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CVix gquidguam dam: lubricum est i syntaxi Hoguarom, guam
bi loci, qui sent de praepositionibus et de coniuncionibus,”
These words of G. Hermann,' though weitten many years ago
f1831), must be recogmzed, however regretfully, as still true by
any one who has attempted to answer even some less important
question n preposidonal usage,  Classification he hods difficult,
at times impossible, and the opinions of authorities widely diver-
gent

On the general theory of prepositions, it s true, Delbriick
announced in 187y the rollowing conzensus of judgment ; @ Ueber
die urspriingliche Anwendung dicser Priopositionen { dud, émi, mipd,
wept, wodg, wpo, deydey Bled st man jetzt zu emer ibereinstimmenden
Meinung gelangt, Man nimmt allgemein an, dass die Priposi-
tionen urspriinglich wie alle Wirter Frafirier (sog, Adverhia)
waren, und dann Segderfodrier worden, und zwar ven Anfang an
in grigster Ausdebinung verbale Besteitwiirter, dazegen Anfungs
seltener und erst im Lavfle der Zeit nheer werdend nominale
Begleitwarter. o der Gltesten Zele war es die wesentiliche Aul-
gabe der Priipositionen, die Richtnog der im Verbum ausge-
driickten Handlung sidher zu bestimmen, die Dezielung der
Handlung aber auf einen Gegeostand driickte der Casus allein
aus, ohoe  Beibille der Priposidonen.”  So essenually say
Fithner,” Cortiug,' Whitney' and others before this date, and so
Paul® Brugmann,” Vagriog and othees since. But it is only upon
this general theory that o consensus can be obtamed=—so peneral
inddeed that it must ignore the guestion of the oitimate origin of

"Opscala, el Vo op, g, quoted by Sobolewski, S frospoidtionsm Ui
Arisraphanen

R vetaktioche foraciuagen, [V 1ab,

T lerameratid fdee pofeed, Sprocie (1B7a) 1T, d428, 3 and 4,

VEslraterangrer (15785 e 1700

Clmgnage gad she Stadval Lo, 87T pe 270,

it pren der Npraedygdrelfehee [TH3G]. e and.

Tdirfechirede Grammatsd [Miee’s Tpndloeh, 13, i8io), ias,

T Garamatadid ey femeriicken raledtes [1580), p. 2ol
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prepositions,' 7. o whether or nat they contain the atems ol
Begriffamwirtcr; wherens, if ane enters inlo particulars even so
shphitly as to ask for o dehnition of the difference between the
true and the “improper” preps., or what preps, if any, go with
the troe gen case, e will obrain o great diversity of answers.
Curtivs, for nstance, inds that the gen. depends vpon dwd, spd,
dady verep und vielen andern—gerade in der Welse wie von unserm
Angesichis, laut, kradt.” Delbriick takes issue with him, though
admitting the Curtius-construetion asa probalulity for deri and apos-
sibility lor &u, becavse they miny belong to the class ol ' unechien,
d. hoans Nommalstimmen gebildeten Pripositionen.”  Vogring,
(rram. ies homerisclen dNadelides, vakes the gen. to be adnominal
with derd (po 2110, 8ei (. 214), ward2ometimes (. 215), dndp (p. 216],
mepi ' schwer zu entscheiden” (p. 222}, »pde U allem Anschein
nach " (p. 223).  Delbriick now savs: " Der echie Genitiv findet
sich het gord, dedp, fal, ivi, wori, ded. chpeehil, e pd, peri. Bei dert, torép und
dad ciirfie es der alte adoominale Genitiv sein, welcher uns bei den
uncchten Prip. begegnet.’™ It will be observed that as ihese
lists are not co-extensive, the slipperiness of which Hermann
complains is stll present.

For the purposes of the present essay, however, these larger
questions need not be taken op and the general theory as above
presented may be subscribed to, We proceed therefore 1o the
proper subject of the essay —the diffierence between the gen, and
dat. used with f»i to express superposition, ar, to take a concrete
case,

What i the Auic Greek prose for “with his hat on his head '?
Is 3t émi i wegiadie, OF émiorg wedhudg 7 Or i either, is there any
shade of difference in the meaning 7

For the transluition of so simple a phrase, one might expect

VSee Grassmaru, rapramy der Priporitionsn, Kohn's Zeidochei?, XXILL
[1877), v+ 359 He maiotains (p. §05): " Kelne dchte Priposition ist aus
eimem Hegrifswort entsprungen,™ asalso: ' Keine dchte Prip, istals Casus
u fassen,”  See on the contrary fog mapd, Qatholl, Weepk. Cuders, 1V 283,
Anm., *der alte Tostrymental," and for e and o, Brugneann, trr, Gram.,
frgg (ocat).  So oo due fhaed), rodand others have Leen reckoned among
the preps. * in guibue termivatio alicoius nominis latet, ex quo genelivos
pendeat,’ [, A, Heilniann, fe Gewetrnd Graced maxima Homeried uiu (187 3),
P. 25 Note 2y

K ldwdernmzen, p. 195,

P Epmt, Forsch, TV 14,

Y Vergpleichende Syadax der indmrermamiscden Npracken (15030, p.o 708
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clear rules and distinetons laid down even in the elementary
books., The guestion is not one of oviging,  Nooanatier what its
derivation, affinities ov oltimate meaping, &8 1% cectainly the
proper preposition, while the case of the substuntive should be
scttled by ap examination of the remains of Greek lterature ; and,
it both cases prove to be allowed, the difference between thens, il
worth anything, shoold appear at the same e, Onlv in this last
matter need one feel drawn bevond the Greek 1 search of the
Indo-Gernmanic basis of distinction.

Yet simple as the question secors, scholars are much at varl
ance about it,  Stated in generul tenns the guoesiion is;

1) Does Auwic Greek prose employ i with both genitive
and dative 10 express concrete superposition of one body vpon
another ?

2) Il s0, what is the difference, 1l aoy, between the two lorms
ol expression ?

The answers of the following authorities | quote at some length,
that their text may be at hand for reference.

1) Kihner, Grammaltil der pricch. Sprache (1870}, 11, §438:
“detomit dem Dariv, 1) rdumbich zor Angabe des Verweilens
nicht nur, wie beim Gen,, aaf, sondern, und zwar hilufiger, in
erweiterter Bedeutung an od, ded cinem Orte od, Gegenstande,”
He then quotes among other instavees of awy” Xen. An, VI 4, 4

ol Bpdrer ris dhoweifos dal rals wefadaly dopolon wal roie Dol eal fegpds

me

{Oberkleider) e Tane wedde vl orar lwvee yovoir, reumrk'm;u"
e, dat, rein thumlich, aber dol rar Treae, nsofern die Plerde als
thiitig gedacht werden | so Plat, Conv. 2126 fet o redhy fyoe rae
'I'rn.]-fr.rt. aber kurz vorher Farting %’xm» ] fﬂ't rrvl]'m?u'j:.”

2) Wriiper, Grivchizohe Crrammatil (18751, 868, 41, 1 " Bei
dri mit dem Gen, wird eine mehr zafallige, freiere Verbindung
pedacht ) bel énd mit dem Dat sehwebt mele der Begridl der
Zugehdrigkeit vor."

3) Rutherfved, Badries (18830, po7: " The eorrect Attic usage
is very simple, the best writers ot prose and comedy lmitiog =i
C.o e, Lo position of motion wpon an object or surface, and 7=/ ¢
dat. to position or mation at ar near, Thos o foatineg body =
éml owerapai, @ City deb omerepe. A wounded man may be carried
home déni Bupie, 2 begear sits d=l &pue. [n tragedy this distioe-
tion is not ohserved, and dxd oo dut. 15 also vsed to convey the
sense which prose writers confine to the genitive. 1o Thucydides
the prose usage has not yet become absolute, and although several
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deviations lror the rule, sueh as dvireee ome i gy earacepiCen (4, 07,
admit of epsy correction, yer the undoubted dat o2, S0 zeis
omAitar enl rasei sdumoced, 4, 0O oml maiv osived Spered el dporerfa,
proves thiat such emendation is as uncalled for in the immature
Actic of Thuevdides as it would be in Herol, or Xen,  The lonie
and poetic baxity olso crops up in the Symposiuom, where Plato
allows himsell i poet's license, aol 1o the s paragraph (z12¢)
are found the poetical et rg ks §ywe ray ruee, and the prosaie
rawsias Fyovre dmt rioe gedehie. 10 oo writer, however, 1s the genuine
prose signification of ¢x oo dat. ever uecredited to énd . gen.!
although the meaning ‘in the direction ol' sometimes brings énl
close to that ol ' near.™"

4) Sobolewski, e Pracpoiitionon Uk Avisfoplanes [Mos-
cow, 1500), poorB: " Sed omine genetivam nullo vsitatiorem
dative in quotidiang Albcornm sermone fisse vel inde clarissime
apparet, quod Aristoph, hoe usu fxiungit dative o senariis 11-ies,
in alio genere versuun ¢ 3-es (fuo annumeravi ctiam Vesp, 1293,
ubi Aristoph. tragicos imitatur), penetive auleny in senariis 48.0es,
in aliis numeris 14-1e5,” In a foomote he adds: © Errat dgitor
Rutherfordius, gqui hunc dativi usum a comicis omning abindicat
(Babrius, p. 735" On the difference between gen. and dat., p.
1o Quaerenti mili, quid inter utramgue constructionen inter-
essel, sensus quiden discrimen esse nullum viswm est,” eiting Eq,
783 by the side of 754, and Vesp, 1040 as compared with Lys,
575 732, Eecl, gon.

5o Gildersteeve, American fowrnad of PMhilafosy, X1, p. 372,
reviewing Sobolewskis book . " Under o0 oo cen. Sobolewski
rejects Krilcer's distinction between fnd ¢ pen. and &nl ¢ dat, in
a local sense, a distinction which, it is true, might well be reversed
theoretically as well as pracrically, for we should expect the
natural position to be expressed by fwi oo gen., the unnatural by
the dat.  Fizity of position s in fact often denoted by ¢ni o gen.
(see my Justin Martve, Apol. T 26, 15, and it s ool impossible
that there may be some such feeling as we have in regard to i
c. gen.and im o, dat. [norefutation of Kriiger, Sobolewski points
trinmphantly to Eq. 785 compared with 754, but he might have
claimed here, not mere indifference, but, i one must refine,
reversal. [t would be easy to make Demos wriggle in the one

'Bee, however, o lake the word Mr, Rutheriord himself has chosen,
L?curg. PIRESTs .‘;rr.lli,lrl'el'r.li'\_r -E.].l} |'Jlr1r]r o .IEII' Pl ki = I".ullplfw ?:'M:l:!ru!( r‘.:lllﬂﬂ",rn':l_'
r;pmdﬁ‘:l[ .t.":i.
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passage and sit quiet in his *fixed normal position’ m the other.
At any rate, the gen, is much more common in Attic daily speech
than the dat., as Sobolewski shows, though, as he also notes,
Rutherford is wrong in denying /e oo dat in this sense to Attie
{ Babrius, p. 70"

6). Transferring the guestion to Homeric Greek {Maonro, fio-
merde Gram., §200) 0 % The gen, with &ai 2 used {o oearly he same
sense as the dat, bhue usoaliy with less debnitely local foree; in
particular=—1) with words expressing the great divisions of space,
eapec. when a contrast is Involved (land and sen, etc b as dal
_;‘(’pwu, i Fﬁ'.'ll:pml, ;’ﬂ" riwmﬁ', {}{1, Iz2, 2""- rj ri:'u'ﬂ FII e "l,';IJ; ﬁh}rﬁnﬂrt—
2) where the local relation is a familiar one, as &b egds, o7’ dmimgs,
f' Ermew, dwi Bpdeny, 7 eddel, (mhomipyeu, f8 dpedans, dmiopehins
(épasdleis. Thos dwl imeed means o or feside ships, fnl oogas on
doard ships,"  (But for the Greeks before Troy was dsl egie 2
maore familiar location than det egeed 7

Further guotation is needless to prove variety of opinion.'  Mr.
Rutherford is perhaps alone in denying to Attic Greek prose the
use of the dat. in the sense of superposition.  This point is natu-
rally the first to be taken up, and could perhaps be determined by
an appeal simply to Att, Greek prose. But it will he better to
present at the same tme and in listoric order the whaole material
of the question,

The following lists

t} include only concrere substantial things, admitting alstrac-
tions, metaphors ar other vorealities only when they vividly sug-
gest their originals, «. g Soph. Ant t8g-go (speaking of the
Trﬂ':\ii'} FaiTRE fmL whdmeres | AT, Av. 30-40 ol pir '}-glll'p ofik TETTUYER o o -
£, The #pﬁan‘ur t:l’aﬂl'ﬂ',. I.'\Igrlll'lﬁm G ded dorie Beed r:f-amln'l: Xen An 11
5, 23 of the wearing of the tiara & of cefodg and also & o coplia,

2y exclude on the contrary concrete objects where evidentiy
the meaning is not purely laecal, & 2. 2 423-24 wivras vip xere-
medwe oo oy Boval v wumdderos (ol vy, 2og, 221)) Xen, Cyr, W

'T may, however, quoté Kuemmell, S Pracpastione im0 Py Phuerdides
(1875) P 3o * Steocturis Genetivi et Dativi collatis demonstrabo s1epe
fere wikil interesse Genetivis an Dativus sit usorpatus,”  He then com-
pares 1 13, § with T 56, 2, 4, toi dofoi and £ rd bt s TT g1, 4 with VI
1ed; 4 dxpaargpiu ang -wp IV 18, ¢ with sog, 2 & tie péshr wivew and
Fo TOR EReTRi e gefeene s 1V 1oe, 4 with VI 60 b, I miTol [SC. TEpOEC)
and £, reipers L taz, 4 fand IV 101, 3) with 11 8o, 2 {and 1V 10, 3) we
and vawe,



