THE SYNTACTIC AND SEMANTIC STATUS OF
PREPOSITIONS IN GREEK

JAMES J. HESSINGER

Jacob Wackernagel,? and Eduard Schwyzer,3 the prepositions of

Greek were originally “Ortsadverbien” (to use Kithner-Gerth’s term,
p. 526). These words later developed either into preverbs (forming part of a
compound verb) or into prepositions (occurring before and delimiting the
meaning of a noun in one of the oblique cases). As adverbs, in the earlier
stage postulated by this common view, these words were less tightly con-
strained as to the position in the sentence or clause they might occupy, and
were also less tightly bound semantically either to the verb or to any of the
noun forms in the clause than was the case in later stages. Certain con-
structions involving these words, found extensively (but not exclusively) in
Homer, are cited as examples of what syntactic theorists like Schwyzer,
Wackernagel, and Kiihner-Gerth mean by the ‘“adverbiale Verwendung”
(Wackernagel’s term, p. 165).

In this paper I propose to examine some of the major uses of the words so
cited in these works with a view, first, to defining precisely what it means to
call any occurrence of an individual Ortsadverd in a given text an ‘“‘adverb.”
Then, having studied the relationship between the two types of occurrences
(adverb and preverb) on the one hand, and the relationship of both of these
to the true prepositions on the other, I will try to clarify the precise meaning
of the claim that these words were “urspriinglich Ortsadverbien” (Kiihner-
Gerth, p. 526, my emphasis). I hope in conclusion to show that none of the
available evidence warrants a belief that the earlier syntactic or semantic
status of the prepositions was “adverbial” in any sense.

: CCORDING to the view shared by Raphael Kiihner and Bernhard Gerth,!

I. INITIAL OBSERVATIONS

The following two passages may be cited as examples of the postulated ad-
verbial stage supposedly reflected in Homer, and of the later preposition and

I wish to thank Professor Eric Hamp for his invaluable comments on an earlier version of this
article. He can take credit for the absence of a number of flaws which would still have been present
but for his suggestions, although the blame for any that remain is entirely mine.

L. Awsfithrliche Grammatik der griechischen Sprache, pt. 2: Satzlehre®, vol. 1 (Hannover and
Leipzig, 1898). The most pertinent sections are pp. 448-53 and 526-54.

2. Vorlesungen tiber Syntax mit besonderer Beriicksichtigung von Griechisch, Lateinisch und Deutsch,
vol. 2 (Basel, 1924). The relevant section is pp. 153-248, esp. 165-67.

3. Griechische Grammatik auf der Grundlage von Karl Brugmanns Griechischer Grammatik, vol. 2:
Syntax und syntaktische Stilistik, completed and edited by A. Debrunner (Munich, 1950). The most
pertinent section is pp. 417-27.
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preverb stage represented by Attic prose:*

(1) ’Arpeidys &’ dpa vija Bofy ENade mpoépuaaer
& &' épéras Ekpwev Eeikoaw, &v 8 éxaTouBny
Biioe 0ed, ava 8¢ Xpuonida xaXhirdppoy
eloev dywy, & § dpxos é8n molvufitis *Odvaoels

[Hom. 7i. 1. 308-311]

(2) xal pera tabra ol ’Afyvalor oTpareboavres & INdracav, airov Te éofyayor Kkai
ppovpols éykaréNimov, TGV Te dvBpwmwy Tols dxpeoTatovs EUv yuvautl kal Taioly
Efexduioav.

[Thuc. 2. 6. 4]

Passage (1) from Homer contains four instances of the construction most
consistently cited as an example of the “adverbiale Verwendung.””s These
are the three occurrences of év 8’ and one of 4va 8¢. Passage (2) contains three
instances of the preverb construction, namely éofyayor, éykaréiror, and
étexopioav. This latter type of construction is also found in Homer, and is in
fact a far more common type in Homer than the adverb construction
exemplified by (1). However, the construction which occurs four times in
passage (1) and frequently throughout the Homeric poems is the primary
reference of such terms as ‘“‘die urspriingliche Abtrennbarkeit und Selbstéin-
digkeit des Priaverbiums” (Wackernagel, p. 176) and the “Selbstindigkeit [of
the Ortsaduverd] als Adverb” (Kiihner-Gerth, p. 531). The first question,
therefore, is: what difference, if any, exists between the supposed adverbs of
(1) and the preverbs of (2)?

What is most noteworthy in each of these passages is that a noun in the
first line is subsequently construed as the object of each of the adverbs or
preverbs in the following clauses. In (1) the noun is v#a, and we clearly and
unambiguously understand that the rowers will be é& 7§ wni, that the
hecatomb will be made to go eis Ty» vfja, that Chryseis will be led dva v vija,
and that Odysseus will go along as chief & 75 vpi. In (2) the food is brought
& II\aratar, the guards are left® év IINaraiq, and the useless people are taken

4. Every Greek (or English) illustrative sentence in this article is equipped with a number to
facilitate cross-references.

5. Wackernagel (p. 166) makes an interesting qualification in setting forth his view: “Daneben
sind die meisten Prépositionen in dlterer Zeit auch als adverbielle Bestimmungen zum ganzen Satze
oder zu Satzstiicken verwendbar geblieben, zumal wenn durch Partikeln, wie d¢, ye gestiitzt. Bei den
Attikern und auch spiter noch ist in derartiger Verwendung mpés beliebt z.b. Plato, Rep. I. 320A
[328A): kai wpds ve mwavvuxiba wouoovaw. ... Nicht streng hieher gehort solcher Gebrauch,
wo die Priposition zwar auch selbstindig steht und entsprechenden Akzent hat, aber Bezichung
auf einen bestimmten vorgennanten Nominalbegriff besteht. So z.b. ... Soph. Ant. 518 ...” (em-
phasis added). Wackernagel has here identified a factor in preverb and adverb usage which is
crucial to the argument in this paper. I am seeking to show, in effect, that the phenomenon of a
“Beziehung auf einen bestimmten vorgennanten Nominalbegriff”’ is far more pervasive than the
limited recognition given it here by Wackernagel or by Kiihner-Gerth in a similar remark in their
comment (p. 526) on Hdt. 3. 39: ¢, . . &v 8¢ 87 kal AeaBlovs. . . el\e (drunter, d.h. sn is).” As for the
passage from Plato, the wpés ve can be viewed in much the same light as the & dé-ava 6¢ sequence in
passage (1), or the preverbs in (2), since what Plato obviously means is “in addition to another
activity,” namely the Naumds 4¢’ {rmwy 7§ Oe®, etc., which is described in the preceding lines. It is
therefore not entirely clear in what sense mpés e illustrates an ‘“adverbielle Bestimmung . . . zu
Satzstiicken” rather than a “Beziehung auf einen . . . vorgennanten Nominalbegriff.”

6. I should admit at this point that the second preverb in this form is one for which I cannot offer
a totally satisfying account; but cf. section VII. The theory of J. Brunel (L’aspect verbal et 'emploi
des préverbes en grec [Paris, 1939]) concerning the relationship of preverbs to a special subdivision of
the aspects may account for some such cases. Since Brunel’s theory is not meant to cover all instances
of preverbs, I am not attempting in this paper either to incorporate or to criticize it.
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& IM\araias. Texts of type (1) provide little justification for postulating a
syntactic or semantic function’ for & and the other Ortsadverbien distinct
from the functions of the identical words in texts of type (2). Wackernagel,
for example, speaks (p. 166; cf. my n. 5) of ‘“adverbielle Bestimmungen zum
ganzen Satze oder zu Satzstiicken’’; and Kithner-Gerth (p. 531) use the term
‘“‘adverbiale Bedeutung.” Aside from their accidental differences in position,
all these words share two very important characteristics. First, they con-
tribute in exactly the same way to our understanding of the events being
described. Their grammatical function (Bedeutung) is the same. Second, it
is clearly the initial reference to »fa in (1) and IINarawav in (2) which war-
rants the omission of these same nouns as prepositional objects in the follow-
ing clauses.

II. SEMANTIC AND SYNTACTIC FUNCTION OF PREPOSITIONS

The place which the obvious and undeniable difference between (1) and (2)
should occupy in the description of Greek syntax is a matter which re-
quires some consideration. First, however, we need to consider the relation-
ship between the grammatical description of the Orisadverbien of passages
(1) and (2) and the grammatical description of the true prepositions in
phrases like &v yvvaiti and és IMAarawar of (2). And for that, we need a
semantic and syntactic (i.e., grammatical; see n. 7) description of the
prepositions. Their semantic function is to indicate which one of a restricted
category of meanings (spatial and temporal relations) is part of the meaning
of the sentence at hand. Their syntactic function is to allow one of the nouns
in the sentence to be identified as the place or time ‘“‘at which” some other
noun in the sentence is located or the whole clause itself occurs. The prepo-
sitions perform this syntactic function in two ways. First, they usually occur
before the noun (or noun phrase) in question. Second, each preposition has
its own peculiar rules for co-occurrence with one or another of the oblique
cases. Other factors also contribute to this function: for example, the nature
of the verb (with “be,” the located noun is the subject; with “send,” it is the
object) and the semantic character of the prepositional object (most such
nouns are nonpersonal).

This description of prepositions coincides with the description of adverbs
and preverbs in section I. Any objective analysis of passages (1) and (2) must
begin with the statement that we know (and more importantly, Homer’s
listeners and Thucydides’ readers knew) both which thing or place was in-
volved and what form of the noun would have occurred had ellipsis not
intervened. We can also assume that the noun, had it occurred, would have
occupied the normal position following the preposition. In describing the
syntax of either Homer or Thucydides, therefore, the primary function of the
Ortsadverbien is the same as the function of prepositions. The adverb and
preverb structures are logically and descriptively secondary or ““derived.” It

7. The way in which the terms “semantic function” and “syntactic function” are used throughout
this paper will be clear from the explicit discussion of this matter in section IL. One point which should
be mentioned here, however, is that I use “grammatical function” as the inclusive term to refer to
both the semantic and syntactic functions.
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should be emphasized that this statement is meant as a synchronic statement
of the grammar of Greek in each of two periods. The diachronic situation will
be considered presently.

III. THE GRAMMAR OF HOMER AND THE GRAMMAR OF THUCYDIDES

Homer uses the structure preposition 4 8¢ (and other putatively adverbial
structures) much more frequently than do Thucydides and the other writers
of Attic prose. The differences between Homer’s text and grammar and the
text and grammar of these later writers must now be considered. Two possi-
bilities suggest themselves—each compatible with the position just taken,
that in both passage (1) and passage (2) the grammatical function of the
adverbs and preverbs is identical to that of prepositions.

In the process of constructing a passage like (1) or (2), the Greek writer
was confronted by two choices. First of all, once he had decided not to repeat
the noun (vfa, [INaratar) every time it was the object of a preposition, he had
next to decide whether to leave the preposition where it was, producing in
Greek what would be the equivalent of (3) in English:

(3) Harry opened his briefcase, took some papers out, put the book iz, and then

closed it.

The italicized forms in (3) occupy precisely the same place in the word
order which they would occupy if their object were not omitted, as in:

(4) Harry took some papers out of his briefcase.
(5) Harry put the book in his briefcase.

This option of doing nothing with the preposition was apparently available
to Greek writers only in a much more limited way than it is to writers of
English.® The Greek writer normally chose to change the position of the
preposition. Exercising that option, he could attach the preposition to the
verb form, producing the equivalent of the English:

(6) Harry opened his briefcase, took ouf some papers, put i the book, and then closed it.

Or he could promote the preposition to the initial position in the sentence,
followed by uév, 8¢, or some other such particle. This alternative would
produce a structure whose rough equivalent in English is:

(7) Harry opened his briefcase; ot of it he took some papers; in it he put the book; then
he closed it.

Since the latter construction (év 8¢, etc.) is not impossible in Attic prose, the
descriptive linguist himself must draw inferences. One alternative is to regard
the rule governing the choice between preverb and adverb structures as
identical in the grammars of Homer and Thucydides. In this view, the greater
frequency of the adverb structure in Homer would be a feature of Homer’s
style. The other alternative is to regard the rule governing this choice as
placing greater restrictions on the adverb structure in the grammar of Attic
than in the grammar of Homer. Thus Kiihner-Gerth observe (p. 526) that

8. It is conceivable that some of the structures normally referred to as tmesis may in fact prove
to be analogous to these English forms.
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in prose the adverb structure (preposition -+ 5¢) is found at the beginning of
clauses, where it is emphatic, a property which is also possessed by the itali-
cized forms in (7); whereas in Homer the adverb structure is “ganz natiirlich
und kunstlos und in dem Wesen der Sprache seiner Zeit begriindet” (p. 530).

I will not attempt here to argue that one of these alternatives is the better
one. What should be emphasized, however, is that even the second alterna-
tive, admitting as it does the difference between the grammat of Homer and
the grammar of Thucydides, nonetheless leaves intact the functional unity of
the prepositions, preverbs, and adverbs which I have set forth in sections
I and II. Furthermore, since the adverb structure (preposition + 8¢) is, at
least in prose, emphatic, it would seem correct to view the adverb structure
not only as logically derivable from the preposition structure in the same
degree as the preverb structure, but also as secondary to—or more heavily
marked and constrained in a functional sense than—the preverb structure.®
The claim that is central to this paper, namely that the adverb structure is
not primary in any sense, is thus reinforced.

IV. HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT OF PREPOSITIONS

The primary purpose of the discussion so far has been to call into question
the validity of the view that “die prinzipiell altertiimlichste Verwendung der
Pripositionen ist die adverbiale . ..” (Wackernagel, p. 165). This view
subsumes two separate but related claims. The first, just examined, is that
the adverb structures have a separate function, grammatically, from the
preverb and preposition structures. The second is that there was a stage in
the development of the Indo-European languages during which the pre-
dominant use of these forms was the adverbial one. I now propose to examine
more closely the postulated process of historical development by which
adverbs became preverbs or prepositions.
Kiihner-Gerth (p. 449) set forth the following view of the relationship
between the cases and the prepositions:
In der uranfinglichen Entwickelung der Sprache mogen die Kasus geniigt haben, die
angegebenen Verhiltnisse des Raumes, der Zeit u. s. w., wenn auch auf unvollkommene
und mangelhafte Weise zu bezeichnen. Sobald aber der menschliche Geist tiefer in die
Beziehungsverhiltnisse der Dinge einzudringen anfing, musste notwendig das Bediirf-
nis erwachen, die mannigfaltigen Beziehungen des Raumes, der Zeit, der Kausalitit
und der Art und Weise mit Hilfe besonderer Worter bestimmter und schirfer aus-
zudriicken. Hierzu dienten die Adverbien, die sodann im weiteren Verlaufe grossenteils
zu Pripositionen verblassten.

This statement is amplified with reference to three separate stages that are
to be identified in the postulated development of prepositions. The first
stage is represented by such structures as Baive. veds (“he goes from the

9. It may seem that this admission of special function for such structures contradicts the basic
claim that the prepositions have a single function (section II). But emphasis achieved through
movement of elements, which is in question here, is not a function of the prepositions qua preposi-
tions, but rather of any constituent of a clause that happens to undergo movement to the front of the
clause. Hence the emphatic function should not be made a part of the description of the prepositions
themselves, but should be reserved for the description of the general syntactic structure of con-
tinuous Greek texts.
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ship”), where the ‘“‘ablative” form indicates the relationship in question,
without the aid of a preposition. To the second stage Kiihner-Gerth assign
such structures as Baive. vedss dmo, where dro does not govern the “ablative”
but rather “stellt nur das durch den Kasus ausgedriickte Verhiltnis an-
schaulicher als ein Raumverhiltnis, aber zugleich auch logisch bestimmter
dar” (p. 450). The third stage is reached with the occurrence of structures
like either dmoBaive veds or Baive 4md veds. In this third stage, the case
endings are described as having lost some or all of the semantic force which
enabled them to function independently in the first stage. The prepositions
are now an “unentbehrliche Stiitze” (p. 450) for the case form, and the case
form manifests ‘‘eine gewissen Abhingigkeit von der Priposition.”

In the extended quotation from Kiihner-Gerth just given, the first sentence
appears to describe the situation exemplified by the first stage of develop-
ment: Baive veds. If this sentence means what it seems to, then a stage of
Indo-European is being postulated when either (@) the Ortsadverbien did not
exist, so that the wide range of distinctions signaled by these forms could
not be employed by a speaker of that stage of the language; or () these
Ortsadverbien did form part of the language, but were not used with any
frequency—which is to say that the speakers of that stage of the language
had less interest in, or less need to communicate, the distinctions involved.

From considerations of both plausibility and evidence, there is good
reason to doubt the validity of such a formulation. It may well have appeared
plausible to Kiihner, Gerth, Wackernagel, and Schwyzer, given their
theoretical and descriptive orientation.!® Without unfairly criticizing them
for not being ahead of their times, it is entirely appropriate to observe that
linguistic theorists today would hardly take the same view. As for the more
crucial matter of evidence, there is none. The earliest Greek texts, those of
Homer, are relevant only to the second stage, if then; but I argue throughout
this paper that these texts refute the views under consideration. Aside from
the Homeric evidence, there is only Sanskrit, whose contribution is char-
acterized by oracular ambiguity at best.!!

10. In terms of the substance of their views, what is most striking is not so much the assumption
that the ‘“uranfingliche Entwickelung der Sprache” spoken of by Kiihner—Gerth had the charac-
teristics they attribute to it, but the assumption that this stage occurred at a time when it could
actually have represented part of the development of Indo-European. Extensive studies of all types
of languages, both in primitive and in civilized cultures, have necessitated considerable adjustments
in perspective. So have paleontologists’ discoveries, which have pushed man’s origins, and pre-
sumably the origins of his languages, back farther and farther in time. Methodologically, it is the
priority given to the diachronic perspective (“What were the prepositions originally?”’) almost
without attention to the synchronic (““What are the prepositions at such-and-such a time?’’) which
renders the ideas unconvincing.

11, The ambiguity is illustrated by the conflict between two remarks. The first is Kiihner—Gerth,
p. 449, n. 2: “Vgl. Grassmann in Kuhns Ztschrft. 23,560: ‘Im Sanskrit kann man oft 10 bis 20 Seiten
lesen, ohne irgend einer Priposition mit einem von ihr regierten Kasus zu begegnen.’ ”” The second is
W. D. Whitney, Sanskrit Grammar (Cambridge, Mass., 1889; repr. 1964), who gives on p. 396 a list
of ‘““verbal prefixes” (i.e., preverbs), including cognates of many of the Greek prepositions (e.g., apa,
api, upa, para, pari, pra, prati), then observes (p. 403) that these forms were more common in the
earlier stages of the language as prepositions than they were later on. Thus, even though Sanskrit
appears conservative in its case system because it maintains the largest number of morphologically
discrete case forms of any IE language, it may by the classical period have moved even more rapidly
than Greek toward the situation exemplified by modern Greek, where the preposition, unaugmented

by further morphological extensions, is restricted to preverb position. Grassmann’s observation may
refer, therefore, to evidence later than Homer rather than earlier.
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At the second stage, the placement of the Orfsadverd in the position after
the noun in all the examples offered by Kiihner-Gerth® is the clearest
indication of how these forms are viewed. This posterior and comparatively
free positioning of the Ortsadverd relative to the case form (to which it was
just now beginning to be attracted as ‘“eine unentbehrliche Stiitze” in the
face of the weakened case ending) is presumably taken as evidence that, in
sentences formed during the second stage, the Ortsadverd still retained a
significant degree of independence from the case form and the verb form.!?
Here we are dealing more directly with a question of evidence, because
Homer may plausibly be regarded as a speaker of second-stage Greek. A
detailed examination of the facts concerning Homeric usage of the forms in
question is thus in order.

V. STATISTICS FROM HOMER

The facts to be presented here concern approximately one-eighth of the

Homeric corpus, that is, a total of six books.! In these texts, the words in

question (henceforth referred to simply as prepositions) occur in the follow-

ing ways:

A. True prepositional phrases. These include the relatively rare instances of
anastrophe, where the preposition directly follows its object noun, as in

(8) %8’ 8aaor kpavayy "184xny kéra kowpavéovar [ Od. 1. 247].

B. Prepositions becoming preverbs. These include instances which are clearly
analogous to those in the Thucydides text (2), in that the deleted ob-
ject noun may be readily identified:

(9) 7is 7’ &p opwe Bedv Epide Luvénke [sc. £ov &AMAoa] [11. 1. 8]15
(10) abrap &yd otrov kal Bdwp kal olvov épulpdy / &bhow [sc. & 7§ oxediy] [Od. 5.
165-66] ;

12. In addition to Balve. vews &mwo, two others are offered (p. 450): #\0e ddpara mpbs and
ebde Tapybpy dva.

13. Kiihner-Gerth (p. 450) remark, “Hieraus ergiebt sich, dass der mit der Priposition verbun-
dene Kasus nicht von vorn herein von der Priposition regiert wird, wie man zu sagen pflegt; wire
dies der Fall, so miisste eine Priposition stets nur mit einen und demselben Kasus verbunden werden,
wihrend es doch Priposition giebt, die mit zwei oder drei Kasus verbunden werden.” Apparently,
that the Ortsadverd does not govern a single case form is another justification for this second stage.
But is there any a priori reason why, from the very beginning, a preposition like wapé, for example,
could not have naturally occurred with three cases, each having its separate meaning in full force:
mapd abréy (“to his side”), wapd abrod (“from his side”), wapd adr@ (“by his side”)? Kithner—
Gerth’s premise seems to me unwarranted; and the existence of three-case prepositions should be
viewed more as evidence for special semantic restrictions on (at least) the ablative-genitive and the
dative in Greek than as any indication of the process by which such prepositional structures emerged.
I would suggest in passing that Indo-European could perfectly well have had a simple three-case
system (nominative, genitive, accusative) originally, together with a full range of prepositions, and
that the development of the subsidiary cases could have been a later phenomenon. In this view,
mapd abréy would have started out as a generalized structure, and the other two forms would
have appeared later to divide up its “coverage of the semantic field.”

14. The books are I1.1,4,and 7 and Od. 1, 5, and 9. The facts concerning these texts are presented
as part of my dissertation, “The Case Pattern of Ancient Greek: A Theoretical Study of the Verbs,
Preposition/Preverbs and Case Endings” (Ph.D. diss., State University of New York at Buffalo,
1974 = Ann Arbor: University Microfilms, 1975).

15. In examples like (9) and (10), the forms in brackets identify the deleted object noun and call
attention to what the phrase would have looked like had the deletion not occurred. In (11) and (12)
the underlined forms are the preposition (i.e., preverb) and the noun elsewhere in the clause which is
to be identified as its object noun.
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instances where the object noun is still present and the preverb struc-
ture occurs anyway:

(11) . .. 8s Xpboyy dudiBeBnras / KiX\av 7e tafénp [I1. 1. 37-38]
(12) ieuevos xal kdmvov dmofppokovta vofioar / s yains [Od. 1. 58-59];

and instances where the context does not make possible identification of
any candidate for the deleted object noun:

(13) “Hpn, un 89 mavras &uols émélweo pdbovs / eibnoew [I1. 1. 545-46]

(14) ... % 7 é&mepdq péya Nalrua [Od. 9. 323].

These latter types constitute unclear or indeterminate cases which fur-
ther investigation may resolve (cf. especially section VI).

Under this same category may be mentioned perhaps the most strik-
ing cases which Homer provides. In texts like
(15) étayaydvres / dkpirov éx wediov [I1. 7. 435-36]
(16) év 8’ vmépas Te kaMous Te wodas T’ &vednaev &v abrh [ Od. 5. 260],

not only is the object noun still present in the face of the preverb struc-
ture, but so is the preposition itself, in its normal position before that
noun.!® Sentence (16) represents the ne plus ultra, since it shows év - 8¢,
the preverb in évédnoer, and the true prepositional phrase év ab7j.

C. The construction preposition + 8é. In addition to clear examples of object
deletion, already exemplified sufficiently by the examples in (1), there
are cases parallel to (11) and (12), with the object still present:

(17) & & €ope k\fpos kuvéys [I1. 7. 182]
(18) imo 8¢ Bpivus moaly fev [Od. 1. 131],

as well as indeterminate cases:

(19) kas 8¢ kev ebxwhiv Tlpiduew kai Tpwai Niwowuey / 'Apyeiny ‘ENenw [I1. 4. 173-74]
(20) dugi 8’ ¢raipor / pehixiows éméecaw épfirvoy dANofer GNNos [Od. 9. 492-93].

D. The preposition alone. The preposition is free of any accompanying form
(whether object noun, verb form, or §¢), as in Kiihner-Gerth’s second
stage. Once again, there are clear cases of object deletion:

(21) xwpnoav 8 w6 Te wpbuaxor kai paidiuos "Exrwp [sc. vwé 'Odvoados] (1. 4. 505]
(22) viugpn & érifer mhpa Taoay Bwdiy [sc. mapa *Odvasiit] [Od. 5. 196];

cases with the object present:

(23) @ wp mapa yeiroves &Nhot [ Od. 5. 4897
(24) ot yép Kuk\dmeoor vées mhpa uhrorappor [Od. 9. 125];

and indeterminate cases:

(25) ... w6 kev Tahacippova wep déos elhev [I1. 4. 421]
(26) of kard Bobs ‘Trepiovos *Hehiowo / #obiov [Od. 1. 8-9].

16. The other examples of this type in those texts for which statistics are provided here are: I7.
4, 156, 7. 336-37 (=[15]), and 7. 438.

17. If the negative particle is ignored, there is a possibility that this text should be counted as an
instance of a true preposition with anastrophe. In fact, at the outset of a clause, it is quite usual
to find the preposition and its object separated by the particle.
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Table 1 sets forth the frequency of each of these categories in the six
books under examination. Table 2 shows the distribution into subcategories
(object deleted, object present, and unclear) of categories B, C, and D
(category A has no subcategories). Many interesting statistical observations
could be made on the basis of these raw figures. The following are the ones
which pertain most directly to the argument of this paper.

About the 1040 items in category A there can be no mistake. These items
are clearly and literally prepositional and represent 53%, of all the occur-
rences of these forms in these texts (1040 of 1967).

In table 2, the column labeled “object deleted” for B, C, and D is also a
fairly straightforward matter. In these items, representing 25%, of the total
(484 of 1967), the prepositional function is clearly present in exactly the
same way as with the preverb and adverb forms of (1) and (2). That is to say,
we may presume that, but for the accident of object deletion, these forms
would have fallen into category A. Thus the forms have the grammatical
function of prepositions in 787, (i.e., 53%, + 25%) of all their occurrences
in the corpus at hand. This figure clearly supports the argument that the
Ortsadverbien are prepositions, and the further argument that other struc-
tures must be considered logically and descriptively secondary to the preposi-
tions (cf. sections II and III).

These secondary structures are represented by the column labeled “object
present” in table 2 (cf. examples [11], [12], etc.). These items represent 139,
of the total (267 of 1967). They represent 209, of all the object-present cases
(267 4 1040). My contention is that only if the figures were reversed (that
is, only if there were 267 items under A and 1040 items in the object-present
column of B, C, and D) would Kiihner-Gerth’s second stage have any em-

TABLE 1
Category Total
A True prepositional phrases 1040
B Preverbs 807
C Prepositions 4 8¢ 76
D Prepositions alone 4
Total A+B+C+D 1967
TABLE 2
Total Object deleted Object present Unclear
B 807 397 246 164
C 76 59 14 3
D 44 28 7 9
Total B+ C + D 927 484 267 176
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pirical validity. As things stand, I find that the categories B, C, and D under
the rubric “object present” must be described, with reference to the primary
prepositional function, as derived and secondary structures. Unless further
evidence unexpectedly emerges, moreover, there is no reason to suspect that
there ever was a stage of the Greek language when instances of the derived
and secondary structures would have represented more than 139, of all
forms and 209, of all object-present forms as they do here.

One further matter of interest on which table 2 sheds some statistical light
is the degree of freedom of movement possessed by the prepositions, aside
from deeper questions of grammatical function. The view put forth in
section III, that structures like those of (1)—namely the items tabulated as
C and D—are more tightly constrained and more heavily weighted in a
functional sense, is strongly supported by the fact that categories C (76) and
D (44) account for only 139, of the items in B 4+ C 4 D (927). Of even
greater interest is the fact that the corresponding figure for the object-
present column is even lower—it is 8% (C [14] + D [7] of 267). We would ex-
pect, given what Kithner-Gerth say about the second stage, that whether the
object was present or deleted should make little, if any, difference to the
distribution of prepositions in categories C and D. In fact, however, in the
object-deleted column, C (59) and D (28) represent 189, of the total (484)—
more than twice the percentage of C and D in the object-present column.

VI. SUMMARY OF RULES FOR PREPOSITIONS

The following five rules summarize in an orderly way what has been said up
to this point. Although they could be set forth in a much more formal
theoretical setting,’® I want especially to emphasize their descriptive
relationship to the facts of the Homeric language, and to most other ancient
Greek as well.

a. Lexical rules. Each preposition will be governed by a statement setting
forth the specific meaning of relations of time or space which it contributes to
sentences in which it occurs. The statement also describes the specific types
of noun phrases with which the preposition may be associated. No preposi-
tion occurs except in association with some noun phrase.

b. Noun-phrase—deletion rule. This rule describes the conditions under
which any noun phrase (not just objects of prepositions) is deleted. The most
common condition is identity with another noun phrase in the same clause or
an earlier clause in the text.

c. Topicalization rule. This is the generic rule which copies all types of
constituents into the prominent clause-initial position, usually followed by a
particle. It may apply either to a full prepositional phrase or to one from
which the noun phrase has been deleted by rule b.

d. Preverb-formation rule. This rule attaches a copy of a preposition to the
verb form of the clause. It is virtually obligatory when rule b deletes the
object noun and rule ¢ does not apply. It is optional under virtually all other

18. AsT have done in my dissertation, “The Case Pattern of Ancient Greek,” through application
of the theory of syntax known as “transformational-generative’’ theory.
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circumstances, although it is subject to constraints in certain situations

which are as yet not clearly defined.

e. Preposition-deletion rule. This rule deletes the original preposition. It
normally operates after application of rule b, followed by application of
either rule ¢ or rule d. After application of rule ¢ + rule d, it is optional,
though it is not ignored with great frequency.

Two features of these rules call for explicit comment. One is the flexibility
provided by the various options to apply or not apply a given rule under
various conditions. Although these options are needed to preserve descriptive
adequacy, their looseness also suggests that much further work needs to be
done to make the conditions which permit, require, and block application of
each rule more precise. In fact, such further insight probably must precede
any attempt to formalize this system rigorously.

The other feature is that rule ¢ and rule d are copying rules. Rather-than
simply have these rules “move” the prepositions, I have them produce a
second instance of the preposition at the required point in the sentence.
These copying rules necessitate rule e to get rid of excess occurrences under
most circumstances, but such copying rules seem to me to be the best way to
describe the process by which a text like (15) or (16) could arise.

The following incomplete list indicates how these rules operate on some of
the examples used as illustrations in the article.

(1) Rule a for each preposition; rules b, ¢, and e for all but the first preposi-
tional phrase.

(2), (9), and (10) Rule a for each preposition; rules b, d, and e for all but the
first clause.

(11) and (12) Rule @ for each preposition; rule d (optionally since rule b did
not apply), and rule e.

(15) and (16) Rule a for each preposition; rule ¢ (for [16] only), and rule d
(both ¢ and d optionally since rule b did not apply). Rule e is optionally
passed over, leaving the original prepositions in place.

(17) and (18) Rule a for each preposition; rules ¢ and e.

(21) and (22) Rule @ for each preposition; rule b; optional bypassing of all
other rules set forth here, leaving the prepositions in place, as in (3) in
section III.

VII. ADDITIONAL REMARKS

I have thus far not examined certain important and frequently occurring
types of Greek clauses in which the deletion of the prepositional object is
not due precisely to those conditions obtaining in passages (1) and (2). The
very brief consideration which I give them here is not intended as a fully
adequate treatment. It will serve, however, to indicate that many instances
of preverbs which are not obviously parallel to those of (1) and (2) do in
fact fall within the scope of rule b. Perhaps the most important subsidiary
type of preverb-structure (one which may be even more common than the
type cited in [1] and [2]) is one in which the object noun of the preposition
appears previously, not in a separate clause, but-as the subject of the same
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clause. I am thinking of sentences which are analogous to the English ex-
pressions:

(27) Put your hat on (i.e., [you] put your hat on [yourself, you)).
(28) The box has the toys in (i.e., the toys are in the box).1?

A very good set of examples of this type, involving the verb {nut, can be found
in Homer:

(29) ... Iooedbwr 8¢ uebhoe. / &v xérov [Od. 1. 77-78]

(30) ... wnddNov 8¢ / & xewpdv mpoénke [ Od. 5. 315-16]

(81) &ANa xaxds doie [sc. dyNaa dmowa] [I1. 1. 379].

The preverb uera in (29) indicates where Poseidon is going to put his anger
(behind him); in (30) 7p6 is where Odysseus lets the rudder go (in front of
him); and in (31), which actually represents the most common type of
subject-related preverb,? aré simply means away from Agamemnon, who
is the subject (note the contrast with ééxfacin I1. 1. 377).

A second type of preverb structure is exemplified by sentences like:

(32) Go down to the post office and buy some stamps.

(33) John came along just as I was starting the fire.

(34) viv & &de £ow vyl karhAvior 78’ érédporae [Od. 1. 182]

(35) mpiv ye Tov & Tpolpy avaBiuevar [ Od. 1. 210].

I have purposely chosen English examples with down and along to go with
Greek texts containing xaré and éva. These prepositions, combining as they
do the concepts of extended space and direction (‘‘up the street,” “along the
river,” karé Ty 686v, etc.), dominate in this second category of preverb
structure. Here there is no question of the object noun appearing somewhere
else in the context (either in the same clause or in a different one). What
seems to be happening is that, especially in descriptions of movement,” a
reference to the route which connects the source (ablative) with the goal
(usually accusative) is almost always part of the semantic structure. For
some reason, whether because speakers are inherently less concerned with
identifying that particular location, or because in many cases it is a somewhat
vague concept (being in a sense pure extension with no other identifiable or
relevant qualities), no noun is actually used to refer to it, and only the prepo-
sition occurs. Since these prepositions (4vd, kard, and &.4) are specifically
extensive as part of their semantic function, the presence of the object noun
is not absolutely necessary, at least as far as the basic notion is concerned.
And, since no noun is present, it is virtually assured that the preposition will

19. This is an example which I have encountered only from speakers of British dialects. Americans
would be more likely to say, “The box has the toys in it.”

20. &wb with verbs like 8idwut, dféw, BENNw, Téumw, and nu is usually the most frequent of all
the preverbs. Inut has an exceptionally high incidence of such types, with 53 of 105 occurrences in
my data falling in this category. (My data come from the Homeric books mentioned in n. 14;
Plato Rep. 1, 2, and 10; Thucydides 2; and the Gospel of John.) &xéis in fact the most frequent
of all preverbs in my data, with 641 occurrences (compared with 189 as a preposition).

21. But “static” verbs can show this quality as well. ketuat, which clearly expresses the concept of
extension, often has &vé, katé, or 8u4 (which also expresses extension) as a preverb. &vé, kara, and
Sué represent 11 of 18 preverbs (61%) with xetuat, though they are only 22.5% of preverbs generally,
in my data.
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wind up as a preverb by application of rules d and e. One striking illustration
of the pattern involved here is that avd in the data on which I rely* occurs
240 times as a preverb but only 22 times as a preposition.?® It should be
noted, finally, that there appears to be an inherent connection between the
concept of extension and that of direction, since direction (‘‘up” versus
“down”) can only be judged with reference to the relationship between at
least two points, while extension always involves some sort of line (i.e., in
mathematical terms the distance between two points).

University of Minnesota

22. I.e., from all the texts mentioned in n. 20.

23. kata represents a slightly different situation. In the data from all the texts studied it occurs as
a preposition 260 times; as a preverb, 312 times. What has not generally been noticed about kara,
though, is that virtually all of its prepositional occurrences mean simply ‘“‘along” (with what can be
termed “neutralization’ of the opposition between ‘“up” and “down”’). In this sense kara thus repre-
sents the preposition function for both itself and &vd. Only in the preverb structure does one en-
counter the full distinction (as in %é\ov dvadlvra, kaTadlvra frequently in Homer).
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