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XIII.-Partitive Apposition in Homer and the Greek Accusative 

E. ADELAIDE HAHN 
HUNTER COLLEGE 

PRELIMINARY REMARKS 

The present paper1 is a sequel to one on "Vestiges of Partitive 
Apposition in Latin Syntax" (TAPA 84 [1953] 92-123), in which 
I touched very briefly (103, note 56) on the so-called "Greek accusa- 
tive" or accusative of specification.2 Since this construction is not 

' Bibliographical references are to be interpreted as follows. Brugmann, Gr. Gr. 
= Karl Brugmann, Griechische Grammatik4, rev. by Albert Thumb (Munich 1913). 
Brugmann, Grund. = Karl Brugmann and Berthold Delbriick, Grundriss der verglei- 
chenden Grammatik der indogermanischen Sprachen2, 5 vols. (Strassburg 1893-1916). 
Brugmann, KVG = Karl Brugmann, Kurze vergleichende Grammatik der indogerma- 
nischen Sprachen, trans. into French as Abrege de grammaire comparee des langues 
indo-europeennes, by J. Bloch, A. Cuny, and A. Ernout (Paris 1905). Chantraine, 
Gr. Horn. = Pierre Chantraine, Grammaire Homerique, 2 vols. (Paris 1948-53). Del- 
briick, Grund.: see Brugmann, Grund. Friedrich, El. = Johannes Friedrich, Hethi- 
tisches Elementarbuch, 2 vols. (Heidelberg 1940-46). Friedrich, Vert. = Johannes 
Friedrich, Staatsvertrdge des Hatti-Reiches in hethitischer Sprache, 2 vols. (Leipzig 1926- 
30). Gildersleeve and Lodge, Lat. Gr. = B. L. Gildersleeve and Gonzales Lodge, 
Latin Grammar3 (Boston 1894). Gotze, AM = Albrecht Gotze, Die Annalen des 
Mursilis (Leipzig 1933). Hirt, IG = Hermann Hirt, Indogermanische Grammatik, 
7 vols. (Heidelberg 1921-37). Hofmann, Lat. Gr. = Manu Leumann and Joh. Bapt. 
Hofmann, Stolz-Schmalz Lateinische Grammatik5 (Munich 1928). Humbert, Synt. gr. 
= Jean Humbert, Syntaxe grecque (Paris 1945). IF = Indogermanische Forschungen. 
Meillet, Introduction = A. Meillet, Introduction a l'etude comparative des langues 
indo-europeennes7 (Paris 1934). Meillet and Vendryes, Traite de gr. comp. = A. 
Meillet and J. Vendryes, Traiti de grammaire comparee des langues classiques2 (Paris 
1927). Monro, Hom. Gr. = D. B. Monro, A Grammar of the Homeric Dialect2 
(Oxford 1891). MSL = Mimoires de la societe de linguistique de Paris. Schwyzer- 
Debrunner, Gr. Gr. = Eduard Schwyzer, Griechische Grammatik, 2 vols., 2nd vol. 
compl. and ed. by Albert Debrunner (Munich 1939-50). Sturtevant, Chr. = Edgar 
H. Sturtevant and George Bechtel, A Hittite Chrestomathy (Philadelphia 1935). 
Whitney, Skt. Gr. = William Dwight Whitney, Sanskrit Grammar, 2nd ed., 5th issue 
(Cambridge 1923). Zuntz, Ortsadv. = Leonie Zuntz, Die hethitischen Ortsadverbien 
arha, pard, piran als selbstiindige Adverbien und in ihrer Verbindung mit Nomina und 
Verba. - It does not seem necessary to supply data concerning well-known editions 
and translations of Homer. 

2 Obviously, I am referring to the type of accusative of specification sometimes 
termed, presumably because of its most common use with reference to parts of the 
body, the synecdochal accusative, of which the following may be cited as typical 
examples: Lucretius 1.13 perculsae corda, 3.489 tremit artus; Catullus 64.122 devinc- 
tam lumina somno; Vergil, Aen. 1.481 tunsae pectora, 1.320 nuda genu; Horace, Carm. 
1.1.21-22 membra stratus, Serm. 2.7.57 tremis ossa; Ovid, Met. 9.307 flava comas; 
Livy 21.7.10 femur ictus; Tacitus, Ann. 2.17 oblitus faciem. I am not referring to 
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really a directly inherited feature of Latin, but is strictly, as its 
name implies, a Greek development, which was borrowed for Latin 
by the Hellenizing poets and a few prose-writers3 of the Golden Age 
and thereafter, the subject did not seem to belong to an article 
on usages preserved by Latin from an earlier period, but needed 
to be postponed for separate treatment. 

In this treatment I make no attempt to distinguish between 
the accusative of specification in general, and certain manifesta- 
tions of it which some authorities class separately (though in my 
opinion unnecessarily) as the accusative used as direct object of 
the middle voice.4 Though not all "accusatives of specification" 
can be classed as "objects of the middle voice," all "objects of the 

two other types which some scholars class as accusatives of specification, both of which 
are met in early Latin and are therefore surely to be viewed as native constructions. 
The first class, consisting of neuter accusatives used almost adverbially, may be classi- 
fied rather as developments of the inner object, as Plautus, Mil. 1158 id venimus, 
Amph. 377 quid venisti? (a usage retained in the common employment of quid as 
'why'), Trin. 287 haec doleo, Rud. 397 id maesta est, Mil. 927 quiescas cetera. Vergil, 
Aen. 4.558 omnia Mercurio similis may be a development of this -though I would 
rather view it as an extension of the synecdochal accusative, like 7ravr' in II. 23.66, 
and exactly parallel to the body-part accusatives of Aen. 1.589 os umerosque deo 
similis; so too Aen. 3.594 cetera Graius. The second class, accusatives with verbs of 
donning and doffing, seem to me direct objects pure and simple (with a deponent or 
middle verb), as in Plautus, Men. 511-12 indutum pallam; the usage is surely Italic, 
for it is met in Umbrian (Tab. Ig. VI B 49) as well as in Latin. I have also suggested 
(TAPA 84.104) that the only two instances of the synecdochal accusative citable 
from early Latin (Ennius, Ann. 400 succincti corda machaeris, and Cato, Orig. 1.18 
togae parte caput velati), in which the article donned appears in the ablative and the 
part of the body affected in the accusative, may be due to some sort of confused 
extension of the normal usage. Hofmann (Lat. Gr. 378) gives a similar explanation 
for the Vergilian examples Ecl. 7.32 suras evincta coturno and Aen. 4.518 exuta pedem 
vinclis; we may note as an especially close parallel to the Cato passage Aen. 3.545 
capita Phrygio velamur amictu. However, here again Vergil's usage may be simply 
a Grecism (as may indeed be Ennius' too, but hardly Cato's). The normal native 
Latin construction (as seen in Men. 511-12, already quoted) is also preserved in a 
number of passages from the Aeneid, e.g. 7.640 loricam induitur. It is rather strange 
to find even so careful an editor as Knapp failing to distinguish between the two types; 
actually, 4.518 exuta pedem vinclis, with the accusative denoting a body-part and the 
ablative an article worn, is quite different from the passage with which he compares 
it (ad loc.), 2.275 exuvias indutus, with the accusative denoting the article worn and 
no word for a body-part - exactly as Ann. 400 succincti corda machaeris is different 
from Aen. 2.510-11 ferrum cingitur. 

3 Never Caesar or Cicero (Hofmann, Lat. Gr. 379). 
4 Of course the only possible explanation for the accusative with an adjective is 

that it is an accusative of specification; and yet I do not think it is desirable to separate 
the accusative used with an adjective from that used with a medio-passive participle, 
or the latter from that used with a medio-passive finite verb (examples of all these 
types are included in note 2). Compare Brugmann, IF 27.134: "Wie klein war aber 
der Schritt z. B. von nudatus pedem zu nudus pedem, von vulneratus pectus zu saucius 

pectus!" 
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middle voice" can be classed as "accusatives of specification." 
Both types as they are used by the poets of the Ciceronian and 
still more of the Augustan Age are clearly imitations of Greek; 
and in Greek both types seem to me indubitably developments from 
a single prototype, the accusative in partitive apposition. 

In the earlier article already referred to, which treated Latin 
specifically, with occasional parallels from Hittite,5 I noted (100- 
106) that two particularly common types of partitive apposition 
are the combination of substantives denoting respectively a group 
and one or more6 of the units that make it up, and the combination 
of substantives denoting respectively an individual and a part or 
parts of his body.7 From the nature of the case, examples of parti- 
tive apposition of the first type are frequently, though by no means 
exclusively,8 in the nominative; and instances of partitive apposition 
in the nominative tend to be limited almost exclusively to examples 
of the first type.9 On the other hand, examples of partitive apposi- 
tion of the second type may appear in the genitive, the dative, or 
the accusative, but I know of no Latin instance in the nominative.10 

5 Partitive apposition of the usual type seems to be extremely rare in Sanskrit 
(cf. Brugmann, Grund. 2.2.633, and Delbriick, ib. 3.385). For a special variety of 
it there, involving verbal nouns, see Hahn, Language 29.246-51. 

6 Or all. But I prefer to term this last type distributive rather than partitive 
apposition. Cf. op. cit. 101, note 41, and 102, note 52. A good example of distributive 
apposition is Plautus, Aul. 275 nunc nobis prope adest exitium, mihi atque erili filiae, 
which Hofmann (IF 42.84) lists as an instance of partitive apposition. 

7 I also note (ib. 106) a third type, the combination of substantives denoting an 
individual and a quality belonging to him or an action performed by or upon him. 
This is very close to the second type. 

8 The general type is common in Hittite, and instances may be cited from this 
language both for the nominative and for other cases as well. See TAPA 84.100, 
notes 36 and 38. 

9 See especially ib. 100-101. Almost all the examples that Hofmann in his inter- 
esting treatment of partitive apposition in Latin (IF 42.75-87) offers for the nomina- 
tive (85-86) fall into this category; they are instances of so-called synesis in which a 
plural verb accompanies a singular indefinite pronoun, and may be viewed as implying 
a plural subject (nos, vos, ei) with which the indefinite pronoun is in partitive apposition. 

10 For one possible example in Greek, cf. below, note 15. Gotze thinks we have 
an instance in Hittite, KUB 14.15.2.6 na-as gi-nu-us-si du-ud-du-wa-ri-es-ta 'and he 
the knee to him (i.e. his knee) gave way' (AM 214-15). This involves viewing gi-nu- 
ug-gi as a combination of a nominative singular genus or genu (a -u stem) in apposition 
with -as, and a dative of reference -Si. But I prefer the explanation given by Sturte- 
vant (JAOS 54.401; cf. Chr. 171) that gi-nu-us-si is a dative sing. of an -s stem 
genus; my reason for this preference I plan to give elsewhere. - The example for 
modern German given by Bliimel (IF 34.294) from Freytag's Soil und Haben, "Er hat 
furchtbar gelitten, seine Seele wie sein K6rper," is logically an instance of distributive 
rather than partitive apposition (cf. above, note 6). 
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Examples in the genitivel and the dative'2 are not certain, how- 
ever, because it is almost always possible to explain them in a 
different way; the noun denoting the "whole," the owner of the 
part, may, if a genitive, be viewed as a genitive of possession, and 
may, if a dative, be viewed as a dative of reference. But when we 
come to the accusative, of which we find numerous examples in 
Hittite,l3 and a few in early Latin,'4 there can be no doubt that 
we have partitive apposition. 

I. PARTITIVE APPOSITION IN HOMER 

An examination of Homer reveals a situation in early Greek 
very similar to that in early Latin, except that in Greek as in 
Hittite, partitive apposition is much commoner than in Latin. 

A. Nominatives 
Homeric15 examples of partitive apposition in the nominative16 

are strictly limited to combinations of a group and a member or 
members of the group. 

11 Friedrich includes no example of the genitive in his lists of partitive apposition 
in Hittite (Vert. 1.44-45 and 2.24; also El. 1.69-70), and I know of none involving 
a part of the body. Hofmann explicitly denies the occurrence of the genitive in parti- 
tive apposition in Latin (IF 42.85), but I suggest two possible examples in TAPA 
84.102, note 48. 

12 There are plenty of likely Hittite examples (see for one TAPA 84.102, note 49), 
but on their ambiguity see Friedrich, Vert. 1.45. For some probable Latin examples, 
see Hofmann, IF 42.84-85, and Hahn, TAPA 84.105-6. 

13 Cf. Friedrich (Vert. 1.44): "Am reichlichsten ist der doppelte Akkusativ (der 
betroffenen Person und des betroffenen Gliedes) belegt." 

14 Hofmann (83) cites Cist. 641 and Rud. 1345-46, which I would class as distribu- 
tive rather than partitive (TAPA 84.102, note 52; also above, note 6). To these I 
would add Men. 858-59 and (with a clause following the body-part noun) Rud. 1008-9 
(ib. 102-3). 

15 A passage in Solon, 29.5-7 (Hiller-Crusius) 
fEXov -ayp Ke . . . 

6aKKos vaTrepov beSapOaa KiaTrLrerp?50aL ,yivos. 

seems to me to illustrate a special variety (on which see below, note 233) of the scheme 
of whole and part, though so far as I know it has not been so explained. But of course 
it is too late to have a bearing on the history of the construction. However, the fact 
that it is evidently couched in somewhat colloquial language, representing as it does a 
scornful comment on Solon's altruism and apparently put into the mouth of one of 
the populace, may have significance; archaisms that have disappeared from literature 
sometimes live on in popular speech. 

16 Note that I do not say "Examples with the subject." Bliimel believes he has 
found one example of physical whole and part (IF 33.31), though he terms it a late 
and poor one (44.251). This is II. 8.191-93 

c/pa Xfajowuev 
&arita NearTope7rv, Trjs vvv KXCOS otpavYv 'LKE 

7raoav Xpvoeirv ,EPuYvat, Kavovas TE KaC ar77Pv. 
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There are instances of the use of a singular indefinite17 in com- 
bination with a plural substantive,'8 whether a noun, as in II. 
2.775-77 

LrTrol 8O rap' apjLiacu oltov eKac-ros/EcTaoav, 

or a pronoun, as in 11. 1.606 

ot jLEV KCKKEIOVTrS ifPav OlKOV95E iKaCLTOS, 

7.175 
ot O5 KXqpov mlut'jvavro 'EKaaros, 

9.656-57 
ol 6 KcaaTroTs Xwv e7ras aLtuflKc7reXXov 

(Oreiaavres rapa vras iarav 7raXLv, 

and 16.264-65 
o 5' &XKL\OV 3TOp CEXOVTES 

irpooaw iras rreTeraT KaL aJLUwel OlUL TEKEOlaaV. 

The last two examples are particularly interesting because of the 
effect of the partitive apposition on the rest of the sentence. In 
9.956-57 each pronoun has its own concordant participle, a plural 
with the plural demonstrative and a singular with the singular 
indefinite. In 16.264-65 the verb agrees with the singular indefinite 
instead of with the plural demonstrative.19 

The combination as appositives of a plural noun or pronoun 
and a singular indefinite is of course not confined to any given 
case.20 But perforce restricted to the nominative is the similar 

Bliimel's thesis, which will be treated later (in II.A.3), is that when an accusative 
"part" noun appears where we would have expected a nominative, i.e. with an intransi- 
tive or passive verb form, it must be viewed as an accusative of specification and not 
a remnant of partitive apposition; and I should think this exceptional passage would 
be regarded by him as confirming rather than as challenging his view, since of course 
the only possible case in this instance, which he admits must exemplify partitive 
apposition and not specification, is the accusative. 

17 The plural is naturally used when separate groups, not individuals, are involved, 
as in II. 3.1. 

8 See Chantraine, Gr. Horn. 2.15. 
19 Cf. the Hittite Tel. 1.9 nu DUMU.MES-SU ku-iS-sa pa-iz-zi literally 'his 

sons each one goes,' i.e. in normal English, either 'his sons each go' or 'each of his sons 
goes.' 

20 Compare for the dative II. 5.195 = 10.473 

7rapa& e arcv &K&arQT 
and 11.11-12 

'AXaoZoav o8 e,'ya ateivos /fA3jaX' eKa'orT/Kapsi,1 

and for the accusative 7.215 = 20.44 

Tpcoas 8b rp6o os avpos OVr;vOe yvla eKaaroov. 



usage of a singular indefinite pronoun with a plural verb which has 
no subject expressed, the ending of the verb sufficing alone to imply 
the plural substantive with which the singular indefinite is in appo- 
sition,21 as in I1. 5.878 

3e6rsi/eofOa EKacros, 
9.311 

cds ,u7 AOL TpVflrTe 7rap j!evoL t XXo0ev ' XXos, 

and Od. 1.424 
6r TOT KaKKEIOVTES lgav OKOVfE . 'KaoaTs, 

which may be compared with II. 1.606 cited in the preceding para- 
graph. An intermediate stage between II. 1.606 and Od. 1.424 is 
provided by Od. 10.397 

eiyvwaav 6e' /2 EKELvOL 'EfUv T' Ev XEpalv eKaTroS, 

where we may say either that the demonstrative subject of the 
first verb serves for the second verb as well, or that the second verb 
has no expressed subject. 

On the other hand when a dual or plural verb has two or more 
singular subjects which jointly constitute the entire group perform- 
ing the action designated by the verb, we have distributive and not 
partitive apposition.22 In straightforward instances,23 as Od. 6.183- 
84 

f 60' o/orq5poveovTC voj7laItYv OLKOV EX7rTOv 
7 77 , VV avrOp ros8 yvvr 

and II. 5.907-8 

at 6' avrts rpos bj&La Ais /.e'yaXoto veovro, 

"Hpnr ' 'AppyelT Kal 'AXaXKoUfev?'ts 'A0O'vr7, 

the form of expression seems so natural that we may not recognize 
a case of apposition at all. But the distribution is more striking 
when the verb is followed by two separate members marked by 
some such forms as 6 iev and 6 6&,24 as in II. 12.287-89 

The last two examples also involve a body-part as well as an indefinite in partitive 
apposition, and will be cited below for this reason; see notes 40, 63, and 158. On the 

extra appositive, see notes 114, 116, 147, and 228. 
21 Compare in Latin e.g. Plautus, Ep. 212 filios suos quisque visunt, Poen. 107 

omnes meretrices ubi quisque habitant invenit. This is the type cited in note 9. 
22 Cf. above, note 6. 
23 Examples are of course far too numerous to list, but I mention just a few: II. 

1.6-7, 2.864, 22.128; Od. 21.188-89. 
24 Once again it should be pointed out that the construction under consideration 

is by no means confined to the nominative. For instance, cf. the similarly used 
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&s rTv ad.l0orepwaeC XILoL r7WTWVTO OapELal, 
alt ,v ap' is Tp&as, at 6' EK Tpxowv is 'AXatovs, 
3faXXojiEvCv 

and 4.536-38 

Cs rTc 7Y' c KOLovLL 7rap' aXX7XoLaL reraCO71v, 

770Tl O IIE'V QepflKWv, O 6 'E7TrELtj XaLXKOXLrATcO V, 

?7YECjLO6vs, 

the latter a specially interesting passage because the two balanced 
singulars which serve as subjects for the preceding dual verb are 
then themselves jointly summed up by a second appositive in the 
plural. A more complicated passage is 7.8-12 

EVO' \XE7rlV 6 AV!v vt6v 'Aprl]6olo aVCaKTOS, 

"Apvp vaLeraovTa MeveaOov, 6v KOPVV7T7rS 

yeLvar' 'Aplrfioos Kal 4vXojAiAovaoa 3oCnrits 
"EKTCOp 6' 'Htovi1a f3aX' eYXd ei 6vOUVTL 

avXEv' i7ro areqEavr7 s EVUXaXKov, Xvoe 6e yvta. 

Here the slight interruption occasioned by the details about Menes- 
thius's dwelling place and ancestry serves to alter the construction, 
and instead of the logical 6 6e (Hector) balancing 6 thev (Paris) as 
the second subject of the dual verb, we find a shift to "EKTOW 6' 
with its own verb. Thus strictly speaking we have partitive appo- 
sition in 8-10, but the second member, which would have provided 
distributive apposition, is implied by the following 11-12. 

In other instances the dual or plural verb has a subject expressed 
instead of one merely implied by its ending, and the following 
singular members are in apposition with that, as in 7.274-76 

el itr KjpvKES, AL6tS aY77XoL OE Kat &avSpjv, 

iXOov, o6 uev Tpccov, 6 o' 'AXatLWv aXKoXLTrwCovv, 

TaXOvO3Los re Kal 'I6aiZos, 7reTrvv.lvcow aiuJo. 

Here again, as in 4.536-38 cited above, the two singular members 
are jointly summed up, this time by a dual. 

Sometimes instead of a common dual or plural verb with two 
or more substantives in distributive apposition with its subject, we 
find a dual or plural noun or adjective followed by two or more 

accusatives in II. 5.27-28 and 12.128-30; and note too 5.144-47, in which the second 
accusative, by a sort of anacoluthon, has its own verb, to balance the participle used 
with the first one. 

203 Vol. Ixxxv] 
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substantives each with its own verb.25 A good example is II. 12.14 

roXXol 6' 'Apyelwv ol peZv Sat.ev, ol 6S X\iTOVTO. 

This construction is particularly common in connection with 
a dual or plural noun or participle which very specifically refers 
to two units or groups26 and which is followed by the designation 
of both parts or at least one of them. The first part is almost 
invariably27 marked by the usual 6 kEv or X t4'ev, presupposing a 

balancing 6 be or 717 e, which is regularly implied even when, by a 
sort of anacoluthon, it is considerably delayed or possibly omitted 
altogether.28 Hence here too, as in the case of the not dissimilar 
instances (cited just above) of two members serving jointly as 
subjects of common verbs, what we have is distributive rather than 
partitive apposition. But apposition it certainly is, and those who 
regard such passages as involving a "nominative absolute"29 seem 
to me quite wrong; they would be justified only if they could cite 
a single instance of a nominative dual or plural followed by a 

singular in some case other than the nominative.30 

25 In the full form, where a dual or plural substantive with its own verb is summed 
up by singular substantives in separate clauses each with its own verb, as in II. 5.244-48 
or 5.576-86, there is of course no apposition. 

26 There is considerable emphasis on the fact that we have a pair. Of the ten 
examples of participles that I have noted, seven are in the dual, only three in the 
plural (two of these, Od. 24.483 and 9.462-63, necessarily so, since the group involved 
includes many persons - which leaves only Od. 19.230 with a plural participle where 
a dual might have been used). Furthermore, in one instance (II. 3.211) 'both' is 
added (on this see further note 38), and in another (10.224) 'two' (but here the numeral 
is really necessary, to contrast with 'one' or 'alone' in the next line; see below). Also, 
in one instance (12.400) we have a pair of nouns, 'Ajax and Teucer,' joined with the 
participle. Of the five instances of nouns, all of which are in the plural (Od. 1.109 

necessarily so), two have 'two' added (Od. 7.129 and 12.73); one has a pair of names, 
'Podalirius and Machaon' (II. 11.833), and one has a pair of groups, 'heralds and 

squires' (Od. 1.109) -which leaves only 1I. 16.317 'the sons of Nestor' with no em- 
phasis on duality (perhaps it might be said concerning this that, since there has already 
been a reference to one son of Nestor, Thrasymedes, in 9.81, he as the second, and 

only remaining, member of the group is suggested by the immediate naming (in 16.318) 
of his not hitherto mentioned brother Antilochus). 

27 The last three examples to be cited, Od. 9.462-63, II. 3.210-11, and 10.224-26, 
are exceptions. 

28 This is one explanation that has been given for II. 3.211. 
29 They might as well see a "nominative absolute" in II. 16.264-65, cited in the 

second paragraph of this section. 
30 Also, they would have to prove the non-existence of a plural or dual in a case 

other than the nominative followed by a singular in the same case; this they cannot 
do, in the face e.g. of such an indubitable instance of accusatives used in this way as 
II. 5.27-28 

Tpiires te e7aEfvjUoL irei Z8ov vIe AaLopr'os 

T OV Li aXEvaVLYvov, Prv 8e KTa.yevov Tirap' 0oxeTaf5Lv. 
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Perfectly straightforward and logical distributive apposition 
occurs in the following passages: Od. 1.109-12 

Kj/pVKcES 6' aLTrolt Kai OTp7rpoL Oep&arovres 
Ol jiYev olvov 4ELCy-ov EVi KpnrTrnptL Kal i6Cp, 

ol 6y at roryyotacr 7 7rnoXUvrprTOtL rpat7r'as 
vIov Kal 7rportOev, roTl b6 Kpea iroXX&a areTvro 

(the distributive idea is pointed up here if we are to assume, as do 
most of the editors,31 that there is a specific reference in ot 1ulv (110) 
to the K'pVKES and in ol 6' (111) to the Oeparovres), II. 7.306-732 

rC 6e 6CaKpvOPLY0T 6 Ot v erV XETa6v 'AXatenv 

r/', 6 6' 's Tpow v o,uabov KIE, 

Od. 7.129-31 

Ev 6E 5&0 Kp?7jvaL X ,EV T' ava K7rTOY aairTa 

'KtLsaTaLt, v 6' r pcWOev Vr' avXrs ov6'v otv 

rTpoS 66iov lr\OVX6v, 6OeV V6pebopTo TroXTrat, 

19.229-31 
TO 6O BavpatC aKov aTravres, 

c& ot 'pvao "OYTES 6 ,.?v X4 ve fp6' &'rayXov, Cos 06 XpweoL coPres o AEV Xas a7ra,yXcov, 

avrap 6 EKCU'yEEy ?e!Lacos coIratpe 6ro6eeotv 

(here the second member has avrap 6 instead of the usual 6 6k). 
Occasionally the strict parallelism is slightly violated by the 

addition to one member of a proper noun which has no counter- 
part in the other member. Thus in Od. 18.95-97 

67) ror' avauXou'TOievo, 6 /ev ^XCXacre oeLtov puov 

'Ipos, o 6' avx'ev' Xaoaa'ev vr' ov5aros, orTea 6' eLow 
WXacev 

Still another argument against the existence of a nominative absolute in the passages 
listed is the invariable prior position of the word designating the whole; there is a 
strong reason for this if we have partitive apposition, but none if we have a nominative 
absolute. 

31 See e.g. Perrin and, at least so far as the first two go, Merry and Riddell. How- 
ever, Butcher and Lang in their translation, 'some,' 'and some again,' 'and others,' 
do not suggest this. 

32 Contrast with this the rather irregularly constructed passage II. 5.12-13 

rd ot a7roKptvLkvre ivavro Tiw 6ptlOrt7v' 
TrC /2v a+1' tTlroLLV, 6 6' adr XOOVods 6pvvro 7reo's, 

which of course does not illustrate partitive apposition; here the member with uAev 
refers to precisely the same pair as the preceding line, but gets its verb from the 
member with 5', while the latter refers to a different person altogether. 
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it is necessary for us to know which one of the pair merely struck 
at his opponent's shoulder, and which one struck his opponent's 
neck, crushing the bones; once we know Irus performed the first 
action, it is not necessary to be told that Odysseus performed the 
second; moreover, since the whole battle is of course narrated from 
the viewpoint of Odysseus, it is natural to mention his adversary's 
name rather than his own. On the other hand in 8.361-62 

aVTrK avatlav7re 6 LEV Opj7Krv?E EPKELV, 

ti b' apa Kv79rpov 'Kave L0Xo/ULECl67s 'A4po6lrT 

both the genders and the context make it clear which one of the 
pair went to Thrace and which to Cyprus, but the addition of 
'laughter-loving Aphrodite,' though unnecessary to the sense, adds 
charm to the picture, and is further justified by the fact that in the 
next four lines we hear how the Graces received her when she 
arrived at her destination. 

In both the foregoing passages, the correspondence is almost 
perfect, since we have the parallel 6 u'e and 6 6', 6 tEv and X 6', the 
only out-of-balance element being the proper noun which is ulti- 
mately added epexegetically, in the first example to the first mem- 
ber, and in the second example to the second member. But the 
balance is far less marked in I1. 24.509-12 

Tro 6 IuvrlCaIuevw 6 LEV "EKropoS av6PO4O6VOLt 

KXac' a6tlva, 7rpo7raipoLOe wro6Sv 'AtXijos eXvaOels, 

avTap 'AxtXXe's KXalev Eov 7rarep', aXXore 6' aVre 

IlaTpOKXOv. 

Here we have o6 uv, but no o 6e to correspond to it; 6e is replaced, 
as in Od. 19.229-31 (cited two paragraphs back), by abrap, and o 
is replaced by the proper noun, which appears immediately instead 
of being added later. Probably o 6e would have been misleading 
here, since it might have suggested an individual other than Achilles, 
in view of the immediately preceding reference to him by name 
toward the close of the 6 u.Ev member. 

In II. 11.833-36 

irTpol lEiV yap HobaXEipLos rUs6 Maxawv, 

rTOy P.V 'vl KXLTlrhflOV OLOCLaL "XKOS Cxovra 

XprfilovTa Kal abrov a/iv,uovos rlqTr1pos 
KelaOL, 66' ev 7re6bc, Tpwxwv IL'EVL O6Vv "Aprla, 

206 [1954 



Partitive Apposition in Homer 

the balance is destroyed by an anacoluthon due to the substitution 
of TOVV p Ev 6toWaL KeaiaOa for the expected 6 t'P KeLraL. 

Often the second member is delayed, so that the original sen- 
tence contains only the first member, and if viewed in isolation 
presents an instance of partitive rather than distributive apposition. 
In such cases there is less likelihood of absolute parallelism between 
the two members. 

Thus Od. 12.7333 

o6 6' Ko 7 (rKOEeXot 6 lEV ovpavov evpvv iKaveL 

is followed by a long description of Scylla's cave, and when we 
finally come to the site of Charybdis in 101 

TOPV 6' ETEpOP KO'rEXO XOCaila\XCOTpov O,CEt, 

it is natural that to show the balance we find not simply rov b6 but 
TOPy E repoV. 

In two other passages, though the interruption is shorter, the 
balance is less precise.34 These are II. 12.400-40435 

Trb 6' AlaS Kal TEViKpoS O.aprja'ave' 6 I,Ev 1i 
Ce,8X7'KEL TreXaLu/wva mrept aortrOeact XaEtvWO 

aiTrl6os &atLuf4por7rs aXX& ZCes Kjpas avL.,evP 
7raL6?Os E'o, A-] VrvlTV E7L 7rpVU/vrljoatL baueirL'. 

A'las 6' aaoriba vvQev TrawXIAEvOS 

and 16.317-22 

Nearoplbat 6' 6 uJev ovTraa' 'ArvbLPVov o6ct& ovpl 

'AvirXoXos, Xara&pr,s 6e 6i\Xaae XaXKEOv 'yXos' 
OptirT e 7rporapote. Mapis 6' avuroaCXEa bovp 

'AvrtX6XC() EropovU-c Kao-I7vYTroto XoXceiLs, 
orTas 7rpoaoev VPKVOS' TOV 6' avTLOeos paurvflA6rls 
Eq?O r/pe' ,o Evos. 

In each of these passages, one of a pair attacks the enemy first, 
and we hear something of his exploit before we learn of how his 

33 This line itself presents the second member of a pair, the first one being ivOev 
Ae'v y'Yp 7rrpaL (59). 

34 A possible Latin example is Vergil; Aen. 12.161-69. We have already noted 
(203) the same influence producing a shift in construction in II. 7.8-12. 

35 I assume that 6o.apTraavO' here is for the dual active participle oLaapTr7aavre 
(cf. note 26). So e.g. Paley. The translation in Lang-Leaf-Myers, "did encounter 
him," suggests that possibly Lang took it as an aorist middle 6otapraoravro, 
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comrade comes to his assistance. In the first passage, concerning 
Ajax and Teucer, o6 uev, as often, means 'the latter,' namely, Teucer, 
so he is not named; but after the intervening lines devoted to 
Sarpedon and Zeus's protection of him, o 6e might have suggested 
Teucer himself as opposed to Sarpedon, rather than Ajax, so we 
naturally find (404) A'as 6' instead of 6 6e. In the second passage, 
in which the attacking pair are simply designated as 'the sons of 
Nestor' instead of being individually named, o6 iev is naturally 
defined by his name Antilochus (as it was by the name Irus in Od. 
18.96). To balance this, we might have expected o 65 . . paav- 
Atsr s, or (like Alas 6' in 11. 12.404) @paav,u467s be; but meanwhile 
we have become interested in Maris' championship of his brother 
Atymnius, and he is given precedence in the form rod 6'. 

More irregular is the interruption in Od. 24.483-86 

OpKaLrrroTaTTd TaCL/OVTES O6 lEv aCXeveroX alEi, 

tUiets b' aC 7ratlcov rTE KaotLYPvrw re f6voto 

EKX?7Wv 0WPO.LEPv Tr ol a\&XX\iovs CLXE\OVTWv 

ws ro rapos, TrXoVTros 6 KGat elpr'vrl aXts eaw. 

The peculiarity is that the interpolation between the clauses so 
introduced deals with the second member, and not with the first: 
the forgetfulness of their bereavement instilled into the hearts of 
the Ithacans by Zeus and Athena will make possible their recon- 
ciliation with one another, which represents the second objective 
of the treaty, the first being the enduring reign of Odysseus. Vari- 
ous factions of the Ithacans have been quarreling with one another: 

Eupeithes, father of the slain suitor Antinous, has been urging the 

people to fight against Odysseus (426-37), while Medon and 
Halitherses have been preaching peace (439-62), and Eupeithes, 
true to his name, has been the more persuasive (465-71); meanwhile 
a small steadfast group is standing ready to defend Odysseus, in- 

cluding his father, his son, his two retainers, Dolius, and the latter's 
six sons. All these warring groups are now to make peace with 
one another. A slight complication is provided by the fact that 

Odysseus himself is a member of one of these groups, so that in a 
sense he is represented by rol 6' as well as by 6 uEv; but the essence 
of the oaths is that Odysseus shall be king, and his people shall 

enjoy peace and prosperity, as in the days of old. Thus the balance 
is between o6 iev in 483 and rol 6' in 485,36 and we have distributive 

36 Some of the editors do not seem to understand this. Thus Ameis takes the 

members making up the "whole" ra/L6oreS as 6 /iv and ,7?ets 6' (with both of which he 
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apposition here as elsewhere, though the two members to a certain 
extent overlap. 

On the other hand, we have three passages which exemplify 
partitive apposition. 

The simplest is Od. 9.462-63 

eXO6vreS 6' fiaL6v cr6 oaretovs re Kal avbXjs 
7rpTros v7r apv'eov Xv6olr), Tv7rXvaa 6' EraLpovs, 

which, though in form it is certainly an example of partitive apposi- 
tion, none the less suggests distributive apposition, since 'I freed 
my fellows' suggests 'and my fellows were freed by me,' though it 
is natural to keep the all-important actor, Odysseus, as the subject. 

Similarly the famous couplet II. 3.210-11 

OTcoVTV IJEv MeveXaos vjrEEXEIv EVpeas c&/ovs, 
a/Co 6' EO/iEVCO, yepap&repos 7ev 'O6vouffe 

can be explained as quasi-distributive apposition, since 'ypapWrTpos 
qev '08vcroEb,, especially in view of the reference to Menelaus in the 
preceding line, of course implies `rrov 8e yepap&s 7ev MevcXaos,37 
which would be banal in the extreme. Still, it must be noted that 
no izev appears after the dual participle, as it does when the second 
member, with 6E, is present even though postponed; and actually 
the contrast is not between the superiority of Odysseus (AUv) and 
the inferiority of Menelaus (as) when both are seated, but between 
the superiority of Menelaus when both are standing (thCv) and the 
superiority of Odysseus when both are seated (6i).38 

believes rol 6' is contrasted), apparently not realizing that the .els, clause is not part 
of the oath; and Monro says that "after 6 /cEv we expect ol 5e or some other nom. 
denoting the 'I0aKLtol" but "the form of the sentence is changed," not realizing that 
we have in rot 5' precisely what he desiderates. 

37 Cf. above, note 28. 
38 The passage is complicated by the fact that (rTvrwv and r'o/Arkvw differ in both 

case and number. It may be argued that metrical considerations were a decisive factor 
in ruling out a dual nominative Tr-yvre, but still why not at least either oLravres or 
rra&vrotv? The emphasis on the duality of ie'oErvco, obtained both by the dual number 

of the participle and the presence of &/icou, would seem to indicate that the plural 
ar&vrcTv refers not to the two men alone as some (e.g. Seymour) hold, but rather, as 
Paley says, to the whole multitude; compare the Lang-Leaf-Myers translation "while 
all stood up," "when both sat down." The shift in case also is rather odd; if arT&Twv 
refers just to Odysseus and Menelaus, we might expect the nominative here too as in 

'oguevw, and so this may be an additional argument for the view that o-ravrwv refers to 
the entire assembly. Furthermore, why is it genitive? The editors are not in ac- 
cord; Paley takes it with Ovrip in i7relpeXev (this of course is possible only if aTvrcTwv refers 
to the multitude), but it is more commonly viewed as a partitive genitive. In any 
case, it is doubtless of the stuff of which genitive absolutes are made, but I do not 
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Even more peculiar than II. 3.210-11, and quite different from 
it,39 is 10.224-26 

Cav TE bv' EPXOIevVW, KaI Te rpo o rov evoE6rv, 

06rroTS KEpSos Erf' e Iovvos ' eal rep TE vOProp, 

TXXa re ot paffpav rE YvOS XeT7r SE E r^7TLs. 

Here again there is no 6 iev, nor could there be under any circum- 
stances, for there is no contrast between the member of the pair 
who is the first to notice something, and his slower companion. 
The distinction is between what happens when men go in pairs, 
and what happens when one man goes alone; not only are the 
chances of noting something doubled in the first case, since one man 
before the other (i.e. one or the other) may notice what needs to 
be noticed, but also the ability to act suitably is doubled, since 
the man who is alone, even if he does notice what needs to be noticed, 
is less able to act. Thus here, and perhaps here alone of all the 

group of examples under discussion, we have indubitably an in- 
stance of partitive apposition, which cannot possibly be explained, 
as II. 3.210-11 perhaps might be, as implied distributive apposition. 

It is of some importance to my ultimate thesis to note that 
none of the foregoing examples involves a part of the body. While 
in the dative or the accusative the partitive apposition of a group 
and an individual may at the same time involve the partitive appo- 
sition of an individual and a part of his body,40 this apparently 
never happens in the nominative; nor do I know of any nominative 

example in Homer involving such apposition alone.4' Apparently 
either (1) the noun or pronoun denoting the individual stands alone 
in the nominative, with the noun denoting the body-part represented 
by a dative of specification, as in In. 3.192-94 

E'ir ayE IALLOt KaL TOvSE, fl\XOv TEKOS, OS TLs O5' arl'TV, 

/I,Eiv fiv KecaX\j 'A^yapt.evovos 'Arpet6ao, 
EVpUTrepOS 5' &/oUOLOLtV l6E crTpOLoaL io6cOaL, 

or by an accusative of specification, as in 3.226-27 

ris r' ap' 65' aXXos 'Axatos avrOp rbus TE ClEyas Te, 

e;oxos 'ApyeLwv Ke(baXriv re Kal evpEpas C.tovs ; 

believe it is itself a genitive absolute any more than I believe e'oJAevw is a nominative 
absolute. 

39 Despite the Scholiast (followed by Paley) who compares the two. 
40 Cf. above, note 20. 
41 For a case cited as involving a subject in the accusative, see note 16. For a 

not generally recognized case in Solon, see note 15. 
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Or (2) the noun denoting the body-part stands alone in the nomina- 
tive, with the noun or pronoun denoting the individual represented 
by a genitive of possession, as in Od. 20.348-49 

6roac 6' &pa a(rcov/6aKpv6fLtv Lrit7rXavro, 

or, more commonly,42 by a dative of reference43 (with or without a 
localizing adverbial particle44), as in II. 1.104 

roaE 6E oL irvpl XaCLirer0ToW t 'LKT7rV, 

II. 17.695-96 = 23.396-97 = Od. 4.704-5 = 19.471-72 

Tr a oA t oE re/aKpv6tL 7lrX7aOev, 

or Od. 10.247-48 
Ev 6E o o 6Oa/6aKpVbc(Lv TritLrXavro. 

B. Oblique Cases 

We now turn from the nominative to the oblique cases, in all 
of which we find instances of partitive apposition involving an 
individual and a part of his body.45 Interestingly enough, prac- 
tically none of these instances can be regarded as absolutely certain. 
In the case of genitives and datives, in Greek as in Latin, the 
substantive denoting the owner of the body-part may be a genitive 
of possession or a dative of reference, such as often accompanies a 
body-part noun in the nominative; and in the case of accusatives, 
the substantive denoting the body-part might be an accusative of 
specification, such as often accompanies an owner noun in the 

42 On the general problem of the genitive vs. the dative, compare Brugmann, 
Gr. Gr. 458, and Schwyzer-Debrunner, Gr. Gr. 2.147-48 and 189-90. Both particu- 
larly cite II. 5.176 vs. 22.335; concerning the latter, see again below, note 105. 

43 For another example, II. 16.517-18, see below, note 105. 
44 Such adverbs are often combined with the noun and called prepositions, or 

combined with the verb and called preverbs. But that they are not yet really prepo- 
sitions is shown by the fact that they do not affect the case of the noun, and that they 
are not yet really preverbs or prefixes is shown by their frequent wide separation from 
the verb, the so-called "tmesis" (for a supposed example of which cf. note 62). This 
was not clearly understood by the Roman poets, whose artificial imitation in Latin 
of what was a purely natural phenomenon in Greek produced some strange phenomena, 
of which the extreme instance is of course Ennius' notorious cere comminuit brum, 
though Vergil's septem subiecta trioni is almost as bad. Compare further notes 54 
and 55. 

45 Manifestly, the group-individual type also occurs. Instances have been noted 
en passant; see notes 20, 24, and 30. Compare also, for a whole and part relation 
not involving a part of the body, Od. 19.317-18 

KaLTrere 6' ev7'v, 
Be,EvLa Kai XXaivas Kal prj'yea aL'yaXo6era. 
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nominative.46 It is true that such an explanation is not usually 
given when we have a pair of accusatives, such pairs being regularly 
viewed as instances of partitive apposition whenever this is possible; 
that being the case, why should not a similar method be practiced 
in regard to pairs of genitives and datives? At all events, I shall 
list a number of them here, without committing myself as to the 
preferable classification of each. 

1. Genitives 

Instances with the genitive are comparatively few, quite pos- 
sibly because phrases involving partitive apposition in the oblique 
cases usually depend upon a verb, and verbs which govern the geni- 
tive are comparatively few.47 

With verbs of touching, we find the following: Od. 22.31048 

Altw6s 6' 'OSu0voos e7reoraa'vIvos Xac4e yobvzwv, 
46 For examples see the final paragraph of section A, under type 2 and type 1 

respectively. Of course the use of such genitives and datives is not confined to passages 
where the body-part noun is a nominative. For instances of the genitive or the dative 
where the body-part noun is an accusative, cf., respectively, notes 48 and 105. (How- 
ever, in such instances the accusative for the person too is commoner; cf. note 67.) 

47 However, they are commoner in Greek than in other languages, which may 
account for the rarity or non-existence of examples of the genitive elsewhere; cf. note 
11 above. With the genitives in Od. 22.310 and other Homeric passages cited directly 
below, contrast the accusatives in Hittite KUB 26.69.7.8-9 nu-wa-za INa-na-ya-an 
gi-nu-wa e-ip-pu-un 'I clasped Nanayas (his) knees' (i.e. anglice 'I clasped Nanayas 
by the knees' or 'I clasped Nanayas's knees'). Note also the genitives in N. T. Marc. 
5.30 

ris tuov Wtaro ro,Tv LtarTiov; 

in contrast with the datives in its Gothic translation, hvas mis taitok wastjom? How- 
ever, even in Greek, the noun denoting the part touched is not confined to the genitive; 
see note 48. 

48 Contrast with the genitive of the body-part here the accusative in II. 24.465 

Xay&e yovvarra IHI77Xeic^S. 

In this passage the person-noun in the genitive is presumably a genitive of possession, 
as it certainly is in Od. 3.374 

TrlXeiaLXov 5' EXE Xelpa. 

This is perhaps an argument for so interpreting it in Od. 22.310 and kindred examples. 
Or is it possible to say that even here both nouns belong with the verb, the one denoting 
a body-part being the direct object, hence the accusative, and that denoting the entire 
person being partitive, hence the genitive? The meaning then would be 'clasp (a 
part) of Achilles, namely, his knees,' and the two nouns would correspond to each other 
as do a noun and its attendant genitive in the pairs that succeeded the earlier pairs of 
substantives in the same case in partitive apposition (cf. TAPA 84.93-95). On the 
other hand we also have the reverse combination, the genitive of the body-part and the 
accusative of the person, as in II. 21.120 

7rv 6' 'AXL&euOs roraJt6v8e XaC3w'v 7ro6cos IKE feperoOat, 
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22.339 
yovivwv aiaaOaLt AaEprtabeow 'Obvau/os, 

I. 15.76 
&lGo Oe? ?ErtLs faro yobvwv, 

and Od. 19.348 

ri 6' OViK &v 6kOo(o L. Tro8wbv &ltaoOa& j#AEo. 

In two of the above examples, Od. 22.339 and 19.348, the rather 
unusual word order, with the "whole" following the "part," is pos- 
sibly, though not necessarily, an argument against partitive apposi- 
tion ;49 and in the case of 19.348, an additional argument for view- 
ing the pronoun as modifying the noun and denoting the possessor 
is the use of the possessive adjective in the almost directly preced- 
ing line 344 

ove 'yvv' ro6&s 4IETart OjrTEpOto. 

Yet Ameis specifically insists that the genitives in both these lines 
are to be taken with the verb,50 hence in partitive apposition. 

With a verb of hearing, we find the following: II. 16.76 

ov8i irc 'AErpEtseco bOrs iEKXvo av6sflaavros, 
22.451 

albolrs KVp; S OTrOS EKXVOV, atoocr)ecupr/s o- os 

and Od. 12.198 

f6o3'yy7s 2ELp71'VY^ 7KOVOJUEV OvS rT' a&o67s. 

4.463 
rpv 'e ,re6ov,ra 7ro6v XIfXa3e, 

and 1.197 
avOjs be KOpnls 'Xe IlIwXetva. 

This combination, while common enough, is perhaps harder to account for, and in the 
first example it might be better to separate the two nouns, associating the accusative 
with the main verb and only the genitive with the participle (cf. note 76), an analysis 
probably favored by the word order; but in the second and third passages no such 
treatment is possible. Incidentally, there is still another variety, with double ac- 
cusative, just as in Hittite (cf. note 47); an instance is Od. 18.258 

bejLTep7'v 7ir KapT7r) eXwv kife xe^pa. 

49 On the word order see below, notes 51, 60, 79, 99, and 116; and cf. TAPA 
84.95, note 10, 105 and notes 65 and 68. 

50 He maintains that &irroToa must govern two genitives, never a combination of 
genitive of person and accusative of part, or of accusative of person and genitive of 
part. But the not dissimilar verb Xatyvwco, which is used like &7rro/uat with two geni- 
tives in Od. 22.310, cited just above, is met elsewhere with the accusative of the body- 
part and the genitive of the person, as in II. 24.465 (quoted in note 48) and with the 
accusative of the person and the genitive of the body-part, as in II. 4.463 (also quoted 
in note 48). 
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Here once more there are reasons for taking the person noun as a 
genitive of possession: in the case of the first two examples, the 
contrasting passage II. 15.270 

0EO E&KXVE av6'y, 

and in the case of the third, the word order.51 
We also have genitives of a quite different type in Od. 22.308-9 

= 24.184-85 

rwv be oTTOVos pv pPvT acELKS/KpaTrco rVTTO.pIEVWV. 

Monro on the first of these says that the participle must be a 
genitive absolute; yet it is hard to separate it from the preceding 
pronoun,52 especially in view of the parallel lines II. 10.483-84 
= 21.20-21 

TrP 8O rTOVos C&pvTr aELKjs/Iaopt OELtVOP.EVCV. 

In that case we have a genitive of source rather than one of posses- 
sion; or we may say that with o-rvos, the genitive rTPU plus the 

participle is subjective, and the genitive KpaTrwv plus the participle 
is objective.53 

2. Datives 

Possible examples with the dative are commoner than those 
with the genitive, undoubtedly because many more verbs may be 
combined with a dative than with a genitive. 

It should be noted that in all these instances the dative does 

belong with the verb. The presence of a so-called preposition such 
as ev or E7rL does not affect or alter the construction. In Homer, 
at least in many cases,54 such words are still locative adverbial 

particles, though we are tempted to call them prepositions when 

they seem to be joined with substantives, and preverbs when they 
seem to be joined with verbs.55 

51 Cf. note 49. 
52 But I do not deny that it is probably in passages such as this that the genitive 

absolute had its genesis. Cf. above, note 38. 
53 Of course we should not expect to fit every genitive into a pigeon-hole; that - 

to vary the metaphor - means binding the language into a strait-jacket. Cf. Monro, 

Horn. Gr. 141-42; Hahn, TAPA 84.93-94. 
54 I do not say in all. There are instances where the meaning seems to be not 

merely pointed up but actually determined by the particle; cf. note 81. On the use 

of the particles as adverbs, cf. note 44. 
56 So too in Hittite, the attempt has been made by Miss Zuntz in her Ortsadv. to 

distinguish the use of such words as pure adverbs from their use as postpositions or 
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The temptation to view the particle as a preposition is particu- 
larly strong when it immediately precedes the noun denoting the 
body-part, as in Od. 20.61-6256 

aWe uotL 't57 
l6v evc (TTr?7oeoL 3aXoia' (K OvtOV '\Xolo, 

II. 19.169 
OapaaXkov vv ol irop Evl fpealv, 

Od. 24.465 
ov yap aoLv a5e ,Jv.os vl cpealv, 

5.190-91 
oM& P,OL avtrj/Ovuo's vlZ arrOevait atL7peos, 

II. 2.142 
Trolta 6 Ov/UOv EV('t orOeaatLv optvev, 

Od. 21.96 
rc (' apa GOvu's evt ar0e7 aLYv EcXTreLv. 

On the other hand, it must be observed that elsewhere the "preposi- 
tion" itself is directly preceded by the noun or pronoun denoting 
the owner of the body-part, and constitutes a postposition with 
this57 quite as much as it constitutes a preposition with the other 
noun, as in Od. 15.326-27 

rLi 7 Tot evl opeoI roVTro v6rl7ta/irXeo ; 

and II. 21.145-46 
u&evos e ot ev (fpeoat jKev/I aveos. 

The effect is practically the same when only a postpositive particle 
separates the substantive and the "postposition," as in II. 1.55 

ry y&ap kErl kpeca OIKE Oea 

and 17.45158 

aorj(tv 6' ev yobveaat 13aXoj ,LUvOS 56' ev'L ovu.. 

Nor is there much difference when the intervening element is some 
other word or phrase which does not play a fundamental part in the 

preverbs. Although her work is logical and thorough, none the less it seems to me 
futile, for I doubt whether Hittite has reached even the transitional stage that Homeric 
Greek had attained (cf. note 54). 

66 On the datives in this passage, see below, note 111. 
57 On the other hand in II. 5.40 (quoted below, note 105) the particle may be 

viewed as a "postposition" with the body-part noun itself, though here the editors 
are more likely to combine it with the verb. On such "tmesis" see notes 44 and 62. 

58 This line will be cited again later in a contrast of the dative and the accusative. 
See note 210. 
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general structure of the sentence; such a locution may be an adverb, 
as in Od. 2.124-25 

ov TlVy ol vvV/V r7Oe(T aaT rLtOLaL OeoI 

or a vocative, as in 2.363-64 

TLrTE f Trot, lkXe TrKVOV, EVL 0pe70L TOrTO v6piLCa 

ETlXETO; 

which hardly differs from 15.326-27, cited five examples earlier. 
But above all conclusive proof that the "preposition" does not 
belong specifically with the body-part noun is furnished by those 
passages in which it opens the sentence,59 with the "owner" sub- 
stantive (preceding the body-part one60) following either directly 
(except for particles), as in II. 20.169 

Ev OE rE oi KpaOlp rTTE VEL a&XKILOV rTOp, 

22.451-52 
ev o' ,uOL arvTj/aroeL eat raXXerTaL 7op ava o6TolUa, 

1.188-89 
Ev 6f ol fTOp 

aT6OEOaOL XaaaoLoaLtL ,altXa Aep/LrfptL~ev, 

6.253 (et al.)6' 
ev T' apa ot 40 X6LPL, 

or - still more significantly - after a considerable interval, as in 
2.451-52 

ev aE TEOS pvos pev eKaoaTc/KapaLp. 

59 So, too, with other prepositions: e.g. &Jui in II. 13.704-5 and 18.205 (on the 
latter passage see below, note 282). 

60 In three of the five examples here cited, the body-part substantive follows the 
owner substantive immediately. This order certainly produces the effect of partitive 
apposition; cf. note 49. 

61 This rather peculiar but very vivid locution occurs eleven times altogether in 
Homer. Bekker takes the hand as belonging to the subject of the verb and expressing 
means, but the common double dative type, in which the dative of the person refers 
to the owner of the body-part, whether or not they are appositives, seems much more 
likely; nor would ev have much point if applied to ol only, without the limitation 
provided by Xerpl; one can hardly grow in (or into) a person, even though one may be 
said to grow in (or into) his hand if one clasps it tightly. Besides, that ev, despite 
its position, is to be joined with Xetpi is indicated by the rather similar passage Od. 
10.397 

'e'vv T' ev XepaOtv eKaaros. 

Some editors compare Vergil, Aen. 8.124 dextramque amplexus inhaesit; I think 
2.723-24 dextrae se parvus Iulus implicuit is a closer parallel. 
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Here, presumably because of its greater separation from the 
substantive, the particle has been taken with the verb by some 
editors,62 but I see no fundamental difference between its use here 
and its use in such passages as Od. 2.124-25 and 15.326-27, cited 
just above. Nor on the other hand do I see any fundamental 
difference between any of these passages, and those in which the 
particle immediately precedes the verb and therefore is joined with 
it in writing and is called a "preverb," as in II. 11.11-12,63 

'AXaLoZaLcY e ucya aOevos "i~ aX' EKaoaTW/Kapelp 
and 2.259 

trf7KE"T EIrEtT' 'OtvapTL KaprI w&ioLao-p 7rei7. 

It should be noted too that these passages with "preverbs" are 
perfectly parallel to those with "prepositions"; in particular com- 
pare with each other In. 17.451 (cited in the preceding paragraph) 
and 11.11-12. 

In all the instances of double datives, whether or not a locative 
particle is present, we may view the two datives as differing from 
each other in type, thus ruling out the possibility of partitive 
apposition. 

In some examples, where the dative representing the owner is 
clearly the complement of the verb, the dative denoting the body- 
part may be explained as either a dative of specification or a locative 
dative. It might be viewed as either one in II. 1.24 

aXX' OVK 'ArpetSp 'AyailaYvovL ijvsave aOvlj, 
Od. 8.571 

US oi qfXoV 96rXerT OvUiL,U 
and 20.327 

EL aTqcLv KpaCip abot ap/.orepouv. 

It is probably to be viewed as specification in Od. 14.221 

PavSpv 5va.ouevEwv O rTE itOL ECECE 7re6600LWv, 

and as locative in 11. 2.259 

/i77KET E7rTr' O'va7tj Kaprl LwpOLtav fTrEdi 

62 E.g. Seymour in his excellent school-edition; so too in regard to II. 5.40 (on 
which see above, note 57). Probably the editor of a text intended for beginners is 
particularly likely to rule hard and fast lines in this way; the practice is helpful and 
welcome to young students, but I doubt whether it is true to the facts of language. 
On such supposed "tmesis," cf. notes 44 and 57. 

63 Already cited above in a different connection: see note 20. 
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and 8.129 
8l6ov 6; ot OrvLa xepalv. 

With this last example we may contrast 18.545-46 

Troal 6' CTETL' Ev XEpa 6erras /EXLtfiEos o'vov 

66OKEV aPv7p ELrtWV 

and 1.440-41 

Tr7^ 
LEV Irv ElT rl CPOW y a7cov ToXV/irtTLS 'Ob8UvOE 

irarpt l)Xq IEv XEpaOt rLOL, 

in both of which there is present a local adverb to point up the 
meaning; so too in all the passages discussed at the beginning of 
this section.64 In practically all of these, the owner noun can 
regularly be classed as a dative of reference, though with the verb 
'be' (as in I1. 2.259) or where there is no expressed verb at all (as 
in II. 19.169, Od. 24.465, and 5.190-91), it might equally well be 
viewed as a dative of the possessor, and possibly in a few instances 
(as 11. 1.55, Od. 2.124-25, II. 2.451-52, 11.11-12) it approaches an 
indirect object. 

An example particularly interesting because of its numerous 

possibilities65 is II. 3.338 = Od. 17.4 

EtXETO 6' aXKLLAOV ,'XOS, 6 ot 7-aXa/xl?7ltP apjpElv. 

Here we may take the person dative directly with the verb, calling 
the body-part dative one of specification (as in Od. 14.221) or 

place where (as in II. 8.129).66 Or we may take the body-part 
dative directly with the verb, calling the person dative one of 

64 The followers of traditional grammar who consider the adverb either a preposi- 
tion (as e.g. in II. 19.169 etc.) or a preverb (as in II. 11.11-12 and 2.259) will class 
the body-part noun as a dative depending on a preposition in the first type, and as 

a dative depending on a compound verb in the second type. But in my opinion, as 
I have already indicated above (especially in note 44), it often happens that this 
explanation, though suitable enough for Attic Greek, will not do for Homeric. 

65 Monro on Od. 17.4 calls the pronoun a dative of advantage and the noun an 

instrumental dative, but in regard to the latter I certainly cannot follow him. 
66 Perhaps II. 18.600 

7pOX p apflevOV v 7raCXaLyOrtvP 

favors this view. We observe the same variation between the simple dative and the 

dative with a "preposition" in 13.188 

KopvOa KpoTaclOLtS apapvuav 

vs. Od. 18.378 
Kal Kvver7 7ra&yXaXKos, E7rL KporarLots apapvUa. 
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reference (as in the examples cited in the preceding paragraph). 
But here, where both datives fit so readily as complements of the 
verb belonging to the same category, the best explanation would 
seem to be that we have partitive apposition. Furthermore, I 
doubt whether there is a single instance of the double dative con- 
struction in which the possibility of partitive apposition is com- 
pletely ruled out.67 

3. Accusatives 

We now come to the one case which all agree presents unques- 
tionable examples of partitive apposition: the accusative. 

a. Verbs of Wounding 
The construction occurs particularly often in the almost for- 

mulaic expression meaning 'A wounded B in a certain part of his 
body.' This type is met far more frequently in the Iliad than in 
the Odyssey, doubtless because there is much more occasion for 
it in the numerous battle scenes of the Iliad, but possibly also 
because partitive apposition, a very ancient form of expression, 
may have already been beginning to die out of the language by the 
time of the Odyssey. 

By far the commonest verb in this usage is f3aXXc 'hit' (with a 
thrown weapon), of which I have noted 29 occurrences.68 Next 
to it in frequency comes ovraco 'strike' (with a held weapon), 
10 occurrences.69 Other verbs similarly used are EXav'co (2 in- 
stances),70 KOTTc0 (1),71 ,rXa0o (3),72 and Tr7rrT (2),73 all, like otraow, 

67 There is an additional reason for favoring the explanation that we have whole 
and part in many instances. This is the tendency to associate datives for person and 
body-part, rather than to substitute an accusative (of direct object or specification, 
respectively) for either. We shall note later on the same tendency to associate accusa- 
tives for person and body-part, rather than to substitute the dative (of reference or 
specification, respectively) for either. Cf. below, 226. (Really, these two statements 
amount to two different ways of saying the same thing: dative tends to combine with 
dative, accusative tends to combine with accusative.) See further notes 56, 104, 
105, 111, 210, and 231. 

68II. 4.480-81, 491-92, 501-2, 527-28; 5.188-89, 580-82; 7.11-12, 14-16; 8.119- 
21, 312-13; 11.578-79, 583-84; 13.387-88, 411-12, 506; 14.409-12, 450, 465-66; 
15.341, 433, 576-77; 16.289, 577-78, 586-87, 737-39; 17.348-49; 20.413-14; 21.166- 
67. Od. 22.277. 

69II. 5.55-56, 458, 883; 11.420-21; 13.437-39; 16.467-68, 597; 17.601; 20.401-2. 
Od. 22.294-95. 

70 II. 5.79-80; 13.576. 
71 II. 23.690. 
72 II 5.146-47; 11.240. Od. 10.161-62. 
73 II. 13.541-42; 21.180. 
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meaning 'strike, smite'; also vvao-o 'prick, pierce, stab' (2 instances),74 
and irt,pat40o 'scratch, graze' (2).75 I cite one example of each: 
II. 15.433 

6TO p9 ;l3aXev KefaXrfv 'roep oVaros otL XaXKcp, 

5.55-56 
aXXa ApV 'Arpet5?Ss OUptLKXELTCS MeVPXaos 

lrpoarey Wiev Ee?byoTra ipeTar&pevov ov'Tae ovpu, 
13.576 

Altiwvpov 5' "EXevos l4eiEt crXeS&v XaaTE Kop'v, 
23.690 

KOI/?e 5' 7rarTTrrvavra rap'rLov, 
5.146-47 

rov 5' ErTpOV tle;l' !e/YaXYC KXr7lSa rap' ltOov 

13.541-4276 
Alvelas 5' 'A4apIa KaX7rop6l5v eTropobuas 
Xat,o'v rb', Trl ol rTerpacLLVOv, 64L 5ovp1, 

11.95-96 
roy 5' l0Vs ptepa&cra .teTWlrtOV OEl 5ovpl 

Od. 22.279-80 

KrToLtr7ros 5' EFituaov v rep 0aKos eyTXei iaKpco 

joLov &~rZtypat1?ev. 

Expressions of this sort are, as I have said, practically formulaic. 
They very frequently include, as do all except the fourth of the 

examples cited, a dative of means denoting the weapon to do the 
wounding.77 Also common is the occurrence, as in the first and 
fifth of the examples cited, of a prepositional phrase delimiting the 

74 I. 11.95-96; 20.487-89. 
75 I. 11.388. Od. 22.279-80. 
76 Here as in some other passages (on which see notes 48 and 93) in which the 

subject of the verb is accompanied by a participle, it might be suggested that the 
two accusatives are to be separated, one being combined with the participle and the 
other with the verb. I think in general the odds are all in favor of keeping the two 
accusatives together; at all events here that is almost certainly to be done, for Homer, 
though he uses the accusative of jumping up on a chariot (II. 17.481), apparently 
uses only the dative of springing at or upon a person (II. 5.793; 15.520; Od. 23.342-43). 

77 A dative of this sort occurs in 65 of the passages under discussion. It is pos- 
sible that the extremely common use of this dative may have been to a slight extent 
a contributing - though certainly not a compelling - factor in preserving the use 
of the two accusatives rather than permitting the substitution for either of a dative. 

While, as we have seen (cf. note 67), the combination of two datives relating respec- 
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precise portion of the body-part that receives the wound.78 Such 
prepositional phrases I shall henceforth refer to as "localizing 
phrases." They limit the body-part noun as it itself limits the 
person noun, and thus usually follow it as it usually follows the 
person noun;79 but of course they do not agree with it in case, 
for they do not themselves constitute a part of it, but define the 
part of it affected in relation to some other part of the body, or, 
less frequently, some part of the armor.80 The case of the noun 
varies according to the introductory particle, which therefore in 
these expressions is doubtless to be viewed as already a true prepo- 
sition.8l The commonest prepositions are bvrep with the genitive 
or (less often) the accusative,82 vOr6 with the genitive or (less often) 
the accusative,83 and wrapa with the accusative;84 we also meet 8aL 

with the genitive,85 c7rm with the dative,86 and Irepi with the da- 

tively to person wounded and to body-part wounded was favored, the reverse was 
probably true of the juxtaposition of two utterly unrelated datives of quite different 
types. 

78 The same part is played by a phrase of this sort as by a localizing adjective or 
an adverb. Both are combined in II. 15.341 

AtioXov 6e Ia&pLs f3a&XE elarov Clovy OTirLaOev, 

where I think the meaning is 'the lower part of the shoulder in the rear,' not 'behind 
the lower part of the shoulder' as it is rendered in Lang-Leaf-Myers. Adjectives 
used in this way include .uoaos (II. 13.438, 506; 16.597; 20.486; 23.875; Od. 10.161; 
22.295), lrpvuvo6s (Od. 17.463; on this see note 116), velaros (loc. cit., also 11. 14.466), 
jueraLza&'Los (II. 5.19; cf. the common 7rap&a ao'bv), all of which denote one part of a 
given member as opposed to another part; not however words for 'right' and 'left,' 
which denote one member as opposed to another member (contrast with vetarov cijuoy 
'the lower part of the shoulder' in II. 15.341 the common S6eiOV Wipov 'the right shoulder,' 
e.g. in 14.450); the two types are combined in Od. 17.504 

ouros 8 Opivvt LrpvAuv6v 3a?Xe SeLov &jIov. 

Adverbs used in this way include, beside O6rL-Oev (in II. 15.341 and 541), '7repOev 
(11.421) and ry (5.858 and 23.875). 

79 Cf. note 49. The example of the genitive (cited at the close of this paragraph) 
follows the body-part noun; the only exceptions with prepositions that I have noted 
are Od. 10.161 (on which, however, see note 116), and, of armor (cf. note 80), Od. 
22.279-80. 

80 The examples referring to armor are II. 7.11-12, 12.183, 13.387-88, Od. 22.279- 
80. 

81 This is one type that I had in mind in my qualifying comment in note 54. 
82 With the genitive, II. 4.528; 5.145; 13.616; 14.412; 15.433. With the accusa- 

tive, Od. 22.279. 
83With the genitive, II. 7.12; 11.579; 13.412; 17.349; 21.591. With the accusa- 

tive, II. 13.388; 17.309. 
84 I. 4.480; 5.146; 8.121, 313; 15.577. 
85 II. 12.183; 20.479. 
86 II. 5.458, 883; 17.601; Od. 22.277. 



tive.87 I quote a few typical examples as a supplement to those 
already given: II. 4.527-28 

rov 6e 06as AlrwXos a&reaa'vc evov BaaXE Sovpl 

aTrepvov virep jaloTo, 
11.578-79 

KaCL 3oa\e 4avoCta&rlv 'A7rt'aova 7roElEva Xacov 

f7rap i7ro 7rpaIrt&ov, 

4.480-81 
7rp&Trov yap tLv 6ovTa 3a\Xe arTOos 7rap&a ua'bv 

&e~Lov, 
5.45888 

Kburptla /v 7rpw&ra aXEobv oiura-cr Xep' Eirl Kap7rcO. 

Instead of a prepositional phrase, we find a genitive in II. 21.166-67. 
The usage exhibited by the typical formula, 'A wounds B in a 

given part of the body,' often accompanied by a dative of means 

and/or a "localizing phrase," is subject to related extensions. Thus 
the action usually performed by one man who wounds another is 
in II. 6.11789 

a.&4Li 6E /LtV or4vpa Tr7vrr Kat aVXeva 5Epxa KeXatvov 

attributed to the hide forming the rim of the shield, which beats 

against or slaps the neck and ankles of its wearer or bearer; and in 
II. 10.53590 

'iTrrwv wL' oKVTr6&uV azlK)l4 KTrTOS o ara a3&XXel 

to, the noise which at least metaphorically strikes the ears of the 
hearer. 

Again the accusative noun which receives the action is some- 
times transferred, like the noun in the "localizing phrase,"91 from a 

87 II. 12.401. 
88 Here and in II. 17.601 and Od. 22.277, I think we may be certain that xeLp' is 

rightly written Xetp', standing for the accusative Xetpa, not the dative XeLpi, which 

would be quite unparalleled. Cf. note 104. 
89 There is no doubt that aA0lt is adverbial here whether it means 'on both sides' 

(as it does in II. 10.535) with reference to the ankles alone, or whether it means (as 
seems to me more likely) 'above and below,' with reference to the neck and the ankles 

jointly. 
90 I am assuming that z' stands for ,E rather than ftoi. On &aql/ cf. note 89. 

91 Cf. above, note 80. 
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part of the body to the piece of armor which covers that part, as in 
I1. 4.459 = 6.9 

rov p' EclaXc 7rp&ros KopvOOS alXOv Tr7roSaaec-E, 
20.288-89 

EvOa KEY AlvElaS iCV fEreaov/evov YlaXe rLErpq) 
X7 KOpvOU je aaKos, 

and 11.563-65 
T ,, A ' a os TOT ETELTr' Alavra zL'yCav, TeXaaMwvLov vlOY, 

Tpwe?s VTrpOvv oL 7roXv7lepcEE rT' T 7rlKovpoV 

vvaovreY s T varolta0L MIEov 0aKOs alyv ECrovTO. 

In such instances, there is a tendency to add the body-part in 
combination with a preposition.92 Examples are II. 5.98-99 

Kal f3aX' EratlaovTa TVXWov Kara 6etlOYv lopov 

O&0prlKos yvaXov, 
17.605-6 

"EKropa 6' 'I6oMuevevs ILera ArLrov opLr?7OevTa 

F3XXKGLt OOpr7Kta aKCaTa Tr7OoS rap&a ua'6v, 

and 12.400-402 

rbv 6' ALas KCa TeVKPOS o/iapTr'favO' 6 ,.ev lc 
PfeE3X'KeL reXa/.Avwa Irepl Tr'OEffaat 4<aEcvOv 

&aorl6os a/uxq3lp6r3)s. 

In the first of these passages the structure is not quite certain,93 
and in the second it might be possible to take arrOos precisely as in 

92 So too in one passage without a person noun (cf. note 103), 11. 13.586-87 (re- 
ferred to again at the close of note 114) 

HptiaMtrs lf Iev Tretra KarT ao-rii0os a3XE v ilC3/0OpKos yv'aXov. 
93 Here again, as in II. 13.541-42 (see note 76), we have a participle and a verb; 

and some editors (e.g. Paley) seem to show by their punctuation that they associate 
the body-part phrase with the participle and the accusatives denoting person and armor 
with the verb. A similar interpretation is possible with other passages with KaTr 
(as II. 5.578-79; 12.189; Od. 19.452), on all of which see below, note 117; also in one 
(II. 4.106-8) with rpos. Yet I think that in these passages (with the exception of 
the one with 7rpos, on which see below, note 128) even more than in I1. 13.541-42 we 
must combine all complementary and modifying expressions with the verb. In the 
first place, it is obvious that the participle of TrvyXa&v in passages about wounding 
does not need a complement, for frequently there is present only one accusative 
(denoting the person), which clearly belongs with the verb (as in II. 5.858; 12.394-95; 
13.371, 396-97); and in the second place, even when there are two accusatives (as in 
II. 5.582), neither can belong with the participle, for rvyx&avw presumably needs the 
genitive (cf. e.g. II. 5.587; 16.609; Od. 6.290). The truth is that /a3Xe . . . Tvxwv 
(as in II. 5.98; 13.371; etc.) forms a single idea meaning 'hit successfully' or the like, 



E. Adelaide Hahn 

4.480, associating Kara with Owp7Ka; and in both the use of KaTr 
involves a special problem.94 However, there can be no doubt 
about the third example. 

The use of the accusative to denote the possessor seems to be 
less common95 with articles of armor than with true parts of the 
body. There may be some significance in the structure of II. 
13.614-16 

r TOL 6 p.LE KOpvOOS (alXOv jXaoaev ITTroCaaoe7s 

aKpov vjr6 X6oVov aro6v, b a' rpoaLovra /LErCoTrov 

pLVos Virep TrvwUrT7s. 

Here we have two balanced members sharing a common verb with 
two parallel subjects, 6 uev and 6 6e, and also with two parallel 
objects, 4aXov and EirTrwwov; with the latter, a part of the body, we 
also have a second object denoting its owner, but with the former, 
an appendage of the helmet, we do not.96 Again, note the presence 
of the accusative of the person in II. 16.597 

rTOV A,UV apa rXaVKos arlOos Ofeaov oraa Tov p ,raa 

and its absence97 in 7.258 

Ilpta.L6r7s ,?ev eTreira ieaov OcKOS ovirac-E ovpL. 

So too in the same passage just two lines below of Hector's oppo- 
nent, 7.26098 

A'Las 6' a&c7ria vbev E ra\X,eos. 

Since a member of the body is a physical part of its owner in a 
far truer and more essential way than is an article of armor, the 
fact that the former is combined more frequently than the latter 

just as does the reverse combination rbUXv-re f3aXc\v (15.581), which likewise governs 
the accusative (rov in 580); another way of conveying in duplicate the same single idea 
is to say (as in 11.350 et al.) fa&Xev ovb' &al,jLapre (we have the reverse in 5.287 ilAP4pores 
ov ' eTvxes). 

94 This will be treated later; see especially note 114. 
95 That is, proportionately less common. There are, of course, plenty of instances 

of such omission with parts of the body too (cf. note 103). 
96 So too II. 3.362; 13.552; 16.338. However, contrast 4.459 = 6.9 (already 

cited). 
97 Also its replacement by a genitive in II. 15.528 (cf. 13.646). 

Os r6re 1vXet6ao Pu.oov OraKos oi`raae bovpi. 

For this genitive cf. below, note 125. 
98 So too II. 12.404. To be sure in this appearance of the line it might be argued 

that the force of r6v in 400 (quoted in the preceding paragraph) is still felt, despite 
the interpolation of a separate clause (on which see above, 207-8). 
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with the noun denoting the owner or "whole" is perhaps a con- 
firmation of the view that such pairs of accusatives have their 
origin in partitive apposition. Another confirmation is provided 
by the overwhelmingly pronounced practice of placing the "whole" 
noun before the "part" noun.99 I have noticed only one exception 
to this well-nigh invariable rule, II. 21.180 

,yacrrpa yapp utv rb,te rap' 61otqaX6v. 

Contrast with this the normal order in 13.506 

'I8olvevEs 6' ipa Olvo6jaov f3lXE yaarepa yiEaOrlv. 

Both the "whole" noun and the "part" noun serve as objects of 
the verb. Either one can be omitted,100 and the construction re- 
mains unchanged.101 We may cite as examples with the person 
noun alone'02 II. 15.11 

e7rel oiv u li afavpoTaros faX1' AXaccov, 
5.858 

Tr pa tUtv ovra rvXwv, 
and 12.394-95 

aXX' 6 yWe OEacTopi6r?v 'AXKu/ova aovpl rvx7uas 

and as examples with the body-part alone'03 II. 5.657 

6 v 3PlXaev aXveva LeirCoov, 
13.529 

Oovp't fpaXiova rTunV e,raX#cevos, 

99 Already referred to in notes 49, 51, 60, and 79. 
100 Cf. note 95. 
101 There are also instances, as II. 4.525 

oura be bovpl rap' iucA>ao6v 

and 20.168, where both are omitted. In the first a "localizing" prepositional phrase 
seems to replace the accusative of the body-part; cf. note 102. 

102 Additional examples are II. 5.533, 580; 12.387-88; 13.371; 20.378; Od. 17.278- 
79, 494. On II. 11.109, 12.183, 13.396-97, 17.309, 17.617, 20.486, 23.875, in which 
the part of the body wounded is indicated by an adjective or by an adverbial phrase, 
see below, note 112. 

103 Additional examples are II. 4.531; 5.19, 584, 657, 660-61; 10.455-56; 13.593- 
94; 15.541; 16.332, 404-5, 791, 806-7; 20.481; 21.591; Od. 18.95, 96; 22.81-82; 
probably also 11. 4.467-69, since ipvovra probably (despite notes 76 and 93) depends 
on the participle i6wv. On 13.586-87, 13.651, and 20.469, in which the body-part 
noun is combined with Kaar, see notes 92, 114, and 123. 

Vol. Ixxxv] 225 



226 E. Adelaide Hahn [1954 

14.497 
avXeva icoaaov eXa'aev, 

and 2.265-66 

0K-lT7pTc e 7leTra4qpevov 7aE Kcal acol/7rXiev. 

However, the two accusatives certainly have an affiliation for 
each other.104 In the construction with verbs of wounding, there 
is evidently no tendency for a dative of reference as a substitute 
for the accusative person noun to be combined with the accusative 
body-part noun,105 or for a dative of specification as a substitute 
for the accusative body-part noun to be combined with the accusa- 
tive person noun.106 Thus in this construction the body-part noun 
is surely to be viewed as closely related to the person noun ;107 it is 
not an accusative of limit of motion,108 and it is not - at least 
not yet - an accusative of specification. 

There are two additional reasons for not viewing it as an accusa- 
tive of limit of motion. 

104 Hence my unhesitating decision in favor of the accusative in the very few 

ambiguous passages. See notes 88, 90, and 146. 
105 For the dative elsewhere, cf. e.g. II. 3.270 

f3aaLXevaLv v8wp erl Xe6pas exevav, 

and 22.335 (already referred to in note 42) 

os ro7L yovvar' eXvia, 

which is in marked contrast with such passages as 11.240 

rTOV ' aopL trXO ' abxeva, Xvae e ' yvZa 

and 16.465 
rov 3aPXE velatpav KaCLTa yaarepa, XoXae 6e yvia, 

where there is no pronoun in the corresponding clause but an accusative in the pre- 

ceding clause. Of particular significance are the datives in 16.517-18 

aAq40L 6& A.OL XEZP/6EL?l5 OP4bV- OLv 
- X?XXaraL ajL be ,oi O xeTp/5terQs 68vvqr/atv EXlXara7 

and 5.40 
TrpwrciC yap arpe0O6evrtL ,eraqfpevqp ev bopv 7rtev. 

In the first (on which cf. note 43), with the body-part noun in the nominative, we 

cannot have partitive apposition, as already noted (see section I.A); in the second 

(on which cf. note 57), with the body-part noun in the dative, the word referring to 

the owner is also in the dative - which certainly suggests that here too we have 

partitive apposition. See also below, notes 129 and 205. 
106 Elsewhere the dative and accusative of specification do alternate, as we saw 

above in II. 3.227 and 193-94, quoted in the last paragraph of section I.A. 
107 Despite Monro and Hirt (see note 158). 
108 Despite Blumel (see section II.A.3). Of course I am not referring to cases in 

which the person noun is likewise an accusative of limit of motion. There are in- 

stances of the sort, notably in metaphorical expressions involving the heart, the 

feelings. See note 139, 
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The first reason is that when the direct object of the verb of 
striking or hitting denotes not the person wounded but the weapon 
which does the wounding (a much rarer usage), there is no tendency 
to use an accusative for the part of the body wounded,109 even in 
combination with a "preposition"; the case used is the dative.1l0 
Examples are 1I. 5.345-46 

/p. TrS Aavawv TaxvTrwCXov 
XaXKOv Evl orTOeaaLt f3aX(,Av EK OuVO6V EXotro, 

and Od. 20.61-6311 
a'e utOL U6r) 

lov Evl aT?7rOeraL faXoao' EK Ovby6v XOLO 
auTiKa vvv. 

Apparently then the compelling reason for the use of the accusa- 
tive for the noun denoting the part of the body wounded when it is 
used in combination with the noun denoting the person wounded, is 
the appositional relationship of the two nouns. 

The second reason is that the "localizing phrase" which so often 
accompanies the body-part noun when this is present frequently 
replaces it when it is absent. Thus in 1I. 5.144-47 

evO' EXev 'Aarbvoov Kat 'T7reLpova 7roLAzva Xacv, 
rTOv EV VTirp Iua'oZo faXcjv xaXKcpec' Sovpi, 

r6py ' 'EpOV T EiPOP c)L'y /LEaX KX7a 7rap' &!Aov 

7rXO', 
109 The corresponding passive construction with the weapon serving as subject 

occurs in II. 5.399-400 

avr&p oiaros/si5o,W eIvL aorTLap4 rXrkXaTo. 

Here too the body-part is represented by the dative with a "preposition." We also 
find a variant construction where the thing that does the wounding serves as subject 
of an active verb; here the body-part noun appears as usual in the accusative as object 
of the verb, but the person wounded appears in the genitive, as with pieces of armor 
(cf. note 97), or in the dative. Thus with a departure from the usual formula, there 
is no tendency to use partitive apposition. Examples are II. 17.599-600 (of a spear) 

'ypaf4ev be ol bCarTeo aXPLS/alX,aUj ILovUXv&au,avros, 

and Od. 12.412 (of a falling mast) 

7rXj4E? KVfepV7lTre Kef CLXa7v. 

110 We do find the accusative of the body-part noun with a verb that clearly 
demands the accusative of limit of motion, in 11. 5.290-91 

f3iXos 6' WOvvev 'AOrvt7/plva 7rap' 6OaXMA6v. 

1 Significant too is the fact that in this passage, where the dative is used for the 
body-part, so too is it used for the person wounded. Cf. note 56. 
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a phrase of this sort occurs alike in the first of the two balancing 
clauses, where there is no body-part accusative,l2 and in the 
second, where there is one. We may also compare the first clause 
with such a typical example as 4.527-28 

roV be 06as 'AlrwoXos atreaacUievov a, lXe Sovpl 

arepvov v rep AIa'oto. 

It is clear that, unlike the body-part accusative, the localizing 
phrase cannot be taken closely with the person accusative: 'the 
man his collar-bone (beside the shoulder)' or 'the man his chest 
(over the nipple)' makes sense (as an instance of partitive apposi- 
tion, even though not idiomatic English), but 'the man over the 

nipple' does not. Thus the localizing phrases must be combined 
with the verb, and in this connection it is interesting to note that 

they are regularly of a type that expresses place where rather than 

place whither.13 This seems to indicate that verbs of wounding 
do not imply the motion of the weapon held or hurled toward the 
man or the body-part wounded so much as the act of inflicting the 
wound in a particular place; hence the body-part noun should not 
be viewed as an accusative of limit of motion. 

There remain to be considered a number of expressions consist- 

ing of KarL and an accusative noun. These are not at all like the 

localizing phrases including virep, vOrb, wrapa, and eri; on the con- 

trary, they may be accompanied by such phrases. But they are 

apparently not normally accompanied by an accusative body-part 
noun used as the object of the verb,14 and it is to such a noun 

12 Other instances of this sort are 11. 11.109, 17.309, and 17.617; also, of armor, 

12.183. In 13.396-97, 20.486, and 23.875 the adjective ,fioaaov or .ua'rov (on which 

cf. note 78) virtually replaces the accusative of the body-part. 
113 Note the rarity of the accusative in "localizing phrases." Both virep and VOr6, 

especially the former, take the genitive oftener than the accusative (see notes 82 and 

83); and the accusative is not met at all with other prepositions, except with 7rapa 

(see note 84), which in Homer even when combined with this case frequently lacks 

any notion of movement (cf. Chantraine, Gr. Hom. 2.122). 
114 They are, however, in two instances accompanied by an accusative noun 

referring to a piece of armor. The passages are II. 5.98-99 and 17.605-6, both quoted 

below (cf. notes 118 and 121); they have already been treated above (cf. note 94), 

in a slightly different connection. In these two passages, it seems as if the simple 

accusatives denoting the piece of armor which was pierced (OUprlKos -yvaXov and Oupr)Ka 

respectively), and the accusatives with Kara denoting the part of the body which 

was also pierced (KarT& etLov cWitov and KaTr orriOos rapa =aO6ov respectively), are inde- 

pendently in partitive apposition with the accusative denoting the person wounded. 

We have a series of three accusative appositives in II. 7.215 = 20.44 (on which see 

above, note 20) and perhaps in 21.122-23 (on which see below, notes 147 and 228); 
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that I think they correspond.115 In other words, Kara beside an 
accusative in this usage is regularly an adverbial particle like iv 
and Eir beside a dative in the usage noted above (in section 2).116 

Thus compare II. 21.406 

r4 Ba&XE Ooiopov "Apra Kar' avXeva 
with 7.11-12 

"EK,crp 6' 'HiLOa gaX' c'YXEL b4vbev'T 

avXev MvmrO crreoavs eVUXaXKOV, 

11.240 
rov 6' aopL TrX^) aCvXeva, 

and 16.586-87 

Kal p' ipaXE L2OeveXaov 'IaILEveos flXov vjbv 

avxeva xEpiuaaSL?. 

Compare II. 5.45-46 

rbfOv ? dp' ap Io/eevEs aovptKXVTrbS EYXei iPaKpU 
bvv' ir7rcov ~1nrLpao6ievov Kara eoLbiv CT)Ojv, 

but in the present instance the two "part" nouns are not in apposition with each other, 
and so it is natural that one is differentiated from the other by the accompanying 
Kara. A similar instance, but without a person noun at all, is 13.586, on which see 
note 92. For one example, or possibly two, of the rare prepositional use with a 
body-part noun, see note 116. 

11 We also have precisely the same construction used metaphorically of the mind 
or heart, in II. 19.125 

TOv 5' &Xos 6bO KarTa clpva rTI/e laFOeZav. 

Note here too the defining adjective used just like those referred to in note 78, and 
cf. Clapp ad loc. 

116 This does not mean that Kara in combination with an accusative body-part 
noun is never used as a true preposition. It is certainly so employed in Od. 17. 462-63 

OpijvvV EXdov Bflae seti'Ov j,4Jov/rpv,Uv6raTov Ka7ar vWrov, 

where KaTa vTrov does not denote the body-part wounded but defines the special 
portion of the body-part that is affected. This is already done by the adjective 
7rpvuv6Trarov (cf. note 78), in its turn further defined by the prepositional phrase, 
which perhaps we should view as actually modifying the adjective rather than the 
noun. It will be noted that I am following those who join 7rpvjtv6raTov with SfIUov 
(cf. e.g. Monro's note and Butcher and Lang's translation) and not those who take 
it with ViTov (cf. e.g. Ameis' note and Dindorf-Hentze's punctuation). To me con- 
clusive arguments are provided both by the meaning of the adjective and by the 
parallel passage 17.504 

OUTros e Opr7vvL 7rpv/uvov f3aXe SeLt,v i/uov. 

I am not certain about the r61e of Kara in Od. 10.161-62 
Trv P' ky,& eKifalvovra KaTI' al&KvarY V kOara vtra 
vrXjfia. 
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Od. 19.452117 

TOV 6' O8vaeVs oi3rTE TVXV Kara be4Ltv WJ&ov, 

and II. 5.98-99118 

KaLL faX' e7raCo'ovTa TVXWv Kara b6eotv &uCov 

OWpf7KoS yivaXov 

with II. 14.450119 
l3aXe b5 IlpoOorvopa 6SELOV ijLOV 

and 16.467-68 

b 6b HIIbatrov ovrTaCev L7rTrov/e'yXE be 5etov wiOov. 

Compare I1. 5.578-79120 

rov 6 ev p' 'Arpe7'Crs ovpUXK\XELTO Mev6XaoG 
EaTECJT' E'yXEic vV1 Kara KX\gtba TrvX?aa 

with 5.146-47 
r6TOV ErepOV t4El /ALe'yaXW KX XL6ba rap' lJuov 
7rX' . 

Compare 11. 11.108 

Tov A1Ev VrErp Laao Ko Kara orTeos /aaXe 80ovpV, 

12.204 
KO6'E ap arVTv ExovTa KaTa arjOos Trapa &eLpjv, 

and 17.605-6121 

"ErKopa 6' 'I5oLIevErV /Lzera Arjtrov 6pUrOievra 

ef3XrfKELL Oprlp77Ka KaTa oTT0os Irapa I,avo1v 

It is possible to take ueaoa vcora as epexegetical to aiKv7LTtv (so Merry and Riddell 
and, apparently, Butcher and Lang), in which case (KaT') aKvY?7aTLv is in partitive 
apposition to r6v, with KaT' an adverb, just as in II. 5.46 etc. But it is also possible 
to take ,uoea v&Tra as in partitive apposition with T6v (so Perrin), in which case aKv7oaTrtv 

may be in partitive apposition with uaeaa v&ra with KaT' still an adverb, or Kar' daKv7TarTv 

may be a prepositional phrase defining the noun vora or even the adjective (as per- 
haps in Od. 17.463) jeaoa. In short, 'middle of the back' and 'spine' may be coexten- 

sive; or 'spine' may be a part of 'back,' or even (viewing the back as extending from 
head to tail, not from side to side) 'middle of the back' may be a part of 'spine' (as 
the order suggests; cf. note 49). In either the second or the third case, we once 
more have a three-fold series of whole and part nouns, one (either the second or the 

third) defined by KaT'; cf. notes 20 and 114. 
117 I do not think the presence of the participle here, or in the other examples 

with Karat cited below (11. 5.98-99, 578-79, and 12.189), has any effect on the construc- 
tion. See above, note 93; and below, notes 118, 120, and 124. 

118 On the participle rvXcWv, see note 117; on the accusative 'yvaXov, note 114. 
119 Also II. 5.79-80, 188-90; 11.420-21; 16.289; Od. 22.279-80. 
120 On the participle rvXjraas, see note 117. 
121 On the accusative 0cprtKa, cf. note 118 and see note 114. 



Partitive Apposition in Homer 

with 4.527-28 
rbv be 6b0as AlrcoTXo aTrerFabtVevov a8Xe ovpl 
arepvov vrEp ia'oto, 

8.312-13122 

aXX' 'APXErTrO6XEUO, Opaovv "EcKropoS vLtoXia, 

LIi,evov 7ro\XEJiOY6e fa&XE cTri^oS rap&d jLao6v, 

and 14.409-12 

roi lv I r1 ELT a&rtOvra tzyas TEXa&ivtlos AZas 
XEPlaaSi .? ./rlarjOo fEt3XfKetLV Virep aTrvyos. 

Compare II. 16.465 
Trv fd&XE veaLCpav KaTla yaarpa 

and 17.312-13 
Alas ' av5 Ib)pKvva 5at4rpova, 4)alvoros Uvt6v, 

'IiriroO6c 7reptpavL a UCIarlv Karta yaoarepa Tvev 

with 13.506 
'Io,ucevevs 6' ipa Olv6,/aov 3a\Xe yaaropa ua&ar7lv 

and 21.180 
'yaareppa yap lty Tvi,E 7rap' 6ojiiaX6v. 

Two other examples of the same sort are II. 8.81-83 

rTv fSaXEv cip 
?os, 'AXAEavbpos, 'EXMYs r6oats u/VKCoLoto, 

aKpr7f KaK KOPVotr7v, 
and 14.493 

rbv ' ToG vr' o6pvos oSra Kar' o6O6aCiXoto O/Le?OXa. 

Finally, we may note two passages in which the accusative of 
the owner is lacking:123 11. 13.651 

Kat p' ef3aXe YXovTrO Kiara &e5i6v 
and 20.469 

o6 b6 b/aayavxp oira KaO' i7rap. 

We also find an accusative with Kara designating an article of 
apparel or of armor. Examples are II. 5.615 

rov pa Kara a7oxrjpa i3&evl TeXaUcjvLos Alas 

122 So too II. 4.480-81; 8.119-21; 15.576-77. 
123 However, in both instances the person shot at has been indicated in the pre- 

ceding clause, in the first passage by a genitive and in the second by a nominative. 
For other examples in which the person shot at is not named, see notes 92 and 103. 
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and 12.189124 

'Irr6Ft/aXov 3aLXE 0ovpt Kara wuoar-pa rvXoaas. 

We may note in addition 11.350-51 

Kal /3aXEv, ovb' aCajuapre, TLTVTK6Oevos KEqaXf4LV, 

aKprlV KaLK KopvOa, 

where, as in 13.651, there is no accusative of the person. Here 
again there is a smaller proportion of armor-nouns than of body- 
part nouns in partitive apposition with the possessor noun.'25 

We also find two passages in which rp6s seems to be used as is 
Kara in the passages just discussed. In both instances we have 
irpos rros, which we may compare with Kara aOT?7Oo in 11.108 and 
12.204. These passages are II. 15.248-50 

OVK aLELS, O jUE 'vovalzv 7rL T pvIVotz v 'AXaWvt 

ov)s erapovs 6XKovra ifor~v &yaeos a&Xev AM'as 

XEPpIcat?w irpos cTrJOos, 

and 4.105-8 

aVrTK' oifXa Torov ' eVoov i~aXov al&os 

aypLov, ov pa TrT' avros O7ro crrpvoto TvX7aTas 

7rETrpts WK3alvovra, See7yievos ev 7rpo8oKp~laV, 

PEPf3XKEL Trpos aTr0Oos. 

I have found no other example of 1rpos employed in connection with 
a verb of wounding, whether as an adverb with an accusative used 
as the object of the verb, or as a preposition in a localizing phrase 
combined either with such an accusative or, in its absence, with 
the verb. In the second passage quoted there is present a localiz- 
ing phrase, here with the preposition viro common enough in such 
expressions;126 but the noun used with the preposition, denoting 
as it does a considerable expanse of the body, is one that we meet 
elsewhere only as the object (delimiting the person wounded) and 
never in a localizing phrase (delimiting the body-part wounded). 
A further difficulty is that this noun is practically synonymous 

124 On the participle rvxiacas, see note 117. 
126 Here too (cf. note 97) we find the genitive used instead of the accusative to 

denote the possessor. Examples are II. 3.347 

Ka ,L f3aev 'ArpetLao KLa' a7a'Tra, 

and the absolutely parallel passages (with different proper nouns) 3.356 and 5.281. 
126 Cf. note 83. 
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with the accusative noun,127 and therefore does not delimit it. Be- 
cause of this, and also because of the word order, I believe that here 
the viOr phrase must be separated from the 7rpos phrase, the former 
being combined with the participle rvx7jaas and the latter with the 
verb JE/XKKEL.128 

b. Miscellaneous Verbs 

I have devoted a considerable amount of time and space to the 
discussion of accusatives in partitive apposition (as well as related 
details) in connection with verbs of striking and wounding, because 
the usage with these verbs seems best to illustrate the fundamentals 
and, I believe, the genesis of this form of expression. But the con- 
struction is by no means confined to passages including these verbs. 
On the contrary, in combination with any transitive verb of appro- 
priate meaning an accusative denoting the person affected may 
have added to it in partitive apposition an accusative denoting the 
body-part affected.129 Some examples follow:130 II. 23.782131 

.' eB/XaVce 0ea ro6bas, 
127 Probably the connotations of the two nouns are slightly different: orepvov is 

used in Homer of men only and in a strictly physical sense only, whereas ar7ijOo is 
used also of women, and often of the seat of the emotions (not only of human beings, 
but even of wolves in II. 16.163), so that the two seem to correspond to each other 
roughly as do chest and breast in English. But so far as the region of the body denoted 
goes, I can see no difference between the two. The phrase 7rap&a jatov, which is 
repeatedly used to define the arjos (II. 4.480; 8.121, 313; 15.577), as also once the 
adjective ,.lErala'Lov (5.19), does not seem to be used of the areprpov, whereas virep 
/iaroLo is used of both (4.528; 11.108); but I doubt whether there is any significance in 
this. In particular as applied to animals (despite 16.163, noted above), we should 
expect little distinction: cf. e.g. 23.508 and 11.282, of the region covered by the sweat 
or foam of horses. 

128 Thus, as already remarked in note 93, this passage differs from the others 
there discussed. 

129 An alternative for the accusative of the person is the dative of reference (on 
which see also note 105), as in II. 4.104 

rc 5e fpevas a5fpovtL TreOlev 
and 7.271 

lX3ate e ol tIXa 'yobvaO'. 

The corresponding passive construction is seen in II. 12.428 

oreCq aTpe?eivrTL 1uErTappeva yvuivwOerl 
and 16.348-49 

evirX\roaOev 5e ol a6510wo/al'.taros 60[ a\aXLol 

(with which compare 1.104, quoted in the last paragraph of section A above). 
130 It is not intended that this list shall be exhaustive. To avoid repetition, 

examples treated elsewhere in this paper, for one reason or another, are not quoted 
here. 

13 I assume that the pronoun here is in the accusative, as in Od. 14.178 (quoted 
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21.268-69 
roaclaKL /Ltv /i'ya Kv/Ca tLLrereTos rorTa/OLo 
XrXa&' &iovu Kaitv7rpOev, 

Od. 11.578 
'yvre O6 lV A KaTEpOE Trapr.EYeviw rap ECKELpV, 

II. 3.35 
cXpOS T rE I/V ElXE rapetas, 

4.526 (et al.) 
Trov P aKTOros oa00 KavXUvlv, 

16.502-3 
As aipa /I,t ElirovTa rEXos Oavaroto KalXv4ev 

6O6aX/Luovs pi'vas 6', 
11.249-50 

Kparepov pa e 7revOos 

o66aX/.ovs EKalXUIvK/ Kaatl'yvToLo Treaovros, 

Od. 16.15-16 
KvaaOOe aS ILV KEqaXrjl TE Kal aLaUw q(atea KaXa 

XeTpas Tr a/1AorTEpas, 

1.64 
7roL6v ae E7roS 4v,yEPv E'KOS 06OvroTV, 

II. 24.58132 

"EKrTCP I.Ey A 7 OTS TE 'yvvalKa r E 07roaTO /.uaC6o. 

Naturally, words denoting the mind or soul follow the con- 
struction of words denoting the body. Words meaning 'heart' or 
'breast,' since they fall into both categories, furnish a natural tran- 
sition from one to the other. Many of the passages containing 
such words form more or less close parallels with those referring to 
physical parts of the body,33 either (1) corresponding in general 
meaning, as in the first two examples cited below, or (2) even using 

in the next paragraph). However, it might be dative, as in II. 7.271 (quoted in note 
129). Quite different is II. 23.571 

O3Xa&cas be /LOL '17rovs, 

where there is no apposition, and only the dative is possible. 
132 Paley has what seems to me a very strange note on this passage. He says 

that the first accusative "does not agree" with the second, but is the direct object of 
the verb. I think that the two accusatives, being in partitive apposition, do agree 
with each other, and both are direct objects of the verb. See further on this below, 
note 141. 

'33 Cf. note 115 on II. 19.125. 
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the same verbs, as in the next two examples. Thus (1) with Od. 
11.578 compare II. 3.438 

I7rj Ie, ybvvac, aXe\?roaLtv OvecEa6L Ov#.6v VLTTrE, 

and with II. 3.35 compare Od. 18.331 = 391 

1 pa 7ae otLos eXEL 43pEvas. 

And (2) with In. 23.782 compare Od. 14.178 

TrV 6& T,S &OavaTr&Wv 13X&ae ? pCvas eIvov El'oas, 

and with II. 4.526 and 11.249-50 compare 3.442 

ov yap ' or7 1 iOTE J.L 7y epUS 4pvas aroE)EKaXv?//Ev 

and 14.294 
Us uYt epos TVKLvas c)pE'vaIs ajue.LEKaXv^4ev. 

The construction is particularly common with expressions of grief, 
as in II. 17.564134 

tXaka yap Ae Oavwv o'arzeaaoaro vtbv, 

which, if the Scholiast quoted by Paley ad loc. is right in explaining 
the verb as used in the sense of eTrXr7le, is a parallel for passages 
with verbs of striking plus a body-part.'35 Suffering may be de- 
scribed as affecting a physical organ, as in II. 11.249-50, but much 
more often, naturally, as affecting the heart, the mind, the spirit. 
Thus sorrow may be said to cover, to encompass its victim - him- 
self (and) his heart- as in 8.124 and 17.83,136 or not to leave him 

free, as in 15.24-25137 
i 

' o Ovo s Ovi ov aviet 
&a7X7Os 6b&vv 'HpaKX-os OeioLo, 

134 Contrast II. 20.425, where we have 'pierced my heart' as an alternative for 
'pierced me, the heart.' 

136 However, Paley himself offers a different explanation on II. 20.425. 
136 Quoted below, note 202, in another connection. 
137 Paley's treatment of this passage seems to me surprisingly confused. He 

envisages vOuo6v as susceptible of two different interpretations, to judge by his English 
paraphrase: "'not even so did the enduring grief for divine Hercules give me rest in 
my mind' (or anger)." Apparently on the assumption that the meaning is 'anger' 
and nothing else, he also offers a Greek paraphrase: 'eravaiE /Ae Ov,ov. This does not 
jibe with his English version at all, for if this really is the sense, the English rendering 
would have to be 'did not give me rest from my anger,' and we would have an example 
of the separation type of pairs of accusatives treated especially below (see note 145). 
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or to surround him, as in 6.355 

T1retI r?E ,LaXtraL 7r6os cfpvas a,1L4PE1t7KevP. 

In this last example the accusative may be ascribed to the presence 
of a&utL, but we also have the accusative with simple verbs of mo- 
tion,138 as in 1.362 

ri oe ere 4pevcas KErTO 7rTvOS ; 

2.171 
ErEI, ,Ltv aXos Kpasit7'v Kait OvlOV l'Kavev, 

11.88 
a'oos rTE .utv IKETO Ov.Iobv, 

and 23.46-47 
eTrEl oi A E/rt iSe6rUpov e5E/itETr aXos KpatSlv. 

Probably these accusatives should be classed as accusatives of limit 
of motion139 rather than as direct objects, though in the very similar 

passage Od. 20.286140 

6v71 aXOs KpaIl?7v AaepTLa7L1rv 'OSvarja 

the accusatives are rather to be viewed as direct objects, since we 
also talk of 'entering' (i.e. putting on) clothes, etc. At all events, 
no matter how we characterize the accusatives, there is no doubt 
that in all these passages we have partitive apposition. 

c. Verbs of Stripping or Depriving 
A particular type of partitive apposition is perhaps involved 

in a group of passages that therefore need to be considered sepa- 
rately. We will start with the following examples: II. 1.236-37 

7rept yap pa e xaXKos EXeAcEv/4uXXa re KaL aXoL,6v 

In that case, however, a genitive might rather have been expected, as in his own 

paraphrase, or in the more logically expressed passage, II. 17.539 

KOp &XEOS IeEftllKa. 

But there it is the person who gave his own heart or spirit relief, and it seems obvious 
and otiose to say that the grief could not give Zeus rest either 'in his anger' or 'from 
his anger'; the grief was itself the cause of his anger. Surely the meaning 'mind' or 

'spirit' is far preferable for Ov,.6v. 
138 As is well known, such accusatives are particularly common in Homer. Cf. 

Chantraine, Gr. Horn. 2.45-46. 
139 These are the instances referred to above in note 108. 
140 With this we may contrast Od. 18.348 

Svi aXos KpaSir17 AaepTraLcoW 'O6vuroos, 

where the person affected is represented by a possessive genitive instead of by an 

accusative. Cf. notes 48, 97, and 125. 
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and 21.37-38141 

6 a' Eptve6 v O6& XaXKcj/rtaIyv veovs o6p7rtKas. 

These may be explained as meaning 'he peeled or stripped it (the 
shoot or branch forming the scepter), (its) leaves and bark' and 
'he cut the fig-tree, (its) young shoots'; but at the same time they 
imply stripping the leaves and bark away from the branch, and 
cutting the shoots off the fig-tree.l42 With these we may compare 
instances involving verbs of washing or cleansing'43 if we assume, 
as I think we may, that the foreign substance which needs to be 
removed, such as blood or brine, has temporarily become a part of 
the person to whose body it adheres.'44 Examples are 16.667-68 

KeXatvLe(Es cta/la KaOl7pov/fXOCOv (K 3eX&'wv papri7866va 

and 18.345145 
larpoKXov XovoELtav a5ro fp6orov alularCoevra, 

which I think mean 'clean up Sarpedon, the blood' and 'they might 
wash off Patroclus, the bloody gore.' With these we may compare 
a passage involving a verb with the not dissimilar meaning of 'lick- 
ing (off),' namely, 21.122-23 

evravOol vVVV KELao T er' ixtobtv, ol' -' C )TeXirv 

ac1,' aroXX,tLorovTac aK7Etesg. 

141 Paley compares 11. 24.58 

"EK-rp E2pV OvrJ7ro re 'yVa?c Kare Ofjaaro uaao6v, 

but in this I cannot at all follow him or the scholiast whom he quotes in a note on 
each of the passages concerned; see note 132 above, on 24.58. In the latter passage 
there is of course no question of removing the part noun, the breast, from the whole 
noun, the woman! It would have been quite different had one or the other of these 
nouns been replaced by one designating the substance actually removed, the milk; 
for the combination of such a noun with the same verb, though in a slightly different 
construction, cf. Od. 4.89 

aXX' aii 7rapexovauv f'7r7eracvbv ~yaXa 0cr0at. 
142 These operations may be compared to tearing off skin, flaying. See below, 

note 234. 
143 Constructions with these verbs will be discussed more fully below (section 

II.B) in a different connection. Cf. note 224. 
144 Thus Ameis on Od. 6.224 says that the brine "als feste Kruste fiir einen Korper- 

theil angesehen wird," and compares three passages involving blood, all of which I 
shall cite immediately, II. 16.667, 18.345, and 21.122-23. 

145 Here again (cf. note 141) Paley cites as a parallel a passage which seems to 
me quite different: namely, II. 15.24. This passage, unlike 24.58, can be interpreted 
as involving a separation from the person accusative ('me') of the "part" accusative 
(if taken as a quality, 'anger,' not as a body-part, 'mind'); but I have given my reasons 
above (note 137) for doubting this. 
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Here the pronoun, representing the person,146 and the word for 
'wound,' corresponding closely to a body-part noun, are unquestion- 
ably in partitive apposition with each other; and the word for 
'blood,' if my way of analyzing passages of the sort is correct, is 
an additional member in partitive apposition with one or the other 
of them.'47 

All the above passages and kindred ones are usually classed by 
the commentatorsl48 as exemplifying the double accusative with verbs 
of depriving, but to me they seem quite different, as we shall see 
if we examine instances of the latter category, such as II. 1.182 

ws cu' &aLcpEiCrat Xpvoiat1a 4ol/fos 'Arr6XXcv 

and Od. 1.403-4 

Os rLS cTS aKovTa 13tilf /KTrlCar' alroppaLffCt. 

Passages such as these differ from the earlier group in two distinct 
ways. (1) The person who is deprived of some one or something 
and the person or thing of which he is deprived, have always been 
completely separate entities, with no internal connection between 
them; the separation does not involve the removal of a substance 
which until such separation has physically adhered to the person. 
(2) The grammatical construction of the two sets of pairs of accusa- 
tives is quite different; the two pronouns representing the persons 
who suffer deprivation really depend on the verb of depriving plus 
the person or thing which they lose,149 for the sense would not be 

complete without the second accusative.150 On the other hand in 
the examples which I think involve partitive apposition, the "whole" 
noun and the "part" noun are as usual in parallel relation with the 

146 I think that we may safely here as elsewhere (cf. note 90), on the basis of 

parallel passages, assume that the pronoun is an accusative, though Chantraine (Gr. 
Horn. 2.43, note 1) envisages as possible the alternative explanation that it is a dative. 

147 Cf. the triple series already referred to, II. 7.215 = 20.44 (see note 20). The 

present passage is discussed further below, section II.B; see especially note 228. 
148 E.g. Seymour on II. 1.236-37; Benner on 16.667 and 18.345; Clapp on 21.37-38, 

21.122-23, and 23.40-41; Merry and Riddell on Od. 6.224. So too Chantraine in his 

Homeric grammar (2.43). Monro in his (134) lists verbs of taking away and verbs 

of cleansing as separate categories which alike govern double accusatives; see further 

note 151. 
149 So too in expressions of doing good or evil to some one, the substantive denoting 

the person so treated is really the object of the verb of doing plus the neuter adverbial 

accusative. On this see below, note 158. 
150 Note that rather similarly in English, I felt that I could not write simply "the 

person who is deprived"; I had to add "of some one or something." 
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verb, and either can be used alone: thus we can talk simply about 
washing off a person (as in Od. 19.317) or about washing off blood 
(as in Od. 24.189). It is true that when we combine the two objects 
in a single sentence (as in 11. 18.345 cited above), we do not deal 
with them in the same way in translation: we say 'wash blood off 
a person.'"51 But we should not be misled by a mere diversity in 
idiom on the part of two different languages.152 

II. THE GREEK ACCUSATIVE 

Our study of instances of appositional members consisting of 
substantives denoting respectively a person and a part of his body 
(including both physical and non-physical parts), has shown that 
these are apparently non-existent in the nominative; that in the 
genitive and the dative their existence, while probable, is not 
provable, since an alternative explanation is always possible; but 
that in the accusative they are numerous, conspicuous, and indubi- 
table. It is not strange then that this type of construction left a 
permanent effect on the language53 in the generation of another 
construction which, as partitive apposition grew rarer, itself became 
more common. This is of course the type of accusative which is 
so particularly a feature of Greek that it well deserves its name of 
"accusativus graecus."154 

As I have already indicated, I hold that the Greek accusative 
or accusative of specification developed from the body-part accusa- 
tive in partitive apposition. This is the view upheld by Brugmann 
and to some extent even earlier by Delbriick, but the theory as 
they enunciated it certainly had one serious weakness, and met with 

151 Cf. Monro, Horn. Gr. 134: "In such cases the Verb almost seems to be used in 
different senses - cleanse Sarpedon, cleanse away the blood, etc." 

152 Even in English, we do not always make a distinction. Thus in translating 
II. 3.273 

apv1v bK KECfaX&)v r&awlve rplxas, 

we can say either 'cut the hair from the lambs' heads' or 'cut off the hair from the 
lambs' heads.' 

153 What does seem to me strange, however, is that the prominence of partitive 
apposition in the accusative has in the thinking of many scholars (including among 
others Brugmann, Delbriick, and Schwyzer-Debrunner) obscured or even obliterated 
the fact that the phenomenon exists in other cases as well, and they have treated it 
as fundamentally a feature of one particular case. See TAPA 84.95-96. 

164 Humbert, without trying to account for the origin of the construction, attrib- 
utes its "grande extension" in Greek to this language's verbal system, especially its 
"richesse en participes" (Synt. gr. 250-51). 
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considerable opposition; and in espousing it anew I intend to offer 
some reasons for my support that I think have not been presented 
before. But first it is in order to give a brief outline of the various 
opinions that have been expressed by scholars on this vexed subject. 

A. Various Views on the Genesis of the Construction 

1. Brugmann and Delbriick 

Delbriick in Grund. 3 = Vergleichende Syntax 1 (1893) defi- 
nitely connected the accusative in partitive apposition and the 
accusative of specification. He starts with a reference to partitive 
apposition in the passive (385): "Wird die Konstruktion passivisch, 
so wird der Akk. des Ganzen zum Nominativ, wahrend der des 
Theiles bleibt"; but he does not explain why this happens. He 
then goes on (385-86): "Dieser Akk. ist nun von dem Akk. der 
Beziehung nicht mehr zu unterscheiden." He does not, however, 
view this accusative as the exclusive progenitor of the accusative 
of specification, for he traces the latter back to the use in the accusa- 
tive of 6ovo/a,155 with which he believes e'ivos and eyere7v would 

naturally become attached (389-90), and also the accusative with 
certain adjectives (390-91). He then continues (391): "Die bis 
hierher dargestellten Masse bekam nun Zuwachs von dem Akk. des 
Ganzen und des Theiles her, sobald durch die Umwandlung der 
Konstruktion in die passivische der Akk. des Ganzen verschwand." 

Brugmann in his important article on the accusative of speci- 
fication, IF 27.121-51 (1910), agrees with Delbriick that the body- 
part accusative with the passive of a "whole and part" expression 
cannot be separated from an accusative of specification (130), and 
he goes further than Delbriick did in the importance that he 

attaches, in the evolution of the latter construction, to the influence 
of the former, which he rightly believes'56 "macht den Eindruck 
hoher Altertiimlichkeit" (129). Instead of starting with the accu- 
sative with adjectives as Delbriick did, he views this as developed 
from the accusative with a passive participle (134): nudatus pedem 
became nudus pedem.157 But he does not give a satisfactory expla- 

155 There is no doubt that the use of the word for 'name' as an accusative of 

specification really is inherited. To this I shall return in the Conclusion, section B.2, 
notes 298-302. 

156 This judgment has been amply confirmed by the great commonness of the 
construction in Hittite. 

157 See the quotation of the whole passage given above, note 4; and cf. Grund. 
2.2.639-40. However, he (or his reviser Thumb) seems to reverse the development in 
Gr. Gr. 438, where a view more like Delbriick's is expressed. 
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nation any more than Delbriick did for the case of pedem with 
nudatus. The fact that the accusative with an active verb should 
remain accusative with a passive verb is the crux of the whole 
matter;158 yet Brugmann dismisses the difficulty in the following 
cavalier manner (136): "Die Umwandlung des Nominativs in den 
Akkusativ war somit nichts anderes als die Uberfiihrung des 
Nomens von der Herrscherposition im Satz zur Position des Be- 
herrschten." I cannot follow him here at all. 

As for the obviously inherited use of the accusative 6votua, he 
separates this from the common Greek accusative of specification 
more sharply than does Delbriick by giving a new explanation for 
its origin (143-46). He traces it back to the predicate nominative 
in an independent, parenthetical "nominal sentence," "N (ist) der 
Name" (144); of course the fact that Sanskrit ndma and Greek 
6voua are both neuter facilitated the shift from predicate nominative 
to accusative of specification. With ovoLua he groups yevos, also 

168 It is because of this difficulty that Monro, Horn. Gr. 135 (1891), and Hirt, 
IG 6.94 (1934), though they both recognize the scheme of whole and part, refuse to 
believe that there is any internal connection between the accusative of the whole 
and the accusative of the part; both view the latter as entirely and independently 
belonging to the verb. Monro classes the two accusatives here with the two accusa- 
tives in II. 9.540 

Os KaK&a r6XX' ;\pSeanKv WCv Olvjos a\&XcWv, 

but the difference in my opinion is very great. In the first place, in instances of this 
sort, as with verbs of teaching, the two accusatives are of quite different kinds - an 
outer and an inner object. In the second place, as I have already remarked concerning 
verbs of depriving (cf. note 149) and as Monro says himself (134), in the construction 
seen in 9.540 the object denoting the person (in the passage quoted rather a place) is 
really construed with the phrase formed by the verb plus the other accusative; it 
could not be used alone with the verb. This, though Monro does not say so, explains 
why in the passive the person-noun alone goes into the nominative and the other 
accusative remains. Monro declares that we cannot separate rbv fiXa\ Kv7iY77V from 
f\XjTro Kv'yrLY, and that if we change II. 7.215 

Tp&oas be rp6ouos aivos V7r'X7v0e 'yvta ecKaLorov 

to Tp&es Trpeiuov ra &yvLa EiKaaros, the apposition between Tpces and CKaaoros remains 
but yvuia "is an Acc. qualifying the Verb." However, he still does not explain what 
kind of accusative KV7r77Pv and yviua are; an accusative modifying a verb ought to be 
fitted into some category. Are they examples of the accusative of specification? 
Elsewhere (132) he lists the latter, calling it accusative "of the part affected" or 
"of reference"; but what he does not say is whether in the active rTOv 3aXe KVP0j7V he 
classes KvIyt7fl as an object of the verb or as an adverbial modifier. And if the latter, 
what does he do with it in fa3XE Kvr/IPv, without a personal object? (For examples of 
this construction, see above, note 103.) As for Hirt, he offers &aortQO7evres 7T r Keo>aXas 
as an example of the "scheme of whole and part" in the passive (94), but Kjp P3efoXrl/Lvos 
as an example of the accusative of specification (83), for which he has a completely 
different explanation (discussed below in section 5), and does not seem to realize 
that the relationship between the two at least merits some notice. 



y,everv (146-47), and neuter nouns of dimension, as lpuKos etc. (147- 
48). 

Naturally, Brugmann says much the same thing again in his 
later discussions of the problem: Grund. 2.2.633, 639-42 (1911); 
and Gr. Gr. 436, 437-38 (1913). In neither place does he make any 
attempt to account for the retention of the accusative in the passive. 

Brugmann's view is accepted by Schwyzer-Debrunner, Gr. Gr. 
2.81 and 84 (1950), at least so far as the post-Homeric use (Attic 
etc.) of the accusative of specification goes. 

2. Kieckers 

Kieckers in a short paper, IF 30.361-66 (1912), discussed the 
views of Delbriick and Brugmann in regard to 6vojua, and also 
offered an explanation of his own.159 Starting with the predicate 
accusative used with verbs of naming, as in II. 6.402 

rv p' "ErKTop KCaXcrKE C KaQiav6ptYv, 

he points out (362) that an accusative of "Inhalt" may also appear 
in this construction in both Avestan and Greek, as in 11. 18.487 

apKTov 0', iOv KaL ajLuaaav ErlKXfltLV KaX\OVOLV, 

and he believes that Greek, going further than Avestan, later ex- 
tended this accusative of "Beziehung" to verbs also (363). He 

agrees with Delbriick that 'name' as an accusative of specification 
would have induced the similar use of 'race' (363). 

Kieckers' theory has the advantage of justifying the usage with 
the feminine rtKXlX7Ltv as well as with the neuter vooua,l60 but the 

step from an accusative of "Inhalt" with a verb of naming to an 
accusative of "Beziehung" elsewhere seems to me rather difficult, 
especially as the original construction is a fairly restricted one. 
How would Greek have said 'it is called a wain by name'? This 
needs further elucidation as much as the shift in case of the body- 
part noun with a passive. 

159 The article should not be ignored, but I think it is without great importance 
for the problem of the Greek accusative of specification in general, since I agree with 

Delbriick and Brugmann that the widespread development of the construction was 

independent of the restricted use of 6voMa and i7tKX77CTLV. 
160 This, however, is not a very great advantage, for the ambiguous ovo,ia (which 

may well have been common in speech) could have induced irlKKX7rtLV just as 'yevos 
did yeve!v. Bliimel, however, separates ovop,a and eirtKXraLv, believing that the latter 

was probably an adverb at a very early period (IF 33.21). 
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As for Brugmann's new theory about ovo,ua, Kieckers pronounces 
it as on the whole "durchaus m6glich" (365), but he asks (ib.) why 
if it is correct only nama developed into an accusative of specifica- 
tion in Sanskrit, since other short nominal sentences of the same 
type as 'N (is) the name' were certainly possible. 

3. Bliimel and Sommer 

One of the principal opponents of Brugmann and Delbrtickis 
Bliimel, author of an important article on the accusative of speci- 
fication, IF 33.1-96 (1913-14); and one of his principal reasons for 
opposing them rests on precisely the defect in their arguments that 
I have already pointed out. He states his objections at the outset 
(1): "Delbrticks und noch mehr Brugmanns Ableitung des Bereichs- 
akkusativs aus dem Akkusativ des 'Teilobjekts' beruht ja im letzten 
Grunde auf der Anschauung, dass dieser Akkusativ des Teilobjekts 
im Passiv stehen bleibe." He does not believe that it is possible 
to derive the accusative of specification from the accusative of 
whole and part (29). One reason for his skepticism is the prior 
position of the accusative of specification in such phrases as tr6oas 
CWKS 'AXLXXcbs (II. 1.58 et al.) as opposed to the position of the whole 
before the part. However, by the time this order became stereo- 
typed, apposition of whole and part had disappeared. A second 
reason is the use of the accusative of specification with intransitive 
verbs and adjectives as opposed to the transitive verbs to which 
the whole and part nouns are confined (29); such extensions he says 
can take place only through analogy (30). But that seems to me 
a completely adequate explanation: analogy is a tremendously 
powerful force, and changes under its compulsion are as common 
in syntax as in phonology or morphology. He also denies that 
the "part" noun with a passive could be accusative in any Indo- 
European language, and he specially cites the use of the nominative 
in Modern German (33). But every language may develop its 
own idiom; for instance, we have already noted that the "Greek 
accusative" is indeed peculiarly and almost exclusively Greek; and 
surely there are some features of every language-group which can- 
not be paralleled in any other language-group.16' To deny this 
would be to deny the existence of innovation. In Blumel's opinion 
then the body-part accusative with a passive verb can be only an 

161 So too Sommer (IF 46.28) declares in rebuttal that the Greeks were not forced 
to do what the Germans do. 
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accusative of specification (35), and with an active verb in combina- 
tion with a person accusative it must be either an accusative in 
partitive apposition or an accusative of specification, "keine Uber- 
gangsstufe" (ib.). The decision as to which we have must, he 
maintains, always be made though he admits it may sometimes be 
hard and we may sometimes judge falsely, "aber dann sind wir 
'farbenblind.' " Who then is to judge? I ask. Surely the native 
users of a language are even more "farbenblind" than we who study 
it; does he believe the Greeks analyzed or could analyze every one 
of their accusative constructions? It is precisely because of the 
impossibility of ruling hard and fast lines in this way162 that I 
have already refused to discriminate between "object of the middle 
voice" and "accusative of specification." 

After discussing other explanations of the construction, Bliimel 
offers his own, which is as follows (83): "Der griechische Bereichs- 
akkusativ entwickelte sich zu einer Zeit, da die Prapositionen als 
solche noch nicht vorhanden waren, aus verschiedenen ortlichen 
Akkusativen." These accusatives he enumerates as follows (84): 
I. Akkusativ des bestrichenen Raumes, Akkusativ der Richtung, 
Akkusativ der Entfernung; II. Zielakkusativ neben Verben des Tref- 
fens und Verwundens. I think this derivation has two weaknesses. 
(1) The accusative of specification does not seem to me to denote 
motion or extent as he assumes ;163 and in particular I have tried to 
show that the accusative with verbs of hitting and wounding has 
no notion of goal or place to which.'64 (2) If we could get back to 
that very early period when prepositions as such were not yet in 

existence, I think we would find that the case expressing goal is 
not the accusative but the dative (and indeed in Hittite we have 
reached that period, and we do find that this is so). It may be 

objected that my two objections cancel each other out: the accusa- 
tive of specification does not express place to which, and neither did 
the original accusative! But even granted that, Bliimel's argument 
is annihilated along with my objection to it. 

Bliimel later added three other articles, IF 34.285-95 (1914-15), 
44.249-63 (1927), and 53.104-8 (1935), in which he commented 

162 Compare again Sommer (IF 46.29): "Bliimels kategorisches 'entweder-oder' 

. . . vermag ich nicht mitzumachen." One type, he adds, might have influenced 

the other. 
163 He himself admits (53) that some examples are "weniger 6rtlich." 
164 Cf. above, note 108. 
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on the views of other scholars, supplemented his original article 
by additional examples both from Greek and from other languages, 
and to a considerable extent reiterated his original dicta. To a 
criticism of Sommer in IF 44.249, Sommer himself responded with 
an article in IF 46.27-43 (1928), in which, while he took issue with 
Bliimel in regard to certain details,'65 he none the less expressed 
agreement with Bliimel that the accusative body-part noun with a 
passive verb is derived from a "Richtungsakkusativ" (31), and 
praised Bliimel's work as not only constituting the best treatment 
of the problem but as in the main correct (33). 

In Bliimel's final article he gives figures (53.107) to show that 
the accusative of specification is overwhelmingly more common 
than the "scheme of whole and part." I do not agree with his 
figures: many of his examples I would class as accusatives in parti- 
tive apposition rather than as accusatives of specification,'66 and 
many others, disregarding his stern rule of "entweder . . . oder," 
I would unblushingly class as ambiguous. But even granted that 
there may be, and doubtless are, more accusatives of specification 
than instances of the "schema," what does that signify? Partitive 
apposition was an old inherited construction that was going out; 
the accusative of specification was a new native construction that 
was coming into existence. At any given stage of the language, 
one might expect to find variations in the relative frequency of the 
two, with the innovation constantly gaining on, and finally utterly 
displacing, the archaism. At a period sufficiently far removed, as 
the Homeric Age was, from the time when partitive apposition was 
extremely common, a preponderance of examples of the accusative 
of specification as compared with partitive apposition, far from 
proving that the new usage could not be derived from the old one, 
might well be accepted as proving exactly the reverse.167 

165 Cf. notes 161 and 162. 
"66 Note that instances of accusatives with the passive voice, for which he cate- 

gorically rules out the possibility of their being derived from partitive apposition, are 
exceedingly few, and even he must admit - in fact has admitted (35; cf. above, 244) 

-that many of the examples in the active voice are hard to classify. 
167 Bliimel also says (108) that were Brugmann right, we would have to find many 

more instances of the "schema" in Homer than we do, and many more in the Iliad 
than in the Odyssey. I have already indicated that I do recognize many more instances 
in Homer than Bliimel does, and I may add that many more of these are met in the 
Iliad than in the Odyssey, as my examples given above have clearly shown. 
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4. Havers 

Between Bliimel's second and third articles there appeared one 
by Havers, Glotta 13.171-89 (1924), which Bliimel characterized 
as displaying a "beachtenswerten Gesichtspunkt" (IF 44.249), al- 
though a little later (256-58) he takes issue with it. Havers sets 
out to prove that in neuter nouns as well as pronouns there is 
exhibited "eine syntaktische Sonderstellung," namely, a general 
tendency to use the nominative-accusative as an "allgemeiner Casus 
obliquus" (173; so too 180).168 For instance, a neuter noun often 
appears in the accusative absolute beside a masculine or feminine 
noun in the genitive absolute in Greek, or ablative absolute in Latin 
(186). This he believes is a remnant from old times when neuters, 
which he thinks acquired inflection later than masculines and 
feminines, were still indeclinable (187); and the accusative, being 
the case most closely associated with lifeless objects, became the 
case of the neuter par excellence (189). Since a great number 
of neuters were used to express specification, such as 6voAua, yevos, 
words of size and shape, etc., like iLEyEos, E16os, 6euas, etc., the accusa- 
tive employed in these instances tended to drive out the instru- 
mental (i.e. dative) of specification (178-79).169 

There certainly are a number of neuters used as accusatives of 

specification, which may well have been something of a contributing 
factor in the shift of the body-part noun with the passive from 
accusative to nominative;170 but whether it could actually have 
induced a widespread specialized use of the accusative which seems 
to have originated at a time when neuters really did have a complete 

168 While the absence of a parallel development in Latin would of course not 
nullify Havers' arguments (cf. above, note 161), still its presence would certainly 
reinforce them, and this he posits, pointing out that many body-part nouns in Latin 
are neuter (179). He believes that the use of a neuter as a general oblique case, 
such as id genus instead of eius generis, eventually passed from popular speech into 
literature (180). However, this is not the stuff out of which the Vergilian accusative 
of specification is made; and the fact that such accusatives are not met in Plautus 
and Terence (as he himself admits, 180, note 1), and that the accusative of specifica- 
tion did not appear at all in poetry until the Hellenizing Golden Age, would seem to 
me to support the usual view that the latter is a Grecism. Concerning the literary 
examples I agree with Bliimel (IF 44.259-60): "Die lateinischen Beispiele machen im 

Gegensatz zu den echt volkstiimlichen griechischen einen fremdartigen, gelehrten 
Eindruck . . . es handelt sich um kiinstliche Gebilde, nicht um einen Sprachge- 
brauch." 

169 Contrast the strange view once promulgated by Meillet, cited below, note 180, 
that the accusative of specification actually was in origin an instrumental. 

170 Cf. below, Conclusion, section B.2. 
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inflection I am inclined to doubt. There are plenty of masculines 
and feminines used in this construction,'17 and I have seen no 
tendency to employ it with them less than with neuters. 

5. Neckel, Hirt, and Biese 

Hirt in his Indogermanische Grammatik goes much farther than 
Havers - and probably farther than any one else! - in his views 
on a "general" case or "casus indefinitus"; he does not confine 
himself as does Havers to a mere general oblique case in neuter 
nouns. According to him nominative and accusative alike consisted 
originally of a mere stem-form,72 the -s of the nominative and the 
-m of the accusative being alike late developments; see especially 
IG 3.39-40 (1927) on the nominative, and 44 on the accusative. 
The original identity of nominative and accusative being thus estab- 
lished at least to his satisfaction, he can interchange them at will 
in his explanations even for syntactic phenomena that apparently 
arose at a period long after the identity which he assumes as their 
original state had certainly ceased to exist. This is the sort of 
behavior that makes Hirt at once so tantalizing and so fascinating. 

Thus the origin in a nominal sentence which Brugmann was 
enabled, by the fact that the common word for 'name' is neuter, to 
posit for 'name' as an accusative of specification, Hirt freely em- 
ploys to an almost unlimited extent. He sees a nominal sentence 
in the type of compound usually named after one of its examples, 
called bahuvrihi 'much rice' (i.e. 'possessing much rice') by the 
Hindu grammarians, and Dickkopf by Hirt (4.38).173 Thus po6o- 
aKvruXos 'Hds meant originally, according to Hirt, IG 4.39 (1928) 

'Eos, Rose ihr Finger'; presumably the second element of pososacKrvXos 
has an ending which the first has not because it acquired it when the 
independent sentence became a compound adjective attached to a 
noun. With posoaaKcrvXos he compares cKTvrovU and icKV765r7S (ib.); the 
former seems difficult to me, because, though the noun form &aKruXoS 

171 Cf. Bliimel, IF 44.256. 
172 Also the genitive; see especially IG 6.99 and 117. But that does not concern 

us here. 
173 These constitute one type, the possessive compounds, of the general category 

called secondary adjective compounds in Whitney's classification (see his Skt. Gr. 481 
and 501-2). The type is probably, as Hirt says (4.38), very old, and it is particularly 
common for proper names in popular tales - as our own Goldie Locks, Red Riding 
Hood, etc. Originally an adjective, it is still so used in our "barefoot boy," possibly 
in Goody Two-Shoes, since she is never, apparently, called just Two-Shoes. 
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may look like an adjective, the noun form ,rovs certainly does not, 
and I think here Hirt should explain why the subject of his original 
sentence acquired a regular noun ending and the predicate adjective 
did not. But when Hirt goes still farther, and attributes 7roaas 
WKVS 'AXLXXevs to the same origin, I simply cannot follow him at all! 
This presupposes not only that the predicate adjective of his 
nominal sentence has been taken away from the subject and made 
to agree with 'Achilles,' but also that the original subject has been 
transferred from a nominative to an accusative; he does not explain 
how this happened, and I do not think he can. He gives the same 
explanation - which I do not think explains - in IG 7.22 (1937); 
but in 6 (1934) he goes slightly more into detail. First he says 
(6.83): "Ausser UKV--rOVS 'schnell der Fuss,' konnte man auch sagen 
cOKV-roSa und spater CjKVS Iro6as, d. h. es wechselte die Akk.-Form mit 
dem Nominativ." But this seems to me a begging of the question, 
for he fails to point out that the variation between CKVTrOVS and 
cWKVuro6a is not a haphazard one involving a change of case on the 
part of the subject of a nominal sentence, but was determined by 
the case of the noun modified, i.e. took place after the nominal 
sentence had become an adjective. Nor would this change, induced 
by agreement with an accusative noun, account for the case in CKVS 

wr6aas of 7rosas, which is always accusative no matter what the case 
of the noun modified (here it would be C&KVS that would change). 
Then a little later, in 6.89, he gives a somewhat different explana- 
tion, declaring that before there was a genitive a noun modifying 
another noun stood in the "Kasus indefinitus," i.e. the accusative. 
I believe that before there was a genitive a noun modifying another 
noun stood in the same case as the noun modified,174 and not in an 
"indefinite" case- and why should this "indefinite" case when so 
used have developed into an accusative? Furthermore, the accusa- 
tive in the construction iroass &KUVS 'AXLXXEUs does not modify another 

noun at all; it modifies (as Hirt himself has just said, 6.89) an 

adjective! 
The truth is that such juggling of cases gets us nowhere. The 

state of affairs posited by Hirt may really have existed at a very, 
very early stage of the language - or it may not. But it did not 
exist when the accusative of specification (probably a purely Greek 

development) was in process of evolving; and so we have no right 

174 Hence "partitive apposition." Cf. TAPA 84.93-95. 
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to explain an historical phenomenon by speculations about pre- 
historic - nay, pre-prehistoric - possibilities. 

Biese in an article in Arctos 2.89-114 (1931) presents views very 
similar to Hirt's, of which, however, he does not seem to be aware.175 
He after the manner of Hirt compares (99) irTTroL . . . CbK0iro6 in 
II. 10.568-69 with ir68as bK,a pIpts in 2.790; and he too assigns a 
common origin to the bahuvrihi compound and the accusative of 
specification (100).176 But he at least does try to account for the 
shift from nominative to accusative, on the basis of their identity 
in neuters (108-9). This reminds us of Havers' defense of his 
quite different theory, and I have the same reservations about this 
assumption with respect to Biese's theories as I have with respect 
to Havers'.177 

As a matter of fact, this part of his theory had also been antici- 
pated, though again he seems unaware of it,'78 in the course of an 
article by Neckel which had been published 25 years earlier, IF 
19.253-54 (1906).179 Neckel too traces both the bahuvrihi and the 
accusative of specification to an independent nominal sentence, and 
he, like Biese and unlike Hirt, views a neuter noun as the means by 
which a nominative turned into an accusative, but he stipulates 
that it must be a noun in which the "Objektkasus" was identical 
with the bare stem. He takes as his starting-point a compound 
adjective such as 6ojLaKXiuros, in which he sees an original ovoua 

KXurOS, on the basis of which Tr6as CO KVS was formed. This at least 

175 The publication of Biese's paper followed that of IG 3 and 4, and preceded 
that of IG 6 and 7, but neither scholar makes any reference to the other. 

176 Also to the accusative absolute (102-3), which, however, he says is not so 
old as the accusative of specification (114). In regard to the accusative absolute, 
he declares its members have the relation to each other of subject and predicate (104). 
He does not seem to realize that this is true of any absolute construction (cf. Hahn, 
Language 30.250-51, on the Latin ablative absolute), so, unless he is prepared to say 
that the early language had nominal sentences with subject and predicate nouns or 
adjectives in the genitive or ablative from which the Greek genitive absolute de- 
veloped, he had better abandon this line of reasoning. (As a matter of fact, the abso- 
lute constructions in the various Indo-European languages, which include in one 
language or another genitive, dative, accusative, locative, and ablative cases, are 
believed to be independent innovations on the part of the individual languages: cf. 
Brugmann, KVG 644-45, Gr. Gr. 604-5; Hofmann, Lat. Gr. 445; Meillet and Vendryes, 
Traitg de gram. comp. 556.) 

177 See end of section 4. 
178 Cf. note 175. 
179 This article was occasioned by Brugmann's studies of word composition, but 

predated the publication of his theories on the origin of the accusative of specification. 
For Blimel's objections to it, see IF 33.43. 
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accounts for the accusative 6roas and for the masculine WKVS, but 
it does not account for the model masculine KXvros. Surely the 
stage before ovojua KXVTOS would have had to be ovoua KXVTOV, or, more 

probably, 6vopua followed by another bare stem; how was the transi- 
tion effected? Neckel does at least admit that, since we have no 
materials illustrating "das Aufkommen der Flexion," we must be 
content "mit mehr oder weniger wahrscheinlichen Vermutungen"; 
such speculations are very pretty, but are they science? 

6. Meillet 

Meillet,l80 in his Introduction (seventh ed. 1934181), evades all 
difficulties inherent in our construction by opening his discussion 
of the accusative with the blanket statement (343) that "l'accusatif 
sert a determiner le sens d'un verbe," and continues that one 

example of it is ex-w rL "'j'ai quelque chose' " and another example 
"avec un sens un peu different" is o6ov XOGuevacL "'faire un voyage' 
(litteralement 'aller en route')." Then a little later (344) he says 
further: "Et meme l'accusatif dit 'de relation' que le grec a tant 

developpe n'est peut-etre qu'un cas particulier de l'emploi ordi- 
naire; ainsi dans cette phrase de Platon Rep. 453 b btaoep ip yvvO7 
avSpos Trlv O uLv, l'accusatif r)Yv fvet,v est de meme espece que 6oov 

dans 686v CX0eLevaaL; le sens est 'elle a une difference de nature.'" 
I cannot agree with Meillet. 
In the first place his definition of the use of the accusative does 

not define. The accusative is not the only case that determines 
the sense of the verb. The dative and occasionally the genitive 
in Greek, and in addition the ablative, the locative, and the instru- 
mental in some other Indo-European languages, all can perform 
the same function, whether as complements or as adverbial modi- 
fiers. Furthermore, not all accusatives do determine the sense of 
a verb; there are plenty of instances of our own accusative of 

specification that determine the sense of an adjective. 
In the second place, in regard to the two accusatives that 

Meillet calls 'of the same sort,' I cannot see the slightest similarity 

180 Meillet had earlier given a very strange explanation for the accusative of 

specification (already remarked on above in note 169) in MSL 8.243, note 1 (1894), 

namely, that it, as well as certain Sanskrit adverbs in -m, went back to an instrumental 

in -m which became confused with the accusative. But this suggestion he evidently 
abandoned later. 

181 The same statement also appeared in earlier editions. It was familiar to 

Bliimel, publishing in 1913, and was dismissed by him as not "vorteilhaft" (IF 33.44). 
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between them except that they both are accusatives! I do not 
understand the point of his (unduly free) translation of his (unduly 
late) example of the accusative of specification; translations, even 
literal ones, are not much use in any event for getting at the real 
force of a syntactic construction, and this particular rendering 
certainly does not suggest the slightest parallelism with the render- 
ing that he had already offered (343) for 6dov eXOuteEvat. In short, 
I do not think Meillet has told us anything helpful about the accusa- 
tive in general, or the accusative of specification in particular. 

This explanation which does not explain is echoed by Humbert 
in his Syntaxe grecque 251 (1945), and to it he adds (ib.) an elucida- 
tion which does not elucidate: "de fait, 3bLaopet et 4ocrwL sont bien 
unis l'un a l'autre dans un rapport immediat, selon la definition 
generale du cas." 

Rather surprisingly, a somewhat different explanation is given 
in Meillet and Vendryes, Traite de gr. comp. (1927). The two 
members in the scheme of whole and part are simply treated as two 
independent accusatives (502), and we are told that in the passive 
one of these "regimes" becomes the subject and the other stays 
accusative (503), but there is no suggestion, either pro or con, of 
any possible connection of this construction with the accusative of 
specification.182 Concerning the latter, we are simply told (505) 
that "l'accusatif indiquait en indo-europ6en certains rapports vagues 
avec les mots voisins." Examples include 7ro6as iUKSs and r'7fOorvvos 
KfP. I do not think the "rapports" here are particularly "vagues," 
and, "vagues" or not, I question whether such "rapports" are indi- 
cated by the accusative in Indo-European; the construction, as I 
have said more than once, seems to have been wholly Greek. 

7. Chantraine 

A quite new approach is included in the recently published 
second volume of Chantraine's Grammaire H'omerique (1953). So 
far as I can make out, his view is closer to Bliimel's183 than to any 
other scholar's, but his treatment of the accusative in general is so 

182 Nor is there any in Humbert, Synt. gr., but he gives a better description of 
partitive apposition (248): "l'objet exterieur est repris par un autre rapport direct, 
qui le restreint ou le precise." 

183 In a footnote (46, note 2) he cites "en particulier" the articles by Kieckers, 
Bliumel, Sommer, and Biese, but makes no mention of Brugmann. 
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peculiar that I find difficulty in following him. After listing as 
examples of "l'accusatif de l'objet externe" (38) various instances 
of direct objects with transitive verbs (38-41), he continues: "Le 
grec emploie egalement i l'accusatif un complement d'objet 'interne' 
qui precise l'idee verbale." I find myself wishing for some further 
details which could "preciser" this definition! It troubles me in 
the same way as does Meillet's concerning the accusative in general 
(treated just above, in section 6). Surely any complement or 
modifier "precise l'id6e" of the word which it completes or modifies. 
(It seems to me that a good working rule is that the "inner" object 
is created as the result of the action denoted by the verb, whereas 
the "outer" object has an existence independent of such action; 
the terms "effect" and "affect" sometimes used in this connection 
are in my opinion aptly chosen.184) Chantraine proceeds to give 
some unexceptionable illustrations of the "objet interne," such as 
TrXEcuov roXEcitEtvL, bcELts ftiO, opKta Tratyvres, 6V yeyXaocrav (41-42); and 
then turns to verbs which take two accusatives, "objet externe et 

objet interne" (42). Here his Class A, involving a combination 
of "un objet exterieur (generalement une personne) et un objet 
interieur, exprimant l'aboutissement" (ib.), seems to me coexten- 
sive with the main division: what is the difference between "objet 
externe" and "objet exterieur," between "objet interne" and "objet 
interieur"? But his Class B is amazing. It is defined thus: 

"L'objet interne peut servir a limiter l'objet externe et A le preciser. 
C'est ce que l'on a appele l'accusatif de la partie." It is rather 

confusing, after learning that by definition the "objet interne" 

"precise l'id6e verbale" (41), to find that now it "peut servir a 
limiter l'objet externe et a le preciser"; still, I suppose the "part" 
noun does in a sense "preciser" both the "whole" noun and the 
verb. But how can the "part" noun be viewed as any more "in- 
terne" (by any definition whatsoever) than the "whole" noun? 
How can either of them be called "interne"?185 Surely there is a 
tremendous and fundamental difference between Chantraine's illus- 
trations for Class A, e.g. II. 5.361 

XM77v &OoLyat XKos , o6 Ue fporTS oiVracrEy av p, 

184 Cf. e.g. Gildersleeve and Lodge (Lat. Gr. 208): "Inner Object: Object Effected" 
and "Outer Object: Object Affected." 

185 Contrast the far preferable treatment in Humbert (Synt. gr. 248) quoted in 

note 182. 
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where one of the objects, the relative referring to the wound, is 
truly "inner"; and those for Class B, e.g. 11. 11.240 

rbv 6' &aopt TrXt\' abXeva, 

where both objects, the man and his neck, seem to me equally 
"outer." I agree that the neck serves to limit or define (preciser) 
the man by showing the exact point at which he was struck; but how 
does the word for 'neck' limit the verb in any way different from 
the manner in which the demonstrative referring to the man does? 
And if it does not, then why is 'him' "externe" and 'neck' "interne"? 
Finally, Class C, in which the objects represent "la personne" and 
"la chose,"186 contains a conglomeration (43), in which in some cases 
I agree that the "thing" object is "inner," as in II. 16.424-25 

KaKa 7roXXa Eopyev/Tpcoas, 

but in other cases both objects once more seem to me "outer," as 
in Od. 21.339 

Eaaow ptwV XXalvav re xLrTva re. 

From the "accusatif interne" Chantraine derives--doubtless 
correctly - the use of a neuter adjective or pronoun almost as an 
adverb (44), and - perhaps correctly - the accusative of extent of 
space and duration of time (45). And he finally concludes (46): 
"Les accusatifs 'd'objet interne' ou d' 'extension' ont fini par ex- 
primer simplement une relation avec le verbe." Which at last 
brings us to the accusative of specification. I do not know quite 
what he means by "ou" here: the inner object and the accusative 
of extent are not coextensive alternatives, since he regards the second 
as a subdivision of the first. Can he possibly be referring by his 
"objet interne" to the particular manifestation of it which he sees 
- wrongly in my opinion, as I have shown - in the "whole"-"part" 
combination? If so, he agrees with Brugmann after all! And he 
would have no trouble about the use of the accusative with the 
passive, because, deeming the partitive apposition accusatives as 
he does simply a manifestation of the ordinary double accusative, 
he finds no difficulty in the fact that one of the two accusatives 
remains in this case with a passive: he dismisses this (42) with the 
bare statement, "Au passif, c'est le nom de la personne qui devient 

186 As a matter of fact, the whole and part nouns usually represent a person 
and a thing too. 
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sujet." He ignores the fact that the inner relationship between 
the two substantives - which is commented on by him (42), and 
which is pointed up by the almost invariable order, also commented 
on by him (ib.) - might be expected to affect the construction, 
precisely as it does in the case of a direct object combined with a 

predicate accusative; in the passive, both of these become nomina- 
tive.187 

B. Proposed Explanation 

I have made it abundantly clear in section A that I prefer the 

explanation offered by Brugmann and Delbrick for the genesis of 
the accusative of specification to any of the alternative ones sub- 

sequently proposed by other scholars; yet that I agree with those 
other scholars188 who point out the serious weakness that perhaps 
vitiates this explanation. Therefore, if I wish to continue my sup- 
port of Brugmann and Delbriick, it behooves me to try to remove 
the stumbling-block which they casually and cavalierly skirted: 
the fact that the body-part noun which in the active is (in my 
opinion) in apposition with the accusative person noun remains 
accusative in the passive instead of continuing to share the case of 
the (now nominative) person noun. 

If we make the step directly from the active to the passive, as 
critics of Brugmann and Delbrtick - and for that matter Brug- 
mann and Delbriick themselves - have always done, we shall never 
solve the problem. But if we will use the middle - suitably enough 
in view of its character! - as the intermediate stage between active 
and passive, I think we shall at last attain success. 

The middle represents the subject as acting either upon himself 
or for himself. In the former case it is parallel to an active verb 
with a direct object and equivalent to an active verb with an 
accusative reflexive, and in the latter case it is parallel to an active 
verb with an indirect object and equivalent to an active verb with 
a dative reflexive. 

As an example of a verb in which in the middle the subject 
acts not upon himself but for himself, we may take Xuow.'9 Chryses 

187 Chantraine recognizes this category of accusative in a remark (Gr. Horn. 

2.43-44) at the end of his section on double accusatives, but he does not touch on 

what happens to it in the passive. 
188 Notably Bliimel (see section A.3, above). Cf. also note 158 on the views of 

Monro (writing before Brugmann) and Hirt. 
189 Of course it is regularly of the captor's action that the active is used, and of the 

action of the captive's friend or kinsman (or even, as in II. 10.378, quoted just below, 
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comes to the Greeks in order to effect the release of his daughter 
for himself, hence the middle, II. 1.13 

XvUaOp.vE6s Tre OfVyaTpa, 

and he bids the Greeks to set her free for him,190 hence the active 
with the dative, 1.20 

rai5a 86' &ol Xval a re 4)\X7v ra t&' aTroa fXEaOat. 

When a captive wishes to arrange for his own release, he acts both 
for himself and on himself; and as the middle verb can indicate 
only one or the other, in this instance the former, we have the 
interesting phenomenon of a middle verb combined, exactly like 
an active one, with an accusative reflexive, in 10.378 

avrap ycwv Juwe Xviaolat. 

Since we are concerned primarily with the appearance apart 
from active transitive verbs of the accusative denoting a part of the 
body, I shall cite an instance of this with a middle form which is 
equivalent to the corresponding active plus a dative reflexive. This 
is II. 9.628-29 

avrap 'AXtXXEVs 

a"yptov 'v oT8 (TrO6OEaT Oro M?EyaXOropa Ov#o6v, 

meaning literally that Achilles made his proud heart wild for (or in) 
himself. Thus we have a parallel in the middle for the use in the 
active of an accusative body-part noun plus a dative of reference,191 
and not for the use in the active of accusatives for both person and 
body-part.192 However, if the latter had been the case, the form 
would still have been the same, but the meaning would have been 

of himself) that the middle is used: a particularly clear instance of this occurs in book 
24, where the active is employed with reference to Achilles (116) and the middle with 
reference to Priam (118). Hence it is often convenient to use quite different transla- 
tions for the two voices, such as 'set free' for the active and 'ransom' for the middle; 
but the essential difference in their force must be what I have indicated. Incidentally, 
the payment of ransom is by no means an indispensable part of the picture. Odysseus' 
activity in delivering his comrades from Circe's spells does not involve the payment 
of ransom; but the middle is naturally employed concerning it, both by Hermes 
(Od. 10.284) and by Odysseus himself (10.385), while the active is of course used of 
Circe's part in setting them free (10.387). 

190 I believe the force of the dative is felt closely with the verb, though of course 
it is in a sense also a dative of reference showing the possessor of the 'dear child.' 

'91 This is proved by other instances of the middle of rtul&j in a factitive sense. 
192 On both cf. note 129, 

255 Vol. lxxxv] 



256 E. Adelaide Hahn [1954 

that Achilles made himself, his proud heart, wild. In other words, 
we would have had an instance to all intents and purposes of parti- 
tive apposition. 

A possibly ambiguous passage that seems to me particularly 
interesting in the light that it throws on the construction under 
consideration is 11. 7.172-73 

ovros yap b7) ovrljaei EKvK7tL8Cas 'Axatovs, 
KaL 6' abros ov Ovjiov ov7jaErat. 

Here I think it is possible to view Ovl6ov as a vivid substitute for 
'himself,'193 reinforced by the nominative avros, a natural though 
not quite logical substitute for the genitive.194 Then the middle is 
employed because the subject is acting for himself, precisely as in 
10.307 

ot r' aCUvr KV6OS apotro, 

where this use is emphasized by the accompanying pronominal forms 
in the dative.195 The valiant hero of II. 7 will benefit his soul (i.e. 
himself, more vividly expressed) for himself, just as the hero of 

193 Cf. the use of Sanskrit itman 'soul' as a reflexive. The employment of 'soul' 
(as well as of 'body') to stand for the whole person, often with emotional overtones, 
is met in more than one language. In English poor old soul (probably with even more 
pathos than poor old body) is a moving substitute for poor old woman. Cf. too 'not 
a single soul survived,' and the occasional comparable use in Latin of anima, as in 
Vergil, Aen. 12.229-30 pro cunctis talibus unam obiectare animam, and perhaps of 
genius, as in Horace, Carm. 3.17.14-15 genium mero curabis (see especially Shorey 
and Laing ad loc.). For two other possible instances of the usage in Homer (II. 
9.189 and Od. 1.107) see below, note 246. 

194 The emphatic collocation of two pronominal forms in different cases is some- 
what like that of suum quisque in Latin. Homer does sometimes use the more exact 
genitive in combination with a possessive, as in II. 10.204-5 

OVK av 8r7 TLS arvTp re7rLTOLO e3 aTrov/OvciU , 

so too the dative in apposition with a personal pronoun, as in II. 10.307, quoted just 
below; and he also has instances of the nominative used precisely, as in Od. 6.218 (on 
which cf. note 221). But inversions of the sort seen in 7.173 are easily understandable. 
Had passive or intransitive verbs been used, the emphatic nominative would have 
been quite in order: 'the Achaeans will be benefited by him (or will benefit through 
him); and he himself will be benefited by himself (or will benefit through himself).' 
Here the active voice borrows a form of expression logical only with the passive, pre- 
cisely as in the use of the accusative of specification the passive voice borrows a form 
of expression strictly logical only with the active. See again on this note 216. Cf. 
too the use in Od. 9.462-63 of an active proposition where a passive one would have 
given better balance (commented on in I.A, fourth paragraph from the end of the 
section). 

195 The use in Od. 2.125-26 and 5.188-89 is different, because in those passages 
the person indicated by the reflexive is contrasted with others. 
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II. 10 would win glory for himself (suggested by the middle voice 
of the verb), yes indeed, for himself (explicitly and emphatically 
indicated by the pronouns). But on the other hand in 1I. 7 we can 
also say that the middle verb shows that the subject is acting upon 
himself, being all alone a parallel for the preceding active verb 
with its direct object; and if it were to be replaced by an active 
verb plus a reflexive pronoun, the latter would be a parallel to 
'Achaeans,' namely 'himself,' with 'soul' in partitive apposition with 
it: 'he will benefit the Achaeans, and he will himself benefit himself, 
his soul.'196 

We shall find plenty of examples of the sort involving middle 
verbs that are equivalent to an active verb plus an accusative. To 
these we now turn. 

A verb of this sort resembles the active in that it represents the 
subject as acting (upon himself), and at the same time resembles 
the passive in that it represents the subject as being acted upon 
(by himself).197 But it is the self who receives the action, and not 
the self who performs it, with which the body-part noun that also 
receives the action is to be associated. 

Let us begin by examining some active verbs with reflexive 
pronouns, and comparing them with the corresponding middle forms. 

The first thing to note is that there is of course no difference 
in use between reflexive pronouns and other personal pronouns. 
Compare the ordinary personal pronoun (as well as the demonstra- 
tive) in Od. 13.230 

aXX&a -acw p,ev rraura, acrw ' jac 

with the personal pronoun used reflexively in 17.595 

avrovo e atE 7rpwra acow. 

And the second point to note is that there is no appreciable 
difference between the reflexive verb and the middle.198 Compare 

196 This second alternative must, in view of the construction with verbs of washing 
in the active with two accusatives, be the explanation for the structure of another 
passage involving a similar shift from active to middle, II. 16.228-30: Achilles washes 
a cup (active) and then himself (arors again; cf. notes 194 and 216) washes his hands 
(middle). This will be discussed in detail below (cf. note 215). 

197 Cf. the French reflexive verbs, which resemble active verbs in that a participle 
used with them agrees with the (preceding) direct object, and resemble passive verbs 
in that they are conjugated with etre. 

198 Similarly in Latin the reflexive alternates with the medio-passive. Thus in 
Plautus a father anxious about his son can say either med excrucio animi (cf. Ep. 390) 
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Od. 17.595 just quoted and 21.309199 

evOev 6' oiv TL aawcaeau. 

Compare similarly the active verbs respectively with non-reflex- 
ive and reflexive pronouns, in II. 16.103 

aAJtuva ,iut Zrqvos re vOOS Kat TpCes &ayavol 

and Od. 4.244 

avrTOv PLV 7rXlyfLYT aeKeXLirLt aL aaJaaas. 

Compare too the participles, the first active with a reflexive 
pronoun, and the second middle,200 in II. 14.162 

XOe8lv etl "ISrp v b evrvvaaav e avTrlv 

and Od. 12.18 
AXO' evrvva,upel. 

Of particular interest is a group of expressions with the verb 
7rvKacw. I list them: II. 17.551 

7 ropvpep ve4eEXl 7r&VKaaaoa e arT77v, 
Od. 12.225 

EvrTS br TrvKaOLev c4ceas avrovs, 
22.488 

paKtKELv 7rervKau osevos eupEas ouovs, 

II. 14.289 
6OiOLv TreETVKao'Cpivos etXarTvoL.av, 

2.777 
apLiaTa 6' e 7reTVKao'LvEPa KELrTO. 

23.503 
ap,aLara aE Xpvao 7reTrvKaaAueva. 

or excrucior animi (cf. Mil. 720). The former means 'I torment myself'; it is not 
possible to tell whether the latter means 'I torment myself' (middle) or 'I am tormented' 
(passive). 

199 I follow Ameis in regarding this verb as a true middle in force 'you will not 
save yourself.' The Butcher and Lang translation renders it as a passive, 'thou 
shalt not be saved alive,' but Antinous is rebuking the supposed beggar (Odysseus) 
with threats of a dire fate if he persists in his efforts to string the bow - such a fate 
that the presumptuous attitude which he is showing now in thus thrusting himself 
forward will not then avail for his deliverance. Antinous does not envisage the 
possibility of the beggar's being saved by any external agency (passive); if he is to 
be saved, he must by himself accomplish this for himself (middle). 

200 Like the middle participle is the finite form in Od. 6.32-33 

6oqpa raXLTara/vTrvPeaL. 
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The first two passages show reflexive forms, one a participle and one 
a finite verb. The third and fourth show participles which may be 
either middle or passive,201 but the third at least, in view of its close 
parallelism with the first (just as Athena clothed herself in a cloud, 
so Odysseus clothed himself in rags), I believe to be middle rather 
than passive. The fifth and sixth (referring to objects - chariots 
in both instances) are clearly passive. 

In II. 17.551, had there been an indication of the specific part 
of Athena's body which she had covered with her cloud, it would 
of course have been in the accusative, in partitive apposition with 
the reflexive pronoun.202 In Od. 22.488 we find the active participle 
plus a reflexive replaced by a middle participle. Here we do have 
an indication of the specific part of Odysseus' body which he had 
covered with his rags; and as might be expected it is in the accusative. 
The meaning is not that he, his broad shoulders, had covered him- 
self; the meaning is that he had covered himself, his broad shoul- 
ders.203 Had we had a passive, meaning that he himself, his broad 
shoulders, had been covered, we might have expected that the body- 
part noun should be in the nominative and not in the accusative; 
but in view of the ambiguity of the participle, which as we have 
seen is probably middle here, but which might be either middle or 
passive in the following example, and is surely passive in the next 
two, it is not surprising that the case required when the participle 
has middle force is carried over to the instances - much fewer, as 
we shall see - when it has passive force. 

We find several passages providing a good parallel in general 
meaning to Od. 22.488 but employing the perfect participle of dif- 
ferent verbs, namely, II. 5.186 

vE?EXV eLXvU/vos wJiovs, 

201 In LSJ the participle is specifically labeled passive only, and these two pas- 
sages are specifically cited as examples for it; but I see not the slightest reason for such 
classification. 

202 Just exactly as 'heart' is in the accusative in apposition with 'Hector' in II. 
8.124 = 17.83 

"EKTropa 5' aivv &Xos 7riKaae fpeivas. 

203 Later the meaning may have seemed to be that he had covered his broad 
shoulders for himself, in other words, that the word for 'shoulders' served as sole 
object, and that had the middle voice been replaced by an active plus a reflexive, that 
reflexive would have been in the dative. This is of course, as we have already noted, 
frequently the case when a middle verb takes an accusative as object. But the 
corresponding active forms, with two accusatives (cf. note 202), show that this was 
clearly not the case with this particular verb. The identity of the two types of ex- 
pression has already been referred to. 
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17.492 
Od.Es EdXVeV) j14.4lOVS, 

Od. 14.479 

aaKearLv ECXVlPOL Wo jIAovs, 
and II. 16.360 

&aro ravpeiL KeKaXv/I/Ivos edpeas c65ovs. 

Surely, in the first of these passages, the god had wrapped himself 
in the cloud just as Athena did in II. 17.551, and in the other three 
passages the men had covered themselves with their shields as 
Odysseus had covered himself with his rags in Od. 22.488, so in all 
three I am inclined to view the participle as middle just as in 
22.488.204 

Another interesting group of examples involves the verb 7rtL-rX7rut. 
In the active, this verb may take two accusatives, in partitive 

apposition, as in II. 17.573 (of Athena emboldening Menelaus) 

roLov lAtV OapTevs wrXoe fpe.vas agt.lXaealvas, 

i.e. she (Athena) filled him (his) heart with such boldness, although 
it can also use the dative of reference for the person,205 as in Od. 
19.117 

p' IOL I/aXXop ov Ov rX6v EvLTT7orjan vvawv, 

i.e. lest you fill (my) heart for me with grief. We find several 
examples in the middle voice with the accusative of the body-part, 
which, as already pointed out, can be regarded as corresponding to 
either of the active forms. Thus I1. 22.312 

,Ive?os 6' t'rXroarao Ovuo6v 

can mean either he filled himself (his) heart with rage, or he filled 
(his) heart with rage for himself, but I think the former is a little 
more likely. So too Od. 9.296 

KVKXCo/ e'ya'Xrl7v /xTrXo-aro vr,7bv, 

and, with participles, 11. 22.504 

OaXeciv E7trX\rlaT/ue?vos K71p 

and Od. 17.603 

7rXrlalv,EPos ' aipa Ovuobv f6rbs o rjs TTrrJTOS. 

204 Here again the participles are called passives by LSJ; cf. note 201. 
205 Cf. again notes 105 and 129. 
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The verb is also used absolutely (that is, without a limiting genitive) 
meaning 'fill oneself' in the sense of 'satisfy oneself,'206 in Od. 19.198 

tva irXkaalarco Ov,o6v. 

When we have forms derived from the first aorist etrXrlo-ajuiv we 
may be sure they are middle. The second aorist TErX7jlrl is less 
certain, for it is said to have served not only as a middle but also 
as a passive.207 Of course in such instances it is difficult and per- 
haps impossible to come to a decision; translation is certainly no 
use, for one language does not necessarily behave like another; all 
we can do is to examine the situation, and that is often far from 
conclusive. In II. 17.498-99 

6 6' ela/Cevos ALL raTpL 
aXKfs KaL aerOveos 7rXMTro 4pevas auAtI5teXaLvas 

Automedon may have used two means to help him in his desperate 
battle, prayer to Zeus and independent stimulation of his own 
courage; or a modern psychologist might say that by performing 
the former act he actually performed the latter also. But I believe 
the meaning is rather that in response to his prayer he was stimu- 
lated to courage by Zeus;208 the inspiration came from without.209 
Zeus was interested in the driver of Achilles' horses, whom he had 
already stimulated to courage (451210 and 455), and so probably he 

206 This passage is cited below with examples of other verbs used in the same sense. 
Cf. note 250. 

207 LSJ definitely pronounces it passive (cf. notes 201 and 204). Chantraine, 
though he lists 7rX?7ro with athematic middle aorists and gives it a middle translation 
'se remplir' (Gr. Horn. 1.381), says elsewhere that in sense 7rXiTro and vrXrao,ri differ 
little (406) but the latter form is a new development met with mainly in the supposedly 
later parts of the Iliad (407). Certainly the middle form T7rXro or wrXOvro seems to be 
passive in sense quite as much in II. 18.50 ('the grotto was filled') and Od. 8.57 ('the 
halls were filled') as the true passive form hrX7raOo7 in II. 20.156 ('the plain was filled'). 

208 Chantraine lists this line as an example of a middle (1.381), but here he is 
thinking primarily of the form as such; note that he lists here also 18.50, where the 
sense is surely passive (cf. note 207). As already remarked, he elsewhere (406) 
states that there is little difference in meaning between this middle form and the 
(later-developed) passive. He may, however, be misled by the French idiom 'se 
remplir.' (Or am I misled by the English idiom 'be filled'? I think not, for surely 
the inanimate grotto did not act but was acted upon.) 

209 So too in II. 17.211-12 (quoted three paragraphs below), where we unques- 
tionably have a passive, though with a different construction. Hector was strength- 
ened by both Zeus (206) and Ares (210-11). 

210 This line has already been cited (cf. note 58) as an example of the double 
dative. Once more (cf. note 67), we note that the tendency is to use either (a) two 
datives, or (b) two accusatives (or else their substitutes, one accusative with a middle 
or passive). 



is the actor just as was Athena in 17.573 (cited in the preceding 
paragraph). On the other hand in 22.312 (also cited in the pre- 
ceding paragraph), where we have a form indubitably middle, the 
sense is middle as well,21 for Achilles in his pursuit of Hector needed 
no god to stimulate him.212 

I think the force is passive also in the very different passage 
23.777 

ev 6' 6vOov jokov 7rXTro o-rTOia rT ptvas rE. 

In a sense, Ajax filled his mouth and nostrils with filth, but he 
certainly did it involuntarily, and the meaning is rather that he 
was filled with filth (as to) the mouth and nostrils, i.e. in respectable 
English that his mouth and nostrils were filled with filth. 

Of course what I have been doing is wholly artificial. Homer 
certainly did not consciously analyze his ambiguous forms as used 
in either a middle or a passive sense. Yet the fact that certain 

ambiguous forms, when used in a middle sense, could normally and 
naturally combine with an accusative body-part noun certainly 
must have helped them to do the same thing when used in a passive 
sense. And the next step would be that forms indubitably and 

exclusively passive would follow the lead of forms that could be 

passive as well as middle. 
Yet interestingly enough this step, though he does take it else- 

where, Homer apparently did not take in connection with the verb 

rLytrX1,tL. With demonstrably passive forms of this verb, he em- 

ploys not the construction with medio-passives which I view as de- 
rived from the combination with an active verb of accusative person 
noun and body-part noun in partitive apposition, but one of the 
two constructions which we observed much earlier213 as substitutes 
for the non-existent combination with a (passive or intransitive) 
verb of nominative person noun and body-part noun in partitive 
apposition. We find the body-part noun in the nominative as 

211 In another passage about Achilles, II. 1.103-4 (quoted three paragraphs below), 
in which we have a quite different construction, with the body-part noun as subject 
(cf. note 213), the verb, again an ambiguous form (imperfect), is probably passive. 
His heart 'was filled' with anger, whether by Achilles' own action (which would corre- 

spond to the middle in 22.312) or by Agamemnon's insult (which would correspond 
to the passive in 17.499). The lines reappear in the Odyssey, 4.661-62, but are there 
bracketed by most editors. 

212 Indeed, Zeus had even been tempted to thwart him! Cf. 22.167-76. 
213 At the close of section I.A, where some of the passages here quoted were already 

cited. 
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subject, and the person noun in the dative (of reference). Ex- 
amples follow: II. 17.211-12214 

7rXaOev 6' &ipa ol /LXe' e'vrTO/aXKn7S KaC aOt'veoO, 

16.348-49 
fv&erX7aOev 6e ot a&ij4co/ai'uaros &6OaXAuol, 

17.695-96 = 23.396-97 = Od. 4.704-5 = 19.471-72 

rc 65 ot 6oTe/CbaKpv6OtL irXjoaOev. 

There are also two examples with the ambiguous imperfect which 
are so similar to the two passages just cited that we may assume 
the sense of the verb here too is passive. These are Od. 10.247-48 

ev ' ot 6o'oae/6aKpv6oLv TriLgrXCaro, 

in which the dative is accompanied by an adverbial particle; and 
20.348-49 

ooacr 6' . pa ahfoWv/6apLKpvOPw i7rrXavro, 

in which we have a genitive of possession instead of a dative. 
And finally we may compare II. 1.103-4 

ueyveos 6e Aeya ap,ves a !LrutLeXaLyva 
TlriTrXavr', orae 6e oi Trvpi XapLTrer6wOrV eLKTirn, 

in which again the sense is probably passive, as already pointed 
out in note 211; here the verb is accompanied by no designation at 
all of the person concerned, but a dative of reference appears in 
the following clause. 

The alternative construction, with the person noun as subject 
and the body-part noun as a dative (instrumental or local), does not 
seem to occur with 1rtlXr,At, but it is certainly approached in Od. 
11.452-53 

i 6e' ir o65 7rep vios evLTrXraOQrvat aKOLTtL 
o6cLaX\iotLav 'aa'e, 

where an accusative subject of the infinitive, corresponding to the 
nominative subject of a finite verb, is assuredly implied, though 
again we have to wait for the next clause before the form appears. 

Another fruitful source of study is provided by passages with 
214 On the appropriateness of the passive here, see note 209. 
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verbs meaning 'wash' or 'bathe.' In the active they can take two 
accusatives, of person and body-part, as in Od. 19.356 

ot0E ir- as l4oI'EL, 

echoed in 376 
ro ce 7r6o6as vIlco, 

meaning 'she (or I) will wash you (your) feet.' With the middle 
the body-part accusative is retained, as in 2.261 (cf. 12.336) 

XEcpaS Vtwat,lEvos, 

meaning 'having washed himself (his) hands,' with the middle verb 
(in this instance a participle) singly corresponding to the active 
verb plus its person object. 

There is a very interesting passage, II. 16.228-30,215 describing 
how Achilles washed first his cup (6iras, mentioned in 225) and then 
his hands: the active voice of the verb is used for the washing of 
the cup, an external object, and the middle voice for the washing 
of the hands, parts of the body. The passage runs as follows :216 

rO pa orr' ?K XXo aoX? XCa3&'v 0K70r7pE 0EEal 

7rpwrTO, i7rera 6' Cylv' ivoaros KaXpclt poiiaY, 
vi/aro 6' aOr's Xetpas. 

Transference to a passive of the accusative that is normal with 
a middle would be particularly easy with verbs of this category, 
since the middle and passive are frequently indistinguishable in 
meaning as well as in form.217 The context indicates that we have 
the middle in II. 6.508 

eItwcOWo Xov?eOatL vppelos oraaoTo, 

215 Already referred to above; see note 196. 
216 The use of autro in 230 (already commented on in note 196) is not perfectly 

logical. Strictly speaking, the meaning should be 'he himself washes his hands,' and 
actually it might seem more surprising that he should wash his cup himself than that 
he should wash his hands himself (for the occasion is not a banquet where we might 
expect attendants to perform this service for the guests). Probably we have a transfer 
to the nominative from the accusative which would be really logical - 'he washes 
the cup' and 'he washes his own self (his) hands.' The nominative would have been 
quite in order with a passive - 'the cup is washed and he himself is washed - (his) 
hands' (cf. note 194). Thus the use of the nominative for the person with the middle 
would seem to be the reverse of the use of the accusative for the body-part with the 
passive. Both are perfectly natural departures from rigorous logic. We make a 
similar transfer - in the opposite direction from 16.230 - when we say "he knows 
how to wash his own face and hands" but mean "he knows how to wash his face and 
hands himself." 

217 Cf. the alternation in English between the reflexive wash oneself and the quasi- 
passive get washed. 
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of a runaway horse plunging into the stream, since no one else acts 
upon him; yet even here it might be objected that he does not so 
much bathe himself as get bathed by the water (instrument rather 
than agent).218 In Od. 6.210 

Xoobar r' 'Ev rorauQC 

it seems219 as if Nausicaa directs her maidens to bathe Odysseus; 
and so when, after learning how the girls duly brought him clothing 
and olive oil, we read in 216 

ijvwyov w' apa j,L XovO^at lroraLuoto poflatv, 

I presume the infinitive is a true passive, 'they bade him be 
bathed.'220 I believe he certainly interprets it in this way, since 
he asks them to withdraw and emphasizes that he will himself221 
bathe himself222 (218-19), 

e&yw avrbs/aiX,ljY &jLOLtv CaroXovuoiaut, 

and then goes on to say that he will not bathe himself in their 
presence (221), 

&vrT?v ' OvK &v 7Ty 'YE XOO'toopat. 

Thus middles are used to answer a passive, with no formal differ- 
ence so far as the verb goes. 

On the other hand, the form would seem to indicate that we 
definitely have middles in I. 10.576 = Od. 4.48 

es' p aaaLivOovs ftavTre EUveo-ras XobTavro. 

218 Cf. II. 10.574-75 (quoted in note 231), where, after saying that the men 
washed themselves off, the poet switches to the active and says that the wave washed 
them off. 

219 I say "seems," for in reporting the episode to Alcinous Odysseus still uses the 
active (7.296) 

Kat Xoiur' kv tora,TA, 

though we know he did not permit the girls- still less Nausicaa- to bathe him. 
Here Butcher and Lang translate "let wash me in the river," and perhaps the active 
verb in 6.210 should be so handled, though there they translate "bathe him in the 
river." 

220 However, Butcher and Lang translate it as if middle, "bade him wash." 
221 Note the emphatic &kyw abrbs. Here abros is used logically, not as in II. 7.172-73 

and 16.228-30 (cf. notes 194, 196, and 216). 
222 On the verb of washing off used here, and its construction, cf. note 230. 
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In each case the following line tells what happened after the men 
had finished their bath: II. 10.577 continues the middle, 

rT 65 XoEacaoisoVw 

'and they after they had bathed,' but Od. 4.49 

Trovs 6' ErdE ou'v 6owalo Xovorav 

'and when the maids had bathed them' shifts to the active, which 

certainly would seem to have called for a passive in the previous 
line 'they were bathed' rather than 'they bathed themselves.' 

Perhaps the conclusion to be drawn from all this is that the 

passive aorist in -sth-, which does not seem to be attested for 
Homer, did not yet exist, and that the middle still served for both 
middle and passive in the case of the verb 'wash' as elsewhere.223 

Naturally, the more forms there are which function both as middle 
and as passive, the more chances there are for the construction 
with the middle to be carried over to the passive. 

Expressions of 'washing off' vary as do expressions of 'washing,' 
but they are more complicated, because they may involve not 

merely two accusatives, person washed and body-part washed, 
which if they appear together are in partitive apposition, but also 
a third, the substance washed off, which I have already said224 I 
believe is to be viewed as also a part (before it gets washed off) 
of either the person or the body-part involved.225 In the active 
we may have just one accusative, representing the person, as in 
Od. 19.317 

aXXa iUtv, a,& TlroXot, &rrovwilarE, 

or the body-part, as in 19.387226 

rov ir6oas etarevtLev, 

223 On the lateness of the passive aorist, see Chantraine, Gr. Horn. 1.401-2, and 

compare what has already been said on this score, in notes 207 and 208, concerning 
the aorist of 7riLcrX/tL. 

224 Cf. the discussion with which section I.B.3 closes, and see especially note 143. 
225 Cf. especially note 144. 
226 We may note the presence here of the additional adverbial particle e$, which 

is surely to be combined with the relative referring back to the cauldron mentioned 

in the previous line. The vulgate reading rCp is preserved by Dindorf-Hentze and is 

defended by Ameis on the ground that roi would have to refer to 7robas; however, I 

think the presence of et would not only justify the genitive but would, as Monro 

thinks, really demand it. 
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or the substance washed off, as in II. 7.425 

aXX' viarn vi'ovres iaro 3pborov alaToCevra 

and Od. 24.189 

oi K a7roviLavTrs !uEXava fppbrovTO TELXEWV. 

We also find an active verb with the first and third, the person and 
the substance removed, combined in II. 18.345 

IIarpoKXov Xov-eLav a&ro fpbrTov aClCarTevra 

and 16.667-68 

KEXaLtve?es al/ua Ka6rlpov/1EXOov EK fEXeUv 2Iapirlb6va. 

To these corresponds a middle with the accusative of the substance 
removed,227 in 23.40-41 

EL rerWoLEv rt T(TI0oI(V 

IIHXEtiSrv XoovaaoOaL tairo fpb6rov aCilCaroevTa. 

A middle verb may also be accompanied by the other possible 
accusative, the body-part, as in Od. 22.478 

olt /EV EITELT aITroV,l/a.Le,vot XetpaS Tr 7orbas TE. 

Finally, one interesting passage shows an active verb governing 
accusatives of all three types, person, wound (corresponding to 
body-part), and substance removed (in this instance licked off in- 
stead of washed off), namely, 11. 21.122-23228 

evravOol PVV KElao ETr' iXOValv, o'l af cbrTELX7 

atLi a7roXLX,u?7ovraTtL CK7ies. 

I have noted two corresponding passages in the middle, of course 
showing just two accusatives, body-part229 and substance washed off. 
They are Od. 6.224-25230 

aVTap O6 K ToraTioV Xpoa Pviero tlos Ov8ao'evs 

227 Oddly, Clapp in his note on 41 talks about "two accs. after the analogy of 
verbs of depriving." But the infinitive being middle here there is only one accusative 
depending on it; the other accusative is its subject. 

228 On the triple accusative, cf. note 147. On the accusative of the person, cf. note 
146; on the accusative of the wound, contrast the use of the genitive in Od. 24.189, 
quoted just above. 

229 I do not think the presence of &ai,fl with the body-part nouns in the second 
passage affects the construction. Cf. notes 89 and 90. 

230 We meet a variant construction, with genitive of the body-part, just a little 
earlier, in Od. 6.219, quoted above. Cf. note 222 on 6.219, and see note 228 for another 
example of the genitive (24.189). 
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and II. 10.572-73231 

avrol 6' is6p 7roXX6v airevi'ovro OaX\ar1 

eaPlavres KVJ7l/as 7rE ite X6kov a/.uIL Tre /Ipovs. 

Finally, there is one passage in which the accusative (for I 
think there is no doubt that it is an accusative) of the substance 
washed off is combined with a verb that is surely passive in force 
not middle. This is II. 24.419232 

eepO7jtLS KeTraL repPi ' aClCa veviTrraL. 

If we regard the person and the blood wiped away from him, 
when they appear with the active, as two wholly independent accu- 
satives, the retention of one of them with the passive might seem 
natural; but if, as I prefer, we regard them as in partitive apposi- 
tion, the retention of one in the passive must be due to the analogy 
of such retention in the middle. However, particularly in view of 
the similarity of meaning, the usage with verbs of depriving may 
have had some influence in the development of the usage with a 
verb of cleaning off. 

Not unlike verbs of washing off (blood, brine, etc.) is a verb 
of tearing off, scraping off (skin), namely, bpvrr&o. Here again 
three entities are involved, the person and the parts of his body 
that are torn or scraped, and the skin that is torn or scraped off.233 
In the active, I have not found any instance of more than one of 
these at a time.234 The person is referred to in 11. 23.187 

'va /tL7 .LV a7robpUboL EXKvrTahwv, 

231 Just below, 574-75, we have a shift to the active 

avTrp 7rei o-Lv KuIiCa OaX&aiaoqs l5pC 7roXX6v 

vtIev &7ro Xpwr6Ts. 

But here the water and not a person does the washing (cf. note 218); and furthermore 
there is a complete change in construction, a dative replacing the usual accusative of 
the person, and a genitive replacing the usual accusative of the body-part. It is 

interesting that when one accusative disappears, so does the other (cf. note 111). 
Observe too II. 11.829-30 = 845-46, where a genitive replaces the accusative of the 
person, and Od. 6.219 and 24.189, where a genitive replaces the accusative of the body- 
part (on these two passages see notes 222, 228, and 230). 

232 Here 7rept replaces the usual &r6. 
233 The person and the skin are involved in the example of partitive apposition 

in the nominative that I cited from Solon (note 15). 
234 However, we may perhaps compare the not dissimilar verbs 'peel' and 'cut,' 

occurring in I1. 1.236-37 and 21.37-38, cited above (see note 142). 
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and the body-part in 16.323-24235 

Trpvt,vov U f3paxiova 6oupos aKwoK7/Spi'/1 &aro6 #uvwvv. 

Od. 17.479-80 

V aE- vOl Sta &CLTyar' epvbcTWTa o' ayopeOets, 
i 7ro6&s i? Kal XeLpOS, a7roSp06P oaTL e ravTa 

is ambiguous: if the accusative ravra is masculine singular, it refers 
to the person; if it is neuter plural, either to the whole body from 
which the skin is torn, or to all the skin that is torn away.236 We 
have one example in the middle (used not in a reflexive but in a 
reciprocal sense) with the accusative of the body-part, Od. 2.153 

SpvtafliEvc) b' ovvxEeaL 7rapctIls &AlL rE ietpa's 

'tearing each other's cheeks and necks'; and in the passive237 we 
have one example corresponding precisely to this, with the accusa- 
tive of the body-part, II. 23.395 

ayKwcvas re TEpL 3pvbfQ4G crou La re ptvas re, 

and another with the accusative of the skin torn away, Od. 5.426 

EvOa K a&ro p'vOvS Spv1bOr. 

The few examples available of the verb of scraping (off) can 
be fully understood only in the light of the parallel uses of verbs 
of washing (off). Certainly pv4/auevo wrapetas could not of itself 
have led to aKyicvas 7rept5pv4087. We need intermediate ambiguous 
forms like veYL7rra to effect the transition. But of course such forms 
abound, and in many instances it is impossible to decide whether 
we have a middle or a passive. We have noted some of these in 
passing; here I mention just two more, II. 11.169 = 20.503 

Xvopw Ce lraXaOcrero Xelpas &aarovs 

235 This does not involve a partitive operation; the point of the spear tears one 
part of the body, the arm, from another part, the muscles, not from the whole body. 

236 See Monro on Od. 16.21. Butcher and Lang evidently favor the third inter- 
pretation, for they translate "strip all thy flesh from off thee." 

237 There is also one example in the passive, Od. 5.434-35 

CWs roV 7rpos iTrrpSl7L OpaareLacwv a2rO Xe&pPv 
pLvol airkpvOev, 

in which the skin removed becomes the subject, and the body-part from which it is 
removed is in the genitive with a "preposition" repeating the "preverb." (For the 
genitive, cf. note 231.) 
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and 22.461 
wraXXojPvr7 Kpa8Tl7v. 

The first may mean either 'he sprinkled himself (his) hands with 
blood,' or 'he (as to his) hands was sprinkled with blood.' The 
second may mean either 'shaking herself (her) heart' or 'shaken (as 
to her) heart.'238 In each case, the accusative would seem to be 
in order if the verb is middle, the nominative if it is passive. Yet 
the form of the verb is the same in each instance! What wonder 
then that the case of the body-part noun also turned out to be the 
same? If there were, as there probably were, enough verbs or types 
of verbs in which the middle meaning and the passive meaning 
clearly interchanged or overlapped, we could hardly expect anything 
else. 

Along these lines probably an outstandingly important part in 
the development of the use of a body-part accusative with the 
passive was played by verbs of emotion - anger, joy, or sorrow. 
Transitive verbs of this type are extremely common in the middle 
and/or passive, though much less so in the active. 

We have already noted in connection with wrLturX,tt the diffi- 

culty of deciding whether, in situations that fill a person with rage, 
courage, etc., he is to be thought of as acting upon himself or as 

being acted upon. With single verbs expressing emotion, similar 

ambiguous medio-passive expressions are especially common,239 and 
we find them repeatedly used with an accusative noun240 denoting 
either a body-part regarded as a seat of the emotions, such as 

'heart,' or a more abstract synonym, such as 'mind' or 'soul' or 

'spirit.'241 The usage is particularly frequent with participles,242 
though finite forms are met as well. 

238 In the same way with 'heart' as subject, as in II. 22.452 

7raXXeraL Trop, 

the meaning may be either 'shakes itself' (middle) or 'is shaken' (passive). 
239 Cf. the pronounced tendency to use a reflexive for expressions of this sort in 

French and even in English (a language which in general seems more sparing of reflex- 
ive usage than French). Note e.g., as equivalents or substitutes for the "passive" 
form with etre or be, reflexives such as French se rejouir, s'amuser, s'affliger, s'attrister, 

se fdcher; English enjoy oneself, amuse oneself, distress oneself, Scottish fash oneself, etc. 
240 However, the alternative usage with a dative (with or without a "preposition") 

is also met. See notes 243, 245, 247, 252, 253, 255. 
241 Cf. notes 115 and 133. 
242 A long medio-passive participle followed by KOp, jrop, or kiXov 'Top forms a 

particularly convenient tag-end for the hexameter. 
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To begin with expressions of anger,243 we may note ambiguous 
medio-passive forms of the verb xoXow 'anger' :244 perfect participle 
in II. 14.367 

KEXOXWI(fVOS 70Tp- 

and pluperfect indicative in 16.585 

KEXOXwoo 65 KE p erapowo. 

Aorists seem to be quite interchangeable: the middle in Od. 6.147 

ul ot Y/yovva XaolbvTr XOXC\oaLTo cpeva KoVup7, 

and, finally, the passive, which must have borrowed its accusative 
from the pure middle or, more probably, from the ambiguous forms, 
in II. 4.494 (cf. 13.660) 

TOV 
1 

'OU'veus fiLaXa Ov6iov ctirOKrCticEOLO XOXwo\e. 

An interesting phenomenon is the similar acquisition of an accu- 
sative by the verb XcoLuaL 'be angry,' an intransitive serving as a 
synonym for the medio-passive of xoX6w. Participles thus used 
occur in II. 1.44, 9.555, and Od. 12.376 

XCWO6.Lvo Kijp 
and in II. 23.37 

XcWOi6Eiov Kqp, 

and finite forms are met in II. 20.29 

Ov14FL . . . Xderat 

and 16.616 
Ov/16v cwxwrTaro. 

Probably the commonest of verbs of joy is rcprw 'delight, 
gladden.'245 The active, as usual with transitive verbs of emotion, 
is rare.246 We find the medio-passive present participle in II. 9.186 

irpreva Teperofdeeovo, 

243 Datives occur instead of accusatives in II. 1.217; 13.206; 16.61. Cf. note 240. 
244As usual, the corresponding active does not seem to be in common usage. 

Yet that it was at least theoretically possible in Homer is indicated by an actual 
example in Hesiod, Th. 568 

EX6o\Xciwae k JtLv kfiXov 0rop. 

245 With datives II. 19.19, 312-13; Od. 5.74, 8.368, 16.25-26. Cf. note 240. 
246 We meet it twice (II. 9.189 and Od. 1.107) with OvuoMv in the sense of 'delight 

one's spirit.' Here Ovzo6v seems used almost in the sense of a reflexive 'oneself' (cf. 
note 193); and it is of course not a synecdochal accusative here any more than in II. 
24.119 and Od. 15.379, where it serves as object of the active lalvw. 
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and the middle aorist participle in 9.705 

TerapTro/levoL fl\Xov rTOp 

and Od. 1.310 
rerap7ro6Jevos TE qiXOV K77p. 

Finite forms (with ppeva or Ovu/6v) occur in the medio-passive (II. 
1.474, 20.23, 21.45; Od. 4.102) and the passive (Od. 8.131 and 17.174). 

Probably due to the analogy of these last passages is the similar 
use of the passive of lalvo 'warm, cheer'247 in Od. 23.47 

OvU.6v lavO?rl 
and 24.382 

fp?vas ;evbov l'av6Os, 

with which we may compare that of avalv'xco 'cool, refresh, revive'248 
in I1. 10.575 

ave4/vxO)ev >ktXov rTOp. 

Perhaps we may class here too verbs with the sense of 'satisfy, 
sate,'249 which seem to be mainly limited to the middle ('satisfy 
oneself' rather than 'be satisfied'). Examples are II. 19.307 

LaaoOal qfiXov 71rop, 

Od. 19.198250 

lrXf7calaro OvIOJbv, 

247 There is also a rather peculiar passage, II. 15.101-3 

7 X yf 'Xacaev 

XeilXELV, OV6 fITCrw7rov 7r' 6fp'atL Kvaveiatv 

lav6r), 

in which the member affected is a purely physical one, the forehead. This noun 
might possibly be the subject and not the object of the verb, but I think it is more 
likely that the two verbs have a common subject 'she,' and also the word for 'fore- 
head' is a better contrast as an accusative than as a nominative for the preceding 
dative 'with her lips.' (Incidentally, it is interesting to note that the verb of physical 
action 'laughed' does not take an accusative of specification as does the verb of emo- 
tion.) But in a number of passages (II. 23.600 and 24.321; Od. 4.548-49 and 22.58- 
59) OviLos or Kip is the subject of lavOr. We also have a dative combined with the 
same verb, in 11. 19.174; cf. note 240. 

248 Cf. the active in 11. 13.84 

avk~4vXov tlXov 7rop. 

249 Such verbs may also be used in a pejorative sense, 'to have too much of a 
(bad) thing, to be weary,' as in II. 11.87 

eKopaaa.ro XELpas. 

250 Already cited above; cf. note 206. 
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8.98 
KeKOpij7LEOa Ovo6v, 

and 14.28 
Kopeaalaro OvAuov, 

also 14.46 
KopeGaa0Ievos Kara Ovl,6v. 

The parallelism of these last two passages occurring in close juxta- 
position affords fresh proof251 that the construction is not affected 
by the presence of KaTa. 

Intransitive verbs with the sense of 'rejoice' or 'be glad' behave 
as do passives of transitive verbs. Here we may note (1) XaLpc252 
in II. 6.481 

Xapte0t 68 q5piva, 

(2) y7eo253 in II. 8.559 = Od. 6.106 

'yE7706 6E TE Tppeva, 

in II. 11.683 
77^yOiE 6be kpeva, 

and (again with Kara) in 13.416 

yrlO?7aLvE KaTa Ov6Ov, 

and (3) the deponent 'yavvaL in II. 13.493 

ya'vvTra . . . qppeva. 

To these may be added the periphrasis 'enter upon good cheer' in 
Od. 23.52-53 

iv4pooauVr)s eir3Trov/a&,uorepco fIXov trop. 

The construction with y?0ecO probably led to that with the 
allied adjective in II. 4.272 = 18.557 

'yr7Oavvos Kfp, 

though the use of participles (i.e. adjectives) such as rep7r6uevos 
may have also been a contributing factor. 

Verbs of sorrow naturally follow the same pattern as those of 
joy. Here participles abound, especially from one particular verb 

261 As with verbs of striking and wounding. See above, section I.B.3.a. 
252 With the dative in Od. 24.545; cf. note 240. 
253 With the dative in 11. 13.494; cf. note 240. There is also a passage with 'heart' 

as subject, II. 14.139-40; cf. note 247. 
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of many ramifications, both active intransitive and medio-passive. 
We have various forms of the medio-passive present participle 
axvviuevos followed by Krp no fewer than thirteen times: II. 7.428, 
431; 19.57; 23.165, 284, 443; 24.773; Od. 10.67; 12.153, 250, 270; 
22.188; 24.420. We have various forms of the medio-passive per- 
fect participle aKaX'iutevos (or the metrically convenient variant 
aK1XEJ1tvtr in the feminine) with Krp, i7rop, or Ov06v eleven times: II. 
5.364; 18.29; Od. 9.62, 105, 565; 10.77, 133, 313; 13.286; 15.481; 
20.84. We have the present active intransitive participles axecov 
and aXErcov (in the same sense as aXvvi'evos) with Kjp or Ovto6v five 
times: II. 5.399, 869; 9.612; 23.566; Od. 21.318. In view of the 
fact that the word for 'heart' etc. is certainly in the accusative 
with all these participles, I suppose it is so also with the finite 
medio-passive form in II. 11.274 = 400254 

7JXOeTO yap Kjp, 

although it must be the subject255 in 6.523-24 

Tr 6' fibO Ktjp/aXVVTaL Ev OvLw3. 

As a synonym for the medio-passive axv'vievos and the active 
intransitive a&xEcv, we have the deponent intransitive rerLruqLVOS 

'grieving,'256 which (with various inflectional endings) is followed 
by irop in eight passages: II. 8.437; 11.556; Od. 1.114; 2.298; 
4.804; 7.287; 8.303; 18.153. 

A slightly different type of verb 'moan' is combined with 'heart' 
in II. 18.33 

6 6' EOTEVE KV6aXl,.LOV Krp 

and II. 10.16 = Od. 21.247 

E&Lya 6' E'TreV KvUSa\,XLO Kj7p. 

254 Another example with a finite verb, II. 12.179, is in a passage generally viewed 
as spurious. 

255 So too in II. 14.38-39; cf. notes 247 and 253. A variant with the dative occurs 
in II. 6.486; cf. note 240. Note the dative too with a synonymous periphrastic 
phrase, in Od. 7.218 

Ka,I etvl cpeoa 7revOos exovra. 

256 The verb is apparently deponent in its finite forms, but it has two perfect 
participles, the one medio-passive in form that is cited in the text, and in addition 
an active one TreTL7CS, which seems to mean the same thing (cf. Chantraine, Gr. Horn. 
1.432, and see further below, note 281), but which is used in a different construction, 
in agreement with OvU6os, to which it thus bears the same relation as does a finite verb 
to its subject (cf. notes 255 and 257). See for examples II. 11.555, 17.664, 24.883. 
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The first passage seems to prove that 'heart' is accusative also in the 
other two. 

Once we have established the custom of saying that some one 
is enraged or raging, delighted or rejoicing or glad, grieved or 
grieving, in heart, other emotional effects may be expected to be 
similarly expressed. A few miscellaneous examples follow. (1) 
Passive verbs: Od. 18.212 'be charmed, bewitched' 

Ou,v Wy OEXXOEV, 

5.454 'be overcome, subdued' 

56al7lro 4\LXOV K'jp. 

Od. 19.136 'be melted, wasted away; pine away'257 

~'kXov Karar7Ko/LatL /Trp, 

(2) Intransitive verb: II. 15.627 'tremble' 

TpOp.OVTcrL 6 Te c)pEVCa. 

(3) Medio-passive perfect participle: Od. 18.327 'stricken' i.e. 
'stupid' (?)258 

4pPvas K7?rea7raTayp,Evos. 

(4) Intransitive present participle: II. 15.10 '(being) senseless' 

Krp atrLvvoaowv. 

(5) Adjectives: 'mad' II. 15.128 and Od. 2.243 

4>pEvas iXe (rXe'). 
And we find a number of instances of the expression 'struck to the 
heart.' This is a particularly natural locution,259 since verbs of 
striking, as we have seen, are so often combined in a literal sense 
with a noun denoting an organ. We meet the same verbs used 
figuratively, a3.XXo in I. 9.9260 

f130oX7Jlt'oVS ?rTOp 

257 But in the more nearly physical passages, Od. 19.204 
TrKeTro 6' Xp&S 

and 208 
ris TrKETro KaXa r'apita, 

the body-part nouns are nominative. Cf. notes 255 and 256. 
258 The general meaning of the phrase as 'witless' is clear, but not the precise 

force; see Monro ad loc. If the compound comes from 1raTraaw, the passage should 
perhaps be combined with those containing verbs of striking. 

259 For an example in the active, cf. above, note 115. 
260 Cf. the same verb used absolutely, also in a figurative sense, just above, 9.3. 
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and Od. 10.247 
K7p . .?. feoXPrUevos, 

and 7rXaaow in 11. 3.31 

KaTErXery7 4iXov pIrop KCETX j ~f 7 XOV 7TOP 

and 16.403 
77r\?fV7f 0pevas. 7rXflyfl c/p'cLo. 

Here the perfect participles are passive in force, and the finite 
forms are passive in form as well; but the construction with the 
accusative could have been transferred from such an ambiguous 
form as aXvvijuevos. From such figurative expressions as II. 9.9 and 
Od. 10.247 it is but a step to similar phrases where the meaning is 

strictly literal and physical such as the following, in II. 16.660261 

PiE3Xa1L/tEvov 7T0rop, 
17.535 

5e8aiy,Jevov Trop, 

13.782-83262 

rTETVU/FiEvW ?YXEiTaltv/acLUPOTepW KaTd X6Epa, 

and 20.480 
XElpa papvvOels. 

The sense of the first three participles, and the form of the fourth, 
show us that they are all passive. So too in the passages with 
finite verbs meaning 'wound' or 'hit': II. 4.518-19 

Xep/.tILal) yap BXJro 7rap&a crvpov OKpLOEVTL 

KVrj.7Yv 8EtLrPTpV, 

5.284 
83j8X77aL KevewJva SLa/frepes, 

17.598 
fXiTrT yap t0ov sovpt. 

And with these I would include 12.427 

OVbTLOVTO Kara xpoa vr7Xlt XaXKC, 

261 There exists here a variant reading &esai:y,jkvov as in the following example, 
and also an emendation to fB(eXr7ikvov has been suggested; the latter would of course 

give us a still closer parallel to II. 9.9. 
262 Note KCLa again, as above. Cf. note 251. 
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since, as I have said frequently,263 I do not think KaTa affects the 
construction. This small group of examples is exceedingly impor- 
tant for the history of our problem, for it is they, or at least the 
first three of them, that are repeatedly cited as refuting Brugmann's 
theory that the accusative of specification is derived from the 
scheme of whole and part. And at first sight this does seem a 
valid objection: it might be possible to confound filling oneself 
and being filled with courage or anger, delighting oneself and being 
delighted, distressing oneself and being distressed, but never wound- 
ing oneself and being wounded! And yet I think if we operate as 
I have done, a step at a time, in tracing the evolution of this con- 
struction, it seems not so unlikely after all. 

Other verbs involving physical suffering naturally behave like 
those of wounding. We may note, for instance,264 Od. 5.426 

aiv 6' bcrE' ap&a'X 
and II. 23.396 

OpvUXlX6r 6b p.?Twrnov kTr' 4opbat. 

From being wounded or bruised or broken or (as in II. 20.480) 
weighed down, i.e. maimed, in a part of one's body to being swollen 
or weary in such a part is but a simple shift. This brings us to 
intransitive verbs. Note Od. 5.455 

)6cEE 6U Xpoa rayvra, 

and also the following: II. 16.106 

6' aptaorepov u.tov eKaiveEv, 

II. 21.26 = Od. 21.150 
KaulL Xetpas, 

II. 2.389 

XEzpa KaIEcTraL, 
23.63 

Ka&LUE qfalbt6a yvia, 

263 Cf. just above, note 262. 
264 It happens that in each of these passages the body-part noun might be the 

subject, but it is probably accusative to balance the accusative in the preceding 
clause, Od. 5.426 

Eiva K' a7ro pItvovS 5pbOt77 
and II. 23.395 

atyKwVAS & 7re pptpbf/0rl crTO6a re p'vis re 

respectively, although the first accusative in Od. 5.426 is of a different type. Both 
these passages have been discussed above, 269. 
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Od. 12.279-80 
ov6e n yv'La/K&a.tvets, 

and probably265 11. 19.169-70 

ove rL ,yvya/irplv K&aiU.L. 

The accusative can also appear with adjectives, as in II. 9.503 

irapal3Xi)res r' 600aXuco. 

This is perhaps the place to point out- though it hardly needs 
pointing out - that intransitive verbs and adjectives parallel each 
other closely in their relationship to the accusative of specification, 
with participles perhaps forming the connecting link between them.266 
Thus compare the following pairs or groups. (1) The verb in II. 
13.473 

4plaoeL 6 TE r vwTOV 

and the participle in Od. 19.446 

Opl~asg ev Xoqj5Ov. 

(2) The verb in 11. 5.354 

/,eXalvero a Xpoa, 

the participle in Od. 11.528-29 

KELVOV . . . oXp7aavra xpoa, 

and the adjective in Od. 15.133 

KAprt7 avOos. 

265 I say probably but not positively, because just before this there are two lines 
165-66 

aXXa Te XaOppl 'yva aSapvPerat, r1e KLXaVPEL 

6l Ca Tr Kal Xit,os, 3X&a3eTEaL e E 'yobvaT' lOVTL, 

in which one would be inclined to take the two neuters as accusatives were it not for 
the fact that the dative 6iOvr proves that the second, and suggests that the first, is 
nominative. Similarly the neuter is ambiguous in 7.6 

Ka/iaTLw 6' vror yvZa XEXvvrat, 

but must be nominative just below in 7.16 

6 6' t '}rrwv Xa/a6LSs 7reae, XVVTo 6e yvua, 

also in 21.114 
TOD 6 CL avro XVTO YOCvaTa KOal 4iXov Trop. 

266 Cf. above, note 4, particularly the quotation from Brugmann. 
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(3) The verb in Od. 1.208-9267 

alvWs IhEv KefCaX')v TE KCat o6/imraT KCXLa EOLKaC 

the participle in II. 8.305268 

6i,uas etKvta 0enfLJv, 

and the adjective in 11. 2.478269 

oiAu,ara Kat KeaX71v IKEEXOS AtL. 

(4) The verb in /1. 3.210 

TravrTwv jiev MeveXaos vIreLpeXev ebpeas 5IA.ovs 

and the adjective in II. 3.227270 

coxos 'Ap'yEcov KefqaX\' re Kat ebpeas &u.Lovs. 

CONCLUSION 

A. Summary of Proposed Explanation 

1. Why the Accusative in Partitive Apposition Could Generate 
a New Construction 

We have seen in Part I that in Homer possible examples of 

partitive apposition abound, occurring in every case, nominative, 
genitive, dative, and accusative. There is a sharp difference, how- 

ever, between (a) examples in the nominative and (b) those in 

oblique cases, inasmuch as the former seem to be confined to in- 
stances of appositives representing a group and a member of a group, 
and the latter, while they occasionally exemplify this type too, 
usually constitute instances of appositives representing a person 
and a part of his body. Examples in oblique cases also fall into 
two different sets, namely (a) examples in the genitive and the 
dative and (b) examples in the accusative, inasmuch as the former 
are in Homer not so markedly and indubitably instances of partitive 
apposition as the latter. It is my belief that all alike stem from 

267 Cf. II. 20.81 et al. 
268 Cf. II. 23.66-67 et al. 
269 Cf. Od. 1.371, 21.411 et al. 
270 Contrast the dative in II. 3.168 and 193. 
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partitive apposition; that in a very early form of the Ursprache 
two substantives having any relation to each other were placed in 
the same case;271 that this continued to be done at all periods of 
the derived languages' development when the two substantives were 
mutually coextensive (apposition), but that when they were not, 
either (type A) the lack of coextension was marked by the placing 
of the more extensive noun (the whole) in the genitive as a modifier 
of the less extensive noun (the part), or (type B) though the sub- 
stantives continued to be placed in the same case, their mutual rela- 
tionship was lost sight of, and they were interpreted as completely 
independent entities illustrating quite different uses of their com- 
mon case. 

Thus instances of partitive apposition in the nominative even 
as early as Homer have a rather anomalous air. Modern gram- 
marians deal with many of them in a reproachful or apologetic or 
baffled way, often having recourse to such counsels of despair as the 
label "nominative absolute" for the noun denoting the group,272 or 

"singular subject with a plural verb in loose agreement" for the 
noun denoting the individual.273 And probably even to the Greeks 
themselves they must have come to appear unnatural or awkward, 
for in the probably more self-conscious and perhaps more puristic 
literature of the later periods they seem to be relatively less common. 

On the other hand instances of partitive apposition in the geni- 
tive followed the course that I have just designated as type A;274 
in other words, the "whole" noun in the genitive developed into the 

genitive that we class as a possessive genitive or a partitive geni- 
tive, or in some instances into the genitive that we class as a sub- 

jective genitive or an objective genitive.275 And instances of parti- 

271 Cf. TAPA 84.92-93. 
272 Cf. above, Part I.A, especially notes 29 and 30. The construction is termed 

an anacoluthon by Schwyzer-Debrunner, Gr. Gr. 2.617. On the genuine nominative 
absolute or nominativus pendens, which certainly is a species of anacoluthon, and which 
seems on the whole to belong to post-Homeric rather than to Homeric Greek, and to 

prose rather than to poetry, see Brugmann, Gr. Gr. 606, and Schwyzer-Debrunner, 
Gr. Gr. 2.66 and 705. 

273 Cf. above, Part I.A, especially notes 9 and 21. See also Schwyzer-Debrunner, 
Gr. Gr. 2.616-17; and, for the comparable use in Latin, Hahn, TAPA 84.100-101, and 

Language 30.248. 
274 This development of course long antedated Homer, and even Greek at any 

stage. It was already well under way even in so archaic a language as Hittite, which 
varies between partitive apposition and modifying genitive (cf. TAPA 84.97, note 

23); and it must have been well established in Indo-European. 
275 Cf. TAPA 84.93-94. 
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tive apposition in the dative followed the course that I have just 
designated as type B; in other words, the "whole" noun came to be 
used in such a way that it could be interpreted as one type of dative, 
indirect object or dative of reference (or, in some classifications, 
that monstrous invention, the "dative with a verb compounded 
with a preposition"); and the "part" noun came to be used in 
such a way that it could be interpreted as a different type of dative, 
place where, or means, or specification.276 

These developments in the use of the genitive and the dative 
are well advanced in Homer's day, especially the former. The 
genitive, whether classified as possessive, partitive, subjective, or 
objective, can modify another noun in any case whatsoever. The 
dative referring to a person, whether classified as dative of indirect 
object or dative of reference, and the dative referring to a thing, 
whether classified as locative dative, instrumental dative, or dative 
of specification, can be used quite independently of each other, 
either one alone without the other, and either one in combination 
with a noun in some other case, say the accusative. Yet the fact 
that when the person noun is an indirect object (i.e. in the dative) 
the body-part noun is usually in the dative, and when the person 
noun is a direct object (i.e. in the accusative) the body-part noun 
is usually in the accusative, does seem to bear strong testimony 
that the two substantives were originally appositives; in such col- 
locations there in no more need for the dative to be a "dative of 
specification" in origin than for the accusative to be an "accusative 
of specification" in origin. 

This brings us to the accusative. Here partitive apposition 
certainly continues to be indubitable, or at least recognizable, 
longer than in the other cases.277 Thus modern editors are much 
more likely to find an instance of partitive apposition in such a 
passage as II. 3.438278 

t7L ,ue, yvvatb, xaCXEroTov ovEL3EoL t Ovy V' VLTTrE 

276 Cf. above, Part I.B.2. Of course this development must have been facilitated 
by the fact that the Greek dative, being the representative of the Indo-European 
instrumental and locative cases as well as of the dative proper, had acquired all these 
uses independently. 

277 Hence the error of many modern grammarians in treating it as the case of 
partitive apposition par excellence. Cf. above, note 153. 

278 Listed above, I.B.3.b. 
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than in such a passage as 1.24279 

aXX' OVK 'ATpEL6,p 'AyTa!EluvovL fv aave OvMiA. 

What the Greeks thought about it - if indeed they thought about 
it at all! - we of course do not know. But the fact remains that 
partitive apposition did persist in unmistakable form longer in the 
accusative than in the dative (and very much longer than in the 
genitive); and when finally this case became, so to speak, the sole 
survivor of the construction, it naturally was particularly open to 
misinterpretation, so that eventually the body-part noun came to 
be looked upon as a separate and separable accusative denoting 
specification, in which capacity it ended up by almost wholly sup- 
planting the dative, the case which had inherited this function.280 

2. How the Accusative in Partitive Apposition Generated the 
Accusative of Specification 

Yet the question may be asked, and has been asked, why, if the 
accusative of specification is an outgrowth of the accusative body- 
part noun used originally as one of the two objects (in partitive 
apposition) of an active transitive verb, we have absolutely no 
trace in Homer of a nominative body-part noun used originally as 
one of two subjects (in partitive apposition) of a passive verb. As 
was pointed out in Part I.A, no such instances exist. On the 
contrary, the accusative of specification is used freely with intransi- 
tive and passive verbs and participles, and even with adjectives. 
In other words, there are seemingly no signs of a transition-stage 
between II. 5.188 

KaL UtLv f3aXov c,tov 
and 17.598 

I3Xiro yap Jjiuov. 

Therefore, as was shown in Part II.A, many authorities deny the 

genetic connection between the accusative in partitive apposition 
that is posited by Delbriick and Brugmann and their followers. 

279 Listed above, I.B.2. The dative here is classed as locative in the school 
editions of Seymour and Benner, and Paley paraphrases "in his mind." 

280 Cf. Brugmann, Gr. Gr. 470, and Schwyzer-Debrunner, Gr. Gr. 2.167 and 168. 
On the other hand in Latin, in which the accusative in partitive apposition seems to 
have been much less common than in Greek (cf. above, note 14), the ablative main- 
tained its inherited function as the case of specification, despite the occasional use of 
the accusative of specification that was introduced as a borrowing from Greek by 
the writers (mainly the poets) of the Golden Age (cf. above, Preliminary Remarks, 
especially note 2). 

282 [1954 



Partitive Apposition in Homer 

But in Part II.B I have tried to trace the possible evolution of 
the second construction from the first; and it may not be amiss 
here to recapitulate the various points that were there made in 
the course of an examination of many examples and groups of 
examples, some of which contributed one detail in the development 
and some another. 

Point 1 

With the active verb, there is no essential difference between 
an accusative reflexive pronoun which serves as a direct object and 
any other direct object. 

An active verb may take two direct objects in apposition with 
each other, as a rule referring respectively to a person and a part 
(usually though not necessarily a body-part) of that person, the 
second substantive seeming to delimit the first (partitive apposition, 
scheme of whole and part). In such instances as elsewhere, the 
direct object referring to a person may be a reflexive pronoun. 

Point 2 

A middle verb resembles an active verb,281 plus the added notion 
that the subject acts for or upon himself.282 A middle verb may 
be parallel to an active verb in one of two ways. 

281 Actives and middles seem particularly close in many forms in Homer. See in 
particular Chantraine's remarks (Gr. Horn. 1.432, already referred to above, note 256) 
on the equivalence of the active and middle, especially the participles, in the perfect. 

282 Thus a middle verb really by itself (through its voice) implies an entity which 
has the relation to the verb of a direct or indirect object, much as every verb (except 
impersonals) by itself (through its personal ending) implies an entity which has the 
relation to the verb of a subject. A very neat illustration of the distinction between 
active and middle is provided by II. 18.203-4 

a,uo 6' 'AOerpvr 
CdIOLoS iq0i,toLaI 3a&X' al'yia Ovaave'aaav 

vs. 10.333 
avTrKa 6' a/!4' cojLOLaLv ea3XXero KaiArvbXa r6oa 

and 2.45 = 3.334 = 19.372 

au1pl p' iap' OOLtalV aXITro i(o 10 a&pYvprXpov. 

The active is used of Athena putting equipment on Achilles; the middle of a man 
putting equipment on himself. In the latter instance of course no dative is needed. 
In the former none is absolutely needed either, because the preceding clause had 
made it evident that it was Achilles who was being arrayed; but none the less we do 
get a dative personal pronoun in the next line, 205 

a&,fol 6 oi KEfa\Xp vejkos &OTEeqe S6a Oeawv, 

which is undoubtedly to be joined with djto s as well as with KEqaXl (with which it 
forms our familiar double dative; cf. note 59). 
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(a) It may be equivalent to an active verb plus a reflexive 
pronoun in the dative. In that case an accusative may be added 
to it as a direct object, precisely as with an active verb. Such an 
accusative may denote a body-part, though of course it need not. 

(b) It may be equivalent to an active verb plus a reflexive 
pronoun in the accusative. In that case an accusative, usually 
denoting a body-part, may be added to it to delimit the person 
receiving the action, i.e. the equivalent of a direct object with an 
active verb. Such an accusative corresponds to the second of the 
two accusatives in partitive apposition met with the active verb. 

In either case we have a middle verb plus an accusative denoting 
the body-part. The accusative with type (a) was a true direct 
object, parallel to a direct object with an active verb. The accusa- 
tive with type (b) originally corresponded to the second of a pair 
of direct objects with an active verb, of which the second was in 
partitive apposition with the first; but since no apposition was 
evident, it too could be regarded as the direct object of the middle 
verb. Or it could be viewed as a special new type of accusative, 
the accusative of specification. 

Point 3 

A passive verb in most instances resembles a middle verb in 
form.283 This is true of Homeric Greek to an even greater extent 
then it is of Attic, since some passive forms which in Attic are 
distinct from the middle were a late development.284 On the other 

283 In Indo-European there were two voices, active and medio-passive. Latin 
specialized the latter mainly as a passive, though perhaps the so-called passive forms, 
especially the deponents, have middle meaning oftener than is realized (cf. Hahn, 
Language 30.253). Greek specialized it mainly as a middle, although in many 
instances the forms were also used as passives; sometimes the structure of the sentence, 
and sometimes only the context, enables us to distinguish which we have, but how far 
the Greeks themselves could and did distinguish in any given case is of course debat- 
able. However, they certainly did have a passive, since in certain tenses forms were 
developed which were used as passives only. The voice never acquired its own end- 
ings, however; it borrowed those of the active in the aorist, and those of the middle in 
the future and the future perfect. Monro aptly says (Hom. Gr. 45) that the passive 
with middle forms grew out of the reflexive meaning, and with active forms out of the 
intransitive meaning. In Homer it is often impossible to determine whether a given 
active form should be classed as intransitive or passive in meaning. We may too 
note as a typical though perhaps specially striking example the three equivalent 
aorist participles all meaning 'angry,' middle XoXcoo-aAevos (cf. II. 3.413), passive 
XoXcOeis (cf. 1.9), deponent intransitive Xcoo-awevos (cf. 3.414). See the detailed dis- 
cussion above (271) about verbs of this type. 

284 Thus according to Chantraine, Gr. Horn. 1.447, the future passive occurs only 
once in Homer, in a probably late portion. We have already noted (notes 207 and 
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hand there are some formal distinctions between middle and passive 
even as early as Homer285 (were there not, it would obviously be 
improper to assign such a distinction to Homer at all). 

In some instances there is little or no difference in force between 
the middle and the passive. When they are identical in form, it 
may be difficult or impossible to decide (and perhaps we should 
not even try to decide!) whether the meaning is middle or passive.286 
Even when they are diverse in form, they frequently seem to be 
identical in meaning.287 

In view of this close relationship, it is not surprising that a 
construction suitable with the middle only was transferred to the 
passive. This probably happened first with indistinguishable forms; 
then with instances that were different in form but very similar in 
meaning; last of all with instances that, whether ambiguous or 
unquestionably passive in form, were clearly passive in meaning, 
like the notorious but really very few examples of the passive of 
ja3XXo0 meaning 'be hit.' 

Thus we now have the accusative not only with the middle but 
also with the passive. In this case it cannot be viewed as an 
object; it can be classed only as an accusative of specification. 

Point 4 

The similar accusative with active intransitive verbs must have 
developed directly from its use with transitive verbs of kindred 
meaning, whether their form was (1) middle or (2) passive. If (1), 
it doubtless grew up pari passu just as the accusative with the 
passive did; if (2), its development followed, and proceeded from, 
the development of the accusative with the passive. 

208) that the passive aorist in - (a)O- was a late and often indistinguishable substitute 
for the middle aorist (see again Chantraine 1.401 and 406-7). 

285 Thus in contradistinction to the future passive (on which see note 284), there 
are future perfects which Chantraine (1.448) calls "nettement intransitifs ou passifs." 
Cf. too the special type of active perfect with intransitive sense (ib. 424-29) and the 
middle aorists with intransitive or passive sense (like our own fiXiro, on which see 
380, also rvXiro, on which see 381, and also above, note 207), existing side-by-side 
with active and/or middle aorists. (On the equivalence of intransitive and passive, 
see note 283.) 

288 Cf. particularly the discussion above concerning verbs of washing. See too 
note 283. I have already referred to the dictionary's classing as passive of certain 
participles which to me seem middle (notes 201, 204, and 207). 

287 Cf. above, note 208. 
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Point 5 

The accusative of specification with adjectives may have de- 
veloped from verbs of kindred meaning because of their meaning, 
or from participles because of their kindred form and use. 

B. Contributing Factors 

Although my solution for the development of the accusative 
of specification is as just summarized, I am quite willing to believe 
that there were other contributing factors,288 even though I do not 
agree with those who regard one or another of them as fundamental. 

1. Analogy 

One factor may well have been the powerful force of analogy. 
Verbs of striking and wounding could in the active take simply 

the accusative of the person wounded,289 as in 11. 20.378 

/7 7trcs ' 0f 1,3ar1 77E aXE&bov aopt raTnp 

and Od. 17.278-79 

pu rf s o EKTO0oe vororas/' fahXn j cXaon.. 

In the corresponding passive, the designation of the person wounded 
becomes the subject, as in II. 13.288 

EL 7re yp KEp K jXpjo TOVE?VEPVOS rEf TlvrE7S. 

Compare too the passages with passive participles, II. 11.191 = 206 

i' (oVpL TVTrEis 717 3XA7clEVOS i43 
and 15.495 

SpX7jeros 7je rvTreLs. 

But to the active verb plus the accusative of the person wounded, 
we can add an accusative of the body-part wounded, as in 7.14-16 

'Ilivoov 3a\XE 6oupt . . . &Uov. 

Then it seems not unnatural also to add an accusative of the body- 
part wounded to the corresponding passive form, as in 17.598290 

jX-7ro 'yap ,/lLOv OVpi. 

288 Like Sommer (cf. above, note 162), I decline to subscribe to Bliimel's rigid 
'either . . . or. 

289 Cf. above, note 102. 
290 Cf. too II. 4.518-19 and 5.284. All these were cited above, 276. 
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And what helps to make it seem natural is that in many instances 
to the combination of active verb plus two accusatives corresponds 
the combination of passive verb plus one accusative. 

It must be noted that with active verbs there are two distinct 
types of double accusatives.291 

The first type occurs with verbs of naming, choosing, making, 
deeming, etc. In this type the two accusatives are related to each 
other, and are in quite different relations to the verb: only the 
first is a direct object, and the other is in predicate relation to it. 
When this type is combined with a passive verb, both accusatives 
are replaced by nominatives, the predicate accusative of course 
becoming a predicate nominative. 

The second type occurs (a) with verbs of asking, teaching, con- 
cealing, depriving, etc.; and (b) with verbs of doing (to some one) 
and saying (about some one). In this type the two accusatives are 
independent of each other, and each in its own right is a direct 
object of the verb; often, though not necessarily, one refers to a 
person, and the other (a) refers to a thing or (b) is in form a neuter 
equivalent to an adverb. When this type is combined with a pas- 
sive verb, one accusative is replaced by a nominative, and the other 
is retained as an accusative. 

Now accusatives in partitive apposition with each other do not 
belong to either type. They have something in common with the 
first type in that they have an internal relationship with each other, 
and we would certainly expect them to behave as accusatives of the 
first type do, both becoming nominatives with a passive verb. But 
they also have something in common with the second type in that 
they are both direct objects of the active verb,292 and the circum- 
stance that one of the two direct objects of the active verb remains 
as such with the passive verb might have helped to establish the 
retention of the body-part accusative also with the passive, though 
here it is certainly not what one would expect.293 

The further this body-part accusative progressed in ceasing to 

291 It should be emphasized that different kinds of double accusatives have nothing 
in common except the accident of their being double. Each accusative must be 
examined and classified separately. 

292 Note especially the close approach of some instances of partitive apposition 
to the double accusative with verbs of depriving (section I.B.3.c). 

293 I have already expressed disagreement with those who believe that in the 
scheme of whole and part we have the ordinary construction of two accusatives one 
of which is unquestionably to be retained in the passive. 
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be an element in partitive apposition (a development already begun 
in the middle) and in evolving into an accusative of specification, 
the more reinforcements there would be to the tendency for its 
retention with the passive, since the dative of specification with 
which it frequently interchanged294 was of course retained as such 
with a passive verb. 

2. Occurrence of Neuters 

The fact that many of the words which developed into accusa- 
tives of specification were neuters, and hence indistinguishable 
in nominative and accusative,295 may have to some extent facilitated 
or expedited296 the employment of an accusative where a nominative 
would have been expected. 

These neuters fall into three categories. 
(1) The words for 'name' and 'race.' This use of 'name,' which 

is supposed to have introduced that of 'race,'297 is almost certainly 
inherited from Indo-European,298 for it or something like it also 
occurs in Indo-Iranian (both Sanskrit and Avestan) ;299 but it is 
extremely restricted in use'00 and fairly rare in occurrence,30' and 
I have indicated disbelief302 in the possibility of its having generated 
so widely-extended a construction as the accusative of specification. 
Whether even in the matter of gender it played a part303 seems to 
me extremely dubious. 

294 Cf. above, note 240. 
295 The ambiguity of such forms occasionally leads to uncertainty as to whether 

the word in question is an accusative of specification or the subject of the verb. Cf. 
notes 247, 264, and 265. To the dubious passages referred to there may be added 
Od. 5.454 

aXl -ydp eL9T7ro c /iXov Kfp. 

296 But again I disagree with those, such as Havers and Biese (above, II.A.4-5), 
who think that this factor could by itself have produced such employment. 

297 Cf. above, section II.A.1. 
298 As to its origin in Indo-European, Brugmann's explanation may be right; 

but I think the objections to it of Kieckers (IF 30.365) are well taken, and I hope 
elsewhere to offer an alternative suggestion. 

299 As for Latin, both nomen and genus are found in this use in Vergil, but this is 

probably an imitation of Greek. 
300 Cf. Gray, IF 11.307-13. He does not believe it is an accusative of specification 

at all; see especially his close, 313. 
301We find ovolia in Od. 7.54; 15.256; 18.5; 19.247 and 409; 20.288; but it is by 

no means certain that in any of these instances it is an accusative of specification, and 
in at least one (Od. 19.409) it seems certain that it is not. 

302 Cf. above, note 159. 
303 We find neuters in the Odyssey: 6ovoua in 15.256; 18.5; 19.247; 20.288; ovot' 

.. . rcwvv,ov in 7.54 and 19.409 (cf. ir&cvv,uov alone in II. 9.562). But in the Iliad 
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(2) A large number of general words meaning size, length, 
width, shape, form, body, etc. This usage too may be inherited.304 
The use of these words as accusatives of specification has been 
diversely explained, as due to the neuter gender of a number of 
words which happened to have somewhat similar meanings, or as 
due to the meanings of a group of words which happened to be in 
the neuter gender. Since they are sometimes associated with the 
more specific body-part words, as in II. 23.66-67 

raVT' avTCo L&'yeo0s rT KaCl o6/LuaTa KaX' EtKVia 

Kal 4ovOrv, 

Od. 19.381 

(Cs 3V Getuas co4vtv re 7r6oas r' 'O0a-oL EoLKas, 

and 11.337 = 18.249 

ebos re AeyEO's re (- 4pevas ev8ov ecras, 

they may have had some influence on them. 
(3) A large number of specific body-part words.305 But then 

there are plenty of masculine and feminine body-part words too!306 
On the whole I would not attach so much importance to the 

influence of neuters as to that of double accusatives. But I think 
we need neither. I hope I have shown sufficiently how, purely as 
a result of its own independent development, the accusative denot- 
ing the part in the scheme of whole and part evolved into the accusa- 
tive of specification, known also as the Greek accusative. 

the usual accusative form is e7rlKXr7fLv: 7.138; 16.177; 18.487; 22.29 and 506 (so too 
Od. 5.273). The situation is not the same as regards 'race'; the neuter yevos is con- 
siderably commoner than the feminine yeverv. 

304 Schwyzer-Debrunner (Gr. Gr. 2.86) groups these with nouns of name and race 
(cf. note 297), for which he accepts Brugmann's explanation. 

305 Common examples are ero7rwrov, oare, irapilov, vjrov, ,uerTafpevov, orrepvov, 
a7rrios, '7irap; also Kjp and 7rop. 

306 Cf. above, close of section II.A.4 and note 171. 
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