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§1 Introduction

1. Squeaking in the present, squeaking in the perfect:

(1)

T 7 dye wewoag, Tal 38 TpIouoTa g prpy. 1 ETOVTO.

wg O 8te vuxtepldeg puyd dvtpou Beameaiolo
TPICOUTAL g prpr, | TOTEOVTAL, ETEL XE TIG ATOTETY TLV
oppabod éx méTpYS, Avd T dAANAY TV ExovTal,

&G ol TETPLYVIOL b by | G TioOV- Ve O dipat Ty
‘Epuelag dxdnra xat’ ebpwevta kéevla (Od. 24.5-10).

‘With this (wand) in motion he led, and they followed squeaking, s prp -

As when bats, in a recess of an vast cave

fly about squeaking;y p1p; 1, When one falls

from their chain, off a rock, and they are holding onto one another,

so squeaking prp, j the (souls of the suitors) went together; and he was their leader
down the dank paths, Hermes the deliverer.

2. Different “types” of perfects in Greek (lists are non-exhaustive):

“Nactostatic” (attained-stative)

EXAMPLE GLOSS LEXICAL ASPECT
TéBvnxe ‘is dead, has died’ change-of-state (COS) event
etc. etc.

“Intensive-frequentative”

EXAMPLE GLoSs LEXICAL ASPECT (=non-COS)
GAGANTOL ‘is errant, a vagrant’ activity (dAdopat ‘wanders’)
dvwye ‘urges, is urging; urged’ activity?

BéBpuyxe ‘roars (usu. of sea)’ activity?

J¢dopxe ‘glares’ activity (3épxopat ‘look, glare’)

elpboatat ‘protects’ activity (épopat ‘id.)
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€pptye ‘shudders’ semelfactive (pryéw ‘id.")
gogutal ‘is striving (after)’ activity (oebw ‘strive’)
UEXAY YW ‘screeching’ semelfactive (xAdlw ‘screech’)
(EXATOL ‘is called, known as’ semelfactive? (xaAéw ‘call (to)’)
AEXOTIG }I:;ZEI;IErg;ocke T semelfactive (xdmtw knock’)
AEAYXE ‘are shrieking’ semelfactive (Adoxw ‘id.)
MEROVE ‘is intent (on)’ activity? state? (root mng. ‘think’)
MERNXWG ‘bleating’ semelfactive (*unxdopat id.)
MEULXE ‘moos, bellows (of wind)’ activity? (puxaopa ‘id.’)
TETAYY®WS ‘lashing (on/out), beatingup’  semelfactive (TAnoow ‘strike’)
TEMOTYTAL ‘flies about, swarms’ activity (motdopat ‘id.”)
TETVUTAL ‘is sensible’ activity (root mng. ‘breathe’)
meppixaaty ‘bristle, shudder’ semelfactive? (gpioow ‘id.’)
TETIUEVOS ‘held in honor’ activity? (tiudw ‘honor’)
TeTpryvial ‘squeaking’ semelfactive (tpilovoat ‘id.)

“Plain stative” (=non-attained states)

EXAMPLE
adnxwg
dcdymTat
GAoALX TN TOL
BePproe
YéynOe

YéYwVE/EyeywVeL

deddnputat

Jeidoxe, deldw
elwbe

golxe

goAme
gadota
UEXATTAL
nEXAVIEL
XEXQPYXE
UEXOTY)WG
AEAIMUEVOS
MEMAOTL
KepAE

olde
TpofERovAe
el me
TeTiTAL

GLoss

‘sick of’

‘grieves, is in grief’
‘is in anguish’

‘is laden (with)’

‘is glad’

‘be heard, be audible,
make oneself heard’
‘is weeping; is teary,
wet with tears’

‘is afraid (of)’

‘is accustomed’
‘seems, looks like’
‘hopes, expects’
‘pleasant’
‘surpasses, excels’
‘contained, could contain’
‘is glad’

‘being angry’
‘striving, eager’

‘are eager, strive’
‘concerns’

‘knows’

‘prefers’

‘is astonished’

‘is sorrowful’

LEXICAL ASPECT

state (ad¢w ‘be sick of”)

state? (dyevw) ‘id’

state (cf. dAvxtéw/dAvxtddw ‘id.)
state (Ppidw ‘id.")

state (Yn0éw ‘id.)

state? (cf. below)

state? (*daxpvw ‘be in tears’)

state
state (¢0w ‘id.")
state

7’

state (EAmopat ‘id.’)

(2
state (avddvw ‘be pleasing’)
state (xatvopot ‘id.’)
state (xavddvw ‘id.)
state (xalpw ‘id.)
state (xoTéw ‘be angry’)

state

state (cf. pépove)

state (uéAw ‘id.")

state (root mng. ‘see’?)

state (BovAopat ‘wish, prefer’)
state

state
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Problem 1: How to explain these different semantic “types.”

The three types correlate with three main classes of verbs:

COS events = Nactostatic (attained stative)
non-COS events = Intensive-frequentative (or post-stative, see below)
states =  Plain (=non-attained) stative

Problem 2: The perfect seems to lack distinctive meaning from the present just in case the verb is
NOT a change-of-state verb.

The problem is rarely formulated in these terms (notable exception: Sicking and Stork 1996).

No prior work adequately accounts for it.

Goals of this analysis

1.

Explain all data without privileging one reading as more basic than another (in the spirit of Sicking
and Stork 1996).

Explain why only certain verbs (COS) may be nactostatic in the perfect and why these verbs strongly
prefer nactostatic interpretation.

Explain why the perfect to non-COS verbs seems to have the same meaning as the corresponding
present (or lacks a present altogether).

Explain how the péuuxe and dAdAntal types fit into the picture: if states, how so?

- In what sense is ‘moo’ a state?

§3 The perfect does not presuppose an event

1.

Lexical states do not presuppose a prior event any more than their base lexeme:
- goAme ‘hopes’ (éAmopat ‘id.), both mostly negated.

(2) &N Yot xelvdg ye aéfev {wovtog duodwy
Xolpet T’ & Buud, eml T EATETAU ppg 1y ] YMOUTE VTR
Speabar piAov viov dmo Tpotndev idvrta (IL 24.490—2).

‘Yet surely he at least, upon hearing that you are alive
is glad at heart and has hope vy, 1 all of his days
that he will see his dear son coming back from Troy'.
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(3)  vOV oM V&Y EOATO by 1p 1 ALl PiAE QauiSip” AyiAAed
oloeaBot péya x0d0g Ayatoiat Tpotl vijog
“Extopa Sywaavte udyys dtév mep dvta (Il 22.216-18).

‘O shining Achilles dear to Zeus, now I have hopey, ,, 1 that you and I
will bring great glory for the Achaeans to the ships
having killed Hector, though he is insatiable for battle

- Pf. uépnAa vs. prs. uéiw, both ‘be of concern (to).
- Pf. BéBpiba vs. prs. Bpidw, both ‘be heavy (with)’ (cf. esp. Od. 9.219 and 15.334).

2. The capacity reading, which is by definition non-instantiated, is not excluded by the perfect.

(4) adTap TQ TEITATW dTTVPOV XATEBYKE AEBY TN
XONOV TETTOPXL LETPOL KEXAVIOTA by, prpy, | AEUXOY €T alTwog (L. 23.267-8).

‘Then for the third prize he set out a lovely unfired
kettle, which held|,y ;. ; (i-e., could hold) four measures, still shiny as it was'

(5) abda Tt ppovéelg: TeAéaat 3¢ e Bupnodg Bvwyey,
el Obvapon TEAETAL YE XOl €l TETEAETUEVOV 0TIV prpp ppprpr.] (I 14.195-6=18.426-7).

‘Tell me whatever you have in mind: For my heart is itching to do it
provided I am able to do it and it is doable .y, pr. prer.1-

3. That the eventive component of the perfect is only an implicature is clear from its cancelability.

(6) ¢ xetvn meplidpr TetiunTal e 1y, | TE X0 EOTW) g 1vpy  (Od. 7.69)
‘So she has been honored| .\, above all at heart, and she (still) is; g 1xp.1-

4. Even COS verbs (nactostatic) do not entail/presuppose a prior event.

(7) Todto d& Nvjpitév E0TIv BpOg KATUEWEVOV pp prpy | BAY (Od. 13.351).
‘And this is Neriton, the mountain clothed ;;p, 1 in forest.

(8)  dAhot B¢ aTéMAeale xorTd aTPATEY, 8G TIG AYoU@dV
inmoloty e memowle p 1yp ¥t dppaat xoAAntoiow (L 23.285-6).

‘But the rest of you take position in the field, whoever of the Achaeans
has confidence,;y, ; in his horses and his compacted chariot.

(9) Aadyovov Bpaaiy viov 'Owtopog, o5 Atdg tpeds
Tdaiou ETeTuXTO 4y 1, BEOG 37 G0 TieTo Spw (IL.16.604-5).

‘(Meriones killed) Laogonos, bold son of Onetor, who wasi,, , | the priest
of Idaian Zeus, and honored in his country like a god.
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Owoxw ‘die’:

AORIST: PERFECT:
ptpl. can mean ‘dead (after death)’ means ‘(is) dead’
{wod 00de Bavdvtog ‘alive nor dead’ (Od. 17.115) {w®, drap teBvedtl ‘if alive, but if dead’ (Od. 19.331)

— {wet 8y’ N TéBvmxe ‘is alive or dead’ (Od. 2132 etc.)

only of persons or spirits of persons or corpses

[atpdxoto Bavévtog ‘of dead P! (L. 8.476 etc.) [atpdxov...tebwndrog ‘id. (Il. 23.192 etc.)
Bavévtwy elv Atdao ‘the dead in Hades’ (IL. 22.389) | —

— vexdwy xatatebvmautwy (Il 7.409 etc.)

entails an event does not entail an event

- Hence, while the perfect often implicates a prior event description P, it does not entail that P(e).

- Conversely, the aorist often implicates a result state, but this is cancelable:

(10)  oltw ydp o0 Tedvmxas) by 1yp, ] OVOE TEP BUVEV[ 5o prpr. ] (A ChO. 504).
‘In this way, despite having died| .y, prp;. ) you aren’t dead, ;. 1
[I.e., because you live on through your children (Electra to Agamemnon)]

5. It is therefore unlikely that the perfect has its origin in the aorist (pace Jasanoff 2018) or any kind of
perfectivity (pace Willi 2018).

§4 The perfect itself does not express intensive-frequentative meaning

1. Intensive-frequentative meaning is not unique to the perfect

- The frequentative (or habitual) and intensive uses may be expressed by the present or perfect.

(n) a. gpepdaheov 3¢ dEdopxeV|py ) EMTTOUEVOS TEPL XEW (IL. 22.95).
‘And coiled about the hole (a snake) glares| ;) terribly.

b. {rmoig EuBeRacS pp prpy. - THEROVOV 87 8 e SEPRETAL 1y 1.1 8000 (HH 31.9).
‘As he (Helios) mounts; . ;1 1 his chariot; for he glares; 1y, 1 terribly from his eyes.

(12) a ol pév T Evba GG TEmOTATAL by 1 1, oL OE TE EvBat (L. 2.90).
‘They fly about;,, ,  in swarms this way and that.

b. &vBo xal EvBa mOTAVTAL by 1yp, ] SYEANOUEVE TTEPVYETTL
ahoyyn3ov mpoxabildvtwy, apapayet 3¢ te Aetucv (Il 2.462).

‘(As a multitude of birds) fly about g vy, | this way and that exulting their wings
alighting clamorously, so that the meadow resounds..
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2.

3.

(13) a. dAA’ 107, éyw 3¢ wé Tot Xapitwy piov omAoTEpdwy
dwow dmutepevon xal oMy kexAjedat 1y 1 dxortw (1L 14.267-8).

‘But go, and I will give you one of the younger
Graces to marry and to be called . your wife'

b. ol ydp...tolog éwv olég Eoat...
Tod4 T’ EUNV EXEREV Xal EUOS YoUPBPOS xAAEETIO b 1r 1 (Od. 7.311-13).

‘If only such a man as you are
would have my daughter and be called| g v} my son-in-law’

Frequentative or habitual readings of the perfect are sometimes possible even for COS verbs.

(14) B’ Tnev & Exepiny, 80t Painxes Yeydaov vy 1 (0d. 13.160).
‘He made his way to Scheria, where the Phaeacians are native, p, 1-

Such interpretations are therefore likely to rely on the same operators in the perfect as in the present:

- HAB, PROG, etc.

§5 The perfect is not a stativizer

1.

In the semantics literature, the English progressive aspect is widely viewed as a kind of stativizer.

For instance, De Swart (1998:355) sets up an operator PROG that requires its input to be an event and
its output to be a state.

This well explains the similar behavior (e.g., combination with still) and near complementary distri-
bution of lexical states and events in progress.

(15) Mary was (still) reading a book.
(16) Mary (still) loved her friend.

But combining PROG with a lexical state leads to special meanings. Compare the following two ex-
amples.

(17) John lived with his parents.

(18) John was living with his parents.

* (18) has a more temporary and more agentive feel to it.

* According to De Swart (1998:363), this is because of aspectual coercion:

— In order to satisfy the requirements of PROG, the lexical state must first be converted into an
event.

— This is done by means of a silent coercion operator mapping states to events.
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— PROG then takes in the eventivized state and stativizes it.

(19) Vitate

/\

PROG, _, V,

event

T

COERCE,_,, V,

state

- Hence, (18) refers to an event in progress, not a state in progress.

5. Unlike known stativizers of the PROG type, the Greek perfect shows no clear coercion effects when
combined with lexical states.

6. Onthe contrary, perfects to lexical states tend to have stative meaning hardly to be distinguished from
the corresponding present.

- Pf. éoAma vs. prs. EAmopat, both ‘hope, have hope..
- Pf. péunAa vs. prs. uéiw, both ‘be of concern (to).
- Pf. BéBpiba vs. prs. Bpibw, both ‘be heavy (with).

7. Ifthe Greek perfect were a stativizer, we would expect perfects to lexical states to have special mean-
ings, similar in principle to the special meanings of the English progressive to lexical states.

8. We must, then, allow for the following facts, which a “stativizer” cannot account for:

- Alexical state “passes through” the perfect without undergoing significant change in meaning.

- A semelfactive or activity in the perfect typically has the same kinds of meanings as the present
(“frequentative”).

- A COS verb is consistently nactostatic in the perfect (= stative-resultative).

9. Just as the stativizer PROG has a consistent kind of stative meaning (progressive), if the perfect were
a stativizer, we'd expect it to have consistent meaning of some kind, such as POST (experiential), but
that’s not what we find.

§6 A state filter
1. I propose to view the perfect as a kind of state “filter.”
- Instead of requiring its output to be a state, the perfect requires its input to be a state.

2. By definition, then, the perfect can only combine with predicates of type s, never of type e.
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§6.1 Lexical states and COS verbs

1. This accounts directly for the two kinds of verbs that have state as part of their lexical meaning:

- Lexical states pass through the filter directly, and so their lack of distinctive meaning is expected.
— €oAme vs. EAmetat, both ‘hopes, is hopeful’
- COS verbs have only the target state portion of their denotation expressed by the perfect.

— téQvnxe ‘is dead’ vs. Owoxel ‘dies’

2. The latter works because COS verbs, by definition, have both an event and a state component to their
denotations.

3. Following Condoravdi and Deo (2014:280-1), I assume that COS verbs have “paired denotations.”
- For instance, DIE denotes a dying event and a target state BE DEAD. Thus:
(20) (Ae.die(e), Ay.As.be-dead(s)(y))
4. Evidence for the existence of paired denotations comes in part from sentences like the following:
- I'went home for the rest of the day.

- Ifell asleep for one hour.

(21)  %033pABETV o5 1 &7 00 mOAROV Emtl Ypdvov, GAAG pivuvla (Od. 15.494).
‘Then they fell asleepy,, ;, not for a long time, but a little.

- This requires that the result state be part of the denotation of COS verbs.

5. Condoravdi and Deo (2014:280-1), in their analysis of the td-participles in Sanskrit, claim that -td
originally functioned to pick out just the state component of COS predicates.

* Thus, Ved. mrtd- would have the following denotation:
(22) AyAs.be-dead(s)(y)

6. This analysis of COS predicates may apply equally well to the Greek perfect, except in the verbal rather
than adjectival domain.

7. Since the perfect filters out the event component of the denotation, the most accessible meaning is
“nactostatic” (‘is dead’), crucially without any event entailed/presupposed.
- The event component of the paired denotation in (20) is nowhere part of the denotation in (22).
- This correctly predicts that no prior event is “presupposed” or entailed, even in the nactostatic per-

fect.

(23) Tobto 8¢ NVpiév 0TtV 80§ XATAEIUEVOV by prpy. ] DAY (Od. 13.351).
‘And this is Neriton, the mountain clothed,y, ;p, 1 in forest.
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Non-COS events

1.

But what happens when there is no state available in the denotation of the verb?

Non-COS events, namely semelfactives and activities, have only an event component in their deno-
tation.

They must undergo some modification in order to be compatible with the perfect.
This modification amounts to converting the non-stative input to a stative predicate.

Since the perfect is not specified for a particular kind of stative meaning (e.g., nactostatic), any stative
interpretation will do.

Nactostatic is of course ruled out by the fact that such verbs, by definition, lack a result state.

But this still leaves many options that have been variously analyzed as states in the semantics litera-
ture.

Some are fairly familiar kinds of perfect meaning.

- For instance, rather than referring to a result state, a perfect may refer to a “post-state” (or conse-
quent state): the state of something having happened (but not strictly resulting from it).

* Most typically, this can be understood as the “experiential” or “existential” perfect.
— Type I have been to Paris.

- So, énwna ‘have seen’ and mémovla ‘have suffered, undergone’ are always experiential in Homeric.

(24) ToAunEws pot Bupds, emel xomd TOAS TEROVEOY by 1y, |
WOpAaL Xl TOAEp- eTd xal T6d€ Tolat yevéabw (Od. 17.284-5).

Thave a steadfast heart, since I've sufferedy,, ;,  many evils
in waves and war. Let this also be among them.

- Such perfects tend to coincide in meaning not with presents but with aorists (despite Sicking and
Stork 1996:161).

(25) TAnoopat év atnleaaty Exwv TaAamevBén Bupdy:
110, yaip pdhat TOAA” EmatBovy ,op 1p, ] X0t TWOAN Epdymont
KORATL Xl TOAEU®- META xal TOSE Tolat yevéabw. (Od. 5.222—4).

Tl endure it, since I have a sorrow-enduring heart in my chest,
for I've already suffered| oy ;p, ] very many and toiled much
in waves and war. Let this also be among them.

- This corresponds roughly to De Swart’s (1998:354) PERF operator, or to Geré and von Stechow’s
(2003:260) POST operator.

* Once stativized, the predicate is a suitable complement to the perfect (STV).
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(26) Vitate
/\
STVS—>S Vstate
/\
POSTe—>s Vevent

9. But there are other equally legitimate kinds of stative operators.
10. These include HAB (habitual), ITER (iterative), PROG (progressive), and CAN (ability).
1. All of these are treated as stativizers by Ger6 and von Stechow (2003:263-5).
12. These correspond precisely to the atypical uses of the perfect observed earlier.

* “Frequentative”:
— HAB:
o GAdANTaL ‘is errant, a vagrant’
ITER:
o MEMANYWS or xexomwg, both ‘striking (with his fists), beating up’
PROG:
o dvwye ‘is urging’ (I1.18.426, ?10.120; Od. 1.269)

o ggoupat ‘am hastening (with my feet)’ (11.13.79)
ITER or PROG:
o AéAnxe ‘is shrieking’

o teTpryviat ‘squeaking’
o XeXANYws ‘screeching’
+ “Capacity”™
— CAN:
o xeyavddéta ‘able to contain’

o xdxiatov Tetv)Bat ‘the worst thing that can happen’ (Od. 1.391)
+ What is called “intensive” can correspond to multiple of these operators:
— HAB: 3¢édopxce ‘glares (at)’
— PROG: ®puntat ‘is on his way’

13. These covert operators are already independently needed to account for the same sorts of readings
in the present (Gerd and von Stechow 2003:263-5).

14. These operators provide a way for verbs that lack an inherent state component in their meaning to
become stative, and so be realized as perfect (STV).

10
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HAB V

e—s event

15. Habitual perfects are also common in Vedic (Kiimmel 2000:68, Willi 2018:243), where they are also

typical of non-COS events, such as ahiir ‘they say’.

16. This analysis does not strictly exclude non-nactostatic interpretations, such as habitual, from COS

verbs.
- This is desirable, since we sometimes find habitual perfects to COS verbs in Homer:
(28)  8oom 8’ abyaveng pumi) Tavoolo TETURTAL py |,
v pa T’ dwnp apey TElpwpeVS 1) €v dEBAw (IL. 16.589—90).
‘As far as the throw of a slender javelin is made,
which a man throws making trial of his strength in a contest.
* As also in Vedic:
(29) svd d ddme sudiigha ydsya dhentih

svadham PPaAYa; ;| Subhit dnnam attiy g v 1 (RV 11.35.7ab).

‘Whoever has a good-milking cow in his own house,
he swells,, ., 1 his own power; he eats| ¢ 1xp 1 food of good essence’.
(tr. Jamison and Brereton 2014:453)

Summary and consequences

1.

We may think of the perfect as a kind of “filter” that takes in a verbal denotation and permits only
stative components to pass through.

If a verb lacking a state component is to pass through, it must first be put into a “package” that the
filter can recognize, by means of a covert stativizing operator (HAB, PROG, POST, etc.).

We thus account for why the perfect seems to lack distinctive meaning just in case the input is a
non-COS verb.

In addition, we have a principled way of explaining why a “stative” perfect is sometimes better trans-
lated by English ‘has Xed’ than ‘is Xed, already in Homer.

We do not need to appeal to diachrony to explain this (“aoristic drift”) but just to the interaction of
the stative perfect with the lexical semantics of its various inputs.

11
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§8 Tune in next time for...

1. Semantic mismatch: Skt. jajana ‘has given birth’ # yéyove ‘is born, alive’ - Why?

2. Plpf. not always stative: efAnxel ‘struck’, (¢)BePnxet ‘went, departed’ — How come?

Appendix: Prior accounts

1. Some have disregarded the intensive-frequentative use entirely (or treated as not real perfects):

+ Gerd and von Stechow (2003)
- Jasanoff (2018)
* PROBLEMS:

— Unclear which perfects are actually excluded.
— Jasanoff treats the verba sonandi (frequentative) as not true perfects, e.g.:
o Gk. BéBpUye ‘roars’, dvwye ‘orders’;
o Ved. mimaya ‘roars), dha ‘says’;
o Hitt. wewakki ‘demands, asks for.
— He claims (p.140) that these are just “semantically marked reduplicated /,e-conjugation presents.”

— Jasanoff counts yéywve, which he glosses ‘shouts), as a verbum sonandi, but it isn't. It always means ‘make
oneself heard, be audible’.

° OTH...8V UETOUTQ... YEYWVERE by 1y | APOTEPWOE (IL. 8.222—-3=11.5-6).
‘He stood in the middle to be heard,,; ;;j on both sides..

° &AM’ 8te T60TOV ATijv 80TOV TE YEYWVE pp 1, | BOVITOLS
‘But when he was as far away as one can be heard,, ., shouting’ (capacity reading).
o Tpweaat/Aavaolol YEYWVWS|,p prpy | ‘@udiblepy | to the Trojans/Danaans..
(30)  &yydBev- GAA" ob marg of Env BTavTL YEYWVEWV by 1 )°
T6000g YA ®TOTOG ey, ity 8 odpavdv e (I1. 337-8).

‘(he stood) close by, but it was impossible for him to be heard| ;.1 by shouting,
so great was the clamor, and the shouting reached heaven'

— Ifonly “verba sonandi” are excluded, there are still serious problems for the nactostatic view (e.g., dAdAntat
‘wanders’).

— Jasanoff has to deny that perfects can be built to lexical states at all (p.140, n.2o flg. Kiimmel 2000:69),
contrary to fact (cf. van Beek and Migliori 2019:97-8).

o 3mwna ‘has seen, éoAne ‘hopes), etc.

— Despite all this, Jasanoff does not get away from the notion of an intensive origin of the perfect, tracing it
back to a pre-PIE “intensive protomiddle aorist.”

2. Intensive-frequentative use is original/most basic, nactostatic derived from it:

- Delbriick (1879:94)

- Magni (2017)

12
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+ PROBLEMS:

— Unclear how we get from a pluractional meaning to a single-event meaning like té8vnxe ‘is dead.
— The nactostatic type is hardly touched on by Magni (2017), for all her apparatus.

— The intensive-frequentative type remains productive into the Classical period (Wackernagel, 1926-8
[2009]:215, inter alios).

o gyteBdunuat ‘be considering’ (gvBupéopar ‘reflect on, ponder’), éomotdaxa ‘be full of zeal’ (omouvddlw
‘be busy, eager’), xéxpayoa ‘croak’ (xpdlw ‘id.), xexprydreg ‘screeching’ (xpilw ‘id’), Aehppévos ‘desirous’
(AimTopat ‘be eager’), TeBadpana ‘admire, be in a state of wonderment’ (fawudlw ‘wonder, marvel at, ad-
mire’), dpuyuat ‘move energetically’ (6ppdw ‘move’).

3. Nactostatic use is original/most basic, intensive-frequentative is derived from it (or an offshoot of'it):

- Kiimmel (2000:68-9)
- Jasanoff (2018) (but still “intensive” in a way, see above)
* PROBLEMS:
— Unclear how we get from a nactostatic meaning to “plain stative” and intensive-frequentative meanings
(see criticisms in Willi 2018:232—44)
— Requires that the prior event is part of the inherent meaning of the perfect (i.e., a semantic entailment).
— So Jasanoff 2018:149, e.g.:
o *bhebhudhe ‘is awake (from having awoken)’ (< **‘woke up completely’)
— However, even among the change-of-state verbs the prior event is not an entailment (discussed above).

— Jasanoff severely downplays the role of the perfect mediopassive and overstates the original semantic pas-
siveness of the perfect active (rightly criticized by van Beek and Migliori (2019)).

o Contrary to all evidence, Jasanoff (p.146) sees original passive/intransitive meanings for perfects that in
the attested languages are only active:

— *kekldye ‘is famed as’ (V kleu ‘hear’)
— *deddrke ‘s visible' ( derk look (at))
— *g*hegvhine ‘lies stricken’ (\/ g*"en ‘strike’)
o The pf. mediopassive is more frequent than the active already in Mycenaean:
— Hom. 3¢dotau ‘is given, Myc. de-do-me-na /[dedomena/ ‘given’
— Hom. 3¢daatat ‘is allotted), Myc. e-pi-de-da-to [epi-dedastoi/ ‘is distributed’
— Jasanoft’s supposed alignment change (pf. act. < original passive meaning) makes the wrong predictions
(e.g., why don’t we get 3¢dwxe *is given’).

4. Plain stative meaning is original/most basic, other uses derived

- Willi (2018:232—44, with further refs.):
— Pf. originally equivalent to an agent noun (so, e.g., énwme = X is a seer (of)’ > ‘sees, has seen’).
* PROBLEMS:

— Not helped by presenting the development from agent-noun to perfect as a “logical” rather than a di-
achronic one (p.242).

— Unclear why certain verbs would lack (active) perfects (e.g., 3¢dwxe, unattested until Pindar, should be a
fine equivalent to Swtip/dotp/dwTwp).
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— We must take it on faith that the nactostatic reading “naturally arises” from an “implicature” of the agent-
noun meaning (p.233).

— Does not account for the systematic relationship between lexical semantics and type of perfect.

— Predicts more habitual perfects than we actually get (why are COS verbs consistently nactostatic rather
than habitual? why are perfects to lexical states not usually habitual?)

— Fails to actually position the notions of “state” and “stative” within a framework, and so his analysis is
unconstrained and difficult to interpret (e.g., dvwya T am telling’ is called a “stative” without explanation,

p-237)-
5. Perfect is a stativizer, sensitive to lexical semantics of the input, output is always a state

- Sicking and Stork (1996): Pf. imposes features [ —~CHANGE] and [ —CONTROL], no matter the features of input.
- van Beek and Migliori (2019): Different types of pf. depend on lexical semantics and context.
* PROBLEMS:
— Unclear how the types dAdAntal ‘wanders’ or péuvxe ‘bellows’ count as stative (lack of control and change
not obvious).
— Lack of agentivity and lack of “change” don’t seem to be necessary requirements of perfects.
o TEMANYEUeV ‘to lash on’ (I1. 16.728)
o Jedparypévos ‘grasping’ (Il.13.393=16.486)
— Both treatments pass by the péuvxe ‘bellows’ type largely in silence.

— van Beek and Migliori (2019) still assume that a prior event is “presupposed” by the perfect (which, as we
saw above, doesn’t hold up to the evidence).

— We do not see coercion effects when the input is a lexical state, which would be expected if the pf. is a
stativizer (discussed above).
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