The decline of infinitival complementation in Ancient
Greek
A case of diachronic ambiguity resolution?
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Abstract: Several reasons have been proposed for the decline of infinitival
complementation in Ancient Greek: the fact that the infinitive became
morphologically restricted, the inherent redundancy of the Classical
complementation system, and language contact. In this article, I explore yet
another reason for the decline of the infinitive: I argue that the system of
infinitival complementation became fundamentally ambiguous in its expres-
sion in later Greek.

As has been noted previously, the loss of the future and perfect tense had a
serious impact on the use of infinitival complementation. However, rather
than there being an ‘omission’ of temporal distinctions, as previous studies
have claimed, I argue that the present and aorist infinitive became
polyfunctional, being used for anterior, simultaneous, and posterior events.
Next to temporal ambiguity, a second type of ambiguity occurred: ‘modal’
ambiguity or ambiguity with regard to the speech function of the
complement clause. Already in Classical times, the present and aorist
infinitive could be wused after certain verb classes to encode both
‘propositions’ and ‘proposals’ (offers/commands), an ambiguity which
continues to be found in later Greek. The study is based on a corpus of
documentary texts from the Roman and Byzantine periods (I-VIII AD)."
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1. Introduction

One of the defining traits of Post-classical and Byzantlne Greek’
syntax is the simplification of the complementation system.” Whereas
in Classical times the infinitive, participle, optative, subjunctive and
indicative were all in use, in Post-classical times, the infinitive,
participle and optative gradually started to disappear. The infinitive in
particular was a very productive category in Classical Greek. Never-
theless, infinitival forms became highly restricted in use and number
between the Ancient and Modern Greek periods;’ as Joseph
(1987:367) notes ‘the spread of finite complementation is complete ...
in Modern Greek, and there are no instances of non-finite complemen-
tation remaining’.

A number of reasons have been suggested for the decline of the
infinitive. Flrst the infinitive as a category became morphologlcally
restricted:” the perfect and future infinitive were lost in Post-classical
tlmes and the middle endings were given up in favour of passive
ones.’ Second, the Classical complementation system was, in a certain
sense, redundant:’ there were many alternative constructions availa-
ble. Non-finite complementation patterns were disadvantaged vis-a-
vis their finite counterparts, since (i) they could be used either in non-
factive contexts (the Acl) or in factive ones (the AcP),® whereas finite
complementation patterns could be used in both contexts, depending
on the complementlser used;’ (ii) they were associated with ar ument
identification'® between the matrix and the complement clause; ' finite
complements, on the other hand, were control-neutral and did not

2T refer to “Post-classical Greek’ as the period from the third century BC until
the sixth century AD, and to ‘Byzantine Greek’ as the period from the seventh until
the ﬁfteenth century AD.

? See e.g. Joseph (1987:366); Horrocks (2007:620—621); Bentein (2015, 2017a).

* Joseph (1983: 49) finds the first traces for this decline as early as Thucydides,
where the infinitive is strengthened by the addition of an extra ‘particle’, the genitive
neuter article Tod.

> Cf. Joseph (1983:55-57).

Later on, the aorist endings in -cot and -6fjvar were remodelled into -cewv and
—Gnv and still later the final -v was dropped.
"'See e.g. Cristofaro (1996).

¥ On the notion of factivity, see further §2.

6t and fva, in particular, developed into serious rivals (Joseph 1983:51,
referrlng to Mandilaras 1973: 309).

Although less so than in some other languages (compare e.g. Stiebels
2007:27).

As in duvapon Aéyewv “I can speak”, where the subject of the matrix clause is
identical with that of the complement clause (so-called ‘subject control’), or keAed®
adt® Aéyew “I order him to speak”, where the indirect object of the matrix clause is
identical with the subject of the complement clause (so-called ‘object control’).
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require argument identification;'? (iii) through the choice of finite
structures, it was possible to simplify complementation, all subjects
being in the nomlnatlve case, and all verbs being inflected for person
and number." Third, in other languages that came into contact with
Greek, too, such as Latin and Coptic, we see a tendency towards the
use of ﬁmte complementation structures (Latin quod and Coptic ]e)
As James (2008:57) notes, ‘this preference for finite clauses in all
three languages was a mutually reinforcing feature, assisting the
spread of 8 61l clauses at the expense of infinitives and complementary
participles”.'

In this article, I will explore yet another factor in the decline of
infinitival complementation. I will argue that due to the loss of the
perfect and future tense, the present and aorist infinitive became poly-
functional, rendering the system of infinitival complementation in-
creasingly ambiguous When it comes to the expression of temporal
and modal properties.'® In recent years, the temporal properties of
infinitival complement clauses in Classical and Post-classical Greek
have been studied in detail by J. Kav¢i¢ (2009, 2015, 2016, 2017,
forthc.). However, as these analyses have mainly focused on variation
between aorist and perfect mﬁnltlves in one type of infinitival struc-
ture (called here prop0s1t10ns "),'” in particular with regard to Early
Post-classical Greek,'® the blgger picture has, to my mind, been missed.

The analysis presented here is based on documentary texts (dating
from the first until the eighth century AD), a corpus to which Kavc¢i¢
(2017 in particular) has also drawn attention. Contrary to Kavci¢
(2017), however, I do not focus entirely on private letters: my corpus
includes all (private/business/official) letters and petitions in s0- -called

‘archives’,'” amounting to a total number of over 1700 texts.”” More-
over, I have also analyzed the use of complementation in contracts

12 Compare Stiebels (2007:33). On control in Post-classical Greek, see further
Joseg)h (2002).

Cf Horrocks (2010:93); Bruno (2017).

* For Latin, see e.g. Herman (2000:87-90); for Coptic, see e.g. Layton
(2004 420-430).

> Cf. Hesseling (1892:13).

' For the polyfunctionality and ambiguity of the complementation system, see
already Kurzova (1968:112).

7 See further §2.

'8 1 refer to ‘Early Post-classical Greek’ as the period from the third until the first
century BC.

Groups of texts that have been collected in antiquity for sentimental or other
reasons, see e.g. Vandorpe (2009). An overview of these archives and the texts they
contain can be found at http://www.trismegistos.org/arch/index.php.

**To be more specific, I have studied 1334 letters and 395 petitions.
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contained within archives stemming from Karanis, Oxyrhynchus and
Aphrodito, yielding another 483 texts. In total, this corpus contains
over 4000 infinitival complement clauses, and should therefore give
us a good image of (developments in) infinitival complementation in
Post-classical and Byzantine Greek.

The article is structured as follows. In §2, I discuss some key
theoretical concepts for the study of complementation. In §3, I give a
brief overview of the Classical complementation system. In §4, I
discuss two types of ambiguity that can be found in Post-classical and
Early Byzantine Greek: ‘temporal’ (§4.1) and ‘modal’ (§4.2) ambi-
guity. I conclude the article in §5.

2. Complementation: key concepts

For the sake of clarity, I briefly discuss some concepts that are central
to the 2§tudy of complementation, and their application to Ancient
Greek.

i. Complement-taking verbs. Ranging from the four proposed by
Halliday & Matthiessen (1999:128) to the more than thirty proposed
by Levin (1993), various classifications have been made of verb
classes. Specifically with regard to complement-taking verbs, studies
by Cristofaro (2003) and Noonan (2007) distinguish between verbs of
ordering such as ‘order’, ‘command’, manipulative verbs such as
‘force’, ‘permit’, ‘convince’, verbs of mental state such as ‘know’,
‘understand’, ‘remember’, verbs of perception such as ‘see’, ‘hear’,
psychological verbs such as ‘regret’, ‘want’, and verbs of communi-
cation such as ‘say’, ‘declare’, ‘claim’ among others.

With regard to Ancient Greek, I have recently proposed to group
the above-mentioned verb classes into four major categories™ — verbs
of ordering and manipulative verbs, verbs of mental state and
perception, psychological verbs, and verbs of communication — a
proposal which I will further refer to in §3. Van Emde Boas & Huitink
(2010: 143) additionally refer to a number of verb classes which take
the bare infinitive: phasal verbs such as ‘begin to’, ‘continue to’, and
ability verbs such as ‘can’, ‘be able’.

21 See further Ransom (1986); Horie (2001); Miller (2002); Cristofaro (2003);
Noonan (2007); Halliday & Matthiessen (1999; 2014:428-556).
2 See Bentein (2017a).
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ii. Speech function. Halliday & Matthiesen (2014:134-139) argue
that independent clauses can have four major speech functions: offer
(‘shall T give you this teapot?’), command (‘give me that teapot’),
statement (‘he’s giving her the teapot’), and question (‘what is he
giving her’?), which they classify into two major types: proposals
(offer/command) and propositions (statement/question). They further-
more argue that these speech functions can be found not only in main,
but also in complement clauses: contrast, for example, ‘he ordered her
to give the teapot’ (proposal) with ‘he said that she gave the teapot’
(proposition)

In prev1ous studles on Ancient Greek complementation, a similar
distinction is made:* following the seminal study of Kurzova (1968),
scholars distinguish between ‘declarative infinitives’ (corresponding
to proposmons) and ‘dynamic infinitives’ (corresponding to propos-
als).”* In this article, I will continue to use Halliday & Matthiessen’s
(2014) terminology, Wthh is not only more specific, but also has less
potential for confusion.’

iii. Temporal orientation. There are three main possibilities for the
temporal orientation of the complement clause: anterior,”® simulta-
neous, or posterior to the time of the matrix clause (contrast e.g. ‘he
says that he has done that’, ‘he says that he is doing that’, and ‘he says
that he will be doing that’). Not all verbs can be followed by anterior,
simultaneous and posterior complements, however: some verbs have
what Noonan (2007:58) refers to as ‘determined time reference’: for
example, verbs of ordering are always followed by a complement
clause which is posterior to the time of ordering.”’

3 Note that the distinction is syntactically reflected in the choice for a negation
(cf. e.g. van Emde Boas & Huitink 2010:144): propositions take ov(k), whereas pro-
posals take p.

 For some recent studies, see e.g. Rijksbaron (2002), van Emde Boas & Huitink
(2010); Kavci¢ (2016, 2017, forthc.). Rijksbaron (2002:97) offers the following
definition of the declarative infinitive: ‘with verbs of saying and thinking the infini-
tive represents a statement or thought of the subject of the main verb concerning
some state of affairs in the “real” world’. With the dynamic infinitive, on the other
hand, ‘the infinitive constitutes the content of the will, desire, ability, etc. of the sub-
ject of the main verb; the infinitive expresses, therefore, a potential state of affairs
and is, thus, always posterior to the main verb’.

leksbaron (2002:97-98), for example, connects the ‘declarative infinitive’ to
verbs of saying and thinking, but these can also be followed by a dynamic infinitive.
Rijksbaron (2002:98) seems to be aware of the disadvantages of the terms ‘dynamic’
and ‘declarative’.

The term ‘anterior’ should not be understood here in terms of ‘current rele-
vance’ (see e.g. Dahl & Hedin 2000), as it often is.

" Compare van Emde Boas & Huitink (2010:144) on Ancient Greek.
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iv. Epistemic orientation. Several studies have argued that comple-
ment clauses can carry epistemic value. Halliday & Matthiessen
(2014:50-548), for example, distinguish between two types of com-
plement clauses: reports, which can be either ‘locutions’ (as in ‘he
said that John was dead’) or ‘ideas’ (as in ‘he thought that John was
dead’), and facts (as in ‘he regretted that John was dead’). Facts differ
from reports in that the speaker presupposes the truth value of the
complement clause.’

Studies on Ancient Greek complementation have drawn attention
to the importance of ‘factivity’® when it comes to the choice of a
complementation pattern: Cristofaro (1996), for example, has argued
that infinitival complement clauses are non-factive in nature, &ti-
clauses3and participial complement clauses on the other hand being
factive.

v. Semantic integration. As studies have shown, there can be various
degrees of interconnection between the matrix clause and the com-
plement clause: for example, with causative verbs such as ‘make’,
‘there is a tight interconnection between the act of causation and the
SoA resulting from this act’ (Cristofaro 2003:117-118). Such inter-
connection has been studied under the heading of ‘semantic integra-
tion’, a term introduced by Givon (1980), who ranks complement-
taking verbs in terms of their semantic integration, and draws attention
to participant co-reference and spatio-temporal contiguity as dimen-
sions underlying semantic integration.

In his 1980 study, Givon postulates a ‘Binding Principle’, arguing
that semantic integration between events is reflected by the morpho-
syntactic integration between clauses. Cristofaro (1996) has explored
the relevance of this principle with regard to Ancient Greek. To be
more specific, Cristofaro (1996) has argued that in Ancient Greek
non-finite complementation is typically used when semantic integra-
tion is high; when semantic integration is low, finite complementation
patterns tend to be used.

% Davidse (2003) argues for a more complex understanding of ‘facts’ and
“factivity’, distinguishing between ‘speaker-facts’, ‘processer-facts’, and ‘speaker-
and 2I;)rocesser-facts.’ I will not go further into this distinction here.

Cf. Kiparsky & Kiparsky (1970).

3% Compare Rijksbaron (2002:50-51); Huitink (2009); Bentein (2015, 2017a);

van Rooy (2016:17-27).
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3. Infinitival complementation in Classical Greek

On the basis of the concepts described in §2, we can draw up the
following schematlc representatlon of infinitival complementation in
the Classical period.”!

Table 3] : Schematic overview of infinitival complementation in the Classical
period

Proposition Proposal
ANT SIM POST | ANT SIM POST
Command  Offer
Manipulative verbs ~— — — — | — —  AOR/PRES —

& verbs of ordering

Verbs of perception PERF ~ PRES  FUT | — —  — —
& mental state

Psychological verbs PERF ~ PRES  FUT | —  —  AOR/PRES FUT

Verbs of PERF  PRES FUT | —  — AOR/PRES FUT
communication

As Table 1 shows, psychological verbs and verbs of communication
can be followed by both propositions and proposals. Verbs of
perception and mental state can only be followed by propositions.
Manipulative verbs and verbs of ordering, on the other hand, only take
proposals.

In terms of temporality, propositions can be anterior, simultaneous
or posterior. For anterior propositions, the perfect infinitive is typi-
cally used; for simultaneous propositions, the present infinitive; and
for posterior propositions the future mﬁmtlve This is illustrated by
the following three examples from Herodotus:*®

(1) O Aptsuﬁdpng 6pyﬁ (bg elye 0oV mxp(‘x OV AcTtudyso Kai o
owousvo§ TOV Toida avapolo wpnyuato £en memovOivan (Hdt.
1.114.5)"

*! Note that this overview does not include verb classes that are always followed
by the bare infinitive, as well as impersonal verbs.
Here and elsewhere, ‘ANT’ stands for anterior, ‘SIM’ for simultaneous, and
‘POST for posterior.
For further examples, see e.g. Goodwin (1966[1875]:37-47).
* The verbs in the matrix and complement clause are indicated in bold for the
sake of clarity. Translations are my own unless otherwise indicated.
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“And Artembares in the anger of the moment went at once to
Astyages, taking the boy with him, and he declared that he had
suffered things that were unfitting”. [tr. Macaulay]

(2) O 8¢ xoi ywadokew N kol dpeotov givan mdv 0 dv Pacthedg
gpon (Hdt. 1.119.7)

“And he said that he knew, and that whatsoever the king might do
was well pleasing to him”. [tr. Macaulay]

(3) Apopgdpetog 8¢ 6 IloMadew Aoynyémv Tob ITitavitem AdyoL 0VK
£om toVg Eglvoug edEesOm (Hdt. 9.53.2)

“Amompharetos the son of Poliades, the commander of the
Pitanate division, said that he would not flee from the strangers”.

In addition, the perfect infinitive can also be used to denote simul-
taneous propositions, when its value is resultative/stative. The aorist
infinitive can also be used to denote anterior 5propositions, but less
frequently, according to a number of authors.” An example of each
use can be found below:

(4) O 8¢ Apnoyog #¢n €idévar piv b 10 ékeivol péAlolev moléely
(Hdt. 1.164.3)

“Harpagos said that he knew very well what they were meaning to
do”. [tr. Macaulay]

(5) "Eon 0¢ 6 Oépoavopog kKnBijvar kol avtog vmd Attayivov €nl 10
dgimvov todt0, KANOfjvar 8¢ kol OnPainv Gvdpoag mevimkovta
(Hdt. 9.16.1)

“This Thersander said that he too had been invited by Attaginos to
this dinner, and there had been invited also fifty men of the
Thebans”. [tr. Macaulay, slightly modified]

There has been some debate about whether the present and aorist tense
directly encode temporality (what is called ‘relative tense’), or
whether this is a side effect of their aspectual value. Ruijgh (1985;
1999) and Rijksbaron (2002) are among the most well-known pro-
ponents of the former view.’® Most Greek linguists nowadays adhere

3 Cf. Kavgi¢ (forthe.:2), referring to Rijksbaron (2002:98). Surprisingly, how-
ever, Kav€i¢’s (forthc.:14) figures show that ‘the perfect infinitive ... is more
common in ACI clauses or equally common as the aorist infinitive’ (my emphasis).

6 Other proponents are Martinez Véazquez (1995); Miller (2002:34-36); Fykias
& Katsikadeli (2013); de la Villa (2014).
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to the second position, however.”” In §4, we will see that the data pre-
sented in this article support this second position.

Proposals are restricted in temporal reference: they have determin-
ed time reference, and always refer to the future. For the expression of
commands, only the present and aorist tense are used. As van Emde
Boas & Huitink (2010:144) note, there is an aspectual difference
between the two, similar to that in 1ndependent clauses

For offers, the future infinitive is typlcally used,”® althou@h the
present and aorist infinitive can, on occasion, also be found.” Such
variation can be seen in the following two examples, both of which
have a form of é\miCm in the main clause, and of aipéw in the com-
plement clause:*

(6) éAmilovteg 1O KOTA TOV AMUEVO TEXOC ... €Al <av> punyovoic
(Thuc. 4.13.1)

“Hoping by their help to take the part of the fort looking towards
the harbour”. [tr. Jowett]

(7)  &milovteg Padimg aipnoey oikodounua S0 Taxémv gipyoacuévoy
Kol avOpdrov OAiymv Evovtov (Thuc. 4.8.4)

“Hoping easily to win it, being a thing built in haste and not many
men within it”. [tr. Hobbes]

4. Infinitival complementation in Post-classical & Early Byzantine
Greek (I-VIII AD)

4.1. Temporal ambiguity

In comparison with the Classical period, the expression of anterior,
simultaneous and posterior propositions changed quite profoundly in
the Post-classical and Byzantine periods, due to the decline of the
future and perfect tense. Of these two tenses, the future was the first to
disappear: its decline is typically related to phonetic factors,*' that is,
the leveling of -1 with -t and of -0 with -®, which made the future
indicative and aorist subjunctive identical in the active paradigms of

37 See e.g. Joseph (1983:37); Binnick (1991:95); Napoli (2014); Mendez Dosuna
(2017)

See e.g. Kurzova (1968:56).

? E.g. Goodwin (1966[1875]:31): ‘when they [verbs of hoping, expecting, pro-
mising, and swearing] refer to a future object, they naturally take the future infini-
tlve‘i but may also have the present or aorist infinitive’.

I borrow these examples from Kurzova (1968:56).

I See e.g. Bentein (2014).
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various verb classes. It was gradually replaced by a number of future
periphrastics, 1nc1ud1ng constructions with the auxiliary verbs eiui,
uéAw, and sxco Contrary to the future tense, the perfect tense
underwent a rise in frequency in Early Post-classical times: it was no
longer limited to the expression of stativity/resultativity (as in AéAlvpat
“I am released”) or current relevance (as in Aélvka avtoév “I have
released him”), but also became used with a perfective value, as
indicated among other things by its co-occurrence with certain past-
tense adverb(ial)s (as in dnéotaika avTOV TPOG G T ¢ ToD Daproddt
(P.Petr.2.2, 2, ll 5-6 (222 BC)) “I sent him to you on the sixth of
Pharmouthl”) and its co-ordination with aorist tense forms (as in kol
gilnoev 0 dyyelog TOV AMPavetov, kal Eyéucey avtov (Apce. 8.5) “and
the angel took the censer, and filled it”). This extension of the perfect
brought 1t in competition with the aorist, which eventually led to its
decline.* In this area, too, a number of perlphrastlc constructlons were
used, including those with the auxiliaries eipi and &yw.”

Recent studies have clalmed that the above-mentioned develop-
ments led to the ‘omission”*” of temporal distinctions in proposrtlons
Thorley (1989:295-296), for example, writes that ‘by the 1% century
AD the infinitive construction had in any case lost ground to 6tt, and
though it was far from defunct it was apparently in common usage
becoming restricted to statements about a present state’. More recent-
ly, Kav¢ic (forthe.) has confirmed this picture: she observes that the
percentage of (transitive) anterior perfect infinitives only increases
slightly in Early Post-classical texts (in comparison with the Classical
period), though not in private letters, and that aorist infinitives seem to
be avoided (more so than in the Classical period). Thus, she finds that
‘the assumption that the omission of the aorist infinitive from Acl
clauses and (at the same time) the retention of perfect infinitives in
Acl clauses both display a tendency towards omitting temporal
drstrnctrons and a tendency towards stativity of Acl clauses seems
plausible’.*® James (2008:120) seems to be of the same opinion when

42 See most recently Markopoulos (2009).

* See Duhoux (2000:431) for a statistical overview.

4 I borrow this example from Bentein (2016:155).

* See e.g. Haspelmath (1992); Bentein (2014).
40 See most recently Bentein (2016).
*"E.g. Kavéig (forthe.:23).

* In Kaveie (2016:285-286) this observation is split up in two different hypothe-
ses, one concerning temporality, and the other concerning stativity. Kav¢ic (2016)
argues for a third, radically different hypothesis: here, Kavci¢ argues that the decline
of the aorist infinitive in declarative infinitive clauses is related to the perfect infini-
tive displaying increasingly prominent temporal features (that is, anteriority).
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he writes that ‘it is also clear that the perfect infinitive retained its
stative value rather than becoming an alternative for the aorist’,
although noting that in the absence of research on the perfect infinitive
in later Greek, ‘there is no substantial framework for this observation’.

Although from a cross- hngulstlc point of view Kavc¢ic’s (forthc)
assumption makes sense,” I believe that the picture that is drawn in
the above-mentioned studles is profoundly distorted. In what follows,
I argue that rather than there being an ‘omission’ of temporal proper-
ties, the present and aorist infinitive became polyfunctional, and pro-
positions therefore temporally ambiguous.

When it comes to the expression of posteriority, it should be stressed
that the future tense is not completely unattested in documentary texts,
especially not in Roman times. It can be found after various verb
classes, including psychological verbs such as meiBopor “I am con-
vinced” (e.g. BGU.16.2623, 1. 10-11 (10 BC)) and mpocdokdw “I
expect” (e.g. P.Ammon.2.34, 1. 9-10 (348 AD)), and verbs of com-
munication such as Befadw (e.g. SB.1.5247, 1l. 12-13 (47 AD)) “I
confirm, guarantee” and opoAroyém “I acknowledge” (e.g. P.Lips. 2.130,
1. 31-36 (16 AD)). Much more frequent, however, was the use of the
present infinitive with a posterior value. This type of present, which is
known as praesens pro futuro or ‘futuristic’ present, can already be
found in the Classical period,” where it was especially frequently
used in oracles, with the prophet as it were seeing the events happen—
ing before his eyes. In Post-classical times, thls use increased in other
contexts as well,”' not only in main clauses,> but also in subordinate
(complement) clauses, as illustrated in (8):

(8) 10 domovdacTéV Gov 0V VIV Enadov GALL Kai €k TOTE G’ oD ot
Eheyeg mépmew 1o EOAa (P.IFAO.2.17, 11. 3-6 (III AD))

* For example, in terms of Givon’s (1980) earlier-mentioned ‘Binding Principle’,
it makes sense that non-finite forms express fewer temporal distinctions than finite
ones. As Kav¢i¢ (2016:287) notes, however, infinitives expressing temporality are
attested in several other languages, 1nclud1ng Dutch.

% See e.g. Kithner & Gerth (1976[1898]:138); Sanchez Barrado (1934; 1935);
Schwyzer (1950:273); Wackernagel (2009[1926/ 1928]:203-209).

See e.g. Hult (1995:163—-164): ‘in Classical Greek the present indicative is
sometimes used to denote future time ... this usage continued in the Ptolemaic papyri
and the New Testament; it steadily increased in Roman and Byzantine times’. San-
chez Barrado (1934:201) notes that the praesens pro futuro was rather uncommon in
Ancient (that is, Archaic and Classical) Greek.

> On the use of the futuristic present in main clauses in Post-classical Greek, see
e.g. Mandilaras (1973:102-107); Blass & Debrunner (1979:266-267); Poppe (1988).
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“Ton manque d’empressement, ce n’est pas d’aujourd’hui que je
1’ai connu mais du jour ou tu me disais que tu allais m’envoyer les
bois”. [tr. Wagner]

In a recent article, de Melo (2007) has discussed the use of the prae-
sens pro futuro in Latin non-finite structures, observing that it mainly
occurs in the following three contexts: (i) after verbs of speech and
sperare “hope”; (i) with telic verbs; (iii) when there is coreferen-
tiality of the matrix and complement clause. De Melo (2007:115)
connects the use of the present infinitive with a future meaning to the
diachrony of the Latin future infinitive: before the creation of the
latter, the present infinitive was a ‘non-past’ infinitive, which could be
used for both present and future events. In our corpus, we witness the
reverse development: following the loss of the future infinitive, the
present infinitive became increasingly used for future events, too.

As can be seen, our previous example (8) meets de Melo’s criteria
quite well: &\eyec is a verb of speech (criterium (1)), méunew a telic
verb (criterium (i1)), and there is co-referentiality between &\eyeg and
néumew (criterium (iii)). In Post-classical Greek, however, the present
infinitive expressing posterior events is used quite frequently in other
contexts as well: it can be found after mental state verbs such as oido.
“I know” (e.g. P.Neph.2, 1l. 6-8 (IV AD)), and psychological verbs
such as OQappd “I trust” (e.g. P.Neph.10, 1l. 10-12 (IV AD)) and
vouilom “I believe” (e.g. P.Mert.2.91, 1. 12 (316 AD)). It occurs mostly
with telic verbs, but also with atelic, stative verbs such as diacdlm “I
preserve” (e.g. P.Sakaon.48, 1. 5-6 (343 AD)); éupéve “I stay with”
(e.g. P.Michael.55, B, 1. 4 (582-602 AD)); ebdokém “I consent” (e.g.
SB.1.5231qtpl, 1I. 14-17 (11 AD)); and émpéve “I remain” (e.g.
P.Brem.55, 67 (Il AD)). It is found not only in co-referential con-
texts, but also in non-coreferential ones (e.g. P.Wisc.1.33, 1. 4 (147
AD); P.Lond.6. 1928, 1. 7 (IV AD)).

Although they have received little attention so far, formulaic
phrases provide an interesting context to analyze the impact of these
changes. For example, many contracts contain an acknowledgment
formula, with opoloy® “I acknowledge” or cuyywpd “I agree” acting
as a complement-taking verb. Whereas in Roman times the future
infinitive is standard in this type of formula, in Byzantine times it is
almost never used.”® For illustration, consider the following two
examples:

3 For some exceptions, see e.g. Stud.Pal.20.122, 1. 10-12 (439 AD?);
P.Oxy.63.4397,1. 178 (545 AD).
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(9) ‘Hpoxieidng Mapwvog oporoydt mapéiesbai e v Bvyatépav
pov Apowvony evdokoboay Tijl TPAct OTOTE £0v TEATOL KAOADC
nwpoKital undev AapPavovoayv (P.Mich.5.266, 11. 22-26 (38 AD))

“I, Herakles, son of Maron, agree to render my daughter Arsinoe
agreeable to the sale whenever it shall be completed as stated
above without her receiving anything”.

(10) Tadd’ obtmg Exery 006V TOLETY QUAGTTELY EUUEVELY SINVEKRDC €iC
nwépag dyewv oporoynoapev (P.Mich.13.667, 11. 32-33 (VI AD))

“We agreed that these things were so, and so to give, do and keep,
to abide for ever and to bring to an end”. [tr. Sijpesteijn]

Note how in the first of these examples (from the first century AD)
oporoy® is followed by the future infinitive mapéEecbai, whereas in
the second example (from the sixth century AD) opoioy® takes four
present 1nﬁn1t1ves and, quite surprisingly, also one future infinitive,
d6oev.” While it may be true, as Kavéi¢ notes, that in Byzantine
times the future infinitive does not seem to be replaced by innovative
periphrastic future forms, it is obviously not the case that ‘Acl clauses
could no longer convey posteriority’ (Kav¢i€ forthc.:6).

When it comes to the expression of anteriority, the perfect infinitive
remained quite frequent in use. As Kav¢ic (forthc ) notes, it was much
more frequently used than the aorist infinitive.”> The perfect infinitive
denotes anterior propositions after various verb classes, including
verbs of communication such as ypapw “I write” (e.g. BGU.16.2635,
1. 89 (ca. 21 BC — 5 AD)); Aéym “I say” (e.g. P.Ryl.2.pg38]1, 11. 4-5
(40 AD)); umvoo “I declare” (e.g. P.Giss.61, 1. 7-8 (119 AD)); onui
“I say” (e.g. P.Brem.13, 1. 34 (II AD)); psychological verbs such as
dokéwm “I think” (e.g. P.Ryl.2.230, 10 (40 AD)); kpive “I judge” (e.g.
P.Sarap.88, 1. 7-8 (Il AD)); vouilw “I believe” (e.g. P.Abinn.9, 1. 6—
7 (342-351 AD)); vmovoéw “I suspect” (e.g. P.Ryl.2.139, 14-16 (34
AD)); and verbs of perception such as povlave “I learn” (e.g.
P.Mich.6.423, 1. 11 (197 AD)) Since the aorist infinitive seems to
have been avoided already in Classical times for anterior proposi-
tions,”® one could ask what the reason for this avoidance might have
been: rather than attributing it to a tendency for ‘stativity’, or the
omission of temporal distinctions (see above), I would like to suggest

> There seems to be a correlation with Aktionsart, 86cewv being the only achieve-
ment verb.
> E.g. Kavéig (forthe.:5): “perfect infinitives are significantly more common than
aorlst infinitives in both NT Greek and in the contemporary non-literary papyri’.
0 Cf. §3.
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that the aorist tense was less frequently employed because (i) the
aorist infinitive was already used quite frequently for proposals, not
only after verbs of ordering, but also after verbs of communication;’’
(i1) the perfect infinitive could be used as a specialized device
conveying anteriority, whereas the aorist was ambiguous between a
perfective or a current relevance interpretation. 8

Nevertheless, it should be noted that the use of the aorist infinitive
signaling anteriority is certamlg not absent from our corpus, as Kav¢i¢
(forthc.:15) seems to suggest:”” ‘neither the NT nor the contemporary
non- llterary papyri contam convincing instances of aorist infinitives
used in Acl clauses’.®® For example, many instances in our corpus are
attested after verbs of communication, including ypéo “I write” (e.g.
P.Mich.8.485, 1l. 3—4 (II AD)); deikvot “I show” (e.g. P.Flor.2.254,
1. 22-23 (259 AD)); onAoow “I make clear” (e.g. P.Rain.Cent.67, 1. 6
(234 AD)); swPepardm “I confirm” (e.g. P.Oxy.63.4397, 1. 81 (545
AD)); ouoroyéw “I acknowledge” (e.g. P.Oxy.63.4397, 1l. 133-137
(545 AD)); dmoppvioko “I remind” (e.g. P.Prag.1.103, 11. 3-5 (249—
260 AD)); eavepov motém “I make clear” (e.g. SB.14.11381, 2, 1. 19
(115-117 AD)); onui “I say” (e.g. SB.6.9102, 1l. 8-13 (547-549
AD)); etc. The aorist infinitive is also attested after mental state verbs
such as yiyvookw “I know” (e.g. P.Ryl.2.237, 1l. 13—14), and after
verbs of perception such as dkovw “I hear” (e.g. P.Kell.1.76, 11. 25-27
(IV AD)).

That the use of the aorist in these examples should be a higher-
register feature, as Kav¢i¢ (2016:280-281) claims, seems somewhat
difficult to maintain, althou%h some of the texts do clearly originate
from a higher social stratum.

Again, formulaic phrases show interesting signs of variation. For
example, in the disclosure formula introduced by yeivwoke “know” or
Bélo og yivdokew “T want you to know”, where the perfect infinitive

> See further §4.2.

Compare Kavc€i¢ (2016:293): ‘it can be argued that the decline of the aorist in-
finitive in DeclarInfCl is related to the aspectual nature of the latter, which led to the
perfect infinitive adopting the function of conveying anteriority in DeclarInfCl’.

? For the New Testament, Kav¢ic refers to Burton (1900:53); Thorley (1989: 295);
and Fanmng (1990: 401). Porter (1989 389) mentions three examples.

O Cf. also Kav¢ié (2016:275): “in the corpus of the non-literary papyri contem-
porary with the NT there is hardly a convincing example to be found of an aorist
infinitive in a DeclarInfCI’.

o1 See for example P.Oxy.63.4397 (545 AD), a settlement of claims between the
coenobitic monastery of Abbas Hierax and the former consul Flavius Apion, which
contains several anterior aorist infinitives.
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is standardly used, we find the aorist infinitive. For illustration, we can
contrast the following two examples:62

(11) y{e}ivmoke tOV citov Ov AméotgIAég Hot un iAn@Evarl pe avtoy
(BGU.16.2618, 11. 4-5 (7 BC))

“You should know that I have not yet received the grain which you
sent me”. [tr. Brashear]

(12) yikmoke, kOpie, mapara[Peiv T0] Vg 100 Amiovog di Mvcbov év
Tavpeivov [tvpod apltdfag oydsonkovta (P.Ryl.2.237, 1. 13-15
(IIT AD))

“Know, Lord, that the people from Apion have received through
Mysthus in Taurinus the eighty artabs of wheat”.

In both of these examples, the imperative yivooke is followed by a
form of the verb Aapfdve: in (11) by the perfect infinitive giAneéva,
but in (12) by the aorist infinitive mapodapeiv.

As for Byzantine times, Kavcic (forthc.:24) notes that ‘in diachron-
ic terms, there was a strong tendency toward Acl clauses expressing
simultaneous states (and omitting temporal distinctions). Even if it is
assumed that the perfect infinitive replaced the aorist infinitive in the
function of conveying anteriority, Acl clauses conveying anteriority
are very rare in this period’, and that ‘even if it is assumed that some
perfect infinitives could convey anteriority, Acl clauses containing
such infinitives display decreasing tendencies between the third cen-
tury BC and the first century AD and become even less common in
subsequent periods’ (forthc.:26). This observation, too, should be
taken cum grano salis: (i) as we have seen, the aorist did substitute for
the perfect tense to some extent; (ii) in formal writing (contracts and
petitions, that is), the perfect infinitive continues to form the standard
for anterior propositions, both in formulaic and non-formulaic phrases;
and (ii1) even in private letters, the perfect infinitive continues to ap-
pear after various verb classes, including verbs of mental state such as
yvooko “I know” (e.g. P.Neph.8, 1. 4 (IV AD)) and oido. “I know”
(e.g. CPR.17A.39, 1. 8 (IV AD)); verbs of communication such as
dwpPepfadw “I confirm” (e.g. CPR.8.29, 1. 3-4 (IV AD)); and
psychological verbs such as vopiw “I believe” (e.g. P.Abinn.9, 6-7
(342-351 AD)), though not after the fourth century AD.

52 In some other examples, the perfect and aorist infinitive are co-ordinated. See
e.g. P.Rain.Cent.65dupl, 1. 5-10 (234 AD): dniodpev undev gopiv [avijkloy
ONUAVYL ... uNoéva 8¢ ... fvkataighoumévor 10c [BpInoxeliag “we are disclosing that
we have found nothing that should be reported, and that nobody has abandoned the
religious worship”.
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So far, we have seen that the present infinitive came to be used for
future propositions (very frequently), and the aorist infinitive for
anterior propositions (less frequently). Interestingly, however, this is
not a one-to-one correspondence: we also find examples where the
aorist infinitive is used to refer to posterior events, and the present
infinitive to anterior ones, attesting to an increasing temporal ambigui-
ty. Although the former use has not been generally recognized (at least
not for documentary texts),” it occurs strikingly frequently. For
example, in the above-mentioned oporoy®d-formula, we find the aorist
infinitive next to the present infinitive expressing posterior events.®*
Consider the following passage:

(13) avBoporoyel 6¢] kol M Tpoyeypoup[évn Evmpéneia] cuvoikelv t@
TPOYEYPAUUEV® Bavpactot(dte) [AKvAAIVE] dxotayvdoTog, Kol
VOKOVEWY a0TOD &v dmoct, akolovBijcar 6¢ avt®d Smov & Gv
BouAnBein év tavtn T émapyie koi péyxpt AleEavopeiag ... Kai
unogv mapd to mpénov owumpalacOar (P.Cair.Masp.3.67340r, I1.
4147 (VI AD))

“And the afore-mentioned Euprepeia agrees that she will live
together with the afore-mentioned most admirable Acyllinus un-
exceptionably, and that she will obey him in everything, and that
she will follow him wherever he wants to go in this eparchy even
up to Alexandria ... and that she will do nothing that is unfitting”.

In this example, both present and aorist infinitives refer to future
events. The choice for one or the other seems to be related to Aktions-
art, the present being used for stative events (cuvoikeilv “to live with”,
vTaKovE “to obey”), and the aorist for dynamic ones (dxolovOtjcat
“to follow”, drampda[EacBar “to do”).

After psychological verbs, we find similar examples of the aorist
infinitive referring to posterior events: after ofopor “I believe”
([o]i[6]uevog [E]kreréoar petd gob mavto oV Tiig Lwiig pov [x]pévov
“thinking that I would spend my entire life with you”; P.Cair.Masp.
2.67155, 1. 12-13 (VI AD)); mpocookdwm “I expect” (UndEv Kaxkov
TPocdoKkn[oavtog pov Vo Tovtev mobelv “I expected to suffer no
wrong at their hands”; P.Cair.Isid.74, 11. 10-11 (315 AD)); énucham “1

% For Polybius, see e.g. Hesseling (1892:10) and de Foucault (1972:157-158);
for the New Testament, see e.g. Burton (1900:53). Hesseling (1892:12—13) notes
that he cannot find any examples in inscriptions or papyri.

It is interesting, in this regard, that already at an early stage we find examples
with mixed future-aorist morphology after opohoy®: énelevoacton (e.g. SB.1. 5231qtpl,
1. 18 (11 AD); P.Mich.6.427, 1. 20 (138 AD)); nopé&acOat (e.g. P.Mich.15.707, 1. 15
(II/IIT AD); P.Mich.12.636rpdupl, 1. 11 (302 AD)).
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am sorry” (émkAdow £yd ootV ... tapacyeiv “I will be sorry that you
will provide”; % pP.Amh.2.154, 1. 9-10 (VI-VII AD)) dokém “I
believe” (giva 06&ng Gvev vopipmv NMuic dmobeicbor “so that you
suppose that we shall be illegally ousted”; P.Fay.124, 1. 1819 (III
AD)); etc.

Already in Classical times, variation between the aorist and the
future infinitive was common after Verbs such as gdyopon “I pray”,
émiCo “T hope”, émdéyopon “I accept”,”® that is, for offers. After
verbs of saying and thinking, however, examples are very uncommon,
as noted by Kiihner & Gerth (1976[1898]:195): ‘selten und, wenig-
stens be1 den Prosaikern, kritisch mcht unanfechtbar, nach den iibrigen
Verben®” des Sagens und Meinens’.®® In an older stage of the lan-
guage, however, when the future infinitive was not yet common, such
examples do occur: ‘es ergiebt sich hieraus, dass der Infinitiv des Ao-
rists zwar in der altesten Sprache, seiner zeitlosen Natur entsprechend,
noch unterschiedslos fiir alle drei Zeiten gebraucht, allmihlich jedoch
durch den jiingeren Infinitiv des Futurs ... aus einem Teile seines
Besitzstandes verdriangt wurde’ (Kiihner & Gerth 1976[1898]:197). 6
In Post-classical Greek, we again see a reversal of the situation, as was
the case with the present infinitive.

Kav¢i¢ (2016:283) has suggested that morphological confusion
between the aorist and future infinitive may have had an impact on the
temporal and aspectual properties of the aorist infinitive, the latter no
longer being able to convey anteriority. However, since this confusion
does not concern all future and aorist forms, as Kav¢ic (2016:284)
admits, and since quite a few examples are attested where the aorist
does convey anteriority, a different hypothesis may be preferable
(although, of course, morphological confusion may have provided a
stimulus, cf. Hesseling 1892:12). I would suggest that verbs such as
the above-mentioned éAmiw, whose complement has the epistemic
orientation of an offer, provided a bridging context for the extension
of the aorist infinitive to posterior propositions. Kurzova (1968:55) for
example, considers complements of verbs such as dpvout, EAniCm and
vmoyvéopau as declarative. She explicitly acknowledges that construc-
tions with these verbs ‘an der Grenze zwischen beiden Typen stehen’

55 ety is used as a polite form of address in this example. See Bentein (2017b)
for further details.
8 Cf. §3.
67 That is, not including expressions such as €ik6g €011, EAmic ot etc.
Schwyzer (1950:296), however, cites some examples from Classical Greek
prose (from writers such as Herodotus Lysias, Isocrates, Plato, etc.). Contrast Stahl
(1907 204ft.), who attributes the existence of such cases to scribal mistakes.
® Compare Schwyzer (1950:296-297); Chantraine (1953:307).
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(Kurzova 1968:56), and suggests that historically these verbs aided in
the transition from dynamic to declarative infinitive.”

There are much fewer examples of the present infinitive referring
to anterior events, the so-called praesens pro perfecto, which typically
occurs with verbs that ‘denote a present state or condition persisting
from a past act’ such as & “I have”, axobvw “I hear”, fixo “I am
present”, etc. (Mandilaras 1973:99)."! For illustration, con51der the
following example:

(14) yewvooke epotov TOV Tapd A<o>Vmov toD otpatyod &ypaiiery
avOpmmovg £mi ta ydpoto (BGU.16.2602, 11. 5-7 (14-13 BC))

“You should know that Eros, the subordinate of Lupus, the
strategos, has sent men to the dikes”. [tr. Brashear]

In this example, £yBaiAiev does not refer to an ongoing event: rather,
it is anterior to the time of writing. Rather than a perfect or aorist
infinitive, however, a present infinitive is used.”

In formulaic contexts, we find similar alternations. In the
opoloy®-formula, for example, both the perfect and present infinitive
are used, as shown in the following two examples:

(15) oporoy® o TowTNg pOL TG €YYphpov dopol[ei]og éoymrévan
mopo cod &v ypnoetl dd yEWPOG &5 oikov cov &ic idiav pov kafi]
avaykaio[v] ypeiov ypvood vopoudtio. mAd 0e0TOTIKG SOKLUQ
apOu@ ovo (P.Oxy.16.1891, 11. 4-7 (495 AD))

“I acknowledge by this my written bond that I have received from
you on loan from hand to hand out of your house for my personal
and pressing need two unalloyed approvied imperial solidi of
gold”. [tr. Grenfell, Hunt & Bell]

(16) opo]royst AvpnA[tog] ‘Hpdc Mélavoc untpog Adwpd am[o]
koung Kapa[v]idog £xewv mapa toig Avpnioig Toi[d]mpov Itole-
paiov kol Avtoviov Avioviov kol Kaciovog Zoampod kol t@v
KOWOVAV TOVI®OV GLITOAOY®V 4o Tiig avtig kopung Kapavidog eig
dav[et]ov Tag Tod Tupod dptafdv £E, (dptdfoac)s, Kol uoAiog TdV
avtdVv (dptéfoc) v (P.Cair.isid.95, 11. 1-7 (310 AD))

“Aurelius Heras, son of Melas and Adoras, of the village of Kara-
nis, acknowledges that he has received from Aurelius Isidorus, son
of Ptolemaeus, Aurelius Antonius, son of Antonius, Aurelius

" Compare Kiihner & Gerth (1976[1898]:196) on the ‘intermediate’ status of a
Verb such as opoloyém.
"I Cf. Mandilaras (1973:99); compare Moorhouse (1982:183—184) on Sophocles.
2 Though note the similarity between the present infinitive ékpéAiewv and the
aorist infinitive ExPoleiv.
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Casianus, son of Saprus, and all the associate sitologoi of the same
village of Karanis, as a loan, the six artabas of wheat, 6 art., and 3
art”. [tr. Boak & Youtie]

Both examples come from loan contracts, in which one party acknowl-
edges to have received from another party a certain amount of money,
grain, etc. Note how in the first of these examples, a form of the verb
oporoy® is followed by a perfect infinitive (€oyniévar), whereas in
the second example it is followed by a present infinitive of the same
verb (Zéxsw).73

To conclude this section, when it comes to the expression of simulta-
neity, it has been claimed that the present infinitive was mainly limit-
ed to stative verbs, especially in Byzantine Greek. Kav¢i€ (forthc.:24),
for example, writes that ‘with one potential exception, all Acl clauses
containing a present infinitive are stative’, and that ‘in terms of the
disappearance of the infinitive from Greek, early Byzantine evidence
suggests that Acl clauses containing stative present infinitives were
the last to be omitted’ (Kavci€ forthc.:25). To a very large extent, this
is, indeed, the case: most examples occur with stative verbs such as
ayvoéw “I am unaware” (e.g. P.Tebt.2.314, 1. 3 (Il AD)); dyoviao “I
am anxious” (e.g. P.Wisc.2.84, 7 (Il AD)); dcBevém “T am ill” (e.g.
P.Brem.48, 1. 11-12 (118 AD)); dOvapor “I am able” (e.g. P.Flor.
3.332, 1l. 8-9 (I AD)); €ipi “I am” (e.g. P.Mich.8.496, 1. 3 (Il AD));
and ypewotéw “I am in debt” (e.g. P.Oxy.72.4930, 1. 10-12 (614
AD)). It should be noted, however, that examples with non-stative
present infinitives are not completely absent, not even in the Byzan-
tine period; they can be found with verbs such as avtiroiéopon “I lay
claim to” (e.g. P.Oxy.49.3464, 1l. 20-22 (ca. 54-60 AD)); yiyvopou “I
become” (e.g. P.Oxy.16.1868, 1. 3—4 (VI/VII AD)); dwdéyopon “I
receive” (e.g. P.Fay.117, 1l. 3—4 (108 AD)); keAebw “I order” (e.g.
P.Tebt.2.335, 1. 15 (ca. 165 AD?)); néunw “I send” (e.g. P.Oxy.
16.1868, 11. 3—4 (VI/VII AD)); and moiéw “I do” (e.g. P.Sarap.103bis,
1. 2-3 (Il AD); P.Abinn.33, 1. 5-6 (342-351 AD)).

4.2. Modal ambiguity

As we have seen in §3, the Ancient Greek infinitive was not restricted
to propositions, but could also be used for proposals, a use which

® For similar examples, see e.g. P.Mich.10.587, 1. 40 (24/25 AD); BGU.2.472,
1. 6-14 (139 AD); P.Cair.Isid.93, 11. 6-12 (282 AD).



The decline of infinitival complementation in Ancient Greek 101

historically seems to be the older.”* With manipulative verbs and
verbs of ordering, which always take proposals as their complement,
there is little ambiguity. Both the aorist and present infinitive can be
found after these verb classes, the aorist being most frequently attest-
ed. For illustration, consider (17):

(17) d&woduev keredom émjoepaylicOdij[vjor avtoc Kol Tapa@vAdc-
oecBm [0V £té]pag Ponbdeiog (P.Brem.26, 1. 12—-14 (114-116 AD))

“Wir bitten, zu befehlen, dass sie (die Héuser) [versiegelt] werden
und durch eine andere Hilfsmannschaft bewacht werden”. [tr.
Wilcken]

This example nicely illustrates the aspectual differences that govern
the use of the present vs. aorist infinitive:”> when there is emphasis on
duration, as is the case for mapaguAidoocesbar “to guard”, the present
infinitive is used.

Other verb classes, however, such as verbs of communication and
psychological verbs can be followed by both propositions and pro-
posals. Since the present and aorist infinitive are used for both types
of complements, ambiguity can arise with regard to the epistemic
orientation of the complement. This ambiguity is further complicated
by the fact that the present and aorist infinitive can have multiple
temporal interpretations, as we have seen in §4.1. Consider the
following two examples:

(18) &ueddov yap avelbiv émi ti|g mOAewg kal Gmodvpachal @ EUd
yeoy®w Koi t@® mpamocit® TV otpoatiwtdv Koaotivp mpdg 10
EkduknOfvai pe, AL TPOTOTOTWS GOl T® EUR deomdtn Eypaya
£kdunOijvai pe (P.Abinn.28, 11. 20-27 (342-351 AD))

“For my intention was to go up to the city and make a complaint to
my landlord and Castinus the praepositus of the soldiers, so that
they should do me justice, but first of all I have written to you, my
master, to do me justice”. [tr. Bell et al.]

(19) 8]0¢[v &ig tovv fka] [ty Sevtépav] dwpedv, St Hg Oporoyd
gyd avtolc] \d6[el/oryy(ovAdplog(?)), S tavg po(v) [tig]
gyypaoo(v) dwpedg, e0fug peta v Eunv droPinoty Tavia po(v)
T0 VEapyovta Kol vapEovta Tpdynota ... oTgAval ool Tf o[0T

™ See e.g. Kurzova (1968:55).

> Compare Thorley (1989:292), who considers the aorist infinitive to have been
the ‘neutral’ option: ‘when an author has an open choice of using an aorist or a
present ... the tendency is to use the aorist unless the author feels a need to stress
some linear nuance’.
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n)p[oyeyplauuévn Ouyatpi pwo(v) (P.Cair.Masp.2.67154v, 1l. 5-10
(527-565 AD))

“Therefore I have come to this second donation, through which I
myself, this singularis, agree, through this written donation, that
immediately after my death all my present and future belongings
should be sent to you my aforementioned daughter”.

In the first of these examples, T® £u@d deondtn Eypoya Ekdikndfjvail pe
could be interpreted either as an anterior proposition (“I wrote to my
master that I have been done justice™) or as a proposal (“I wrote to my
master that I should be done justice). Moreover, given what we have
discussed in §4.1, there is a third possibility: an interpretation as a
posterior proposmon (“TI wrote that I will be done justice”). Context
makes it clear,”® however, that we are dealing with a proposal and not
with a proposition. In the second example, too, both epistemic read-
ings are possible: “I acknowledge that my belongings have been sent”
(anterior proposition) or “I acknowledge that my belongings should be
sent” (proposal). Again, there is a third possibility, an interpretation as
a posterior proposition: “I agree that my belongings will be sent”.
Since this is a testament, an interpretation as a proposal seems likely,
although a posterior proposition cannot be ruled out completely.

As Kurzova (1968) writes, such ambiguity concerning the epistemic
status of the complement existed already in the Classical period. She
notes that a number of sentential elements helped to distinguish the
two types of epistemic orientation:”’ (i) with Aéyom, the accusative is
used for propositions and the dative with proposals (i1) in contexts of
negation, ov is used for propositions, and pun for proposals and (iii)
the future infinitive is only possible with propositions.” For the Post-
classical period, however, none of these sentential elements is of any
help: (i) there was frequent case mterchange between the accusatlve
genitive, and dative; (ii) the negation pn also occurs in proposmons
and (iii) the future tense slowly disappeared; on some occasions,
however, it was extended to commands. For illustration, consider the
following three examples:

npog 70 €kdknOfjvai pe in particular.

7 As Kurzova herself notes, however, ‘alle diese Mittel haben jedoch eine be-
schrinkte Geltung und manchmal fehlen formale Merkmake zur Unterscheidung
belder Bedeutungen’ (1968:58).

78 Cf. also Hesseling (1892:10); Chantraine (1953:304).

7 Cf. Kavéi¢ (2016:292-293), referring to Mayser (1934:552-553).
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(20) Ta yphupota thg of|g GoeApOTNTOG dgduevog, Kol e00VE Eypaya
TOV  oTpOTIOTNYV  amoKvnOfjvar  Gmd  Tod  KTMUOTOG  ODTHG
(P.Cair.Masp.1.67067, 11. 1-2 (VI AD))

“Having received the letter from Your Brotherhood, I immediately
wrote to the soldier to leave Your property”.

(21) &\eyov oot 81 ypodg €oTv koi FAeyeg un eiven adTV ypadv
(P.Gen.4.172, 11. 7-9 (IV/V AD))

“I told you that it [the camel] was old and you said that it was not
old”.

(22) & mapayyerijvar adTd oL £vOg avTdV TTEpl o8 VN PeT®V REEY
glg Tov én’ ayobd éoouevov doAoyiopuov Atepiov Némwtog Tod
Kkpotiotov Nyepdvog (SB.5.8001, 11. 7-11 (I AD))

“I ask that he be summoned by one of your officers to come to the
beneficent approaching assize of Haterios Nepos the most noble
prefect”. [tr. Boak]

According to Classical standards, (20) should mean “I wrote that the
soldier has left”. Context makes it clear, however, that we are not
dealing with a proposition but with a proposal: the addressor makes it
clear to the addressee, Dioscorus, protocométés of the village of
Aphrodito, that he has ordered a soldier who was wrongfully lodged in
one of his properties to leave. Conversely, in (21), the negation un
should indicate that we are dealing with a proposal (“you said that it
should not be old”): however, context makes it clear that we are
dealing with a proposition, that is, the contents of the addressee’s
claim. Finally, (22) shows that the future infinitive also occurs in
proposals in Post-classical Greek, though only rarely.*

When it comes to the future tense, we have seen in §3 that it was
used for one type of proposal: offers. In our corpus, we still find the
future tense after verbs such as gaw “I allow” (e.g. P.Oxy.48.3421, 1L
12-13 (IV AD)); éaniCo “T hope” (e.g. P.Mil.Vogl.2.76, 11. 8-9 (II
A)); émrpénw “I allow” (e.g. P.Giss.Apoll.24, 3, 1. 12-13 (ca. 117
AD)); ebyopon “I pray” (e.g. P.Herm. 5, 1. 11-12 (317 AD)); and
vmoyvéopon “I promise” (e.g. BGU.1.322, 1I. 17-18 (216 AD)). As
can be expected, however, in offers too the future infinitive was
slowly being replaced by the present and aorist infinitive: one finds
phrases such as 0eoig ehyoue dmorafiv oe éppw\uévov/ (P.Euphra-
tes.17, 1l. 2-3 (III AD)) “I pray to the gods that you will receive [this

% For similar examples, see e.g. BGU.2.597, 11. 24-25 (75 AD); P.Sarap.90, 1. 12
(ca. 98-117 AD); P.Mich.13.667, 11. 4849, 51-52 (VI AD).
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letter] in good health”; avtov [a]vpAEnet 6 mepifrentog dyvpompdn|c]
KateAdelv énl Ale&avopelav (P.Oxy.16.1844, 1. 2-3 (VI/VII AD))
“the noble money-changer expects (?) him to go down to Alexandria”
(tr. Grenfell, Hunt & Bell); éA[milw(?)] [TTad]vt ke katelbeiv (BGU.1.
249, 1. 14 (ca. 75-76 AD)) “I hope that I will return on Pauni 25”. The
choice for the present vs. aorist infinitive seems to have been
aspectually motivated,” although there seems to have been free
variation as well: for example, in the disclosure formula of the type ‘I
want you to know’, we find both yryvookewv og 0 m (e.g. SB.6.9120,
1. 3 (I AD)) and yv@von o€ 0é o (e.g. P.Fay.123, 1. 5-6 (100 AD)).

As a result of the disappearance of the future infinitive, the epistemic
ambiguity mentioned above not only concerns commands: verbs
which could be followed both by (anterior) propositions and (poste-
rior) proposals (offers, that is) no longer overtly distinguished between
these two types of complement in terms of the choice for a pre-
sent/aorist or future infinitive. For illustration, consider the following
example from Kavcic (2016:293):

(23) dAAa dw TG yaprtog tod Kvupiov Incod metedopev ocmBijvan
Kaf’ Ov tpomov Kakeivol (Acts 15.11)

“But we believe that we shall be saved through the grace of the
Lord Jesus, in the same manner as they also”. (ASV)

As Kavci€ notes, this phrase could mean either “we trust that we have
been saved” (an anterior proposition), or “we trust that we will be
saved” (a posterior proposal (offer)).*

5. Conclusion

I have argued that the system of infinitival complementation became
profoundly ambiguous in the Post-classical and Byzantine period, and
that this is likely to have been a cause for its decline. To be more
specific, I have shown that due to the loss of the perfect and future in-
finitive, the present and aorist infinitive became increasingly tempo-
rally polyfunctional and ambiguous, the present being used not only
for simultaneous but also for anterior and especially posterior events,
and the aorist being used for not only anterior but also posterior

¥ In some examples, however, one finds a present infinitive where an aorist in-
finitive would be expected. See e.g. P.Flor.2.241, 1. 4-6 (254 AD), where one reads
\cuvzca)pd)v/r(‘) tol0070 yeivesBau “allowing that such a thing should happen”.

52°A third interpretation of this phrase may be possible, that is, as a posterior pro-
position: “we believe that we will be saved”.
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events. These findings can be contrasted with earlier studies, which
have claimed that the loss of the perfect and future infinitive led to the
‘omission’ of temporal distinctions in propositions. They also go quite
clearly against the claims of relatlve tense theory: in these stages of
Greek, there was no ‘isomorphism’® between finite and non-finite
forms, as some studies have suggested, not even after verbs of com-
munication and perception. Interestingly, the same is true for earlier
stages of Greek: at a time when the future and perfect infinitive were
not fully developed yet, similar usages are attested as in later Greek,
when the future and perfect infinitive disappeared.

The above-mentioned temporal ambiguity was further complicated
by the existence of a second type of ambiguity, that is, ambiguity with
regard to the epistemic orientation of the complement clause or
‘modal’ ambiguity: already in Classical times, the present and aorist
infinitive could be used after certain verb classes to encode both
‘propositions’ and ‘proposals’ (offers/commands), an ambiguity which
continues to be found in later Greek. In Post-classical and Byzantine
times, however, sentential elements which before helped to distinguish
between these two interpretations were no longer of use, due to
linguistic changes elsewhere (such as case interchange between the
accusative, genitive and dative).

As Kurzova (1968) writes, finite complementisers made the use of
the infinitive more ‘critical’: ‘Man kann aber sagen, dafl der Infinitiv
kein addquater Ausdruck fiir beide Funktionen [propositions and pro-
posals] ist ... Mit der Ausbildung der konjunktionalen Inhaltsneben-
sdtze mullte dlese Situation notwendig krltlscher werden’ (1968:67).
Next to a number of other advantages,” finite complementation
patterns were also much less ambiguous: the choice of a comple-
mentiser (&1t vs. tva in particular) 1mmed1ately clarified the eplstemlc
orientation of the complement clause.*> As for the temporal orien-
tation of finite complements, Greek preserved its strong opposition
between the present and aorist stem, an aspectual dlstmctlon Wthh it
introduced in the future, too, through the use of periphrastics.*

% See e.g. Miller (2002:34): ‘infinitives can have tense morphology. When they
do they can be used exactly as fully tensed complement clauses’.
* See §1.
%5 Mandilaras (1973), for example, refers to declarative infinitives as ‘6ti-infini-
tives’ and to dynamic infinitives as ‘iva-infinitives’.
% See most recently Lucas (2012).
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