(Kiparsky 1968; Fortson 2004: 140; Clackson 2007: 132; Luraghi 2014), although 
markedness reduction might be a better term. Kiparsky himself argued that the 
rule was absolute, but that many examples of it were obscured by the transmis-
sion; for Vedic, he explicitly ruled out that the injunctive could be used to mention 

(2007: 53), García-Ramón (2012: B.2.3), De Decker (2015a: 56, 2015b: 249–250, 312, 2016a: 56–59, 
2017: 79, 128–129), Hajnal (2016a: 13, 2016b: 446–447), Rodeghiero (2017: 634).

3 In what follows, augmented forms will be underlined and unaugmented forms will be put in 
bold face.

4 As was stated before, all translations are my own, unless stated otherwise.
5 Kiparsky expanded this in 2005 (discussing Hoffmann 1967), but the basic ideas of 1968 

remained the same. See Hajnal (1990: 54–55, 2016a: 13, 2016b: 447–448), Szemerényi (1990: 
282–284, 1996: 265–266), Pagniello (2002: 8–17), García-Ramón (2012: §B.2), Luraghi (2014) 
and De Decker (2015a: 57–59, 2015b: 250–254, 2016a: 58–71, 2017: 83–84, 130–135).
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events, as Hoffmann (1967) had argued,6 because such a “memorative” was typo-
logically rare, if not non-existent.7 Levin (1969), who agreed with Kiparsky, noted 
that in many instances either the reduction did not occur or the augmented form 
was preceded by an unaugmented one; in addition, there were several passages in 
which only unaugmented forms were found. Earlier researches revealed that this is 
not a strict rule, but only a tendency: in Hesiod and Iliad 1 and 6, there were more 
unaugmented forms that followed an augmented form than augmented forms, but 
there will still be a considerable number of exceptions (De Decker 2016a: 58–71 for 
Hesiod; 2016b: 286–288 for Iliad 6; 2017: 130–135 for Iliad 1). An analysis of the data 
in the Iliad gives the following picture:
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Speeches  441  513  328  530  57  49

Narrative  2479  3118  968  1693  72  65

Speech introductions  35  40  6  16  85  71

Overall figures  2955  3671  1302  2239  69  62

We note that especially in speeches the number of exceptions is particularly high, 
which indeed raises the issue if this rule is a rule at all. Space constraints prevent 
me from addressing the question in detail here, but given the fact that there are 
other reductions such as the use of the plural after having used the dual already,8 
or the simplex after the compound form had appeared already, 9 one could reason-
ably assume that there must have been some kind of constraint against using the 

6 He used the term Memorativ.
7 Kiparsky (2005: §1): “There seem to be no languages with a mood whose function is ‘mention-

ing’ or ‘reminding’”. See also Kloekhorst (2017: 300). I address this later on.
8 This analysis goes back to Wilhelm von Humboldt in 1827, quoted in Strunk (1975: 237) and 

Viti (2011: 602). Strunk (1975: 234–239) provided an analysis of Homeric and Attic (Xenophon-
tic) instances to show that Greek did not need to mark the dual more than once. See Strunk 
(1975: 234–239), Fritz (2011: 50–51, with reference to Kiparsky 1968 and Strunk 1975), Viti (2011: 
598–604, with reference to Corbett 2000: 14) and De Decker (2015b: 158–159) for the reduction 
in the dual and De Decker (2017: 132–134) for the instances of Iliad 1. For typological paral-
lels, see Corbett (2000: 14, 42–50), but this reduction was not discussed in Cysouw (2011) or 
Moravcsik (2017).

  Some examples of this reduction are Iliad 1,304–305; 1,328–329; 1,332–333; 6,233; 16,475; 
22,160–161; 24,97–98; 24,711–712; Odyssey 22,114–115; 22,187–193; 22,201–203; HH 2,379–380; 
4,503–505.

9 Wackernagel (1924: 177); Clausen (1955: 49–51): “a Greek or Latin author sometimes reiterates 
a compound verb, either immediately or at a brief interval, in its simple form with the same 
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same marked form too often in one series and I would argue that the reduction was 
restricted to actions within the same domain (e.g. the process of preparing a feast, 
the act of speaking, the act of recognizing someone, etc.),10 and that the use of 
augmented and unaugmented forms besides one another was not a random poetic 
choice, but a relic from the period in which this constraint was still operative.

In the corpus under investigation this rule in its strictest formulation (as Ki-
parsky seems to have done) does not operate: 24 examples that confirm the rule 
(of which 19 are of the type A),11 but there are 32 forms that contradict the obser-
vation (of which 23 are of the type A).12 I now give one example in favour and one 
against it (the augmented forms are underlined while the unaugmented ones are set 
in bold face and the metrically insecure forms are italicized; italicized forms that 
are underlined indicate forms that are metrically insecure, but in which internal 
reconstruction makes the augment preferred; italicized forms that are put in bold 
face indicate forms that are metrically insecure, but in which internal reconstruc-
tion makes the absence of the augment preferred):

(EX.02) ἔστη ἔχων δύο δοῦρε· μένος δέ οἱ ἐν φρεσὶ θῆκε (Iliad 21,145)
‘He stood (in front of the river) with two spears in his hand and in his mind he 
(sc. Xanthos) had breathed courage.’

The verb form θῆκε is unaugmented, because it is preceded by the augmented ἔστη.
There are also exceptions, as can be seen below.

(EX.03) Ἀτρεΐδης δ' ἐβόησεν ἰδὲ ζώννυσθαι ἄνωγεν
Ἀργείους: ἐν δ' αὐτὸς ἐδύσατο νώροπα χαλκόν.
κνημῖδας μὲν πρῶτα περὶ κνήμῃσιν ἔθηκε
καλὰς ἀργυρέοισιν ἐπισφυρίοις ἀραρυίας:
(Iliad 11,15–18)
‘The son of Atreus shouted loudly and ordered the Argives to gird themselves. He him-
self put on the shining bronze. First, he placed his beautiful shin pads around his 
legs, assembled out of beautiful ankle pieces.’

The augmented ἐβόησεν is followed by the unaugmented ἄνωγεν, but also by the 
augmented ἐδύσατο and ἔθηκε.

Sometimes, rules 1.1 and 1.2 operate simultaneously, as can be seen in the fol-
lowing instance (that had been discussed briefly before):

meaning”; Watkins (1967); Dubois (1986: 217–218 for the phenomenon in the Greek dialects). 
Dunkel (1978) was sceptical, but Patri (2007) showed that this rule was Indo-European after all.

10 This was described by Meillet (1913: 115–116) for Armenian and expanded to the other languages 
with an augment by De Lamberterie (2007: 39, 45).

11 The metrically secure instances are Iliad 2,318; 6,303; 8,218; 8,324; 9,460; 10,46; 10,571; 12,399; 
18,375; 18,476; 18,615; 21,145; 23,263; 23,700; 23,748; 23,750; 23,826; 23,886; 24,101 and the other 
instances are 9,547; 10,466; 23,269; 23,653; 24,538.

12 The instances are Iliad 2,319; 3,330; 3,336; 6,139; 9,483; 10,257; 10,261; 11,17; 15,480; 16,137; 17,569; 
19,369; 20,324; 21,82; 22,368; 23,265; 23,270; 23,382; 23,400; 23,406; 23,527; 23,568; 23,704 and the 
other instances are 9,207; 12,450; 19,407; 21,172; 21,524; 21,525; 22,422; 23,751.
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(EX.04) ἤτοι ὃ μὲν φαρέτρης ἐξείλετο πικρὸν ὀϊστόν,
θῆκε δ’ ἐπὶ νευρῇ· τὸν δ’ αὖ κορυθαίολος Ἕκτωρ.
 (Iliad 8,323–324)

‘He took a sharp arrow from his quiver and put it on the bowstring, but then Hektor 
with the flashing helmet (hit) him.’

There are also instances in which the reduction rule seems to operate inversely, name-
ly that an unaugmented form precedes an augmented one.13 One such instance is 

(EX.05) Ζεὺς θῆκεν, καὶ ἔδωκε κατακτάμεν ἥν κ’ ἐθέλῃσθα. (Iliad 21,484)

‘(Since) Zeus had made you (to be a lioness among the women) and has given you 
the power to kill whomever you want.’

In this instance Hera attacks Artemis for siding with the Trojans and for having 
received the power to kill women at random by Zeus. The form θῆκεν is the first in 
the passage and is unaugmented, while ἔδωκε is augmented and follows the unaug-
mented form (the augment in this verb is of type B, but is nevertheless defendable 
because an unaugmented verb form would create a verse with a spondee in the first 
and second foot, and that is not so common: in the Iliadic corpus mentioned above, 
we have 945 instances out of 7483 verses, which is 13%).

(EX.06) τὸν μὲν ἀρίζηλον θῆκεν θεὸς ὅς περ ἔφηνε·
λᾶαν γάρ μιν ἔθηκε Κρόνου πάϊς ἀγκυλομήτεω.
 (Iliad 2,318–319)

‘The god who had made him appear, made him very visible; the son of Kronos with 
the crooked mind then turned him into a stone.’

In this instance, one first has the unaugmented θῆκεν, then the augmented ἔφηνε 
and then again an augmented ἔθηκε, although it is preceded by the augmented 
form ἔφηνε.

1.3. The position of the verb and the (direct) object: Verberststellung and OV-VO

The next issue we have to address is if there is a clear connection between augment 
use and the position of the verb in the sentence or verse and the position of the 
(direct) object and the verb (the so-called OV or VO placement). When the verb 
appears at the beginning of the sentence, it is more often than not unaugmented 
(Chantraine 1948: 482; Kiparsky 1968: 41; Bertrand 2006a; De Lamberterie 2007: 
37, 56–57; De Decker 2016a: 71–74).14 In PIE and in other old Indo-European lan-
guages such as Anatolian, Vedic Sanskrit and Greek, the sentence-final position 

13 This observation was made by Levin (1969) and Lazzeroni (1977: 12–15) already, but they drew 
different conclusions from it, Levin agreed with Kiparsky while Lazzeroni did not.

14 Van Thiel (1991: xxvi) pointed out that this had been observed already by the Byzantine 
scholars.
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(Verbendstellung) was the default one (regardless whether one considers the verb 
in PIE to be enclitic or not).15 When the verb was thus put at the beginning of the 
sentence (Verberststellung), it already received emphasis by its position,16 and there-
fore did not need any additional focus by adding an augment. Mutatis mutandis 
the same can be said about verbs put in necessary enjambment,17 a feature that will 
be discussed later on. In the corpus under investigation here there is not a single 
augmented verb form that appears at the beginning of the sentence or verse. It has 
also been argued that verbs that are followed by their direct object tend to be much 
less augmented than verbs that are preceded by it (De Lamberterie 2007: 48–52; 
Rodeghiero 2017: 635–639). I cannot investigate here whether Homeric Greek had 
OV or VO word order, but I looked at books 1–2,483, 3–9 and 11–17 and found the 
following data describing the use of (un)augmented forms when used with OV or 
VO word order.
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Speeches  224  326  225  244  50  57

Narrative  414  617  875  973  32  39

Speech introductions  140  208  40  44  78  83

Overall figures  778  1151  1140  1261  41  48

15 That the verb final position was default was noticed before by Bergaigne (1877, 1879), Delbrück 
(1878: 17, 1888: 17), Kühner, Gerth (1904: 595), Watkins (1963: 48, 1998: 68), Kuryłowicz (1968: 72), 
Fortson (2010: 142–144), Fritz (2010: 384). The idea that the verb final position is the unmarked 
one and the initial one is marked, goes back to Delbrück (1878: 17–19). It was expanded to the 
languages discovered shortly before and after Delbrück’s death by Dressler (1969). For PIE in 
general see Watkins (1963: 48), Fortson (2010: 142–144), Fritz (2010: 384), and for Hittite see 
also Luraghi (1990: 88–89, 110–117) and Bauer (2011). 

16 For the common practice (almost a linguistic universal) to put the focalized element in sentence 
initial position, see Li, Thompson (1976: 465). The problem is that this applies to Hittite and 
Vedic Sanskrit, but not to Classical Greek. The default position of the verb in Classical Greek 
is neither sentence-final (Dik 1995, 2007) nor sentence-initial. Instances of Verberststellung 
(V1 in Dik's notation) in Classical Greek do not always involve new information: Schwyzer, 
Debrunner (1950: 693–695) argued that a sentence-initial verb links the action with what 
precedes and Dik (1995) stated that the sentence-initial position referred to something already 
known. She later modified her earlier research by stating that “all new-sentences are always 
verb-initial, but not all verb-initial sentences are all-new” (Dik 2007: 54). For epic Greek, 
the situation is not so clear-cut, because to the present day no in-depth investigation into the 
meaning of the sentence initial position of the finite verb form has been performed.

17 I use this term in the meaning that Parry (1929: 203) ascribed to it.
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VO order
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Speeches  67  95  118  130  36  42 

Narrative  188  292  606  644  24  31

Speech introductions  8  12  13  17  38  41

Overall figures  263  399  737  791  26  34

The data show that an OV order has less unaugmented forms than VO and the 
corpus under investigation here confirms the connection between augment use/
absence and OV/VO word order: in the sentences with VO word order, we find that 
there are 12 unaugmented forms (of which 9 of the type A) and 3 augmented ones 
(of which only 1 of type A),18 whereas the sentences with OV have 39 augmented 
forms (of which 32 of the type A) and 19 unaugmented forms (all type A).19 I give 
an example of an augmented verb form with OV word order and an unaugmented 
verb with VO word order.

(EX.07) τῷ πρώτῳ· ἀτὰρ αὖ τῷ δευτέρῳ ἵππον ἔθηκεν. (Iliad 23,265)
‘(…) for the first one, but for the one finishing second he set (as price) a horse (…).’

In this instance the verb form ἔθηκεν appears at the end of the verse and is preceded 
by the direct object ἵππον.

(EX.08) Αὐτὰρ Πηλεΐδης θῆκεν σόλον αὐτοχόωνον. (Iliad 23,826)20

‘But then the son of Peleus put (forward) a massive lump of iron.’

In this instance the unaugmented θῆκεν is followed by the direct object σόλον 
αὐτοχόωνον.

In fact, the clitic rule, the Verberststellung and the VO–OV distinction are (at least 
to a large extent, if not completely) faces of the same coin. When the verb appears 

18 The unaugmented VO instances are Iliad 6,357; 8,218; 8,324; 9,460; 9,547 (type B); 12,399; 18,476; 
23,269 (type B); 23,653; 23,700; 23,826; 24,538. The augmented VO instances are 6,482; 21,172 
(type B); 21,524 (type B).

19 The unaugmented OV instances are Iliad 1,55; 2,318; 2,482; 5,445; 6,303; 10,46; 10,571; 16,223; 
17,541; 18,375; 21,145; 21,484; 23,153; 23,263; 23,748: 23,750; 23,799; 23,826; 23,886; 24,101. The aug-
mented OV instances are Iliad 1,2 (type B); 2,319; 3,321; 3,330; 3,336; 6,6; 6,139; 8,188; 9,207; 
9,483; 10,257; 10,261; 10,466 (type B); 11,17; 12,450; 15,478; 15,480; 16,131; 16,137; 17,470; 17,569; 19,12 
(type B); 19,369; 19,407 (type B); 20,324; 21,82; 21,525 (type B); 22,44; 22,368; 22,422 (type B); 
23,265; 23,270; 23,382; 23,400; 23,406; 23,527; 23,568; 23,704; 23,751 (type B).

20 Surprisingly enough, the verse with an augmented verb and OV order would have been pos-
sible as well: Αὐτὰρ Πηλεΐδης σόλον αὐτοχόωνον ἔθηκεν is a perfectly acceptable hexameter.
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in the first position of the sentence, it becomes the focus of the statement, as it is 
not its normal position. It is, however, a tendency of clitics to attach themselves 
to words in focus (Janse 1993, 2014: 24–25). As such, it is only expected that they 
would seek the Wackernagel position after the first focused word of the sentence. 
The same applies to the VO word order: when the verb occupies the first position of 
the sentence, the object can only follow the verb.

2. The analysis itself: The semantic criteria

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

2.1. Foreground versus background

The most important distinction that can be made about the use and absence of the 
augment is the distinction foreground/emphasis versus background. The augment is 
present when pivotal moments in the story or new elements are described, but is not 
used in actions that describe the background. In the Iliad dressing for battle is an 
important action (as is e.g. preparing an offering and a feast)21 and these actions 
are described with mostly augmented verb forms. In Book 23 both Patroklos and 
Hektor have already died, and the main elements of that book are the mistreatment 
of Hektor’s body and the funerary games held in honour of Patroklos. The price 
setting for those games is one of the highlights, and the verbs involved in those 
descriptions are emphasized (either by the augment or by other features such as 
VO word order or enjambment, cf. infra).

One example is the following passage (as always, the unaugmented forms are 
put in bold face, the augmented ones are underlined and the forms that are metri-
cally insecure are italicized; forms that are italicized and bold, are unaugmented 
forms of which the absence of the augment was established on the basis of internal 
comparison and forms that are italicized and underlined have an augment that was 
established on the basis of internal comparison):

(EX.09) ὣς εἰπὼν ὤτρυνε μένος καὶ θυμὸν ἑκάστου. (210)
μᾶλλον δὲ στίχες ἄρθεν, ἐπεὶ βασιλῆος ἄκουσαν. (211)
ὡς δ' ὅτε τοῖχον ἀνὴρ ἀράρῃ πυκινοῖσι λίθοισι (212)
δώματος ὑψηλοῖο βίας ἀνέμων ἀλεείνων, (213)
ὣς ἄραρον κόρυθές τε καὶ ἀσπίδες ὀμφαλόεσσαι. (214)
ἀσπὶς ἄρ' ἀσπίδ' ἔρειδε, κόρυς κόρυν, ἀνέρα δ' ἀνήρ: (215)
ψαῦον δ' ἱππόκομοι κόρυθες λαμπροῖσι φάλοισι (216)
νευόντων, ὡς πυκνοὶ ἐφέστασαν ἀλλήλοισι. (217)
πάντων δὲ προπάροιθε δύ' ἀνέρε θωρήσσοντο (218)
Πάτροκλός τε καὶ Αὐτομέδων ἕνα θυμὸν ἔχοντες (219)

21 For an analysis of the prototypical actions in the Iliad see Arend (1933).
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πρόσθεν Μυρμιδόνων πολεμιζέμεν. αὐτὰρ Ἀχιλλεὺς (220)
βῆ ῥ' ἴμεν ἐς κλισίην, χηλοῦ δ' ἀπὸ πῶμ' ἀνέῳγε (221)
καλῆς δαιδαλέης, τήν οἱ Θέτις ἀργυρόπεζα (222)
θῆκ' ἐπὶ νηὸς ἄγεσθαι ἐῢ πλήσασα χιτώνων (223)
χλαινάων τ' ἀνεμοσκεπέων οὔλων τε ταπήτων. (224)
ἔνθα δέ οἱ δέπας ἔσκε τετυγμένον, οὐδέ τις ἄλλος (225)
οὔτ' ἀνδρῶν πίνεσκεν ἀπ' αὐτοῦ αἴθοπα οἶνον, (226)
οὔτέ τεῳ σπένδεσκε θεῶν, ὅτε μὴ Διῒ πατρί. (227)
τό ῥα τότ' ἐκ χηλοῖο λαβὼν ἐκάθηρε θεείῳ (228)
πρῶτον, ἔπειτα δ' ἔνιψ' ὕδατος καλῇσι ῥοῇσι, (229)
νίψατο δ' αὐτὸς χεῖρας, ἀφύσσατο δ' αἴθοπα οἶνον. (230)
εὔχετ' ἔπειτα στὰς μέσῳ ἕρκεϊ, λεῖβε δὲ οἶνον (231)
οὐρανὸν εἰσανιδών: Δία δ' οὐ λάθε τερπικέραυνον: (232)
 (Iliad 16,210–232)
‘So he spoke and incited the power and spirit of each man. They put themselves in bat-
talions, after they heard the king. As when a man assembles a wall with thick stones to 
keep off the violence of the winds of the high roof, so the helmets and hollow shields 
were assembled. Shield leaned on shield, helmet on helmet, man on man. The helmets 
with horse hair touched with the shining horns the people that were leaning. So close to 
each other they had put themselves. In front of all of them two men put on their armour, 
Patroklos and Automedon, who were of one spirit to fight in front of the Myrmidons. 
But Akhilleus entered the tent, opened the lid of a beautiful and well-wrought chest, 
that Thetis with the silver feet had put to be taken with him and had filled it well with 
tunics, mantles to keep out the winds and woollen carpets. Inside there was a well-
wrought goblet, and no one else from the men would drink shining wine from it nor 
would he (sc. Akhilleus) pour a libation for any of the gods from it, except for father 
Zeus. He took the goblet out of the chest, cleaned it first with incense and washed it then 
with beautiful streams of water, washed his own hands and poured the shining wine 
into it. Standing in the middle of the enclosure he prayed, poured the wine and looked 
at the bright sky, and did not go unnoticed to Zeus who finds pleasure in the thunder.’

In this passage Homer describes how Akhilleus incited the Myrmidons to fight bravely 
under the guidance of Patroklos, who was about to enter the battle field disguised 
as Akhilleus. The passage has 14 unaugmented forms with 13 of the type A (ἔσκε is 
probably unaugmented because it has -σκ- in it, but as this form is not an original 
iterative, one cannot be sure) against 4 augmented ones with 1 of the type A (ὤτρυνε 
is probably augmented, because otherwise we have a spondee in the second foot with 
a second half foot long by position and not by nature, ἀνέῳγε because it appears in 
verse final position and ἔνιψ' because a violation of Nikanor-Meyer is more common 
than one of Giseke-Meyer) and 3 forms that are undeterminable (ἄρθεν, ἐφέστασαν 
and εὔχετ' can be read with and without augment without violating any metrical rule): 
only the verbs referring to the preparation by Akhilleus of the offer and prayers to 
the gods to request a safe homecoming and success (namely ἐκάθηρε and ἔνιψ', but 
that augment is not entirely certain) have the augment.22 The fact that the audience 

22 See for this passage also Mumm (2004: §5.3).
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knows that this will be in vain adds a dramatic effect to the passage. The other actions 
referring to this procedure are placed in sentence initial position and are followed by 
a clitic, and have no augment because of that. The verb form θῆκ' is unaugmented, 
because the action to which it refers does not belong to the main storyline: it appears 
in a subordinate clause and states that the coffer out of which Akhilleus is taking the 
gifts was given to him by his mother Thetis, but at that moment of the story the origin 
of the coffin has no importance and therefore the verb has no augment.

A special case of a “meal scene” is the following passage.

(EX.10) ὣς φάτο, Πάτροκλος δὲ φίλῳ ἐπεπείθεθ' ἑταίρῳ. (205)
αὐτὰρ ὅ γε κρεῖον μέγα κάββαλεν ἐν πυρὸς αὐγῇ, (206)
ἐν δ' ἄρα νῶτον ἔθηκ' ὄϊος καὶ πίονος αἰγός, (207) 
ἐν δὲ συὸς σιάλοιο ῥάχιν τεθαλυῖαν ἀλοιφῇ. (208)
τῷ δ' ἔχεν Αὐτομέδων, τάμνεν δ' ἄρα δῖος Ἀχιλλεύς. (209)
καὶ τὰ μὲν εὖ μίστυλλε καὶ ἀμφ' ὀβελοῖσιν ἔπειρε, (210)
πῦρ δὲ Μενοιτιάδης δαῖεν μέγα ἰσόθεος φώς. (211)
 (Iliad 9,205–211)
‘So he spoke and Patroklos obeyed his beloved comrade. Then he threw a large chop-
ping block in the heat of the fire, placed the back of a sheep and a fat goat on it, and 
the chine of a fat hog, shining because of the oil. Automedon kept that for him, 
and shining Akhilleus divided (the pieces), cut them well into pieces and put them 
on a spit. The son of Menoitios, the great godlike hero, made the fire burn.’

In book 9 Agamemnon decides, adviced by Nestor, to send an embassy to Akhilleus 
begging him to return to the battle. The delegation is constituted by Phoinix, Aias 
and Odysseus, and the heralds Odios and Eurybates. When Akhilleus sees them 
approaching, he orders Patroklos to prepare a meal for them. This passage describes 
how Patroklos and Akhilleus prepare a meal for the Greek envoys. This description 
is peculiar in that it is the only instance in the Iliad in which a guest is offered meat 
from animals that had been slaughtered before (Arend 1933: 69). The unusual meal 
preparation (sc. putting already prepared meat on the fire) therefore starts with an 
augmented verb form.

Several other distinctions have been suggested in the literature and will be dis-
cussed below, but even within those distinctions, the deciding factor remains the 
presence/absence of emphasis and foreground.

2.2. Speeches versus narrative passages

It has been noted before that narrative passage have much less augmented forms 
than the speeches (Koch 1868; Platt 1891: 223; Monro 1891: 62; Drewitt 1912a; Chan-
traine 1948: 484; Bottin 1969: 110–128; Basset 1989; West 1989; Bakker 1999, 2005: 
114–153; Mumm 2004; De Decker 2016b: 289–291, 2017: 96, 136–137). In this corpus, 
there are 15 forms that appear in a speech: 10 are augmented (of which 8 of type A)23 

23 The augmented instances in speeches are Iliad 2,319; 3,321; 6,139; 9,483; 17,470; 22,44; 22,422 
(type B); 23,333 (type B); 23,406; 24,531.
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and 5 are not (of which 4 of type A – the exceptions will be discussed later on).24 
The figures confirm the preference for augmented forms in speeches, but they do 
not show that the augmented forms abound in speeches and are completely missing 
in narrative. The augment use in speeches and narrative is also dependent on other 
factors: in speeches without a clear connection to the present or in sentences that 
relate something unimportant, the augment is not used. This has been noted before 
for the speeches by Nestor in Iliad 1 and by Glaukos and Diomedes in Iliad 6.25 I give 
one example from a speech:

(EX.11) Ζεῦ πάτερ Ἴδηθεν μεδέων κύδιστε μέγιστε
ὁππότερος τάδε ἔργα μετ’ ἀμφοτέροισιν ἔθηκε
τὸν δὸς ἀποφθίμενον δῦναι δόμον Ἄϊδος εἴσω.
 (Iliad 3,320–322)
‘Father Zeus, most honourable and greatest guardian, from the Ida, give that the one 
from the both of them who has put the misery on both of us may be killed and go 
down to the House of Hades.’

This passage is taken from the duel in Book 3 where Menelaos and Paris will decide 
in a single fight who will have Helen as his wife. When the duel is announced, un-
defined Trojans and Greeks alike pray and ask Zeus to punish the responsible for 
the Trojan War. The form ἔθηκε is augmented because it appears in a speech and 
clearly refers to the present situation, namely the duel at hand. The augment use is 
therefore not solely “speech-based”, but can also be explained by the fact that the 
action described by ἔθηκε is very near and present for the audience (the duel is oc-
curring before their eyes and they are living with the consequences of the marital 
conflict between Paris and Menelaos).

2.3. New versus old

The augment is used in verb forms that emphasize an event and/or communicate 
something surprising or a new element in an enumeration of events (Mumm 2004; 
De Decker 2016a: 81–84). This can be combined with the previous and following 
points: as speeches often communicate something that is important for the speaker 
and sometimes unknown to the hearer, the use of the augment in speeches is ex-
pected; also in narrative, certain actions can be highlighted (although there are 
several instances in which the augment appears without a clear reason). This is 
especially the case for the descriptions of warriors gearing up and dressing for bat-
tle. Such a typical passage can be found in:

(EX.12) ὣς ἄρ' ἔφαν, πάλλεν δὲ μέγας κορυθαίολος Ἕκτωρ (324)
ἂψ ὁρόων: Πάριος δὲ θοῶς ἐκ κλῆρος ὄρουσεν. (325)
οἳ μὲν ἔπειθ' ἵζοντο κατὰ στίχας, ἧχι ἑκάστῳ (326)

24 The unaugmented instances are Iliad 2,318; 9,460; 10,46; 21,484; 24,538 (type B).
25 Already Koch (1868: 27–28) noted that speeches could have narrative elements, and he pointed 

at Nestor's speech in Iliad 1 specifically; see also Monro (1891: 62), Chantraine (1948: 484), 
Basset (1989: 14) and De Decker (2017: 136–138) for Iliad 1.
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ἵπποι ἀερσίποδες καὶ ποικίλα τεύχε' ἔκειτο: (327)
αὐτὰρ ὅ γ' ἀμφ' ὤμοισιν ἐδύσατο τεύχεα καλὰ (328)
δῖος Ἀλέξανδρος Ἑλένης πόσις ἠϋκόμοιο. (329)
κνημῖδας μὲν πρῶτα περὶ κνήμῃσιν ἔθηκε (330)
καλάς, ἀργυρέοισιν ἐπισφυρίοις ἀραρυίας: (331)
δεύτερον αὖ θώρηκα περὶ στήθεσσιν ἔδυνεν (332)
οἷο κασιγνήτοιο Λυκάονος: ἥρμοσε δ' αὐτῷ. (333)
ἀμφὶ δ' ἄρ' ὤμοισιν βάλετο ξίφος ἀργυρόηλον (334)
χάλκεον, αὐτὰρ ἔπειτα σάκος μέγα τε στιβαρόν τε: (335)
κρατὶ δ' ἐπ' ἰφθίμῳ κυνέην εὔτυκτον ἔθηκεν (336)
ἵππουριν: δεινὸν δὲ λόφος καθύπερθεν ἔνευεν: (337)
εἵλετο δ' ἄλκιμον ἔγχος, ὅ οἱ παλάμηφιν ἀρήρει. (338)
ὣς δ' αὔτως Μενέλαος ἀρήϊος ἔντε' ἔδυνεν. (339)
 (Iliad 3,326–339)
‘So they spoke. Hektor with the shining helmet looked away and drew lots. Quickly 
Paris’s lot jumped out (of the box). They (sc. the armies) set themselves in rows, where 
each man’s high stepping horses and their bright armour stood. But then shining 
Alexandros, husband of Helen with the beautiful hair, put on his beautiful armour 
around his shoulders, placed his beautiful greaves around his legs, assembled out 
of beautiful ankle pieces. Second, he put the corselet of his brother Lykaon over 
his chest and fitted it on himself. Around his shoulders he threw the bronze silver-
studded sword, and then his big and sturdy shield. He then put his well-wrought 
helmet with horse hair on his strong head. Terribly, the crest nodded from above. 
He then took his famous sword, that fitted in his palms. And warlike Menelaos put 
on his weaponry in the same way.’26 

This passage describes how Hektor draws lots to see who can throw his javelin first in 
the duel between Menelaos and Paris, and how both warriors proceed to putting on 
their armour and preparing for the duel. Battle preparations and putting on armour 
are typical scenes in Homer and such descriptions are often highlighted (Arend 
1933: 92–98). As such, the augment is used to describe the individual steps (as can 
be seen in the underlined forms).27 The unaugmented form πάλλεν does not have an 
augment, because it appears in sentence-initial position and is followed by a clitic; 
the form ἀρήρει is unaugmented because it appears in a subordinate sentence and 
does not belong to the act of dressing itself. There are two unaugmented forms that 
surprise: first, ὄρουσεν, because announcing who is allowed to throw his spear first, 
is not a mere descriptive element, but an important advantage in the battle, and 
second, the unaugmented βάλετο. The form ἔφαν has a metrically secure augment, 
because monosyllables are avoided before pauses, caesurae and at 6b.28 The forms 

26 This translation is based on Murray, Wyatt (1999: 152).
27 See also Rodeghiero (2017: 631–632).
28 I was unable to find out which scholar had first stated this bridge, but Bekker (1863: 148) noted 

that very few verses had a sixth foot that ended in a monosyllabic word. Before him, Hermann 
(1817: 216) had already observed that a word end there was dispreferred, but not excluded, 
when special emphasis was needed. Hoffmann (1842: 20–21) catalogued this caesura among 
the caesurae minores, but stated that a caesura in this position was possible, if something 
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ἔκειτο and ἔδυνεν (339) have an augment that can be considered type B because of 
the metrical form ˘–˘ at the end of the verse (cf. supra), and in case of ἔδυνεν also 
because ἔδυνεν is more common than δῦνε; the form ἵζοντο is more likely than not 
augmented, because if it is not augmented, the second foot would have a spondee 
with a second half foot long by position, and this is, though not impossible, still 
much less common.29 The augment in ἥρμοσε is impossible to determine.

The same applies to the similar passages, such as Iliad 11,15–20 and 16,130–139.
These passages can serve as evidence that Kiparsky’s reduction rule was not 

a mechanic syntactic law of Homeric Greek.

2.4. Recent versus remote/mythical past

Scholars have observed that the augment is used, when actions in a recent past are 
described or when a past action still has relevance for the present,30 and that it tends 
to be absent when actions in a remote or mythical past are described.31 This has been 
linked with the use of the augment in sentences with the adverb νῦν, as this refers 
to an action in the immediate past (Platt 1891; Drewitt 1912a: 44; Bottin 1969: 87–89, 
135–136; Bakker 1999: 53, 60–62; García Ramón 2012: F1b; De Decker 2015b: 289, 315, 
2016a: 289). The corpus has four examples of an augmented verb and the adverb νῦν, 
of which three are metrically secure and one is undeterminable.32 I first give two 
examples of the augment use in an action in the recent past.

(EX.13) Μῆνιν ἄειδε θεὰ Πηληϊάδεω Ἀχιλῆος
οὐλομένην, ἣ μυρί’ Ἀχαιοῖς ἄλγε’ ἔθηκε,
πολλὰς δ’ ἰφθίμους ψυχὰς Ἄϊδι προΐαψεν.
 (Iliad 1,1–3)
‘Sing, goddess, about the wrath of Akhilleus, son of Peleus, a deadly one that brought 
sorrows to countless Akhaians and threw many strong souls down into the Hades.’

These are the opening lines of the poem and they clearly refer to something that in 
the mind of the poet has just happened and an event that will dominate the poem.33

spectacular was announced or if the poet spoke about Zeus. Meyer (1884: 983) noted that the 
combination of a dactylic word and a monosyllabic word before the caesura in the third foot 
was avoided. See also Meister (1921: 6), Sjölund (1938: 63), Snell (1982: 16), Barnes (1986: 141) 
and Sicking (1993: 81), who argued that a monosyllabon at the end of a sentence, colon or 
verse was not preferred.

29 I refer to the corpus of 7483 verses mentioned above: there are 779 verses with a spondee in 
the second foot with a second half foot long by position, this is 10%.

30 Platt (1891) used the term “perfect aorist” to describe these forms. See also Drewitt (1912a, 
1912b, 1913), Bakker (1999, 2002, 2005).

31 For Homer, see already Platt (1891) and Drewitt (1912a, 1912b). Hoffmann (1967: 160–213) noted 
the use of the injunctive in contexts that he described as “fernere nicht historische Vergan-
genheit”. See also Strunk (1968) and Euler (1995). 

32 Iliad 17,470, 21,82 and 23,406 are secure; 23,333 is undeterminable.
33 For more details on this passage see De Decker (2017: 148–149).
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(EX.14) Τυδεΐδεω ἵπποισι δαΐφρονος, οἷσιν Ἀθήνη
νῦν ὤρεξε τάχος καὶ ἐπ’ αὐτῷ κῦδος ἔθηκεν.
 (Iliad 23,405–406)
‘(I am not ordering you to compete) with the horses of the battle-minded son of Tydeus, 
to them Athene has now endowed with speed and to the man she has given honour.’

In this passage during the funerary games for Patroklos, Antilokhos shouts to his 
horses that they should be brave but should not try to compete with Diomedes’s 
horses since Athene has just given them strength. As Antilokhos is referring to 
events that are happening at this very moment, the augment is used in ὤρεξε and 
ἔθηκεν. As the verbs refer to two different aspects (the speed of the horses and the 
honour of Diomedes), the reduction rule has not operated and both ὤρεξε and 
ἔθηκεν are augmented.

Rather than a mere distinction recent versus remote past, I believe that the ex-
amples are more indicative of the distinction foreground-background. In the corpus 
under investigation, there are only two instances that refer to a remote past and in 
one of them an augmented form is used and in another one, an unaugmented form. 
While two forms are too little to make a decisive judgement, the augment use in the 
passages does in fact confirm what has been stated above.

(EX.15) εἰ δέ τις ἀθανάτων γε κατ' οὐρανοῦ εἰλήλουθας, (128)
οὐκ ἂν ἔγωγε θεοῖσιν ἐπουρανίοισι μαχοίμην. (129)
οὐδὲ γὰρ οὐδὲ Δρύαντος υἱὸς κρατερὸς Λυκόοργος (130)
δὴν ἦν, ὅς ῥα θεοῖσιν ἐπουρανίοισιν ἔριζεν: (131)
ὅς ποτε μαινομένοιο Διωνύσοιο τιθήνας (132)
σεῦε κατ' ἠγάθεον Νυσήϊον: αἳ δ' ἅμα πᾶσαι (133)
θύσθλα χαμαὶ κατέχευαν ὑπ' ἀνδροφόνοιο Λυκούργου (134)
θεινόμεναι βουπλῆγι: Διώνυσος δὲ φοβηθεὶς (135)
δύσεθ' ἁλὸς κατὰ κῦμα, Θέτις δ' ὑπεδέξατο κόλπῳ (136)
δειδιότα: κρατερὸς γὰρ ἔχε τρόμος ἀνδρὸς ὁμοκλῇ. (137)
τῷ μὲν ἔπειτ' ὀδύσαντο θεοὶ ῥεῖα ζώοντες, (138)
καί μιν τυφλὸν ἔθηκε Κρόνου πάϊς: οὐδ' ἄρ' ἔτι δὴν (139)
ἦν, ἐπεὶ ἀθανάτοισιν ἀπήχθετο πᾶσι θεοῖσιν: (140)
οὐδ' ἂν ἐγὼ μακάρεσσι θεοῖς ἐθέλοιμι μάχεσθαι. (141)
 (Iliad 6,128–141)

‘If you are one of the immortals and have come from heaven, I would not fight against 
the gods in heaven. For the son of Dryas, the strong Lykourgos did not live long, he 
who fought with the heavenly gods and once stormed against the nurses of the rag-
ing Dionysos through the holy Nysean hill. Together they shattered their offerings 
on the ground, hit with an ox-goad by the manslaying Lykourgos. Struck with fear 
Dionysos hid himself under the wave of the sea and Thetis covered him, fearful, 
in her bosom. The strong shivering held him because of the threatening shouts of 
the man. Him (L) hated then all the gods who live in all easiness and blind made 
him the son of Kronos and he did not live much longer, since he was hated by all the 
gods. I therefore would not want to fight the blessed gods.’
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In this passage Diomedes addresses Glaukos and asks him if he is a god; if he is, he 
will not fight him, because it is very unwise to challenge and upset the immortals. 
In order to prove his story, he relates the mythical story of Lykourgos who was so 
hated by the gods that Zeus struck him with blindness. In spite of the story belong-
ing to the mythical past, the verb has an augment. This can be explained by the 
fact that the divine punishment is highlighted here and serves as a deterrent in 
Diomedes’s mind.

(EX.16) ἣ δὲ χολωσαμένη δῖον γένος ἰοχέαιρα (538)
ὦρσεν ἔπι χλούνην σῦν ἄγριον ἀργιόδοντα, (539)
ὃς κακὰ πόλλ' ἕρδεσκεν ἔθων Οἰνῆος ἀλωήν: (540)
πολλὰ δ' ὅ γε προθέλυμνα χαμαὶ βάλε δένδρεα μακρὰ (541)
αὐτῇσιν ῥίζῃσι καὶ αὐτοῖς ἄνθεσι μήλων. (542)
τὸν δ' υἱὸς Οἰνῆος ἀπέκτεινεν Μελέαγρος (543)
πολλέων ἐκ πολίων θηρήτορας ἄνδρας ἀγείρας (544)
καὶ κύνας: οὐ μὲν γάρ κε δάμη παύροισι βροτοῖσι: (545)
τόσσος ἔην, πολλοὺς δὲ πυρῆς ἐπέβησ' ἀλεγεινῆς. (546)
ἣ δ' ἀμφ' αὐτῷ θῆκε πολὺν κέλαδον καὶ ἀϋτὴν (547)
ἀμφὶ συὸς κεφαλῇ καὶ δέρματι λαχνήεντι, (548)
Κουρήτων τε μεσηγὺ καὶ Αἰτωλῶν μεγαθύμων. (549)
 (Iliad 9,538–549)
‘The goddess that shoots arrows, the divine offspring, grew angry at that and sent 
against them a fierce wild boar with sharp teeth, that caused much havoc at his will 
to the orchard of Oineus. Many high trees he uprooted and threw to the ground with 
their roots and even with the fruits of the apple trees themselves. The son Oineus, 
Meleagros, killed it after he had gathered many hunters and dogs from many cities, 
since it would not have been tamed by a few men, so big was it and many it drove 
into the painful pyre. But the goddess incited over him, over the head and the hairy 
skin of the boar, much battle noise and war-cry in the middle between the Kouretes 
and the great hearted Aitolians.’

In this passage Phoinix tells Akhilleus that his stubborn refusal to save the Akha-
ians might turn him into a second Meleagros, who also refused to help his fellow 
countrymen out of personal resentment and only intervened when the houses next 
to his own were already burning. The example here is taken from a passage that 
describes how Artemis was angered with Meleagros’s city and sent a wild boar that 
caused destruction and panic, but that the city remained safe as long as Meleagros 
was willing to protect it. In the middle of the story, however, Phoinix alludes to the 
reason why Meleagros became angry with his fellow countrymen (but he does not 
tell the story entirely): the boar that Meleagros killed, caused a rift between him and 
his mother’s brothers. He killed them, his mother cursed him and he withdrew from 
battle. The reason why he withdrew from battle is less pivotal to the story (just as 
the reason why Akhilleus is angry is of lesser importance to Phoinix as well, he just 
wants his friend to return to battle and save the Greeks), hence its being narrated 
only partially. The form θῆκε has no augment, not because it appears in a remote 
story, but because it has no foregrounded value in this remote story.
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2.5. Gnomic aorists

A special instance of foregrounding is the Homeric use of the augment in general 
truths and proverbs: they describe a general truth the knowledge of which is based 
on past experiences and refer to past actions of which the correctness is still valid at 
the moment of speaking or to actions that occurred in the past, but could (re)occur 
at any time in the present.34 Such actions and descriptions mostly, if not always, il-
lustrate and confirm what the speakers or poets are saying, so almost by definition 
they are foregrounded and emphasized. In the entire Iliad I counted 23 augmented 
gnomic aorists (of which 16 were of the type A) and 5 unaugmented (4 of type A).35 
This shows that the augment is overwhelmingly preferred in the gnomic aorist, but 
not absolutely mandatory either.

There is only one example in the corpus we are investigating here:

(EX.17) ᾧ δέ κε τῶν λυγρῶν δώῃ, λωβητὸν ἔθηκε. (Iliad 24,531)
‘To whom he gives from the jar of pains, him he makes a failure.’

This verse belongs to Akhilleus’s speech to Priam after he (P) came to his tent to 
beg for the release of Hektor’s dead body. Akhilleus explains to Priam that the gods 
bestow good and evil upon mankind. This verse states that the man who receives 
from Zeus out of the jar of evils will turn into a failure; as this is a general truth, 
ἔθηκε is augmented. This statement is clearly foregrounded by Akhilleus, because 
he wants to show to Priam (and to himself) that absolute happiness does not exist 
and all mortals have to carry their burdens.

34 The literature on the gnomic aorist is large, but I cannot address the issue here. That the gnomic 
aorist was almost always augmented in Homer, had been noticed very early on: Platt (1891), 
Herbig (1896: 250–270), Delbrück (1897: 302), Wackernagel (1904: 5, 1920: 181), Brugmann (1916: 
11, who noted that there was no explanation for this fact; this goes against his earlier explana-
tion of 1890: 185 and 1892: 1276–1277 that in origin the gnomic aorist was unaugmented and 
acquired its augment only when the augment became more and more established in Greek 
epic diction), Drewitt (1912a, 1912b, 1913), Hirt (1928: 171–173). See more recent: Pagniello (2002: 
74–84), Bakker (2001: 18–23, 2005: 131–135), Faulkner (2005: 68–69), Bertrand (2006b: 241), 
De Decker (2016a: 55–67, 87–90, 2017: 92, 140–141). 

35 The unaugmented instances are Iliad 4,320, 9,320, 11,28, 24,49.
  Other exceptions are Odyssey 8,481, 14,465 (an instance of ἀνῆκε), 17,271; Theogony 447 

(the absence of the augment is not secured by the metre in that specific instance), Works and 
Days 17–20 (if the aorists in this passage are indeed gnomic), 345, 702–705, 740–741 (cf. De Deck-
er 2016a: 55–67).

  In Iliad 17,99 both πῆμα κυλίσθη and πῆμ' ἐκυλίσθη are transmitted (the augmented form 
occurs in only one papyrus). Platt (1891: 219, writing before the papyrus was available) sug-
gested to read the augmented form. It is difficult to decide which variant to choose, as the 
augmented one could be defended by the simile-nature of the passage and the unaugmented 
form, because it makes the verse end in ˘–˘.

  Iliad 14,382 is in my opinion not a gnomic aorist, but describes the distribution of the 
weaponry according to the nature of the individual fighter and does not convey any notion 
of general truth.
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2.6. Homeric similia

Closely related to the use of the augment in the gnomic aorist, is its use in the similia, 
the Homeric comparisons in which Homer compared a battle scene or another event 
to a scene from everyday life (mostly in the agricultural sphere) (Platt 1891; Drewitt 
1912a, 1912b, 1913; Chantraine 1948: 484; Shipp 1972: 120; Bakker 1999: 64, 2002: 75–77, 
2005: 114, 121, 131–134). As the similes compare an action in the recent past with oc-
currences in the past, and “they are ‘close’ to the audience, in evoking a domestic 
rather than heroic, reality” (Bakker 1999: 64, 2005: 114), their link with the present 
and the audience is evident and the use of the augment therefore does not surprise,36 
but as was the case with the gnomic aorist, the use of the augment in the similia is 
not absolute: in the Iliad there are 113 augmented instances (of which 82 of type A) 
and 13 unaugmented instances (of which 11 A type forms).37 

In this corpus, there is one example:

(EX.18) ὡς δ' ὅτε καπνὸς ἰὼν εἰς οὐρανὸν εὐρὺν ἱκάνει
ἄστεος αἰθομένοιο, θεῶν δέ ἑ μῆνις ἀνῆκε,
πᾶσι δ’ ἔθηκε πόνον, πολλοῖσι δὲ κήδε’ ἐφῆκεν
ὣς Ἀχιλεὺς Τρώεσσι πόνον καὶ κήδε’ ἔθηκεν. 
 (Iliad 21,522–525)
‘As when smoke from a burning city goes up into the broad sky, the anger of the gods 
has been set loose on it and puts toil on all of them and throws sorrows on many of 
them. In that way Akhilleus created pain and sorrow for the Trojans.’

In this passage Akhilleus causes so much death and destruction among the Trojans 
that his fury is compared to a god who is enraged with a certain city and decided to 
lay her waste. The augment in ἔθηκε (524) is insecure (cf. supra), but the fact that it 

36 Bakker (2005: 114, 121, 131–134), Shipp (1972: 120) stated that “(the augment use) illustrates the 
linguistic similarity of proverbial comments and similes”.

37 The exceptions are Iliad 3,4 (αἵ τ' ἐπεὶ οὖν χειμῶνα φύγον καὶ ἀθέσφατον ὄμβρον “when they 
were fleeing winter and the unheavenly rain”, where the constraint against an elision at the 
caesura guarantees the unaugmented form, against Bakker (2001: 8–9) who considered this 
instance to be insecure because he thought that the augment could be added in the text even if 
it meant having a caesura with an elision), 4,75 (of type B), 4,279, 4,483 (the absence of the aug-
ment is guaranteed by Tiedke-Meyer's Law, cf. Part I of the article), 5,770, 15,682 (the absence of 
the augment is guaranteed by Hermann’s Bridge and even Platt (1891: 219) hesitated in adding 
the augment here, although several codices have the augmented form),16,633, 16,634 (unless one 
interprets them with Janko (1992: 391–392) as presents and not as pluperfects and imperfects), 
21,523, 21,524, 23,223 (where Platt (1891: 220) argued that the metre prevented the poet from us-
ing the augmented form, which is true but does not explain why he did not use an augmented 
alternative), 23,432 (which is, as 21,523 and 21,524 an instance of ἧκ- and -ῆκ-, cf. infra).

  The observation made for the unaugmented gnomic aorist in 17,99 applies to the verb 
form in the simile of 23,693, where both κῦμ' ἐκάλυψεν and κῦμα κάλυψεν are transmitted. 
As was the case in 17,99, the unaugmented form seems to be supported by the verse end in ˘–˘, 
whereas the simile-nature of the passage would lend its support to the augmented form. 
The difference between 17,99 and 23,693 is that in the former the augmented form is found in 
only one papyrus, whereas in the latter several codices have the augmented form. Given that 
the gnomic aorist and the similia are generally augmented, it might be advisory to catalogue 
the forms as type B augments.
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appears in a simile, makes it more likely that the augmented form is the right one. 
The form ἔθηκεν (525) does not belong to the simile anymore but makes the descrip-
tion return to the actual event. Remarkable are the two unaugmented forms, ἀνῆκε 
and ἐφῆκεν. In his analysis of the augment, Platt (1891: 218–219, 234–235) argued that 
the simplex and compound forms in ἧκ- and -ῆκ- might very well have been aug-
mented after all. As ἕηκ- and ἧκ- exist both and the augmented form can be ancient 
(from *e-yeh1-), it is in my opinion more likely that the forms in ἧκ- and -ῆκ- were 
actually unaugmented.38 In that case, the unaugmented forms are exceptions to the 
rule that the similia were always augmented.

3. Conclusion

The investigation of the forms in the Iliad showed that the use and absence of the aug-
ment in ἔθηκ(ε)(ν) and θῆκ(ε)(ν) are not metrically motivated, but can be explained 
by an interaction of syntactic and semantic factors. I found that more than any other 
explanation the distinction foreground/emphasis versus background could explain 
the augment use most adequately: regardless whether used in a speech, a narrative 
description, subordinate or negative sentence, the verb form was augmented when 
the speakers and/or poets wanted to highlight certain aspects of their statements 
(e.g. when warriors dress for battle). As the Homeric similia and the gnomic aorists 
refer directly to the speakers’ and hearers’ worlds, they are by definition foreground-
ed, hence the predominant augment use in those contexts. The augment was not 
needed when the verb had received its emphasis by another means already, e.g. an 
enjambment, a sentence-initial position or an VO word order. I also found that Kip-
arsky’s reduction rule was only operative if the verb forms described the same action.
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