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XIII.—Partitive Apposition in Homer and the Greek Accusative

E. ADELAIDE HAHN
HUNTER COLLEGE

PRELIMINARY REMARKS

The present paper! 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.? Since this construction is not

1 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 Sprachen?, 5 vols. (Strassburg 1893-1916).
Brugmann, KVG = Karl Brugmann, Kurze vergleichende Grammatik der indogerma-
mischen Sprachen, trans. into French as Abrégé de grammaire comparée des langues
indo-européennes, by J. Bloch, A. Cuny, and A. Ernout (Paris 1905). Chantraine,
Gr. Hom. = Pierre Chantraine, Grammaire Homérique, 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, Staatsvertrige des Hatti-Reiches in hethitischer Sprache, 2 vols. (Leipzig 1926—
30). Gildersleeve and Lodge, Lat. Gr. = B. L. Gildersleeve and Gonzales Lodge,
Latin Grammar® (Boston 1894). Gotze, AM = Albrecht Gétze, Die Annalen des
Mur§ili§ (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 Grammatik® (Munich 1928). Humbert, Synt. gr.
= Jean Humbert, Syntaxe grecque (Paris 1945). IF = Indogermanische Forschungen.
Meillet, Introduction = A. Meillet, Introduction & I'étude comparative des langues
indo-européennes?’ (Paris 1934). Meillet and Vendryes, Traité de gr. comp. = A.
Meillet and J. Vendryes, Traité de grammaire comparée des langues classiques® (Paris
1927). Monro, Hom. Gr. = D. B. Monro, A Grammar of the Homeric Dialect?
(Oxford 1891). MSL = Mémoires de la société de linguistiqgue 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, para, piran als selbstindige 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-writers® 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.* 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, M3l. 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 warr’ in Il. 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 (7'ab. 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,® I noted (100-
106) that two particularly common types of partitive apposition
are the combination of substantives denoting respectively a group
and one or more® of the units that make it up, and the combination
of substantives denoting respectively an individual and a part or
parts of his body.” From the nature of the case, examples of parti-
tive apposition of the first type are frequently, though by no means
exclusively,® in the nominative ; and instances of partitive apposition
in the nominative tend to be limited almost exclusively to examples
of the first type.? 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.!

5 Partitive apposition of the usual type seems to be extremely rare in Sanskrit
(cf. Brugmann, Grund. 2.2.633, and Delbriick, ¢b. 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, A«l. 275 nunc nobis prope adest exitium, mihi atque erili filiae,
which Hofmann (IF 42.84) lists as an instance of partitive apposition.

71 also note (¢b. 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 7b. 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, ef) with which the indefinite pronoun is in partitive apposition.

10 For one possible example in Greek, cf. below, note 15. Goétze thinks we have
an instance in Hittite, KUB 14.15.2.6 na-a$ gi-nu-us-5i du-ud-du-wa-ri-e-ta ‘and he
the knee to him (i.e. his knee) gave way’ (AM 214-15). This involves viewing gi-nu-
u§-¥i as a combination of a nominative singular genu¥ or genu (a -u stem) in apposition
with -a¥, and a dative of reference -3i. But I prefer the explanation given by Sturte-
vant (JAOS 54.401; cf. Chr. 171) that gi-nu-us-§i is a dative sing. of an -s stem
genu¥; my reason for this preference I plan to give elsewhere. — The example for
modern German given by Bliimel (IF 34.294) from Freytag's Soll und Haben, “‘Er hat
furchtbar gelitten, seine Seele wie sein Korper,' is logically an instance of distributive
rather than partitive apposition (cf. above, note 6).
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Examples in the genitive!! and the dative!? 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,’® and a few in early Latin,* 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

Homeric!® examples of partitive apposition in the nominative!®
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
(2b. 102-3).

15 A passage in Solon, 29.5-7 (Hiller-Crusius)

#ifehov vap kev . . .

bdokos VoTepov dedapfar kamiTeTpipbar yévos.
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 Il. 8.191-93

Sppa NaBwuev
bdowida Neoropénw, Tiis viv kN\éos obpavdy ket
Taoay xpuoelny éuevar, kavbvas Te Kal abTAY.
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There are instances of the use of a singular indefinite!” in com-
bination with a plural substantive,'® whether a noun, as in II.
2.775-77

irroL 8¢ Tap’ dpuacw olow aoros/éoragar,
or a pronoun, as in II. 1.606

ol uév kakkelovres éBav olkovde ékaaros,
7.175
t \ ~ 9 U o
ol 8¢ k\fjpov éanunvavro ékaaros,
9.656-57
ol 8¢ ékaoTos Ny deras dupikiTeNNoy
agmelcavTes Tapa vias loav TaAw,

and 16.264-65
ol &’ dAkwuov frop Exovres
wpPooow was TéTeTaL Kal Gulvel oloL Tékeaary.

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.!®

The combination as appositives of a plural noun or pronoun
and a singular indefinite is of course not confined to any given
case.” 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 Il. 3.1,

18 See Chantraine, Gr. Hom. 2.15.

1 Cf. the Hittite Tel. 1.9 nu DUMU.MES-SU ku-i¥-3a 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 Il. 5.195 = 10.473

mapa 6é oy EKATTY
and 11.11-12

"Axaotow 8¢ péya obévos EufaN’ ékbortw/kapdiy,
and for the accusative 7.215 = 20.44

Tpdas 8¢ Tpouos aivds vmyhvle yvia éaoTov.
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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,? as in IJ. 5.878
dedunuesfa ékaaros,

9.311

ws un uot TPUENTE wapiuevor AANofey dA)Nos,
and Od. 1.424

81 TOTe KakkelovTes EBav olkdvde EkaoTos,

which may be compared with Il. 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

” ’ L) ~, " L) 1 o
Eyvwaay 0€ u’ Ekelvol épuy T &v xepalv ékagTos,

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.?? In straightforward instances,® as Od. 6.183—
84

% 86’ duogppovéovre voiuacy olkov éxnrov
avip Noé yuvi
and I/. 5.907-8

al 8 alris mpos ddua Aws peyddowo véovro,
“Hpn 7' 'Apyein kal 'ANakkouernyis 'A6qvy,

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 uév and ¢ 8¢, as in 1. 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.

2t 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: Il.
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 TV dudoTepwae Nifor TwTdvTo Oauetal,
al utv &p’ & Tpdas, ai 8’ & Tpawy & "Axawols,
BaX\ouévwy

and 4.536-38

&s Tdh v’ & kovigar Tap’ dANHAowoL TeTaotny,
#row 6 uev Oppkdv, 6 8’ 'Emeadv xalkoxiravwy,
Nyeudves,

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

@0’ éE\éry 6 wév vidy "Apnibboio &vakros,
"Apvy vareraovra MevéaBiov, bv kopuviTys
veivar' 'Apnifoos kal Puvlouédovaa Bodmes
"Extwp 6’ "Hiovija BaN’ &yxel dfvdertt
abxér’ Vo aredpdvns Evxdkov, Nige dé yuia.

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¢ (Hector) balancing 6 uév (Paris) as
the second subject of the dual verb, we find a shift to "Exrwp &
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

€l un knpukes, Awds ayyelot Néé kal avdpldv,
Moy, 6 pév Tpodwy, 6 &' "Axadv xalkoxtrdvwy,
TaNiBos Te kai 'Idatos, Temvvuévw Gudw.

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 Il. 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.
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substantives each with its own verb.?® A good example is 7. 12.14
moAol &’ 'Apyelwy ol uév dduev, ol 8¢ Nimovro.

This construction is particularly common in connection with
a dual or plural noun or participle which very specifically refers
to two units or groups®® and which is followed by the designation
of both parts or at least one of them. The first part is almost
invariably* marked by the usual 6 wév or % uév, presupposing a
balancing 6 8¢ or 4 &, which is regularly implied even when, by a
sort of anacoluthon, it is considerably delayed or possibly omitted
altogether.2® 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”® 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.®

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 Il. 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 (0d. 1.109
necessarily so), two have ‘two’ added (Od. 7.129 and 12.73) ; one has a pair of names,
‘Podalirius and Machaon’ (Il. 11.833), and one has a pair of groups, ‘heralds and
squires’ (Od. 1.109) — which leaves only Il. 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, Il. 3.210-11, and 10.224-26,
are exceptions.

28 This is one explanation that has been given for Il. 3.211.

» They might as well see a ‘‘nominative absolute” in Il. 16.264-65, cited in the
second paragraph of this section.

% 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
Il. 5.27-28

Tples ¢ ueyabuuor emel tdov vie AdpnTos
Tov uév Ghevhuevov, TOv O KTGuevov wap' Bxegpuw.
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Perfectly straightforward and logical distributive apposition
occurs in the following passages: Od. 1.109-12

7

kfpukes 8’ abrolol kal 6Tpnpol Bepamovres
oi uév olvov éuioyov &l kpnTijpar kal Udwp,
ot &' alre awbyyooL mohvTphTOLoL TpaTES as

vifov kal wpoTifer, Tol 8¢ kpéa TOANG daTelvTo

(the distributive idea is pointed up here if we are to assume, as do
most of the editors,® that there is a specific reference in of uév (110)
to the xfpukes and in of 8’ (111) to the fepamwovres), Il. 7.306—732

TG 8¢ dakpwléevTe 6 uév wera Aadv "Axaldv
#’', 6 8" & Tplbwy duadov kie,
Od. 7.129-31
& 8¢ 8lw kpfivar 1) uév 7' ava kfimoy dTavra
akldvatar, 1 8’ érepwler U’ ablijs oldov inow
wpds dbuov Aoy, 60ev HdpelovTo ToNTTAL,
19.229-31
76 6¢ Qavualeokov dmavres,
@s ol xploeoL Edvres O uév Nde veBpdv amrdyxwy,
alTap O EkPuyéely peuaws fomraipe TodeaaLy

(here the second member has airap 6 instead of the usual 6 6¢).

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

o 767" awaoxouévw 6 uév Hlage Sefdv duov
"Ipos, 6 &’ avxér’ E\acaev U’ obartos, daTéa & €low

é\aocey

Still another argument against the existence of a nominative absolute in the passages
listed is the imvariable 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.

3 Contrast with this the rather irregularly constructed passage Il. 5.12-13

Td ol dmwokpvbévre Evavtinw SpunbiTyy-
TO pév ao' tmrmouv, 6 8’ awd xBovés Gpvuro welbs,
which of course does not illustrate partitive apposition; here the member with uév

refers to precisely the same pair as the preceding line, but gets its verb from the
member with §’, 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

alric’ avattavre 6 uév Opprnvde BePikew,
% 8" dpa Kimpov ikave plouuedns 'Appodity

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 ¢ uev and 6 §°, 6 pév and 4 &', 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 7. 24.509-12

\ss Ly, , ,
TW 0¢ pynoauévw 6 uév "EkrTopos avdpopovoro

k\al’ adwa, mpomwapofe ToddY 'Axi\fos ENvabeis,
abrap "AxtA\els kAaley éov watép’, AANoTe &’ alTe

IIarpoxMov.

Here we have ¢ uév, but no é 8¢ to correspond to it; 8¢ is replaced,
as in Od. 19.229-31 (cited two paragraphs back), by airap, and 6
is replaced by the proper noun, which appears immediately instead
of being added later. Probably ¢ é¢ 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 ué»v member.
In 7. 11.833-36

intpol uév yap Iodaleipios n6é Maxawy,

TOV pév &l kAaipaw dlouar Ekos éxovra
xpnifovra kal abrdv qubuovos intijpos

ketobai, 6 &' & wediw. T phwy uéver 6Eby "Apna.
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the balance is destroyed by an anacoluthon due to the substitution
of Tov uév dlopar ketofar for the expected 6 uév ketrac.

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. 12.733%

e \ 1 I3 1 3 1 s \ 13 ’
ol ¢ 6lw gkdmTeNoL 6 uév olpavov ebply kaver

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

' o

Tov §’ érepov akémeNov xOaualdTepoy e,

it is natural that to show the balance we find not simply rév 8¢ but
Tov &’ €érepov.

In two other passages, though the interruption is shorter, the
balance is less precise.?* These are Il. 12.400-40435

76v 8’ Alas kal Tebkpos dpaprioard 6 uév i
BeBAIkeL Tehaubva mwepl oTHfecar paewov
Gomwidos auptBporns: AN Zels kijpas Guvver
waidos éol, un vualy éme wpuuvijor dauein:
Alas &’ aowida viev &méuevos

and 16.317-22

Neoropidar 8’ 6 uév obrac’ 'Ariuviov bté Soupi
"Avridoxos, Aamdons 8¢ Suhhace ydAkeoy éyxos
fipure 8¢ wpowapolfe. Mapis 8 alrooxeda dovpl
"AvTiNoxw Erbpovae kagiyvhTow XoNwhés,

oTas wpbalev vekvose Tob &' awvrifeos Opacuundns
€pln bpetduevos.

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

3 This line itself presents the second member of a pair, the first one being évfer
uev yap wérpar (59).

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

% 1 assume that éuaproavd’ here is for the dual active participle duaprhoavre
(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 duaprhgarro.
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comrade comes to his assistance. In the first passage, concerning
Ajax and Teucer, 6 uév, 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, 6 ¢ might have suggested
Teucer himself as opposed to Sarpedon, rather than Ajax, so we
naturally find (404) Alas &’ instead of 6 8. In the second passage,
in which the attacking pair are simply designated as ‘the sons of
Nestor’ instead of being individually named, 6 wév 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 6 6¢ . . . @paov-
uhdys, or (like Afas &' in Il. 12.404) Opaguundys 6¢; but meanwhile
we have become interested in Maris’ championship of his brother
Atymnius, and he is given precedence in the form rod 4.
More irregular is the interruption in Od. 24.483-86

v \ , A ) ) g
Spkia TLoTA TaubvTes O uév PBaoi\evérw alel,

t ~ , 5 ’ U I3

Nuets 6 ad waldwy Te KagLYV)TWY TE PoVOLO
inow Géwuer. 7ol 8’ GANANous PuledvTwy
ey 1 o vy ra gy

s 70 wapos, ThobTos O¢ kal elpnvn AAis éoTw.

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 §’ as well as by é uév; 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 & uév in 483 and 7ol & in 485,% and we have distributive

36 Some of the editors do not séem to understand this. Thus Ameis takes the
members making up the “whole” Tauérres as 6 uév and Huets &' (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

ENGovres 8 HBawdy awd awelovs Te kal adAis
wpdTos Uw’ dpveod Avouny, vrélvea 8’ éraipous,

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

aravTwv uév Mevéhaos Umelpexev ebpéas duovs,
dupw 8 Efouévw, yepaphrepos fev 'Odvoaels

can be explained as quasi-distributive apposition, since yepapdrepos
%ev 'Odvacels, especially in view of the reference to Menelaus in the
preceding line, of course implies #rrov 8¢ ~yepapds fev Mevélaos,?”
which would be banal in the extreme. Still, it must be noted that
no uév appears after the dual participle, as it does when the second
member, with 8, is present even though postponed; and actually
the contrast is not between the superiority of Odysseus (uév) and
the inferiority of Menelaus (8¢) when both are seated, but between
the superiority of Menelaus when both are standing (ué») and the
superiority of Odysseus when both are seated (5¢).38

believes 7ol &’ is contrasted), apparently not realizing that the 7juels clause is not part
of the oath; and Monro says that ‘“‘after 6 uév we expect oi 8¢ or some other nom.
denoting the 'Ifaxfowo’’ but *‘the form of the sentence is changed,” not realizing that
we have in 7ol §’ precisely what he desiderates.

37 Cf. above, note 28.

% The passage is complicated by the fact that ordrrwy and &ouévw differ in both
case and number. It may be argued that metrical considerations were a decisive factor
in ruling out a dual nominative ordrre, but still why not at least either orévres or
ogrdvroww? The emphasis on the duality of éouévw, obtained both by the dual number
of the participle and the presence of du¢w, would seem to indicate that the plural
oTdvTwy 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 orérrwy
refers just to Odysseus and Menelaus, we might expect the nominative here too as in
¢fopuévw, and so this may be an additional argument for the view that orérrwy refers to
the entire assembly. Furthermore, why is it genitive? The editors are not in ac-
cord; Paley takes it with dmép in dmrelpexev (this of course is possible only if ordvrwy 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,* is 10.224-26

alv 7€ 80’ tpxouévw, kal Te Tpo & Tob Evdnaev,
dwmwws képdos €n-  pobvos &' €l wep Te vonay,
GANG 7€ ol Bpacgowy Te véos NewTr 0& Te uATLS.

Here again there is no 6 uév, 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 I1. 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,” this apparently
never happens in the nominative; nor do I know of any nominative
example in Homer involving such apposition alone.** 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 IJ. 3.192-94

elm’ dye pou kal Tovde, pilov Tékos, bs Tis 68 éoTiv,
petwy uév kepalf 'Ayauéuvovos 'Atpeidao,

LN Y w IQy ’ XA
ebplrepos &' Wuowoww 8¢ arépvoioww déobar,

or by an accusative of specification, as in 3.226-27
ris 7' 4p’ 86’ &Ahos 'Axaids avip s Te péyas Te,
ttoxos 'Apyelwy kepalny Te kal ebpéas duovs ;

believe it is itself a genitive absolute any more than I believe & ouévw is a nominative
absolute.
® Despite the Scholiast (followed by Paley) who compares the two.

4 Cf. above, note 20.
4 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

dooe 8 dpa gpéwr/dakpvddiy TipTAavro,
0

or, more commonly,?? by a dative of reference®® (with or without a
localizing adverbial particle®), as in 1. 1.104

boae b€ ol wupl NaumeréwyTe €lkTYY,
1l. 17.695-96 = 23.396-97 = Od. 4.704-5 = 19.471-72

T 8¢ ol boae/dakpvopL TAGaOev,
or Od. 10.247-48

&v € ol boae/dakpuodw TiuTAavTo.

B. Obligue 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.*> 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

2 0n 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 Il. 5.176 vs. 22.335; concerning the latter, see again below, note 105.

4 For another example, Il. 16.517-18, see below, note 105.

4 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 triomi is almost as bad. Compare further notes 54
and SS.

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

katfere &' ebviy,
Séuvia kal xNalvas kal piyea ovyaldevra.
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nominative.*® 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.4’

With verbs of touching, we find the following: Od. 22.310%¢

Aewwdns 8 'Obvajos éreaaiuevos NaSe yolvwy,

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.)

47T 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 *!Na-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

Tis pov Mparo Ty ipatiwy ;
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 Il. 24.465

AafBe yolvara IInAeiwvos.

In this passage the person-noun in the genitive is presumably a genitive of possession,
as it certainly is in Od. 3.374
Tnheubxov 8’ é\e 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 Il. 21.120

7ov 8’ 'Axiheds moTaubvde NaPwv modds ke pépedfar,
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22.339
Yolvwy dacfar Aaepriadew 'Qdvaijos,
Il. 15.76
ueto fea Oérs paro yolvwr,

and Od. 19.348
77 8’ olx &y Pphovéorut Tod&Y dyacfar éuelo.

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;® 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

o8¢ yuv1) modos dyerar fueTepoto.
Yet Ameis specifically insists that the genitives in both these lines

are to be taken with the verb,% hence in partitive apposition.
With a verb of hearing, we find the following: II. 16.76

00€ Tw "ATpeldew omos Exhvoy addfoavros,
22.451

aldoins ékvpijs dmds ékAvov,
and Od. 12.198

Ployyiis Zewphvwy frolouey obdé ' doudijs.

4.463

TV 8¢ weadvTa moddv éNafe,
and 1.197

Cavlijs 8¢ kouns e Iinhetwra.

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

SefiTepny Eml kapwd ENwY Eué Xxelpa.

4% 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.

% He maintains that dwrouar 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 AauBavw, which is used like dwrouar 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 Il. 24.465 (quoted in note 48) and with the
accusative of the person and the genitive of the body-part, as in Il. 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

feol Ekhvey aldny,

and in the case of the third, the word order.%
We also have genitives of a quite different type in Od. 22.308-9
= 24.184-85

T&v 8¢ ardvos Opvur’ dewkns/KphTwy TUTTOUEVWY.

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,® especially in view of the parallel lines 7. 10.483-84
= 21.20-21

TQv 8¢ arbvos bpvur’ dewks/ dopl Oewvouévw.

In that case we have a genitive of source rather than one of posses-
sion; or we may say that with oréves, the genitive r&dv plus the
participle is subjective, and the genitive kparwy plus the participle
is objective.®

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 & or ért does not affect or alter the construction. In Homer,
at least in many cases,® 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.5®

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.

8 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,
Hom. Gr. 141-42; Hahn, TAPA 84.93-94.

541 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.

55 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



Vol. Ixxxv] Partitive Apposition in Homer 215

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. 20.61-625¢
alfe pou 76
iov &l orifeaar Baoda’ &k Buudy Eovo,

Il. 19.169

Oapaaléoy v ol fTop &vi Ppeaiv,
Od. 24.465

ol yap opw ade uvfos évi ppeaiv,
5.190-91

000¢€ pou alrf/Ouuds évi arhlfeca. aidhpeos,

Il. 2.142

Totot 6¢ Quuoy évl arhlecow bpwep,
Od. 21.96

73 8 dpa Quuos &l orhlfedow EbohTew.

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
this®” quite as much as it constitutes a preposition with the other
noun, as in Od. 15.326-27

Tt ) Tou &l ppeal TolTo vomua/émhero ;

and Il. 21.145-46

pévos 8¢ of &v Ppeal Ofjkev/Ebvlos.

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

T yap émi Pppeal Oijke Gea

and 17.45158
ocpdw 8 & yobvesar Bakd uévos %8 &l Buud.

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).

5 On the datives in this passage, see below, note 111.

% On the other hand in Il. 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

8y Twa ol viv/tv arifecar Tifelar feol
or a vocative, as in 2.363-64

TiTTe 0€ TOL, Pike TéKkvOV, &Vl Ppeal TobTO VOQUA.
émhero ;

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,® with the ‘“owner” sub-
stantive (preceding the body-part one®) following either directly
(except for particles), as in /. 20.169

&y 0€ T€ ol kpadly oTével aNkyuov fTOp,
22.451-52
&v 8¢ pou albrf)/arhfedt TaA\eTar fjTop Gva aTdua,
1.188-89
&v 8¢ ol fTop
arnfecaw Aaclowgl duavduixa pepunpilev,

6.253 (et al.)®
tv 7’ dpa ol PV xepl,

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

&y 8¢ oBévos dpaev ékdaTw/Kapdly.

8 So, too, with other prepositions: e.g. auet in Il. 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 é& have much point if applied to oi only, without the limitation
provided by xetpi; 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 év, despite
its position, is to be joined with xewpi is indicated by the rather similar passage Od.
10.397

épuy 7' & xepoly ékaoTos.

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,®? 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 I/. 11.11-12,%

"Axaiolow 8¢ péya obévos uBa\’ ékdoTw/kapdiy
and 2.259

unker’ érer’ 'Odvaije kbpy dupoow Emeln.

It should be noted too that these passages with ‘“‘preverbs’ are
perfectly parallel to those with ‘“prepositions’; in particular com-
pare with each other Il. 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

&N\’ obk 'ATpeldy 'Ayauéuvov fivdave Guud,
Od. 8.571
&s ol piloy émhero Ouud,
and 20.327

€l gpwwv kpadin ddot dudoTépouy.
It is probably to be viewed as specification in Od. 14.221
Gvdpdy duouevéwy 6 Té pou elfee médegow,
and as locative in II. 2.259
unker’ éreur’ 'Odvaije kbpn duowow Erely

%2 E.g. Seymour in his excellent school-edition; so too in regard to Il. 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

8idov 8¢ ol fvia xepaiv.

With this last example we may contrast 18.545-46
TolaL 8’ émer’ & xepal démas wehindéos olvov
doakey qvnp Emiw

and 1.440-41

T uéy trear’ Eml Bwpor dywy ToAbuntis 'Odvaaeds
oy .
warpl il év xepol Tilber,

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.®* In practically all of these, the owner noun can
regularly be classed as a dative of reference, though with the verb
‘be’ (as in II. 2.259) or where there is no expressed verb at all (as
in I1. 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 Il. 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
possibilities®® is /. 3.338 = Od. 17.4

€i\ero 8’ dAkuuov Eyxos, 6 of TaNdundw dpfpely.

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 Il. 8.129).%%¢ 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 Il. 19.169 etc.) or a preverb (as in Il. 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.

66 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 Il. 18.600

TPOXOV Appevoy &v TaNGunoLy
favors this view. We observe the same variation between the simple dative and the
dative with a ‘‘preposition’’ in 13.188

képvla kpoTagois dpaputay

vs. Od. 18.378
kal Kuvén wayxahkos, emwi kpoTagois dpapuia.
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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.®

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 Bé\\w ‘hit’ (with a
thrown weapon), of which I have noted 29 occurrences.®® Next
to it in frequency comes oiré{w ‘strike’ (with a held weapon),
10 occurrences.® Other verbs similarly used are &alvw (2 in-
stances),” kérrw (1), TAjoow (3),” and 7irrew (2),7 all, like odréfw,

87 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.

8 I1. 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.

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

7 1. 5.79-80; 13.576.

7 I1. 23.690.

72 1. 5.146-47; 11.240. Od. 10.161-62.

73 J1. 13.541-42; 21.180.
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meaning ‘strike, smite’; also vioow ‘prick, pierce, stab’ (2 instances),™
and émvyphow ‘scratch, graze’ (2).7* I cite one example of each:
Il. 15.433

T6v p’ éBakev kepalny vmép obaTos dféL X aNkD,

5.55-56
GANG uw 'ATpeldns dovpikhertos Mevélaos
wpoalev élev pelryovra uerdppevov obTace dovpt,
13.576
Animupov &' "Elevos Eidel axedov fihace kbpany,
23.690
kOe 6¢ TarTHVAvTA TApNLOY,
5.146-47
Tov &' érepov Eldel peydlw kAnida map’ duov
TAGE
13.541-4278
Alvelas 8’ 'Apapfia Kalnropldny Emropoloas
Aawudv 70, &ml ol TeTpauuévoy, dte dovpt,
11.95-96
Tov & 0Vs wepadra perdmiov oEé dovpl
vt
0d. 22.279-80

Krhaurmos &' Ebuawov dmép agaros éyxel pakpd
Quov éméypaey.

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.”” Also common is the occurrence, as in the first and
fifth of the examples cited, of a prepositional phrase delimiting the

74 1. 11.95-96; 20.487-89.

75 71. 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 (Il. 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.”® 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;™ 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.® 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.8t The commonest prepositions are mép with the genitive
or (less often) the accusative,® w6 with the genitive or (less often)
the accusative,® and mapd with the accusative;3 we also meet 8.4
with the genitive,® éri with the dative,® and wepi 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 Il. 15.341

Anioxov 8¢ Ilapis BaNe velaTov duov miabev,

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 uéoos (II. 13.438, 506; 16.597; 20.486; 23.875; Od. 10.161;
22.295), wpupvés (Od. 17.463; on this see note 116), velatos (loc. cit., also Il. 14.466),
perapdfios (Il. 5.19; cf. the common mapd pafév), 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 velaror Quov
‘the lower part of the shoulder’ in 1. 15.341 the common 8e£iv Guov ‘the right shoulder,’
e.g. in 14.450) ; the two types are combined in Od. 17.504

obros 8¢ Bpfvur Tpuuvdy Béle dekidv duov.

Adverbs used in this way include, beside dmofer (in Il. 15.341 and 541), vmrepBev
(11.421) and 74 (5.858 and 23.875).

™ 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.

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

8 This is one type that I had in mind in my qualifying comment in note 54.

8 With the genitive, Il. 4.528; 5.145; 13.616; 14.412; 15.433.  With the accusa-
tive, Od. 22.279.

8 With the genitive, II. 7.12; 11.579; 13.412; 17.349; 21.591. With the accusa-
tive, Il. 13.388; 17.309. -

84 11. 4.480; 5.146; 8.121, 313; 15.577.

85 J1. 12.183; 20.479.

86 1, 5.458, 883; 17.601; Od. 22.277.
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tive.8” I quote a few typical examples as a supplement to those
already given: II. 4.527-28

Tov 8¢ Odas Alrwhos dresaiuevov Bale doupl
oTépvov Umép padoto,

11.578-79
kal Bale Davaibdny 'Amiadova Toyuéva Nady
Arap Uwd Tpamibwy,
4.480-81
TpdTOoY Yap pmw ovra Bale orifos mapd palodv
oekLov,
5.45888

Kimpida uév mpdra oxedov oiTace xelp’ éml kapmd.

Instead of a prepositional phrase, we find a genitive in I. 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 Il. 6.1178%

dudl 6é ww oduvpd TiTTE Kal abxéva dépua keNawody

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. 10.535%

irrwy p’ dkurddwy dudl kTimos odara BaANel

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,””®! from a

87 [1. 12.401.

88 Here and in Il. 17.601 and Od. 22.277, I think we may be certain that xetp’ is
rightly written xeip’, standing for the accusative xeipa, not the dative xewpi, which
would be quite unparalleled. Cf. note 104.

8 There is no doubt that &uei 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.

9 [ am assuming that u’ stands for ué rather than poi. On éu¢i 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
Il. 4.459 = 6.9

T0v p’ éBale wpdTos kbpubos dpadov irmodacelns,
20.288-89
@fa kev Alvelas uév Ereoabuevov Bale meTpw
% kbpvb’ Hé adkos,
and 11.563-65

Qs 767" érer’ Alavra péyav, Te\auwviov vid,
T pdes mepfupor Tolvnyepées 7' Emikovpor
viooovTes EvaTolol uéoov aaros alév érovro.

In such instances, there is a tendency to add the body-part in
combination with a preposition.®? Examples are I/. 5.98-99

kal BN’ éralooovra Tuxwy kata defov Huov
Owpnkos ybadov,

17.605-6
“Exropa &' 'Idouevels uerd Afurov dpunbévra
BeBAker Owpnra kara oTHfos Tapd waloy,

and 12.400-402

T6v & Alas kai Tebkpos dpaprioavd’ 6 uév i
BeBAker Tehaudva mepl oTnbedot Paewdy
Gomidos aupBporns.

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

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

Mpiauldns pév érecra kara arifos Balev id/Bdbpnros yhalov.

% Here again, as in Il, 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 kard
(as 1. 5.578-79; 12.189; Od. 19.452), on all of which see below, note 117; also in one
(I1. 4.106-8) with mpés. Vet I think that in these passages (with the exception of
the one with mpés, on which see below, note 128) even more than in Il. 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 rTvyxdrw 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 Il. 5.858; 12.394-95;
13.371, 396-97); and in the second place, even when there are two accusatives (as in
Il. 5.582), neither can belong with the participle, for Tvyxdvw presumably needs the
genitive (cf. e.g. Il. 5.587; 16.609; Od. 6.290). The truth is that BéXe . . . TuxdY
(as in 7l. 5.98; 13.371; etc.) forms a single idea meaning ‘hit successfully’ or the like,
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4.480, associating kara with 6dbpnka; and in both the use of kara
involves a special problem.** However, there can be no doubt
about the third example.

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

| \

1 ToL 0 uév kbpubos palov f\acev irmodaceins
dxpov Uwd Nogov adTév, 6 8¢ TpoogidvTa péTwmoy
Ppwos Urep woparys.

Here we have two balanced members sharing a common verb with
two parallel subjects, 6 ué» and 6 8¢, and also with two parallel
objects, ¢dhov and pérwmov; 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.?® Again, note the presence
of the accusative of the person in II. 16.597

Tov uév &pa T'\abdros or#fos uégov obTaoe dovpi,
and its absence®” in 7.258
Tpiauidns uév émeira puéocov gakos obrace dovpi.

So too in the same passage just two lines below of Hector’s oppo-
nent, 7.260%

Alas 8’ domida vitey eémaluevos.

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 érvxnoe Baiév (15.581), which likewise governs
the accusative (rév in 580); another way of conveying in duplicate the same single idea
is to say (as in 11.350 et al.) BdAev old’ dpébuapre (we have the reverse in 5.287 fjuBpotes
o8’ Ervxes).

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 Il. 3.362; 13.552; 16.338. However, contrast 4.459 = 6.9 (already
cited).

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

8s T76T€ Puleidao uéoov ghros ovTage doupi.

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

that the force of 7év 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.? I have noticed only one exception
to this well-nigh invariable rule, II. 21.180

YaoTépa yap uw e Tap' dupalov.
Contrast with this the normal order in 13.506
"Tdoueveds 8’ dpa Olvduaov Béle yaorépa péoony.

Both the ““whole’” noun and the “part’ noun serve as objects of
the verb. Either one can be omitted,!® and the construction re-
mains unchanged.’® We may cite as examples with the person
noun alone!® [/, 15.11

émel ol uw agavpdraros BN’ Axaidv,
5.858
T4 pd wew obra TUXWY,
and 12.394-95
AN’ 6 ye Oearopidny 'ANkudova dovpl Tvxhoas
vot,
and as examples with the body-part alone!® IJ. 5.657

6 pév Balev abxéva uéooov,
13.529

dovpl Bpaxiova Tinbey éraluevos,

9 Already referred to in notes 49, 51, 60, and 79.
100 Cf. note 95.
11 There are also instances, as Il. 4.525

olra 8¢ dovpl map’ dupaldy

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 Il. 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.

108 Additional examples are Il. 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 Il. 4.467-69, since élovra probably (despite notes 76 and 93) depends
on the participle i6év. On 13.586-87, 13.651, and 20.469, in which the body-part
noun is combined with katd, see notes 92, 114, and 123.
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14.497
abxéva uéooov éNacaey,

and 2.265-66

oKATTPW 8¢ perddpevoy %0¢ kal uw/TAGEey.

However, the two accusatives certainly have an affiliation for
each other.”® 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,'®® or for a dative of specification as a substitute
for the accusative body-part noun to be combined with the accusa-
tive person noun.’*® Thus in this construction the body-part noun
is surely to be viewed as closely related to the person noun;!’ it is
not an accusative of limit of motion,®® 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.

10¢ 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. Il. 3.270

Bagihebow Héwp Eml xelpas éxevav,
and 22.335 (already referred to in note 42)
&s ToL yolvar' E\voa,
which is in marked contrast with such passages as 11.240
Tov &’ dopt mAGE' abxéva, Nige 6¢ yuia

and 16.465

7ov BhNe velatpav kata yasTépa, Nioe 8¢ yuia,
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

Gupl 8é uou xelp/dtelys 6dlvnow EMAaTaL

and 5.40

TPUTW Yap TTPePOEvTL peTappévy év dopu Tijkev.
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 20S.

106 Elsewhere the dative and accusative of specification do alternate, as we saw
above in Il. 3.227 and 193-94, quoted in the last paragraph of section I.A.

107 Despite Monro and Hirt (see note 158).

108 Degpite Bliimel (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,'® even in
combination with a ‘“‘preposition’’; the case used is the dative.l'?
Examples are Il. 5.345-46

u Tis Aavadv Taxvrodlwy
xaAkov vl orifeaar Balaw € Quudv Eoiro,

and Od. 20.61-6311!
alfe pou 76
lov &l orhfeaar Balobo’ & Guuov Eloto
alrika vov.

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 II. 5.144-47

&0’ E\ev 'Activoor kal ‘Tmreipova mowuéva Nadv,
ey ~ \ , e ,
TOV pév Umép uafoto Balwy xalkfpeLl dovpl,
Tov 8’ érepov Eldel peydhw kAnida wap’ duov
~g)
TAGE,
1% The corresponding passive construction with the weapon serving as subject
occurs in 1. 5.399-400

abrap 6iaTds/Suw év oTBapd HAhAato.

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 Il. 17.599-600 (of a spear)

Ypayer 8¢ ol baTéov dxpis/aixun HMovAvdduartos,
and Od. 12.412 (of a falling mast)
wAGEe kuBepynTew Kepaly.

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

BeNos &' tOuvev 'AOqvn/piva wap' dpfaludy.

11 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,’’? and in the
second, where there is one. We may also compare the first clause
with such a typical example as 4.527-28

Tov 8¢ Ooas 'Alrwhos amrecaiuevoy BaNe dovpl
aTépvoy Umép padoto.

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.!® 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 4z 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 karé and an accusative noun. These are not at all like the
localizing phrases including mép, w6, mapa, and éri; 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,!'* and it is to such a noun

112 Other instances of this sort are Il. 11.109, 17.309, and 17.617; also, of armor,
12.183. In 13.396-97, 20.486, and 23.875 the adjective péosgor or pésany (on which
cf. note 78) virtually replaces the accusative of the body-part.

13 Note the rarity of the accusative in ‘‘localizing phrases.” Both bmwep and v,
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 wapd
(see note 84), which in Homer even when combined with this case frequently lacks
any notion of movement (cf. Chantraine, Gr. Hom. 2.122).

14 They are, however, in two instances accompanied by an accusative noun
referring to a piece of armor. The passages are 1. 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 (8dpnxos ybadov and Owpnka
respectively), and the accusatives with karé denoting the part of the body which
was also pierced (karé defidy duov and katd oifos Tapa pafév respectively), are inde-
pendently in partitive apposition with the accusative denoting the person wounded.
We have a series of three accusative appositives in Il. 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.'® In other words, karda beside an

accusative in this usage is regularly an adverbial particle like &

and éri beside a dative in the usage noted above (in section 2).!1¢
Thus compare II. 21.406

73 BaNe Gobpov "Apna kar’ adxéva
with 7.11-12
"Exrwp 8’ "Heovfia B4\’ éyxet dfvoevre
abxer’ Umo oredpavns évxdAkov,
11.240
Tov 8" &opt TAGE adxéva,

and 16.586-87

e?

kat p’ éBale Zhevéhaov "T0aruéveos Pilov viow
alxéva xepuadiw.

Compare Il. 5.45-46

Tov uév &p’ 'Idopeveds SovpikNurds Eyxetl paxpd
vOE irmwy émiBnoduevor kard Sekwdv duov,

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
katé. 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.

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

Tov &' &xos O£V kata Pppéva Tine Babelav.

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 karé 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

Opfivur ENdv BaNe Setiov dpov/mpupvdTaTov Katd ¥@TOY,

where kard v&tor 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
mpuuvéTatoy (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 wpuuvéraror with duor
(cf. e.g. Monro’s note and Butcher and Lang’s translation) and not those who take
it with »@1or (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

obros 8¢ Bpfyu wpuuvov Bale defiov duov.
Tam not certain about the réle of xard in Od. 10.161-62

Tov 8’ &yd &Balvovta kat' dxvnoTw péoa viTa
wMjfa.
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Od. 19.45217

16w &' 'Odvaeds olirnoe Tuxwy kara dekdv Huov,
and IJ. 5.98-9918

kal BaN’ éralooovra TuXOY KaTa Sefdv Guov
Ocpnros yhalov

with I7. 14.4501°
Bale 8¢ Ilpoforvopa dekwdv Guov
and 16.467-68

6 6¢ IIndagov oVracer imrmov/éyxet bekdy Quov.
Compare Il. 5.578-79'%0

TOV uév dp’ 'ATpetdns dovpikheiros Mevéaos
éoTedT’ Eyxel vite kaTd KAYTda TUXHOTAS
with 5.146-47
Tov &' érepov Eiel weydhw k\qida map' Quov
TAGE'.
Compare II. 11.108

TOV uév Umép puafoto kara oriifos Bale dovpd,
12.204

ko€ yap abTov éxovra katd orifos Tapa depny,
and 17.605-6!%

“Exropa 8" 'Idouevels uerd Afirov dpunfévra
BeBAnker Bwpnka kara otijfos wapa pafody

It is possible to take uéoca v@7a as epexegetical to axvnorw (so Merry and Riddell
and, apparently, Butcher and Lang), in which case (kar') dkvnorw is in partitive
apposition to 7év, with kar’ an adverb, just as in Il. 5.46 etc. But it is also possible
to take uéoa v@7a as in partitive apposition with 7é» (so Perrin), in which case akvnorww
may be in partitive apposition with uéoa »@7a with kar’ still an adverb, or kar’ dkvnoriy
may be a prepositional phrase defining the noun »&ra or even the adjective (as per-
haps in Od. 17.463) pésa. 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 kar’; cf. notes 20 and 114.

171 do not think the presence of the participle here, or in the other examples
with karé cited below (Il. 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.

18 On the participle Tuxdv, see note 117; on the accusative ybaloy, note 114,

119 Algo I1. 5.79-80, 188-90; 11.420-21; 16.289; Od. 22.279-80.

120 On the participle Tuxfoas, see note 117.

121 On the accusative 8pnka, cf. note 118 and see note 114.
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with 4.527-28
7oy 8¢ Obas Alrwhos dreaabuevor Bale dovpl
agTépvoy Umép pafoto,

8.312-13122
AN 'ApxerToleuov, Bpactv “Exropos nyioxiia,
leuevov moleuovde Bale arijfos Tapa palov,

and 14.409-12
TOV uév érer’ amwdvra ueyas Telaudvios Alas
xepuadiw . . ./arios BeBAkew vwép avruyos.

Compare II. 16.465
Tov BaNe velaipav KaTa YaoTépa
and 17.312-13
Alas &’ ad Popkvva datgpova, Paivomos vidw,
‘Trmofow wepBavra uéany katd yasrépa Tihey
with 13.506
"Ioopevels 8’ &pa Olvduaov Bale yaoTépa péoany
and 21.180
yaoTépa Yap ww Tine map' dupalov.

Two other examples of the same sort are 7J. 8.81-83

Tov Balev iH
0Tos "ANeEavdpos, ‘ENévns wbois fukduoto,
akpmy KAk Kopupny,

and 14.493

Tov 760’ U1’ dpplos olta kat’ dpfaluolo Béueca.

Finally, we may note two passages in which the accusative of
the owner is lacking:'% 1. 13.651

kal p’ éBale yYhovrov kaTa SeEiby
and 20.469
6 8¢ pacydvy odra kad’ Hmap.

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

T6v pa kara {wornpa Baker Tekauwvios Alas

122 So too Il. 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 12.189'

‘Irmwouaxov Bale dovpl kard {waTipa TuxfTas.
We may note in addition 11.350-51

kal BaAev, o0d’ dphuapTe, TLTUTKOUEVOS KepalTdiv,
akpmy kak kopvla,

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.!?

We also find two passages in which mpés seems to be used as is
karé in the passages just discussed. In both instances we have
wpos arifos, which we may compare with kara o77fos in 11.108 and
12.204. These passages are II. 15.248-50

olK ales, 8 ue vyualy ére wpuuviiow 'Axadv
ols érapouvs ONéxovTa Loy dyalds Bakev Alas
xepuadiow wpos aribos,
and 4.105-8

abrik’ éabha ToEov Ebfoov iEdNov alyods

dyplov, 6v pa wor’ alrds Umd arépvowo TuxNTaAS

weérpns ekPalvovra, debeyuévos év wpodokfiow,

BeBAfker wpds oThbos.

I have found no other example of mpés 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 ¥mé6 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 rvxfoas, see note 117.

125 Here too (cf. note 97) we find the genitive used instead of the accusative to
denote the possessor. Examples are II. 3.347

kal BéNev 'ATpeldao kat' dowida,

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,?” and therefore does not delimit it. Be-
cause of this, and also because of the word order, I believe that here
the Umé phrase must be separated from the mwpés phrase, the former
being combined with the participle ruxfoas and the latter with the
verb BeBAnke.!28

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.!®® Some examples follow 1% I}, 23.78213!

L

7 1’ éBhaye Bea mwodas,

127 Probably the connotations of the two nouns are slightly different: orépvov is
used in Homer of men only and in a strictly physical sense only, whereas o77fos is
used also of women, and often of the seat of the emotions (not only of human beings,
but even of wolves in Il. 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 wapa mafér, which is
repeatedly used to define the or#jfos (Il. 4.480; 8.121, 313; 15.577), as also once the
adjective uerapdfiov (5.19), does not seem to be used of the orépvor, whereas vmrép
pafoto 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.

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

76 Oe Pppévas appove mwelbev
and 7.271

BA&ye 8¢ ol pila yolvad'.
The corresponding passive construction is seen in II. 12.428

8Tew oTpeplevTL peThdpeva yuuvwleln
and 16.348-49
tvérhalder 8¢ ol dugw/aluaros dphaluoi

(with which compare 1.104, quoted in the last paragraph of section A above).

B0t 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.

131 T assume that the pronoun here is in the accusative, as in Od. 14.178 (quoted
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21.268—-69
TOOTAKL uwv uéya kdua dumeréos moTauoto
wAaS’ duovs kabimepdev,
Od. 11.578
yime 0¢ pw éxdreple Tapnuévw fmrap Ekepov,
Il. 3.35

Qxpos Té pv €ike Tapeds,
4.526 (et al.)

TOV 6¢é oKOTOS BaT€e KAAW e,

16.502-3
&s dpa piv elmovra TéNos BavaTowo kaAvyer
opfauols pivas 6,
11.249-50
KkpaTepoy pa. € mevbos
opfalpols ékaAvye kaouyviToo weabvTos,
0d. 16.15-16
kbooe 6é pv kepaliy Te kal dudw Pbea Kala
X€tphs 7' dugorépas,
1.64
wOLOY o€ €mos piryev €pkos ddovTwWY,
Il. 24.581%

"EkTwp pév Qynros te yuvalké e noaro paiov.

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,'® 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 Il. 7.271 (quoted in note
129). Quite different is I1. 23.571

BAayas 8é pou {wmous,

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.

133 Cf. note 115 on Il. 19.125.
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the same verbs, as in the next two examples. Thus (1) with Od.
11.578 compare I1. 3.438

un we, yovar, xaleroiaw oveideot Guuov énmre,
and with II. 3.35 compare Od. 18.331 = 391
7 P& ae olvos éxeL Pppévas.
And (2) with II. 23.782 compare Od. 14.178
7OV 8€ Tis GBavarwy BAaYe ppévas évdov éloas,
and with 1. 4.526 and 11.249-50 compare 3.442

ol yap wh woré p’ BOé v’ Epws Ppévas dudekdAvper
and 14.294

@5 uiy €pos TUKas Ppévas Gudekalver.

The construction is particularly common with expressions of grief,
as in I1. 17.5641%

uala yap ue Qavowy éoeuaoaaro Guuov,

which, if the Scholiast quoted by Paley ad loc. is right in explaining
the verb as used in the sense of érAnte, is a parallel for passages
with verbs of striking plus a body-part.'®® 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,%% or not to leave him
free, as in 15.24-251%7
Eué &' old’ &s Buuov dvie
ainxns 660vy ‘HpakAfos feioco,

18¢ Contrast Il. 20.425, where we have ‘pierced my heart’ as an alternative for
‘pierced me, the heart.’

135 However, Paley himself offers a different explanation on Il. 20.425.

136 Quoted below, note 202, in another connection.

137 Paley’s treatment of this passage seems to me surprisingly confused. He
envisages Quudy 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: éravoé we Qumot. 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
émel ge palwora wovos Pppévas aupiBéSnkey.

In this last example the accusative may be ascribed to the presence
of augi, but we also have the accusative with simple verbs of mo-
tion,’8 as in 1.362

7L 8¢ o€ ppévas lkero mévfos ;

2.171
emel ww axos kpadiny kal Quuoy ikaver,
11.88
ddos T€ uwv tketo Guuov,
and 23.46-47

Y

I ’ ol o
tmel o ' Eru Sebrepov Gde/ifer’ dxos kpadiny.

Probably these accusatives should be classed as accusatives of limit
of motion!® rather than as direct objects, though in the very similar
passage Od. 20.2864

8im dxos kpadiny Aaepriadny 'Odvoiia

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: Il. 1.236-37

mepl Yép pb é xahkos ENefev/dpUNNa Te Kal PpAowdy

In that case, however, a genitive might rather have been expected, as in his own
paraphrase, or in the more logically expressed passage, Il. 17.539
kfip dxeos pebénka.

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 fuuév.

138 As is well known, such accusatives are particularly common in Homer. Cf.
Chantraine, Gr. Hom. 2.45-46.

13 These are the instances referred to above in note 108.

140 With this we may contrast Od. 18.348

8im éxos kpadiny AaepTiddew 'Oduoios,

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 21.37-384

6 8’ Epwedv oféL Xalk@/Touve véous BpmKas.

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.’*?> With these we may compare
instances involving verbs of washing or cleansing!® 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.’** Examples are 16.667—-68

kehawepes alua kabnpov/eNdaw ek Beléwv Zapmnddva
and 18.34514%

ITarpokhov Novoetav dmwo SpéTov aluartoevta,

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

&vravlfol viv keloo per’ ixBbow, ol o’ @rel\jy
N ] 7 3 ’
aly’ amoluxunoovrar dkndees.

11 Paley compares Il. 24.58
"Extwp ptv Ovntés Te yuvaikd Te Ooato pafév,

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
AN alel Tapéxovow érneravdv yéha Ofobac.

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, Il. 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, Il. 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,“® 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.#”

All the above passages and kindred ones are usually classed by
the commentators!8 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 I/. 1.182

]

os éu’ apapetTar Xpuanida PotBos 'AToNwy
and Od. 1.403-4

’

&s Tis ¢’ dékovra Bingw/kriuar’ dmoppaicer.

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,'*® for the sense would not be
complete without the second accusative.’® 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 T 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.
Hom. 2.43, note 1) envisages as possible the alternative explanation that it is a dative.

147 Cf, the triple series already referred to, Il. 7.215 = 20.44 (see note 20). The
present passage is discussed further below, section I11.B; see especially note 228.

48 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.

15 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
(asin Od. 24.189). It is true that when we combine the two objects
in a single sentence (as in Il. 18.345 cited above), we do not deal
with them in the same way in translation: we say ‘wash blood off
a person.’''  But we should not be misled by a mere diversity in
idiom on the part of two different languages.!5

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 language!*® 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.’’15

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, Hom. 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
Il. 3.273

Gpvdv & Kepakéwy Thuve Tpixas,
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.

1% 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, wihrend 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 &voua,'® with which he believes yévos and vyevey 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'®® “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.’ 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 returnin 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 ;%8 yet Brugmann dismisses the difficulty in the following
cavalier manner (136): ‘““Die Umwandlung des Nominativs in den
Akkusativ war somit nichts anderes als die Uberfithrung 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 évoua, 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 zama and Greek
dvoua are both neuter facilitated the shift from predicate nominative
to accusative of specification. With dvoua he groups vyévos, also

188 It is because of this difficulty that Monro, Hom. 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 Il. 9.540

8s kaxd wOAN' épdeakey ¥wv Olvios dAwhy,

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 7év Bd\e kvhuny from
BA\ijro kvnuny, and that if we change II. 7.215

Tpdas 8¢ Tpbuos aivos vmnhvle yula éaaroy

to Tpdes érpepov Ta yuvia éacros, the apposition between Tpdes and éagros remains
but yvia *‘is an Acc. qualifying the Verb.” However, he still does not explain what
kind of accusative kviunv and yuia 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 7é» Bé\e kviuny he
classes kvunv as an object of the verb or as an adverbial modifier. And if the latter,
what does he do with it in Ba\e kvfiuny, without a personal object? (For examples of
this construction, see above, note 103.) As for Hirt, he offers dmorunfévres ras kepalas
as an example of the ‘‘scheme of whole and part’’ in the passive (94), but «7ip BeBoAnuévos
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.
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yeveny (146—47), and neuter nouns of dimension, as ufkos 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 évoua, and also
offered an explanation of his own.!® Starting with the predicate
accusative tsed with verbs of naming, as in /. 6.402

LY e

Tov p’ "EkTwp kaléeoke Zkauavdpiov,

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

, 9
apkrov ', fv kal auafav érik\now kaléovow,

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 érikpow as well as with the neuter &voua,'® 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 dvoua and émikAnow.

160 This, however, is not a very great advantage, for the ambiguous dvoua (which
may well have been common in speech) could have induced émikApoww just as 7yévos

did yevefw. Bliimel, however, separates dvoua and érikAnoww, 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 évopa, Kieckers pronounces
it as on the whole ‘‘durchaus méglich” (365), but he asks (¢b.) 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 Delbriick is
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) : “Delbriicks 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 médas
wxds 'AxtM\hebs (I1. 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.!®® To deny this
would be to deny the existence of innovation. In Bliimel’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’’ (2b.). 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 way'®? 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 Pripositionen 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; I1. 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;!% 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.'® (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 ortlich.”

184 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,'®® 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.” 1 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,®® 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.18”

165 Cf. notes 161 and 162.

166 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 Blitmel 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).1%% 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 dvopa, yévos,
words of size and shape, etc., like uéyefos, eldos, déuas, etc., the accusa-
tive employed in these instances tended to drive out the instru-
mental (i.e. dative) of specification (178-79).1%

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;'’® 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 gemeris, 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,!™ 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,'”? 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).1® Thus podo-
ddxTulos 'Hébs meant originally, according to Hirt, IG 4.39 (1928)
‘Eos, Rose ihr Finger’; presumably the second element of pododdxrvhos
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 pododakrvlos he compares akimous and dkuvrédys (4b.) ; the
former seems difficult to me, because, though the noun form déaxrvhos

111 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.



248 E. Adelaide Hahn [1954

may look like an adjective, the noun form mois 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 wédas
axds 'AxA\ebs 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 axi-mous ‘schnell der Fuss,” konnte man auch sagen
akb-roda und spiter wxbs modas, 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 akimouvs and
&xbmoda 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 @kos
wédas of wédas, which is always accusative no matter what the case
of the noun modified (here it would be axis 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,'” 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 wédas dxis "AxM\\ebs 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.!”
He after the manner of Hirt compares (99) iwrmo. . . . dkimodes in
Il. 10.568-69 with wédas axéa "Ipis in 2.790; and he too assigns a
common origin to the bahuvrihi compound and the accusative of
specification (100).17¢ 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’.!7?

As a matter of fact, this part of his theory had also been antici-
pated, though again he seems unaware of it,!”® in the course of an
article by Neckel which had been published 25 years earlier, IF
19.253-54 (1906).1" 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 évoudxAvros, in which he sees an original évoua
k\vros, on the basis of which médas axis 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,
Traité 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 Blitmel’s objections to it, see IF 33.43.
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accounts for the accusative wédas and for the masculine axis, but
it does mot account for the model masculine k\vrés. Surely the
stage before évoua x\vrés would have had to be évoua k\vrév, or, more
probably, dvoua 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,'® in his Introduction (seventh ed. 1934!%!), evades all
difficulties inherent in our construction by opening his discussion
of the accusative with the blanket statement (343) that ‘“I’accusatif
sert & déterminer le sens d'un verbe,” and continues that one
example of it is é&w 7 ‘‘ ‘j’ai quelque chose’ ”’ and another example
“avec un sens un peu différent” is 6dov éNGéuevar ‘‘ ‘faire un voyage’
(littéralement ‘aller en route’).” Then a little later (344) he says
further: “Et méme l'accusatif dit ‘de relation’ que le grec a tant
développé n’est peut-&tre qu'un cas particulier de 'emploi ordi-
naire; ainsi dans cette phrase de Platon Rép. 453 b diapéper yuri
avdpos Ty ¢vow, 'accusatif v @low est de méme espéce que 6dov
dans 686y ENBéuevar; le sens est ‘elle a une différence 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

L2

18 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! 1 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 éNGéuevar. 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 (¢b.) an elucida-
tion which does not elucidate: ‘‘de fait, diagéper et piow sont bien
unis 'un A l'autre dans un rapport immédiat, selon la définition
générale du cas.”

Rather surprisingly, a somewhat different explanation is given
in Meillet and Vendryes, Traité 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 ‘‘régimes’” 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.!® Concerning the latter, we are simply told (505)
that “I'accusatif indiquait en indo-européen certains rapports vagues
avec les mots voisins.”” Examples include wésas dkis and ynfésuvos
«iip. 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 Homérique (1953). So
far as I can make out, his view is closer to Bliimel’s'® than to any
other scholar’s, but his treatment of the accusative in general is so

18 Nor is there any in Humbert, Synt. gr., but he gives a better description of
partitive apposition (248): ‘“‘I’objet extérieur est repris par un autre rapport direct,
qui le restreint ou le précise.”

1% In a footnote (46, note 2) he cites ‘‘en particulier” the articles by Kieckers,
Bliimel, 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 I'objet externe” (38) various instances
of direct objects with transitive verbs (38-41), he continues: “Le
grec emploie également & 'accusatif un complément d’objet ‘interne’
qui précise I'idée verbale.” I find myself wishing for some further
details which could “‘préciser’”’ 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 ‘“‘précise I'idée’’ 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.'®) Chantraine proceeds to give
some unexceptionable illustrations of the “‘objet interne,” such as
woNepov Toheullew, {dhes Bidy, dpkia Taudvres, N0V yéhaocoav (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 extérieur (généralement une personne) et un objet
intérieur, exprimant 'aboutissement’ (¢b.), seems to me coexten-
sive with the main division: what is the difference between ‘‘objet
externe’’ and ‘“‘objet extérieur,” between ‘‘objet interne’’ and ‘‘objet
intérieur”? But his Class B is amazing. It is defined thus:
“L’objet interne peut servir a limiter 'objet externe et a le préciser.
C’est ce que l'on a appelé l'accusatif de la partie.” It is rather
confusing, after learning that by definition the ‘‘objet interne”
“précise l'idée verbale’ (41), to find that now it “‘peut servir a
limiter I'objet externe et A le préciser’’; still, I suppose the ‘‘part”
noun does in a sense ‘‘préciser’”’ 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’ ?85 Surely there is a
tremendous and fundamental difference between Chantraine’s illus-
trations for Class A, e.g. Il. 5.361

Ay dxBouar ékos, 8 ue Bpords obTaocer avip,

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. II. 11.240

Tov & dGopt TAGE abxéva,

where both objects, the man and his neck, seem to me equally
“outer.” I agree that the neck serves to limit or define (préciser)
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,’’!8¢ contains a conglomeration (43), in which in some cases
I agree that the ‘‘thing”’ object is “‘inner,” as in I]. 16.424-25

kakd ToANG €opyev/ Tpdas,

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

€o0w uw XxAalvdy Te XuTOVaA TE.

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 (¢b.) — 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.!87
B. Proposed Explanation

I have made it abundantly clear in section A that I prefer the
explanation offered by Brugmann and Delbriick 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 scholars!8® 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 Delbriick — 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 Mw.!® Chryses

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

Avabuevés Te Byarpa,

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

walda 8’ éuol Ngai Te ¢piAqy T4 T’ &mowa déxedfar.

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

alTap €yov éué Aoouat.

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 I1. 9.628-29

abrap "AxtA\els
aypiov &v arifesaL Oéro peyaliropa Guuoy,

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,!®!
and not for the use in the active of accusatives for both person and
body-part.’®® 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).

1901 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.’

191 This is proved by other instances of the middle of 7ifgu. in a factitive sense.

192 On both cf. note 129,
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that Achilles made hsmself, 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 7J. 7.172-73

obTos yap 67 ovinoe évkvnuibas 'Axacols,
kal 8’ abros év Buuov dvnoerac.

Here I think it is possible to view fvuér as a vivid substitute for
‘himself,"**® reinforced by the nominative adrés, a natural though
not quite logical substitute for the genitive.’® Then the middle is
employed because the subject is acting for himself, precisely as in
10.307

ol 7’ alrd Kkbdos &poiro,

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

193 Cf. the use of Sanskrit atman ‘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 1. 10.204-5

obk &v 89 Tis dvip wewifold &G abTod/Buud,

so too the dative in apposition with a personal pronoun, as in Il. 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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Il. 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 Il. 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.’1¢

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).1®? 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

GANG ghw pév Tabra, ochw 6 Eué
with the personal pronoun used reflexively in 17.595
alTOV pév ge TPATA TAW.

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

136 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, Il. 16.228-30: Achilles washes
a cup (active) and then himself (adrés 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 étre.

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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0Od. 17.595 just quoted and 21.309%

» ,
élfev 6’ ob T cawoead.

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

dauva pw Znvos Te voos kal Tpdes dyavol

and Od. 4.244

- o , , ,
abTov pw wAnyfow dewelipot daudaoas.

Compare too the participles, the first active with a reflexive
pronoun, and the second middle,*® in I/. 14.162

ENOety els "16ny & &vrivacav € almiy
and Od. 12.18

NG’ EvTuvauérn.

Of particular interest is a group of expressions with the verb
wukafw. I list them: Il. 17.551

1 TopPupén vedéNy TukdTaca € alTn,

0d. 12.225
&vros 6¢ muka{oiey adéas avTols,
22.488
PAKETY TETUKATUEVOS €UpéEas (uoUs,
Il. 14.289
8fowow wemvkaoguévos elarivolawy,
2.777
dpuara 8’ €b Temukacuéva kelTo.
23.503

apupara 8¢ Xpvod TETUKATUE Q.

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).

19 T 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 [_jke the middle participle is the finite form in Od. 6.32-33

Sppa TaxoTa/EVTIVEQL.
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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,®! 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.?? 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.?? 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, Il. 5.186

vepeNy elhuuévos duovs,

21 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 Il.
8.124 = 17.83

"Extopa 8’ aivov &xos mikace Pppévas.

23 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
Boéps elhvuévw Huovs,
Od. 14.479
gdkeaw ellvuévor duovs,

and I/. 16.360
GomidL Tavpeln KekaAvuuévos edpéas Guovs.

Surely, in the first of these passages, the god had wrapped himself
in the cloud just as Athena did in 7/. 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
22.488.2%

Another interesting group of examples involves the verb wiumAnuc.

In the active, this verb may take two accusatives, in partitive
apposition, as in II. 17.573 (of Athena emboldening Menelaus)

Tolov uw Bapaevs wAijoe ppévas dudiuelaivas,

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

u pot maXlov Quudy émmAnoys dduvawy,

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 II. 22.312

uéveos 8’ Eumhnoaro Guudy

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

Kikhwy peyadny éumAnaaro vndiw,
and, with participles, II. 22.504

Oaléwy éumAnoauevos Kijp

and Od. 17.603
wAnobuevos 8’ dpa Ouuody EdnTios Néé ToTiiToS.

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,’?¢ in Od. 19.198

a TAngaiaro Guuodw.

When we have forms derived from the first aorist érAqoauny we
may be sure they are middle. The second aorist émAquny is less
certain, for it is said to have served not only as a middle but also
as a passive.2” 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 Il. 17.498-99

0 0 ebfauevos A matpl
aNkfjs kal obéveos wAGTO Ppévas qudiuelaivas

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;®® the inspiration came from without.2®
Zeus was interested in the driver of Achilles’ horses, whom he had
already stimulated to courage (451%° 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 wAfjTo with athematic middle aorists and gives it a middle translation
‘se remplir’ (Gr. Hom. 1.381), says elsewhere that in sense wAj7o and mwAjofy 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 wAfj7o or wAfjyTo 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 érAofy in Il. 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).
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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,2! for Achilles in his pursuit of Hector needed
no god to stimulate him.*?

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

&y 8 dvfov Bokov TATTO oTOMA TE PHTVas TeE.

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
miumAque.  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 earlier®® 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: I7. 17.211-1224

TAfjofer &' dpa of péNe’ Evrds/dkijs kal abéveos,

16.348-49
tvemAnaley 8¢ ol Gudw/atuaros dpfaduot,

17.695-96 = 23.396-97 = Od. 4.704-5 = 19.471-72
7w §& ol booe/dakpudbpL TAGabev.

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

&v 8¢ of Booe/dakpudpiy TiumAavro,

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

baae 8’ &pa apéwy/dakpuddw TiuTAavro,

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

JEveos ¢ ueya Ppéves dupiuelaival
wiuTAavt’, 8aae 8 of wupl NauTerdbwyTe kT,

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 wipmrhque, but it is certainly approached in Od.
11.452-53

7 8’ &ur) oldé mep vios Emmhnodivar dkoiris
6pfaruoiaw éace,

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

i oe wodas viver,
echoed in 376

T® o€ modas viYw,

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)

Xxelpas vauevos,

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, Il. 16.228-30,2'% describing
how Achilles washed first his cup (§éras, 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 :26

76 pa. 767" & xnAoto NaPBow ékdbnpe Oeelw

~ ’ LS ' o ~ ¢~
wp&ToY, éreta 8 &’ Uéaros kalfjou pofjow,
viyaro 8" abros xelpas.

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.?’” The context indicates that we have
the middle in 7. 6.508

elwfws Aovegfar évppelos woTauoto,

215 Already referred to above; see note 196.

216 The use of abrés 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).® In Od. 6.210

Noboare 7' & woTaud

it seems?? 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

Hvwyoy 8’ dpa uw Novobar ToTauolo pofow,
I presume the infinitive is a true passive, ‘they bade him be
bathed.’?® [ believe he certainly interprets it in this way, since
he asks them to withdraw and emphasizes that he will himsel{?*
bathe himself??? (218-19),

&y abrds/dAuny Gpour droloboouat,

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

vty 6 olk &v &yd ye Noégoopat.

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 II. 10.576 = Od. 4.48

& P’ doauivfous Bavres vkéoras Aobaavro.

28 Cf. Il. 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.

29 I say ‘‘seems,” for in reporting the episode to Alcinous Odysseus still uses the
active (7.296)

kal Novo’ & moraud,
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.”

20 However, Butcher and Lang translate it as if middle, ‘““bade him wash.”

221 Note the emphatic éyw abrés. Here ad7és is used logically, not as in Il. 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,

Tw 8¢ Noecoauévw
‘and they after they had bathed,’ but Od. 4.49
Tobs &' émel olv Suwal Nodaay

‘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.?
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 said?* I
believe is to be viewed as also a part (before it gets washed off)
of either the person or the body-part involved.??> In the active
we may have just one accusative, representing the person, as in
0d. 19.317

GANG uw, dugimolot, dmoviyarte,
or the body-part, as in 19.387%26

Tob wodas tfamwevilev,

223 On the lateness of the passive aorist, see Chantraine, Gr. Hom. 1.401-2, and
compare what has already been said on this score, in notes 207 and 208, concerning
the aorist of wiumrAnuc.

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 &, which
is surely to be combined with the relative referring back to the cauldron mentioned
in the previous line. The vulgate reading 7 is preserved by Dindorf-Hentze and is
defended by Ameis on the ground that 7ot would have to refer to wédas; however, I
think the presence of & 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 Il. 7.425
AN’ 8ot vifovres &mo Bpdrov aiparoerra
and Od. 24.189
ol k' amoviYavres uehava BpoTov & drehéwy.

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

ILa7pokhov Aoloeav dmo BpoTov aluaroderra
and 16.667—68
kehawepéds alua k&Onpov/ENOoY &k Behéwy Zapmndova.

To these corresponds a middle with the accusative of the substance
removed,?7? in 23.40-41

el memiforey
TInAetdny AoboacOar amo BpbéTov aipardevra.

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

13 \ ” L) ’ ~ 1 1
ol uév émelt’ dmovuwauevor xelpds Te Todas 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, 1. 21.122-23228

&vravlol viv kelao uer’ ixBlow, ol ' drelijy
® ) ’ ) ’
aly’ amoluixunoovrar dkndees.

I have noted two corresponding passages in the middle, of course
showing just two accusatives, body-part?® and substance washed off.
They are Od. 6.224-25%0

alrdp O & moTauod xpda vifero dios 'Odvaoels
aruny

227 0ddly, 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 &u¢i 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 Il. 10.572-73%!

alrol 8’ {dpd TOANOY dmevi{ovro Qaldaoy
tafBavres kvquas Te (8¢ Nogov upi Te unpols.

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 7]. 24.419%?

tepones kelTal Tepl 8’ alua véwrral.

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, épimrw. 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.”?
In the active, I have not found any instance of more than one of
these at a time.?* The person is referred to in II. 23.187

a un uw amodpbdor éNkvaralwy,

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

alTap émel opy kbpa Baldaons idpd moONNGY
viyev &md xpwtds.

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 Il. 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 mepl replaces the usual &mé.

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 Il. 1.236-37 and 21.37-38, cited above (see note 142).
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and the body-part in 16.323-24%%
wpuuvov 8¢ Bpaxiova dovpds dkwkn)/dpy’ dmrod uvdbvwy.

Od. 17.479-80

uh g€ véow dua dbuar’ épboowa’, ol’ dyopelets,

1) modos 7 kal xepds, arodpifwar ¢ wavra
is ambiguous: if the accusative wavra 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.%® 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

dpwauévw 6’ dvbxeool Tapelds dudl Te detphs

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

&yk@vas Te Tepdplpln oTéua Te plvas Te,
and another with the accusative of the skin torn away, Od. 5.426
&la K amwo pwods dpipln.

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 dpwauévw mapeids could not of itself
have led to &yk@vas mepidptpfy. We need intermediate ambiguous
forms like vévirras 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

AbBpw 8¢ Talbdoaero xelpas damTovs

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
&s ToD wpds weTpyoL Bpacetdwy o xepDY
puvol dwédpudlev,
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
waN\ouévn kpadiny.

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.””® 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 wiumAque 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,?® and
we find them repeatedly used with an accusative noun?° 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.”?** The usage is particularly frequent with participles,*?
though finite forms are met as well.

238 In the same way with ‘heart’ as subject, as in Il. 22.452
maN\eTaL TOp,

the meaning may be either ‘shakes itself’ (middle) or ‘is shaken’ (passive).

23 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 8tre or be, reflexives such as French se réjouir, s’amuser, s’affliger, s’attrister,
se fdcher ; English enjoy oneself, amuse oneself, distress oneself, Scottish fash oneself, etc.

2400 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 «fp, ATop, or ¢pilov frop forms a
particularly convenient tag-end for the hexameter.
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To begin with expressions of anger,?® we may note ambiguous
medio-passive forms of the verb xoléw ‘anger’ 2% perfect participle
in Il. 14.367

KEXOAWMEVOS 7jTOpP-

and pluperfect indicative in 16.585
kexOAwaoo b€ kijp érdpoto.
Aorists seem to be quite interchangeable: the middle in Od. 6.147
u1 ol yovva AafBovte xohdaoaito ¢péva kobpn,

and, finally, the passive, which must have borrowed its accusative
from the pure middle or, more probably, from the ambiguous forms,
in 1. 4.494 (cf. 13.660)

10D 8’ 'Odugeds pala Guuodv dmokTauévoo xohwly.

An interesting phenomenon is the similar acquisition of an accu-
sative by the verb xdopa: ‘be angry,’ an intransitive serving as a
synonym for the medio-passive of xoAéw. Participles thus used
occur in I]. 1.44, 9.555, and Od. 12.376

XWOLEVOs KT
and in II. 23.37

Xwouevoy kiip,
and finite forms are met in 7. 20.29

Buuov . . . xwerar
and 16.616

Quudv éxwaaro.

Probably the commonest of verbs of joy is réprw ‘delight,
gladden.””#® The active, as usual with transitive verbs of emotion,
is rare.®  We find the medio-passive present participle in II. 9.186

Ppéva TepmouEvOY,

248 Datives occur instead of accusatives in II. 1.217; 13.206; 16.61. Cf. note 240.

24 As 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

éxoAwae 8¢ ww pihov frop.

246 With datives II. 19.19, 312-13; Od. 5.74, 8.368, 16.25-26. Cf. note 240.

%6 We meet it twice (Il. 9.189 and Od. 1.107) with fuuéy in the sense of ‘delight
one’s spirit.” Here Quuév 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 Il.
24,119 and Od. 15.379, where it serves as object of the active {aivw.
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and the middle aorist participle in 9.705

TeTapmouevol dilov fTop
and Od. 1.310

TeTapmoUEVds Te Pilov kijp.

Finite forms (with ¢péva or fuuér) 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 laivw ‘warm, cheer'®” in Od. 23.47

Ouuov iavlns
and 24.382

ppévas évdov lavlns,

with which we may compare that of avayixw ‘cool, refresh, revive’248
in I1. 10.575
avépuxBev pilov JTop.

Perhaps we may class here too verbs with the sense of ‘satisfy,
sate,’”” which seem to be mainly limited to the middle (‘satisfy
oneself’ rather than ‘be satisfied’). Examples are II. 19.307

dacagfar pilov HTop,
0Od. 19.1982%

wAngaiaro Guuody,

247 There is also a rather peculiar passage, Il. 15.101-3

7 8¢ YéNaooey

xel\eaiy, obd¢ uérwmov ér’ dpplot kvavénay

iavln,
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 (Il. 23.600 and 24.321; Od. 4.548-49 and 22.58-
59) Quués or kijp is the subject of idvfy. We also have a dative combined with the
same verb, in Il. 19.174; cf. note 240.

248 Cf. the active in Il. 13.84

av&fuxov pilov fTop.

240 Such verbs may also be used in a pejorative sense, ‘to have too much of a
(bad) thing, to be weary,’ as in Il. 11.87

&KopEooaTO XELPAS.

250 Already cited above; cf. note 206.



Vol. Ixxxv] Partitive Apposition in Homer 273

8.98

kekopnuefa Guuoy,
and 14.28

kopegaiato Guudy,
also 14.46

kopeaaduevos kata Guuod.

The parallelism of these last two passages occurring in close juxta-
position affords fresh proof?s! that the construction is not affected
by the presence of kara. .

Intransitive verbs with the sense of ‘rejoice’ or ‘be glad’ behave
as do passives of transitive verbs. Here we may note (1) xaipw?®
in II. 6.481

xopeln 6¢ Ppéva,

(2) ynf&w?® in I1. 8.559 = Od. 6.106

véynle bé Te Pppéva,
in 1. 11.683
yeynle 8¢ ppéva,

and (again with kard) in 13.416
ynbnoew kara Guuov,
and (3) the deponent yavvra: in 7. 13.493
yavvrar . . . Qpéva.

To these may be added the periphrasis ‘enter upon good cheer’ in
Od. 23.52-53

&vppoalvns EmiBiTov/ budorépw Ppilov Hrop.

The construction with ynféw probably led to that with the
allied adjective in Il. 4.272 = 18.557

ynbéavvos kijp,

though the use of participles (i.e. adjectives) such as repméuevos
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

251 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 Il. 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
axviuevos followed by kijp no fewer than thirteen times: I]. 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 dakaxiuevos (or the metrically convenient variant
aknxeuéry in the feminine) with «fip, frop, or Buudr 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 dxéwy
and axelwr (in the same sense as axviuevos) with «ijp or fvudr five
times: Il. 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 7. 11.274 = 400%*

iixfero yap ip,
although it must be the subject?® in 6.523-24
70 8’ &uov kip/dxvvrar & Buud.

As a synonym for the medio-passive axviuevos and the active
intransitive ayxéwv, we have the deponent intransitive reruuévos
‘grieving,’?" which (with various inflectional endings) is followed
by #rop in eight passages: Il. 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 I1. 18.33

6 8’ éoTeve kudaliuov kijp
and II. 10.16 = Od. 21.247
uéya &8 éoTeve kuddhiuov kijp.

254 Another example with a finite verb, Il. 12.179, is in a passage generally viewed
as spurious.

285 So too in Il. 14.38-39; cf. notes 247 and 253. A variant with the dative occurs
in Il. 6.486; cf. note 240. Note the dative too with a synonymous periphrastic
phrase, in Od. 7.218

kal &vi ppeol wevbos éxorvTa.

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 Terinds, which seems to mean the same thing (cf. Chantraine, Gr. Hom.
1.432, and see further below, note 281), but which is used in a different construction,
in agreement with fuuds, to which it thus bears the same relation as does a finite verb
to its subject (cf. notes 255 and 257). See for examples I!. 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’

Ouuoy €de\xOev,
5.454 ‘be overcome, subdued’
0&dunTo Pilov kijp.
Od. 19.136 ‘be melted, wasted away; pine away’?%7
dilov kaTaTikouaL 0P,
(2) Intransitive verb: Il. 15.627 ‘tremble’
Tpouéovat O€ Te Ppéva.
(3) Medio-passive perfect participle: Od. 18.327 ‘stricken’ i.e.
‘stupid’ (?)258
Ppévas EmemaTayuévos.
(4) Intransitive present participle: Z/. 15.10 ‘(being) senseless’
kilp dmwicowy.
(5) Adjectives: ‘mad’ I1. 15.128 and Od. 2.243
Ppévas HNE (Pheé).
And we find a number of instances of the expression ‘struck to the
heart.” This is a particularly natural locution,?® 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, BéMw in I]. 9.9260

BeBolnuévos fTop

257 But in the more nearly physical passages, Od. 19.204
THKETO 8¢ Xps
and 208
THs THKETO Kald wapiia,
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 waTaoow, the passage should
perhaps be combined with those containing verbs of striking.

28 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
kfip . . . PBeBolnuévos,

and m\joow in II. 3.31

kaTem\)yn ¢thov frop
and 16.403
TA)YN Ppévas.

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 dxviuevos. From such figurative expressions as I1. 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. 16.6602¢

BeBNauuevov Top,
17.535

dedatyuévoy fTop,
13.782-83262

TeTuppévew Eyxelpow/ dudorépw kard xelpa,
and 20.480
xetpa Bapuvleis.

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’: 7. 4.518-19

xeppadiv yap BARTO TApa TPUPOY dKkpLOEVTL
kvuny deirepny,
5.284
BeBAnaL kevedva daumepés,
17.598
BAfiTo yap duov dovpt.

And with these I would include 12.427
oUTa{ovTo KaTd xpoa YNNEL XaNKD,
261 There exists here a variant reading dedaiyuévor as in the following example,
and also an emendation to BeBAnuévor has been suggested; the latter would of course

give us a still closer parallel to II. 9.9.
262 Note ka4 again, as above. Cf. note 251.
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since, as [ have said frequently,?® I do not think kard 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,?® Od. 5.426

obv &' boTé dphxin
and 1. 23.396
Opulixfn 6¢ pérwmov ér’ dpplat.

From being wounded or bruised or broken or (as in I/. 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

&Hbee 8¢ xpoa wavra,
and also the following: II. 16.106
0 8" apioTepov Huov Ekauver,

Il. 21.26 = Od. 21.150
KQu€e x€ELpas,
Il. 2.389
X€ELpa KauelTat,
23.63

Kaue paidiua yula,

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

&la k' amd puvods Spldbn
and Il. 23.395
&yk@vas 1€ wepdpipln oTona T Pivas Te

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

o0dé 1L yvia/Kkbuvess,
and probably?% [1. 19.169-70
00dé TL yula/Tplv KbuveL.
The accusative can also appear with adjectives, as in II. 9.503
wapaBAdTes T’ dpfaAu.

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

PplooeL 6€ Te vDTOV
and the participle in Od. 19.446

ppitas €0 Noduiy.
(2) The verb in II. 5.354

uekaivero ¢ xpoa.,
the participle in Od. 11.528-29

kelvov . . . @xpnoarTa xpoa,
and the adjective in Od. 15.133
kbom Eavbos.

265 T say probably but not positively, because just before this there are two lines
165-66
&ANG Te Nafpy yula Bapiverar, 76& Kixbver
Siya Te kal Nepéds, BAGPBerar 8¢ Te yolvar' lbvTe,
in which one would be inclined to take the two neuters as accusatives were it not for
the fact that the dative i6vT. proves that the second, and suggests that the first, is
nominative. Similarly the neuter is ambiguous in 7.6
Kkaudre 8’ Ywo yvia Néelvvra,
but must be nominative just below in 7.16
6 8’ & immwy xapadis wéoe, Nbvto 8¢ yula,
also in 21.114
700 8’ adrod NbTo yolvara kal ¢pilov frop.

266 Cf. above, note 4, particularly the quotation from Brugmann.
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(3) The verb in Od. 1.208-9267

alvids uév kepaly Te kal Suuata kala €owkas
Kelve,

the participle in II. 8.305%8
dépas &kvia Oefjoy,
and the adjective in II. 2.478%9
duparta kal kepalyy Tkelos Adl.
(4) The verb in II. 3.210
oTavTwy udy Mevélaos Umelpexev ebpeas &uovs
and the adjective in II. 3.227%70

Eoxos 'Apyelwy kepa\y Te kal elpéas duovs.

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. I1. 20.81 et al.

268 Cf. I1. 23.66-67 et al.

269 Cf. Od. 1.371, 21.411 et al.
270 Contrast the dative in Il. 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;?™ 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,?? or
“singular subject with a plural verb in loose agreement” for the
noun denoting the individual.?”®* 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 ;2™
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.?”> And instances of parti-

211 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.?’®

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.?’”” Thus modern editors are much
more likely to find an instance of partitive apposition in such a
passage as Il. 3.438%78

U pe, yovar, xahemolaw dveldeot Buudv évmre

276 Cf. above, Part 1.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 1.24%7
GAN obk 'ATpetdy 'Ayauéuvor fivdave uud.

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.?¥

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 I7. 5.188

kal uw Balov duov
and 17.598
BAfT0 Yap Quov.

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).
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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,?8! 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. Hom. 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 Il. 18.203-4

Gugl 8’ 'A%y
pous ipbipoiot BaN' alyida Bvoavbesoay
vs. 10.333
abrika &' dug’ duotaw éBaA\ero kaumwia Téta

and 2.45 = 3.334 = 19.372
Gupl 8’ &p' duotow Bélero Eidos dpyvpbnlov.

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

Gupl 8é ol kepalj vepos éoTede dia fedwy,

which is undoubtedly to be joined with &uows as well as with xeparfj (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.288 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.?® 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 xoAwoduevos (cf. Il. 3.413), passive
xohwdeis (cf. 1.9), deponent intransitive xwoduevos (cf. 3.414). See the detailed dis-
cussion above (271) about verbs of this type.

284 Thus according to Chantraine, Gr. Hom. 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 Homer?8® (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.28¢
Even when they are diverse in form, they frequently seem to be
identical in meaning.?%7

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
BaM\w 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 -(¢)8- 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 B\j7ro, on which see
380, also wAjro, 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,?8 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,?® as in II. 20.378

7

uh whs o’ fé Baly e axedov dopL TiYy
and Od. 17.278-79
uh tis o’ é&roabe vohaas/H Baly # ENdoy.
In the corresponding passive, the designation of the person wounded
becomes the subject, as in I7. 13.288
€l wep yap ke BAfjo wovebuevos Né Tumelns.
Compare too the passages with passive participles, II. 11.191 = 206

7 dovpl Tumels 7§ BAnuevos iG
and 15.495
BA\fuevos Né Tumels.

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
"I¢pivoov Bale dovpl . . . Quov.

Then it seems not unnatural also to add an accusative of the body-
part wounded to the corresponding passive form, as in 17.598%°

BA\fiTo yap @uov dovpi.

288 ] jke Sommer (cf. above, note 162), I decline to subscribe to Bliimel’s rigid
‘either . . . or.’

289 Cf. above, note 102.

290 Cf. too Il. 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.?!

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,?? 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.?3

The further this body-part accusative progressed in ceasing to

21 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.

»2 Note especially the close approach of some instances of partitive apposition
to the double accusative with verbs of depriving (section 1.B.3.c).

23] 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 interchanged®* 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,?’ may have to some extent facilitated
or expedited?® 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,’®” is almost certainly
inherited from Indo-European,?® for it or something like it also
occurs in Indo-Iranian (both Sanskrit and Avestan);®*® but it is
extremely restricted in use’® and fairly rare in occurrence,® and
I have indicated disbelief*® 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 part®® seems to
me extremely dubious.

24 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
0Od. 5.454

Al yap 8&dunTo pilov Kkijp.

29 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.

27 Cf. above, section IT.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.

29 As for Latin, both nomen and genus are found in this use in Vergil, but this is
probably an imitation of Greek.

30 Cf. Gray, IF 11.307-13. He does not believe it is an accusative of specification
at all; see especially his close, 313.

301 We find 8vope 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.

32 Cf. above, note 159.

303 We find neuters in the Odyssey: dvoua in 15.256; 18.5; 19.247; 20.288; Svou’

. &wdwupor in 7.54 and 19,409 (cf. érdwuuov alone in Il. 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.®*
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 Il. 23.66—-67

i , ) ~ ’ ’ \ w Ja L) ~
Tavr abrd péyedos Te kal dupara kKGN ékvia
kal ¢pwyny,

0d. 19.381
s av déuas pwriy Te wodas T 'Odvai oikas,
and 11.337 = 18.249
€l00s Te uéyebos Te l6¢ ppévas Eévdov Elaas,

they may have had some influence on them.

(3) A large number of specific body-part words.®s But then
there are plenty of masculine and feminine body-part words too 3¢

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 émwikAnow: 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 vyévos is con-
siderably commoner than the feminine yevenp.

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.

%5 Common examples are uérwmov, 8o0e, wapiiov, v@dTov, ueTddpevov, oTéPYOY,
ariifos, fmap; also kijp and f7op.

38 Cf. above, close of section II.A.4 and note 171.
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