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THE LOSS OF THE PARTITIVE GENITIVE
IN GREEK

Dionysios Mertyris
Academy of Athens

IIEPIAHYH

H yevuxy oty Apyaion EAAvixn Stébete tpelg onpaoies, xoldg
EXTOC ot TLG RTNTLUES %o UePLOTLXEC (StonpeTinéc) Aettovpyieg
0L XANPOVOUNoe ard Ty [lpwto-Ivdo-Evpwmoixy yevixy, pwmro-
P0VOE VoL EXEL XOL OPOLPETLXY oNogia, TNV OTTOolol OTIEXTYOE
AOY® TNG ATWOAELOG TNG APOLPETIXNG TTTWONG TELY ortd Tov 80
or. .X. Qotéoo, 1 yevixn g Néog EAAnvixg €xel ydoel té600
TN LEPLOTIXN 600 XUl TYY QPOLEETLXY YONON TNG, UE TNV XTNON
vou glva M povy opyoion onpoacio Tov éxel dtotnendel. Autég ot
OANOYEG EVTATOOVTOL GTYY EVEVTEPN OWVUIOUNGY TOL CPYOLOV
TTWTLXOD GUGTALOTOS OTO TAOLGLO TNG OTOSLAXTG LTTOXWPENONG
TWY ONULOGLOAOYLXWY YPNTEWY TWY TAAYLWY TTWOEWY eEattiog
NG EXTETOPEVNS YENONG TWY TPODETIXWY QPAGEWY ot GAAWY
oo ALTLXWY Sopoy. ‘Etat, Tto Topdy dpbpo emtyetpel vo aviyved-
OEL TNV TOEELX TNG OTTOAELOG TWY UEQPLOTIXWY AELTOLEYLWY TG
Yevixng oty EAAnvLxn xon vor EVTOTIOEL TOVG TTOPAYOVTEG TTOL
0dMYNoOY GE AVTAHVY.

Keywords: partitive, pseudo-partitive, diachronic change, mor-
phosyntactic change, Greek

1. Introduction

Due to the fact that Greek is a language with a long documented
history, it offers a unique opportunity for the general study of
diachronic change and the variation in the marking of partitive
constructions in particular. As the Greek case system has under-
gone several changes through its diachrony, but has not been
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completely lost like in other European languages (e.g. Romance),
the examination of the diachrony of its partitive constructions is
extremely interesting. Table 1 summarizes the major changes in
the diachrony of the Greek case system:

Table 1: The diachrony of the Greek case system'

Proto- GEN
Indo-Eu-| NOM | ACC | DAT | LOC | INS | ABL | (+possessive
S / +partitive)
Ancient GEN
Greek | NOM | ACC DAT (+possessive/ +parti-
tive/ +ablative)
Medieval
- Mod- ACC ( GEN/ ‘
. +possessive/ -parti-
Grzzrli A NOM (+dative) tive/ -ablative)
Medie- GEN
Mzgzm NOM | ACC (+possessive/ + dative/ -partitive/
Greek B -ablative)

As the Ancient Greek genitive had inherited its possessive and
partitive functions from the Proto-Indo-European genitive and
the ablatival functions from the Proto-Indo-European ablative, it
covered a wide range of usages that were based on the cognitive
metaphors ‘parts are possessions’ and ‘wholes are origins’ (cf.
Nikiforidou 1991).

More specifically, Conti & Luraghi (2014) have identified the
following usages of the partitive genitive in Ancient Greek: i)
adnominal complement, ii) second argument, iii) subject, iv)
third argument, and v) adverbial adjunct. In contrast, the Mod-
ern Greek genitive cannot express any of these functions mostly
due to the fact that the accusative became both the exclusive
prepositional and direct object case? as can be seen in Table 2:

! The vocative is not listed here, as it is not considered a true case (Blake 1994:
9). Conventional periodization is as follows: Ancient Greek = 8" c¢. BC — 4™ c.
AD, Late Medieval/ Modern A = North-Eastern Medieval and Modern Greek
incl. Asia Minor 11 c. AD-today, Late Medieval/ Modern B = South-Western
Medieval and Modern Greek incl. Standard Modern Greek 11t c. — today.

2 The influence of archaistic Katharevousa has led to the reintroduction of struc-
tures that allow the use of the genitive in these syntactic domains in higher
registers, e.g. A6yw Tng owxovoplog ldyo tis ikonomias ‘because of the economy’/
mponyeiTan Tov avTLdAov proiyite tu andipdlu ‘s/he is ahead of the opponent’.

AEZIKOTPA®IKON AEATION 27-28 (2023)
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Table 2: Partitive constructions in the diachrony of Greek

construction

ANCIENT GREEK

MODERN GREEK

adnominal par-

genitive
TOANOL TGV GTPATNY®Y
pollol t3:n strate:g3:n®

oo apd ‘from’ + acc.
TOANOL OTT” TOLG OTEPUTY-
Youg

titive ) o
‘many of the generals’ polt apo tus stratiyils
‘many of the generals’
. enitive juxtaposition
adnominal ~ |BSEUE / ,
seudo-parti- | OTTPLOY 0Lvov TOTNPL XPOOL
P tivf poté:rion oinu: potiri (N/A) krasi (N/A)

‘cup of wine’

‘glass of wine’

adverbal second
argument

genitive

Tivw To0 ofvov
pino: til: ofnu:

‘I drink of the wine

ot apd ‘from’ or acc.
mivew (o) to xpooi
pino (apo) to krasi’

‘I drink (of) the wine’

adverbal third

genitive
Yepilw to TOTRELOY
otvou

accusative or pe me ‘with’
Yeuilw o motipt (pe)
®pool

t p \ f . . . p
argumen gemidzo: tO poté:rion ofnu: | yemizo to potiri (me) krasi
‘I fill the cup with wine’ | ‘I fill the glass with wine’
genitive (sporadic use) |strictly nominative
ANDOV TBY oTEOTNY®Y npbav pepixol amd Tovg
subject é:lthon t5:n strate:g5:n oTEATNY0VG

‘some of the generals
came’

frBan meriki apd tus stratiyiis
‘some of the generals
came’

adjectival com-

genitive
TOTHPLOY TATPEG OfvoL

accusative or pe me ‘with’
mothpL yepdto (Le) xpaot

plement poté :rion plé:res oinu: potiri yemdto (me) krasi
‘cup full of wine’ ‘glass full of wine’
genitive accusative
adpositional |8t opiAov péoo amd to TAR0og
complement |di’ homilu: mésa apd to plibos
‘through the crowd’ ‘through the crowd’
adverbial genit{ve accu§ative f)f :[ime
(time) vuoxtog nyktds ™ voyTo ti nixta
‘at (some part of) night’ | ‘at night’
genitive (limited use) ot se “in/ to”
adverbial "Apyouc 7v Argu:s ém nTov 0to Apyog
(space) ‘he was in (some area of) | ftan sto Aryos

Argos’

‘he was in Argos’

3 All examples are transcribed phonologically in the IPA unless there is use of
brackets ([...]), which indicate a phonetic transcription. The transcription of ex-
amples from Hellenistic Greek (323 BC - 4% c. AD) is based on Horrocks (2010).
Stress accent is marked by the acute.

AEZIKOTPA®IKON AEATION 27-28 (2023)
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Based on what is presented in Table 2, this paper aims to
trace the origins of this change and identify the causes that led
to the loss of the partitive functions of the Greek genitive. The
only usages that will not be discussed in this paper are: i) parti-
tive subjects, due to the fact that these were already rare and
sporadic in Ancient Greek (cf. SerZant 2012a; Conti & Luraghi
2014); and ii) adpositional complements, since the accusative be-
came the exclusive prepositional case by the end of the early
Medieval Greek period (5th-10th ¢. AD), which is a change that
does not only involve the loss of the partitive functions of the
case, but also (and perhaps more importantly) of the ablatival
ones.

The paper will be organized as follows. The introduction pro-
vides the theoretical background of the paper and its methodol-
ogy. The following sections treat the loss of the partitive genitive
in the syntactic domains of adnominal complements (Section 2),
adverbal (second and third) and adjectival complements (Section
3) and adverbial adjuncts (Section 5).

1.1. Case, genitives and partitives

This paper adopts the definition of case given by Blake (1994:
1): “a system of marking dependent nouns for the type of rela-
tionship they bear to their heads”. Consequently, the genitive is
a very common case crosslinguistically, mostly used as an ad-
nominal complement denoting possession. The cognitive inter-
play between possessors and recipients can occasionally lead to
the association of genitives with dative constructions, as can be
seen in the languages of the Balkan Sprachbund.

As regards partitive constructions, it was hinted earlier that
the partitive meaning of Ancient Greek (and most likely Proto-
Indo-European) is based on the cognitive metaphor ‘parts are
possessions’. The term ‘true partitive’ refers to structures that
involve partitive constructions as selections of subsets out of su-
persets (Koptjevskaja-Tamm 2001: 527) that are usually ex-
pressed by numerals and quantifiers, e.g. three of these apples/ a
few of these apples. As will also be discussed in Section 3, the main
difference between true and pseudo-partitives lies in the fact that
the former refer to a known and specific superset.

AEZIKOTPA®IKON AEATION 27-28 (2023)
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1.2. Methodology

Part of the diachronic and dialectal data in this paper were in-
cluded in Mertyris (2014). Diachronic data from the previous
stages of Greek have been collected from the electronic corpora
of the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae (Classical, Hellenistic and Medi-
eval Greek texts) and the Duke Databank of Documentary Papyri
(non-literary papyri of the late Hellenistic Greek period). The
data from Modern Greek dialects come from dialectal studies,
grammatical descriptions and collections of narratives.

As noted earlier, the major advantage of the Greek language
in diachronic studies is its long documented history, but that
does not come without its problems. More specifically, the relative
absence of the vernacular language due to the use of archaistic
Greek in the literary texts of late Hellenistic (1% c. AD - 4™ c.
AD) and early Medieval Greek (5% c. - 11" ¢. AD) is extremely
problematic, as the changes that shaped the medieval and the
modern language have not been documented in sufficient detail.
Thus, on the one hand the major source for these intermediate
stages is the late Hellenistic documentary papyri of Egypt, which
nevertheless exhibit the disadvantage that they too imitate archa-
istic patterns and that some of them might have been written by
second language speakers, and as such some constructions may
not reflect the actual spoken language of the time. On the other
hand, the vernacular Medieval and early Modern texts (12%-18™
c. AD) are of limited use for the study of partitive constructions
in Greek, as the changes shown in Table 2 had already taken
place and the intermediate stages are not represented apart from
exceptions or clear instances of archaistic influence. This meth-
odological impediment is the reason why this study does not
include quantitative data.

2. Adnominal true partitives in Greek

The Ancient Greek genitive was essentially the exclusive marker
of adnominal partitives, as alternative strategies were quite rare.
Structures that could have provided the source of its replacement
by prepositional phrases can be traced in constructions that were
already in use in Ancient Greek. For instance, the following ex-
ample exhibits the use of an elative prepositional phrase (&éx ek
‘out of” + genitive) that depends on the verb rather than on the
NP (cf. Bortone 2010: 143):

AEZIKOTPA®IKON AEATION 27-28 (2023)
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(1) &x moMéwy miovpog cuvacipetol {tTovg
ek poléa:n pisuras
out.of many:GEN.pl.m four:ACC.pl.m
sunaetretai hippo:s
take:3sg.MID horse:ACC.pl.m
‘he takes four horses out of many’ Hom.Il. 15.680

Such structures could potentially lead to a reanalysis that would
associate the prepositional phrase with the object instead of the
verb: [ADJUNCT éx moAéwv] [VP ovvoaeipetar] [NP miovpog
inttovg] — [VP ouvaeipetor] [NP miovpog {mmovg] [PART éx
TOAéWVY].

The first actual attestations of prepositional phrases replacing
the plain genitive come from the Classical period. For instance,
in Thucydides the ablative &6 apd ‘from’ (+genitive) is used in
three structures with the subset 0Aiyog oligos ‘little/ few (pl.)” and
the superset ToAGg poliis ‘much/ many (pl.)’:

(2)  OAiyor &wdO TOMBGY €T 0oL ATEVOoTNOOY
oligoi apo poll3:n ep’ ofku:
few:NOM.pl. m from many:GEN.pl to home:GEN.sg
apendste:san
return:3pl.PST.PFV
‘few of many returned home’ Th. 7.87.6

These structures are extremely rare, as can be seen by both the
low number of attestations and the fact that they occur with
specific subsets and supersets. While the ablative and elative
prepositions governing the genitive had not been fully grammat-
icalized as partitive markers at the time, it can be inferred that
their use was essentially an attempt to reinforce the partitive
meaning of the structure (cf. Bortone 2010: 143), as in some
contexts the high polysemy of the plain genitive might have been
opaque.

In post-Classical Greek, the use of these structures increases,
cf. Mayser (1934: 348-352) on the replacement of the bare par-
titive genitive by amé apd/ éx ek in documentary papyri. Table 3
shows the occurrence of &mé apd ‘from’ and éx ek ‘out of’ with
the quantifier ToAOg polys ‘much/ many’ in the Septuagint (3™-
274 ¢, BC) and the New Testament (1% c. AD):

AEZIKOTPA®IKON AEATION 27-28 (2023)



THE LOSS OF THE PARTITIVE GENITIVE IN GREEK

Table 3: Bare genitive vs. &mé apd / éx ek with ToAdg polys

TOAOG polyfs + | TOAOG polyjs + amé
genitive apd | éx ek (+gen.)
Thucydides (5% ¢. BC) 100% 0%
Septuagint (374-24 c. BC) 70% 30%
New Testament (1% c. AD) 66% 34%

It is safe to assume that this tendency to replace the plain genitive
with an ablative/ elative prepositional phrase reached its peak in
the early Medieval Greek period (5%-10"" c. AD), during which
the plain genitive was no longer able to mark partitive functions.
What is more, during that period the accusative became the ex-
clusive prepositional case, as the loss of the ablative and partitive
functions of the genitive could not support its use as a preposi-
tional complement instead of the more unmarked and frequent
accusative.

Thus, in late medieval vernacular texts the Modern Greek
structure of &mé apd + accusative has been solidified (cf. Holton
et al. 2019: 1965 & 1993):

(3)  elg &md Todg TpEic pog

is apd tus tris mas
one:NOM from the:ACC.pl.m three:ACC.pl 1pl:GEN
‘one of the three of us’ Dig. E 1217

The early establishment of the structure is also confirmed by the
fact that partitive genitive relics* do not exist in dialectal and
Common Modern Greek apart from vestiges in superlative struc-
tures and when a pronominal clitic is the superset, e.g.:

(4) o xoNbTEEOC AYBPWTOC TOL KOGUOV/ GTOV KGO0
o kaliteros dn6ropos
the:NOM better:NOM human:NOM
tu kosmu / ston kdosmo
the:GEN world:GEN /  in.the:ACC world:ACC
‘the best person of the world/ in the world’
Common Modern Greek

“ Note that in Modern Greek (dialectal and common), the syncretic (i.e. morpho-
logically accusative, cf. Mertyris [2014]) pronominal genitive plural can only be
used when the subset and the superset are identical, cf. ot dvo oog i did sas ‘the
two of you (=both of you)’ vs. 860 a6 eadg dio apd esds ‘two of you’.

AEZIKOTPA®IKON AEATION 27-28 (2023)
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In Pontic Greek the genitive plural 6Awv dlon (KAG gen.pl 6Awy
hdlon <6hog hdlos ‘whole’) has been grammaticalized as a super-
lative marker:

(5)  S6AwY To PLXEAGY To YOALY
olon to mikrdn to xalin
whole:GEN.pl  the small the carpet
‘the smallest carpet (lit. the small carpet of all)’
Parcharidis (1951: 102)

Finally, the influence of the archaistic Katharevousa, which was
the official language of the Greek state from 1830 till 1976, has
reintroduced quantity nouns and fractions that may employ a
partitive genitive in mostly higher registers of Standard Modern
Greek, while the periphrastic construction can also be used:

(6) a. évog wixpde aPLBPOC TV POLTATOY / amd TOLG POLTNTEC
énas mikrds ari@mds ton fititdn (GEN)/
énas mikrds ari@mds apd tus fitités (amd apd +ACC)
‘a small number of the students’

b. to éva tpito TV PnYopdpowy / amd Touvg PNPoESEoLS
to éna trito ton psifofdron (GEN)

to éna trito apd tus psifoférus (améd apd +ACC)

‘one third of the voters’

3. Adnominal pseudo-partitives in Greek

As mentioned in Section 2, the main difference between true par-
titive and pseudo-partitive constructions lies in the fact that the
former involve a definite superset, whereas the latter refer to an
abstract superset, usually the type of entity quantified by a nom-
inal quantifier. As regards the diachrony of Greek, it is of great
interest that in Ancient Greek both constructions were marked
by the same strategy, i.e. the genitive, but in later periods of the
language their marking became distinct, which is the case in a
few other languages; for instance, in Finnish the elative marks
true partitive constructions, whereas the partitive marks pseudo-
partitive constructions (Rutkowski 2007). According to
Koptjevskaja-Tamm (2009), five main types of adnominal
pseudo-partitives can be identified: i) container, e.g. a cup of wine;
ii) measure, e.g. two litres of water; iii) part, e.g. a piece of snow;
iv) form, e.g. a pile of books; and v) quantum, e.g. a pinch of salt.

AEZIKOTPA®IKON AEATION 27-28 (2023)
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Alexiadou & Stavrou (2020: 724) adopt a slightly different clas-
sification®: i) classifier nouns, e.g. a swarm of bees; ii) cardinal
nouns, e.g. a dozen of bottles; iii) quantifier nouns, e.g. a number
of people; iv) measure/ unit nouns, e.g. two litres of milk; v) parti-
tive nouns, e.g. a piece of cake; vi) container nouns, e.g. a glass of
wine; vii) group (collective) nouns, e.g. a team of players; and viii)
consistive nouns, e.g. a bunch of books.

Starting with the marking of pseudo-partitive structures in
Ancient Greek, not only was the genitive the exclusive strategy
used, but also there is no attestation of alternative structures in
Archaic and Classical Greek:

(7)  a. xOdmehha otvov CONTAINER
kiipella ofno:
cup:N/A.pl wine:GEN.sg
‘cups of wine’ Hom.Il. 4.345-6
b. déxa d& ypvoolo TaAavVTY MEASURE
déka de khrusoio tdlanta
ten ptc  gold:GEN.sg  talent:N/A.pl
‘ten talents of gold’ Hom.Il. 9.122
c. T 8& AEPOG TUNUOTOL PART
ta’ de’ aéros tmé:mata
the:N/A.pl ptc air:GEN.sg piece:N/A.pl
‘the fractions of air’ PLTi. 56e
d. owpov péyov aitov FORM
s:10M mégan sito:
heap:ACC.sg big:ACC.sg grain:GEN.sg
‘a great heap of food’ Hdt. 1.22.1
e.uiving deouida QUANTUM
minthe:s desmida
mint:GEN.sg bundle:ACC.sg
‘a bundle of mint’ Hp. Mul. i-iii 78.123

Apart from those five types, the AG pseudo-partitive genitive was
also used with numerical nouns similarly to Finnic and Balto-

5 It should be noted that Alexiadou & Stavrou (2020: 719 & 729) also include
relations of duration as pseudo-partitives (e.g. a journey of three hours), but such
structures in fact constitute non-anchoring possessive relations (cf. Koptjevskaja-
Tamm 2005).

AEZIKOTPA®IKON AEATION 27-28 (2023)
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Slavic languages; however, unlike these languages in which the
use of partitive constructions occurs with numbers higher than
five, in AG the genitive could be used with numerical nouns of
nominal origin denoting numbers higher than a thousand both
in cardinal and nominal use, e.g. pvptég myrids “a group of ten
thousand”, ytAtdig khilids “millenary”:

(8)  &ixoot pupLédeg Alyvrtiony

efkosi muriddes Aiguptiom
twenty ten-thousand:NOM.plf Egyptian:GEN.pl.m
‘two hundred thousand Egyptians’ Hdt. 2.30.7

The only attestation of the use of juxtapositions in Classical Greek
with these numerical nouns comes from the dubious tragedy
Rhesus that is conventionally attributed to Euripides:

(9)  popLddog e TéAeLg AvdpGY dyabdy éxévwoey
myriddas te péle:s
ten.thousand.ACC.pl.f ~ and  city:N/A.plL.f
andrim agathi:n ekéno:sen
man:GEN.pl.m  good:GEN.pl.m empty:3sg.PST
‘and he emptied countless cities of their brave heroes’
Eur. Rh. 913

As this is the only attestation of such a structure in Classical
Greek, it is a sign that the text is of post-Classical origin and
might not have been entirely produced in the Classical period
(cf. Manousakis & Stamatatos 2018). Regardless of the exact date
of the example above, similar structures appear more frequently
in Hellenistic Greek:

(10)  a. wevtoxdoror yLALédec Bvdpec

pentakdsie khiliddes dndres
500:NOM.pLf  millenary:NOM.pl.f man:NOM.pl.m
‘five hundred thousand men’ 2Ch. 13.17.3
b. dd3exa yLALASeg Eappoarylapévol
dodeka khiliddes esphragismény
twelve millenary:NOM.pl.f seal:MP.PTCP.NOM.pl.m
‘twelve thousands of sealed men’ Apoc. 7.8

Quite clearly, the influence of regular cardinal numerals, which
function like adjectives, i.e. agreeing adnominal modifiers, was
the driving force behind these structures, e.g.:
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(11)  a. Classical Greek
yihow yovaixeg khiliai (NOM) gynaikes (NOM)
‘a thousand women’ vs.
YALEDeS Yovoux®dy khiliddes (NOM) gynaiki:n (GEN)
‘thousands of women’

b. Hellenistic Greek
yihow yovaixeg xilie (NOM) yynékes (NOM)
‘a thousand women’ vs.
Madeg yuvaixeg xiliddes (NOM) yynékes (NOM)
‘thousands of women’

As regards the other types, their attestation with juxtapositions
is quite rare even during the late Hellenistic period (1% c¢. AD -
4% ¢, AD), as in the following papyrological example:

(12)  Aitpag 3vo TOPELELOY
litras dijo porfijrion
litre:ACC.pl two purple.dye:N/A.sg
‘two litres of purple dye’  SB 14.12080, 5-6 (4" ¢. AD)

These structures do not appear regularly until late medieval
sources (cf. Holton et al. 2019: 2019-2020):

(13)  a. Altpoag xepiv TpELg
litras kerin tris
litre:ACC.pl.f wax:N/A.sg.n  three:N/A.pl.f
‘three litres of wax’
document from S. Ttaly, 1086 AD (Minas 1994: 175)

b. xawxiv xpoaoiy

kafkin krasin

cup:ACC.sg  wine:ACC.sg

‘a cup of wine’ Ptoch. 4.136 (12 c.)
c. xoppdrtio 0vvoy

komdtia Oinan

piece:ACC.pl tuna:ACC.sg

‘pieces of tuna’ Ptoch. 4.115 (12% ¢.)
d. memépLy QovxTay pioy

pepérin fiiktan mian

pepper:ACC.sg handful:ACC.sg one:ACC.sg

‘a handful of pepper’ Ptoch. 4.212 (12% c.)
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Furthermore, the almost complete lack of pseudo-partitive geni-
tive relics in modern dialects implies that the genitive must have
lost its ability to mark these relations in most varieties by the late
Medieval period (11"-15" c. AD). The only modern dialect that
exhibits such vestiges with specific types of pseudo-partitives is
Cappadocian, which was spoken in Asia Minor before the Greece-
Turkey exchange of populations in the 1920s.

(14)  évo xTnvLod oyéN

éna xtinii ayél
one:N/A.sg cattle:GEN.sg./pl herd:N/A.sg
‘a herd of cattle’ Cappadocia (Dawkins 1916: 456)

As in Turkish pseudo-partitives are marked with juxtapositions
(Koptjevskaja-Tamm 2009), this example most likely does not
reflect influence from language contact, but vestiges of an archaic
construction.

Finally, it is worth noting that all types of pseudo-partitives
apart from conventionalized measure may alternate with prepo-
sitional phrases (Mertyris 2014: 60):

(15)  a. wa xobvma (*ard) (pe) xpoot

mid kipa  (Fapd) (me) krast
one:N/A.sg cup:N/A.sg from  with wine:N/A.sg
‘a cup of wine’ CONTAINERS
b. 3%o Aitpa (Famd) vepd
dio  litra (*fapd)  nerd
two  litre:N/A.pl from  water:N/A.sg
‘two litres of water’ MEASURE
c. xoppat (amo) yopt
komati (apo) xarti
piece:N/A.sg from paper:N/A.sg

6 As the supersets of pseudo-partitives in Modern Greek tend to be feminine and
neuter nouns which always have identical nom. and acc.sg forms (apart from di-
alects with final /n/ retention, which distinguish the nom. from the acc.sg of fem-
inines as in Ancient Greek, cf. Cypriot aper| arfi nom.sg # apenv arfin acc.sg)
the use of masculine supersets in the nom. seems to be awkward; this issue needs
further investigation. Consider this ex. from Common Modern Greek:

2o yaPada yodog eivor oto Tpamél ‘a bowl of porridge is on the table’

mia yavaba xilos ine sto trapézi

a:NOM.sg bowl:NOM:sg porridge.NOM:sg be:3sg at.the table:N/A.sg
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‘a piece of paper’ PART

d. owpde (amd) BLBrio

sords (apd) vivlia

pile:NOM.sg  from book:N/A.pl

‘a pile of books’ FORM

e. tolumté (amd) ohdrt
tsimbid (apd)  aldti
pinch:N/A.sg from salt:N/A.sg
‘a pinch of salt’ QUANTUM

While prepositional phrases are not as frequent as juxtapositions,
they may indicate that the loss of the adnominal pseudo-partitive
genitive could have followed two paths instead of one. However,
similarly to juxtapositions, they are attested sporadically in Hel-
lenistic and early Medieval Greek, e.g. owpodg amod Albwv sorifs
apd lithon ‘piles of stones’ (Polyaenus, Excerpta 56.10; 2™ c. BO).

4. Adverbal and adjectival use of the partitive in Greek

4.1. The partitive genitive as a second argument

The use of the partitive genitive as a direct object in AG could
occur with verbs that exclusively govern the genitive and verbs
that could alternate between the genitive and other cases. The
former type mostly involves verbs of low transitivity that do not
cause a change of state (Conti & Luraghi 2014: 452). The major
subtypes of this diverse group of verbs can be presented as fol-
lows (cf. Smyth 1916: 230):

(16) a. Participation:
ToTOD XOWwVEDY ‘to share their drink’
potii: koinamé:n
drink:GEN.sg share:INF X.Mem. 2.6.22

b. Beginning, ending:
T0D Adyov O¢ YjpyeTO

tii: logu: de  ¢:rkheto

the:GEN.sg speech:GEN.sg ptc start:3sg. MP.PAST

‘he began the speech’ X.An. 3.2.8
c. Senses

olvov yeveabou ‘to taste wine’
ofnu: getiesthai

AEZIKOTPA®IKON AEATION 27-28 (2023)



264 | Atovdong Meptdpng

wine:GEN.sg taste:MP.INF Pl Lg. 674b

d. Succeeding, failing, trying, aiming at, reaching for:
TLLDY XOANGTWY TUYYAVOLGL
timj:n kallisto:n tynkhdnu :si
honor:GEN.pl best:GEN.pl ~ chance.upon:3sg
‘they enjoy (lit. chance upon) the highest honours’

X.Mem. 3.12.4
e. Desire, enjoyment:
ToUTov Eémbupel ‘he desires this’
ti:tu: epithymé:
this:GEN.sg  desire:3sg PL.Phlb. 35b
f. Taking care of:
@e(deo TV ve®Y ‘spare the ships’ Hdt. 8.68A.1

pheideo ti:n nej:n
spare:2sg.IMP  the:GEN.pl ship:GEN.pl

g. Being full:
ot de Mpwvbot pdpov yéuovot
hai  de 1é:kythoi  myjru: gému.:si
the  ptc jug:NOM.pl unction:GEN be.full:3pl
‘the jugs are full of unction” Ar. Pl. 811-812

Turning to the latter type, Conti & Luraghi (2014) identify two
main subtypes of AG verbs that govern a genitive of partitive
meaning that may alternate with other cases, the second of which
can be split into two further subtypes, as can be summarised in
the table below:
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Table 4: Conti & Luraghi’s (2014) classification of alternating

genitive second arguments in AG

e The genitive has a partitive origin, but not a syn-
chronic partitive meaning

e These verbs are low in transitivity

e The genitive may alternate with other cases with-
out a clear difference in meaning, e.g.:

TYPE 1: CEN ACC
Non-moti- , , LS o
vated alter- uvnoecbot ... Grrioxtitao Tudéa 8’ 0D peuvnuon
nation be- mné:sesthai ... Philokté:tao  Tudéa d’ ou mémne:mai
tween the ‘to remember Philoctetes’ ‘I don’t remember Ty-
- Hom.Il. 2.724-5 deus’ Hom. II. 6.222
genitive and
other cases
GEN DAT
TeTopnpesto Yoo QUAOTNTL TpoTTElOUEY
tetarpo fmestha gdoio phildte:ti trapeiomen

‘we have taken our fill of  ‘we enjoy love’
lamenting’ Hom.Jl. 23.10  Hom. Il. 3.441
Subtype I: The genitive indicates low transitivity,
while the accusative involves high transitivity and
change of state (cf. Riafio Rufilanchas 2014: 531-

532), e.g.:
GEN ACC
o dog 0pEETo opeEdiuevog ypbéa
TYPE 2: paidos oréksato oreksdmenos khrda
Semanti- ‘reaching (not touching) ‘reaching (and touch-
cally-moti- the boy’ Hom.Il. 6.466 ing) the flesh” Hom.II.
vated alter- 23.805

nation of the | Subtype II: Both the genitive and the accusative in-
genitive with | volve a change of state’; when the genitive is used

the accusa- only a part of the referent undergoes a change of
tive stage and when the accusative is used, there is total

affectedness®:

GEN ACC

Sppa miot otvoto nivé Te olvov

ophra pioi oinoio piné te oinon

‘in order to drink some ‘drink the wine!’

wine’ Hom. Od. 22.11 Hom. Od. 15.391

7 For the alternation between genitive and accusative with consumption verbs,
see Napoli (2010).

8 The same construction can also be used with plural count nouns referring to
an unspecified individual, e.g. Adpnotolo 8’ &ynue Buyatpd®dy Adré:stoio d’ ége:me
thugatro®n ‘he married (one) of the daughters of Adrastos’ Hom.Il. 14.121.
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In Type 1, Conti & Luraghi (2014: 449-450) have also included
this construction, which has a genitive instead of the regular use
of the accusative with Aaufdve lambdno: ‘take’: AoPouévn t@dv
YOLVETWY TOD &vdpog laboméne: ti:n go:ndta:n (GEN) té: andros
‘she laid hold of the man’s knees’ Hdt. 1.112.1. However, this
construction, traditionally called ‘genitive of contact’ (cf. Don-
aldson 1862: 483-484), indicates the starting point of the action
of the verb, which is very typical of the ablatival meaning of the
AG genitive, and as such it is not related to the partitive meaning
of the case. In the previous example the action of the middle
participle does not take place on ‘some part of the knees’, which
would be quite bizarre due to the knees being a small part of the
human body that would be difficult to be conceived as having
various parts®. This can be best shown by the use of the active
forms of AauBdvw lambdno: either with the accusative of the part
seized and a possessive genitive or with an accusative of a person
and an ablatival genitive: Hom.Il. 24.265 Aafe yolvoata
[InAtlwvog labé gd:nata Pe:leid:nos ‘clasp the knees of the son of
Peleus’ vs. Hom.Od. 6.142 yobvwy ... AaBoy ... xobpny gd:na:n
lab3:n kd:re:n ‘clasping the maid by the knees’.

As regards the transition from the ancient partitive construc-
tions in Table 4 to the modern ones, when the alternation was
not semantically motivated and the genitive did not have a syn-
chronic partitive meaning, the shift to the accusative was an eas-
ier process in post-Classical Greek (cf. Hatzidakis 1905: 468).
Eventually, the accusative, being the unmarked direct object case,
began to replace the genitive, even when it was the obligatory
second argument:

(17)  und& BeAdvng Evappo Embourong
mioé veldnis énamma epibymisis
not-even needle:GEN.sg thread:N/A.sg desire:PFV.2sg
‘covet not a needle’s thread’  Clem.Al., Strom. 5.14.119

In terms of expressing partial affectedness, as the plain genitive
started to lose its partitive meaning, the use of ablative/ elative
prepositions as a reinforcement can be observed in Hellenistic

9 The Modern Greek equivalent with the mediopassive form of méve pidno ‘grip’
clearly shows the ablatival origin of the construction: mdotxe and o Yéovoto
Tov Gvtpa TNg pidstike apd ta ydnata tu dndra tis ‘she latched herself onto (lit.
from) the knees of her man’.
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Greek. Thus, the accusative became the exclusive prepositional
case, as mentioned earlier, and the partitive meaning of the gen-
itive was entirely lost (cf. Bortone 2010: 179):

(18) a. #miev éx ToD ofvou

épien ek tu onu
drink:PST.3sg out.of the:GEN.sg wine:GEN.sg
‘he drank from the wine’ Ge. 9.21
b. v i} éx TO vepdy
na pit ek to neron
CMP drink:PFV.3sg from the:ACC.sg water:ACC.sg
‘to drink from the water’ Chumnos, Kosmog. 1235

. NTLe amd TO *xPOOL
ipie apo to krasi’
drink:PST.3sg from  the:ACC.sg wine:ACC.sg
‘s/he drank from the wine’ Common Modern Greek

Thus, it is safe to assume that by the end of the early Medieval
period the accusative had become the exclusive direct object case.
Nevertheless, there are a few partitive genitive second argument
relics in southern insular varieties of Modern Greek that are more
conservative with regard to the use of the genitive, as it also
marks indirect objects after the loss of the dative (¢, 10" c. AD).
The following examples demonstrate that the maintenance of
these relics occurs with roughly the same types of low transitivity
verbs that governed partitive genitive second arguments in AG
(examples [16a-g]), i.e. desire, sense and memory verbs:

(19)  a. péeton T’ ammLd%LOD
[réete t appidcu]
yearn:MP.3sg  the:GEN.sg pear:GEN.sg
s/he yearns for the pear’ Cyprus (Menardos 1896: 444)

b. pev eyyilelg Tov YALxoV
men  engizis tu yliku
NEG touch:2sg the:GEN.sg sweet:GEN.sg
‘don’t touch the dessert” Cyprus (Menardos 1896: 443)

C. TOL xoAoxoLELOV LLPELLEL
tu kalokeriw’ mirizi
the:GEN.sg  summer:GEN.sg smell:3sg
‘it smells like summer’ Andros, Cyclades (Voyatzidis 1956: 173)
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d. av Nrove 0 XPLoTOS TWV ®KOLEOLYWY
an tkue 0 Xristds ton kurundn
if heard:3sg  the Christ:NOM the crows:GEN.pl
‘if Christ listened to the crows’
Santorini, Cyclades (Petalas 1876: 91)

e. eBBvunbnxd Tov
e00imitikd tu
remember:MP.PST.3sg 3sg:GEN.m
‘I remembered him’
Chalki, Dodecanese (Tsopanakis 1949: 62)

4.2. The partitive genitive as a third argument

According to Conti & Luraghi (2014), there are two groups of
verbs that take the genitive as a third argument: i) legal action
verbs, and ii) verbs of filling and commercial transaction:

(20) a. v ... Aaxedorpovioug ... tfig EEamdtng TLpwENoWUedo
&n ... Lakedaimonfu:s ... té:s eksapdte:s timo:re:s3:metha
if Spartan:ACC.pl ...the trick:GEN punish:SBJV.1pl
‘If we punish the Spartans for their trick” X.An. 7.1.25

b. xoAdung mAfoavteg Y TO TAOLOY
kaldme:s plé:santes pd:n to ploion
reed:GEN fill:PTCP.PST.NOM.pl all: ACC the.ACC boat:ACC
‘after filling the whole boat with reeds” Hdt. 1.194.2

However, this analysis is not entirely accurate with regard to legal
action verbs. More specifically, the genitive with these verbs is the
same that is used with verbs of emotion denoting admiration,
jealousy etc, e.g. D. 19.67 (4" c. BC) ®iAttrov eddanpovioog Tig
toyng Philippon eudaimonisas té:s tijkhe:s (GEN) ‘praising Philip
for his good fortune’ (cf. Anagnostopoulou et al. [fortchoming]).
Quite clearly, this is a genitive of cause and as such it is related
to the ablatival meaning of the genitive, as Nikiforidou (1991)
has shown through the cognitive metaphor “causes are origins”.
As to the verbs of commercial transaction, the genitive is tradi-
tionally known as ‘genitive of price and value’:

(21  a. Ty ... dpav v ... Tic dpYLELOL TWAT TG BovAOUEVL

té:n  holran ean tis argyriu:
the:ACC.sg beauty:ACC.sg if someone coin:GEN.sg
po:lé: t3:i bu:loméno:i
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sell:SBJ.3sg the:DAT.sg want:PTCP.DAT.sg
‘if someone sells their beauty for money to whomever
wants it’ X. Mem. 1.6.13
b. gimep yop Nubg dELol Adyov
eiper gar he:md:s aksiol logu:
it ptc 1pl:ACC think.worthy value:GEN.sg

‘For if my wife holds me in any regard’
E.Med. 962-3

As can be seen in (21a), the verb mwAéw pa:léa: ‘sell’ is construed
with an indirect and a direct object, which means that the geni-
tive of price and value is not always a true argument of the verb
and could be regarded as an optional adjunct instead. In con-
trast, as can be seen in (21b), with verbs like aEt6w aksida: ‘think
someone to be worthy of something’ the genitive of value plays
a more integral role and is not merely an adjunct. Even though
this verb is not used with the same meaning in Modern Greek,
the shift to prepositional phrases and the plain accusative instead
of the genitive can be observed in Medieval and early Modern
Greek texts:

(22) a. elc peydiny TNy oV dEiwoe
is meydlin timin ton aksiose
in big:ACC.sg honour:ACC.sg 3sg:ACC honour:PST.3sg
‘he honoured him with great honours’
Historia Alexandri Magni ¢ 269

b. mévoug GEwoég pe

ponus dksosés me

pain:ACC.pl honour:PST.2sg 1sg:ACC

‘you deemed me deserving of pain’

Chortatsis, Panoria B 444

Similarly to the genitive of price and value, the genitive of penalty
is also closer to the function of an optional adjunct than to that
of a proper argument. The replacement of this genitive by a
prepositional phrase took place in post-Classical Greek (21b):

(23) a. &av ... 6pAwot Bovdtov dixny
ean ... ophlo:si thanatu: dikemn
if be.cast:3pl  death:GEN.sg suit:ACC.sg
‘if they have all been condemned on a capital charge’
Pl.Lg. 9.856d
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b. xotadixoaabelg el Oavatw

katadikasthis ept thandto
condemn:PASS.PTCP.NOM.sg on death:DAT.sg
‘condemned to death’ D.S. 3.5.2

Turning to verbs of filling, even though the partitive genitive is
the main strategy to express the locatum, as shown in (20b), the
use of the instrumental dative is also attested in tragic poets:

(24) Bdoxpvolot Yo ‘EMGSa ooy Eminoce

dakryjoisi  gar Helldda pa:san éple:se
tear:DAT.pl ptc  Greece:ACC all: ACC.sg fill:PST.3sg
‘she filled all of Greece with tears’ E.Or. 1363

While this structure is reminiscent of the Modern Greek use of
ue me ‘with’ with fill verbs, its limited use in Ancient Greek in-
dicates that the latter might not be a direct descendant of the
former. In fact, the use of the instrumental preposition peté metd
(+genitive) is not attested until late Hellenistic Greek (25a). The
modern structure appears in late medieval texts after the phono-
logical simplification of the preposition and the shift to the accu-
sative, after it had become the exclusive prepositional case in late
Medieval Greek (25b and c):

(25)  a. yéuioov ... T TpLTAG PET BEOLG

yémison ... tas  trypds met’  Oksus
fill:IMP.2sg ... the:ACC.pl hole:ACC.pl with vinegar:GEN.sg
‘fill the holes ... with vinegar’ Ps.-Galen 29 14.542

b. yepiler doxly pe t0 vepov
yemizi askin me to neron
fill:3sg bag:ACC.sg  with the:ACC.sg water:ACC.sg
‘he fills a bag with water’ Chumnos, Kosmog. 1224

c. yeuiler o moryodpl (ue) vepd

yemizi to paytri  (me) nerd
fill:3sg  the:ACC.sg flask:ACC.sg (with) water:ACC.sg
‘s/he fills a flask with water’ Common Modern Greek

Some early signs of reinforcing the partitive meaning of the gen-
itive with an ablative/ elative preposition are also attested in Hel-
lenistic Greek, but this use did not survive for long:
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(26) éyéutoey adTOV €x TOD TLEOC

eyémisen afton ek tu pyros
fill:PST.3sg 3sg:ACC out.of the:GEN.sg fire:GEN.sg
‘they filled it (=the censer) with fire’ Apoc. 8.5

A possible source of the Medieval and Modern structures in
(25b) and (25¢) with two accusatives for both arguments could
be sought in the use of other “location-locatum” verbs, such as
‘load something onto something’ (Levin 1993; Anagnostopoulou
et al. [forthcoming]). More specifically, the next example shows
the use of two accusatives, one of which is a cognate object, and
it is identical to the structure of the Modern Greek @optwyvw
fortono ‘load’, which may also govern two accusatives!®:

(27)  @oprilete TobG dvBpwTOLS PopTior SuoBhoToxTo

fortizete  tus anbrdpus fortia dysvdstakta
load:2pl  the:ACC.pl human:ACC.pl burden:ACC.pl  unbeara-
ble:ACC.pl

‘you load men with unbearable burdens’ Ev.Luc. 11.46

Such structures could have given rise to the Modern Greek syn-
tax of fill verbs:

(28) a. mhvto o AV YERiC (=YEuLle) Béaxovoy
pinta  ta ktini yémize vdkanon
all: ACC.pl the beast:ACC.pl fill:IMP cabbage:ACC.sg
“fill (=feed) all the beasts (=herd) with cabbage’
P.Fay. 117, 1. 13-14 (108 AD)
b. yeploow xapnAovg Gptoug
yemise kamfilus drtus
filllINF.PFV  camel:ACC.pl bread:ACC.pl
‘to fill (=load) camels with bread’
Acts of Philip 93 (4™ c. AD)

In turn, the interplay between these structures and adnominal
pseudo-partitives could have led to the establishment of the loss
of the partitive genitive in either syntactic environment, as can
be seen in the following constructed examples ([29a] in Classical
Greek and [29b] in late Hellenistic Greek):

10 E.g. Me @bptwoeg evbvveg/evoyég me fdrtoses effines/enoxés ‘You loaded me
with responsibilities/guilt’.
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(29) a. yepilw to motHpLov otvou/ TV TOTHPLOV 0LYOL
gemidzo: to poté :rion oinu:
fill:1sg the:ACC cup:ACC wine:GEN
pino: poté :rion ofnu:
drink:1sg cup:ACC wine:GEN

b. yepilw T motHpLov olvoy /  mivew moTAELOV 0ivoy

yemizo to potirion ynon | pino potirion ynon
fill:1sg the:ACC cup:ACC wine:ACC /
drink:1sg cup:ACC wine:ACC
‘I fill the cup with wine / 1 drink a cup of wine’

4.3. The partitive genitive as an adjectival complement

The use of the partitive genitive as an adjectival complement is
discussed here, as it involves full adjectives, which are closely
related to the fill verbs discussed previously:

(30) motoudy ... TAHEN & ixHBwY

potamon ... plé:re: a’ ikhthija:n
river:ACC.sg...  full:ACC.sg ptc fish:GEN.pl
‘river ... full of fish’ X. An. 1.4.9

Similarly to fill verbs, in tragic poets there is an infrequent use
of the instrumental dative instead of the partitive genitive:

(31) “EAAnot BopRdipotc B’ 6p.od TAAPELS ... TOAELS

Heélle:si barbdrois t homii:
Greek:DAT.pl  barbarian:DAT.pl and  together
plé:re:s pdle:s

full: ACC.pl city:ACC.pl

‘cities full of Greeks and barbarians together’ E.Ba. 19

The Modern Greek use of the accusative as a complement of the
adjective yemdtos ‘full’ is unique, as there is no other adjective
that has a similar syntax, since most Modern Greek adjectives
take prepositional phrases as complements, e.g. étoLpog yrow éti-
mos yid ‘ready for’. Thus, it is likely that the adjective originated
from the participle yYéuwy gémo:n of the verb yéuw gémo: ‘be full’
and that at some point during the early Medieval Greek period
it shifted to the morphologically simpler suffix -étog -dtos, which
had been borrowed from vulgar and late Latin -afus. After the
shift of fill verbs to the accusative had been completed, the same
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pattern was applied both to the indeclinable gerund that the an-
cient participles evolved into (31a) and the newly formed adjec-
tive (31b and 31c):

(32) a. yoptiv Todg BpHvoug Yépovto

xartin tus Orinus yémonda
paper:ACC.sg the:ACC.pl laments:ACC  be.full:GER
‘letter full of laments’ Dig. E 227 (p. 12" ¢.)

b. yoptoodxxovAa yepdtor Tow yopTio
xartosdkula yemdta ta xartia
paperbag:ACC.pl full: ACC.pl the paper:ACC.pl
‘paperbags full of papers’ Ptoch. 3.96 (p. 12% ¢.)

c. oox0VAEG YEUBTES YO PTG

sakiiles yemdtes xartid
bag:N/A.pl  full:N/A.pl paper:N/A.pl
‘bags full of paper’ Common Modern Greek

5. Adverbial use of the partitive genitive in Greek

As noted in Section 1, the use of the partitive genitive to indicate
parts of an area in which the action of the verb takes place was
already very limited in Archaic and Classical Greek:

(33)  émetdyuvov Tiig 630D TOLG GYOAALTEPOV TPOLGYTOG

epetdkhynon té:s hodii: tu:s
hastened.on:3pl  the:GEN.sg road:GEN.sg the:ACC.pl
proidntas skholaiteron

advance:PTCP.ACC.pl more.slowly
‘they hastened those that went the slowest on the road’
Th. 4.47.3

A similar construction can be found in the partitive equivalent
of the accusative of respect, e.g. TOv ddxtuAoy &AYel ton ddktulon
algé: ‘he has a pain in his finger’ Pl. R. 462d (cf. Hahn 1954;
Romagno 2017). More specifically, the genitive in the following
example indicates a part of the noun with respect to which the
action of the verb takes place (cf. SerZzant 2012b):

(34)  xotedyn Thg *EPAATG

katedge: té:s kephalé:s
shatter:PASS.PST.PFV.3sg the:GEN.sg head:GEN.sg
‘he wounded his head’ Ar. V. 1428
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Despite the rarity of spatial partitive genitives in AG, a bizarre
spatial use of the genitive has surprisingly survived in Medieval
Greek and some southern dialects of Modern Greek that are more
conservative with regard to the use of the genitive, as mentioned
earlier (cf. Favis 1948):

(35) a. Omdryovy Tiig oTEPénig
ipdyun tis steréas
go:3pl the:GEN.sg land:GEN.sg
‘they go by land’ Chronicle of Morea H 4235 (14 ¢.)

b. praivew tov ywexod

[béno tu xorku]
enter:1sg the:GEN.sg village:GEN.sg
‘I enter the village’ Cyprus (Menardos 1896: 446)

C. TYOILYO TOL TOTOULOY
piyena tu potamiti
go:PST.1sg the:GEN.sg river:GEN.sg
‘I was going along the river’
Konitsa, Epirus (Rebelis 1953: 74)

It is unclear whether these structures originate directly from the
spatial partitive genitive, given the fact that in Classical and Hel-
lenistic Greek such spatial genitives are either extremely rare or
completely absent (cf. Soliman 1965). Another possibility is that
the occurrence of these constructions in the southern dialects
may be related to their use of the genitive as an indirect object
after the loss of the dative in early Medieval Greek. Therefore,
this is an issue that requires further analysis in a separate study.
In contrast, the use of the genitive of time in Classical Greek to
indicate that an event took place at an indefinite point in time
was not as infrequent:

(36) ¢yeto &Ly vuxTdg
oikheto apioin nyktos
depart:PST.3sg  depart:PTCP.NOM.sg night:GEN.sg
‘he went off at (some point of the) night’ X. An. 3.3.5

This function was lost completely and replaced by the accusative
of time in Medieval Greek, as in the majority of Modern Greek
varieties it does not exist, although it has left some set expres-
sions as relics:
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(37) a. Tov ypbvoL

tu xronu
the:GEN.sg  year:GEN.sg
‘next year’ Common Modern Greek

b. Tohotob xapod
paleti kerii
old:GEN.sg  time:GEN.sg
‘in the past”  Andros, Cyclades (Voyatzidis 1956: 174)

c. T OTLYRNS

[ts stiymis]
the:GEN.sg moment:GEN.sg
‘at once’ Skiathos, Sporades (Rigas 1962: 56)

6. Discussion and conclusions

From a typological perspective, the data presented in this study
are quite interesting, as most major strategies that mark partitives
and pseudo-partitives in European languages have been used in
the diachrony of Greek (cf. Koptjevskaja-Tamm 2009): a) pos-
sessive strategy (AG genitive); b) separative strategy (ablatival
and elative prepositions &m6 apd/ éx ek ‘from’); ¢) juxtapositional
strategy; d) accompaniment (comitative pe me ‘with’ with con-
tainers). A future crosslinguistic study comparing the loss of the
partitive functions of the genitive in Indo-European and non-
Indo-European languages in Europe would be extremely useful,
as according to SerZant (2021: 919): “the original, inherited pat-
tern of Indo-European — the possessive strategy (by means of
the genitive case) — is recessive in all branches of this family,
albeit to a different degree.” In fact, SerZant (ibid.) considers the
replacement of partitive genitives by the separative strategy (ab-
latival prepositions) to be an areal feature of Eurasian languages,
i.e. the result of language contact. More specifically, SerZant
(2012b: 134; 2021: 719) mentions a few instances of the compe-
tition between the partitive genitive or a partitive case and abla-
tival/ elative constructions in eastern Europe, e.g.: Serbian (gen-
itive vs. the ablatival preposition od + GEN); Russian (genitive
vs. the ablatival preposition iz + GEN); Latvian (genitive vs. the
ablatival PP no + GEN); Lithuanian (genitive vs. the ablatival
preposition i§ + GEN); Finnish (partitive vs. the elative case).
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Furthermore, according to SerZant’s (2012b: 133) analysis, the
disassociation of the true partitive meaning of the bare genitive
and its reinforcement with prepositions can be linked to the need
for distinct marking of true partitives and pseudo-partitives,
which is also in accordance with Luraghi (2003: 72): “High pol-
ysemy was the cause that led to increasing use of prepositions”.
This perspective can provide an explanation for the early signs
of the retreat of the genitive as a true partitive already in Classical
Greek (cf. example [2]), as opposed to the relatively infrequent
attestation of juxtapositional pseudo-partitives in Hellenistic
Greek, as shown earlier. The earlier loss of true partitives com-
pared to pseudo-partitives can be best seen in the following table
that summarizes the diachrony of the loss of the partitive genitive

based on the data of this study.

with juxtapositions

Classical Hellenistic Medieval/ Modern

adnominal |rare competition |competition with | complete replace-

partitive | with a6 apd /| | ané apo | éx ek ment by &mn6 apo

genitive | &x ek (+GEN) | (+GEN) (+ACO)

. use of numerical

adnominal o
pseudo-par- - nouns with ]u?(ta— complete'replace—.
titive geni- no competition | positions — .hm— ment by juxtaposi-

Hive ited competition tions

direct object

i. exclusive use
ii. alternating
use with ACC

(usually to show

partial affected-
ness)

i. competition with
ACC

ii. competition with
amé apd/ éx ek
(+GEN) to show
partial affectedness

i. exclusive use of
AcCcH

ii. use of &mé apo
(+ACO) to show
partial affectedness

i. limited competi-
tion with ACC (in-
fluence from load

complete replace-
ment by ACC or pe

time

locatum of |rare competition verbs) me ‘with’ (+ACC)
fill verbs | with INS.DAT ii. rare competition an.d extension of
with weté: metd this pattern to full
‘with’ (+GEN) adjectives
imited use - -
s Jimiea “
adjunct in alternation competition with  |relics of set expres-
(time) with the ACCof | o ACC of time sions

1 Apart from the southern insular dialects mentioned earlier.
12 Note the structures in (35), however.
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Table 5: The course of the loss of the genitive partitive functions

The three main strategies and the more peripheral use of e me
‘with” which replaced the partitive genitive can be summarized
as follows:

e ablative prepositional phrases were used
to reinforce the partitive meaning of the
genitive in adnominal true partitive con-

structions
partitive genitive — | e ablative prepositional phrases were used
a6/ €x apd / ek instead of the partitive genitive as a sec-
‘from’ ond argument to indicate that only a part

of the referent was affected

e ablative prepositional phrases can be used
as complements of parts, forms and
quanta in pseudo-partitive constructions

¢ the accusative became the exclusive direct
object case

¢ the accusative became the exclusive prep-
ositional case

¢ the accusative replaced the genitive as the
third argument of fill verbs and the com-
plement of full adjectives

e the accusative replaced the genitive as a
temporal adverbial apart from a few relics

partitive genitive —
accusative

¢ juxtapositions replaced the partitive geni-
tive in adnominal pseudo-partitive con-
structions

partitive genitive —
juxtapositions

e prepositional phrases with the instrumen-
tal Hellenistic Greek petd metd/ late Me-
dieval-Modern Greek pe me could be used
as a third argument of fill verbs, a com-
plement of full adjectives and as a com-
plement of container pseudo-partitives

partitive genitive —
WETG/ pe metd/ me
‘with’

Table 6: Main strategies of partitive genitive replacement in Greek

Based on what has been presented in this paper, a few main
points can be concluded. The loss of the partitive meaning of the
Greek genitive was part of the broader restructuring of the case
system, which favored the grammatical use of the cases over their
concrete uses (cf. Luraghi 2004: 376). Similar developments took
place with the loss of the ablatival genitive and the loss of the
non-anchoring possessive functions of the genitive (cf. Mertyris
2014). Thus, the genitive marking was considered to be
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unnecessary, non-iconic and non-economic, since the case began
to lose its partitive meaning in several syntactic environments
gradually and to a varying degree depending on the type of con-
struction and dialectal variation.

ABBREVIATIONS

1 first person m masculine pl plural

2 second person MID  middle PST  past

3 third person MP mediopassive PTCP partici-
ACC  accusative N/A  nominative/ac-  ple

DAT  dative cusative ptc particle
f feminine n neuter SBJ subjunctive
GEN  genitive NEG negation sg singular

INF infinitive NOM nominative
PFV  perfective
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