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GENITIVE ABSOLUTE AND PLATONIC
STYLE

Holger Thesleff

According to our grammars, the genitive absolute is a normal and neutral
part of the mechanism of Greek language. It is true that it occurs in all periods
of ancient Greek, from Homer down to Byzantine times, and apparently in
most genres of style. Yet, apart from the fact that its external form (concentr-
ation, assonance, etc.) and its pregnant meaning make it liable to employ-
ment for specific stylistic ends, there are great fluctuations in its frequency: it is
preferably used in some types of context and avoided in others. This suggests
that the GA is not, after all, stylistically neutral in itself — as neutral as, say,
a possessive genitive or an &i clause. It may have inherent ’stylistic’ overtones
owing to the genres of style or the types of context in which it is normally
used.!

E. H. SpiexER 2 has made the following general observations on the occurr-
ence of the GA: Poetry is on the whole more restrictive than prose. Homer 2,
Hesiod and the elegists offer few examples. Pindar has g9 instances (8 of them
doubtful). Sophocles has a total of 84 cases. Generally the frequency is low in
drama, both in lyric and in trimeter parts. But Eur. Alc. (which has much
narrative) has 16 examples in trimeter, Med. 9 examples, Ba. only 3. Aristo-
phanes has a total of some 88 cases.* Attic prose offers the highest percentages,
and here, as later, the GA is particularly common in narrative. Thucydides,
apparently like Herodotus, has an average rate of occurrence of about 1.5 per

1 The most common classification of such generic shades of style in Greek is "poetic’, *prosaic’,
vulgar’. But in the case of the GA this classification is far too vague and general. For some
notes on generic shades of style, see my Studies in the styles of Plato, Acta Philos. Fenn. 20,
Helsinki 1967, esp. p. 27 f.

2 On the so-called Genitive Absolute and its use especially in the Attic Orators, 4.7.Ph.
6, 1885, 310—343. The notes on the frequency (314—g22) include information supplied by
GILDERSLEEVE, MILLER, and (GOODELL.

8 J. CLasseN, Beobachtungen iiber den homerischen Sprachgebrauch,? Frankfurt a.M.
1879, 180—183, has counted 8o cases in Homer, doublets included. Cf. H. THESLEFF, Arctos
N.S. 2, 1958, 187 fT.

1 Cf. g41.
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Teubner page. In Antiphon and Andokides I the rate is less than 1, in the rest
of the speeches of Andokides and in most of Lysias’ speeches it is considerably
more than 1; but Lysias XIII, probably owing to its plain style, has a re-
markably low frequency. Isokrates uses GA freely in XVI—XIX, but less in
the most elaborated works. Aischines I1 has more GAs than I and III. Demo-
sthenes has a very high frequency in XII and LV, but the spurious XIII and
LX on the other hand show a very low frequency. Lykourgos has one third of
the instances in the myth of Kodros. The frequency of GA in Plato is described
as low, owing to the predominance of conversation and argumentation; we
shall return to him. Of the New Testament authors, John has considerably
less instances than the rest of the gospels.

Thus, according to SPIEKER, the GA is mainly a narrative device which is
not so much used in description or argumentation, nor in easy conversation.
He infers! that spoken language only employed brief GAs, and mostly fixed
formulae.

This picture has to be corrected on some points. It is true that historical
narrative abounds in GA: e.g. Xen. HG., which is not included in SPIEKER’S
statistics, has an average of about 2 per Teubner page in narrative parts. Even
the earliest extant piece of prose narrative, the Abu Simbel inscription (Ditt.
Syll.3 1, first half of the 6th century), has one instance. But plain story-telling
and simple ‘'mythic’ narrative on the other hand appear to be rather restrictive.
The brief fragments of the logographers of course offer no reliable basis for
statistics, but 1t is perhaps significant that there are no examples of GA in Phe-
erkydes of Syros,?2 Akousilaos, Hekataios,? and Charon, whereas Pherekydes
of Athens and Hellanikos, whose style is somewhat more sophisticated, have
several examples each.* The extensive mythic pastiche in Plato Prt.g20c—322d
includes no narrative GA, whereas the brief ’historical’ narrative of a naval
battle scene in La.183d—184a has three examples. It 1s true that the GA is
quite common in the Aesopica,® but their linguistic form is late and the
style is deliberately condensed.

L Cf. 339—342. B. L. GILDERSLEEVE, A.F.Ph. 9, 1888, 137 —157, has some additional notes
on the geuvétnc sometimes produced by the GA.

2 The end of Vors. 7 B 5 is not a direct quotation. — Cf. the low frequency of GA in Homer.

3 Disregarding two instances in description, Hdt.2.71 and 73 (FGrH 1 F g24b). For the
authenticity of these passages, see SAARA LiLja, Arctos N.S.5, 1967, 85—96.

* Pherekydes of Athens, FGrH g T 20, 22, 35, 82; Hellanikos FGrI{ 4 F 59, 79b bis, 169a bis.
As to the stylistic differences in logographic prose, see SAArRA Lirja, On the style of the earliest
Greek prose, Commentationes Hum.Litt. Soc. Scient. Fenn. 41, 3, Helsinki 1968, esp. p. 98 —100.

® Cf. W. Scumip, Gesch.d.gr. Lit. I, 1, 679 n. 10.
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In argumentation the GA is by no means as rare as SPIEKER seems to think.!
Leaving aside the early instances, the GA is remarkably frequent e.g. in the
fragments of Anaxagoras? and Zenon of Elea,® but not very frequent in
Hp.Aer.* There are many instances in the fragments of Hippokrates of Chios
which, if authentic, are the earliest example of geometrical prose.’ In the
orators it is easy to find argumentative passages with a high frequency of GA:
chosing at random Isae. 3.45—51 (rather less than two Teubner pages), we
can count in it four instances. — It may be noted in this connection that
GAs are quite common in the condensed, systematic style of laws.®

Pure description naturally has little occasion to use GA, whether temporal,
causal, concessive, or hypothetical. Hence the prose of geographical or technical
description (e.g. geographical fragments, Simon, Hp.Oss.) has a very low
frequency of GA.

Taking a somewhat closer view of the usage of comedy, one gets the impres-
sion that the GA was decidedly avoided in easy conversation, even more so
than SPIEKER’s view implies. Ar.4ch. has the following instances: 19 (odong
xvoies Exxlnoiac, ceremonious formula), 183 (mock-ceremonious), 355
(éuot Pélovrog, mock-solemn formula), 503 (&évewy mapdvrwr, ceremonious
formula), 538 (in speech of Dikaiopolis), 984 (in cretics of the chorus), 1159
(Iyrics, hardly colloquial); in addition, with syntactic reference (cf. below
p. 120): 67 (én° Eddvuévovs dpyorrog, administrative formula), 302 (603 . . .
Aéyovtos . .. odx axoboouar, colloquial, cf. 337), 547—554 (extensive

Genitive absolute in Plato
Table of statistics

The ’late group’ has been distinguished from the ’early and middle groups’ and the spuria.” —
In counting the instances of pure GA I have followed the same principles as SPIEKER (p. 320
n. 1): "Every case of a noun and an accompanying participle has been regarded as one ex-
ample (including, of course, cases where the subject is omitted); where, therefore, several

1 His view is probably biased by his assumption that the GA originated in a temporal
genitive. In Arctos N.S. 2, 1958, 187 fI. T have argued that the GA is predominantly ablative
(separative) in origin and, consequently, that the causal shade of meaning is old.

% Vors. 59 B 1, 4 (five instances, twice Todtwv ottwg éxévraw), 5, 9, 13.

3 Vors. 29 B 2, four instances.

4 I have counted 19 instances, 8 of them in chapter 10.

3 Simpl. CAG g, p. 60—60 (printed in Maria TimpaNaro Carpint’s Pitagorici, I1, 42 fI.);
note ToUTwy oUtws Exdvtwy p. 65 bis. If not authentic, the fragments reflect the style of Eude-
mos whom Simplicius is quoting.

6 In the Laws of Gortyn (Buck 110) e.g. 2.49, 10.35, 12.26, apart from formulae such as
5.2 7aTod ddvToc, 11.49 maPIVTOS TO OtxA0TA.

? Cf. my Studies (above), 13—25.
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participles accompany one noun, or vice versa, the whole has been treated as one example.”

Some allowance must be made of accidental omissions and subjectivity of judgment, especially

regarding the question of ’syntactic reference’. — A Stephanus page and a consecutively
printed Teubner page are approximately in the ratio of 5: 4.

Number of Including  Average Number of  Including Average
pure GA instances with  per 10 pure GA instances with  per 10
synt.ref.!  Steph.pages svnt.ref. Steph.pages
Hp.M;. 2 (7) 1 (5) Ti. 180 (130) 15 (18)
Ion. 5 (11) 4 (9 Criti. 11 (12) 7 (8)
La. 9 (15) 4 (6) | Sph. 26 (29) 5 ( 6)
Cri. 14 (16) 13 (15) | Pl 38 (47) 7 (9)
Ap. 14 (28) 6 (11) Phib. 22 (33) 4 (6)
Mx. 15 (18) 10 (12) Ep.y 32 (41) 1 (15)
Grg. 40 (72) 5(9) | Lge T 26 (30) 1o (12)
Men. 19 (25) 6 (8) IT 12 (14) 5 ( 6)
Euthphr. 5 ( 8) 4 ( 6) II1 26 (30) 10 (11)
Cra. 30 (36) 5 ( 6) v 15 (20) 7 (10)
Ly. 11 (15) 6 (8) A\ 21 (23) 10 (11)
Chrm. 12 (23) 5 (10) VI 27 (29) 8 (9
Prt. 29 (42) 5 (8) VII 35 (36) 10 (10)
Euthd. 10 (18) 3 ( 5) VIII 22 (24) 10 (11)
Phd. 45 (69) 8 (11) IX 25 (30) 9 (10)
Smp. 41 (60) 8 (12) X 20 (27) 8 (10)
Prm. 18 (38) 5 (10) XI 22 (25) g (10)
Tht. 21 (44) 3 (6) XII1 19 (21) 7 (8
Phar. 45 (59) 8 (11) Epin. 19 (20) 10 (10)
R 1 5 (8) 3 (4)
I1 8 (12) 3 (5) Just. — — - =
I 7 (10) 3 (4) Virt. — - - -
IV 13 (20) 5 (7) | Hp-Ma. 9 (12) 1 (5)
V19 (24) 6 (8 | Hpp. I (3) 1 (4)
VI 16 (23) 6 (8) | The. 5 (7 5(7)
VII 12 (14) 5 ( 6) Ale. 1 23 (27) 7 (1 8)
VIII 20 (24) 8 (9) 2 9 (17) 7 (13)
IX 5 (r2) 3 (6) Amat. 7 ( 8 10 (11)
X II (15) 4 (6) Clit. 3 ( 5) 6 (11)
Sis. — (1) — ( 2)
Min. 2 (4) 2 (5)
Erx. 6 ( 8) 4 (6)
Ep.x 5 ( 5)
2 4 ( 5)
3 10 (11)
4 2 (2
5 — —
6 2 (3)
8 9 (11)
9 I (1)
10 — —_
11 I ( 2)
12 — -
13 - (1)

L Cf. p. 120.
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descriptive list, perhaps colloquial style overdone), 894 (pathetic). Ar.Ra.: 127
(BodAet . .. Tayeiav (sc. 6ddv) oot @odcw; — vy Tov Al @¢ dvrog ve un
padiotixod, idiomatically colloquial, cf. below p. 123), 414 (lyr., hardly
coll.), 815 (lyr., non-coll.), 820 (lyr., non-coll.), 1062 (anapests, hardly coll.),
1111 (lyr., with ag, possibly a colloquial phrase underlying), 1499 (lyr., hardly
coll.); with syntactic reference: 88 (apparently colloquial), 361 (anap., hardly
coll.), 1028 (anap.), 1071 (anap.), 1085 (anap.), 1118 (lyr., with ag, collo-
quial). Men.Dysc.: 14—15 bis (narrative of the prologue, hardly colloquial);
with syntactic reference: 40 (prol., hardly coll.), 657 (pathetic). Thus it seems
that instances of really absolute genitives, without overtones of literary or
formal style, are extremely rare in comedy: no instance in Ar.Ach., one in Ra.,
and none in Men.Dysc. After all, was the GA ever productively current in
colloquial Attic?

It may be of some interest to see what support can be found in Plato to the
suggestions made above. His wide register of styles may also offer some further
clues to the stylistic shades of the GA and, vice versa, the results obtained may
add to the interpretation of particular passages.!

If it is true that the GA is a sophisticated device of literary or formal diction
rather than a colloquial construction, we should perhaps expect it to be much
more common in Plato’s late works than in his early works. At a first glance
the table of statistics does not seem to answer to such expectations. Obviously
the GA is not a characteristic of Plato’s ’late style’. On the whole there is a
slight increase in its frequency, but there are considerable fluctuations, and
distinct tops are reached in the early Crito and the late Timaeus.

However, a closer analysis of the instances in Cri. will remind us of the
elusiveness of general statistics in the case of Plato who incessantly varies his
style. Of the 16 instances 6 occur in the final speech of the Laws which is
clearly rhetorical? The rest consist of the following: 43¢ 7 1o mAoiov apixTa
dx Anlov 0d el apueoudvov Tedvdver ue; (grave, probably somewhat
ceremonious, following a statement by Kriton in a similar style), 44c . . . &¢ o0
adtoc odx NIEAnnas amidvar dvdévde fudw mpodvuovusvwy (Kriton, dignified,
trying to persuade Socrates), 47d doa Pfiwtov Hulv dott depdaguévov
avtod; (intellectual argument), 48c dué dvidévde mepaodar 8&évar wi aptévraw

1 For Plato’s variation of style, cf. the general observations made in my Studies (above).
2 Cf. my Studies (above), 118. — The instances are; 52a, c bis, 53d, 54a bis.
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> A9praiov (probably solemn, note the lack of article), 48d & @y &yeic
avtidéyewy duod Aéyorrog (argumentative idiom, cf. below), 48e w¢ yo7) évdévde
axdvrow CAdnraiov dué dmiévar (solemn, cf. above),! ibid. un dxovrog
(playful reference to the preceding instance), 49d doyducda évreddey Bov-
Aevopevor ¢ 0v0émote 0p0d¢ Eyovtoc olte TOD aAdxelv olTe TOD avvadixely
(intellectual argument). With dnép 50b (rhetorical). Once with devudlw:
50¢ & oty avtdy Javudloyuey deyovrwv (possibly colloquial).

The last two instances require a note. It quite commonly happens in Greek
that a genitive with a participle attached to it seems to depend syntactically
on another word in the context. SPIEKER (p. §27) is inclined to prefer the
absolute interpretation of such instances in classical Greek. True enough, to
some extent they must have suggested a GA, though the strength of the
syntactic dependence of the genitive probably varied from case to case and
may sometimes have been more significant than the absolute notion. Parti-
ciples of Aéyw are common in ’pure’ GAs, and hence (ri.50c naturally suggests
GA, though the davudlower inserted in it is certainly relevant. Chrm. 173b
gx On tovtow oftws &ydvrwy has very strong associations with the common
GA formula 7ovtwy oftwe éydvrwr.? But for instance Cra. 39o0d vouodé-
00 . .. (sc. &oyov oty motijoar) dvouc, EmioTdrny Exovroc dwadextixov dvdow
can hardly have suggested a GA in the first place, in spite of the fact that
there is a predominantly absolute participle construction in a similar context
just before: ibid. téxtovoc... doyov Eotiv motijoar mnddiov EmicTaTobtvrog
xvpepvijrov. It is often impossible for us to determine which notion, syntactic
dependence or independence, was predominant. Those cases that seem to
me somehow related to the absolute construction I shall class as "GA with
syntactic reference’.

Now, as we have seen that pure GA in Cri. appears to occur only in passages
of rhetorical, argumentative or solemn style, we may with some confidence
examine the rest of the early and middle dialogues from the same point of
view. In general the stylistic variations are quite manifest in these writings,3
and so the colouring of the context may help in determining the shade of the
GA. In the late works such variations are not so obvious.

First the speeches. Mx. has a high frequency of GA, evidently owing to its
rhetorical style. It should be noted that the only GA in the dialogic introduc-

1 éxddy and dxwy will here be treated as participles.
2 Examples from rhetorical prose in SPIEKER 339.
3 Cf. my Studies (above), passim.
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tion has syntactic reference: 236a Aomaciac 0¢ xai ydéc nxooduny mepot-
vovons émtragiov Adyov (with a somewhat mock-solemn #sxpoduny for ¥jxovov).
Ap. has a lower frequency; here Plato has introduced a certain degree of
Socratic naiveté, but the GAs still sound rhetorical, e.g. 18¢c amoloyovuévov
0ddevds, d undevos amoxpwouévov, 32b xal Evoluwy Svrwy évdewaivar .
TV ONTOpY xal Vudy xerevévtov ... The more or less formal speeches
inserted in the other writings often include what would seem to be
rhetorical or argumentative GAs, e.g. La. 182a, 188b (Xwxpdrovs maodvros),
Grg. 464b bis, ¢, 465c, d, e bis, 483a, 484b bis, 508¢c (rovTwv ofrws
Eyovtaw), Men. 81c, Chrm. 156e, 157a, Prt. 313a, 325b bis, 350d, e, 355a
(tovTov oftw &yovrog), d bis, e, Phd. 87a bis, ¢, d, 108a, ¢, 113d (rodTtwy 6¢
o¥tws mepuxotaw), 18o0c, d, 184e, 185a bis, Phdr. 230e, 232b ter, 234a (v.l.),
b, e, 237e, 238a, b, 239a, 240a, d, e, 241b, R.1. 340¢, IV. 421c. In Smp.
the speech of Pausanias has the largest proportion of this kind of GA (8
instances including g with syntactic reference). Similarly large proportions
occur in Phdr. in the speech of ’Lysias’ (g instances, 3 with syntactic
reference) and the first speech of Socrates (10 instances, 1 with syntactic
reference). Plato evidently felt the GA to be appropriate to rhetorical
argumentation.

In dialogue parts GA also quite often accompanies argumentation. On the
whole argumentative passages which include GAs tend to concentration and
abstraction rather than to conversational slackness or play. There are occa-
sional examples of this in the early writings, e.g. La. 198a where Socrates
resumes the elenchus after a very lively interlude: o 8¢, Nuxia, Aéye Nuiv
walw €& apyfic ... 000Dy xal 0¥ TODTO dmexpivw ¢ udptov, Svtwy 1) xal
Ay uepdy, 4 Edumavte dpeti) xéxAntar; CIf. La. 192¢, Grg. 498ab, Men.
78b, 85d, Ly. 217d, e bis, 218d, Chrm. 166a, 174d. In Phd. there are several
examples, e.g. 8ob todtwy odrwe dydvrwr, 94b, 101b, 102d, 108d bis. The
very abstract argument in the latter part of Prm. includes many instances such
as 149b xal oBrw 01 del évos mpooyryvouérov ula xel dyig mpooylyvetar, ¢ 0vx
doo Eveotwy dpuduog €v toic dAlots, évoc un évdvroc év adroic. Tht. and R.
III—X also offer quite a number of examples, e.g. Tht. 152b, 154b, 155b,
R. III. 409e, 410€, V. 450d, VI. 508e, 509b, 510c, 511d, X. 610b, 6112.— In
Cra. the etymologies are often presented with a GA introduced by ¢, e.g. 403a
412a, b, 413e. Here, too, the tone is argumentative and not markedly
colloquial.

The type Euod (000) Aéyovroc (eimdvrog, dpouévov) seems to have an
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idiomatic use in lively argumentation, as Grg. 45I1c xel & Tic TV

] 4 b 4 3 ~ 4 c/ < \ 7 < ~ > /’

aotpovouioy avéporro, éuod Aéyovtog 6te. .., ol 0¢ Abyor oi Tijc doToovoulieg
meol Tl elow . .., eimoyw’ av Ste. .., Euthphr. 7c lowg 0d moedyetody

ool éotw, AN Buod Aéyovrog oxdmer i . . ., dpa . . ., cf. Ton 538d oxéypar o)

ood dpouvov, el dootd ue . .., and further e.g. Hp.Mi. 369e, Grg. 458e, 460¢,
469c, 481e bis, Men. 72b, 74¢, Prt. 343d, 353a, Tht. 201d, Phdr. 243d, R. 11.
370a, VI. 50o1e, VII. 529c. The idiom occurs both in colloquial passages
and in contexts of abstract style. At any rate it is part of Plato’s technique
of argumentation.

In abstract argumentation there occurs further a specific type of GA with
syntactic reference: Grg. 509c dvoiv 0%y dvrow, 100 Gdixely Te xal adxeicdar,
ueibov uév pauey xaxov 1o adixelv, cf. 477b, 478d, 490a, Men. 85a, 9gob, Ly.
220c¢, Prt. 359a, Euthd. 281e, Phd. 71a, Prm. 129a, 143d, € bis, Tht. 187¢c, R.
IV. 434b, etc.

Occasionally Platonic GAs clearly suggest other kinds of formal style:
Grg. 521e xatnyopodvros oyomowd (play with forensic term), Men. goa
Tate0s . .. Avdeuiwvos, dc éyévero mhodotos odx amo to6 adroudrov 0vdE
ddvroc Twds (mock-ceremonious, play with legal term), Euthphr. 4d avdgopdvov
ye 8vtog 10 amodavévrog (Euthyphron, forensic), e todtov oftw moaydévrawy
(Socrates, mock-forensic), Prt. §19c xeAevdvrawv Tdv movrdvewr (formal and
ceremonious), Phd. 116¢c avayxeléviwy tdv doydvroy (formal and ceremo-
nious), Smp. 175a fuod xaiodvroc (in formal reply by a slave), 223a 2wx-
0ATOVS TTAPOVTOS TAOY Ay uetalafely advvaroy GAlw (probably a touch of
solemn declaration),! R. V. 461b édv tis . .. un ovvépéavros dpyovtos drmry-
Tat . .. (legal).

The GA is sometimes employed in strict and formal narrative in Plato’s
early and middle works. As was mentioned above, Laches’ brief account of a
battle episode includes three instances of narrative GA, La. 183d, e, 184a.
Note further Smp. 174c (mock-didactic narrative), 219c, 220b bis, e, 221a
(all in the speech of Alkibiades),? Phdr. 228c (sophisticated narrative), R. III.
393e (report of the contents of ILI in a formal style). Sometimes myths and
similar pieces of visionary narrative have GAs: Smp. 209b (speech of Diotima),
Phdr. 247e, 251b bis, 254b, d, 255a ter (all in the second speech of Socrates),

1 Cf. 214d bis, where the first instance, in spite of its colloquial context, has a solemn tone:
note 7 deov 7 @vdowmov. In 217c 090evoc mapdvrog is emphatic and pregnant, so also
Prt. 309b magévrog éxeivov, Phdr. 228e magovtog 0¢ xal Avoiov, 244a magdyros Epactod.

2 The first instance occurs in a pathetic passage addressing the ’judges’, the rest occur in
the narrative of Socrates’ achievements in war.
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259b bis (myth), 274d bis (myth), R. II. 359d, ¢ bis (myth), III. 390b (myth),
VI. 498b (visionary), X. 614b, d, 616a, 619b (concluding myth). But the
extensive pastiche in Prt. and the eschatological myths in Grg. and Phd. have
no narrative GA. It is also significant that the easy-going everyday style of the
opening narrative in Pr¢. does not admit GAs. On the other hand, when the
reporting narrative in the middle dialogues tends to concentration and
strictness, as it often does after the opening scenes, GAs may occur in it. Mostly
such GAs are of the type einovroc adrod, adrod fowrioavrog, cf. Ly. 211c,
223b, Chrm. 155¢c, e, Pri. 334c¢, 337a, ¢, 339¢, 348b, c, Euthd. 272e, 275b,
d, 276b, 283d, Phd. 6ge, 84c, 115b, 118a, Smp. 174d, 176a bis, 185¢c, 198a,
212¢C, 2148, 222¢C, 223b, ¢, d, Prm. 127a, d, 130a bis, 136e, R. I. 338a. Perhaps it
can be inferred that narrative GA is a literary device.

When looking for examples of GA in obviously colloquial contexts, we may
first note a very common type with syntactic reference: genitive and participle
with dxodw and similar verbs, e.g. fon 536d &l pov dxodoais Aéyovrog mepl
‘Ouwnpov, La. 193e, Grg. 451e, Euthd. 285¢e bis. There is no reason for doubting
that this usage was well-etablished in colloquial Attic.

It is, furthermore, reasonable to infer that GAs with syntactic reference to
other words, and introduced by w¢ or dre,, were freely used in ordinary
conversation. Such instances as the following sound rather colloquial: Grg.
489a ... mapa cob, dre ixavod avdpos Swayvdvar wuoloynxdtos, Euthd. 273e

. 7epl VYUY . . . ¢ TO T TOTTO dewvolv Svrow, 295d Emerrd pov 7rTov
Erueleitar ¢ quadots dvrog. Cf. e.g. Grg. 499c, 500b, Prt. 349e, Phd. 66a,
115¢, Smp. 190b (speech of Aristophanes), Tht. 191a, Phdr. 242¢, R. IV. 433 e.

Without syntactic reference, the type Euthd. 295b, Prm. 137C ¢ anoxgt-
vovuévov éowte (Vask me, I’ll answer”) is occasionally found in lively dia-
logue.! At the end of Chrm. there occur two successive instances, both with

the imperative implied: 176b ... 7y énddeww mapéync Zwxodrer xai un
amoleiny . .. — ¢ axolovijoovtog . .. xai urn amolewpouévov, ¢ — fiudoy
doa . . .; — ¢ fuxcouévov . .. mpos taitte ov ad Povicov. Cf. Cra. 428a

Dagodov Aéye ... w¢ uot vdekouévov, Grg. 495c, Chrm, 165b, Euthd. 285d,
Phd. 77e, gba, 100c, R.I. g27c, V. 458b, 471e. This usage is clearly
idiomatic, and its colloquial flavour is beyond doubt.

But apart from these usages GAs are extremely rare in colloquial contexts.
This fact, together with the indications considered above, entitles us to try to

1 Cf. Kuner —GerTH 11 93 ff., SPIEKER 334 f.
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interprete the remaining instances of GA in a colloquial or otherwise informal
context as carrying a shade of literary or formal style.

In most cases such an interpretation seems to make good sense. For instance,
in the opening of Hp.Mi., ov §¢ 0n ©i owyds, & Zwxpares, * Inmiov tocavTa
dmdeibauévov, the GA must be somewhat pompous. In lon 541€ wdiar duod
Amagotvtoc, mock-pomposity adds to the pathos of the passage. In La. 180e
the GA suits the dignified style of old Lysimachos, and a somewhat similar
style is adopted by Socrates in the first part of the dialogue: this is reflected
by the GA in 185a. In Grg. 461a the GA adds to the weight of the conclusion
of the Gorgias episode. In Men. 76b xdv xarexexaivuuévos tig yvoln, o
Mévaw, dwaieyouévov oov, dti xalos €i, the GA resumes the playful solemnity
of naraxexclvuuévoc. In Men. 8gb odc Tuelc dv mepalafovies Exelvor
amogmvavtwy épuidtTousy €v dxgomolet, Socrates plays with political jargon.
In Euthphr. 3b, @¢ odv xawotouodvtds cov mepl ta Jeie is more formal
than Socrates’ preceding words, d¢ xawovs mowdvia Peovs. Chrm. 163d
"Q Kourile, . .. xal e0dvc agyouévov cov ayedov duaviavoy tov Adyov, dte . . .
is probably mock-solemn: Socrates refers to the impression that Kritias’
speech has made on him. In the myth of Protagoras, 320d »eiuarrog ¢ uov,
gom, énioxeyar, the GA adds to the ’archaic’ concentration of the utterance.
In Prt. 339c olode oy ... 0Tt meoiovrog 100 {ouatos Aéyet mov, Protagoras
is speking ex cathedra (cf. below, Phdr. 238d). In Euthd. 3012 Glla tive
T0mov, &pn, Etéoov Erdow mapayevousvov To Erepov Evegov dv eln; the abstract
question of Dionysodoros makes a comical contrast to the colloquial context.
In Phd. 1172 . ..o0luat . .. vélwta opiioew map’ §uavt®d, yiyduevos tot Ciy
xal @elddpevos oddévos &t évdvrog, the GA gives a special solemn emphasis to
Socrates’ last point. In Smp. 1732 un oxdnt’, &y, Al eimé pow note yéveto
7 ovvovoie abty. xayw elmoy 6t maidov Svioy Nudv Ety, dte Tf modty
Toaywdiq Evixnoey > Ayadwy, ti] dotspaia 7 1 ta Emwinie édvey adTdc TE Rl
ol yopevtal, the formal matter-of-factness of the reply stands out from the
playful context; the reply is important: Plato wants to emphasize the
distance which he is keeping to the events recorded. Smp. 194b offers a sequence
of participles in mock-panegyric. In 7ht. 151d Theaitetos adopts a solemn tone
in answer to a speech of Socrates. In Phdr. 238d dote 8w moAldsis vougpd-
Anzrog mEoidvTos Tob Adyov yévouat, ur Yavudons, Socrates is likely to play
with literary allusions.?

1 The type moidvroc ToU Adyov or ypovov occurs several times in rhetorical prose, see
SPIEKER 340.
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In addition to the idiomatic types already mentioned, I have found in
Plato only one instance of a GA which obviously does not carry a shade of
formal or literary style: R. I. g50d dre xai Pépovs dvrog. The context is a
piece of lively background narrative, and literary allusions are out of the
question. Apparently this is a colloquial idiom corresponding to the formula
yeudvog dvro¢ which is found five times in Aristophanes (SPIEKER p. 340).

Though, as we have seen, the GA is not a characteristic of Plato’s ’late style’,
it can be said to contribute to the solemn, rhetorical and intellectual traits of
this specific diction. Already in Pid. and R. II—X the majority of instances
occur in argumentative passages of heavy style. In the late works this is the
rule. The high frequency of GA in Ti., as compared with e.g. Phlb., probably
indicates that Plato felt the GA to be more appropriate to a continuous ex-
position than to dialogue.

The use of GA in the spurious works offers very little that is worth notice.
Some of the dialogues, especially Alc. 2, perhaps conform to rhetorical standards
somewhat more than Plato’s early dialogues. Most of the letters are clearly
rhetorical, and this seems to account for the high frequency of GA in them.

To sum up: In classical Greek the genitive absolute appears to be a device
of formal or literary style. It is commonly employed in formal or strict
narrative and in rhetorical or otherwise formal argumentation, and in various
legal and ceremonious contexts. Most of the instances in Plato have to be
interpreted according to these rules. Colloquial Attic admitted a free use of
constructions resembling a GA in syntactic dependence of dxodw and similar
verbs and, with @¢ or dre, in syntactic dependence of other words. The type
¢ dmoxgwovuévov goidre and occasional idioms such as (dre) dégovg dvrog,
perhaps éuot Aéyovtog, are also colloquial. But on the whole the GA was
not an organic part of everyday speech.





