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ON THE ORIGIN OF THE GENITIVE ABSOLUTE

Holger Thesleff

Since CLassEN published his Beobachtungen iitber den homerischen Sprach-
gebrauch (2nd edition, Frankfurt a.M. 1879) little advance has been made
towards solving the problem of the origin of the Greek genitive absolute.
CLASSEN maintained, contrary to his predecessors (except KRUGER), that the
GA could not have originated from a specific kind of genitive, such as the
wgemitious causaey or the wgemitious temporisn, but that it reflects the manifold
use of the Greek genitive as a whole and, therefore, seems to have a complex
origin.! He referred 2 to the abundant passages in Homer where a substantive
(or pronoun) in the genitive is qualified by a participle, but where the genitive
is syntactically conditioned; i.e. cases such as the following (I take the examples
quoted in ScHwyzER and DEBRUNNER p. 398): I1. 8. 118 700 & i9d¢ peuadros
axdvtioe Tvdéos vids, 477 oélev & yw o aldey (L w ywouévns, 9.463
&0 Buol odxétL mdumay EonTder’ v @peal Jvuog TaTOOS YwouEvow xaTa
uéy apoa orpwpdcdar, 12. 392 Zepmindovre & dyoc yévero Idavxov
amdvrog, Od. 8. 564 dAda 168 ¢ mote matpos Eydy eindvros dxov o a.
It is to be noted that frequently, at least from a logical point of view, no
distinct boundary can be drawn between such constructions and real GA:s.
ScawyzER and DEBRUNNER remark (/.c.): »Die genannten und dhnliche Bei-
spiele konnten von einen jingern Sprachgefithl aus auch als volle genitivi
absoluti gefasst werden».

CrasseN’s view seems on the whole to have been accepted by modern
scholars. Some have emphasized certain types of genitive as paving the way
for the development, without, however, penetrating further into the question.?
And the theories of EDwaARD Spiekier, On the so-called Genitive Absolute

1 See Crassen Beob. p. 184 f.

2 P. 160 ff. ,

8 E.g. WACKERNAGEL, Vorl. iiber Synt. I p. 292 f. stresses the importance of the temporal
genitive (as in ¥uxT0¢ »by night, in the night»), HuMBERT, Syntaxe p. 282 that of the ablatival
(separative) genitive.
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and its use especially in the Attic Orators (AJPh. 6, 1885, pp. 310—343),
and Karr Kunst, Vom Wesen und Ursprung des absoluten Genetivs (Gl.
12, 1923, pp- 20—750),! have not met with general approval. SPIEKER makes
some objections to CrLassEN’s thesis, to which we shall return later. His own
explanation that the GA is in origin exclusively a temporal genitive, is hardly
better founded than earlier theories of the kind; but as it has been further
developed and supported by more advanced linguistic arguments in Kunst’s
treatise we may conveniently deal with it in connection with the latter.
Kunst (following certain remarks made by GILDERSLEEVE on SPIEKER’S
exposition) is inclined to draw a fundamental distinction between the GA
with the present (or perfect) participle and the GA with the aorist participle.
The former is, according to Kunst, originally a »genitive of the spherey, a
possessive (pertinentive), or above all a partitive genitive, the durative parti-
ciple preserving in principle a temporal notion (»while»); whereas the latter
is in origin an ablatival genitive, the participle, with its reference to-a single
point of time, suggesting a causal sense (»becausey).?

Kunst is certainly right in pointing out the possibility of interpreting most
of the Homeric GA:s with an aorist participle as having a causal notion: e.g.
I1. 8. 37 ¢ un mdvreg SAwvtar 60vooapuévoto Teolo, 15. 328 &vda &
avio Eley dvdpa xeda oV eion ¢ ©ouivny ¢ Crassen had made the same
observation,® though he regarded the causal notion as a further development
of the temporal which he considered primary. On the other hand Kunst’s dif-
ferentiation between temporal present participles and causal aorist participles
in the GA:s is evidently too radical. Why, for instance, should Il. 17. 532
ot O NAbov xad Suidovy Etaipov xtx A1) oxovTos be considered as tem-
poral, if Il. 10. 356 &Ameto yap xara Jvucv drmootoéyovtas éraipovs éx Towwy
idvar wddw "Extopog dTtodvavtoc is causal?? Or cf. 1. 22. 287 xai

t J. Teutsch, Der absolute Genetiv bei Homer, Progr. Rudolfswert 1882, has not been
accessible to me; but it does not appear to have brought new aspects into the discussion. The
dissertation of E. WeNTzEL, De genetivis et dativis linguae Graecae quos absolutos vocant,
appeared (Breslau) 1828: in CHANTRAINE, Gramm.Hom. II p. 324 note 1 there occurs the
misprint 1928.

2 Kunst p. 39.

3 Beob. p. 180.

4 In the former example, according to Kunst (p. 38), »empfand der griechische Sprach-
gebrauch das Rufen als so lange (in seiner Wirkung) andauernd, bis ihm durch das Herbei-
kommen Folge geleistet war . .., so dass selbst da das é20¢iv in die zeitlich ausgedehntere
Sphire des xxAdrjoxew fillty. This explanation may possibly illuminate the u s e of the present
participle in this and corresponding cases; but it does not exclude a causal touch of m e a n-
in g, quite natural with this particular verb in this particular context.
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ey Edagpootegos modepos Todeoot yévorto celo xata @@y évoro with
24. 244 gnitegol yap pudrlov *Aycwiow 01 €oecde xeivov TedvndToc.
It may seem inadvisable to make, on purely logical grounds, a fundamental
and genetic distinction between semantically related phrases. In fact, since
many GA:s with a present (or perfect) participle, as Kunst himself admits,
have an unmistakably causal tone (cf. further e.g. Il. 5. 865 oly & &% vepéww
Eoefevyn) paivetar dne xaduatos ¥ dv époro dvoados dovouévoio, 24.
248 ot 0 loav éEw omepyouévotro yépovtog), the argument loses
some of its force.

Let us, however, suppose that Kunst’s differentiation contains some truth
and look at his derivation of the GA with the present (or perfect) participle.
For them KunsT assumes partly an adnominal (or similar) origin, partly,
and as it seems above all, a connection with the genitivus temporis — he is
somewhat obscure on this point.! Kunst, like SPIEKER (though the latter does
not say so explicitly), appears to regard the type Il. 2. 551 &da ¢ uw Tadgoiot
xal dovewls iddovrar xotoot *AGnvaiowy meptTellopuévwy éviavtdy
which is supposed to be a »temporal genitive of the spherey (for the term see
below p. 191), as in some way or other a model for the use of the present GA
in general, and in the first place for cases such as Il. 18. 10 xai uot &etmey
Mvouidsvawy oy dototor &t [dhovTog éuelio. .. Aslyew qdoc 1eliow,
22. 432 T/ w felouar aiva moadotoa ce?d amotedvndToc; We have
therefore to inspect the former type somewhat more closely. First, we find
that the aorist cases cannot be fundamentally separated from the present
cases even here. The following instances of what could be conveniently called
»time-GA:sy» are to be found in Homer:? In the plural like the above-men-
tioned Il. 2. 551, but with the aorist participle Od. 1. 16 GA4" dre o7 &rog
Nge mepimAouévowr évievtdvy, with another present participle
Od. 10. 470 dte 07 ¢ viavtos ény, meol & Evpamoy ot pn v G v @I LYo v-
Twy, Od. 19. 153 (= 24. 143) GAL° 6te Térparov fAdey &roc xal émnnlvdov doat

1 It may be asked, for instance, why the common GA expressing the absence of somebody
(1. 8. 522 Aadv dmedvrwy, Od. 14. 450 dmotyouévoio dvaxtog, etc.) is derived from the adnomi-
‘nal possessive genitive (cf. cases such as Od. 19. 19 Td uot xatd 0ix0v axndéa xamvog
auédpder matpog dmoryouévoro Kunst p. 33 f.), whereas the type éued {dvroc | redvndrog (1L
18. 10, 22. 432, etc.) is put in direct connection with the temporal »genitive of the sphere»
(cf. IL. 2. 551 &vda 0é uw Tadporor xal dovewois ildovrar xotgor” Adnvaiwy megireAlopsvawy
Sriavtdy Kunst p. 88), in spite of the fact that similar apparently adnominal cases are to be
found with this type, e.g. Il. 13. 659 wo tv 7 & oTig mawdog Eyiyvero Tedvndrog.

2 Here and in the following I rely on the material collected by CrasseEN, and controlled
by KunsT.
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unr@v gditvévtowv. In the singular Od. 11. 295 (= 14.2094) 644’ dre d7)
uipvés e mai fuéoor éSetedetvro dy mepttedAopévov Eteog, with
aorist participle Od. 11. 248 yaioe, yovar, piddtnTr weptmiouévov &
EviavTod tééeaw aylea téxve, and with gdivery Od. 14.163 (= 19. 307)
100 0 adrod Avedfavtos éievoetar évitad’ *Odvooeds, ToD uév @ divor-
Toc unvég, tod & iortauévoro. Cf further Il. 8. 538 xeicerar
ovtndels, moiéeg & aup’ adrov Etaigol, Hedliov avidvroc & adoloy
and Od. 19. 519 @w¢ & d6tre Llavdapéov xodon yiwenic andwv xaiov aeldnow
dapog véoy iotauévoro. For Od. 14. 475 see below p. 203.

This is a fairly distinct phraseology with reference to the succession of
years or months; the two last examples concern the change in the time of the
day and the season; and in all instances the substantive is naturally a word
for a temporal period. As such the »time-GA:s» are not likely, as
far as I can see, to bear any particularly close relation to the type éued
Lawvtog | tedvndtoc where, it should be noted, the subject of the GA
is personal

It is quite possible to reconstruct an origin for both the singular and the
plural time-GA:s independently of other GA:s. The last two examples suggest
a direct connection with the old (singular) so-called genitivus temporis 1 of the
type Il. 8. 470 70B¢, 22. 27 dnmens, h. Hom. 19. 17 &rgog: in this respect I
quite agree with WACKERNAGEL.?2 And in Od. 14. 163 (19. 307) we have a
qualified uzmvd¢ which naturally suggests the regular genitive of the type
TadTns Tij¢ voxtdg, in fact represented in the preceding verse (706 6 adtod
Avxdfavroc). There is nothing to prevent us from understanding Od. 11.
248 in the same way, as it cannot be expected that Kunst’s theory should
have absolute validity.? — In Od. 11, 295 (14. 294) we meet with a some-
what different problem: the relation of the genitive to the substantives ufjveg
and 7juépar. I am inclined to think that this genitive is, in principle, an ad-
nominal pertinentive4, though there must have been associations with the

1 This is widespread in IE. For the plural »genitivus temporis» cf. below p. 193 note 1.

2 See above p. 187 note 3.

3 The aorist participle gives KunsT (p. 46 £{.) some trouble, as it cannot have a causal notion.
He supposes that it is used like a present participle and translates »im Verlauf des herumkrei-
senden Jahres» which, of course, is quite in accordance with all physiological rules known to
us. I do not think, however, that Homer was particular about such rules, especially as the
father in spe in this case was not a mortal, but Poseidon. Therefore a normal aorist sense seems
to me to be quite in order: »the year having gone round, when the year has passed». The same
in fact applies to Hes. Op. 386 and some other post-Homeric instances to which KunsT refers.

4 T am using the term »pertinentivey with Scawyzer and DEBRUNNER for the possessive
and similar functions of the genitive proper.
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independent temporal genitive.! My opinion arises from a consideration of
the very similar cases with a plural participle which are all attached to sub-
stantives, except Il. 2. 551. Now, had this sole instance of a really absolute
plural time-genitive (within the group of phrases here in question) not occurred
in the Katatoyos tév vedwv, 1 would perhaps have hesitated about regarding
it as secondary; but as the things are, I find it rather probable that it was
modelled on the plural adnominal pertinentives of the same type, and made
absolute b ecause GA:s of other types already existed. In short, the time-
GA:s can be easily explained, partly as genitivi temporis, partly, and in particular
the plural cases, as adnominal pertinentives.

Though the time-GA:s may have had, to some extent, independent origins,
it would be foolish to deny the possibility that they have been influenced by
other GA:s.2 The main thing to be noted in this connection, is that we have
no reasons for supposing that they are, themselves, to any considerable
extent more primary than other GA:s; on the contrary, the prevalence of
instances in the Odyssey may suggest a comparatively late development.3

We have so far dealt with the theory of a relationship between the GA
and the temporal genitive in a narrow sense of the term, i.e. the genitive of
a substantive which denotes a temporal period; and we have not found a
reasonable explanation of the GA as a whole. However, KunsT operates
with a »temporal genitive of the sphere» in a larger sense which includes all
kinds of substantives — even personal — provided that they have a (durative)
present participle attached to them.* In this way he makes himself able to
connect the GA in general with the genitivus temporis. He refers® to instances
such as the following as more or less directly belonging to that genitive cate-
gory: 1L 5. 501 e te Eavdn Anuvtne xplvny émetyouévowv avéuwy
XOETTOY TE %0l dyvec, 17. 393 dpap O €E ixuag &fn, Ovver 0¢ T alowpn), To AL B
EAxdvTowy — with the result that the »temporal genitive of the spherey
is rather unavoidably made a principle of explaining the whole phenomenon
of the GA. This is certainly what SPIEKER wants, though he does not use the
term »genitive of the spherey; and I believe this is also what Kunst has in

1 In its ultimate origin the old genitivus temporis, whether pertinentive or partitive, may of
course have been adnominal. And note the fact that a qualified temporal genitive can always
be used adnominally, e.g. Hdt. 6. 106 ioTauévov tod unrog evdry.

Cf. below p. 203.

The time-GA:s are proportionally very frequent in Hesiod: see KunsTt p. 47 f.
This may be inferred above all from his remarks on p. 37.

P. 38 f.

Ct e W N
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view, though his exposition is not altogether clear. In particular I am not
quite sure what Kunst wants to do with the problematic parallels of the
GA which have a clear syntactic reference. It would appear that he is trying
to get rid of them when he states that the adnominal (pertinentive) genitive
(as in ddue matpedc) is ultimately identical with the »genitive of the spherey
in a larger sense (the example gnresdar matpde is given).! If I understand
him aright? he is of the opinion that the Greeks did not (or did not in pre-
historic times) feel a difference in the sense of the genitive in two instances like,
say, Od. 20. 216 xthjuate ddocacdar ony oiyouévoro dvextoc and 14. 450 &
oo cvPdTNS adTog xTioato potvos dmoryouévoro dvextos. In the first case the
genitive construction expresses the »sphere» of the »77juaza, in the second case
the »sphere» of the xtjoacdat, i.e. the sphere within which the xt¥jocato hap-
pened. Apart from other considerations it is to be remarked, against this view,
that the »sphere» of the xriuara is the dveé alone, the participle having
nothing whatsoever to do with them; but that the »sphere» of the »7ijoaro
is constituted by the durative action (state) expressed by the present parti-
ciple (or rather, by its suffix) — a completely different thing. Supposing
that there really existed a general »genitive of the spherey, the Greeks must
at any rate have been aware of the fact that the main idea in the first case
is the substantive dvaxtog, in the second case the participle dmotyouévoro,
and consequently that the relation expressed by the genitive in xtiuate
oiyouévolo dvaxtog is not identical with the one in xwjoaro dmotyouévoro
dvaxtog. We have therefore, from a practical standpoint, to work with the
category of adnominal and other (syntactically comparable) parallels of the
GA, as a fact which cannot be easily explained away.

With Kunst’s theory in view, it could perhaps be assumed that the genitive
constructions with a syntactic reference reflect a parallel or secondary develop-
ment, the original, or at least an equally old state, being the genitive of a
present participle which actually constituted the »sphere» of the action of the

' P. 36 f.: »[The passage Il 2. 551 meorTedlopévaw dviavtdv] zeigt uns den mit Partizip ver-
bundenen Genetiv in seiner urspringlichen echtgriechischen Funktion als Kasus zur Be-
zeichnung einer bestimmten Sphire. In dieser Bedeutung liegt gleichermassen die Wurzel
des adnominalen wie des adverbalen Genetivs und das die moderne Forschung ernsthaft be-
schiftigende Problem der Prioritiat des einen von beiden scheint aus einer falschen Frage-
stellung hervorgegangen; ist es doch im Wesen dieselbe Vorstellung, die den Anlass bietet,
bei ddua mareds und bel dareodar matpds den Genetiv zu gebrauchen, da dieser Kasus je-
desmal jene Person (oder Sache) bezeichnet, in deren Bereich dort der im Nomen ausge-
driickte Gegenstand, hier die im Verbum liegende Handlung fAllt.»

2 Cf. Kunst p. 37.
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main verb. But now it should be clearly pointed out that the specific kind of
»genitive of the sphere» here in question is a purely hypothetic
reconstruction made by Kunst in accordance with earlier (and
more vague) temporal theories such as that of Spieker. The term »genitive
of the sphere» was introduced by BruecmanN and his contemporaries for the
types of genitive for which ScawyzErR and DEBRUNNER use the somewhat
more definite terms »pertinentivey and »partitiven. I cannot help feeling that
Kunst’s argumentation is an example of how delusive a term may be if it
is not sufficiently well defined. In fact, the existence of a temporal »genitive
of the sphere» outside the range of the genitivus temporis can reasonably be
doubted. The genitivus temporis is restricted to temporal substantives; besides,
it is preferably, and probably originally, singular.! Partitive genitives like
Il. 5. 6 Asdovuévog *Qxreavoio, to which Kunst refers?, are not sufficiently
common to afford a basis for explaining the whole phenomenon of the GA;
in historical times they have on the whole an occasional character3, and there
is nothing to indicate that they were particularly widespread before Homer.
Other types of genitive denoting the »sphere» within which a verbal action
takes place, do not exist, and can probably not be proved to have ever existed.*
Nor are there any signs, as far as I can see, of participles having ever been
used with so predominant a notion of the temporal period during which
the action (state) happens, that a combination like, say, dvaé amoiyduevos
could have really constituted the temporal »sphere» of the action of the main
verb; as the adjectival character of the participles clearly indicates, the leading
substantive of such a combination was at least originally the main idea: »the
absent dvaé, the dva& as being absenty. I am prepared to admit that dvaé
amouyduevog could secondarily mean something like »the situation of the dvaé
being absent» — we shall have to work with this presumption below (p. 198).
But this is not the same as »the time during which the dreé is absent» which

1 11 11. 691 xdxwae Bin “Hpaxineln 1@y mpotépwy éréwy is the only Homeric instance of
what would appear to be a plural genitivus temporis. A plural genitive expressing »in so many
yearsy ctc. does not, as far as I know, occur before classical times, e.g. Pl. Symp. 172c 09% olod’
811 oAV rdw * Ayddaw évddde otk Emidednumxey.

2 P. g7.

3 The partitive genitive stands here for the accusative of time or space or the locative dative;
cf. Scawvzer and DEBRUNNER p. 111 ff.

4 The type dnrecdar marpos to which Kunst also refers (cf. above p. 192) is a misleading
example, as such genitives are not likely to have been ever felt as anything but partitive o b-
jects of the verb.

13 — Arctos
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would be a necessary condition for an application of a temporal geni-
tive.!

In my opinion the theory of SpiEkER, KuUNsT, and others that the temporal
genitive to any considerable extent played a leading part in the development
of the GA is extremely improbable and rather to be definitely abandoned.
Let us also for the moment leave Kunst’s hypothesis as to a specific origin of
the aorist GA, retreat to the position of CrLAsSEN, and face the facts as he saw
them: Homer uses a fully developed GA, but at the same time an abundance of]
and in fact to some extent the same, participial constructions with a more
or less clear syntactic reference. Here the adnominal (pertinentive) genitive
is by far the most common, just as it is one of the most frequent uses of the
genitive in general.

But I cannot help feeling that the easiest inference from these facts, viz.
that the GA gradually developed out of such uses through being, simply,
made independent of its original syntactic connections, is unsatisfactory. No
explanation is given w hy this happened. I completely agree with SPIEKER 2
as he objects to CrassEn that there is no obvious reason why the Greeks
should have chosen to forget the exact construction of a normal and regular
genitive.® With almost the same right, then, we should expect to find a cor-
responding nominative absolute, an accusative absolute, and a dative absolute.
But nothing really like the GA is to be found with other cases.* And it is to
be noted that participial constructions in the genitive with a syntactic refer-
ence also occur in later literature side by side with real GA:s, e.g. Ps.-Xen.
Resp.Ath. 1. 18 xai elotdvroc Tov émdaufdvesdar tijc yepds, Aristoph. Av.
1157 6 #T0m0¢ adT@Y TeAexawvtwy, etc.; cf. in particular the very common type
Aristoph. Ach. 303 00¥. . . Aéyovtoc odx dxodoouar. What was the reason for

1 And if the combination could mean anything like that we should expect to find »absolute
temporal accusativesy of the type *dvaxta dnmotyduevov (cf. below note 4), as the accusativus
temporis is at least as common as the genitivus temporis.

2 P. 312 fl

3 Note SpiekeR’s simple argumentation p. 312: »That the dependent pure genitive is not
the one to which we must refer this use [the GA] is made likely by the following fact: being
an adnominal case, it was always felt as accompanying and depending upon another noun;
this relation was distinctly felt, and it is far less probable that uncertainty as to the exact
construction of such a genitive gradually gave rise to the absolute use than that this is due
to some use not dependent on any noun in the sentence.

4 The rare »nominative absolute» is always an occasional ancoluthon: exx. in ScHWYZER
and DEBRUNNER p. 403 f. The »accusative absolutey (mostly with @¢) leads a disputable exi-
stence from the 5th century onwards: exx. in ScCHwWYZER and DEBRUNNER p. 402 f. The type
£Edv, déov (ibid.) is wholly irrelevant. And a »dative absolute» is never manifest: see ScHwy-
ZER and DEBRUNNER p. 401.
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a development of a specific, syntactically more independent genitive idiom
at that particular pre-Homeric time, as the conditions would appear to be
always approximately the same?

It is important to consider the fact that the roots of the GA reach very
far back in time. This may be inferred, not only from the existence of a fully
developed GA in Homer,! but from the character and distribution of the
Homeric instances. They consist mainly of short formulae, simply subject
and participle, of about half a line in length: dued dmounvicavrog, moliiv
EAxdvTaw, xevov Tedvndrog, dniwy amovdopw ovtwy, etc. The formulae have
a rather general content of meaning; they are easily handled, and may have
belonged to the stock phraseology of rhapsodes for centuries before Homer.
It is further to be noted that the great majority of them are affective, expressive,
or picturesque; and their concentrated, pregnant form suggests something
like ancient sayings. More than the half of the instances occurinspeeches
with a considerably emotional charge, e.g. 1l. 1. 88 0¥ 1ic ued (dvroc xai
ént ydovi Odepxouévoto ool . .. Papeias yelpag émoicet, 14. 100, 22. 432, etc.
Some other cases are also rather expressive, eg. Il 11.458 aiua 6¢
ol onaodévrog (sc. &yyeos) avéoovro, Il. 15. 328. Remarkably many instances
are to be found in similes: Il 5. 499 ff. ¢ & dveuos dyvac popéer . . .
dte te Eavldn Anuitne =pivy émetyoudvar avéuwy xaomdy te xal dyvag, 864 1.,
15. 325, 17. 265, 393, 20. 405, 23. 521, Od. 19. 519, 20. 25: this fact
may also suggest a very old phraseology. The rest of the cases consist of a few
»absencen-formulae (1. 15. 548 dnicwy anovdopw édvrewr, Od. 14. 450, 17. 296
amotyouévoro dvaxtog), some »time-GA:sy (Il. 2. 551, Od. 1. 16, 10. 470, 11.
205 = I4. 294, 19. 153 = 24. 143, most of them being rather adnominal;
cf. above p. 190), and the phrase 1Il. 18. 605 f. (= Od. 4 181.) dowr 6¢ »vfroTy-
Tijoe #aT adTovs uoAmijc é&dpyovrog édivevor xara péooovg.? Finally it may be
observed that the GA is more often employed, and with more variety, in the
Iliad than in the Odyssey. There are remarkably few aorist GA:s in the
Odyssey: only 4 cases (the time-GA:s 1. 16 and 11. 428 of which the former
is rather adnominal; 14. 475 which may be related to such GA:s, see below

1 Pointed out by WACKERNAGEL Vorl. iiber Synt. I p. 292. SPIEKER p. 315 thinks that the
Homeric GA:s reflect an early stage; but his opinion is probably only due to a comparison
between Homer and classical prose in this respect.

2 The phrase Od. 4. 717, 19. 195, 24. 272 7OAADY xara olxov E6vtwy, which CLASSEN
(Beob. p. 183) records among real GA:s, was probably felt as a partitive genitive. The type
is not uncommon later, cf. Eur. El. 649, Pl. Lach. 198a, etc.
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p. 203; and 24. 535 wavra O éni ydovi winve Jeds drma pwvnodong); but in the
Iliad some 15 cases (none of these a time-GA, and doublets not counted).! And
proportionally many of the present GA:s in the Odyssey are formulae of the
non-expressive kind (cf. above p. 195). — These facts seem to confirm one’s
impression that the GA is a very ancient phenomenon, not really productive
at the beginning of the historical era of the Greek language.

The tendency in Homer to restrict the GA to certain types of formulae,
already touched upon several times, is interesting. The following groups are
easily discernible: The »life/death»-type; the »will and cally-type; the »presence/
absence»-type 2 (the instances are recorded below p. 200f.); and the »time-
GA:s» (see above p. 189 f.). These cases make together more than the half of
all Homeric instances of GA; and the types are also proportionally common
in later literature.® It can hardly be proved that they constitute the original
GA:s out of which the syntactic phenomenon in general was developed. But
they seem to form — except possibly the last-mentioned type — an ancient
class with a central position among the uses of the GA; and any theory as
to the origin of the GA has therefore in the first place to be tested with them.

Looking for an explanation of the GA we have to keep in mind that the
phenomenon is very old. This fact increases the difficulties of arriving at an
exact and certain answer; but at the same time it allows us to work with the
category of genitive within less narrow limits than the usage of historical
Greek would postulate.

It is convenient to differentiate, with ScEwyzeEr and DEBRUNNER (p. 89
ff.), between »pertinentivey, »partitiven, and »ablativaly genitive. Considering
the prehistory of those genitive classes, it seems fairly obvious that the p e r-
tinentive is on the whole irrelevant for our purpose unless we accept
CLAssEN’s view and consequently assume an essentially adnominal origin

1 CrassEN Beob. p. 180 f. records 17 cases, among which g. 426 and 19. 62 have the same
GA-phrase In 14. 521 f. I am inclined to regard the genitive as adnominal: see below p. 202.
22. 47 is probably partltIVC On the other hand may 1. 47 f. &xdayéav & ao’ dioroi én
duwy ywoutvoro | adto® xtvn P Ev o possibly be added to the list, as the last two
words at least seem to be modelled on current GA:s.

2 Though there is only one »presencer-case in Homer: cf. below p. 201.

8 The »life/deathy-type is extremely common in tragedy, e.g. Soph. Phil. 413, Eur. Or.
1070; further e.g. Ar. Pax 111, PL. Crito 47d, 54a. For the »will and call»-type cf. e.g. Soph.
OT. 288, Eur. Hel. 672, Ar. Lys. 874, Pl. Hp.Ma. 373c; with éxdvtog and similar e.g. Soph.
Ai. 455, Pl. Charm. 175b. The »presence / absence»-type is habitual in inscriptions, e.g. Lex
Gort. 11. 49; in literature e.g. Pind. Nem. 6. 29, Soph. OC. 666, Ar. Lys. 1133, Pl. Euthyd.
28ob. »Time-GA:s» (potentially adnominal) are often found in inscriptions together with the
type o0 deivos doyovros e.g. Inscr. Buck 2. 43.
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for the GA. The adverbal pertinentive is confined to certain types of verbs
(see ScHwyzER and DEBRUNNER p. 122 ff.), and has probably always been
so; and in any case it would not afford a reasonable principle of explanation.
The partitive genitive may have been used somewhat more freely
instead of other cases before Homer; but this is equally irrelevant. I have
stated my opinion (above p. 193 f.) that the temporal genitive, or any other
ypartitive» genitive, cannot explain the whole phenomenon of GA. The old
(singular) type vwoxtd¢ can be connected with the time-GA:s only (and in the
first place with the singular ones). On the other hand a plural partitive may
be seen in the type Od. 4. 717 096° dp’ &7 &tAn 0 i@ p @ (sc. évi) épéleadou
T0AADY xata olxov éévrtwv (cf. above p. 195 note 2); but this is a category of
its own, only having potential associations with real GA:s.

With the ablatival genitive things are somewhat different. At an
earlier stage the ablative seems to have been largely employed, without pre-
positions, in a separative sense: e.g. Il. 15. 655 vedv . . . éywpnoar. It cannot
be doubted that the ablative (whether formally identical with the pertinentive-
partitive, or not) in Greek as in other IE. languages originally expressed the
place which the subject leaves or comes from, and that the elucidation by
means of prepositions is a comparatively late feature. Further, being a separa-
tive case, the ablative was also capable of denoting, in a more abstract
way, the point from which a thing is viewed or determined. In historical
times this ablative is manifest above all as the genitive with comparatives
(ScawyzerR and DEBRUNNER p. 98 ff.); cf. the use with secondary preposi-
tions like dvriov (ibid. p. 97), and the type Hdt. 1. 110 mpds Pogéw avéuov
tov Ay faeravwy (ibid. p. 96).! Finally, the genitive expressing the
cause with verbs of emotion (:bid. p. 1331f.), and verbs like wegididouar, tivw,
TLUWEEW, aitidouat, dupiofntely, etc. (ibid. p. 130 f.) may have something
to do with the ablative. But it is important to note that the Greek ablative
on the whole lacks a definite causal notion.? The ablatival genitive, whether
adnominal or, and this is more frequent, adverbal, simply indicates the
point of departure.

The scholars who, like HumBERT 3, believe in a predominantly ablative

1 Though not found in Homer, this is evidently an old use, as the IE. parallels show.

2 The old explanations of BernzArDY and Rost (see CrasseN Beob. p. 185), according
to whom the GA is originally a »causal genitive», are therefore quite improbable. KunsT’s
premises for the aorist GA:s are somewhat different; but he seems also to suppose a connection
with a »causal genitivey.

3 See above p. 187 note 3.
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origin of the GA in general have not taken the trouble of proving their hypo-
thesis. However, Kunst’s argumentation for an ablative derivation of the
aorist GA:s seems to me to be a step in the right direction. It is certainly
worth while to consider the whole of the Homeric material from this stand-
point.

- We notice, as a fact of some importance, the possibility of leaving the
subject of the GA unexpressed, whereas the participle is, as a rule, never
absent.! In the following passages in Homer the GA consists of a participle
alone: Il. 11. 458, 15. 191, 18. 606 (= Od. 4. 19), 22. 531.2 This peculiarity
suggests that the GA does not convey a mere additional circumstance —
which could reasonably be expressed by a noun alone — but a more inde-
pendent statement, because of its semiverbal nature approximating to a full
sentence. As the relation of the participle to the subject of the GA is not
attributive, the GA may be said to convey the idea of a situation.

And it is to be noted that leaving out the subject of the GA does not on the
whole affect the clearness of the sentence, simply because the possibility of
referring the participle of the GA to the subject of the main verb is definitely
excluded. As regards Greek, there can hardly be any doubt on this point.
As such it is, of course, a fairly trivial fact that the subject of the GA is in
principle not identical with the subject of the main verb 2 — not even the
passive type quo facto abuit, where the main subject psychologically dominates
the whole clause, is at home in Greek;* in such cases the Greeks would use
a participle agreeing with the main subject (participium coniunctum). But it is
tempting to make a further inference from this regarding the nature of the
GA: the two subjects, that of the GA and that of the main verb, are in a way
opposed to each other, being always different. The main sentence expresses
a kind of a contrast to the GA. An inspection of the material below will
support this assumption.

I find it extremely important to observe that the Homeric GA:s do not on
the whole express secondary implications, or merely temporal relations®, such
as might be expected had the construction originated in an attributive parti-
ciple depending on an adnominal or similar genitive. It is not a genitivus

1 Exceptions such as Soph. OC 1588 d@uynrijooc 0ddevds gikdv, which occur sometimes
in post -Homeric hterature, are explained by the verbal nature of the predicative.
2 For the instances in later literature, see Kiuner and Gerta II p. 81.
3 Exceptions rather remind one of anacoluthon: see KuNer and GerTa II p. 110 f.
% (Cases such as Isae. 2. 28, Dem. 37. 6, 39. 3 are exceptional.
5 Cf. the Sanskrit GA, below p. 206.
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consequentiae in the sense of a »begleitender Umstand», as some scholars have
been inclined to understand Priscian’s remark on the GA (18. 14) but, as
Priscian probably himself wanted the term to be understood, the idea of
which the main action is the consequence.! This is the case with the present
(and perfect) GA:s as well as with the aorist ones. Naturally the consequence
implied is not temporal with the present GA:s, nor on the whole clearly
causal. The GA wusually expresses the actual basis or background for the
action of the main verb, a necessary condition for it. A single example will il-
lustrate what I mean.In Il. 17. 265 duei 0¢ ©° dxpat Nives Podwaw Eogvyouévys
alog #w the expression égevyousvnc aloc éw is no irrelevant addition, like
an epitheton ornans only supplying an aesthetical background, nor does it
denote just a temporal coincidence, or on the other hand explicitly state the
reason why the 7idves fodwow (it could hardly be translated »because the sea
outside is roaringy); it gives the condition on which the (dug:)pody is depend-
ent, the actual circumstances lying behind it: during the roaring of the sea,
and as a consequence of it, the riverbanks fodwaw. Such a relation between
the situation expressed by the GA and the main action may be observed in
almost all Homeric instances.

These three observations regarding the Homeric GA, its forming a situ a-
tion of its own, its making a contrast to the main sentence, and its
character of a condition or background for the main action, afford
a suitable starting point for our investigation of its possible ablative origin.

It is easy to imagine that an ablative in prehistoric times could express
such a relation between two ideas. Analyzing the pre-Homeric clause augpi
0¢ Tudveg Poddaw dpevyoudvnc diog €w into the basic ideas fuoves fodow and
doevyetar dAc, we find it quite natural that a language tending to synthetic
expression (and lacking the appropriate conjunctions) ? would choose to
put the latter idea in the ablative, by making it nominal (dpevyouévny dAg)
and so capable of taking an »ablative» form (dpevyousvnc aids), in order to
indicate that the situation égevyouéyn dAc forms the background or poin't
of departure for the 7judves fodow, the circumstance from which the
action (noise) arises. When the GA contains a present (or perfect) participle
the action of the main verb may be said to depart from a (durative) state;

1 See Epwin Frinck-Linkowmies: De ablativo absoluto quaestiones (Ann.Ac.Scient.Fenn.
B. 20, 1, Helsingforsiae 1929) p. 1I.

2 Tt is a well-known fact that temporal, causal, and conditional subordination received
their conjunctional means of expression comparatively late.



200 Holger Thesleff

but a (punctual) aorist participle rather makes an actual point of departure:
in e.g. Il. 22. 383 7 xatraleiyovow moiw dxpny T000e meadvrog the To6de meadvrog
marks the point after which the xatadeimew will happen, being at the same
time dependent on it. It is obvious that such a relation will often have a
causal character. But in principle the GA is not explicitly causal, temporal,
or conditional; those categories are inventions of theoretical logic, and should
not be introduced here. |

Let us now consider the habitual types of GA to which reference was made
above (p. 196). Leaving for the moment the time-GA:s, we have:

The »life/deathn-type. The aorist case Il. 22. 383 was touched upon above;
Il. 22. 288 is a similar one. The present (and perfect) formulae are interesting,
as almost all of them clearly imply the ideas of basis, point of departure, and
contrast: 1. 1. 88 08 1ic éued Ldvroc nal énl ydovi depxouévoro
ool . .. fapeiag yelpac énoloet, 18. 10 . . . amwey Muvouiddvar Tov doiotov &t
[dovtog éuelio. .. Aelyew paog Neliow, 19. 210 mpiv & of mws dv Euorye
@idov xata Aapov iein ot méoLs 000E fpdois éTaigov TeEdrndTog, 22.
384 (following the above-mentioned aorist case) ¢ uévew ueudact xai “E x T o-
00S 0DXET E0vTOoC 432 Ti vo Pelopar aiva madoboe ced dmoT e-
PrydToc; 24. 244 gnitegor yap pdiiov Ayawoicw &) Eoecde xeivow
Tedvndtog Od. 16.37300 yagbiw todTov ye L ovTo s avdooesdar
Tdoe &oya, 439 6¢ xev Tnlepdyw . .. yetpag émoloet Lwovtdc Y Euédew
xal éni y9ovi depnouévoro. Cf. Od. 1. 404 un vag... &do ...
TV dxnc Ete varetawonc, 20.218 pdle pdv xaxovvioc éévrog
dAdwy Ofjuov ixéader. In several cases the contrast is strengthened by a ne-
gative 1n the main sentence. It may be noted that Od. 16. 439, where the
ablatival notion is perhaps not so manifest!, is modelled on Il. 1. 88.

The »will and cally-type. Aorist: Il. 10. 356 Ameto . . . Eraipovg .. . iévar
mddy "Extopoc dtpdvaevrogs, 21. 290 Tolw ydo Tor visr Yedy Emi-
Tapodtw ctuéy Znvoc émarvnoartoc. Present: Il 17. 532 00 & 7Adoy
o Guidov ETaipov xixAoxovTog, 19. 273 0006 xe xovpny 1yev
Enet aéxovtocg auiyavos (or attribute?)? 24. 289 émel do yé oe Jvuog
Ototvet Emi vijag Epuelio uév odvx é¥elodong Cf Od. 24. 535 ndvre
& éni ydovi minre dedc mae pwynodang, and Il 24. 248 of 6 loav

1 Unless the -dev suffix was felt as ablative: on the whole -J¢r seems to retain its ablatival
(separative) notion in Homer; see CHANTRAINE Gramm.Hom. 1. p. 243 f.

2 The reference of aéxovrog may be similarly disputed in Il. 1. 301, cf. Od. 10. 405, etc.
At any rate these -constructions may be regarded as related to real GA:s.
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dw omepygouévoro yépovrog, Od. 1. 390 xai xev 100T §9éAoyue
Aitdc ye 0tddvto¢ goéodar. Though the last case may be a conventional
formula (cf. Aesch. Sept. 719, Ag. 678, Eur. Suppl. 1146, etc.), the action of
the main verb in all instances evidently departs from, and is based on, the
situation expressed by the GA.

The »presence/absences-type. The cases in the Iliad imply a similar idea
of point of departure and, in fact, contrast: 1l. 8. 522 u2 Adyoc eloéAdnor wdéiw

Aa@dv amedvToy, 15. 325 DS T ... 0V uéy oidv Ve 6w xiovéwot . . .
) HEY (14

4 ] / (4 -4 \ ~ Ié >
CNUAVTOPOS 0D MAQPEGYTOG, 748 6 O dpoa uey . .. Pois Poox . . .

Ooniwy anovéopey é6vtwv. In the Odyssey the type appears to
be more freely used in standard formulae: Od. 4. 393 d7t7¢ ToL év peydpoiot
noxoy T ayadov te téroxtaw oiyouévoro oédev (hardly attribute to
ueydpotsr; on the relevance of -dey see above p. 200 note 1), 14. 450 6» g
ovfOTNS aVTOS xTHoATo Hotvos (or olog) amotyopuévoto dvaxToocd,
17. 296 O t0Te x€iT anddecroc amotyouévoto dvaxtog, 18. 268
pepvijodar Tateos xal untéeos ... Epued amovoo Ly §6vT0G, 19. 19
Evrea TaTPOS HaAd, TA pot xaTA 0lx0Y XOTVOS GuUépdet TR TPO G A TO L ) o-
wéwvoeo (note that the word marpds is taken up again, which indicates that
the construction was not felt as an attribute), 20. 232 7 oédev &vddd
6 v 1o ¢ éledoetar oixad *Odvoceds (-0¢v again). Cf. Od. 5. 287 7 udie o
uetefoddevoay Veol dAwe ... ueio unet Aididmecoty édvroc.
I have used the label »presence/absencen-type because the »presences-cases
are later at least as frequent as the »absence»-cases.! On the other hand the
(az)otyouévoro- phrases are rather stereotyped.

Things are not on the whole different with the other Homeric GA:s.

Aorist: I1. 8. 37 (= 468) d¢ un ndvres Slwvtar 60voocauévoro
Teolo, cf. 10. 426, 19. 62. 1Il. 8. 164 0% cifavtoc Eucio moywy
nuetépwy druPricear. 10.246 TodTov Y fomouévoro xel éx mvgos. . .
vootHoaluey. 11. 458 alua 06 of omaod évrog (sc. dyyeos) avéoouto.
I1. 509 u®) DG uw mwoAléuoto uetaxiivdévroc Elowr. 13. 409
xappaléov 06 oi domic émiPpéEavrog dvoey €y yeoc (or going more
directly with dvoer?). 15. 328 (= 16.906) &vda & arno &lev dvdoa x ¢ d ao-
deionc voulvne. 19. 75 of & Exdgnoay Eveyuides ~Axatol pwijvev
anetmevroc peyaddpuov IInieiwvoc (or more directly with

-1 Cf. above p. 196 note 3. Looking at the Homeric material, however, one gets the impres-
sion that the »absence»-cases are the original. In fact this stresses the notion of contrast in
the GA i question.
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Eydonoav?). 21. 437 Doifle, tin On vt déoTouey; 000 dowey apEdvT v
£1 ép wv (probably an idiomatic phrase). For Od. 14. 475 see below p. 203.
I would add to these Il. 1. 47 &daybar & do’ Giotol én’ duwv ywousvow
adt0?d xivndévroc (cf. above p.196 note 1). But I very much doubt the
relevance of the passage Il. 14. 522 09 ydp ol 715 6uoiog émoméodar moaly 7ev
ardpdy toeoodvtaw, Gte te Zevg &v @ofov dpon which Crassen and Kunst
record among real GA:s. An ablative interpretation is, of course, possible,
though the connection with the main sentence 1s remarkably loose. Because
the Gvdpdv Tpecodvtwy, not very happily, comes after an o9 . . . Ttg to which
it would seem to belong as a partitive genitive — though this cannot be the
true sense — I am inclined to think that the line 522 is a comparatively late
interpolation.}

Present (and perfect): Il. 5. 203 ui] uot devoiero popfijc (sc. inmot) Gvdp & v
gtdopévww. 5. 501 6te te Eavdny Anuitne xolvy émetyouévoy avéuwy
xapmov Te nol dyvas. 5. 865 oly . .. Sogfevvy gaivetar o ... dvéuoto
dvoaéog 6prvvuévoto. 9. 574 1Oy 08 Tdy aupl moras Suados xai
dotmos cpwpet wvoywy Pfallouévwy (or more directly with dod-
mog?), cf. Od. 22. 309 (= 24. 185). 14. 96 6¢ xéAear moAéuoto ocvv-

E0TAOTOC 2l AVTH ¢ vijas . .. GAad EAxéuer. 14. 100 00 yap ~Ayowi
oynoovey moleuoy vy dv dAad EéAxopmevaww. 15 191 3 Tor Syow
Eayov . .. dla valduey ... mallouévawy (sc. fudv). 17. 265 dupi

0¢ T dxpar Mioves Podwory épevyouévne aioc €&w. 17. 393 dpap
0é te (or & 8&) lnuag 86n (sc. éx Poeing) .. .m0 AAdv éAxdvTwr. 18. 606
(= Od. 4. 19) dotw 0¢ xvfroTnTijoe xat’ avTovs wodnijc €& doyovTo¢ (sc.
aotdol) Edlvevoy xata péocovs. 20. 405 ¢ 6te TaDPOS Tjovyey EAxduevos “Elud-
viov dul dvaxte xovowv €Axdvtowv. Od. 20.25 @¢6te yastée’ avne
woAléoc mvpog aidouévotro... &da nal &de «idldy. For the
prevalence of instances in the Iliad, see above p. 1g5f. All these cases seem to
me to confirm the hypothesis as to an ablative origin of the GA: the action
of the main verb departs from, and at the same time depends on, the situation
constituted by the genitive expression. — The passage I1. 23. 52 6 0¢ (sc. Tpoydg)
T Gyt uade teéyet, 090¢ i moddy ywon uesonyis, moréos mediow déovTo g
(sc. fwmov) 1s probably to be counted with the rest. Kunst (p. §2) thinks that
Péovtog belongs with dyye, but he does not consider the absolute character

1T also rather doubt the theoretically possible interpretation of taking mog(v as the comitative
dative normally used with épéneodai, and regarding the genitive construction as a possessive
pertinentive belonging to mooiy.
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of the phrase dyyt wdde. Od. 16. 275 gov dé pilov xifjp TetAdTw év otidecor
xax®c qdoyovrog ueio and 20. 312 AL Eumnc Tade uév xal TéTAeuey eicopdov-
TEG, WNlwy opalouévwy ovols Te mwougvoro are in my opinion rather more
disputable. As the verb 7A7jvac is nowhere else found with the genitive,
Kunst (p. 46) regards these cases as real GA:s; I would, however, suppose
some kind of connection with the genitive with verbs of emotion; ultimately,
to be sure, the ablative comes in even here. On the other hand the genitive
in Il 23. 599 7olo ¢ Svuog idvdn we &t te mepi oTaydeaow éépon Aniov aAdy-
oxovtos which CrassEn regards as GA, is as far as I can see obviously ad-
nominal; a GA interpretation would not even make sense.

It was shown above (p. 19o) that the time-GA:s may be divided into two
classes, each having a discernible origin of its own. In fact, an ablative inter-
pretation does not suit the plural type unvdv @duwoviwy very well: there is
no definite situation formed by the GA, no basis for the main action to depart
from; as was said above, the type is probably originally adnominal. With
the singular type sepurdouévov éviavtot things are somewhat different. Here
an ablative origin seems possible; and it becomes rather more plausible with
the cases I1. 8. 538 #jediov avidvrog éc adpiov and Od. 19. 519 &apog véoy ioTaué-
voto. Are we to abandon the hypothesis positing a connection with the old
genitivus: temporis, in spite of the remarkable parallels 7odg, dnweng, Eaoogs
(see above p. 19go)? I do not think so. It is reasonable to suppose that these
singular time-GA:s really derive from both sources, in other words, that their
origin is complex. But in one passage, which is seemingly related to the
time-GA:s, I would rather stress the ablative interpretation: Od. 14. 475
W& & do” énfjide naxiy Bopéao meodvtoc (vas the Northwind came
over usy). Admittedly there are temporal genitive parallels such as Il. 5. 523
vveuins, Thuc. 3. 23. 5 arpiidrov: but the Bopéao meodvrog has a very strong
notion of point of departure and condition for the wé& énfjAdfe »axy), thus
clearly suggesting a close connection with the GA:s recorded above.

A turther category of its own, only secondarily approximating to GA:s,
is formed by the type Od. 4.717 088’ do’ &7 1Ay dipow (sc. &vi) épélecdou
HOAALDY xata olxov €dvtww, cf. 19. 195, 24, 272. I have already
expressed my opinion (above p. 195 note 2) that this genitive is in principle
partitive.

We have now examined the Homeric GA from the aspect of the ablatival
genitive, and we have found, I believe, some indisputable facts in favour of
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our hypothesis. In short, the arguments are as follows: The GA is a very
ancient phenomenon, used with considerably more force and variation in
the Iliad than in the Odyssey: we are therefore not bound to explain it merely
by means of the use of the genitive attested in historical times. The
GA resembles a sentence of its own, constituting a situation clearly differ-
entiated from, often opposed to, the main action, but with a direct relevance
for it. It-forms a basis, a background, a condition, a kind of point of departure
for the idea expressed by the main sentence. This principle is on the whole
so manifest (even in the later language, as far as I can see) that it cannot
be regarded as mere coincidence; in Homer the exceptions are few in number
and easily explained.

This idea of basis and departure may quite naturally be connected with
the notion of the ablatival genitive which was apparently widely used in
prehistoric times and which, as above all the comparative genitive shows,
was at an early date capable of expressing abstract relations.

It remains to make a new approach to the problem of the parallels of the
GA which have an apparent syntactic reference.

‘To some extent the ablative seems to have been at a very early stage formally
identical with the pertinentive-partitive genitive.! In prehistoric Greek the
morphological identification became gradually almost complete. This could
hardly have happened if the uses of the two (or three) kinds of »genitive»
had not been to a great extent closely similar, and more similar than e.g.
in Latin which preserves the formal difference between the ablative and the
genitive proper. We may suppose — though this cannot be proved — that
the GA arose at a time when the ablative case still
had forms of its own; it existed, then, during the period when the
ablative began to be wholly identified with the genitive. Consequently it
adopted throughout the case-endings of the genitive — the Homeric use of
the non-possessive -dev-forms in the GA? may possibly reflect a feeling of
its ablative origin. And as another consequence, there occurred the situa-
tion which CrLasseN took as the starting point for the development: the GA,
being formally a genitive (and the use of the specific ablatival genitive at
the same time becoming gradually more limited), could be used precisely
like any genitive proper; in other words, the G A was givensyntactic

1 Except the o-stems, always so in singular; see BrRucmann, Kurze vergl. Gramm., p. 382.
2'See above p. 200 note I and p. 201.
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reference in accordance with normal rules for the genitive, whenever
the speaker wanted.! It should be noted that the possibilities of handling a
genitive like, say, amotyouévolo dvaxtog according to ordinary syntactic rules
were much greater during the times here in question than in e.g. classical
times; even such a detail as the absence of the article accounts for that. This,
on the other hand, made the category of GA less definite, stressed
its seemingly anomalous character, and hence contributed towards its becom-
ing somewhat obsolete. We have now arrived at the stage represented by the
Homeric poems. With the tendency indicated the construction would prob-
ably have disappeared completely at a comparatively early date. But there
arose some new.factors which brought about the renaissance of the GA in
s5th and 4th century literature and, probably to some extent, in the collo-
quial language. These factors demand an investigation of their own which
cannot be entered on here; but it may be pointed out in this connection
that the GA is never in classical times or later really at home in living
speech.?

I have preferred this hypothetical explanation of the development of the
GA met with in Homer, to the possibility of supposing that the GA arose at
a date when the ablative function had already been completely taken over
by the genitive. In that case we should have to face the difficulty of explaining
how the principle of »point of departure» could be established at a time when
the prevalent use of the same genitive forms was pertinentive-partitive. It
cannot be doubted that the pertinentive-partitive notion of the genitive
formation on the whole was stronger than the ablative, once the formal

1 The continuing of the Aeolic epic tradition in an Ionic environment can be assumed to
have been a contributory factor.

2 SPiekeR (especially p. 340) seems to think that short GA:s were on the whole current
in popular speech of classical times, whereas complex constructions were avoided. It is obvious
that some short formulae tended to be habitually used: a time-GA, for instance, as
xeLdrog ovrog is found 5 times in Aristophanes (see SPIEKER /.c.); and the type duo® {@vrog
which often approximates to an oath is quite frequent (cf. SPIEKER p. 339). But apart from such
formulae, short GA:s seem to me to have been almost as rarely used in the colloquial language
as more complex GA expressions. The general frequency of the GA in Aristophanes
and Plato is extremely low, as SPIEKER’s statistics (p. 322) indicate — Kunst’s remark (p. 50),
» . .. von den zahlreichen absoluten Genetiven der alten Komédie greife ich bloss Ar. Thesm.
540 f. heraus . ..», is misleading in this respect. And to a large extent the instances consist
of formulae. The GA is considerably more common in Pindar and in tragedy (cf. GILDERS-
LEEVE’S notes, SPIEKER p. 318 and 319), though tragedy admittedly also employs several idio-
matic formulae; and it is still more frequent, and used with much more variation, in the
historians and, on the whole, in the orators (cf. SPIEKER p. 320 ff.). Note also the evidently
non-colloquial use of time-GA:s et sim. in decrees (to0 deivog doyovrog, eimdvrog, etc.).
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identification had come about;?! it is rather probable that, for the ablative,
a loss of range of applicability accompanied the loss of specific forms. We
should not expect a secondary function of the genitive to form the nucleus
of a new usage. And the syntactically conditioned parallels of the GA would
again come in as a disturbing problem.

It has been necessary to go far back in prehistoric times, though there is
an evident risk of the hypothesis approximating to mere speculation. The
facts attested in Greek itself do not help us any further. But what can compar-
ative linguistics do for us?

Sanskrit has its »locative absolute» which is symptomatic of the old IE.
tendency to synthetic expression, but which is wholly irrelevant for the Greek
GA. In the later language there appears the rather more interesting pheno-
menon of a »genitive absolutey. It is commonly regarded as independent of
the Greek GA; in my opinion it is relevant for our purpose insofar as it shows
what the Greek construction would be like had it developed out of a per-
tinentive-partitive genitive. The usage consists of cases such as the following:
divam jagama munindm pagyatdm tadd »he went then to heaven,
the ascetics looking ony: 2 note the purely temporal relation; there is no actual
dependency, no basis for the main action to depart from. In Sanskrit there
seem to be no traces of an ablative absolute. — The Germanic and Balto-
Slavic languages have only a »dative absolute».3

The Latin ablative absolute would at the first sight appear to be the evidence
we are looking for. But a closer analysis of it, such as Linkomies4 has made,
shows that it may be explained out of conditions speculiar to Latin. LiNko-
MIES is certainly right in regarding the sociative ablative — i.e. a variant of
the old instrumental — as the main idea underlying the ablative absolute
such as it exists in historical Latin;® and he may also be right in doubting

1 This is shown, for instance, by the fact that the ablative of historical times on the whole
demands elucidation by means of prepositions. Note also the fact that the morphological
process in question was not a fusion like that of old locative and dative (and probably also
instrumental) forms, resulting in the Greek »datives, but a complete victory of the genitive
forms over the ablative forms.

2 See WHITNEY, Sanskrit Grammar, p. 100 f. The exact derivation of the construction is.
uncertain. At any rate it is probably to be connected with the tendency, in later Sanskrit,
to extend the use of the genitive at the expense of other cases. The preference for GA con-
structions with the (active) present participle of the verb pag- »to see» is remarkable and stresses.
the difference from the Greek GA.

3 Probably a dativus commodi; cf. BRuemaNN, Kurze vergl. Gramm., p. 610.

4 See above p. 199 note I.

5 This had before been suggested, among others, by TaMMeLIN (Tammio) and BRUGMANN:
see LiNkoMiEs p. 24 fl.
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the existence of a really absolute ablative construction in Oscan and Umbrian.!
However, with the Homeric GA in mind it is tempting to suppose that in
origin the Latin ablative absolute really was an ablative proper, and that the
sociative associations came in with it later, just like the pertinentive-partitive
associations coming in with the Greek GA: in the complex formation of the
Latin »ablative» the instrumental notion is on the whole stronger than the
ablative. An argument in favour of this hypothesis may be found by looking
at the Old Latin use of appositional nouns in personal so-called ablative
absolute, a phraseology which, contrary to many participial types of con-
struction, may seem to be without Greek parallels.2 In Plautus the following
words occur in this usage:® auctor (me auctore, etc.), arbiter, iudex, advocatus,
adiutor, adiutrix, interpres, impulsor, lubens, invitus, vivus, praesens, absens. Though
me auctore and the like may be quite naturally taken as sociative ablatives,
they form at the same time a condition, a background, a point of departure
for the main action. It is remarkable that secondary circumstances, irrelevant
for the main idea (e.g. * me mulite exercitus progressus est), are not expressed by
this type of ablative absolute, though they would appear to be quite normal
with a sociative ablative (cf. the type capillis dissolutis). And is it mere coin-
cidence, or due to secondary influence from Greek, that the »will and cally-
type as well as the »life/deathy»-type and the »presence/absencey-type are
represented in the above-mentioned group of words?

These problems, or apparent problems, cannot be solved here. I have only
wanted to indicate some possible supports for the theory that the Greek
GA, being originally ablative, reflects an old (Western?) IE. usage.

1 P. 33 fI. Cases such as foutad praesentid may, at any rate, be due to Latin influence.

2 It corresponds to the well-known tendency, in older Latin, to avoid present participles
except in a purely nominal sense. Note the lack of a present participle for the verb esse.

3 Cf. Linkomies p. 44 I, esp. p. 72.





