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Aspectual Distinctions and Variants in the Future Passive:
Lysias 19.61

Filip De Decker

Abstract: In this article, I will discuss the variants ®@eAoecde (a middle future form with
passive meaning, found in manuscript C and printed by Bekker) and o@eAnnoecbe (a
morphologically passive future form, attested in all other manuscripts and printed by most
editors), both found in Lysias 19.61. I first provide a critical assessment of the scholarship
on the alleged differences between these two types of ‘passive’ future forms. I then list all
the morphologically passive forms in Lysias. I then discuss the meaning of the verb
oeerém (and its opposite {nuidw) and assess how the meaning could have influenced the
use of the future form. After that, I take a look at elements that could play a role in deciding
which variant to choose, namely the value of manuscript that has the variant reading
aeeroeobe, the presence of other aorist and/or present forms in the passage and two
parallel passages with the future passive forms of @@eiéw, namely 18.20 and 29.4.
Finally, I discuss the instance under discussion. Although there are elements that can be
used in favour of both variants, I nevertheless argue that the middle form has preference:
it is the lectio difficilior because Lysias rarely used middle forms with passive meaning,
there is an aspectual distinction between the two forms (the middle form confers a
duration) and the middle form can have middle meaning in this passage.!

Keywords: textual criticism; Lysias, tempus, aspect and Aktionsart; future passive and
future middle; Greek verbal morphosyntax.

PREVIOUS SCHOLARSHIP ON THE ASPECT IN THE FUTURE PASSIVE

There are essentially five approaches to understanding the middle future form with passive
meaning: One assumes that there is a difference between the forms; another denies any
difference; the third argues that the middle forms have genuine middle meaning and the
morphologically passive forms passive meaning; the fourth explanation assumes that for
certain verbs ending in a vowel only the middle form was the correct one; and the final
approach only mentions that the middle future can have passive meaning but does not
address a possible difference in meaning.

This article is part of my ongoing investigations into the aspect of Classical and Post-Classical
Greek. I thank the journal’s anonymous reviewers and the editor, Professor Orna Harari, for
their observations, improvements and suggestions and Dr. Scott Nelson (Vienna Symposium
& Webster University) for correcting my English. It goes without saying that all infelicities,
shortcomings, inconsistencies and/or errors are mine and mine alone. I dedicate this article to
the memory of one of my predecessors in Firenze, Professor David Asheri, born David
Bonaventura (1925-2000), a specialist in Classical Culture, History and the Greek Language.

Scripta Classica Israelica vol. 45 2026 pp. 1-19



2 ASPECTUAL DISTINCTIONS AND VARIANTS IN THE FUTURE PASSIVE: LYSIAS 19.61

1.1. There is a difference between the forms
The first explanation is that the middle forms have a durative meaning and the passive
ones are aoristic and perfective. This was first explicitly stated by Schaefer, discussing the
verbs dtogpBopricetor and Stalvdrceton in Demosthenes 8.17,% and Stallbaum, addressing
the occurrence of yevicopor and yevnOfoopotr in Plato Parmenides 141e6.> This
distinction was accepted by some grammars* and thoroughly elaborated upon by Blass. In
his discussion of the difference between @avodpot and avicopat in Demosthenes, he
added a detailed analysis of the middle future forms with passive meaning and the
difference in meaning with the morphologically passive forms.’ After this study, the
aspectual distinction was generally accepted and adopted in most standard grammars,
often with the caveat that some exceptions remained.® Recent investigations into certain
specific forms confirmed this,” and Van Emde Boas et al. codified this distinction in their
new grammar but limited it to the 5™ century BC, adding that it apparently ceased to exist
by the 4 century BC.® Before this grammar was written, Allan had already doubted that
there was a difference in use between the 5% and 4% century BC.°

This rule has not always been universally accepted, and in the next subsections I
discuss the other opinions.

1.2. No difference in meaning can be found

Several grammars of the early 19" century, such as those by Buttmann and Bernhardy,
denied the aspectual distinction because they either assumed that there was a close
connection between middle and passive,'° or because they argued that the middle forms
were used instead of the morphologically passive forms because of the avoidance of forms
that would otherwise become too long (as Kiihner initially held).!! In addition, several

2 Schaefer (1824), 500.
Stallbaum (1848), 401-2.

4 Kiriiger (1861), 151, Kiihner (1870), 102, who recanted his earlier rejection of this theory (see
footnote 11).

5 Blass (1892), 273-85.

6 Kiihner & Blass (1892), 111-12, Kiihner & Gerth (1898), 114-17, 170-71, Smyth & Messing
(1956), 220, 395.

7 In his work on the Greek middle, Allan (2003), 179-202 treated the difference between
oovodpon and gavicopot and confirmed Blass’ results, with some restrictions (see below for
more on Allan’s analysis). In his discussion of oyfjow and €€m, George (2016), 600 also agreed
with the distinction for the middle and passive forms (although that was not exactly what his
article intended to investigate).

8 Van Emde Boas et al. (2019), 461-2.

Allan (2003), 197. I owe the reference to this passage to an anonymous referee of the journal.

10 Buttmann (1810), 315, Bernhardy (1829), 345, (1862), 39—40.

I Kiihner (1835), 19, state (but cf. supra): Nur dann darf man dem Fut. Med. passive Bedeutung
zuschreiben, wenn ein Verb das Fut. Med. allein, oder das Fut Pass. nur sehr selten bildet.
Die Dichtersprache hat sich freilich ofter die Freiheit genommen, statt der langen und
unbequemen Form des Fut. P die kiirzere und bequemere Form des Fut, Med. zu brauchen.
In allen iibrigen Fillen setzen die Griechen wenn sie den passiven Begriff ausdriicken wollen,
das Fut. Pass..

See also Buttmann & Lobeck (1839), 86—7, Wackernagel (1926), 204, Hartmann (1934),
128, Schwyzer & Debrunner (1950), 266.
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scholars listed and discussed the considerable number of exceptions to this rule and
concluded that the mere number of the exceptions rendered the rule incorrect.!> More
recently, the aspectual distinction between the two types of futures has been denied by
Bornemann & Risch,'® and Tronci.!* In his study of Sophocles’ syntax, Moorhouse also
denied the aspectual distinction but noted that most middle forms with passive meaning
in Sophocles had nonetheless durative meaning. '

1.3. Middle is middle and passive is passive
This maxim, taken from Allan’s book on the middle voice in Greek,'® refers to the theory
that argues that, in the future, middle forms have middle meaning and passive forms
passive meaning, and that the difference between the forms is not an aspectual distinction
but one based on the diathesis. Stahl most explicitly makes this argument. In his analysis,
he illustrated this with the verb dmaAldtro: droAraEopor meant ‘I will free myself” and
amaArayroopat ‘I will be liberated’.!” Allan agreed to a certain extent and stated that for
several verbs the distinction between the middle and passive forms was aspectual but in
many more cases based on the diathesis.'® While he confirmed to a large extent the results
obtained by Blass, he nevertheless added that a form such as @avobpot contained the
notions ‘I will show for myself” and ‘I will show myself’, and from that latter meaning
also ‘I will be shown, I will appear’. He also showed that the orators especially preferred
the passive form @avficopar over the middle avodpotr when the meaning was passive. !
I have two observations to make. First, my main test for this theory is that it can be
maintained only if the aorist of these verbs makes the same distinction. If a verb has a
middle and passive aorist, then it is feasible to assume that the diathesis distinction present
in the aorist-stem was also present in the future, but in case the verb only displays a passive
aorist form, it is difficult to maintain that the diathesis distinction that was absent in the
aorist would suddenly appear in the future. I will perform this test below when I discuss
the meaning of dpeiéw and its opposite {nuidw.

12 Stahl (1907), 84-6, Wackernagel (1926), 200—4, Magnien (1912), 279-82, Prévot (1934), 80—
85, Hartmann (1934), 122, 125-9, Schwyzer & Debrunner (1950), 265-6, Bornemann &
Risch (1973), 125, Wackernagel & Langslow (2007), 257-8.

Bornemann & Risch (1973), 125 state Neben diesen medialen Formen kommt meist auch ein

gewohnliches Passivfutur auf -Onoouau vor, (...) Beide Bildungen haben dann die gleiche

Bedeutung (keinen Aspektunterschied (underlining is mine).

14 Tronci (2017a), 836, 90—7 (especially 90-92), 111, (2017b), 196-203, (2017c), 385-7,
(2020), 114-18. In Tronci (2017c, 2020), she discussed how the middle forms, with semi-
deponent or passive meaning, almost completely disappeared in the Bible and were replaced
by either active or passive forms. This is an issue that cannot be addressed here.

15 Moorhouse (1982), 176-7 argues [i]t is true that in most of these futures (sc. the middle ones
used in a passive sense, FDD) a durative sense appears (...) but it cannot be upheld that there
is a special association of such function with the forms (underlining is mine).

16 Allan (2003), 200-2, section 4.3.

17" Stahl (1909), 84-7.

18 Allan (2003), 183, 185, 200-202.

19 Allan (2003), 196-8.
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Second, if this theory were correct, instances such as dwaAéEopan and drodeyOrcopan
(both with middle meaning ‘I will speak’) should not exist but the fact that they do,
indicates that this theory cannot be the only possible explanation.

1.4. The middle forms are in some cases the only ones possible

Some scholars, such as Cobet and Dindorf, did not discuss any differences in meaning but
argued that the middle forms were the oldest ones and that the morphologically passive
ones had to be substituted by the middle ones, regardless of the meaning and
transmission.?’ Their analysis seems to be based on the assessment by post-classical and
Byzantine scholars that only the middle forms were used in Classical Greek. One can refer
e.g. to the grammarian Moeris (2"-3" century AD),?! who stated the following: Tipfjcetan
Atticoi Tiun0fcetan "EAAnveg: ‘the Attic speakers use tiunoston “he shall be honoured”
and the Hellenistic speakers tyunfnoeton “he shall be honoured’. That this theory was
only applied to certain verbs ending in a vowel and never to verbs ending in a consonant
(even in cases where theses verbs had both a middle future form with passive meaning
and a morphologically passive form, as e.g., PAGyopot and Brafnoopar from PAdmTo)
seriously undermines its value. The fact that the morphologically passive future existed
for many verbs makes it unlikely that it would not have existed for an entire class of verbs
and that all the instances would have been the result of errors during the transmission.
Finally, the scholars advocating this theory failed to notice that certain verbs they changed
had morphologically passive forms in Attic inscriptions (where no transmission problems
could have occurred). A case in point is Tipd®, which never has a middle future form in
passive meaning in the Attic inscriptions and always uses tyunOfocopoi.?? All these
elements argue against an automatic correction of the transmitted morphologically passive
forms.

1.5. An Agnostic or Ignotative Stance
A few grammars note that the middle future forms can have passive meaning but do not
mention the alleged aspectual distinctions.?

After this brief discussion of the existing scholarship, I now turn to the disputed
passage and the issues that need to be investigated before deciding which variant to
choose.

20 Cobet (1858), 567, 697, Dindorf (1862), 135.

21 1In agreement with the editorial guidelines of the journal, I use (contrary to other publications)
the Latin variant of the Greek names and works, with the exception of Euripides’ tragedy
Trojan Women, for which the English title was used.

22 See Meisterhans & Schwyzer (1900), 193 and Albini (1961), 97. This issue is not discussed
explicitly in Threatte, but he did state that the morphologically passive forms were used as
true passives and mentioned two cases of tyumOncopon from the 4" century BC (1996, 561—
2). He did not treat the use of middle forms as passives in her section on Future (active and
middle) (1996, 524-8) nor did he include the verb tipudo in his List of Verbs (Threatte (1996),
653—4 went from tikTo to Tivw).

23 Goodwin (1900), 268, Kriiger & Cooper (2002), 2341, adding that the morphologically
passive future is a relatively late formation and pointing out that while there were many
examples in the middle future form in Attic and Homeric Greek, this middle use would
eventually gradually die out), Basile & Radici-Colace (2001), 3345, Lachawitz (2022), 86.
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THE DISPUTED INSTANCE LYSIAS 19.61 AND ISSUES TO RESOLVE

The speech Lysias 19 was delivered by the relatives of Aristophanes, who was executed
and whose property confiscated. When the confiscation took place, the state considered
the quantity of goods to be too small and accused the relatives of having hidden a large
part of the goods. The defendant contests neither the death sentence nor the legality of the
confiscation but argues that a dead man’s property is always smaller at death than when
he was still alive and that his father was in the habit of financing many state activities.?*
In addition, he tries to convince the jury that if he is acquitted, the city will benefit from
it much more than when he is convicted and his property is also confiscated. In doing so,
he refers to his family’s past financial support to the city: his father was in the process of
equipping a warship and so is the accused at this moment. The passage in which we find
the contested form is the following:

oUkouv GElov ToT¢ TV Katnyopwv Adyolg Tiioteloat udAAov i Toig £pyols, & EmpdyOn
év amavtL e Blo, kKal Td Xpovw, Ov LUETS oapéatatov Edeyxov 1ol dAnbol¢ vopioarte.
el yotp pm v Toloditog, 00K &v ¢k TOAAGY OAlya katéAumey, émel el viv ye éEamatnBeinte
VO ToUTWV Kol Snpevoald’ U@y v ovsiav, 0vdE Yo taAavta AdBolt’ dv. Mate o
uovov mpog 806fav GAAX Kal €ig pnUATWYV A0Yov AUGLTEAEL UGAAOV VTV
amoym@icacBat: TOAY yap TAEIw WPeAjoead’ / dpeAnOioeat’, £av MUETS EXwEY.

It is not fair, then, to credit our accusers’ words rather than the deeds that marked his whole
life, or than time, which you are to regard as the clearest test of truth. If he had been of
another stamp, he would not have left but a small remnant of his estate; for if you should
now be utterly deceived by these people, and should confiscate our property, you would
receive less than two talents. So not only with a view to repute, but also in respect of money,
it is more to your advantage to acquit us; for you will get far more benefit if we keep it.23

Most manuscripts have the morphologically passive future form, whereas manuscript C
has the middle form. Bekker printed the middle form,?® whereas the other editions
preferred the passive form.2” In their Lysias commentaries (which do not treat Oration
19), Bizos and Carey argue that the main manuscript for Lysias is manuscript X and that
the other manuscripts are mere copies of it and that only C has its own value, describing
it as une seule (sc. une copie du manuscrit X, FDD), celle du Laurentianus 57,4 (C) du
XVe siécle, contient des variantes méritant d’étre utilisées quelquefois,”® and a fifteenth
century manuscript which contains some intelligent scribal conjectures.”’

24 Lamb (1930), 415-17.

25 Translation by Lamb (1930), 451, 453.

26 Bekker (1823), 385, followed by Shuckburgh (1882), 94. He did not discuss this form and the
variants in the commentary (1882), 166, and Scheibe (1897), 154.

27 Thalheim (1901), 225, Adams (1905), 210 where the variant is not discussed, Hude (1912),
177, Gernet & Bizos (1926), 54 where the variant is not discussed), Lamb (1930), 450, Albini
(1955), 179, Edwards (1999), 46, he did not discuss the meaning of the form or the variants
in the commentary, (1999), 142, Carey (2007), 197. Rauchenstein & Fuhr (1897), 31, 121 also
printed the passive form, although they stated that the middle form was more common in
Greek. They also pointed out that manuscript C had the middle form and that Cobet changed
the passive forms into middle ones in 18.20 and 29.4.

28 Bizos (1967), 12.

29 Carey (1989), 12. A similar judgement could already be found in Gernet & Bizos (1924), 17—
18, who criticised Bekker and Hude for having placed too much confidence in C.



6

ASPECTUAL DISTINCTIONS AND VARIANTS IN THE FUTURE PASSIVE: LYSIAS 19.61

In deciding what form to use we should consider the following questions:

What is Lysias’ preference concerning the future forms? Is he more inclined to
use middle forms with passive meaning or to use the morphologically passive
forms?

How should we interpret the fact that only C has the middle form and only in this
oration? Does the argument of the lectio difficilior potior apply here?

Can the explanation middle is middle and passive is passive shed any light on the
issue? Related to this is the question whether the meaning of dperéw could have
played a role here.

Does the aspect use of the other forms in the passage reveal anything about the
aspectual choice to make here? Related to this are the issues of a possible
aspectual attraction and the interpretation of the aorist-stem-forms as expressing
anteriority and the present-stem-forms as being simultaneous.

The morphologically passive form odeeindncopat is unanimously transmitted in
Lysias 18.20 and in 29.4. What do these passages reveal about the use and can
they shed any light on the passage under discussion? In this discussion, we need
to address the aspect of the other verb forms in the passage as well.

The next subsection discusses Lysias’ preferences in using future forms with passive
meaning.

MORPHOLOGICALLY PASSIVE AND MIDDLE FORMS IN LYSIAS

Morphologically passive future forms are very common in Lysias, while the middle forms
are exceptional. In the corpus Lysiacum,*® we have 57 morphologically passive forms. Of
these 57, 3 belong to dpeAém and 3 to its opposite {nudw (and the transmission in the
instance here has both the middle and the passive form).>! These 6 will not be considered
in our catalogue of forms as they are the ones under investigation, but in 5 of the 6
instances all manuscripts have the passive form.

Of the 51 remaining forms, there are 14 deponent forms. We find:

3 morphologically passive future forms from verbs that do not use middle future
forms in Classical Greek: pvnoOfcopor (3.45), davapvnobnoecBor (26.1),
nodnoovtan (the form occurs in 233e4 in the Erotikos-speech transmitted in
Plato’s Phaedrus as if it were pronounced by Lysias).

11 instances, in which a verb that uses both the passive and the middle forms in
Classical Greek, used the morphologically passive form [@avicetar (12.50,
13.79, 13.87, 18.2, 19.63, 25.15, 29.2), poavicopor (7.27, 25.16), eavioecbs
(18.15), opywoBnoecbe (21.21)] and in only 2 instances the middle form
[poveioBe (26.11), opyloduevor (15.9)].

30

Dover (1968) argued that one could only be certain that speech 12 was really written by Lysias

and by Lysias alone, but that it was often also very difficult to disprove the authorship of a
given Lysias speech. For practical reasons, I therefore consider all the speeches delivered in
his name to be genuine (including speech 6, which Dover (1968), 78, 194), considered to be
undoubtedly spurious).

31

The instances of ®@eAéw are 18.20, 29.4 and 19.61 (the instance under discussion here and

the only one in which a middle form has also been transmitted) and for (oo, 6.15, 8.18,
and 29.4.
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e No instances in which deponent verbs that use both the morphologically passive
and middle future forms in Classical Greek have only a middle future form in
Lysias (for dnpoxpotéopar and frtdopat, see below).

The same distinction can be made for the 37 passive forms with passive meaning. We
have:

e 27 morphologically passive forms from verbs that do not use middle forms with
passive meaning in Classical Greek: dvayxacOnoopat (3.3), 0pOncecOon (3.34),
ovykomnoeco  (3.34), dmotunOnoscbor (6.26), £EeheyyBnoetan (6.34),
ocwbnoopor (12.15), apednoecbor (12.15), cwbnoecbon (12.85), opbnoecbde
(12.90), tpowpndceton (13.1), mapadobnoovror (13.15), davaykacOnceTol
(13.25), ocwBnoecBor (13.37), taenoecbor (13.45), cwbnocecbor (13.79),
ocwbnoopévne (14.10), avoyvocbncoviar (17.8), éleyyxbnoecBar (20.22),
dtipmdnoovtor (20.34), dvaykacOncopeda (21.25), droppndficecdon (22.14),3
cwdfcecBour  (25.21), Swpfindfcecle  (26.15), eOpedfceton  (29.3),%
dokyactnoopevov (31.1), uopndnoetan (31.24, 31.26);

e 7 instances, in which a verb that uses both the passive and the middle form with
passive meaning in Classical Greek, only used the passive form in Lysias:
oikodopunOnoetar (12.63), mpaydnoecbor (12.77), kotoivbnooduevov (13.16),
kpinoopevor (13.38), mpaybncorto (23.9), vmorewpbnceton (25.18) and
SrownOnoeton (30.35) are found, whereas oikodopr oo, Kpvod oL, TPAEOaL,
Moopor,* Aetyopon and (St)otkricopan are not attested with passive meaning;

e 3 morphologically passive forms for which both the passive and the middle forms
were used in Classical Greek and attested in Lysias: jrm0fcovron (20.32) and
nrmoecbe (28.9, cf. infra), drootepnOnoecbe (12.70) and otepnoopon (19.1),
kaBapebnoetar (12.63) and meproupnoodueda (34.4 — I take this form to be
passive);*’

e No verbs in Lysias that lack a morphologically passive future form and only use
a middle future form with passive meaning (instances such as &dcopot and
adwmoopat are not found in Lysias).

There are two forms that I included here and not with the deponent forms. They are:
dnuokpotnoecbe (34.4): I am inclined to consider dnpokpatéopiat to be a passive verb,
but this verb can be considered as a middle or a passive form, depending on how one
interprets the meaning ‘having a democratic constitution’ or ‘being ruled under
democratic government’. The meaning is the same, but the grammatical categorisation

32 1 consider this form to be only passive as the middle form Aé&opon with passive meaning is

only found in tragedy and only linked to this root by suppletivism and is not actually related
to 1t.

The verb gbpickm only uses a morphologically passive future form (Veitch (1879), 283-4),
as the form gvprioeton as quoted in Photius’ gloss evpfioetar: avti tod edpedioetal can be a
future perfect as well. The gloss can be found in Theodoridis (1998), 218.

I believe that in Xenophon Cyropaedia 1.6.9 the transmitted future middle form xataivoeton
can be maintained, as was also stated in Veitch (1897), 427 (implicitly) and LSJ sub uoce
KkataAvm). It does not need to be changed into a future perfect katolelboeton as was suggested
by Cobet and adopted by Marchant (1910 on this passage) and Gemoll & Peters (1968), 48.
I agree with Veitch (1879), 28 that aeawpnon (Euripides Trojan Women 1278) and
neproupnodpeda (Lysias 34.4) have passive meaning.

33
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may differ. This verb is only attested in the middle form in Lysias and it seems that the
morphologically passive future form of this verb was not found in Classical Greek,
although it is attested as a variant in Thucydides’ Historiae 8.75.2. Passive aorist forms
of this verb are not attested in Classical Greek (the only exception being a fragment of the
historian Megasthenes (4%-3™ century BC).

nrmobnoovtar and Nrtoecbe: the meaning of Nrtdopon can be ‘be overpowered, be
vanquished’ (passive) or ‘be inferior’, but also here I am inclined to catalogue the forms
as passives, although the active Nttéo is only attested in post-Classical Greek.

The figures show that Lysias prefers the morphologically passive forms for the
deponent verbs, although in many cases, a middle form was available as well. When we
look at the forms with a passive meaning, we note that in more than two thirds of the
cases, Lysias used a verb that had no middle future form with passive meaning. This does
not rule out that these forms had perfective meaning, but as there was no middle form
available, their evidentiary value is limited. In 7 cases, Lysias opts for a morphologically
passive form, although a middle was available as well, and in only 4 unanimously
transmitted cases Lysias used a middle future form with passive meaning. To this we
should add that in 5 cases, Lysias also used the passive futures m@einOncopor and
Onuwbnoopat, but as they are under investigation here, I have not included them in the
list. These data seem to confirm Allan’s view, according to which both in the case of
pavoduat and pavioopat and in the use of the passive and middle forms, the orators prefer
the passive form, whereas other genres, such as tragedy, prefer the middle form.®

Finally, the verb d@eiéw has 10 unanimously transmitted morphologically passive
future forms in Classical Greek,?” 5 middle future forms with passive meaning,*® and 6
instances in which more than one form has been transmitted (5 besides the instance here),
but in 5 of the 6 instances the middle form has preference.?* We thus have an equal number
of passive and middle forms for this verb. The numbers of the verb mpelé® themselves
can therefore not shed any light on the issue.

The overall conclusion of this overview is that Lysias clearly preferred the
morphologically passive forms and this should be taken into account when discussing the
disputed instance.

36 Allan (2003), 197. This was pointed out to me by a referee of the journal.

37 The instances are Isacus 10.16, Lysias 18.20, Lysias 29.4, Andocides 2.22, Xenophon
Memorabilia 2.7.8, (pseudo(?)-)Plato Hippias Maior 285a7-8, (pseudo(?)-)Plato Hippias
Maior 285a7-8, (pseudo-)Plato Theages 128e7, Aristoteles Ethica Eudemia 2.7.11-2,
(1224b19), Aristoteles Ethica Nicomachea 1.6.16 (Bekker 1097a8).

38

The instances are Thucydides Historiae 7.67.3, Xenophon Oeconomicus 2.8, Xenophon
Cynegeticus 12.1, Demosthenes 18.144, Aristoteles Politica 2.5.13, (1269a17).

39 The instances are Thucydides Historiae 6.18.4, Plato Res Publica 1.16 (Stephanus 343.b—c),
Xenophon Memorabilia 1.6.14, Xenophon Cyropaedia 3.2.20. In all these instances, the
middle and passive future forms have both been transmitted, Xenophon Memorabilia 3.11.2—
3, where the middle future form is transmitted besides the middle future form of another verb).
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THE MEANING OF G@gAé® AND ITS OPPOSITE {npuiow*

The verb dpeléw (and its opposite {nuodw) do not only display the problem of the form
but also of the meaning. ®@elém means ‘help’ but also ‘benefit’. A middle form
aeeroopon could therefore mean ‘will be helped’ if it had passive meaning and ‘will
benefit, will find benefits’ if it had middle meaning. The same is true for {nuid®, which
means ‘punish’ but also ‘damage’ and for Nttdopar, which means ‘be overpowered, be
beaten’ but also ‘be inferior’. One could thus argue that the middle form a@eAricopan
should be preferred if the meaning was ‘will benefit” and the passive mpein0ncopor when
‘will be helped’ (mutatis mutandis one could apply the same rationale when deciding
between (nuodcopor and {nuwbnoopal, but this matter is beyond the scope of this
article). This case is a specific instance of the theory middle is middle and passive is
passive and can be solved by looking at the aorist forms. If we can discern a similar
distinction between @eeAncaunv and @eeiidny, the explanation can be applied to the
future; if not, the meaning cannot be a deciding factor. As the middle aorist forms of
weerém are very rare (if not nearly non-existent) and the passive aorist forms much more
common, it is more reasonable to assume that the distinction was one based on aspect and
not on diathesis. This will become clear in the discussion of the instances of Lysias 18.20
and 29.4 below.

Ultimately, this matter is related to the discussion of the interaction between aspect /
grammatical aspect and Aktionsart / lexical aspect, i.e. to the question of whether there is
a one-on-one relationship between the meaning of the verb form and the grammatical
expression of the form. In my opinion, the two need to be separated at least for Greek, as
there are forms in which both the present and the aorist-stem can be used. I refer, for
instance, to the Homeric iterative forms in -ok-, which can be used in the imperfect and
the aorist,*! and to instances in Classical Greek of the type &maucev év and Eratev v, both
meaning ‘he would beat’, but having a different aspectual expression. If Aktionsart were
the main deciding factor, such doublets would not exist. Similarly, I believe that aspect
would be better suited than Aktionsart to decide between mpeincopo and meeindncopat,
and to explain the differences between, for instance, dtaAéEopon and draieybnoopat, both
forms with a middle meaning. As this is an issue that has been discussed almost since the
beginning of comparative philology as a discipline, it would need a much longer
discussion and cannot be solved here in a single paragraph.

MANUSCRIPT C AND THE LECTIO DIFFICILIOR POTIOR ARGUMENT

The morphologically passive form @@eAndncopat is unanimously transmitted in Lysias
18.20 and in 29.4 and in both passages the passive form was changed into the middle one
by Cobet but otherwise preserved by all the editors. (These two passages will be discussed
later). The presence of the morphologically passive form in these two passages and the
data on the other morphologically passive forms quoted above indicate that the middle
form mpelnocec’ is a rarity. One might therefore be inclined to adopt this reading, but is
lectio rarior potior a valid principle? At first, one could argue that this is a special case of
lectio difficilior potior and that this would be sufficient to follow Bekker and print the
middle form. This argument can, however, also be reversed and be used against the form.

40 This was pointed out to me by a reviewer of the journal.
41 T refer to my research in De Decker (2023) and (2024).
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As manuscript C contains lectiones that seem to be the fruit of the scribe’s own
conjecturing and attempting to correct what he had in front of him, we cannot exclude the
possibility that the middle form dperoecab’ is his correction of the form deeinnoesd’,
found in the other manuscripts.*? This raises the question where he would have found this
form. If he copied other Greek prose writers, it is perfectly possible that he knew that this
verb had a middle future with passive meaning.

The value of the manuscripts itself and the concept of lectio difficilior potior are
insufficient to decide on the problem but the following consideration argues in favour of
manuscript C. If the copyist had known that the verb @perém had a middle future with
passive meaning and considered this the correct form, would he not also have changed the
passive form on the two other occasions? The fact that he did not correct the two other
instances thus seems to argue against a correction by a copyist who knew that this verb
could also use a middle future form with passive meaning.

Next, I will analyse all the verb forms in the passages under discussion. I start with
19.61 and then treat 18.20 and 29.4. To do this, I must first treat two other issues in Greek
aspect: Temporal reference and of aspectual attraction.

AORIST FOR ANTERIORITY AND PRESENT FOR SIMULTANEITY?

Most standard grammars of Greek assume that the difference between the present-stem
and the aorist-stem is one of aspect and not of tense/temporal reference. Some scholars,
most recently Ruijgh and Hettrich, argue that the distinction is not aspectual but temporal
and that the present-stem expresses simultaneity and the aorist(-stem) anteriority.** The
temporal meaning (anteriority or simultaneity) can more easily be deduced from the
aspectual than vice versa — since the aorist describes a completed action, it is more likely
to indicate an action that was finished and can thus be used to indicate anteriority, whereas
the present-stem indicates an unfinished action and has therefore almost intrinsically the
notion of simultaneity in it — but this is a longstanding issue that cannot be discussed here.

ASPECTUAL ATTRACTION?

Another issue that briefly needs to be addressed is the influence of the aspect of other
verbs in a passage on a specific verb form. This theory, most explicitly advocated by
Hettrich, argues that the aspectual choice of the super-ordinated clause would influence
the choice of the subordinated constructions (finite verbs, infinitives and participles).* In
his study on the dynamic infinitive in Herodotos, Stork noted that an aorist finite verb
would take more easily an aorist infinitive, whereas a verb in the present would take one
in the present, albeit with much less pronounced preferences; the percentages of an
imperfect form taking a present infinitive were even higher than that of an aorist indicative

42 Blass (1892), 279 argued that C did indeed change the passive into the middle future form.

43 Ruijgh (1971), 231 stated /il n’est donc pas correct de dire, comme on le fait souvent, que
les themes du présent, de l’aoriste et du parfait n’expriment pas le temps mais [’aspect and
later argued /a/pres tout, nous avons donc le droit de conclure que le systeme des thémes
temporels du grec sert a [’expression des rapports temporels (1971, 233; Hettrich (1976
passim). This had been argued by scholars before them already, but I cannot treat this in detail
here. For a discussion of previous scholarship on this issue, see De Decker (2025a), 71-2.
Hettrich (1976), 77-81. He was not the first to argue for this. I refer to my brief overview of
earlier scholarship and discussion of this issue in De Decker (2025a), 71-2.

44
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taking an aorist infinitive. This indicated, in his opinion, that some connection between
the use of the aspect stem of the super-ordinated verb form and that of the subordinated
form could not be denied. He added, however, that this did not prove that the aspect-use
of the infinitive and those of the superordinated finite verbs were the same.*®

The (alleged) aspectual attraction has received relatively little attention so far and
needs a more thorough investigation, but following Rijksbaron, these instances can be
explained by starting from the basic aspectual meaning of the present- and aorist-stem. As
the aorist marks a completed action, it is logical that in a description of different events,
the aorist would be used. This is the case when these events are related in succession in
the main clause but also when the events are described with subordinate clauses and
participles.*® The co-appearance of many aorist forms is therefore not necessarily an
indication for aspectual attraction but can be explained from the nature of the aorist itself.
The same is true for the co-occurrence of many present-stem forms.

It is therefore better to assume that the aorist and present are used because of their
aspectual meaning and are not determined by temporal or attractional factors.

19.61: THE ANALYSIS
I will now analyse the other aspect-forms in the passage and examine whether they can
shed further light on the problem. To do so, I quote again the passage below.

oUkouv G€lov ToTg TV Katnyopwv Adyolg moteloat p&AAov i Toig £épyols, & £mpdyOn
év amavtLte Bl, kal Td Xpovw, Ov LUETS oapéatatov Edeyxov 1ol GAnbol¢ vouicarte.
el yap pn v tolotog, ok &v ék TOAADY OAlya katéhumey, émel el vV ye EamatmBeinte
UTo ToUTWV Kai Snuevoald’ r']ud)v ‘rf]v ovoiav, 008¢ §Vo TdAavta AdBolt’ Gv. Mote oV
uovov mpog 80&av GAAX kal €ig xpnudTtwv Adyov AUGLTEAEL uaMov Vv
molm@icacBal- ToAD ydp TALlw WpeAtjoecd’ / dpeAnBiioeat’, v UETS EXWUEY.47

It is not fair, then, to credit our accusers' words rather than the deeds that marked his whole
life, or than time, which you are to regard as the clearest test of truth. If he had been of
another stamp, he would not have left but a small remnant of his estate; for if you should
now be utterly deceived by these people, and should confiscate our property, you would
receive less than two talents. So not only with a view to repute, but also in respect of money,
it is more to your advantage to acquit us; for you will get far more benefit if we keep it.*

The meaning of ®peAncecd’ / dPeAndNoech’ here is ‘you will benefit’ and not ‘you will
be helped’. The form has middle and not passive meaning. If the middle is middle and
passive is passive explanation were valid, we would have to choose in this case the middle
form.

In this passage, forms from the present- and the aorist-stem appear besides each other.
We note that there is a clear distinction between them. The aorist forms in this passage
refer to either a single action: motedoat, vopicote, éEanatndeinte, onuedoud’, Adforr’
and amoynogicacOor refer to the imminent judgement by the court (they can only
pronounce a verdict, confiscate the goods or acquit once), or to a completed action:

45 Stork (1982), 387-9.

46 Rijksbaron (1979), 247-9.

47 The forms from the present-stem are printed in boldface and the aorist-stem-forms have been
underlined.

48 Translation by Lamb (1930), 451, 453.
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€mpbyOn and koatéhmev refer to the life of the accused’s father who always supported the
city financially. The present form Avcite)el refers to the present and not to the past, so the
present indicative is the only form that can be used here, but in the case of the subjunctive
&yopev, we have an action that has a duration ‘if we keep our possessions’. For those types
of description, the present-stem is used. The fact that the present is used in &ympev can
help in determining whether to choose @@eAn0Moecst’ or dpeinoest’. The speaker’s main
argument is the lasting advantage for the city if the accused can keep their possessions.
This is better expressed by the middle form a@eAioesd’ and not by the passive one
oeeAntnoect’.

There are thus two elements in favour of printing, with Bekker and against the modern
editions, apeAoecd’ and not meeAn0noec’, namely the middle is middle and passive is
passive explanation and the aspectual interpretation.

To verify whether this choice can be confirmed by the other passages in Lysias, I will
now proceed to the analysis of the two other passages in Lysias where a form from o@eiém
has been used, 18.20 and 29.4.

Lysias 18.20 AS A PARALLEL CASE?

Next, we should address Lysias 18.20-21 as a parallel passage where the verb mpeléwm is
also used but where all manuscripts have the passive form ®@elndncec0e.* The
morphologically passive form was changed into the middle form by Cobet.

(20) xal i pév wpdte, ® &vSpeg Sucaotal, owldUEVA TH TOAEL T& DO TOVTWV
Snuevdpeva, ocuyyvounv av eixopev: viv 8 émiotacBe 6TL T pEv ATV VO TOVTWV
apaviletat, ta 8¢ ToAA0D GEla Gvta OAlyouv mumpdokeTal Gv 8 £poi meiBnobe, ovk
EAGTTw G aOT@OV VUES w@eAnBnoecbe (cdd.) / d@eljoecBe (Cobet) 1) MuelS ol
KEKTNUEVOL,

(21) émel xal vuvi Aldpvnotog kal €ym kol 0 G8eA@OG €k WAG oikiag TPEG BvTES
TPpMpPapXoUpeY, Kal GTav 1) TTOALG SENTAL XPNUEATWY, GTTO TOUTWVY VUV EICQEPOUEY. (G
00V TGV AT T YVOUT XPWHEVKDY, Kol TGV TPOYOVWY TV TUETEPWY TOLOUTWY
yeyevnuévwy, @elbeade U@V.

(20) And if you saw, gentlemen, that the property confiscated by these men was being
secured for the State, we should forgive them; but the fact is, as you well know, that some
of it is melting away in their hands, while the rest, though of great value, is being sold off
cheap. Yet, if you will follow my advice, you will receive no less profit from it than we, the
owners.

(21) For at this moment Diomnestus, my brother and I, three of one household, are
equipping warships, and when the State requires money, we raise a special contribution on
these properties. Since, then, we are of this way of thinking, and our ancestors have evinced
the same character, spare us.**

In this speech, the relatives of Nicias’ brother, who had received the estate of the general
killed during the Peloponnesian War, argue in court against the treasurers who wanted to
confiscate the property of Nicias’ family because they suspected that part of the estate and
properties had remained hidden from the state. The family’s main argument is that it is

49 This was pointed out to me by a reviewer of the journal.
50 Translation by Lamb (1930), 411.
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more advantageous for the state in the long run neither to acquire the goods nor to
expropriate them but to allow the relatives to continue supporting and financing public
affairs (this argument is also used in speech 19, cf. supra). This argument is most explicitly
put forward in paragraphs 20 and 21, which are the passages under discussion.

The meaning of the form @eeAndncecbe is not ‘you will be helped’ but ‘you will
receive benefits’ and is more middle than genuinely passive. If the middle is middle and
passive is passive explanation were valid, we would expect the middle form, but the
morphologically passive one is used here. As a result, this explanation cannot be correct
here.

This passage describes the positive effects for Athens for a longer period and thus does
not refer to a single action or a limited period. These lasting positive effects for the state
are described in the present-stem. That is the reason why all the verbs in these two
passages are in the present-stem, including the two verbs that appear in a counterfactual
construction (¢éwpdéite and glyopev).>!

If the aspectual explanation elaborated above were correct, one would expect the
middle form with passive meaning instead of the morphologically passive one. We note,
however, that the morphologically passive from @eeindfcecte is used. This use
contradicts the expected aspectual distinction, and also seems to argue against choosing
the middle form in 19.61. There are two other forms in this passage that seem puzzling
when we take a closer look at the aspect use: the subjunctive neiBnofe and the imperative
(eidecbe refer to the single action the jury has to take and yet, the present-stem is used.
This seems to indicate that the speaker had the durative effect of the verdict in mind. This
makes the choice for the morphologically passive form even more striking. The context
and the aspect of the other verb forms are the same in 18.20-21 and in 19.61.

In this instance, both the middle is middle and passive is passive explanation and the
aspectual interpretation would argue for a middle form and yet, Lysias used the passive
form.

As in other instances, Cobet suggested to change the morphologically passive form
heeAndnoecde into the middle d@eAfoesde, but no editor followed him.>? As was
discussed earlier, Cobet argued that certain verba vocalia should always have a middle
future form with passive meaning and never discussed any aspectual implications. As the
morphologically passive forms could already be found in the inscriptions, there is no
reason to adopt Cobet’s change.

This passage furnishes a strong indication against adopting the middle form, because
all the elements ‘advocating’ a middle form are present in this specific passage and yet
Lysias used the passive form. Let us now examine the other parallel passage, 29.4.

S T assume here that the tense-use in the counterfactual constructions in Greek (Homeric and

Classical) was determined by aspect and not by temporal reference, meaning that an imperfect
could refer to the past as well and an aorist, theoretically at least, also to the present. I refer to
my discussion of the scholarship in De Decker (2025b), 54-5.

52 Scheibe (1878), 140, Thalheim (1901), 205 Hude (1912), 162, Albini (1955), 160, Medda
(1995), 122, Carey (2007), 181 all printed the morphologically passive form, as did Gernet &
Bizos (1926), 34 and Lamb (1930), 410 but they did not even mention the conjecture (which
is not surprising in the Loeb Classical Library but unusual for the Budé series). Scheibe
(1878), xIv did not mention Cobet’s change either in the Praefatio of his Editio Minor.
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LYSIAS 29.4 AS ANOTHER PARALLEL CASE?

In the Corpus Lysiacum speech 29 is related to speech 28. That latter speech was
pronounced against Ergocles who was accused of embezzling 30 talents. He was
eventually convicted, sentenced to death, executed and his property was confiscated. After
the confiscation of Ergocles’ property, the money could not be found. In speech 29,
Lysias’ client argues that Philocrates, a friend and associate of Ergocles, was complicit in
Ergocles’ fraudulent scheme, was responsible for the fact that the money could not be
found and should therefore also be sentenced to death.

(3) &i yap mapd Tolg kNSeoTals Kai 0l ékelvog oikeldTaT GvBpmTWY £XPRTO L)
PavVNoETAL XAAETDG TTAPX TOTS £XOpoTs evpednoetal tiva 8¢ 'Epyokiic tept mAgiovog
®dokpdtoug €moLelTo, | TPOG TIV' GVOPDOTWY SEKELTO 0IKELOTEPOV; 0V TGOV PV
VUETEPWVY OTAITOV aUToV £8yaye, TV &' abtol xpnudtwv Tapiav émoince, kal to
TEAEVTATOV TP PAPXOV AVTOV KATEGTNOE;

(4) xaitot Sswdv €l ot pév TG ovoiag Exovtes dGAo@HpPoOVTAL TPPAPXOTVTES, 0VTOG 82
008&V TIPOTEPOV KEKTNUEVOG €V ékelvw TG XpOve €0gdovtig LTTEoTn TNV TV
Antoupylav. oUkolv 81 oVY w¢ {nuiwbnoduevov (cdd.) / {npiwaduevov (Cobet) ahtov
TPpMpapXoV Katéatnaey, AN w¢ weeAndnadusvov (cdd.) / wpeinoduevov (Cobet) kai
@UAGEovTa Ta aTOD XpriLata, oUK Exwv 0Tw XpT LEAAOV TOUTOU TiloTeDoAL.53

If it shall not appear among his kinsmen and those men he frequented in the most familiar
way, it will hardly be found among his enemies. Whom did Ergocles esteem more highly
than Philocrates or with what human was he the closest? Did he not send him out of your
hoplites abroad? Did he not make him treasurer of his own finances? And finally, did he not
appoint him as responsible to equip a warship? Certainly, it is very strange that, whereas
men with wealth complain when they [have to] finance the setup of a warship, this man who
before did not possess anything now voluntarily stood up to assume that task of public
financing. He did therefore not establish him as responsible for financing a warship to make
him suffer damages but make him take profit from it and to keep control of his own money,
as he had no-one else but that man whom he could trust more.>

In this passage, Lysias (or the person accusing Philocrates) focuses on Ergocles’ actions
to protect his own possessions and how Philocrates entered in this scheme. The goal is to
insinuate a close connection between the corrupt Ergocles and the accused Philocrates.

In this passage, the middle is middle and passive is passive explanation can account
for the use of the morphologically passive forms. The agent is Ergocles and the patient is
Philocrates. The idea is ‘Ergocles involved Philocrates in his corrupt actions and as a result
Philocrates was not damaged but benefitted from Ergocles’ actions’. This distinction is
clearly visible in the use of the passive forms {nuwdnoopevov and @eeAndncduevov and
the active puAaEovta: Ergocles wanted Philocrates to serve his interests, but Philocrates’
own advantage was less relevant.

The aspect use in this passage is also intended to hint at an intimate and criminal link
between Ergocles and Philocrates. The aorist forms é€nyaye, énoinoce, xatéotoe and
katéotnoev describe the single actions that Ergocles undertook to improve Philocrates’
situation and vréot refers to how Ergocles volunteered himself for the financing of the
fleet. In this specific instance, the interpretation of the aorist as the tense of anteriority

53
54

The aorist indicatives are underlined and the imperfects are printed in boldface.
My own translation.
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could explain the use of the tense as well as each action is succeeded by another (i.e., the
action of é&nyaye is anterior to that of €émoince, which is in turn anterior to katéotnoce
etc.). On the other hand, the aspectual interpretation is not excluded either as each action
is described as completed. The imperfect forms refer to actions that had no endpoint:
gypfito refers to the people with whom Ergocles had a close relationship, €moiito
describes how Ergocles held Philocrates in high esteem for a longer period and diéketto
relates how nobody was closer to Ergocles than Philocrates. As the imperfect is the tense
of imperfectivity and indicates that there is no endpoint, the subliminal message is that
this relationship between Ergocles and Philocrates existed until the very end and continues
even today. Admittedly, a relationship of simultaneity between énoigito and diékerto is
possible, but that would only explain the use of the imperfect in diéxeiro and not in
émoteiro. For the latter, only an aspectual interpretation is possible.

Having discussed the aspect of the other finite verb forms in the passage, we can now
address the aspect of the future forms here. pavicetor and gbpebnoetar have passive
meaning and refer to the unsuccessful search for the money that Ergocles had allegedly
stolen. This search has been completed, and the forms can therefore only be aoristic. It is
true that the verb gvpickm only uses a morphologically passive future form (cf. supra),>
but that does not contradict the fact that these two forms refer to completed and single
actions.

We now need to examine the aspect of {nuwbncduevov and meeindnoouevov. Both
forms are morphologically passive and have passive meaning. They are subordinated to a
verb in the aorist. If we were to accept an absolute aspectual attraction, their passive and
aoristic morphology would be explained, but the existence of this attraction has not been
conclusively established. The presence of a super-ordinate aorist form is therefore
insufficient to account for the use of the morphologically passive forms.

The accuser divided his short speech in several parts, and in the first section (29.1-4)
he focused on Ergocles. After that, he turns to his accusation against Philocrates (29.5-7),
provides general advice to the jury (29.8—10) and then returns to Ergocles (29.11-14) to
plead for a conviction. In this section (1-4), he describes the events as Ergocles might
have wanted them. The focus in this passage is on his advantage and not that of
Philocrates. For that reason, Ergocles is the subject of the verb forms. He wanted
Philocrates to serve his interests, but Philocrates’ own advantage was less relevant.
Everything related to Philocrates is therefore described with aorist forms, such as the
functions and mandates he bestowed upon Philocrates. The same is true for the forms
referring to the future, (nuiwOncodpevov and deeAndnoduevov, but which have aoristic
meaning.

CONCLUSION

In this article, I discussed the variants d@elnoecd’ (a middle future form with passive
meaning, attested in manuscript C and printed by Bekker) and ®@einfnoect’ (a
morphologically passive future form, transmitted in all other manuscripts and printed by
the other editors), both transmitted in Lysias 19.61. First, I addressed the question of
whether there is an aspectual difference between the middle future form with passive
meaning and the morphologically passive future form. Then, I raised several questions

55 See footnote 33.
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that need be addressed in the course of the attempt to determine the correct variant. It is
now time to respond to those questions. Lysias clearly prefers the morphologically passive
forms, while middle forms with a passive meaning are an exception: only {num6rcopot
is attested, and besides @@eifoecls, two passive forms of m@elnOfcopor are
unanimously transmitted. Manuscript C is not the most important one in the tradition but
it has its value. At the same time, the copyist of manuscript C is known to have made
changes to the text on his own initiative. Therefore, one cannot accept the variants of that
manuscript at face value, nor can it be held that considering the form ®geAncecde as lectio
difficilior is sufficient to print this form. The fact that there are 3 instances of d@eiéw in
the future and that the copyist only changed one of them argues in favour of the form
oeeoece, because he would have changed the other 2 instances as well if he had
thought that the middle one was the correct form. The theory that middle future forms
have middle meaning and morphologically passive forms passive meaning clearly argues
in favour of the middle form. When we apply this theory to @@erém, the middle form
would mean ‘take advantage of’, whereas the passive form would mean ‘be helped, be
benefitted (by someone else)’. This theory has a serious shortcoming, since the distinction
between middle and passive is only visible in the future and not in the aorist, where only
the passive forms in -6n- are used). The aspectual use of the other forms in the passage
argues in favour of the middle form in 19.61 as a duration is envisaged. So far, many
elements corroborate the choice for the middle form meeioecte. The comparison with
the two parallel passages in Lysias, 18.20 and 29.4, shows a completely different picture.
In both passages morphologically passive forms have been transmitted in all manuscripts.
In 18.20, the meaning is middle and there is the notion of duration. We would therefore
have expected a middle form. This passage contradicts both the ‘middle is middle and
passive is passive’ and the aspectual explanations. In 29.4, the situation is somewhat
different. The passage contains more completed actions. The meaning is passive and not
middle, and as far as the aspect is concerned one can interpret the forms as non-durative,
although even in that context some lasting effect cannot be denied. The two parallel
passages can therefore not be used to substantiate the choice for the middle form. In the
end, the decision needs to be made based on the passage itself. In my opinion, the middle
form mpelnoeche has preference, because it has middle meaning, it has an element of
duration and because it is found in a manuscript that is not without value. If the variant in
19.61 had been the result of a copyist who wanted to change or improve a passive form
into a middle one, the question is why he did not do this in the other two cases. This makes
it less likely that the middle form in manuscript C is due to scribal intervention.

Universita degli Studi di Firenze
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