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Expressions of Agency in Ancient Greek

Ancient Greek expressed the agents of passive verbs by a variety of means, and
this work explores the language’s development of prepositions which marked
these agents. After an initial look at the pragmatics of agent constructions, it
turns to this central question: under what conditions is the agent expressed by a
construction other than ��� with the genitive? The book traces the development of
these expressions from Homer through classical prose and drama, paying attention
to the semantic, syntactic, and metrical conditions that favored the use of one
preposition over another. It concludes with a study of the decline of ��� as an
agent marker in the first millennium AD. Although the focus is on developments in
Greek, translation of the examples should render it accessible to linguists studying
changes in prepositional systems generally.
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Cambridge. He has previously taught at Rice University.
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1

PASSIVE VERBS AND AGENT
CONSTRUCTIONS

Beginning students of Ancient Greek soon learn that the agent of
a passive verb is marked with the preposition ��� followed by the
genitive.1 Then, of course, the exceptions come to light. The most
common of these is the dative of agent, which, for the beginner at
least, may be explained away as occurring with perfect passives and
-���� verbals. Later, however, one comes across other irregularities,
notably the use of prepositions other than ���+G. The conditions
that motivate these apparently anomalous agent markers have not
yet been satisfactorily explained. The aim of this book is to do so.

I begin with an introductory chapter that lays a theoretical
foundation for the work and discusses the reasons why these
passive-with-agent constructions (PACs) occur in the first place. In
Chapter 2, I move on to Homer, as the Iliad and Odyssey represent
the earliest texts that are syntactically complex enough to have
PACs. Because the Homeric data are so different from the later
evidence – in particular, these constructions are far less common
in Homer – they are best dealt with separately. Next, in Chapter 3,
I look at the dative of agent. It is relatively well understood
already – it occurs most prominently with perfect verbs – but one
question in particular deserves further treatment: When do per-
fect verbs take ���+G rather than the dative one might otherwise
expect? Then, Chapter 4 treats the central issue I shall examine,
namely, the conditions motivating the use of prepositions other than
���+G as agent markers in the classical prose authors. Because
these conditions were different for poetry than for prose, I reserve
discussion of tragedy and comedy for Chapter 5. Finally, in Chapter
6, I trace the development of agent constructions in post-classical
Greek, ending with the Byzantine Greek of Digenis Akritis.

1 Henceforth I shall refer to the use of a preposition governing a particular case as e.g.
���+G.
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expressions of agency in ancient greek

Passive voice

If this work is to explain the conditions that influence what agent
marker is used in a PAC, it must first set out guidelines for determin-
ing what constitutes such a construction. Essentially, such guide-
lines must be formulated so as to identify the two components
of a PAC, a passive verb and an agent. Now the idea of a pas-
sive verb at first glance would seem fairly straightforward to most
speakers of English, who will be familiar with the passive voice
of their native language. If a verb occurs in the passive voice, then
the subject of the verb is not the agent, but rather the patient of
the action of the verb. Broadly speaking, such an account is suf-
ficient to describe the voice system of English, and, indeed, it is
the opposition between active and passive that has dominated the
Anglo-American literature on voice. But, while it will be the focus
of this study as well, the situation is more complicated in Greek,
where, in addition to the active and passive, there is also a middle
voice, the general function of which is to indicate that the effects of
the action described by the verb in some way affect the subject of
the verb.2 Additionally, it will be crucial to maintain a distinction
between the form and function of a voice. For, as the Greek passive
was only ever partially independent of the middle, the two could
quite easily be confused: a middle form can have a passive function
and vice versa.3 Such contamination is not surprising in light of
the overlap between the functions of the middle and passive.

Now the voice opposition most prominent in theoretical linguis-
tics is the contrast of active and passive voice, as proponents of
transformational grammar have taken it up as an example of a
transformation exhibiting noun-phrase movement in the shift from
deep to surface structure.4 This approach is sensible, because it is,

2 In addition to expressing the active-passive and active-middle oppositions that are of
interest here, voice can also be used as a marker of various pragmatic functions, including
focus constructions and direct/inverse systems. For a discussion of this type of voice, see
Klaiman 1991: 31–5.

3 Cf. Th. 1.2.1 �	
���
��	 ��� �	��� on the one hand, the aorists of the so-called passive
deponents like ������ on the other. Andersen considers the -(�)�- aorists to be active
rather than passive in form and derives their passive significance from a 1-valence value
assigned to the suffix -(�)�- (1993: 198–201). See also the following note.

4 See Chomsky 1957: 42–3 and 1965: 103–6, Radford 1988: 420–35; Van Valin 2001:
172–225 provides a brief synopsis of recent syntactic theories, with particular attention
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passive verbs and agent constructions

in most cases, easy to trace the relation between a passive sentence
and its active “prototype.” In essence, the passive voice rearranges
the relations of the verb to its core nominals (that is, the sub-
ject and object), in particular indicating a reduction in the verb’s
valence (that is, a transitive verb becomes intransitive). Generally,
this process involves the demotion of the subject of the unmarked
construction (usually the agent) to an oblique relation in the marked
construction, typically accompanied by the promotion of the object
(usually the patient) to the subject relation.5 Diagrammatically,
with brackets indicating optional elements:

Subj Vb-Act Obj Subj Vb-Pass [Obliq]
| | � | |

Agt Pat Pat [Agt]

The English passive fits in well with this schema:

Achilles killed Hector � Hector was killed [by Achilles]

to how they treat the passive. Andersen takes a different view of the passive, arguing that
what are commonly called passive markers are in fact usually markers of monovalency
(and not valence-reduction) (1994: 27–8). The passive would then be “synergetically”
determined by means of contextual inferences from the presence of a monovalent verb, a
middle verb, or indeed any other verb whose semantics are potentially passive. He argues
this position from the occurrence of (i) non-passive -(�)�- (see 1993: 99 for examples,
most notably in Homer, but also ����
����
�, �������
�, ��
�
���� in Thucydides),
(ii) middle forms used as passives, (iii) active verbs in passive constructions (the type
����� ���). However, it must be noted that there are -(�)�- aorists that are polyvalent,
contradicting Andersen’s hypothesis. Two examples: Il. 4.402 
��
��
�� �
�	���� ������

�����	�, Lys. 2.40 ! ��� ��� ������ 
"��#� �"$ %� &'����; Considering that in the
aorist, where a three-way opposition exists (e.g. �(�)�
: ��)�����: ������), the third
form functions as a valence-reducing, object-promoting voice, it seems best to call this
a passive. Additionally, Andersen places high importance on the Greek dichotomy of
active and middle endings in his treatment of voice. Yet in Attic Greek, the futures in
-(�)����
	 play roughly the same role as the aorists in -(�)��, suggesting that these two
formations should be considered as different tenses of the same voice, not as representing
two different voices. It was, after all, the existence of the specifically passive forms in
-(�)�� that led to the creation of the -(�)����
	 forms in the first place (Hartmann 1935:
127). Note further that, just as -(�)�� and -����� were interchangeable, so too were
-���
	 and -(�)����
	 (Schwyzer–Debrunner 1950: 238).

5 Other variations on the passive include the impersonal passive with a dummy subject
“Es wurde im Nebenzimmer geredet” (Palmer 1994: 127–32) and the promotion of roles
besides the patient. Malagasy, for instance, in addition to a passive that promotes the
patient, also has a “circumstantial” voice that promotes the dative and instrumental (ibid.
125, with examples). Similarly, in response to English constructions like “He was given
a new tie,” Fillmore sees the passive as a means of marking the choice of a “nonnormal”
subject: “The verb give also allows either O[bject] or D[ative] to appear as subject as long
as this ‘nonnormal’ choice is ‘registered’ in the V. This ‘registering’ of a ‘nonnormal’
subject takes places via the association of the feature [+passive] with the V” (1968: 37).
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expressions of agency in ancient greek

The primary functions of the passive follow naturally from the syn-
tactic remappings it occasions. First, the passive can be used when
it is advantageous for the patient of the action to be the grammat-
ical subject, either pragmatically, because it is a narrative theme,
or syntactically, so that it may serve as a pivot. As an example of
the first, Palmer offers, “The child ran into the road. He was hit
by the car” (1994: 136). The second is illustrated by the frequent
use of passive participles in many different Indo-European (IE)
languages. As Jamison notes, “A passive participle is of far more
use in speech [than a finite passive verb], for it provides a more
concise and elegant means than a relative clause of embedding
into a matrix clause any clause whose object would be coreferen-
tial with a noun phrase in the matrix clause” (1979b: 203, italics
hers). Secondly, a speaker can use the passive to avoid naming the
agent, because it is so obvious as to be unnecessary, or because it is
unknown, or even to obfuscate the responsibility for an action. Not
all languages, however, are able to express the agent of a passive
verb. Latvian provides the textbook IE example of a passive that
cannot construe with an agent.6 Still, Greek can express the agent,
and it is precisely the variety of its agent constructions that makes
it so interesting.

The middle voice, on the other hand, best known to linguists
from its occurrence in Greek and Sanskrit, cannot be reduced to
a similarly neat syntactic description.7 Unlike the passive, which
has a relatively clear syntactic function, the middle can only be

6 The agent can, however, be expressed in informal language (Nau 1998: 37).
7 Cf. Brugmann 1916: 688–9, Delbrück 1897: 428–30 for warnings against neat syntactic

divisions among the uses of the middle. Barber 1975 attempts to make just such divisions
by positing that the middle voice signals the identity of the subject nominal with various
grammatical relations in the predicate. For example, middle marking on a verb with a
direct object would indicate that the subject is to be understood as the indirect object
(thus, 
*��+�
	 ��,�
� would be equivalent to 
*�- ��	 ��,�
�). However, Klaiman
notes that this model would not account for detransitivizing middle usages such as
. $�/� $����
�
	, which by Barber’s reasoning would have to be interpreted as reflexive
(1991: 28). The position that the middle cannot be readily defined in syntactic terms is
lent support by the frequent misuse of the middle by non-native speakers. This difficulty
is seen in the deterioration in active-middle distinctions in Koine (Wackernagel 1950:
123–4) as well as the problems foreign speakers of Spanish have in correctly using se in
constructions like Juan se cayó del tercer piso “Juan fell (unintentionally) from the third
floor” (example from Arce-Arenales et al. 1994: 6).
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passive verbs and agent constructions

defined in vague, semantic terms as indicating that the effects of
the action in some way accrue back to the subject.8 Consider the
two sentences: . 01	��
#� ���
	 �2 ���
� and . 01	��
#� ���
�
	
�2 ���
�. The difference between the active and middle sentences
does not lie in so discrete a factor as the valence of the verb, for,
in both sentences, the verb predicates two arguments, an agent-
subject and a patient-object. Rather, the use of the middle indicates
that the action affects the subject to a greater extent. Achilles does
not simply carry the goblet, but rather has an additional interest in
the object: he wins it. This definition of voice accounts for all the
functions of the IE middle described by Wackernagel, including
direct and indirect reflexives, reciprocals, and verbs of taking (the
type �	���� “let out for hire”: �	�����
	 “hire”) (1950: 124–9).9

An additional difference between the middle and the passive is that
a voice like the IE middle does not seem to be subsidiary to the
active: just as there are verbs that only occur in the active, so too
there are verbs only found in the middle.10 Furthermore, passive
forms can correspond to a middle as well as an active: 
*�
���
	

8 Here are some of the various definitions of the middle. Benveniste: “Dans le moyen . . .
le verbe indique un procès dont le sujet est le siège; le sujet est intérieur au procès”
(1950: 125). Lyons: “The implications of the middle (when it is in opposition with
the active) are that the ‘action’ or ‘state’ affects the subject of the verb or his inter-
ests” (1968: 373). Strunk argues that the primary function of the middle is to denote
“Verhaltensträger-Orientierung” but notes that other verbs exercise this function simply
by virtue of their lexical semantics (moritur vs. vivit) (1980: 323). Andersen has refuted
Klaiman’s attempt at a rigid definition (1994: 49–61). Still, her initial characterization
of the middle is still valid and in line with the other definitions: “[Voice systems like
the middle] reflect alternations of the subject’s status vis-à-vis the denoted action, in
terms of whether or not the principal effects of the action devolve upon the subject”
(1991: 11). In Andersen’s opinion, the middle corresponds to Dionysius Thrax’s term
����� and denotes “the fact that the [subject] stood in an experiential ‘disposition’
to the predication, i.e., it represented that particular participant which experiences the
predication” (1994: 35, italics his). Finally, compare Pān. ini’s terms for the active and
middle, parasmai padam “word for another” and ātmane padam “word for oneself”
respectively.

9 It is certainly true that some of these functions could be described in syntactic terms.
The last type, for instance, could be seen as a remapping of the beneficiary of the active
�	���� to the subject slot of the middle �	�����
	. But, unlike the passive, which
can consistently be defined in terms of a single syntactic remapping, the only common
element to the various uses of the middle is the nebulous idea that the subject is somehow
more affected by the action in question.

10 For this reason, Klaiman terms the middle a “basic” voice, as opposed to a “derived”
voice like the passive.
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can mean either “to be captured, taken,” as a passive to the active,
or “to be chosen,” as a passive to the middle.11

It might seem tempting, then, to view the passive and middle
voices as phenomena of quite different natures. The passive, on the
one hand, always has a discrete effect on the syntax of the sentence:
detransitivization accompanied by promotion of the object. The
middle, on the other, need have no visible syntactic consequences:
it merely emphasizes the subject’s affectedness. To make a clear
distinction between the two, however, would be wrong. A voice
defined as vaguely as the middle can in fact be used with precisely
the same syntactic effect as the passive.12 Indeed, the passive could
be described as an extreme case of subject-affectedness. As proof
of the middle’s ability to act as a passive, one need only consider
the Greek use of the middle outside the aorist and future as the stan-
dard passive formation (the type ����
	 ���) or the Russian use of
the reflexive as a passive (Novoe zdanie stroitsja inženerami “The
new building is being constructed by the engineers”).13 Accord-
ingly, I will use the term passive in a functional sense to denote
verb detransitivization accompanied by object-promotion, whether
this be achieved by a morphologically distinct passive marking or
through the use of a middle voice that encompasses other functions
as well.

One further debate about the passive has concerned the role of
the agent: is it necessary that there be some means of expressing
the agent in order for a verb to be called a passive?14 To some
extent, this is a trivial question, as it is simply a matter of nomen-
clature whether or not one defines the passive so as to include
instances of detransitivization with object-promotion that do not
allow the agent to be expressed. Still, Klaiman does seek to distin-
guish sharply between the two types of detransitivization. In her
view, the passive voice suppresses or downgrades the subject-agent

11 Kühner-Gerth: “Die Formen des passiven Aorist- und Perfektstammes können ihrer
Bedeutung nach ebenso zum Medium, wie zum Aktiv gehören” (1898: 26). Examples
from X. An.: (passive of the active) 5.4.26 �� �-3 ����
��� 
*�
����	 1����4, (passive of
the middle) 3.1.46 
*�
,��
 . . . 5�1���
� . . . $
� ��#� 
*�
����
� 5'
�
.

12 See Kemmer 1993: 147–9. 13 This example is taken from Kemple 1993: 64.
14 See Schmidt 1963 and Jankuhn 1969: 22–7 for summaries and discussion of the views

of Wackernagel, Meillet, Kury�owicz, and others on the necessity (or not) of the agent-
expression in defining the passive.
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passive verbs and agent constructions

but does not eliminate the logical notion of an agent; accordingly, it
leaves scope for the agent to be expressed by grammatical means.
In the sentence The tree was felled, an agent (e.g. a lumberjack)
causing the falling of the tree is implied, if not explicitly stated, and
could be expressed using the preposition by. The detransitivizing
middle voice, however, termed an anticausative,15 would have no
logical agent assigned, as it “[expresses] spontaneous events, i.e.
situations presupposing no participant’s control” (Klaiman 1991:
83–4). In the sentence The tree fell, the force that brought about the
action is not implied, and could not be introduced into the sentence
by means of a grammaticalized preposition like by.16

But while it is valid to distinguish between two types of detran-
sitivization – one that allows for the expression of the agent, one
that does not – it is best not to align that difference with the distinc-
tion between passive and middle voice. On the one hand, there are
voices like the Greek middle and Russian reflexive, best viewed as
middles owing to their wide range of uses, that can detransitivize,
promote the object, and express the agent with an oblique nominal.
On the other hand, there are also voices like the Latvian and Arabic
passive, which, as they do little more than detransitivize and pro-
mote the object, are best described as passives, but cannot express
the agent. Accordingly, one should not consider the inability to
express the agent to be particularly characteristic of the middle. It
would be better either to call the syntax of detransitivization and
object-promotion passive in all cases, noting that some passives
allow expression of the agent while others do not, or to call such
constructions passive only if the agent can be expressed, and anti-
causative otherwise. In any event, as this study is concerned with
how the agent of a detransitivized verb is expressed, it is of lit-
tle importance here whether detransitivized verbs that cannot be
construed with an oblique agent are to be considered passive.

15 Others use the term “neuter” for such a use of the middle.
16 I treat both be felled and fall as intransitive verbs corresponding to the transitive fell. The

first is a passive; the second, although not a grammaticalized anticausative ( fall, of course,
being the verb from which the causative fell was formed secondarily), nevertheless
illustrates the point adequately for a language that does not have a middle voice. It is
true that, in Greek, agents can be expressed by grammatical means with verbs such as
����� and 6�����3�$�. But these intransitives, though active in form, do act as lexical
passives to corresponding transitive verbs, such as 6��$�
���.
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One final point remains. Most frequently it is the semantic role
of agent that is mapped to the subject relation of an active sen-
tence and consequently demoted to the oblique in the passive.17

But there are also other semantic roles that can serve as the subject
of a sentence. For example, Achilles, in Achilles saw Hector, may
be labeled an experiencer or a perceiver, rather than an agent, as
Achilles’ seeing Hector does not involve the same level of deliber-
ate participation on Achilles’ part as would, say, his striking Hector.
In this work, however, the term agent will not refer in this narrow
sense exclusively to the participant that is responsible for effect-
ing an action, but rather will denote more generally the noun that
would be mapped to the subject relation in a transitive sentence,
whatever its more precise semantic role may be. This broader def-
inition captures better the fact that ���+G performs essentially the
same function both in 7��� ��2 ��+ 01	����� and in ����'�
��2 ��+ 01	�����.

Origins and development of the passive voice in Greek

An examination of the passive voice and the expression of the agent
in ancient Greek inevitably raises questions about the historical
development of voice in the Greek verb. Although many problems
remain unsolved, it is generally acknowledged that, by the time
of classical Attic, Greek had undergone a transition from a two-
voice system, with opposition between an active and middle, to a
three-voice system, with the addition of a passive. The transition,
however, must be regarded as incomplete, for the passive only
became independent of the middle in the aorist and future.18 A
look at this development should begin with Proto-Indo-European
(PIE) itself.

17 I use the term semantic role in the same sense as Blake 1994: 64. For further discussion
of these points, see Palmer 1994: 8–10, who uses “Agent” to refer to the grammatical
relation and “agent” to refer to the semantic role.

18 The picture is further complicated by the perfect, which, in PIE, probably lay outside the
active-middle opposition, but became incorporated into it during the evolution of Greek.
Already in Mycenaean, the perfect had begun to be incorporated into the active-middle
opposition of the present and aorist stems. As the Greek perfect passive is set apart from
the present and aorist by virtue of its construing with a dative of agent, the development
of the perfect is treated separately in Chapter 3.

8



passive verbs and agent constructions

The verbal systems of Greek and Sanskrit suggest that PIE had
a two-voice system, with a primary opposition between the active
and the middle.19 First of all, there is a clear historical relation
between the morphology of the Greek and Sanskrit middle (e.g.
present thematic third singular -
�
	 : -ate, third plural -���
	 :
-ante), while the distinctively passive forms in each are clearly
unrelated formations: Greek’s -(�)�- aorist (and future) passive
marker on the one hand, Sanskrit’s -i third singular aorist passive
and -ya- present passive markers on the other. Second, the mid-
dle is used similarly in the two languages: both exhibit a reflexive
middle, be it direct or indirect (cf. �����
	 (�8� 1
,�
�) and vahate
“(direct reflexive) go; (indirect reflexive) marry”), a reciprocal mid-
dle (cf. �	
��'��
	 and vivadate “dispute with one another”), and
a dynamic middle, indicating the total involvement of the sub-
ject (���
��� ��	
,� “cause a war to come about” vs. ���
���
��	
,��
	 “conduct a war,” compare tis. t.hati “stand” vs. tis. t.hate
“hold still”).20 Third, some of the same verbs in both languages
inflect either only in the active or only in the middle (the activa
and media tantum): �
���/gacchati, ����/asti on the one hand,
9��
	/āste, $
,�
	/śete on the other. Latin too, though tradition-
ally described as having an opposition between active and passive
rather than between active and middle, provides some evidence
for the contrasts of voice detailed above, for instance the direct
reflexive lavari.21

But the lack of a distinct passive morpheme does not imply that
PIE could not express the passive, as many languages can use the
middle in this function. In both Greek and Sanskrit, the middle was
often used to denote passivization.22 That Latin’s inherited middle

19 For a bibliography on voice in PIE, see Szemerényi 1996: 255–7. Standard references
include Delbrück 1897: 412–39, Brugmann 1916: 678–711, Wackernagel 1950: 119–44,
Schwyzer–Debrunner 1950: 222–42. It suffices here to consider the “classical” recon-
struction of the late PIE verbal system, leaving aside the problematic position of Hittite.

20 Examples from Brugmann 1916: 690, 696, Wackernagel 1950: 127, and Delbrück 1897:
426.

21 For further description of uses of the Latin passive that resemble the Greek middle,
see Hofmann–Szantyr 1965: 288–9 and Joffre 1995: 81–155, especially 115–32. While
Touratier takes a different approach in explaining the significance of deponent verbs, he
likewise speaks of a mediopassive sense that can be exhibited by Latin passives (1994:
175).

22 For Greek, see Schwyzer–Debrunner 1950: 237–8; for Sanskrit, see Delbrück 1888:
263–5.

9



expressions of agency in ancient greek

voice (admittedly morphologically different from the Greek and
Sanskrit) came to be used primarily as a passive also hints that the
PIE middle could assume a passive function. Additionally, several
living languages provide evidence that a reflexive construction,
similar in function to the PIE middle, can take on the functions of
the passive: the Romance languages have a middle that can express
an agentless passive (French la porte s’ouvre),23 while the Russian
middle can express the passive with the agent.24

It does not appear possible, however, to reconstruct a single uni-
fied agent expression for PIE, for the daughter languages show
a bewildering variety of constructions, presented most recently
by Hettrich.25 This proliferation of agent expressions, it must be
noted, does not prove that PIE could not express the agent of a
passive verb, let alone that it had no passive. One need only con-
sider the different agent expressions in the Romance languages
(Spanish por,26 French par, Italian da) – none of which directly
continues Latin ab with the ablative – to find a parallel for the
replacement of a single agent expression in the mother language
by a variety of constructions in the different daughter languages.
Nevertheless, certain patterns do emerge among the attested IE
languages: the genitive is frequent with participles, the dative with
participles of necessity and perfects, and instrumental and ablatival
expressions with finite verbs. Such tendencies can be followed in
Greek but must not be pressed too closely. The loss of cases can

23 The Italian equivalent can be used with the agent, if only occasionally: Il vino si beve
dai ragazzi, “The wine is drunk by the boys” (Maiden 1995: 164).

24 See the example on p. 6.
25 Hettrich 1990 concludes that the genitive, dative, ablative, instrumental, and locative

could all be used to express the agent. Earlier, Schwyzer had described various similarities
of construction among the IE languages but attributed them all to later development:
“Nur weniges stammt in dieser besondern Funktion aus indogermanischer Zeit, selbst
wenn die verwendeten Mittel die gleichen sind” (1943: 13). Other studies primarily
address narrower concerns. Schmidt 1963 notes the frequency of agents with participles,
adding that the genitive and dative were common with participles, the instrumental with
finite verbs. Jamison has written two articles dealing with this question, one arguing
unconvincingly that the instrumental was the sole agentive case in PIE (1979a), the other
discussing the use of compounding to express agency with participles (1979b). Finally,
Luraghi 1986, 1995, and 2001 explore the relationship between agent expressions and
those of similar roles such as instrument.

26 The agent marker in Spanish had earlier been de, which was replaced by por in the
sixteenth century (Penny 1991: 103).
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drastically alter the way a language assigns functions to various
prepositions and cases, as seen in the Romance languages. As syn-
cretism reduced the PIE system of eight cases to five in Greek, it
is natural to expect that agent expression might have changed as
well.

After the comparative evidence from PIE, the next source of
data for the development of the Greek language is to be found in
the Linear B tablets. Regrettably for syntacticians, the Mycenaean
scribes frequently dispensed with such linguistic niceties as verbs
for the sake of administrative brevity. An account of voice in
Mycenaean is thus all but impossible. Still, enough verbal forms do
remain to suggest that the middle functioned in roughly the same
way as it did in Homer, although there are no secure attestations of
the -(�)�- aorist to compare it against.27 First, there are examples
of media tantum inflected as middles in Mycenaean:

(1) de-ka-sa-to = ��:
�� “he received” KN Le 641.1
(2) e-u-ke-to = 
;1
��	28 “he

declares”
PY Eb 297.1,
Ep 704.5

(3) o-ro-me-no = <���
���29 “watching” PY Ae 108, 134

One certainly cannot prove that these verbs were media tantum
in Mycenaean, as the corpus is too small, but it is reassuring that
they are attested in the middle where they do occur. Second, the
Mycenaean middle could also be used in two of the middle’s dif-
ferential functions, the dynamic middle and the indirect reflexive
middle:

27 There are two possible exceptions. First, Palmer has suggested that the two forms a-ke
and pe-re in PY Tn 316 are the aorist passives ='� and ��� (from ����) (1963: 265–7).
Scholarly opinion, however, seems more inclined to take them as present indicatives
5'
	 and ���
	 (see the respective entries in DMic). Second, Chadwick has proposed
that tu-wo-te-to and o-je-ke-te-to (TH Fq 121.3 and Fq 130.1 respectively) are akin to
the -��- aorists of later Greek, though with middle, rather than active endings (1996–7:
294–6). Reconstructed as /thuōthēto/ and /oie(i)khthēto/, they would be the passives of
�)�� and �>'�)�	.

28 The -��	 stands for Attic -�
	; the verb here seems to mean “declare” rather than “pray;
boast” (Ventris–Chadwick 1973: 547).

29 Ventris–Chadwick compare Od. 14.104, ��� �? 6���
� ������ @����
	, though it should
be noted that the Mycenaean verb is construed with an object after o-pi (qe-to-ro-po-pi).
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(4) to-ro-qe-jo-me-no = ����
��
��� [?]30

“turning about”
PY Eq 213.1

(5) u-ru-to = F�����	 “they watch” PY An 657.1

Third, the middle is found expressing the passive:

(6) PY Ng 319 de-we-ro-ai-ko-ra-i-ja sa 1239
to-sa-de o-u-di-do-to sa 457
“Those from this side of ?Aigaleon: [. . .]
And so many are not contributed: [. . .]”31

� di-do-to = ������	, cf. PY Ng 332.2
(7) PY Vn 20.1–2 o-a2 e-pi-de-da-to

pa-ra-we-wo wo-no
“Thus the wine of Parawe- has been
distributed”32

� e-pi-de-da-to = ��	���
���	
(8) KN So 4440 a-mo-ta / pte-re-wa / o-da-twe-ta

‘de-do-me-na’ WHEEL ZE 6
“Six pairs of wheels of elmwood with
studs, which have been contributed”33

� de-do-me-na = �
�����
, cf.
de-de-me-no = �
�
���� PY Sa 287, 794

(9) PY Un 267.1–4 o-do-ke a-ko-so-ta
tu-we-ta a-re-pa-zo-o
tu-we-a a-re-pa-te [[ze-so-me]]
ze-so-me-no [[ko]]
“Thus A(r)xotas gave spices to Thuestas
the unguent-boiler, for unguent which is to
be boiled”34

� ze-so-me-no = �
�(�)�����4, cf.
e-we-pe-se-so-me-na = 
" AB����
�
 MY
Oe 127

Although this use of voice is, on the whole, what one would expect
both from reconstructions of PIE voice and the later Greek data, it

30 Ventris–Chadwick call this an “‘iterative-intensive’ form of �����” and translate “on
his tour of inspection” (1973: 269); Palmer suggests either ���qw
��
��� “causing to
plough” or ����qwh
��
��� “on a tour of inspection” (1963: 459).

31 Ventris–Chadwick 1973: 300–1. 32 Ibid. 348.
33 Ibid. 372, 518. 34 Ibid. 223–4, 441–2.
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would be disingenuous not to note that the passive usages of the
middle appear to have been more widespread in Mycenaean than
in Homer in two respects. First, the verb �����	 is almost never
passive in Homer: out of over 450 instances in the poems, only
twice is it passive:

(10) Il. 5.428 �; ��	, ��$��� ����, ������� ���
��C
 D�'

“the work of war has not been given to you, my
child”

(11) Od. 2.78 1���
� ? 6�
	������
�, E�� $ ? 6�2 ����
 ����	

“demanding back our goods, until everything is
returned”

It is remarkable, then, that there should be two passive occurrences
of it in Mycenaean. Second, in Homer, the future middle partici-
ple is not used in the attributive gerundival sense found in the two
Mycenaean examples. Rather, future participles are used predica-
tively with verbs of motion to express purpose.35

Two explanations for this disparity are possible. First, it might be
that, in administrative documents, there was additional pragmatic
motivation for the use of the passive in situations where the agent
was unimportant; one need only compare the widespread use of the
passive in contemporary bureaucracy. Such an explanation might
well account for a passive of �����	 meaning “be given, delivered.”
Second, there remains the possibility that the Mycenaean forms
have been misinterpreted in light of the great ambiguities inherent
in the writing system. Indeed, alternatives to gerundival readings
have been proposed for the two future middle participles.36 But in
the end, however one accounts for these discrepancies, it remains
the case that the Mycenaean middle could be used as a passive,
lending additional support for the view that the PIE middle could
be used as a passive.

For more substantial evidence regarding voice in early Greek,
however, we must turn to the works of Homer, where, in addition
to the old opposition of active and middle endings, we see the
beginnings of a morphologically distinct passive voice, marked by

35 Chantraine 1963: 321.
36 Palmer denies either of these forms future passive force (1963: 421), while Ventris–

Chadwick argue for it (1973: 224, 441–2, 547). See also the relevant entries in DMic.
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the -(�)�- suffix. Starting from the inherited middle forms, we find
that they can express all the familiar functions of that voice:

(12) Od. 6.221 5���� �? �"$ %� �'F '
 ������
�� [direct
reflexive] “and I will not bathe myself in front of
you”

(13) Il. 16.230 �	���� �? 
"�2� 1
,�
� [indirect reflexive]
“and he himself washed his hands”

(14) Il. 1.10 �������� �G �
�� [anticausative]
“and the people perished”

In other cases, however, any difference between it and the active
seems impossible for a non-native speaker to determine:

(15) Il. 22.32 H� ��+ 1
�$2� ���
�� �
�� ����
��	 �������
“thus the bronze gleamed on his chest, as he ran”

(16) Il. 22.134 6��� �G 1
�$2� ���
���� 
>$
��� 
"'�3I
“and the bronze gleamed about him like the light
[of a fire or the sun]”

In the absence of native informants to help our understanding, we
must base any explanation of the difference between the two on
those cases where the middle performs a function clearly distinct
from the active: that of marking subject-affectedness. In consid-
ering obscure examples like (16), we can only assume that the
middle performs the same function here as well, but to a much
subtler degree, perhaps even so subtle as to be non-existent and
exploitable for metrical ends.37 Nevertheless, as can be observed
in example (14), there are certainly cases where the middle is not
likely to be confused with the active. And, indeed, from this anti-
causative function, it is but a short step to that of the passive-
cum-agent:38

(17) Il. 6.134–5 ��? 6��������	� �)$���'�)
�����
���� ��)���'	
“struck by man-slaying Lycurgus with an
ox-goad”

37 See Chantraine 1963: 174. For a Sanskrit parallel, see Whitney 1889: §529a.
38 Jankuhn’s work amply refutes Wistrand’s notion that the passive as such did not exist in

Homer.
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The picture is complicated, however, by a morphological inno-
vation, the suffix -(�)�-. It appears initially to have been a suffix
marking intransitive verbs, associated at first, to judge by the per-
sonal endings it takes, with active rather than middle verbs.39 Nev-
ertheless, by Homer’s time at least, it had begun to overlap with
some of the functions of the middle. First, some media tantum can
form their aorist either with the middle endings or with the -(�)�-
suffix:

(18) Il. 5.621–2 �"�? 5�? D�? 5��
 �������� �
�1

 $
�8
7��		� 6�
����
	
“but he was not able after that to remove the
beautiful armor from his shoulders”

(19) Il. 23.465–6 �"�G ������


J �1
��
	� �
�� ����

“and he was not able to guide it well around
the turning-post”

(20) Od. 21.28 �"�G �
-� @�	� ������� ? ? �"�G ����
�
�
“and he did not have the proper respect either
for the watchfulness or for the hospitality of
the gods”

(21) Il. 7.93 �������� �G� 6���
��
	, �
,�
� �?
�����1�
	

“they were ashamed to refuse, but feared to
accept”

Second, like the middle aorist, the -(�)�- aorist can be used as a
passive:

(22) Il. 5.646 6��? ��? ���� �

����� ���
� 0K�
�
�
���
	�

“but, defeated by me, to cross the gates of
Hades”

(23) Od. 9.66 �L ����� �� �
���4 M	$���� N�� �
��������
“who died on the plain, slaughtered by the
Cicones”

39 See Delbrück 1879: 75.
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(24) Il. 16.433–4 7 ��	 �'F�, O �� ��	 P
������
, ����
���
6���-�, | ��,�? ��2 Q
���$��	�
R
��	�	��
� ��
����
“O, alas for me, that it is fated that my
Sarpedon, dearest of men, is to be defeated by
Patroclus, son of Menoetius”

It seems clear that voice in Greek was in a transitional state at this
point, with the functions of the middle endings and the -(�)�- suffix
overlapping. Chantraine makes the point well in his recital of the
various forms of 1��: in the present, 1
,��
	 is usually intransitive
(VI), but sometimes transitive (VT); in the aorist, both 1��� and
1��� are VI, while 1
�
�� is usually VT, but once VI; only the
perfect, $�1)��, is consistently VI (1963: 182).

Identifying passive-with-agent constructions (PACs)

The object of this study is to examine the means by which Greek
expressed the agent of a passive verb. We have defined a pas-
sive verb as a detransitivized verb that retains the idea of agency,
whether or not it is expressed; furthermore, we have defined an
agent to be an oblique nominal occurring with a passive verb that
would be the subject if the sentence were rewritten in the active
voice. Both of these points require further elucidation, especially in
light of the peculiarities of ancient Greek, so that relatively consis-
tent guidelines for the identification of PACs may be established.

For the purposes of this study, identifying passive verbs is rel-
atively straightforward. As I am using the term passive in a func-
tional rather than a formal sense, it is generally immaterial whether
the verb in question has a peculiarly passive form or one that can
also be middle. When, as occasionally will be the case, the syn-
cretism of middle and passive does seem to have affected agent
construction (as with S�
���), special mention will be made of
the fact. For the most part, however, both morphologically distinct
passives and those that share their morphology with middle verbs
behave similarly as far as agent marking is concerned. The great-
est practical problem with identifying passive verbs in Greek is
that there are also a handful of active intransitive verbs that act as
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suppletive passives to transitive verbs of a different lexical root, e.g.
6�����3( �$� : 6��$�
��� or ���1� : ��	��. I have, on the whole,
disregarded such passives in this study in order to simplify the
number of variables that could potentially influence how the agent
is marked. Nevertheless, the existence of such constructions as
����� ��� might well have influenced agent marking with for-
mal passives, and so, where relevant, as in Chapter 5, they will be
discussed.40

But it is not enough to check that the verb in an intransitive+
oblique construction can be transformed into a corresponding tran-
sitive in an active formulation of the sentence. For the oblique
expression must also be assessed to ensure that it would be the
subject of the corresponding active sentence.41 One starting point
is to determine whether or not the oblique noun (or a semantically
similar one) can in fact occur as the subject of the transitive verb
corresponding to the intransitive in question.42 Although this test
will not guarantee that the oblique is the agent, it is an easy way to
eliminate many that cannot be. Consider:

(25) Il. 8.363 �
	���
��� �F
�$�� !�? T"�)����� "�����
“I kept saving him when he was being worn down
by the labors assigned by Eurystheus”

40 In particular, Schwyzer believes that the adoption of ��� with the genitive as the primary
PAC can ultimately be traced back to its use with intransitives like �����, with which
its meaning “under” fits more easily than with true passives: “Der Gebrauch von ���,
der bei eigentlichen Passiva trotz allem befremdet, wird jedoch sofort verständlich bei
Verba wie ����
	� ‘fallen’, (6��)���3( �$
	� ‘sterben’, (6�)���)��
	 ‘umkommen’, die
für die Übersetzungsprache oft eigentliche Passiva vertreten” (1943: 30).

41 Luraghi defines the role of the agent in more semantic terms, referring to its prototypical
features of animacy, volitionality, and control (1995, 2003: 30–1); such a definition
would exclude e.g. $��
��� in �
'���) ��2 $��
��� 6��
�� (Od. 5.393) from being
considered an agent. But because $+�
 can occur as the subject of a verb (as in �����$	
�	� ��'
 $+�
 �		�
���� ���
��,� | ����? 7��)� $
���
��
� Il. 21.268–9) and because
this book is, essentially, a study of how Greek marks what would be the subject of an
active verb when that verb is passive, I opt for a more syntactic definition of agent that
allows such examples as Od. 5.393 to be counted as PACs.

42 Ungrammatical use of a noun that cannot be agentive in a PAC can be exploited for
humorous effect. Note from The Wind in the Willows: “Stories about . . . steamers
that flung hard bottles – at least bottles were certainly flung, and from steamers, so
presumably by them” (Grahame 1908: 25, italics his). To Rat, “steamers” are potential
agents of flinging bottles; therefore, their occurrence in an oblique construction (after an
ablatival preposition) is automatically interpreted as agentive, thus anthropomorphizing
the steamers.
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The noun 5
���� is not found as a verb subject in Homer. It is best
therefore to regard ��� in this line as marking a role such as cause.

But while this test is good at excluding expressions of cause,
origin, and instrument, it is clearly necessary but not sufficient.
Consider the false-positive reading it would give for this example:

(26) Il. 1.197–8 ��� �? @�	�
�, :
���� �G $���� E�
 Q��
K��

���# �
	������· �-� �? 5���� �; �	� .�U��
“and she stood behind, and grabbed Peleus’
son by his yellow hair, appearing to him alone;
and none of the others saw her”

This would pass the preliminary test, as �>�4, referring to Achilles,
could be the subject of a transitive �
���.43 However, the sense
of the passage is clearly not “made visible by Achilles alone,” but
rather “appearing44 to Achilles alone.” Achilles is not an agent, but
rather fills some other semantic role, such as beneficiary. But if the
reason that �>�4 cannot be the agent has nothing to do with general
syntactic restrictions on the noun in question or with its particular
syntactic construction in the sentence,45 it can only be the case that
the semantic context is what rules it out as an agent. In particular,
an agent should be the entity that performs or exercises control
over the action of the verb.46 Thus, in trying to identify agents,
we are left with the following guideline: if an intransitive+oblique
construction is to qualify as a PAC, then, first, the oblique nominal
must be syntactically capable of serving as the subject of the cor-
responding transitive verb; second, that nominal must be the entity
that performs the action of the verb.

Now this test would give a positive reading not only for Greek
agentive expressions with ablatival prepositions like �
��+G, but

43 Compare Od. 18.67f. (subject = Odysseus): �
,�
 �G ����#� / $
���� �
 �
'���)� �
.
44 This could either be a reflexive middle “making herself visible” or an anticausative

middle “made visible.”
45 It is generally agreed that the dative is one possible means of expressing the agent.
46 Cf. Blake 1994: 69 and Luraghi 2003: 30. Luraghi also lists intentionality as a typical

feature of the agent, but, as she notes, natural forces that control an action but do not
have intentionality are still treated in Greek in the same way as animate agents (ibid.
33). One corollary of this is that, just like animate agents, they can serve as the subjects
of transitive verbs. As they are also in such instances the entity that performs the action
of the verb, they will be classified as agents here.
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also for an English construction like:

(27) These gifts were sent from the king.

Whether or not such an outcome would be considered a false pos-
itive depends on whether one takes a narrow or broad view of the
agent. If, in the interests of establishing a one-to-one correspon-
dence between sentences with active and passive verbs, the agent
is defined narrowly, then one would want a further test to elimi-
nate (27) from consideration. One could stipulate that a language
must have only one single grammaticalized means of expressing
the agent, the preposition by in the case of English. Such a position
would better fit the theories of grammar that seek an almost math-
ematical description of language. However, because agent expres-
sions change over time, it is probably better to follow a broader
definition. If a language has a grammaticalized agent marker X
at one period, then another grammaticalized agent marker Y at
another period, it would follow from the narrow definition that in
the intervening period, when X gave way to Y, there was no agent
marker. A broad definition, however, would describe the interme-
diate period more satisfactorily not as a stage when there was no
agent marker, but as one when the two agent markers X and Y
were in competition with one another. Such will be the case with
the post-Classical replacement of ���+G by �
��+G as the leading
agent marker of Greek. In line with this model, the Greek equiva-
lents of such constructions as (27) will be treated in this work as
PACs.

The pragmatics of PACs

The chief reasons why languages employ passive verbs may be
determined from the effects that passivization has on the superfi-
cial structure of a sentence.47 First, it demotes the agent such that it
need no longer be expressed. Clearly, this function is pragmatically
useful, for there will often be occasions either when the agent is
unknown or when it is advantageous for the speaker to suppress the

47 For other accounts of the pragmatic motivation for the passive, see Givón 1979: 185–206,
especially 186, Siewierska 1984: 217–54, Desclés et al. 1985: 97–105, Klaiman 1991:
21, Dixon–Aikhenvald 2000: 7–8.
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identity of the agent. But this function cannot account for the pas-
sive constructions of interest to us here: if the passive is being used
to eliminate the need to express the agent, then it would be nonsen-
sical to reintroduce the agent in an oblique construction. Rather,
we must look to the patient, not the agent, in order to understand
why PACs arise. Broadly speaking, there are three overlapping rea-
sons why a speaker might want to promote the patient to become
the subject of the verb. First, there are syntactic roles that only the
subject of a verb can fulfill. For instance, if one wishes to conjoin
the following two sentences into one, the use of the passive allows
the speaker to forego repeating the first-person pronoun:48

(28) I went to sleep. But a car alarm woke me up. � I went to
sleep, but was woken up by a car alarm.

Second, there are pragmatic conditions under which a patient
would be a more appropriate verb subject than would the agent.
Speakers tend to structure narratives from the standpoint or per-
spective of a particular entity, typically a person, but potentially
also an inanimate object. Such an entity may be called the narra-
tive theme of the passage.49 The voice of the verb may then be
manipulated by the speaker in order that the syntactic subject of
the sentence may be the same as the pragmatic narrative theme
as often as possible. For instance, Cicero, as shown by Risselada,
chose the voice of the verb so as to have the verbal subject which
brought about the most discourse cohesiveness. The fourth Verrine
oration provides an example of this: Segesta est oppidum perue-
tus in Sicilia, iudices, quod ab Aenea fugiente a Troia atque in
haec loca veniente conditum esse demonstrant (Cic. Ver. 4.72).
As Risselada notes, “The introductory presentative main clause is
followed by a relative clause, in which quod, as a relative pro-
noun, is cohesive with its antecedent and consequently chosen as

48 See also the example from Palmer 1994 cited on p. 4. For accounts of the role of the
passive in conjunction reduction and control structures (also known as equi-NP-deletion)
see Klaiman 1991: 21, Van Valin 2001: 53–7. Latin also uses the passive to maintain the
same grammatical subject from one clause to the next (Rosén 1999: 135).

49 Another term commonly used to describe this entity is topic, largely in connection with
Dik’s Functional Grammar (1978: 19, 141–4). I have avoided this term to eliminate
confusion due to its alternative use to refer to the initial constituent of a sentence. See
Siewierska 1984: 219–20 for a comparison of the two definitions.
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perspective of the accusative and infinitive clause conditum esse”
(1991: 407). In other words, as Segesta is the narrative theme, it is
more cohesive for it to be the subject of a passive conditum esse,
than for Aeneas to have been the subject of an active condidisse.
A third motivation for the passive is that, by shifting the emphasis
from the agent to the patient, it underlines the state of the patient
resulting from the action instead of the agent’s own participation in
the action.50 This motivation follows naturally from the previous
one. If the narrative theme shifts from being the agent to being
the patient, thereby triggering the passive, so too the emphasis
of the verb will shift in parallel from the action of the narrative
theme as agent to the result of the action on the narrative theme as
patient.

To what extent, then, do these reasons for promoting the patient
account for the instances in Greek where passivization is accom-
panied by the expression of the agent? First, it is easy to find exam-
ples of PACs in Greek where the use of the passive has clearly been
motivated by syntactic factors. Foremost among these are many of
the PACs with participles. Consider the following sentence:

(29) Pl. Ap. 23c ���
+�
� �J� �* ��? 
"�-� �:
�
���
��	 ����
<�'�����
	
“because of this, then, those who are
questioned by them become angry at me”

The noun modified by a participle, in this case a notional 5������	
to be supplied from the definite article, stands in the same relation
to the participle as the subject of a sentence does to a finite verb. It
would not be possible for the participle here to occur in the active,
because of the constraint that the noun it modifies must be, in
effect, its subject. Another syntactic environment that can provide
motivation for PACs is indirect discourse. As Greek can omit the
subject of the subordinate clause if it is the same as that of the main
clause, it is more succinct to use the passive if the patient of the
verb of the subordinate clause is the same as the agent of the main
clause:

50 For this resultative or stative use of the passive, see Dixon–Aikhenvald 2000: 8.
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(30) X. An. 1.3.10 O�	 �����	 6�	$
,��
	 �����
	 ��? V�-� �W�

“I know, however, that he thinks that he is
being wronged by us”

By using the passive, Xenophon avoids having to introduce an
additional pronoun to represent the patient of 6�	$
,��
	. Further-
more, he makes the arguments of the infinitive, otherwise both in
the accusative, rather clearer. In other constructions of this sort, it
may be practically obligatory to use the passive in order to disam-
biguate the grammatical relations:51

(31) Ar. Nu. 1340–1 ��$
	�� $
� $
�2� | �2� �
���
 ����
��?
����� ��2 �-� )*���
“it is right and fair for a father to be beaten
by his sons”

Without the passive, it would be far less clear that it is the sons
who are right to strike their fathers, and not vice versa.

It is but a short step from such syntactic considerations to pas-
sages illustrating a more pragmatic motivation for passivization:

(32) Hdt. 1.11.4 H�
 6�
'$
��� 6������ ���$
	����� (sc.

X�
�	�) ! �2� �
����

 6������
	 ! 
"�2�
��? 5���� 6����)��
	
“he saw that an inescapable choice truly lay
before him: either he must kill his master, or
himself be killed by others”

Here too, the PAC occurs in indirect discourse. But, in this context,
a rephrasing in the active would be reasonably clear: ! 5���)�
6������
	 A�)���. Despite the superficial acceptability of the
active, Herodotus chooses the passive, for reasons connected to
the pragmatics of the sentence. The passage describes Gyges, as he
considers the dilemma with which Candaules’ wife has confronted
him. Gyges would therefore be considered the narrative theme: the
sentence is about Gyges, and it is written from his perspective.
Consequently, Herodotus phrases the sentence so as to maintain
Gyges as the subject of all the verbs.

51 Rosén notes that Latin also uses PACs to disambiguate grammatical relations in indirect
discourse (1999: 126, 129).
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Setting aside passages like (29), where there is clear syntactic
motivation for the passive, we may well ask whether the pragmatic
status of the patient in Greek PACs is, as a rule, that of the narrative
theme. While I have not conducted an exhaustive investigation of
this question, a sampling of the evidence suggests that this is the
case. In particular, the patient in PACs may frequently be consid-
ered the narrative theme on the grounds that it is the subject of the
preceding clause. Consider, for instance, the first twenty PACs with
��� in Herodotus 1. Seven of these, primarily involving partici-
ples, could not have been easily rewritten into the active and may
be excluded.52 Of the remaining thirteen, the patient is the subject
of the preceding verb in seven constructions, at 9.1, 11.4 (exam-
ple (32) above), 30.1, 51.2, 67.2, 70.3, and 80.6. Here, clearly, the
patient is the narrative theme. But even in other PACs, where there
is no straightforward test to determine whether the patient is the
narrative theme, a case-by-case examination of the sentences sug-
gests that the patient is always considerably closer to that status
than the agent.

There are six PACs that remain, then, which could have been
rewritten fairly easily as actives, and in which the patient is not
the same as the subject of the preceding clause. The first of these
occurs at 14.3, in which the patient is the gold and silver dedicated
by Gyges at Delphi, while the subject of the preceding verb was a
throne dedicated by Midas:

(33) Hdt. 1.14.3 . �G 1�)�2� �Y��� $
� . 5�')���, �2� . Z�'��
6����$
, ��2 [
��-� $
��
�
	 Z)'��
�
“and this gold and silver, which Gyges
dedicated, is called the Gygadas by the
Delphians”

Despite the change in subject, Gyges’ dedications had been the
subject of the earlier part of the chapter before the brief digres-
sion to Midas; clearly, they are more of a narrative theme than

52 Those with participles occur at 26.2, 31.3, 35.3, 40.1, 46.1, 63.2. The final PAC that
could not be rewritten into the active is found at 38.1: 6��� ��	 @B	� <�
���) �� �-3
N���4 ��	��U�
 �(�� �
 <�	'�1���	�� �(�
��
	, ��2 '8� 
�1��� �	������ 6����
��
	.
In indirect discourse, use of the active would be confusing, as, with �
 and 
�1��� as the
two participants, it would be more natural to take �
 as the agent.
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the agent of the sentence, the Delphians themselves. Furthermore,
even though the specific treasure referred to is different in the two
sentences, both subjects do at least belong to the same class of
item. It is far less of a shift of subject to proceed from one treasure
to another, than from one treasure to the people who maintained a
second treasure. We also see here the stative nuance of the passive.
The action of Delphians in calling the treasure the Gygadas is not
important; the resulting stative name of the treasure is.

The second of these PACs occurs in a genitive absolute:

(34) Hdt. 1.19.1 �-3 �G �)��
$���4 D�
C ����) ���	��
����)
��2 ��� ���
�	�� �)���
�1�� �	 ��	���

'
����
	 ���'�

“and in the twelfth year [of the war], when the
crops were being burned by the army, the affair
about to be described happened to take place”

In the previous chapter, Herodotus had been describing the war that
the Lydians had waged against the people of Miletus. At the end
of the chapter, he writes from the perspective of the Ionians, and
the Milesians are the subject of the final sentence. As the Lydian
army, therefore, is less immediately a narrative theme than the
effects of the war on the Milesians, Herodotus makes the Milesians’
crops, not the invaders, the subject of the genitive absolute. What
is important in this sentence is that the crops were burning, not that
it was the Lydians in particular who had carried out the burning.
Again, the passive carries a stative nuance.

Next, another participial construction:

(35) Hdt. 1.59.1 ������ �\ ]� �-� ������ �2 �G� 0��	$2�
$
�
1��
��� �
 $
� �	
��
������ ��)����
��
. M��,��� ��2 Q
	�	������) ��+
^ _���$���
��
“Croesus found out that, of these two groups,
the Attic population was being oppressed and
divided by Pisistratus son of Hippocrates”

Herodotus has just been speaking of the two groups, Hellenes and
Pelasgians, of which the Greeks consisted. In returning to Croesus’
inquiries regarding the Greeks, using the Attic population as the
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subject of the participle in indirect discourse creates a closer tie
with the preceding sentence than introducing Pisistratus as the
subject would. In the context of a discussion about Greek ethnic
history, Attica is more of a narrative theme than Pisistratus is. Once
more, the stative nature of the passive can be seen, with the state
of Attica more important than the actions of Pisistratus.

The next relevant PAC again occurs at the start of a paragraph:

(36) Hdt. 1.72.1 �* �G M
��
��$
	 ��2 ^T������ P��	�	
<��������
	
“and the Cappadocians are called Syrians by
the Greeks”

The previous chapter begins with Croesus’ plan to invade Cap-
padocia. Herodotus then spends most of the chapter in a digres-
sion detailing an attempt to dissuade Croesus from attacking
the Persians. In (36), he resumes his account of the invasion of
Cappadocia by describing its location. The sentence with the PAC
is little more than a parenthetical remark aimed at giving additional
information about the country. Clearly, Cappadocia is the narrative
theme here, not the Greeks: the purpose of this sentence is to list
another name given to the Cappadocians, and not to emphasize
the Greeks’ act of naming them Syrians. Again, the state is more
important than the action.

Fifth, we have the following construction:

(37) Hdt. 1.87.1 ���
+�
 ��'
�
	 ��2 `)�-� M��,���
�
����
 �\� M���) �
��'���	� . . .
��	�F�
��
	 �2� 0������

“then it is said by the Lydians that Croesus,
after learning of Cyrus’ change of heart, called
upon Apollo”

Here the patient is not an object, but rather an entire clause. Still,
the subject of that clause is Croesus, who has been the center of
attention in the preceding lines: Herodotus is relating how Croesus
was nearly burned to death by Cyrus. While the patient as a whole
may not be the narrative theme, the subject of the patient-clause
is. Additionally, while the stative nature of the passive verb may
not be as readily apparent here as in the earlier examples, when
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the passage is contrasted with instances of the active ��'�)�	 (see
below), it may still be detected.

In the final PAC of this group, the verb is a participle used
periphrastically with a� that could thus have been easily rewritten
as an active:

(38) Hdt. 1.98.1 
"��$
 �G ����
�������� O��	�
 �������
	
�
�	��
, . [�	�$�� a� ����2� ��2 �
��2�
6���2� $
� ����
����
��� $
� 
��
��
���
“and without delay they started to propose
whom they would make king; Deioces was
proposed and praised very much by everyone”

At first glance, the passive seems to be employed because the
patient, the specific figure Deioces who has been under discussion
for the past two chapters, is far more of a narrative theme than
the agent, a generic “everyone.” Still, it is worth noting that the
sentence continues: �� b ��+��� $
�
	���)�	 �
�	��
 ����	 
W�
	
“until they consented that he should be their king.” Deioces thus is
demoted so as to become the object of this subsequent clause. The
change of subject is made easier by the precedent of the genitive
absolute and third plural subject in the preceding relative clause.
In this light, the use of the passive must be due more to the stative
aspect associated with the passive. What is important is the fact
that Deioces is popular, not the action per se of all of those who
are praising him. By contrast, the switch to the active in the �� O
clause underlines the fact that the state of Deioces’ popularity led
in the end to the action of others.

So far, the PACs under consideration have all come from
Herodotus. The pragmatic status of the patient in other prose
authors appears to have been similar. Consider the eighteen PACs
with ��� in the first book of Xenophon’s Anabasis. Nine of them
involve participles that could not be easily rewritten as actives.53

In a further seven, the patient is the subject of the preceding verb.54

The last two resemble the examples from Herodotus, with patients
that, though not the subjects of the preceding verbs, were at least
to some extent parallel with those subjects:

53 1.10, 4.6, 6.6, 6.7, 6.8, 8.21, 9.4, 9.29, 10.3. 54 2.25, 3.10 (2×), 4.14, 5.4, 8.29, 9.7.
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(39) X. An. 1.4.17 $
� �-� �	
�
	������ �2� ���
�2� �"�
��
����1�� 6������ �-� �
��-� ��2 ��+
���
��+
“and none of those crossing the river was
made wet by the river above the nipples”

(40) X. An. 1.9.28 H��
 �'/ ��� '
, �: c� 6$���, �"���

$���� ��2 ��
	���� �
�	����
	 �;�

^T������ �;�
 �
������
“and so I, at least, from what I hear, think
that no one has been loved by more people,
either Greeks or barbarians”

In passage (39), the preceding sentence had had the entire army
as its subject; the patient of the subsequent PAC is “none of the
men crossing the river.” While not quite the same as the previous
subject, it is still certainly close enough to be the narrative theme,
especially in comparison with the agent, the river. Example (40)
closes a section in praise of Cyrus. The patient of the PAC, “no one,”
is explicitly compared to and parallel with Cyrus, the narrative
theme of the preceding lines. In short, the patients of Xenophon’s
PACs, like those in Herodotus, are typically either the subjects
of the preceding clause or comparable to those subjects in some
respect.

A similar situation obtains in Plato. Of the eleven PACs with
��� in the Apology, two may be excluded as they are participial.55

In six, the patient is the subject of the preceding clause.56 Three
PACs remain:

(41) Pl. Ap. 30c ��G �G� '8� �"�G� %� ���B
	
� �;�
 R������
�;�
 d�)��� – �"�G '8� %� ���
	�� – �" '8�
�>��
	 �
�	�2� 
W�
	 6�
����	 6���� ��2
1
������ �����
��
	
“for neither Meletus nor Anytus would harm
me – nor would they even be able to – for I do
not think that it is sanctioned by the gods for a
better man to be harmed by a worse one”

55 23c, 27c. 56 17a, 17b, 25d, 28d, 30e, 31a.

27



expressions of agency in ancient greek

(42) Pl. Ap. 33c ���� �G ��+��, �� �'F ���	, �������
$�
	
��2 ��+ �
�+ �����
	�
“and, as I say, it has been assigned to me by
God to do this”

(43) Pl. Ap. 41d �"$ D��	� 6���� 6'
�-3 $
$2� �"�G� �;�

�-��	 �;�
 �
�
)���
��	, �"�G 6�
�
,�
	 ��2
�
-� �8 �����) ���'�
�

“no evil can come to a good man, neither
when he is alive, nor when he has died, nor are
his affairs neglected by the gods”

That the patient is the narrative theme in passages (42) and (43) is
easily established by the presence of the anaphoric pronoun �Y���
somewhere in the structure of both patients. Example (41), on the
other hand, is rather different. In the clauses preceding the PAC,
the subject had been Socrates’ accusers, while Socrates himself
was the object. In the PAC, however, the roles are reversed, with
Socrates, understood to be the “better man,” as the subject, and the
“worse man,” his accusers, as the demoted agent. Still, the 6�
����
6��� has some claim to be more of a narrative theme: Socrates is
generally going to speak from the perspective of the virtuous more
than from that of the base. Furthermore, the passage bears a strong
resemblance to (31). It could be that the boldness of the statement
prompts the passive in part to make the grammatical relations that
much clearer.57

Our next task is to determine the pragmatic status of the agents in
these constructions. In English, agents in PACs are generally new
information and, as such, critical to the meaning of the sentence.
Furthermore, they are typically lower on a scale of animacy hier-
archy than the patient.58 In other words, agents in English PACs
are typically nouns, rarely pronouns. Surprisingly, this does not

57 Naturally, as the infinitive has a dative subject, an accusative object would not be ambigu-
ous as it would be in (31).

58 See Siewierska 1984: 222–3. The animacy hierarchy is discussed at greater length in
Chapter 3; see especially note 16. Essentially, the higher a participant is in the hierar-
chy, the likelier it is to be an agent. First-person pronouns are highest up, followed by
second-person pronouns, third-person pronouns, animate nouns, and finally inanimate
nouns.
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hold true for all Greek authors. Let us start with the first twenty
PACs with ��� in Herodotus 1, examining them on two grounds:
whether the agent is higher on a scale of animacy hierarchy than
the patient, and the extent to which the expression of the agent is
necessary in order for the sentence to be understood.

Of the twenty PACs in question, in eight, the agent is lower
in the animacy hierarchy than the patient, the relative positioning
on the hierarchy typical of English PACs as well.59 In such cases,
the patient may be pronominal, the agent nominal, as in 35.3, or
both may be nominal, with the patient higher in the hierarchy by
virtue of being definite, in comparison with an indefinite agent,
as in 70.3 or 72.1. Here we see the Greek passive working like
the English passive: the narrative revolves naturally around the
more animate entities, which are inherently likelier to be narrative
themes and thus promoted to the subject slot when the agent is
lower down on the scale. In a further three PACs, the agent and
patient are approximately level in the animacy hierarchy.60 In the
remaining nine, however, the agent is higher in the scale than the
patient – the type of situation in which English strongly prefers
the active.61 To highlight the significance of this phenomenon, it
will be useful to introduce a second parameter, namely, whether
the expression of the agent is essential for the understanding of
the sentence. Now this is clearly not a criterion that can always
be assigned with exactitude, but, even when doubtful cases are set
aside, there remain PACs where the agent seems to be omissible,
yet is expressed nonetheless. Returning to the nine PACs in which
the agent is higher in the animacy hierarchy than the patient, we
find three in which the agent is necessary for the sentence to be
intelligible, for example:

(44) Hdt. 1.46.1 �
�8 �G V 0��)�'
�� ��+ M)
:��
� V'
�����
$
�
	�
�
,�
 ��2 M���) ��+ M
����
� . . .
����
�� �G� M��,��� 6���
)�

“afterwards, the toppling of Astyages the son
of Cyaxares by Cyrus the son of Cambyses
forced Croesus to lay aside his grief”

59 11.4, 31.3, 35.3, 38.1, 40.1, 70.3, 72.1, 98.1.
60 30.1, 67.2, 80.6. 61 9.1, 14.3, 19.1, 26.2, 46.1, 51.2, 59.1, 63.2, 87.1.
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This passage is the first mention of Cyrus in Herodotus. Accord-
ingly, he is new information and critical to the understanding of the
clause. Similar examples may be found at 59.1 and 87.1. In other
cases, the agent could be omitted with some loss of intelligibility,
but the meaning of the sentence would, for the most part, still be
clear. In 14.3 (example (33)), for instance, what is most important is
that the treasure is called the Gygadas, not that that name was given
to it by the Delphians: as the Delphians are already mentioned in
the chapter, it would be natural to supply them as the agent were
it not expressly stated. If an alternative name for the treasure were
being discussed, then the agent would be critical here; but instead
it merely serves to clarify that Gygadas is a name given by the
Delphians. PACs in which the agent has similar pragmatic status
include 9.1 and 51.2. Finally, in some PACs, the meaning of the
sentence would lose virtually nothing if the agent were omitted.
In 19.1 (example (34)), it is hard to see what is gained by the
presence of the agent: in the context of the war, surely the simple
phrase ����) ���	��
����) would be understood as a reference to
invading armies’ practice of burning the crops. One may compare
the PACs at 26.2 and 63.2.

In short, when Herodotus decides to express the agent of a pas-
sive verb instead of omitting it, that agent need not be critical to the
understanding of the sentence, as is generally the case in English.
The use of PACs in Herodotus also differs from English in that there
is no tendency for agents in passive constructions to be lower than
patients in the animacy hierarchy. Not limited to Herodotus, these
differences may be found to some extent in Xenophon and Plato as
well. The agents in Xenophon’s PACs, for instance, do not appear
on the whole to be either lower or higher on the animacy hierarchy
than the patients. Of the eighteen PACs with ��� in Anabasis 1,
seven have agents that are higher than, three have agents that are
level with, and eight have agents that are lower than the patient in
the scale.62 In particular, four of the first group of PACs have first-
person pronouns as the agents: quite rare with the English passive,
except in contrastive constructions.63 While the expression of the

62 3.10 (2×), 4.6, 6.7, 6.8, 9.4, 9.29; 2.25, 5.4, 8.29; 1.10, 4.14, 4.17, 6.6, 8.21, 9.7, 9.28,
10.3 respectively.

63 See Siewierska 1984: 224.
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agent could be construed as emphatic in these passages, there are
other times when Greek authors used ��? ���+ without any special
weight.64 Xenophon differs from Herodotus, however, in that his
agent expressions are more frequently critical to an understand-
ing of the sentence. Only in a handful of these PACs, like that at
1.4.17 (example (39)), does the agent seem omissible: it would be
perfectly clear that it is the river that is getting the men wet without
the introduction of ��2 ��+ ���
��+ considering that the subject
of the sentence was �-� �	
�
	������ �2� ���
�2� �"�
��. The
only other PACs in Anabasis 1 in which the agent might be con-
sidered omissible are those at 8.21, 9.29, and, possibly, the second
of the two PACs in 3.10. This difference between Xenophon and
Herodotus may perhaps be explained with reference to the style of
the respective authors: the use of apparently otiose agent expres-
sions in Herodotus might be a sign of a style that allows rather
looser constructions. In Plato’s Apology, the agents in the PACs
again resemble those of Herodotus more than they do the proto-
typical English examples. Of the eleven PACs with ���, six have
agents that are higher on the animacy hierarchy than the patient of
the construction.65 Furthermore, in four instances, the agent seems
omissible (17b, 23c (example (29)), 27c, 28d). The first two of
these in particular are good examples of PACs whose pragmatics
are quite the opposite of the typical English PAC, with pronominal
agents that could be easily supplied from context:

(45) Pl. Ap. 17b �2 '8� �\ 
��1)����
	 O�	 
"��$
 ��? ���+
�:
�
'1������
	 D�'�4, ��
	�8� ���?
.����	�+� �
����
	 �
	�2� ��'
	�, ��+�� ��	
D��:
� 
"�-� 6�
	�1)����
��� 
W�
	
“for the fact that they were not ashamed that
they will immediately be refuted by me in the
course of my speech when it will be apparent

64 This seems particularly common in the orators; the collocation ��? ���+ occurs in Lysias
10×, in Demosthenes 34×, but in Plato, in which first-person pronouns should also be
frequent, only 27×. Of the examples in Plato, three come from the Apology and seven
from the Epistles, so its occurrence in actual dialogue is even rarer than the simple figures
indicate. It is difficult to gauge precisely how much weight should be attributed to the
expression of the agent in many cases, but it is at any rate not contrastive in Lys. 3.27,
D. 5.4, or Pl. Phdr. 243d, to pick one example from each author.

65 17a, 17b, 23c, 25d, 33c, 41d.
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that I am in no way clever at speaking – this
seemed to me to be their most shameless
statement”

Clearly, in all three of these authors, the passive occurs in prag-
matic contexts that differ from those in which the English passive is
found.66 Before seeking to explain this, however, it will be instruc-
tive to look at the passive constructions in Aristophanes, for the
pragmatics of these PACs are far closer to those of the English
construction.67

There are twelve PACs with ��� in the Clouds. Only in two of
these is the agent higher than the patient in the animacy hierarchy
(213 and 624–5). Additionally, the agent is critical to the sense
of the clause in every one of the twelve. Typical is the following
PAC:

(46) Ar. Nu. 169–70 ��Fe�� �� '
 '�F��� �
'���� 6��3����
��? 6�$
�
�F��)
“just now he was robbed of a great idea by
a lizard”

The patient, Socrates, is clearly the narrative theme and higher
on the animacy hierarchy than the agent, a lizard. Furthermore,
the agent is new information, important for the understanding of
the sentence. This is precisely the sort of PAC most common in
English: He was seen by a lizard sounds far more natural than A
lizard was seen by him. The PACs in Aristophanes, then, occur in
environments far closer to those of English PACs than those of the
PACs found in Greek prose of the period.

Leaving aside the data from Aristophanes for now, let us first
consider why the passive constructions of the prose authors differ
from those found in English. First, why did the Greek prose writers

66 As far as the pragmatic status of the agent is concerned, the Latin passive seems to parallel
English more closely than Greek, insofar as Latin authors “exhibit agent expressions in
passive sentences as antithetic agents in focus” (Rosén 1999: 133–4).

67 The passive in the more interactional passages in Plato may also, like the Aristophanic
passive, be closer to the English construction. Of the ten PACs with ��� in Republic
1, five have patients that are higher in the animacy hierarchy (329b, 336b, 336d, 336e,
342d); this is true of only two agents (337e, 340a). Similarly, only once does the agent
seem omissible (329b).
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not avoid agents that were higher on the animacy hierarchy than
the patient, a rare state of affairs in English? Since Greek shows no
preference one way or the other, whereas English does, it will be
easiest to approach this question from the standpoint of English.
To a large extent, this difference stems more from a superficial
distinction in the way the two languages treat inanimate nouns
than from an underlying dichotomy in the use of the passive. For
many of the constructions in English that are analyzed as PACs
would not be in Greek because the use of by with the passive
extends to inanimate participants that would be marked in Greek
not by ��� but by the dative of instrument or other constructions
like �	�+G. The final phrase in a sentence like Many people were
driven from their homes by the war would most likely translate into
Greek not as ��2 ��+ ������) but as �-3 ������4. Here are some
parallels:

(47) X. HG 4.4.19 V������)� �G �-3 ������4
“and delighted by the war”

(48) X. Cyr. 3.1.11 ! ������4 $�
���
�� ! $
� 5���� �	�8
������ ��)���
��
“either conquered by war or enslaved in
some other way”

(49) Th. 1.2.6 �$ '8� ��� 5���� ^T������ �* ������4 !
����
	 �$�������
�
“for those who were driven out of the rest
of Greece by war or civil strife”

(50) Th. 1.81.6 H��
� 6�
���)� $
�
��
'��
	 �-3
������4
“to be terrified by war as if inexperienced
in it”

In contrast, ��2 (��+) ������) only occurs once in Xenophon, and
not at all in Thucydides. This difference aside, if Greek prose rather
frequently demotes high-animacy agents by using the passive, then
maintaining the narrative theme as subject must be more important
to these authors than structuring sentences from the standpoint of
the most animate participant. Such a desire for textual cohesion
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is perhaps to be expected of a language that so regularly avoids
asyndeton. Second, why does English show a tendency for agents
to be new information, while the Greek prose writers did not feel
this constraint? The two languages must differ here because of
the relatively rigid word order of English. In accounting for the
greater frequency of the passive in English than in German and the
Slavic languages, Siewierska observes that these latter languages
dispose of another important means of topicalizing patients that
is not available in English: object–verb–subject (OVS) word order
(1984: 224–7). Such is the case in Greek as well, where OSV and
OVS are both possible:

(51) Hdt. 1.5.3 �
+�
 ��� �)� Q���
	 �
 $
� f���	$
� ��'�)�	
“now this is what the Persians and Phoenicians
say”

(52) Hdt. 1.22.1 �
+�
 �G ����
� �
 $
� ����'��
)

g�
����)���
“and Thrasybulus did this and ordered it
publicly”

Whereas English must generally rely on the passive in order to
front the patient to the initial slot, Greek can use either the passive
or the active. As passive constructions downgrade the importance
of the agent, one would expect Greek to use the active when the
agent was new information.

In order to test this expectation, we must find out what circum-
stances favored the use of the active or passive. To do this, it is
best to eliminate as many other variables as possible. One way of
doing so is to consider all the expressions in Herodotus similar to
1.5.3 (example (51)), in which various nationalities are depicted
as saying something. When does Herodotus write ��'�)�	, when
��'
�
	 ���? In Book 1, there are thirty-four instances of ��'�)�	,
fourteen of ��'
�
	 without an agent expression, and only four of
��'
�
	 with an agent (three times with ���, once with ����+G).
Although there is some overlap in the use of the two voices, sev-
eral important environments can be detected in which ��'
�
	 ���
does not appear. The four instances where ��'
�
	 occurs in a PAC
are as follows:
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(53) Hdt. 1.47.2 O �	 ��� �)� �8 ��	�8 �-� 1���������
�����	�
, �" ��'
�
	 ��2� �"�
�-�
“what the rest of the oracles foretold is not
said by anyone”

(54) Hdt. 1.87.1 ���
+�
 ��'
�
	 ��2 `)�-� M��,��� . . .
��	�F�
��
	 �2� 0������

“then it is said by the Lydians that Croesus
called upon Apollo”

(55) Hdt. 1.183.3 �'/ ��� �	� �"$ 
W���, �8 �G ��'
�
	 ��2
h
��
���, �
+�
 ��'�
“I myself did not see it, but I shall report
what is said by the Chaldaeans”

(56) Hdt. 1.191.6 ��2 �G �
'��
�� ��� ���	��, �� ��'
�
	 ��2
�-� �
���3 ��$�)�����, . . . ��#� �2 �����
��$����
� �-� i
�)������ �" �
����
	�
A
��$��
�
“and, because of the size of the city (as is
said by those who live there) those of the
Babylonians who lived in the center of the
city did not learn that it had been captured”

To some extent these may be contrasted with the thirty-four exam-
ples of ��'�)�	. Consider the first seven of this latter group: they
all occur in the first five chapters, when Herodotus is recounting the
different versions of how animosity arose between the Greeks and
Persians. In 1.1.3, the Greeks say one thing, in 1.2.1, the Persians
say another; they continue to tell their side in 1.3.2 and 1.4.3,
concluding with a final ��'�)�	 in 1.5.1. Then the Phoenicians
are introduced, and in 1.5.2 give their account. Finally, in 1.5.3,
Herodotus ends the passage with example (51) above. The next
cluster of uses of ��'�)�	 is similar in the emphasis placed on
who is saying what. At 1.21.1, it is the Milesians in particular to
whom Herodotus in conclusion ascribes the material of 1.20: it is
specifically cited as an addition of the Milesians to an account of
the Delphians in the earlier chapter. Then, in 1.23.1, Herodotus
attributes the Corinthians with telling the story of Arion and the
dolphin. Importantly, the Lesbians are said to agree with them. In all
of these passages, Herodotus has some particular reason for stating
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the group of speakers responsible for a version of a story. When he
uses the passive, however, the specific source of that which is said
is less important, as there is no contrast between different agents. In
(53), the specific agent is clearly not important, as it is the indefinite
pronoun �"�
�-�. Then, in (54), the Lydians’ account is given;
it is not contrasted with another account, and there are no active
instances of ��'�)�	 in the telling of this episode, the near-death
of Croesus. The passive ��'
�
	 does occur, however, without an
agent at 1.91.1, though we may presume that ��2 `)�-� could be
understood. In this episode, Herodotus does not record contrast-
ing stories; hence, the passive is preferred. Finally, the PAC with
��'
�
	 in example (56) also suggests that the distinction between
the active and passive phrasing may turn on the importance of the
agent’s being responsible for the action of the verb. The syntactic
context of the construction, occurrence in a ��-clause, is paral-
leled by six other passages in Book 1 with the active. In all these
other constructions, the agent is somehow emphatic: in 1.65.4,
the Lacedaemonian’s view is contrasted with others’; in 1.95.1,
Herodotus bases his account on what the Persians say, though he
is familiar with three more versions of the story; in 1.105.3 and
1.174.5, the agent is underlined by the intensive 
"���; finally, in
1.181.5 and 1.182.2, Herodotus is comparing the stories, which
he explicitly says he does not believe, told by both Chaldaeans
and Egyptians about their gods’ visiting local women. But in (56),
the one example of �� ��'
�
	 ���, there is no such emphasis
laid on the agent: it comes in the middle of a long digression on
Babylon, with no indication of contrary sources offering differing
accounts.

Although there thus appears to be some difference between
the use of ��'�)�	 and that of ��'
�
	, the data do not allow
too neat a dichotomy. In the PAC with ��'
�
	 in example (55),
for instance, the passive follows quite soon after two examples
of the active in 1.181.5 (agent: Chaldeans) and 1.182.2 (agent:
Egyptians). Clearly, Herodotus has been underlining the sources
for each strand of his history. Another motivation may have trig-
gered the passive here. Had Herodotus written �8 �G ��'�)�	 h
�j
�
,�	, �
+�
 ��'�, he would have equated his own act of ��'
	�
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too closely with that of the Chaldaeans.68 As it stands, however, the
emphasis of the relative clause is on identifying the �
+�
 which
Herodotus is reporting with that which is said or current among the
Chaldaeans.

In summary, we have seen that, in Greek prose, the passive may
be used irrespective of the relative placement of the agent and
patient in the animacy hierarchy. Furthermore, there is no strong
tendency for the agent to be new information, as is the case in
English. Instead, the use of the passive seems to be triggered by
far more subjective criteria, in particular a tendency to structure
sentences around the standpoint of a narrative theme. If this nar-
rative theme is the patient of a particular verbal action, then the
passive may be employed to express the effect of the action on
the patient, thereby downplaying the action of the verb and the
agent’s participation therein. Further support for this explanation
arises when the difference between prose and Aristophanes is con-
sidered. As mentioned above, the agent in Aristophanic PACs is
typically both lower in the animacy hierarchy than the patient and
critical to an understanding of the clause. Thus, as in English,
passive verbs play a role that complements active verbs from the
standpoint of the pragmatic status of the participants. Contrast
Greek prose, in which the passive overlaps with the active in this
respect. Aristophanes’ passive may therefore be considered more
natural than that of Greek prose: it occupies a different niche
from the active, and is not just a Luxus der Sprache. In prose,
on the other hand, the author may manipulate the parameter of
voice in order to achieve subtle stylistic effects. This difference
accords well with the expectation that the genre of comedy would
approach the spoken language more closely than would formal
prose.

If the typical Greek prose PAC with ��� somehow emphasizes
the result of the action on the patient, it will next be important

68 One may compare here Panhuis’s explanation for the passive in Cicero Rosc. Am. 15
nam patrimonium domestici praedones vi ereptum possident, fama et vita innocentis
ab hospitibus amicisque paternis defenditur: “Two active sentences . . . would create
a parallelism, which suggests a similarity in content – which is not what the speaker
intends to say” (1984: 239).
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to consider the pragmatic status of the participants in PACs with
the dative of agent, for in such cases, the verb stands in the pro-
totypically stative aspect, namely, the perfect. Extensive discus-
sion of this construction is reserved for Chapter 3, but one key
point should be mentioned here: the dative of agent is used pri-
marily with pronouns, that is, with agents that are high on the
animacy hierarchy. These PACs thus fall in line with the typi-
cal prose construction, as against that of Aristophanes. Impor-
tantly, this also seems true of the PACs with the dative of agent
even in Aristophanes. All three datives of agent in the Clouds are
pronouns:

(57) Ar. Nu. 773–4 �>�?, �� k���
	
O�	 �
��
���
���� �	
'�'�
��
� ��	

��$�.
“Oh, how happy I am that a five-talent
lawsuit has been canceled by me!”

(58) ibid. 1276–8 P��: �2� �'$��
��� H��
� �
�
,��
� ��	
��$
,�.

l�: �# �G �\ �2� ^T���� ����$
$���
��
�
'� ��_,


� �\ ?���F�
	� �6�'��	��.
“Strepsiades: It seems to me that your
brain’s shaken up.
Amynias: And [it seems to me], by Hermes,
that you’ll be summoned to court by me if
you don’t pay back the money.”

(59) ibid. 1510–11 V'
,��? 
m:�· $
1��
)�
	 '8�
�
����� �� '
 ���
��� V�,�.
“Lead the way out: for today at least it has
been danced by us [i.e., we have danced]
enough.”

In all of these, Aristophanes’ use of the dative of agent occurs in
pragmatic contexts that are in two respects comparable to those
where ��� is found in the prose writers: the agent is higher in the
animacy hierarchy than the patient, and it is omissible. Further-
more, in the first of the three, the passive is clearly not being used
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to allow the agent of one clause to be the subject of a subsequent
clause, for the agent is demoted despite being the same as that of
the verb that introduces the subordinate clause.

That the passive should be used in two different sets of pragmatic
environments in Aristophanes has a parallel in the Mayan language
K�iche�.69 K�iche� has two different passive formations, which
Campbell calls “simple” and “completive.”70 The simple passive
is reminiscent of the English passive and the Aristophanic con-
structions with ���, with strong restrictions against high-animacy
agents (first- and second-person agents may not co-occur with this
passive) and no particular stative nuance.71 The completive pas-
sive, on the other hand, is more like the passive constructions in
Greek prose with ���, as well as the dative of agent constructions
even in Aristophanes, as it is perfectly compatible with first- and
second-person agents and also gives a stative nuance to the verb.
The parallel is imperfect insofar as the two passives in K�iche�
are signaled by morphologically distinct verb forms; conversely,
there is no difference in agent marking, with agents of both pas-
sives marked by the relational noun -uma:l “by.” Nevertheless, the
resemblance between the two pragmatically distinct uses of the
passive found in ancient Greek and the two passives of K�iche� can
be regarded as a typological parallel.

A question related to these pragmatic issues is that of the fre-
quency of PACs.72 Are they more common in particular genres?
The following table sets out the number of PACs per thousand
words in selected texts. I have included only PACs with preposi-
tions marking the agent; the frequency of the dative of agent will
be discussed in Chapter 3. In listing the number of prepositional
69 The following information about K�iche� is taken from Campbell 2000.
70 According to Campbell, the latter is called “inchoative-stative” by Mondloch.
71 Passage (46) provides a representative example of the lack of stative nuance in Aristo-

phanes’ constructions with ���. The lizard’s action is more important than Socrates’
resulting state, as can be seen from the use of the temporal adverb ��Fe�� specifying
the time of the action. This may be contrasted with examples (33) through (38) from
Herodotus, which all show verbs with a stative aspect.

72 Further information about the frequency of PACs as well as of passives generally may
be found in Schwyzer 1943: 52–72. Broadly speaking, Schwyzer describes a rise in the
frequency both of the passive and of the expression of the agent with the passive, with
the latter completely absent in Hesiod and extremely rare in lyric poetry before the fifth
century.
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PACs, I have also provided subtotals of PACs marked by ���+G

followed by those marked by other prepositions:73

# PACs (���+G+ PACs / 1,000
Text Other) # Wordsa Words

Lysiasb 129 (127 + 2) 32,104 4.02

Hippocrates VM, Aër.,
Morb.Sacr.

54 (54 + 0) 17,645 3.06

Herodotus 1 60 (43 + 17) 29,065 2.06

Plato Euthyphro,
Apology, Crito,
Symposium

59 (57 + 2) 35,520 1.66

Xenophon Anabasis 1–3 35 (29 + 6) 23,013 1.52

Thucydides 6–7 49 (45 + 4) 34,902 1.40

Demosthenes 4, 9, 21,
27, 28

40 (33 + 7) 29,473 1.36

Aristophanes
Acharnians, Clouds,
Birds

34 (32 + 2) 27,617 1.23

Aeschylus Oresteia,
Prometheus Bound

28 (8 + 20) 24,858 1.13

Sophocles Trachiniae,
Philoctetes, OC

22 (9 + 13) 26,511 0.83

Euripides Alcestis,
Medea, IT

16 (1 + 15) 23,048 0.69

Homer (entire) 25 (8 + 17) 199,039 0.13

a Most of the word-count data come from the Greek Vocabulary Tool
available at http://perseus.csad.ox.ac.uk/cgi-bin/vocab?lang=greek. For
authors not included there, word counts are based on the TLG text.
b The figure for PACs with ���+G includes all the genuine speeches
of Lysias; that for other prepositions only includes PACs found in Lys. 1,
3, 4, 5, 7, 14, 31, 32.

73 To avoid clutter, I have not included authors of the Hellenistic era or later. But note
the following frequencies: Euclid 1.1–25 (including the preliminary Horoi etc.): 3.26;
Apollonius of Rhodes Argonautica 1, 3: 0.32; Quintus of Smyrna Posthomerica 1–2:
0.29; Nonnus Dionysiaca 1–6: 0.11. None of these figures are surprising: we expect the
frequency in the geometer Euclid to resemble that in the similarly technical works of
the Hippocratic corpus. As for the late epic poets, they cluster together with Homer, as
expected, at the bottom of the list. For more on the figures for late epic, see Chapter 2.
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Several observations may be made on the basis of this table. First,
PACs are more common in prose than in poetry: the top seven
authors are all prose, followed by Aristophanes, also in other
respects intermediate between prose and poetry, and finally by the
three tragedians and Homer. Second, PACs occur by far the least
frequently in Homer – 5.3 times less frequently than in Euripides,
who is the next most sparing in his use of the construction. They
are the most common in Lysias, but the figure of 4.02 per thousand
words, though unusually high, should not be exaggerated: that is
still only 5.8 times as frequent as in Euripides. In other words,
Euripides’ use of the construction is, proportionally, only slightly
closer to Homer than to Lysias. Third, aside from the endpoints,
the figures are all rather close to one another: even though the
poets do use fewer PACs than the prose writers, there is a fairly
smooth continuum in the frequency of the construction between,
say, Thucydides and Aeschylus. Similarly, one cannot say that this
was a construction favored by a particular genre, like history or
oratory.74 Far more striking is the tragedians’ infrequent use of
���+G as opposed to the other prepositions; that will be discussed
in Chapter 5.

But while the overall figures for PAC frequency, taken author by
author, do not suggest that any one prose genre particularly favors
the construction, a slightly clearer picture arises upon examination
of the distribution of PACs within different works of an individual
author. Xenophon uses the construction at a rate that is close to the
mean for prose authors. Yet he does not use it uniformly within a
given work. It is particularly instructive to examine the distribution
of PACs in the first three books of the Hellenica, in which PACs
are significantly more common in passages of direct speech than
in those of narrative. In these books, there are twenty-three PACs
in direct speech out of fifty-nine total PACs; thus, 39 per cent of

74 Still, it is probably significant that the works attributed to Hippocrates rank relatively
high on the list. Taken together with the figures for Euclid (see notea to the Table),
the high frequency of PACs in these works suggests that technical writers were more
partial to the passive construction. As for oratory, forensic speeches might have used
the construction more than deliberative speeches. In Demosthenes, the PAC frequency
in the two deliberative speeches (Philippics 1 and 3) is 1.18, as against 1.42 in the three
forensic speeches (Against Midias and Against Aphobus 1 and 2). If this were so, it
would partially explain the high frequency found in Lysias. Further research into the use
of the passive by other orators is needed in order to clarify this issue.
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the PACs occur in direct speech. Only 22 per cent of these books,
however, consists of direct speech.75 In other words, PACs occur
2.3 times more frequently in direct speech than in narrative.76

To explain why PACs might be more common in direct speech,
we may turn to another observation. In the data given above, I
have counted as PACs all distinct examples of ��� used to mark
the agent of a passive verb. Such figures, however, obscure the fact
that, four times in these books, doubled occurrences of ��� are
found, indicating two different agents of the same verb. Moreover,
all four of these constructions occur in passages of direct speech,
for example:77

(60) X. HG 1.7.19 �� �n� �;�? ��? ���+ �;�? ��? 5���) �"�
�2�
�(��	� �:
�
�����
	 ��U�
“in which it is impossible for you to be
deceived either by me or by anyone else”

(61) X. HG 2.3.32 �# �G �	8 �2 
"�
������� 
W�
	 ��
����	�
�G� �
�
��	�� 
W �: <�	'
�1�
� ��2 ��+
����) 6�������
	, ��
����	� �? �$
����$�
��
� ��2 �-� �
��	����
“but you, because you changed sides so
readily, are partly to blame both for the
killing of many of the oligarchs by the
people and for the killing of many of the
democrats by the aristocrats”

In (60), doubled ��� is paired with doubled �;�
; in (61), dou-
bled ��� is found in a balanced antithesis. That examples of ���
marking the agent occur clustered in passages where the speaker
is also using anaphora or antithesis suggests that a speaker might
well employ the construction to achieve a certain rhetorical effect
of emphasis. This possibility could in turn explain the overall fre-
quency of the construction in direct speech as against narrative.

75 There are approximately 27.5 Loeb pages of direct speech out of 126.5 pages total.
76 In direct speech, there are about 0.84 PACs per page, while in narrative, only 0.36.
77 The other two examples occur at 2.3.34 and 3.5.13.
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AGENT CONSTRUCTIONS IN HOMER

The analysis of PACs in Homer will be quite different from that
of those found in later authors. To begin with, there are very few
PACs in the Homeric corpus, as seen in the table on p. 40. The
independent passive voice was a relatively recent development
at that time, and Homer preferred to keep the verb voice in the
active, even at the expense of having to change the sentence sub-
ject frequently.1 Additionally, the metrical, formulaic nature of the
oral poetry skews the data: the apparent frequency of some PACs
might simply result from their metrical utility or occurrence in
a formula. Nevertheless, some agent markers can be singled out
which seem to have been perceived as characteristic of Homer, to
judge from their use in the late epic poets who imitated Homer’s
language.

The PACs in Homer can, for convenience’s sake, be split into
two groups: those in which the agent is marked solely by a case,
and those in which a preposition marks the agent. Although the
former category is said by some to include a genitive of agent,2

it is argued here that the only case in Homer that by itself can
mark the agent is the dative. The PACs with prepositions as agent
markers themselves break down into two types. On the one hand,
the peculiarly Greek expression of agency with ��� is already
present, with the preposition governing both genitive and dative
objects; on the other, one also finds a host of ablatival prepositions,
most commonly �$, but also 6��, �
��, ����, and the adverbial
ending -�
�.

1 Note Chantraine 1963: 358–9 on Il. 18.32–4. Compare also Jankuhn’s discussion of
“parataktische Agensangabe” (1969: 109).

2 The sole instance cited is Od. 8.499, which will be seen to be even less convincing a PAC
than some of the possessive genitives to be discussed on pp. 48–9.
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Problematic cases

As discussed in Chapter 1, there are no objective criteria by which
PACs may be definitively identified.3 This state of affairs results
from the difficulty of determining whether a particular intransi-
tive verb is in fact a simple detransitivization of the corresponding
transitive and from the impossibility of knowing whether a par-
ticular oblique nominal would necessarily be the subject of the
sentence if the verb were in the active voice. In connection with
Homer, I will discuss four problematic contexts in which the iden-
tification of PACs is especially difficult. These grey areas are the
greyest in Homer, as the passive is particularly ill-defined at this
time, thus increasing the potential for ambiguous interpretation.
First, with the verb �
��� and its intransitive counterpart �
���j
�
	, it is possible that the intransitive verb is semantically different
enough from a simple passivization of the transitive that construc-
tions of �
����
	 with an oblique nominal cannot be considered
to be PACs.4 Similarly, with intransitive verbs of emotion such as
1�����
	, it is unclear whether one should regard them synchron-
ically as detransitivized counterparts of transitive verbs (1����),
when, diachronically, they are the primary forms while the corre-
sponding transitive verbs are secondary causative formations. A
third problem is the genitive of agent. Though such genitives are
generally considered to be a marginal usage at best, there are in fact
many possessive genitives that could be construed as agentive with-
out grossly misrepresenting the semantics of the sentence. Finally,
the -�� aorist of ������	 needs to be recognized as a passive, not
a mere intransitive, as it has been called till now.

3 In his article on agentivity in Homer, De La Villa for the most part uses a broader definition
of agent that will be discussed below (see pp. 61–2), but it is narrower in that he excludes
agents marked by ablatival prepositions such as �$ or ���� (1998: 153). He justifies this
exclusion by saying that nouns marked by these prepositions can always be described as
having a role other than that of agent. I do not believe this to be the case, cf. my note 52,
below.

4 In this connection, note Matthews on English passives: “the most likely meaning of She is
engaged does not match that of He engaged her, and that of He was worried corresponds
to only one sense of It worried him. In these and many other cases the change of form
produces semantic changes that are partly unpredictable” (1981: 15). We must watch out
for this in Greek as well.
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The first difficulty of interpretation to consider, whether the use
of �
����
	 with a dative should be labeled as a PAC, may be
illustrated by the two passages below:

(1) Il. 1.78–9 a '8� <K��
	 5���
 1������
�, b ��'
 ������
0�'
��� $�
��
	 $
� �* �
�����
	 01
	��
“for indeed I think that I shall anger a man who
wields great power over all the Argives, and the
Achaeans heed him”

(2) Il. 1.132 ��
� �" �
�
�
��

	 �"�� �
 �
��
	�
“since you will not get the better of me nor will
you persuade me”

Traditionally, �
�����
	 in example (1) is parsed as a middle verb,
meaning “obey, heed” and taking a dative object, and �
��
	� in
(2) as an active verb, meaning “persuade” and taking an accusative
object. But note that (1) could be viewed as a passive transformation
of 0'
������ �
��
	 01
	���, with �
��� detransitivized to �
���j
�
	 and 0'
������ demoted to the dative �*. The chief obstacle
to this interpretation is the requirement that a passive construction
be semantically equivalent to the corresponding active construc-
tion. If one uses the traditional glosses of “obey” and “persuade”
to translate �
����
	 and �
���, then one could not transform
(1) into an active sentence without changing the semantics: one
can obey a leader without being persuaded by him. This conclu-
sion, however, might merely be a fallacy of translation. Perhaps
there is a semantic field that includes both “be persuaded” and
“obey,” such as “be put under someone’s sway.” If that is the
case, then it becomes that much more reasonable to consider this
a PAC. Still, there is another reason here to retain the conven-
tional wisdom. The compound verb ��	�
����
	, only found in the
middle in Homer, governs, like �
����
	, a dative object. If one
interprets the construction with �
����
	 as a passive transforma-
tion of �
��� with a dative of agent, then one must either claim
that ��	�
����
	 is to be understood differently from the simplex
(i.e., as a middle verb with a dative object rather than a PAC)
or that it is, like �
����
	, a passive, but of the unattested active
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*��	�
���. The latter choice is clearly unattractive considering the
rarity of verbs in Homer that are indisputably passive compared
to those that must be considered to be middle. As for the former,
it is true, to be sure, that the addition of an adverbial prefix can
alter the syntactic constructions governed by a verb: ��	�����
	
can occur with a dative object indicating the destination of the
flight, whereas �����
	 does not. Nevertheless, if both �
����
	
and ��	�
����
	 with a dative object have approximately the same
meaning, then it seems best to view the two constructions as being
parallel.

A similar problem in identifying PACs is occasioned by a
group of middle verbs, such as $����
	 and 1�����
	, which
denote emotional states and, like �
����
	 above, are tradition-
ally described as middle verbs that take genitive or dative objects,
e.g.:

(3) Il. 1.56 $��
�� '8� [
�
-�
“for [Hera] cared for the Danaans”

(4) Il. 1.9–10 . '8� �
�	��C 1����
��
��+��� 6�8 ���
�2� ]��

“for he, enraged by the king, stirred up a plague
throughout the army”

Some of these verbs have active counterparts which are less fre-
quent and generally taken to be secondary causative formations:

(5) Il. 5.404 b� ��:�	�	� D$��
 �
���
“who was troubling the gods with his bow”

(6) Il. 18.111 �� ��G �+� �1����
� 5�
: 6���-� 0'
������
“so Agamemnon, lord of men, has angered me
now”

As in the previous section, it is not immediately clear whether
or not the middle examples of (3) and (4) can be understood as
passive transformations of the active (5) and (6), taking the genitive
and dative objects as agents. Again, the transformation works well
from a formal standpoint, especially between (4) and (6), in both
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of which Agamemnon is the agent of the anger expressed by the
verb.5

But here too there are grounds for adhering to the traditional
interpretation. Just as construing �
����
	 as a passive would force
it to be taken separately from ��	�
����
	, so too the reading of,
say, 1�����
	 as a passive is hampered by the presence of verbs
like �$����
	, 1F��
	, and ��	������
	. Such verbs lie in the
same semantic sphere as 1�����
	 and also occur with the dative,
but they do not have an active counterpart of which they could be
considered a transformation. If we take 1�����
	 as a middle, we
avoid separating it from these other verbs. Similarly, it is difficult
to construe $����
	 with the genitive as a passive with an agent,
when there exist other media tantum verbs of grief which, though
they take the genitive, cannot be transformed into a correspond-
ing active: 51�)�
	, <�����
	, <�������
	. Furthermore, there
is a typological argument against reading 1�����
	 as a passive.
Verbs of emotion, like 1�����
	, belong to a semantic field that is
frequently found with middle marking in the world’s languages.6 It
would therefore be economical to regard them as middle in Greek
as well. Diachrony supports this view as well, as it is likely that
the middle form was original, the active a secondary causative
formation.7

But, in Homer at least, there is one case in which the passive
might still be seen as the best reading of these verbs: in those
forms with overt passive marking, e.g. 1����
��. First, such passive
forms contrast with aorist middles like 1������
��� (Il. 2.195).
There is thus a morphological difference that supports the view
that the -��- forms are true passives. Second, the media tantum
verbs of emotion that lack an active form (�$����
	, etc.) also lack
forms with -��-. Since forms like 1����
�� occur only in those

5 One could argue that $����
	 in (3) is semantically distinct from a passive significance
of $��� in (5), as the first is more “be worried” or “be concerned,” while the second is
more “harass.” Still, one could also use the argument applied to �
����
	 (p. 45) here as
well and say that the semantics of the Greek verb are broader than of either of the English
equivalents.

6 See Kemmer 1993: 130–4.
7 Tucker supports Brugmann’s theory that denominative -�� verbs like 1���� developed

from adjectives in -����, beginning with perfect middle participles on the model of the
O�
 6$����
 $
� $
$	�����
 pattern (1990: 298).
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verbs that also have an active, they may reasonably be regarded
as detransitivized actives. Accordingly, in Homer, middle verbs
of emotion, when found in ambiguous mediopassive forms, will
be judged to be middle, but when marked with an overtly passive
ending, to be passive.8

We turn now from ambiguities of the verb to those of the noun.
In some cases, it is uncertain whether a genitive is to be understood
as agentive or possessive.9 Take the following example:

(7) Il. 1.5 [	2� � ? ��
�
�
�� ��)��
“And the plan of Zeus was being accomplished”

One could argue on formal grounds that (7) is a passive trans-
formation of o
#� � ? ����
	
 ��)���, as Zeus is capable of being
the subject of �
��� with a noun like ��)�� as the object.10 The
line would then translate, “And the plan was being accomplished
by Zeus.” There is no grossly obvious semantic objection to this
interpretation – Zeus was, after all, accomplishing a plan – but it is
quite at odds with the traditional analysis of this clause: “And the
plan of Zeus was being accomplished.” Nevertheless, the reading
as a genitive of possession is to be preferred on two counts.

First, one must consider that the Greek genitive resulted from a
merger of the IE genitive and ablative. On the one hand, an abla-
tive agent would be typologically sound, but there are no clear
examples of ablatival agents in Homer that are not marked by a
preposition like �$ or �
��. On the other, there are several unam-
biguous instances of [	�� – Verb – Noun word order where the

8 This special case, however, does apply only to Homer. In later Greek, media tantum
verbs of emotion show an increasing tendency to replace aorist middles with aorist
passives, though the middle remains the more common aorist (Kühner–Gerth 1898:
119). Verbs of emotion that have middle presents but passive aorists in post-Homeric
Greek comprise three verbs that have only an aorist middle in Homer (5'
�
	, k���
	,
�
����
	 (aorist found only in the compound ��
���
��)), one not attested in the aorist
in Homer (51���
	), one which has an active in Homer (�
�
���), and four which do
not occur at all in Homer (���)����
	, ��	�����
	, <�'����
	, ����)����
	).

9 The underlying source of confusion lies in the transitivity inherent in the genitive’s impor-
tant role of marking possession. Allen notes several examples of this, including: “In the
Northeast Caucasian language Lakk, for instance, there is a system of ten ‘grammatical’
cases – and of these it is precisely the ‘genitive’ (or ‘possessive’) case that is used to
express the subject of a transitive sentence” (1964: 340).

10 Compare Il. 1.523 ���� �� $
 �
+�
 �
���
�
	, @��
 �
����� (subject = Zeus) and
Il. 23.149 �# �� �* ���� �"$ ����
��
�.
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genitive must be taken as possessive.11 The genitive [	�� in (7)
thus naturally attaches itself to ��)�� as a possessive genitive
rather than a preposition-less ablative of agent. Second, the iden-
tity of the ��)�� has not been specified in the previous lines; thus,
a nearby genitive is contextually likely to indicate whose ��)��
it is.

A similar obscurity is present whenever ��� occurs with both
a genitive and a dative. It can be ambiguous whether ��� governs
the genitive with an instrumental dative, or the dative with a pos-
sessive genitive:12

(8) Il. 6.134–5 ��? 6��������	� `)$���'�)
�
	���
�
	 ��)���'	
“struck by man-slaying Lycurgus with an
ox-goad or struck by man-slaying Lycurgus’
ox-goad”

To take the genitives of the previous paragraph as agentive would
require adding agency to the functions of the genitive: not an eco-
nomical approach when other interpretations are not only possible
but even likelier. But the situation is different with these genitives
after ���. There do exist a few clear cases of ���+G expressing
agency,13 e.g.:

(9) Il. 13.675–6 O��	 p� �* ��-� ��? 6�	��
�8 ��C�����
�
�� ��? 0�'
���
“that his people were being slaughtered to the
left of the ships by the Argives”

Therefore, there is a stronger argument for taking ��� with the
genitive in an example like (8). Whether or not a given construction
is agentive has to be argued on a case by case basis.

A final source of difficulty in deciding what to count as a PAC
in Homer is the nature of the voice of the -�� aorists. There is
a general conception that these are intransitive formations rather

11 For example, Il. 5.34 �-C �G 1
�F�
��
, [	2� � ? 6�
F�
�
 ���	�; 8.412 [	2� �� ��? D��
�

�+���; 12.173 �"�G [	2� �
,�
 ����
 �
+�? 6'��
���.

12 Jankuhn suggests that this construction, especially common with ��2 1
��� �	��� (15×
Il., 1× Od.), would have influenced the eventual adoption of ��� with the genitive as
Greek’s main means of expressing agency with a passive verb (1969: 108).

13 For more examples, see pp. 62–3.
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than passives.14 For the most part, this view is justified, but it is
taken too far in the case of ������	. The -�� aorist of this verb
often occurs with an oblique nominal referring to the agent of the
subjugation:

(10) Il. 18.103 �L �\ ����
� ���
� qT$���	 ���4
“who, in large numbers, were defeated by or
succumbed to godlike Hector”

(11) Il. 11.309 r� 5�
 �)$�8 $
��
�? ��? qT$���	 ����
��
�
-�

“thus, in quick succession, (the heads of) people
were defeated by or succumbed to Hector”

Neither Schwyzer nor Jankuhn includes such expressions as PACs,
as they generally treat �
��- as an anticausative rather than a
passive.15 Jankuhn bases his assessment on Delbrück, whose rea-
soning is as follows (1879: 78–9). First, there are constructions
in which the subject of the verb is not the agent, but rather the
“Mittelpunkt” of the action, e.g. “Der Schnee schmilzt.” Next,
passives can arise from these verbs when an agent is mentioned,
e.g. Q��
K��	 �
�
��. But such a construction is analogous to lexi-
cal intransitives like ����� ���, and, as such, is only “nahe an die
Grenze des Passivums.” Finally, a true passive “ist die neue Aus-
drucksweise erst dann, wenn sich an Aoriste wie ������ analoge
Bildungen aus transitiven Verben anlehnen, wie ������.” As forms
like ������ do occur in Homer (Il. 24.241) and as ������ forms
do correspond to a transitive ������	 (Il. 5.893, 16.103), it seems
that the logical conclusion to Delbrück’s reasoning is that ������
is in fact a passive.

In summary, then, it is clear that it is not always easy to dis-
tinguish a PAC from various other types of intransitive+oblique
constructions. The verbs �
����
	 and 1�����
	 with the dative,
for instance, are best seen as middle verbs with a dative object, and
potential genitives of agent can be safely dismissed as possessive.
But -��� forms of 1�����
	 and -�� forms of ������	 found with

14 Smyth: “In Hom. all the second aorist forms in -�� are intransitive except ����'�� and
������ was struck” (1920: 395).

15 Still, Jankuhn does say that Il. 16.434 (��	) ��,�? ��2 Q
���$��	� R
��	�	��
� �
���
	
“spricht für passive Umdeutung von �
���
	” (1969: 68).
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agent expressions can be classified as passive verbs, despite a previ-
ous reluctance to acknowledge such constructions as PACs. Finally,
it should be noted that, even in cases where an intransitive+oblique
construction is not a PAC, there can still be contamination from
expressions that are. This can be seen particularly clearly when the
intransitive+oblique construction is conjoined with a PAC:

(12) Il. 5.878 ��� �? ��	�
�����
	 $
� �
����
��
 E$
����16

“they obey you and, each of us, we are subject to
you or have been mastered by you”

The personal pronoun ���, taken with ��	�
�����
	, is acting as the
dative object of a middle verb; but it may also be understood with
�
����
��
, in which case it would be the agent of the passive of
������	.

The dative of agent in Homer

In Homer, the most common means of expressing the agent of a
passive verb is the dative of agent. Because PACs with the dative of
agent tend to cluster around particular verbs, they are best catego-
rized according to the semantics of the verb. The semantic sphere
most frequently found with the dative of agent is that of subju-
gation, commonly expressed by ������	. The range of meanings
exhibited by the passive of this verb extends from its more com-
mon sense, “be killed by,” for which a parallel construction can
be found with $�
��
��
	 to a less common sense, found in the
perfect, “be subject to,” for which there are parallel usages with
D1
�� and 6�������
	. Both of the meanings, however, can still
be subsumed under a broader sense: “be subjugated by.” A second
sphere includes verbs of accomplishing, such as �
��� and 6���.
There remain several datives of agent with ��� and 1���� as well
as an isolated example in which the verb is a pluperfect passive, a

16 The change of person is somewhat odd. Leaf 1900 ad loc. compares 7.160 and 17.250,
but both of these passages involve use of the third person in a relative clause referring
to a second person. At any rate, the subject of both verbs here must be “the gods, Zeus
excluded,” with the third person in ��	�
�����
	 agreeing with 5���	 . . . �
�� in the
preceding line, the first person in �
����
��
 ad sensum, with Ares including himself.
Both verbs require ��� to complete their sense.
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form of the verb with which the dative of agent is associated in the
classical language as well.

We start with the most important class of verbs to occur with the
dative of agent, those, especially ������	, that express the subjuga-
tion of the patient. Indeed, were it not for these verbs, the dative of
agent would not have the numerical predominance in Homer that
it does. As they have been established as true passives (p. 50),
it is important to include them, but, as they do behave as a block,
one must be wary of assigning them the weight suggested by their
numbers and proposing that the dative was the unmarked means of
expressing agency in Homer without further consideration. Here
are the examples of ������	 in Homer with the dative of agent,
mostly from the aorist stem �
��- (18×), but also the present (4×)
and perfect (2×):

� aorist participle

(13) Il. 3.429 6���� �
�
�� $�
�
�-3
“defeated by a strong man”

(14) Il. 18.461 s���� �
�
��
“defeated by the Trojans”

(15) Il. 22.40 Q��
K��	 �
�
��
“defeated by Peleus’ son”

(16) Il. 17.2 Q����$��� s�F
��	 �
�
�� �� ��C����	
“Patroclus, defeated in battle by the Trojans”

(17) Il. 20.294 b� ��1
 Q��
K��	 �
�
�� mlC����
 $��
	�	
“who, defeated by Peleus’ son, will soon go
down to Hades”

(18) Il. 16.326 r� �/ �G� ��	�,�	 $
�	'����	�	 �
����

“thus, those two, defeated by two brothers”

(19) Od. 24.100 B)18� ��������� $
��'�� ?t�)��C
�
������

“leading down the souls of suitors defeated by
Odysseus”

(20) Il. 22.55 !� �\ $
� �# ����3� 01	��C �
�
��
��17

“unless you die as well, defeated by Achilles”

17 Properly, this aorist belongs to �
����, but as both this verb and ������	 share the same
root, I place it here.
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� aorist infinitive

(21) Il. 13.603 ���, R
���

, �
���
	 �� 
���3 ��C����	
“to be defeated by you, Menelaus, in grim
battle”

(22) Il. 20.311–12 a $
� ����3�
Q��
K��3 01	��C �
���
�
	
“you will allow [him] to be defeated by
Achilles, son of Peleus”

(23) Il. 10.402–3 �* � ? 6�
'
	���
(=17.76–7) 6�����	 '
 �����,�	 �
���
�
	 &� ? <1�
��
	

[of horses] “and it is difficult for them to be
mastered or ridden by mortal men”18

(24) Il. 20.265–6 �� �" p�K�	? ���� �
-� ��	$)��
 �-�

6�����	 '
 �����,�	 �
���
�
	 �"� ?

���
�$
	�
“that the illustrious gifts of the gods are not
quick to be overcome by mortal men, nor to
yield”

(25) Il. 19.416–17 6��8 ��� 
"�-3
����	��� ���	 �
-3 �
 $
� 6���	 W�	 �
���
	
“but your own fate is to be defeated by force,
both by god and by man”

(26) Od. 4.397 6�'
���� '�� �? ���� �
2� ����-3 6����
�
���
	

“for it is difficult for a god to be defeated by
a mortal man”

� aorist indicative and optative

(27) Il. 9.545 �" �G� '�� $
 ���� �
���	�	 �����,�	
“for it would not be defeated by a small number
of men”

(28) Il. 18.103 �L �\ ����
� ���
� qT$���	 ���4
“who, in large numbers, were defeated by
godlike Hector”

18 It would also be possible to take the dative here and in the next example more closely with
6�
'
	��� and p�K�	 ? respectively, but we would then expect the men to be the subject
of the following infinitives, as in Il. 20.356–7 6�'
���� �� ��� ���	 . . . �����)�� ?
6���F��)� ����
	�.
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(29) Od. 3.90 
>�? O '? ��? &�
���) ���� 6�����	 �)��
��
��	�
“whether he has been defeated on land by
hostile men”

(30) Il. 3.301 5��1�	 � ? 5���	�	 �
�
,
�
“may their wives be subjugated by other men”

� present

(31) Il. 13.16 s����� �
��
����)� (half-line repeated
at 13.353)
“being defeated by the Trojans”

(32) Il. 8.244 ��� ? �N�� s�F
��	� D
 ����
��
	
01
	���(= 15.376)

“do not allow the Achaeans to be defeated
by the Trojans in this way”

� perfect

(33) Il. 3.183 a p� �� ��	 ������ �
���
�� $�+��	
01
	-�

“many young men of the Achaeans are
subject to you”19

(34) Od. 11.621–2 ���
 '8� ���# 1
����	 ����
�
������
“for I was subject to a much inferior man”

These examples may be broken down into three semantic sub-
types. The majority refer to the violent death of warriors on the
battlefield, or, in example (27), that of a boar. The other two mean-
ings that can be distinguished are the taming of a beast or woman
(examples (23) and (30)),20 and subordination to a superior (the
two examples with the perfect, (33) and (34)). The dative of agent
with verbs of these meanings is not restricted to ������	. Parallel
usages for all three subtypes can be found with different verbs. For
the first, compare against (32):

19 That the dative in this and the following example are agents despite the English translation
can be seen if it is borne in mind that the perfect expressed the state resulting from a
prior event; in other words, we may translate periphrastically, “many young men of the
Achaeans are in the state of having been mastered or subjugated by you.”

20 In (24), the idea of breaking (the will of) an animal has been transferred to Achilles’
shield. For ������	 used with women and animals, compare the adjective 5����, used
to denote unmarried women (Od. 6.109, 228) and mules that have not been broken in
(Od. 4.637).

54



agent constructions in homer

(35) Il. 5.465 �� �� D�	 $�
��
��
	 ���
�
 �
2� 01
	�,�;
“How much longer will you allow the people to
be killed by the Achaeans?”

For the second, compare against (30):

(36) Il. 6.398 ��+ �
� �\ �)'���� D1
�? qT$���	
“whose daughter was possessed [as wife] by
Hector”

For the third, compare against (33):

(37) Od. 4.177 
L �
�	�
	
���)�	�, 6�������
	 � ? ���� 
"�-3
“[cities] which are located around here, and are
ruled by me”

The frequency of the dative of agent with these verbs of subju-
gation strongly suggests that it is the unmarked PAC for them, at
least, whatever its status with verbs of other meanings may be.
The basis for this suggestion will become clearer below (p. 64),
when the construction with ��� will be seen to be rarer with these
verbs.

Considerably less frequent is the use of the dative of agent with
�
��� and 6���, both verbs that denote the accomplishment of an
act:21

(38) Od. 4.663–4 a ��'
 D�'�� ��
��	���� ��
�����
s��
��1�4 .�2� k�
u ���
� �� �* �" �
��
��
	
“indeed, it is a serious matter that this journey
has audaciously been completed by
Telemachus, although we said that it would
not completed by him”

(39) Od. 5.262 ����
��� a�
� D��, $
� �-3 �
���
���
=�
��


“it was the fourth day, and all the
preparations had been finished by him”

(40) Od. 5.243 ��-� �� �* v�)�� D�'��
“quickly, the task was completed by him”

21 Note that, in all three passages, the translation is much smoother if we replace the PAC
with a clause containing an active verb, e.g. in (40) “quickly he completed the task.”
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With so few examples, it is difficult, if not impossible, to assign any
exact value to the dative. Indeed, it is just such examples as these
that render questionable the exclusive classification of uses of the
dative under such headings as datives of interest, possession, and
agent. Probably the best analysis of such constructions is simply
to note that the inability to distinguish between these different uses
explains how the dative came to be used in all of them.

Rather different are the constructions where the dative of agent
is used with verbs of carrying or moving:

(41) Od. 5.54 ����
��	� <1��
�� $��
�	� ^T����22

“Hermes was carried by one wave after
another”

(42) Il. 10.330 �\ �G� ��,� X���	�	� 6�\� ���1��
�
	
5����23

“that no other man will be carried by these
horses”

(43) Od. 6.43–4 �;�? 6����	�	 �	����
�
	 �;�
 ���? @����4
�
�
�
	 �;�
 1	/� ��	����
�
	24

“it is neither shaken by the winds, nor
dampened by rain, nor does snow come near it”

A dative of agent is found in these instances, but the agent is only
ever an animal or a force of nature. As it is never human, it is likely
that these PACs show the remains of an old instrumental usage.

Another verb that construes with the dative of agent in Homer
is ���, but the construction is restricted to two formulaic usages.25

The first and most common is the half-line �
2� (� ?) r� ��
�� ����4,
which occurs six times in the poems.26 The second is a dative of
agent found with the perfect participle �
�	�����:
22 For $+�
 as agent, cf. Od. 6.171 ����
 �� �? 
�
� $+�? ����
	 $�
	��
� �
 ��
��
	.
23 There is no active *���1��, but the verb only occurs twice in Homer, so its absence may

well be due to chance. Active <1�� does exist.
24 For 5�
��	 as agent, cf. Od. 5.368–9 �� � ? 5�
��� �
\� &K�� ���-�
 �	��:�3 | $
��
����.
25 The only potential example that does not belong to either of these two patterns is

Il. 4.46 ���� ��	 �
�� $��	 �	��$
�� m_�	�� *��. Whether $��	 is taken to be the object
of a prepositional �
�� or as a free-standing locative with adverbial �
�� (see Kirk 1985
ad loc.), it is uncertain whether ��	 is better understood as a possessive dative with $��	
or as an agent. Indeed, as noted above, an ambiguous case such as this shows how the
dative came to be used to mark the agent in the first place.

26 Il. 5.78, 10.33, 13.218, 16.605 with ��, and Il. 11.58, Od. 14.205 without (both times in
relative clauses).
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(44) Il. 24.533 ��	�U4 � ? �;�
 �
�,�	 �
�	����� �;�
 �����,�	�
“and he wanders about, honored neither by gods
nor by mortals”

(45) Od. 8.472 [�����$�� �
�,�	 �
�	�����27

“Demodocus, honored by the people”

Because of their limited distribution, these examples do not support
the case that the use of the dative of agent was particularly triggered
by verbs of honoring. The participial expressions probably should
be grouped together with example (49), as the verb in them is a
perfect passive. As for ��
�� ����4, one could see in that an isolated
case of a true dative of agent, an old instrumental usage, or even
a relic of the locative (cf. Od. 1.70–1 O�) $����� ���� ��'	���� |
�U�	� M)$�F�
��	).

As with ���, the examples of the dative of agent with 1����
are quite limited:

(46) Il. 1.9–10 . '8� �
�	��C 1����
��
��+��� 6�8 ���
�2� ]��
 $
$��
“for he, enraged by the king, stirred up a
plague throughout the army”

(47) Il. 2.629 O� ���
 [�)��1	��� ? 6�
����
�� �
���
1����
��

“who, angered once by his father, moved away
to Dulichium”

(48) Od. 15.254 O� p? ^ϒ�
������� ? 6�
����
�� �
���
1����
��

“who, angered by his father, moved to
Hyperesia”

This restricted distribution, however, is greatly due to the method-
ological necessity of discounting PACs of this verb that do not
involve the aorist passive. In fact, there are several examples of
ambiguous mediopassive forms of this verb found with a dative
that could either represent the object of the middle verb or the
agent of the passive verb.28 In light of the late creation of the -���

27 This phrase is also found in the nominative at Od. 13.28.
28 (reduplicated future) Il. 5.421, Od. 24.544; (present) Il. 8.407; (perfect) Il. 17.710,

Od. 8.276. There are also a couple of aorist middle examples that are unambiguously
non-passive: Il. 15.155, Od. 6.147.
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aorist, it seems best to view the dative with 1����
�� as modeled
on the datives found with the verb’s middle. That there is a fine
line between a middle verb with a dative object and a passive verb
with a dative of agent will thus have reinforced the existence of the
dative of agent in Homer.

In the final Homeric PAC with the dative of agent, the verb in
the construction is a pluperfect passive:

(49) Il. 13.168 �����
��� ���) �
$���, O �* $�	����	 ���
	���
“to bring back a long spear, which had been left
by him in the tent”

There is no reason to dissociate this example from the general
tendency of classical Greek to mark the agent of the perfect passive
with a dative, especially as it follows the prototypical pattern for
such constructions that will be seen in the next chapter: inanimate
subject and pronominal agent.

As with most features of Homeric Greek, the dative of agent has
generally been viewed from the perspective of PIE. This diachronic
bias is understandable and largely justified as the poems clearly
incorporate linguistic forms and expressions from a period span-
ning several centuries. Accordingly, many have seen in the dative
of agent a combination of two different usages, resulting from
case syncretism between the dative and the instrumental.29 On the
one hand, there are the true dative usages, frequently dismissed
as datives of interest. Among these, Schwyzer would count the
PACs with the perfect passive (examples (44), (45), and (49)).30

On the other, the remnants of an instrumental usage have also been
descried. Now the search for instrumental agents in Homer can be
taken too far: Hettrich argues for such a reading of (22) (Il. 20.311–
12 a $
� ����3� | Q��
K��3 01	��C �
���
�
	 ����2� ����
) on the
basis of an active formulation in which the dative is supposedly
instrumental:

29 See Schwyzer 1943: 15–18 and Hettrich 1990: 75 for the dative of interest, 77–80 for
the instrumental.

30 As an example of a true dative, he also gives the ��
�$
�� example (see note 25, above).
His argument rests on the premise that the verb should be translated as an intransitive
(“war mir schätzenswert”). Accordingly, one might infer that he would classify the �
2�
(� ? ) r� ��
�� ����4 formula the same way.
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(50) Il. 22.174–6 $
� ���	�
��
 | . . . a� �	� v�� | Q��
K��3
01	��C �
������
� ����2� ����

“and consider whether we will defeat him by
means of Achilles”

While it could be argued that Achilles is the instrument of Hector’s
subjugation, it is certainly also possible that here too we have
a dative of the beneficiary. In other words, Zeus’ words could
perhaps be better rendered “and consider whether we will subject
him to Achilles, though he is noble.” This is not to say, however,
that it is wrong to see IE instrumental usage behind some of the
datives of agent in Homer: certainly the agents in (41) through
(43) are likelier to go back to an IE instrumental than an IE dative.
To set up a dichotomy, then, between true datives of agent and
those that are relics of the old IE instrumental is legitimate on
diachronic grounds. But is there evidence for it within Homer?
To pose the question differently, is there any reason, other than
historical, to divide all the examples in this section into datives
of agent that behave like true datives and those that are clearly
instrumental?

Certainly, the division works well to a certain extent, especially
regarding a dative usage for the examples with isolated perfect
verbs and an instrumental usage for examples (41) through (43).
But, in the case of ������	, the evidence is too ambiguous to allow
this distinction to be set up for Homer. Even if a dative like that
in (22) is to be regarded as instrumental in origin, most of the
datives found with ������	 are generally considered to be true
dative verbal complements in light of the intransitive origin of the
-�� aorist. It seems doubtful that the poet would have perceived
the two constructions differently: the dative in (50) may reasonably
be understood as an instrumental, but it seems far less certain that
the dative in (22) would have been seen as such, considering the
number of intransitive verbs of this meaning that govern a dative
complement.31 In short the dative of agent in Homer should not
be seen as a single, unified construction – (41) through (43) are
too different from (44), (45), and (49) to allow that. But neither
should we attempt to distinguish too clearly between the different

31 Consider, for example, Il. 9.109–10 �# �G �-3 �
'
�����	 �)�-3 | 
>:
�.
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datives of agent on the basis of the supposed antecedents in PIE
case usage, for that obscures both the fact that usages where the
dative proper is found may have arisen by different paths (������	
versus 1�����
	) and the fact that the ancestral PIE case cannot
always be recovered with certainty (�
2� r� ��
�� ����4).

The genitive of agent in Homer

Only one example is cited in the standard grammars for a genitive
of agent in Homer:32

(51) Od. 8.499 r� ���?, . � ? .����
�� �
�+ 5�1
��, �
,�
 � ?
6�	���

“thus spoke Odysseus, and Demodocus, getting
started, began from [i.e., with] the god, and
revealed his song”

As has already been argued by several scholars, it is erroneous to
construe .����
�� �
�+ as “urged on by the god.” Calhoun 1938
pointed out that the sense of the line was likelier to be divided at
the caesura between .����
�� and �
�+ rather than at the awkward
diaeresis between �
�+ and 5�1
��. As additional support for tak-
ing �
�+ with 5�1
��, he points to other passages where 5�1��
	
occurs with a genitive marking the starting-point.33 Downplaying
the force of a metrical argument, Koster adds two points. First,
taking the genitive with .����
�� and 5�1
�� absolutely leaves the
latter verb weak.34 Second, in Homer, the genitive with intransitive
forms of .���� designates not the point of departure but rather the
goal that is sought.35 These arguments are sufficient to establish
that �
�+ cannot be a genitive of agent with .����
��, but is instead

32 In both cases, the authors are cautious: Schwyzer–Debrunner 1950: 119, Chantraine
1963: 65. Hettrich too classifies this as an agentive genitive (1990: 93 n. 96), calling it
a true genitival agent as against the ablatival agents found after prepositions. (However,
he does not use this line as his paradigmatic example of an agentive genitive in Greek
but cites instead S. Ph. 3.)

33 Il. 9.97 ��� � ? 5�:��
	, Od. 21.142 6�:��
��	 ��+ 1F��).
34 Koster translates this alternative as “orsus a deo | coepit” and notes that the beginning

of the singing is mentioned twice, “quae tautologia evitatur, si .����
�� ad Demodoci
universam actionem, v�1
�� ad exordium cantus . . . ponimus” (1952: 92).

35 Koster cites Il. 4.335, 14.488, and 21.595.
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an ablatival genitive with 5�1
��.36 The genitive of agent may thus
be removed from grammars of Homer.

!�� in Homer

Classical Greek uses the preposition ��� with the genitive to
express the agent of a passive verb. This usage had already begun
at the time of the Homeric poems, though the preposition is found
governing the dative as well as the genitive (henceforth, ���+D

and ���+G). According to Schwyzer, the agentive use of ��� in
Homer is quite rare, limited to only two instances, one with the
genitive, one with the dative.37 He considers the dative usage to
be the earlier, as he finds it semantically more natural, especially
with intransitive verbs. The genitive then began to be used later, in
his view a formal replacement for the dative.38 Jankuhn, however,
is more liberal in counting agentive usages of ���+G, citing six
examples, but considers its use with the dative to be more local than
agentive.39 He accounts for the use of ���+G as the primary PAC in
classical Greek by positing a weakening of the local “underneath”
sense of the preposition, leaving behind only the ablatival force,
which could easily serve to express the agent.40 Additionally, he
notes the frequency of the expression ��2 1
��� �	���, which, espe-
cially considering how commonly the preposition is placed after
1
���, could have been reanalyzed with 1
��� as an instrumental
dative and the genitive as the object of the preposition. Finally, De
La Villa also examines the agentive expressions with ��� in some
detail, arriving at a far greater number of examples than either
Schwyzer or Jankuhn – seventy-six with the dative, forty-two with
the genitive (1998: 173). Some of this higher number is due to
his interest in examining all agent markers, not merely those with

36 Recent commentators on the text also take this view. See Heubeck–West–Hainsworth
1988 and Garvie 1994 ad loc.

37 See examples (53) and (61) below.
38 Schwyzer: “��� cum gen. beim Passiv läßt sich nur als formeller, jüngerer Ersatz für

��� cum dat. in gleicher Funktion begreifen” (1943: 29).
39 The examples are (53), (55), (56), (58)–(60). Jankuhn: “Während man in einigen Fällen

��� + gen. bereits als wirkliche Agensbezeichnung auffassen muß, lassen sich die Fälle
von ��� + dat. meistens noch lokal erklären” (1969: 109).

40 For the weakening of the semantics of a preposition in respect of vertical movement,
cf. Latin de; for the use of an ablatival preposition to mark the agent, cf. Latin ab.
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passive verbs. But he has gone on to include many examples to
which it seems unwise to ascribe agentive status. These fall into
two main categories. First, he has included expressions with ��2
1
��� �	��� as examples of ���+D marking the agent (e.g. Il. 2.374,
860). While it is certainly reasonable to understand the human ref-
erent in these expressions as an agent, that human referent is not
the object of the preposition ���+D; instead, it is the hands that
are the object, and these are better described as an instrument than
as an agent. Second, De La Villa has also included expressions in
which a woman bears a child to a man, and it is that man that is
marked by ���+D:

(52) Il. 2.714–15 T;�����, �2� ��? 0�����4 ��$
 �,
 ')�
	$-�
ml�$���	�
“Eumelus, whom Alcestis, noble woman,
bore to Admetus”

Now De La Villa bases his discussion of semantic roles on the prin-
ciple that the same semantic role cannot occur twice in the same
clause, except by some process of coordination (ibid. 150, espe-
cially n. 14); if so, then surely Alcestis, as the subject of the active
verb, is more properly to be considered the agent in this sentence.
In passages such as this one, ���+D must instead mark a role of
subjacency, that is, of the mother’s physical or hierarchical loca-
tion underneath the father. In short, then, De La Villa’s definition
of agency is broader than is justified, and so he is led to overstate
the frequency with which ��� occurs as an agent marker.

Before analyzing these interpretations, I will list all the passages
in Homer in which one might argue that ��� is used to mark the
agent of a passive verb:41

� with the genitive

(53) Il. 6.134–5 ��? 6��������	� `)$���'�)
�
	���
�
	 ��)���'	
“struck by man-slaying Lycurgus with an
ox-goad”

41 For a full listing of the usages of ��� in Homer, see La Roche 1861. The pages relevant
to agentive expressions are 347–50 (���+D) and 356–7 (���+G).
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(54) Il. 8.149 s)�
K��� ��? ��
,� ���
��
��� X$
�� ��
�
“Tydeus’ son, put to flight by me, returned to
the ships”

(55) Il. 13.675–6 O��	 p� �* ��-� ��? 6�	��
�8 ��C�����
�
�� ��? 0�'
���
“that his people were being slaughtered to the
left of the ships by the Argives”

(56) Od. 9.66 �L ����� �� �
���4 M	$���� N�� ��3�����
�
“who died on the plain, slaughtered by the
Cicones”

(57) Il. 21.527–8 
"�8� ��? 
"��+
s�-
� 5�
� $�������� �
�)���
�
“but the Trojans were immediately thrown
into confusion by him, and they fled”

(58) Il. 21.15–16 r� ��? 01	����� w����) �
�)�	��
����
����� p���
“thus, the stream of the deep-eddying
Xanthus was filled by Achilles”

(59) Od. 5.393 <:# ���
 ���C�F�, �
'���) ��242 $��
���
6��
��

“looking keenly ahead, lifted up by a large
wave”

(60) Il. 16.433–4 7 ��	 �'F�, O �� ��	 P
������
, ����
���
6���-�,

��,�? ��2 Q
���$��	� R
��	�	��
�
�
���
	43

“O, alas for me, that it is fated that my
Sarpedon, dearest of men, is to be defeated
by Patroclus, son of Menoetius”

� with the dative (not ������	)

(61) Il. 16.490–1 r� ��2 Q
���$��4 `)$��� 6'2� 6��	�����
$�
	���
��� �
��
	�

“thus, as he was killed by Patroclus, the leader
of the Lycian soldiers struggled”

42 Aristophanes and Rhianus read ��� here.
43 Zenodotus rejected this passage on continuity grounds; Leaf accepts it.
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(62) Il. 5.93–4 r� ��2 s)�
K��3 �)$	�
� $�������� ���
''
�
s�F��
“thus the ranks of Trojans, crowded together,
were routed by Tydeus’ son”

� with the dative (������	)

(63) Il. 5.646 6��? ��? ���� �������
 ���
� 0K�
� �
���
	�
“but, defeated by me, to cross the gates of
Hades”

(64) Il. 11.309 r� 5�
 �)$�8 $
��
�? ��? qT$���	 ����
��
�
-�

“thus, in quick succession, (the heads of)
people were defeated by Hector”

(65) Il. 13.98 �+� �\ 
>�
�
	 a�
� ��2 s�F
��	 �
���
	
“now the day is here that will see us defeated
by the Trojans”

(66) Il. 13.668 ! �
�? 01
	-� ��)��� ��2 s�F
��	 �
���
	
“or, amidst the ships of the Achaeans, to be
defeated by the Trojans”

(67) Od. 4.790 a O '? ��2 ��������	� ��
��	���	�	 �
�
��
“whether he would be defeated by the arrogant
suitors”

(68) Od. 17.252 ! ��2 ��������	 �
�
��
“or be defeated by the suitors”

(69) Od. 3.305 ������� �G �
2� ��? 
"�-3
“and the people were subject to him”44

All of these examples meet the definition of a PAC set out in
Chapter 1; accordingly, Schwyzer is surely too narrow in accepting
only two PACs in Homer, while Jankuhn is right to include the
examples with ���+G that he does. Yet it is difficult to see how he
could make his distinction in seeing a more agentive force in the
examples with ���+G and a more local force in those with ���+D.
If we leave aside the examples with ������	, in weighing (53)–
(59) against (61)–(62), there is little to differentiate the semantics
of the two groups. While (58) and (59) are perhaps sufficiently

44 For the translation of the agent phrase, see note 19.
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divorced from a local sense of “from below” that the only possible
interpretation of them would be agentive, both (53)–(57) and (61)–
(62) refer to warriors being bested in battle such that they could
either be beaten “by the enemy” or “under the enemy.” To draw a
distinction between �
����
	 and ��C���
	 being associated with a
grammaticalized preposition and $�
����
	 with a local one would
be unjustified. When one considers the ������	 examples, it is
noticeable that this verb only occurs 1× with ���+G, but 7× with
���+D, and 25× with the preposition-less dative. But it is not easy
to find any sort of factor that might have conditioned the choice
of one construction over another. Neither the tense or mood of the
verb, nor position in the line, nor obvious semantic distinctions
seem to favor the presence or absence of ���.45

As a further complication, there are several cases in which both
the genitive and the dative are found with ���, and it is not clear
whether the preposition governs the genitive with an instrumental
dative, or the dative with a possessive genitive:46

(70) Il. 11.821 a v�� �������
	 ��? 
"��+ ��)�� �
����
�;
“will they perish now, defeated by him with a
spear or defeated by his spear?”

(71) Il. 17.303 ��? l>
���� �
'
����) ��)�� �
����	
“defeated by great-spirited Ajax with a spear
or by Ajax’ spear”

(72) Od. 3.234–5 �� 0'
������
7�
�? ��? l�'����	� ����4 $
� 9� 6��1�	�
“thus Agamemnon was killed by the
treachery of Aegisthus and his wife”

45 Compare (60) and (65) with (25) and (26), (64) with (31) and (32), (67) and (68) with
(30), and (69) with (33) and (34), in which the distinct meaning of ������	 in the
perfect appears both with and without ���. The only example with ��� which does not
have a counterpart among the preposition-less constructions is (63), as the aorist passive
participle ����
�� does not occur with the dative alone. If we assume that the PACs with
��� come from a later stratum of the language than those with the dative (witness their
spread in classical Greek), there is a slight chance that ����
�� occurs with ��� because
the -��� aorist is itself morphologically younger than the other forms. But a line like
(20) shows that the dative of agent could be used with at least some -��� aorists.

46 Note also (53) above. I list it as a certain example of a PAC with ���+G because ���
is distant enough from the dative ��)���'	 that it is far more natural to understand the
preposition as governing the genitive `)$���'�).
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Jankuhn notes on (72) that there are several examples of ����4
being used as an instrumental dative, but none of its use with ���.
Although this observation would suggest that ��� is here an agent
marker, the position of 9� 6��1�	� seems more likely to be that of
a possessive genitive (parallel to l�'����	�) than that of a second
object of ���.

One last means by which ��� could express the agent is in the
phrase ��2 1
��� �	��� (15× Il., 1× Od.):

(73) Il. 2.860 6��? ����� ��2 1
��� ���F$
�� l�
$��
�
“but he was defeated at the hands of the
swift-footed grandson of Aeacus”

Although this phrase’s frequency is generally ascribed to its being
a formula, it is possible that it was in fact acting as a compound
preposition, grammaticalized to express the agent. The strongest
argument for this view is that, in this usage, 1
��� never occurs with
an epithet, though it frequently combines elsewhere with adjectives
like ��	�
��3�	 or $�
�
��3�	. Blake notes that in the expressions
on top of and in front of, top and front “differ from the common
nouns top and front in that they cannot be modified by an indefinite
article nor by adjectives” (1994: 16). As such, they attain the status
of relator nouns. This seems to be the case with 1
��� as well.
Furthermore, the preposition and 1
��� always occur directly next
to each other: the genitive never occurs sandwiched between them,
as in (70) and (71). Two further cross-linguistic parallels might
be cited: the use of kiššari+G in Hittite to denote the agent, and
the English periphrasis at the hands of to express agency with an
intransitive verb.47

There are, however, reasons to believe that this phrase had only
begun to be grammaticalized as an agent marker. First, the form of

47 For the Hittite, see Hettrich 1990: 27. As for the English example, because hands could
be modified by an adjective, I would not consider it to be a compound preposition. Still,
it shows how a phrase involving this particular body part can become at least a partially
grammaticalized means of expressing agency. Also relevant are three passages in which
periphrases with �
���� are used in a similar capacity: Il. 3.128 �x� E�
� 
X�
$? D�
�1��
��? ml���� �
�
����; 5.557–8 @��
 $
� 
"�/ | 6���-� �� �
����3�	 $
��$�
�
� <:�C
1
�$-3 (followed in the next line by ���� �/ 1
��
��	� ��? l��
�
� �
����
); and 7.104–
5 ���� �	���	� �
�
)�\ | q T$����� �� �
����3�	�. The word order in the first example
is reminiscent of the ��? 
"��+ ��)�� examples.
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1
��� can vary: one finds 1
���(�), 1
��?, and 1
��
��	�, a feature
that points to poetic variation rather than rigid grammaticaliza-
tion. Still, this argument is certainly not conclusive, as it would be
unwise to go on to suggest that the dative plural was also not yet
grammaticalized owing to its multiplicity of forms. More impor-
tantly, the preposition may be placed before or after 1
���. This
flexibility strongly suggests that this phrase had not yet been gram-
maticalized as a unit. Considering the inherent impossibility of
establishing a clear boundary between what is and is not a PAC, it
is best to regard these constructions with ��2 1
��� as occupying
ground in the middle between the two: a sort of embryonic agent
marker that never reached complete grammaticalization.

To return to the question of ���+G and ���+D as agent markers,
the following conclusions seem sound. First, both prepositions can
mark the agent, and they do so in approximately equal numbers.
Second, although the numbers alone do not allow us to establish
which preposition, if either, was a preferred agent marker, it is
nevertheless significant that ���+D almost always marks the agents
of ������	, whereas ���+G occurs with a wider range of verbs.
This distribution suggests that, even in Homer, ���+G was already
on its way to approaching its fifth-century status as the primary
agent marker of classical Greek; the question of how it reached
its later predominance is accordingly that much less problematic.
No doubt Jankuhn is right to account for this as at least in part
due to the weakening of the preposition’s function towards that of
marking a purely ablatival motion. So too De La Villa’s argument
that it expanded into the territory of ���+D because it was more
uniquely an agent marker also rings true. But, seen in light of these
initial conditions, the later primacy of ���+G seems not so much
an unexpected development as it does a natural reduction in the
diversity of agent markers available to Homer.

Ablatival prepositions in Homer

Many languages use ablatival prepositions to denote the agent of
a passive verb, e.g. Latin ab, German von, Old English fram. Such
prepositions are also found in Greek’s palette of agent markers.
In Homer, the most common is �$, but 6��, �
��, ����, and the
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adverbial ending -�
� also occur. I will first list all the examples by
preposition. Next, as roughly half of the examples involve a verb
denoting the accomplishing of an act, I will discuss those PACs as
a group. Lastly, I will turn to the remaining examples, which can
only be labeled as miscellaneous.

� �$48

(74) Il. 5.652–3 ��� � ? �'/ �����
 ���� ����� $
� $��

���
	�
�

�: ����
� �
�:
��
	
“and I say that your death and black fate will
be accomplished here by me”

(75) Il. 18.74–5 �8 �G� �� ��	 �
���
��
	
�$ [	��
“these things have been accomplished for you
by Zeus”

(76) Il. 2.668–9 &� ? ������
�
�$ [	��
“and they were loved by Zeus”

(77) Od. 7.69–71 r� $
��� �
�� $��	 �
�����
� �
 $
� D��	�
D$ �
 ����� �
���� D$ �? 
"��+ 0�$	���	�
$
� �
-�
“thus she has been and continues to be
honored very much in a heartfelt way by her
own children and by Alcinous himself and
the people”

� ����/�����

(78) Il. 6.56–7 a ��� 5�	��
 �
�����
	 $
�8 �W$��
��2� s�F��;49

48 As PACs with �$, I reject the three examples of �$ used with �����
	 (Il. 2.32–3 = 2.69–
70 and 21.512–13, discussed below), as there is no transitive ������ or �������
	, and
these verbs are better classified as middle. So too, the examples with D1��
	 should be
dismissed: Od. 6.197 ��+ � ? �$ f
	�$�� D1
�
	 $����� �
 ��� �
 and 11.346 0�$	���)
� ? �$ ��+� ? D1
�
	 D�'�� �
 D��� �
. This usage of D1� is not paralleled by any transitive
active usages (the closest seems to be Od. 2.22 ��� � ? 
�G� D1�� �
��FC
 D�'
), and is
best taken as a middle “depend on” (so LSJ D1� C4).

49 I have reservations about including this as a PAC, for there is no Homeric active corre-
sponding to this usage of ��	�� (“be done”): in Homer, this verb nearly always means
“make” rather than “do.” Still, this example is probably best interpreted as passive, for
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“has excellent treatment been given to you in
your house by the Trojans?”

(79) Il. 11.831–2 �����, �� �
 ����� �
�	� 01	�����
�
�	��1�
	

b� h
���� ����
:

“wonderful [medicines], which they say that
you were taught by Achilles, whom Chiron
taught”

� �
��

(80) Il. 15.122 �8� [	2� 6�
����	�	 1���� $
� ���	�
���1��50

“anger and wrath were formed against the
immortals by Zeus”

� 6��51

(81) Od. 4.522–3 ����8 � ? 6�? 
"��+
��$�)
 �
��8 1����?
“and many hot tears were shed by him”

� -�
�

(82) Il. 15.488–9 �\ '8� >��� <��
���,�	�
6���2� 6�	����� [	��
� ��
�����
 ���
��

“for I saw with my own eyes the arrows of
one of their leaders damaged by Zeus”

Four of these passages involve a verb of bringing about or
accomplishing: �
�1� in (74) and (80), �
��� in (75), and ��	��
in (78). For verbs of this meaning, it is natural to see the agent as

no good parallels suggest that it should be seen as a middle, unlike D1��
	 in the previous
note, where a middle reading is supported by e.g. =����
	.

50 Schwyzer cites this as a PAC (1943: 25). Jankuhn disagrees, arguing that the preposi-
tional phrase is the “Angabe des Ausgangspunktes” (1969: 102 n. 13). Still, a sentence
such as o
#� D�
):
 1���� is not unreasonable, cf. Il. 1.110 A$������ 5�'

 �
�1
	 and
Od. 24.475–6 ! ������� ���
��� �
 $
$2� $
� �����	� 
��\� | �
�:
	�.

51 I reject Jankuhn’s reading of 1
	�-� in Il. 23.714–15 �
���'
	 � ? 5�
 �-�
 ��
�
	���
6�2 1
	�-� | A�$��
�
 ��
���� as agentive: “[Die] Bewegung des (ständigen) Hin- und
Hergezogenwerdens geht von den Händen aus, die hier durchaus den Wert des Agentes
haben” (1969: 74). The noun 1
�� is only extremely rarely a verbal subject, and then not
with a strongly transitive verb like E�$�. As an alternative, Chantraine takes 6�� with
�
���'
	 (1963: 94).
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the source of the action and, accordingly, to express the agent with
an ablatival preposition. This usage can also be seen in non-passive
constructions, such as:

(83) Od. 2.134 �$ '8� ��+ �
��2� $
$8 �
����
	
“for I will suffer ill at the hands of my
father”

(84) Il. 2.32–3 s�F
��	 �G $��
? �����
	
(=2.69–70) �$ [	��

“and sorrows are fastened upon the Trojans
by Zeus”

(85) Il. 21.512–13 qy��,
�: 9� 6�
����	�	� D�	� $
� �
,$�� �����
	
“Hera, at whose hands strife and quarrels
are fastened upon the immortals”

The use of �$ in (85) is close to that in (74) and even closer to that
of ��� in (80).

The remaining examples are quite diverse. In (76) and (77), one
might see a common semantic ground of “being esteemed by.”
But it is strange, in (77) at least, that the dative is not used, con-
sidering the instances where the related verb ��� is found with
a dative of agent. Perhaps a prepositional construction was used
because the agent spilled over on to the next line: at any rate, �$
occurs as an agent marker only at the beginning of a line, and in
three of the four examples, the verb is part of the previous line.
The word order in (79) is striking, with a verb, albeit an enclitic,
sandwiched between the preposition and its object. Although it
might be tempting to dismiss this PAC as an aberration, the pres-
ence of an active transformation of �
�	��1�
	 ����� in the next
line makes the agentive reading particularly attractive.52 In (81),
the use of 6�� may have been conditioned by its occurrence in
other scenes of tear-shedding, such as Il. 23.385 and Od. 14.129.
Indeed, the possibility can hardly be excluded that the preposi-
tional phrase denotes not the agent, but the source of the tears,
with the verb understood as a middle. As for (82), the -�
� suffix is

52 An example such as this one seems a particularly good reason, pace De La Villa (1998:
153), to argue that ablatival prepositions could indeed mark agents in Homer.
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best understood as agentive, as the verb ��
�����
, in contrast to
1����� in (81), does not denote a sufficient amount of movement
for the suffix to be marking source in a strictly spatial sense.53 Still,
the line is awkward and is perhaps best seen as a clumsy expansion
of 15.484: q T$��� � ? �� 
W�
� s
�$��) ��
�����
 ���
��
.

Later Greek epic

The evidence for PACs in Homer is meager enough that any conclu-
sions about the factors that motivated the use of one agent marker
rather than another must necessarily be tentative. Important as an
additional source of information, however, is the way in which
epic poets of the post-classical period marked the agents of pas-
sive verbs. Influenced by Homer in other respects, they might well
be expected to have imitated his language in passive constructions
as well. While their use of agent markers cannot directly help us
to understand the Homeric data in its own right, it at least can give
us insight into what later Greeks perceived to be Homeric pecu-
liarities in prepositional use. The following section, accordingly,
discusses the prepositional PACs in selected books of Apollonius
of Rhodes (Argonautica 1, 3), Quintus of Smyrna (Posthomerica
1–2), and Nonnus (Dionysiaca 1–6). To judge from these works,
it seems as if all three of these poets, including the rather dis-
tinctive Nonnus, marked the agent in ways that are reminiscent
of the Homeric data presented already. Their debt to the language
of Homer is clear in the overall rarity of PACs, the avoidance of
���+G, the frequent use of ���+D, and the sporadic use of the
other non-standard agent constructions found in Homer.

Determining frequency figures for PACs in the late epic poets
is not a task where complete precision can be achieved, for there
is no way to delineate in all cases what constitutes a PAC. This
difficulty is of course present in all authors, but it is particularly
problematic when considering epic because the absolute number
of potential PACs in epic is so small that a different decision as
to whether a handful of uncertain cases should be considered as
PACs can change the relative rankings of the frequency of PAC use

53 Lejeune: “Il y avait là l’amorce d’une expression du complément d’agent. Ce tour,
pourtant, ne s’est pas développé” (1939: 87–8).
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in these authors. Nevertheless, no matter how broadly or narrowly
one defines PACs, the frequency of their occurrence in these three
late epic poets is significantly lower than it is in classical prose, or
even than it is in tragedy – and comparable to their frequency in
Homer. The constructions I have counted as PACs in these authors
are as follows:

Location of # Words PACs / 1,000
Text PACsa # PACs in text Words

Apollonius of
Rhodes 1, 3

1.520*
1.794
1.1098–9*
3.469
3.702
3.1343

6 18,545 0.32

Quintus of
Smyrna 1, 2

1.433
1.805
1.817

3 10,276 0.29

Nonnus 1–6 3.38*
5.465–6

2 18,769 0.11

a As with the frequency table at the end of Chapter 1, I only include
PACs with prepositions as agent markers. For all PACs listed, the agent
marker is ���+D, except for those with asterisks, for which it is �$.

There are other passages that one might also include as PACs, such
as the following:

(86) Nonn. 3.241–2 ��2 ���$���4 . . . | . . . ��
���
�� 1����
“and the string quivered at the touch of
the plectrum”

But although it is just conceivable that we should understand
��
���
�� as a passive from ��
���� “set in motion, cause to
quiver” with the plectrum as the agent, the construction here seems
closer to that at e.g. 6.21 ($
� �)���� A�	$��2� ��? 6'$)������	
�	����4), with the prepositional phrase denoting a combination of
instrument (“with the plectrum/iron”) and subjacency (“under the
plectrum/iron”). Such an interpretation also seems likely in light

72



agent constructions in homer

of the rarity of the active ��
����, which suggests that ��
���
��
is best understood as a middle. Similarly ambiguous cases may be
found at 5.154–5 and 6.90–1. What is important, however, is that
even if these three borderline passages are included in the figures
for Nonnus, that still results in only five PACs in the first six books
of the Dionysiaca, or a frequency count of 0.27 per 1,000 words,
still well below the frequency seen in prose authors or tragedy. The
frequency of PACs in late epic, therefore, is demonstrably low, and
closer to that of Homer (0.13 / 1,000 words) than classical prose
(from 1.36 to 4.02 / 1,000 words).

It is not just in terms of their frequency that the PACs of
late epic resemble Homer more than classical prose. Both during
the Hellenistic period, when Apollonius was writing, and during
the late Imperial period, when Quintus of Smyrna and Nonnus were
active, the usual agent marker was ���+G. It is hardly to be found,
however, in the works of these poets. In the books investigated, the
closest any of them came to using ���+G as an agent marker is the
following passage in Quintus:

(87) Q. S. 2.51–2 ��� ? ��� �����3
�������
� $�
	�F�
�? ��? 0�'
��� <�)�
'��+
“and let us not, remaining in the country, be
killed amidst the din of the Argives”

While this passage is certainly reminiscent of Homeric examples
where ���+G is used as an agent (cf. (55)), Quintus still shies
away from a straightforward agent expression with this construc-
tion, for the object of the preposition is not the Argives, but rather
the din made by their fighting. Thus, the prepositional phrase
as a whole indicates not the agent of the verb $�
	�F�
�
, but
rather the circumstances under which the action of the verb takes
place.

This paucity of agent constructions with ���+G in later epic
was no doubt due to the desire to avoid a prosaic construction;
such an avoidance must have been especially tempting in light of
the alternative provided by ���+D, which would have been an easy
way to add a Homeric color to one’s language. Indeed, as indicated
in the table above, ���+D is the preferred means of marking the
agent in late epic, accounting for eight of the eleven PACs in the
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texts in question. At times it occurs in passages which are quite
reminiscent of its use in Homer, for example:

(88) A. R. 3.468–9 
� �� �	� 
W�
 | ������
	 ��2 ��)��
“and if it is his fate to be defeated by the
oxen”

(89) Q. S. 1.804–5 O��
	 . . . | . . . ��? 0�'
��	�	 �����
�
“as many as were defeated by the Argives”

While ��)�� does not occur in Homer as an object of ���, the fact
that, in both examples, the verb in the PAC is the passive of ������	
lends them a decidedly Homeric feel. At other times, however,
���+D is used in PACs in contexts which have gone beyond those
where it is found in Homer. Sometimes, its occurrence, though
without exact Homeric precedent, nevertheless is understandable
in light of the general semantics of the preposition:

(90) A. R. 3.1343 ����� 6������ �
	2� ��? 6$
����4 6�����	
“then, the fallow field was plowed by the
tireless plowman”

In (90), for instance, the fact that the field could be viewed as
plowed not just by the plowman but also under the plowman renders
the choice of ���+D to mark the agent a natural one. Contrast this
with (91):

(91) A. R. 1.794 �" �G� ��? 6�����	 �
�
�
	 5��)
“the city is not inhabited by men”

In this example, the use of ���+D seems less motivated by the
spatial semantics of the preposition – it is unlikely that the poet
should wish to emphasize the location of the city underneath the
men that inhabit it – and more by the fact that ���+D is frequently
used as an agent marker in Homer and so could be consciously
adopted by a later writer as a feature of epic diction.

Nor is ���+D the only Homeric agent marker to be employed
by later epic poets. In Apollonius, we also find �$ used once in a
way that resembles examples (74) to (76) from Homer:54

54 The other two examples with �$ that I have included in the frequency figures given above
are both only marginal PACs, as the agent in both cases is 5�
���.
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(92) A. R. 1.1098–9 �$ '8� ��� 5�
��� �
 ���
��� �
 �
	��	 �

1�F� | �U�
 �
�
��
��
	
“for the winds and the sea and all the earth
below have been created by Rhea”

While the exact reading of the verb is in doubt, the most likely
interpretation of this passage is to understand that all the earth has
been made by Rhea. As in (75) and (76), �$ is used to denote a
divine agent; as in (74) and (75), the verb is one of accomplishing.
In addition to this Homeric use of �$, the use of the compound
agent marker ��2 1
���+G also continues in later epic. As was the
case with ���+D, it sometimes occurs in contexts similar to those
where it is found in Homer:

(93) A. R. 1.814–15 
� $
� �� <��
���,�	 �
C������� .���4��
����)	�� ��2 1
���� 6�
�����)
“even though he should see her killed
before his eyes at the hands of her wicked
stepmother”

(94) Q. S. 1.494–5 
"�8� ��
� $
� ��
� ��	����
��
	 D�
����
1
���� N�� s�F��
“but when even the ships were about to be
burned at the hands of the Trojans”

But, again like the later use of ���+D, the construction has been
extended to include nouns other than 1
���. Quintus, for instance,
uses �
����3�	, which does not occur with ���+D in Homer,55 but,
as another word for (a part of) the hand, also does not represent a
significant departure from Homeric usage:

(95) Q. S. 1.588–9 O��� ���$���
�
 '),

w����) �8� ���1��3�	� ��? V�
����3�

�
����3�	�
“how many people’s limbs fell at our hands
besides the streams of Xanthus”

The use of ��� with ����� also occurs (Q. S. 2.201). Indeed,
the distinction between this class of agent constructions and the

55 It does, however, occur with ���+G once and with �� twice; for the passages in question,
see note 47.
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use of ���+D to mark the instrument (cf. (86)) or the attendant
circumstance can be a fine one:

(96) A. R. 1.6–7 ��+� ? 6����� O��	�? >��	��
�����
� ������	��� ��? ���
���3�	 �
���
	
“to be defeated at the bidding of the man
whom he would see coming from the people
wearing just one sandal”

While this is not a passage that should be counted among PACs
proper – ���+D is not an agent marker here as ���
���3�	 is not the
agent, and ��? ���
���3�	+G conveys too much semantic information
to be considered a compound agent marker – it does at least show
one way that an epic poet could circumvent the need to employ a
PAC altogether.

Conclusion

Homer used PACs too infrequently for the exact conditions that
motivated one agent marker over another to be recovered. Never-
theless, the outlines of some general trends are apparent, which,
though perhaps tenuous on the basis of Homeric evidence alone,
receive further confirmation in light of the practices of later epic
poets, as well as those of classical prose, as will be seen in
Chapter 4. The chief conclusions may be summarized as follows:

� Both of the agent markers standard in later Greek, the dative of
agent and ���+G, were already used by Homer but were not yet
grammaticalized in the functions they assumed in Attic prose.

� Another common means of marking the agent was ���+D,
which occurs especially with the passive of ������	. That this
agent marker was seen as particularly Homeric may be inferred
from its frequent use in later epic poets.

� Various ablatival prepositions could also be used. The most fre-
quent of these is �$, which, like ���+D, was taken up by later
epic poets as an agent marker.

� The semantics of the verb seem to play a role in determining
what agent marker is used: ���, both with the genitive and
with the dative, is often found with verbs of subjugation; the
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ablatival prepositions, especially �$, are frequently found with
verbs of accomplishing or bringing about. Because of the
paucity of examples, it might seem tenuous to propose that the
semantics of the verb have influenced the choice of agent marker.
Nevertheless, that this is the correct interpretation of the data is
suggested by the semantic naturalness of using ���, a prepo-
sition whose spatial function is to denote subjacency, to mark
an agent that is a subjugator, and the ablatival prepositions,
whose spatial function is to denote source, to mark an agent
that is a creator. This interpretation will be further supported in
Chapter 4 by the evidence of classical prose, in which the greater
number of PACs allows us to see more clearly how verbs of par-
ticular semantic fields could trigger particular prepositions as
agent markers.
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AGENT CONSTRUCTIONS WITH PERFECT
PASSIVE VERBS

Most passive verbs in Greek express their agent by means of the
preposition ��� with the genitive. The most common exception to
this rule is that passive verbs in the perfect generally construe with
an agent in the dative case:

(1) Hdt. 1.18.2 �� $
� ����
��� ��	 �
�����
	
“as has earlier been shown by me”

Because of this anomaly, many scholars have denied that the dative
found with perfect passives is an agent at all. Instead, they would
describe this usage as a dative of interest. What is less clear, how-
ever, is the reason why the perfect is distinguished from the other
aspects of the Greek verb in this way. The answer seems to lie
in the stative nature of the perfect: if no dynamic action is being
described, what place is there for an agent? Furthermore, while it
is quite plain that the usage of the Greek perfect changed signifi-
cantly over the period from Homer to Koine, the effects that this
change had on the expression of the agent with the perfect passive
have not been fully examined. As early as Herodotus, some perfect
verbs have ���+G rather than the dative marking the agent, notably
when the subject (that is, patient) of the verb was animate. This
use of the perfect passive with an animate patient becomes more
frequent by the time of Polybius. At the same time, the construc-
tion of perfect passives favored earlier, with inanimate patients and
animate agents in the dative, is increasingly replaced by the new,
resultative perfect active. The greater frequency with which ���+G

marks the agent of perfect passive verbs in later Greek can thus
be attributed to the growing use of the perfect passive with animate
subjects, which expressed their agent with ���+G, at the expense
of the perfect passive with inanimate subjects, which favored the
dative of agent.

78



agent constructions with perfect passive verbs

The origin of the dative of agent

The dative of agent is problematic for the standard grammars of
Greek because of the tension between equating it with the use of
���+G and dissociating it from the prepositional agent construc-
tions. If they were equivalent, then why did Greek maintain two
separate means of expressing the agent? If they performed two
different functions, then why did the dative occur in what approx-
imates complementary distribution with ���? Kühner–Gerth is
closer to the position of equating the two constructions: “Der Dativ
steht bei passivischen Ausdrücken scheinbar in gleicher Bedeu-
tung wie ��� c. gen. Er bezeichnet auch hier die Person, in deren
Interesse eine Handlung vollzogen wird; dass dies zugleich die die
Handlung hervorrufende Person ist, ist formell nicht angedeutet”
(1904: 422). Somewhere in the middle lies Schwyzer–Debrunner:
“Auch in der bes. häufigen Verwendung dieses Dativs beim pas-
siven Perfekt ist er für das Sprachgefühl nicht völlig gleichwertig
mit dem später geläufigen Ausdruck des Agens beim Passiv (���
c. gen. et dat.)” (1950: 149). And Humbert sees a significant differ-
ence between the two constructions: “On dit ordinairement que le
datif équivaut à ��2 suivi du génitif dans les autres thèmes: mais en
réalité, le parfait exprimant un état acquis, �8 �
��
'���
 V�,� ne
peut pas signifier: ‘les choses qui ont été faites par nous,’ mais: ‘le
travail fait en ce qui nous concerne, pour notre part’” (1960: 287).
He is right to call attention to the perfect’s function as a stative. As
Hettrich notes, regarding Od. 8.472 [�����$�� �
�,�	 �
�	�����,
“Da keine Handlung im eigentlichen Sinne bezeichnet wird, kann
die beteiligte Person auch nicht die Agensrolle ausfüllen” (1990:
75). Thus, at first, the stative perfect was incompatible with the
idea of an agent, and the so-called dative of agent was in fact
just a dative of interest. Over the centuries from Homer to Poly-
bius, however, the perfect stopped acting exclusively as a stative,1

and there was no longer any reason for the perfect passive not to
construe with an agent. What had been simple datives of interest
were then free to be understood as agents, in competition with
���+G. In the following paragraphs, I will describe more fully the
beginnings of this dative of agent, covering first the nature of the
1 See pp. 81–3 for fuller details.

79



expressions of agency in ancient greek

Indo-European perfect, then the force of the dative when construed
with the perfect.

In all probability, the PIE perfect of most verbs was originally a
stative, although with some verbs it served as an intensive instead.2

Employing endings distinct from those of the active and middle,3 it
expressed neither action directed at an object nor an action affecting
the subject, as did the other two voices, but rather an absence of
action, that is, the state resulting from a previous action. One may
compare it to German Die Tür ist geöffnet, in which it is only
important that the door is open, as against Die Tür wird geöffnet, in
which the action of opening the door comes into play.4 To continue
the analogy with German, it may be noted that only the latter of
the two sentences above may be construed with the agent, e.g. von
mir. As the first sentence describes not an action but a state, there is
no logical basis for referring to an agent. So too it must have been
with the PIE and, by extension, early Greek perfect. Still, though it
could not be construed with an agent, it could occur with a dative.5

2 Most scholars agree that the PIE perfect had a stative function, although they dispute the
exact nature of the relationship between the perfect and mediopassive endings. Stative
function is well-attested across the IE family: for IE generally, see Kury�owicz 1964:
57–61; for Greek, Wackernagel 1950: 166–71 and Schwyzer–Debrunner 1950: 263–4;
for Latin, Hofmann–Szantyr 1965: 317–20; for Sanskrit, MacDonell 1916: 341–2; for
Germanic, Meid 1971: 32–4. If the semantics of the verb, chiefly durativity, precluded
the strict function of state-resulting-from-an-action, then the function became intensive
(Meid 1971: 33).

3 Many think that the middle endings were originally related to the perfect, as initially
proposed by Kury�owicz 1932 and Stang 1932. Rix 1988, however, would construct a
three-voice system, with both active and middle distinct from the stative (later, perfect).
Stempel too would construct a three-voice system, comparing IE with Semitic (1995:
525), but sees the middle endings as ultimately derived from a contamination of active
and perfect endings (1996: 43–67).

4 The examples come from Jankuhn (1969: 21). He quotes them in the context of
Reichenkron’s distinction of four different diatheses (active, middle, stative, passive).

5 It is possible, of course, that this Greek dative is not an original dative, but rather an
instrumental. Certainly, in light of examples (41) to (43) (and possibly (22) and (50))
in Chapter 2, the original instrumental might well have had some role in the creation of
the Greek dative of agent. Two facts, however, militate against an instrumental origin for
the datives of agent found with perfect verbs. First, there is the very co-occurrence of the
dative of agent with the perfect; if the dative of agent is to be explained as an original
instrumental, then there should be some link between the perfect and the use of the
instrumental. But while there are, to my knowledge, no grounds for connecting the perfect
with the instrumental, there is a relationship between the perfect and dative, seen in the
similar Latin construction of the type mihi facta sunt (Green 1913: 73, Kury�owicz 1964:
57). Second, the dative of agent with perfect verbs is chiefly found with personal pronouns
as agents. If it had been primarily instrumental in origin, we would have expected the
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What was the force of this dative? All the related constructions
in Greek can be loosely characterized as datives of interest: datives
with verbals of necessity, datives with adjectives like ����� (quite
similar to the dative with �
�	�����), and the dative of posses-
sion. Indeed, all these functions come quite close to Schwyzer–
Debrunner’s description of the Greek dative: “Die Hauptfunktion
des echten Dativs ist nämlich die Bezeichnung der persönlichen
Beteilung an der Verbalhandlung oder die Stellungnahme zu der-
selben” (1950: 139). So long as the perfect indicated a state rather
than an action, the dative could not be an agent, but was instead
some manner of dative of interest. As the role of the perfect
changed, however, it did begin to describe actions. Two clues then
point to a growing equivalence of the dative of agent to ���+G.
First, the increasing use of ��� with the perfect suggests that,
pace Humbert, it did reach the point where the expression of an
agent was not incompatible with the semantics of the perfect. Still,
one could argue for a dual function of the perfect, retaining sta-
tive function where construed with the dative, but having acquired
true passive function where construed with ���. The second point,
however, meets this objection: one increasingly sees phrases like

>���
� ��	 replaced by 
>��$
.6 If these two constructions are as
interchangeable as ��'
�
	 ��? ���+ and ��'�, then there is a good
case for arguing for the equivalence of the dative of agent and ���,
at least in this later stage of Greek.

The development of the Greek perfect system

As mentioned in the previous section, the PIE perfect had end-
ings distinct from the active and mediopassive endings. With these
endings, characterized in Greek by the letter 
, the perfect could
express either a stative, that is, the state of the subject resulting from
a prior action, or an intensive, used to indicate emphatic or repeated

range of nominals found in these expressions to have ranged more evenly from inanimate
nouns through animate nouns to pronouns.

6 A similar change may be seen in Latin, where constructions with mihi est are replaced
by those with habeo (Bauer 1996, 1997: 288–90). While the Greek evidence is different
in that the starting-point is not a perfect participle with the copula, there is still the
movement from a stative construction with a dative agent to a transitive construction with
a nominative agent.
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action. Both these functions are present in early Greek, although the
Mycenaean evidence is quite slim.7 For the stative function, con-
sider Mycenaean a-ra-ru-wo-a (KN Ra 1541 and others), equiva-
lent to 6���F�, or Homeric Il. 18.12 a ���
 �\ �����$
 R
��	���)
5�$	��� )*��, Il. 2.135 $
� �\ ��+�
 �����
 �
-� $
� �����

���)��
	. The intensive perfect, though not found in Mycenaean
owing to the nature of the texts, can be found in Homer at e.g. Il.
17.264 ����)1
� ��'
 $+�
, Il. 8.559 '�'��
 �� �
 ����
 ��	���.8

However, as is clear from ���)��
	 in Il. 2.135, the mediopassive
endings could also be used with the perfect stem in the same stative
function. In fact, these mediopassive perfects are the more common
type in Mycenaean, found both in a finite form like e-pi-de-da-to
(PY Vn 20.1), “a été distribué,” which represents ��	���
���	,
as well as in several participles, like a-pu ke-ka-u-me-no (PY Ta
641.1), equivalent to $
$
)�����. Chantraine ascribes the advent
of these mediopassive perfects to an imbalance in the system, with
present middles aligned anomalously with the old “alphatic” per-
fect forms (e.g. '�'���
	/'�'��
 and @��)�
	/@���
), once the
latter were reinterpreted as actives rather than as a third voice
distinct from the active-middle opposition (1927: 24–36).9

At this point, both the old alphatic and new mediopassive end-
ings were in competition to mark the (usually intransitive) sta-
tive perfect. Then, in the fifth century, the alphatic endings were
increasingly reinterpreted as active transitive endings paired with
the mediopassive intransitive. Although intransitive significance

7 For instance, there are no finite perfects in Mycenaean with -
 endings. For a full study
of the perfects in Mycenaean, see Chantraine 1967.

8 Sauge appears to take this type of perfect as the starting-point for his investigation of
the perfect, in which he links together several types of construction as “factitif” (2000:
ix). His terminology is very confused, however, with his factitive including not only a
causative (“je fais crier quelqu’un”), but also distinct agentive reflexives (“Je fais que je
crie” = “je crie de toutes mes forces”) and ergatives (!) (“je suis fait crier” = “je crie–sous
l’effet de la douleur, par exemple”) (ibid. ix n. 1). In the end, he is led to absurdities,
as seen, for instance, in his description of the perfect as ultimately causative: “Ainsi, la
structure de base est celle d’une construction transitive (causatif) devenant absolue par
effacement soit de l’agent (agentive-refléxive), soit de l’incitateur (‘passif’), c’est-à-dire
de l’un des deux rôles. C’est ce que l’examen du verb �����$
 permettait de confirmer:
à la construction transitive �����$
 ��� �	�
 (X fait mourir Y) répondent la construction
réflexive-agentive (�����$
 ���) ‘X fait mourir [lui-même]’ et la construction ‘passive’:
^�����$
 ��� ? ‘X [est fait qu’il] meurt’” (84).

9 See also Kury�owicz 1964: 63.
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was retained in some common verbs like '�'��
, many new per-
fects with alphatic endings were transitive, especially aspirated and
kappatic perfects such as ���
1
 and ���)$
. The exact force of
this perfect is subject to some debate. It is usually called the resul-
tative perfect, as the emphasis is believed to have shifted from the
state of the subject to the result of the action on the object. Wack-
ernagel introduced the term in explaining why Attic Greek could
form ����$
 and ����$
, but Homeric Greek could not. He pointed
out that the semantics of these verbs were not compatible with the
primarily stative usages of the perfect in Homer. These forms were
not possible until the perfect had acquired an additional sense, as
it did in Attic, in which “das Perfekt von einer vergangenen Hand-
lung gebraucht wird, deren Wirkung im oder am Objekt noch in der
Gegenwart fortdauert” (1904: 4). In such cases, it was no longer
the state of the subject that mattered, but the effect of the action on
the object. Chantraine continues this view (1927: 119–45). McKay,
however, questions it in two articles on the Greek perfect, one deal-
ing with literary Greek, one with non-literary papyri (1965, 1980).
In his opinion, throughout the history of the Greek perfect, it is the
state of the subject that remains important (1965: 9–11; 1980: 33).
He explains the change in the perfect instead as “an increasingly
conscious implication of the past and present time relationship in
the essential state idea of the perfect” (1965: 11). Still, whether
one takes Wackernagel’s or McKay’s position, it is adequate for
this study simply to note the increase in transitive perfects (com-
pare Slings 1986: 11 n. 15). For, with the alphatic endings reinter-
preted as active transitives, and the mediopassive endings function-
ing as intransitives, the perfect system began to act more like the
present and aorist: the increasingly common transitive active was
opposed to an intransitive mediopassive.10 This shift in the perfect
system was to affect the expression of the agent with the perfect
passive.

10 For the widespread use of the transitive perfect in post-classical Greek, see Mandilaras for
the evidence from non-literary papyri (1973: §461–81). Both his “extensive” (§465–6)
and resultative (§467–9) categories come into play. As for the NT evidence, see Blass–
Debrunner 1961: §342–3. Moulton does note that the resultative perfect had begun to
wane slightly by the NT, which shows far fewer innovative forms than the Septuagint
(1976: 83–4).

83



expressions of agency in ancient greek

The development of the dative of agent

With the growth of the transitive perfect active and the consequent
opposition of active and passive in the perfect, one might well
expect the expression of the agent to change. In general, there is a
growing tendency to use ���+G rather than the dative to express
the agent. In the following section, I will examine the expression
of the agent with perfect verbs, starting with Herodotus, to illustrate
the gradual rise of ���+G. An analysis of the data will follow.11

In Herodotus, the dative is the most common means of express-
ing the agent of a perfect passive verb. Of the twenty-six PACs in
Book 1 involving verbs of the perfect system, nineteen express the
agent with the dative, compared to six with ���+G (and one with
���+D).12 Typical examples include:

(2) Hdt. 1.123.2 ��2 �? D�	 �����) ���
 �* $
���'
���
“and even before this, the following things had
been done by him”

(3) Hdt. 1.130.3 �� 
>���
� ��	 ����
���
“as has been said by me earlier”

It is found with a wide range of verbs: three times with �:
)���$�,
$
�
�'����
	, and ��'�, twice with ������, and once each with

*���, �����, �$��:
��, �:
�'����
	, $
�
������, $�����,
<�����, ��	��:

11 I pass over the perfect PACs in Homer as they have already been discussed in Chapter 2,
and, more importantly, they are extremely rare: there are only thirteen in all of Homer
(about 200,000 words), as opposed to twenty-six in the first book of Herodotus (about
30,000 words). Thus, they can do little to further the interpretation of the classical con-
struction. Still, I will offer a short account of their distribution. Seven of the thirteen
perfect PACs are with the dative, but five of these do not resemble the classical construc-
tion as the subject is personal: in three cases, the verb is �
�	����� (or -��) (Il. 24.533,
Od. 8.472, 13.28), in two it is �
���- (Il. 3.183, Od. 11.621–2). It seems likely that the
use of the dative is to be connected with the semantics of the verbs rather than their
being perfects. As for the other two perfect PACs with the dative, they do look more like
the later construction (Il. 13.168, Od. 5.262). The two examples with ��� still show the
local sense of the preposition (Il. 21.318, Od. 3.305), the two with ���� are very unusual
(Il. 6.56–7, 11.831), and only the two with �$ look like later constructions with ���. The
dative might have been avoided in Il. 18.74–5 because there could have been ambiguity
with the ��	 already present, and in Od. 7.69–70, because the subject is animate.

12 The nineteen examples with the dative are found at 8.4, 18.2, 68.6, 77.2, 86.3, 100.2,
123.2, 123.3, 130.3, 138.1, 165.2, 169.2, 185.1, 185.5, 201.1, 202.1, 202.2, 214.2, 216.3;
the six examples with ���+G at 35.3, 40.1, 59.1, 63.2, 114.5, 148.1; the one example
with ���+D at 94.7.
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(4) Hdt. 1.185.5 ��
��
 �� �* <�F�)$��
“and when it had been dug by her”

(5) Hdt. 1.214.2 H� ��	 �8 ���

 �:
�
��:
)��
“when their arrows had all been shot by
them”

While the agent is usually a pronoun, two of the nineteen agents
are nouns:

(6) Hdt. 1.8.4 ���
	 �G �8 $
�8 6���F��	�	 �:
����
	
“and that which is noble has been known by
men for a long time”

(7) Hdt. 1.201.1 �� �G �-3 M���4 $
� ��+�� �2 D����
$
���'
���
“and when this nation too had been defeated
by Cyrus”

The subject of the verb is often impersonal or a demonstrative
pronoun, as in examples (2) and (3).13 Finally, only five of the
nineteen PACs involve participles.14

PACs with ��� are less frequent, exceptions where ��� is used
instead of the dative falling into two well-defined groups. First, a
dative of agent is avoided when it would be ambiguous, generally
because the semantics of the verb would cause the dative to be
understood as an indirect object. Two of the PACs with ��� fall
into this category:

(8) Hdt. 1.63.2 D�
'�� �8 ���
�
����
 ��2 Q
	�	������)15

“and they said what they had been told to say
by Pisistratus”

(9) Hdt. 1.148.1 $�	��3 �:
�
	������� ��2 ?_F��� Q��
	����	
^T�	$����4
“dedicated jointly by the Ionians to Poseidon
of Helicon”

13 There are four PACs in explanatory �� clauses (18.2, 86.3, 130.3, 169.2), and four with
demonstrative pronouns as subjects (123.2, 123.3, 165.2, 216.3); one could probably
also include 100.2 in this group.

14 68.6, 86.3, 123.3, 185.1, 202.1.
15 For ������� with the dative, compare Hdt. 7.149.2 �
�� �G V'
������ 
"��,�	 ���
����
	

���$���
��
	.
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Second, ��� is used when the subject of the verb is personal or
quasi-personal. The other four PACs with ��� meet this criterion:

(10) Hdt. 1.35.3 �:
���
����� �
 ��2 ��+ �
��2� $
�
���
������� ������
“banished by my father and deprived of
all I had”

(11) Hdt. 1.40.1 �� ]� �
�	$������ ��2 ��� �
�
'	�F�$�
“as I have been prevailed upon by you, I’ll
change my mind”

(12) Hdt. 1.59.1 $
�
1��
��� �
 $
� �	
��
������
��)����
�� . M��,��� ��2 Q
	�	������)
“Croesus found out that [the population of
Attica] was being oppressed and divided by
Pisistratus son of Hippocrates”

(13) Hdt. 1.114.5 ��2 ��+ ��+ �����), ��)$���) �G �
	�2�
c�
 �
�	)�����
�

“we have been outraged in this way by one
who is your slave and the child of an
herdsman”

In contrast to the perfect PACs with the dative, the majority of these
PACs are participles. Furthermore, the agent is, except in 1.40.1, a
noun rather than a pronoun.

It is self-evident that the use of ��� in passages (8) and (9) is
motivated by a need to clarify the roles of the nouns in the sen-
tence. But the same need, if less obviously, also explains the use
of ��� in examples (10) through (13), when the subject of the
verb is personal. For one may rank nouns and pronouns in an ani-
macy hierarchy according to the likelihood of their occurring as the
agent of a sentence: at the top of the scale, first- and second-person
pronouns are most likely, then third-person pronouns and demon-
stratives, then human nouns, other animate nouns, and finally, at the
bottom, inanimate nouns.16 Such a hierarchy can have a tangible
influence on the morphology and syntax of a language. Languages

16 This analysis originated from a study of split-ergativity in Australian languages (Silver-
stein 1976) and has been taken up by Dixon in his works on ergativity (1979: 85–91
and 1994: 83–97). Wierzbicka 1981 offers the cautionary note that, when one looks
solely at sentences describing interactions between humans, first-person pronouns may
actually be more frequent as patients than agents. Although they question the validity of
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with inverse systems, for instance, show special marking whenever
the noun that is lower down on the hierarchy is the agent instead
of, as expected, the patient.17 In Greek too, the use of ��� with
certain perfect passives can be explained in this way. If the agent
is animate, and the patient is inanimate, then the two participants
are fulfilling their expected roles, and even a relatively ambiguous
agent marker like the dative of agent is sufficient to signal these
roles. But if both agent and patient are animate, then both partici-
pants have equal potential to be the agent, and ��� is necessary to
clarify which is the patient, which the agent. Similarly, the animacy
hierarchy can explain why the dative of agent is so common with
pronouns: because pronouns are prototypical agents, the dative is
likelier to be a sufficient indication of the agentive status of a pro-
noun than of a noun. At this point, it is also worth recalling the
pragmatic evidence from Aristophanes discussed in Chapter 1. In
prose, the agent in a PAC is likely to be high-animacy, whether
the agent marker is ��� or the dative of agent. But the situation
is different in Aristophanes, where there is a dichotomy between
��� marking low-animacy agents, and the dative of agent mark-
ing high-animacy agents. It is not surprising, then, to find that, in
prose too, the exceptional circumstance where ��� marks the agent
with perfect verbs typically occurs when that agent is relatively
low-animacy.

One may then summarize the data from Herodotus as follows.
Perfect PACs generally cluster at two ends of a continuum with the
following characteristics:

dative of agent ���+G

� subject is inanimate � subject is animate
� agent usually pronoun � agent usually noun
� verb rarely a participle � verb frequently a participle

Wierzbicka’s including only human–human interactions in her data, Mallinson–Blake
agree that it may be best not to see the hierarchy in terms of the likelihood of being the
agent, but rather of being the topic (1981: 80–91). While this latter formulation may
work well for English, the data presented in Chapter 1 – in particular, Greek’s readiness
to demote the first-person pronoun to an oblique, non-topical agent expression – suggest
that, for Greek at least, the hierarchy describes the likelihood of a participant’s being the
agent. At any rate, whatever the best theoretical description may be, the parallel between
Greek and languages with inverse systems seems clear.

17 For examples, see Palmer 1994: 207–11.
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In Herodotus, PACs at the left end of the scale are more common.
As the perfect becomes more integrated with the present and aorist,
we might expect more PACs at the right end, as it is closer to the
PAC usage found with these other tenses. The evidence presented
below will show that this is indeed true.

In classical Attic, the nature of the PACs found with perfect
verbs varies widely from author to author. Based on numbers
alone, sample texts from Thucydides and Demosthenes have more
PACs with the dative, Xenophon more with ���, and Lysias and
Plato lie somewhere in between, as seen in the middle column
below:18

Author % PACs with dative % PACs with dative (modified)

Thucydides 83 (10/12) 83 (10/12)
Demosthenes 75 (21/28) 50 (7/14)
Lysias 48 (15/31) 33 (8/24)
Plato 39 (9/23) 18 (3/17)
Xenophon 11 (1/9) 11 (1/9)

These numbers, however, are misleading. While Thucydides does
employ the dative of agent in a wide range of usages, the figures for
Demosthenes and Lysias are inflated by the frequency of such par-
ticipial constructions as �-� �
��
'����� 
"�-3, and the count
for Plato by the common occurrence of PACs with .����'��. If
these constructions are left out of the tally, the figures for Thucy-
dides and Xenophon remain the same, but those for Demosthenes,
Lysias, and Plato drop, as indicated in the right column. Before
examining these figures in light of the parameters mentioned
above – whether the subject is animate, whether the agent is a
pronoun, and whether the verb is a participle – I must first dis-
cuss two issues regarding participles. Two phenomena appear
related, but are in fact probably distinct. First, in Herodotus, it
will be seen that substantivized participles, i.e. participles used

18 The texts examined were Thucydides 6, 7, Lysias 1–8, 14, 31, 32, Xenophon Anabasis
1.1–4.5, Plato Euthyphro, Apology, Crito, Symposium, and Demosthenes 4, 9, 21, 27,
28.
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with the definite article as nouns, behave anomalously in their
agent constructions. In Chapter 4, I will ascribe their behavior to
the disruption of the verbal category of voice that occurs when
a verb is used in a predominantly non-verbal way. A different
discrepancy, however, is discussed in the following section: sub-
stantivized neuter participles behave more like finite verbs, usually
taking the dative of agent, as against other, more adjectival partici-
ples, which are found more often with prepositions. I would suggest
that the dative was the original usage, but that, as the perfect pas-
sive mimicked the present and aorist more and more, use of ���
spread rapidly with most participles, as this was a favored context
for present and aorist passives. At the same time, the dative sur-
vived most persistently in set phrases that could involve either finite
verbs, such as �� 
>���
� ��	, or substantivized neuter participles,
like �8 �
��
'���
 
"�-3. Let us consider now each author in
turn.

The dative of agent with perfect verbs is well established in
Thucydides. In Books 6 and 7, it is found ten times, compared to
two instances of ���. It is found with nine different verbs, mostly
resembling the verbs used by Herodotus in perfect PACs.19 Twice
the agent is a noun, elsewhere a pronoun. In all cases, the subject
of the verb is either impersonal or neuter. It is not found with the
participle, only with the indicative. That Thucydides should be so
prone to use the dative of agent with perfect passives is only to be
expected, considering his fondness for the construction with other
tenses as well.20

At first glance, Demosthenes too would seem to favor the dative
of agent, with twenty-one of the twenty-eight PACs with per-
fect verbs taking a dative of agent. However, fourteen of them –
half the total number of perfect PACs – belong to a limited class,
namely, participles used with the definite article as neuter substan-
tives. Furthermore, in twelve of these, the verb is ������, with

19 These are z�
�����, 6���
���, �	
���
���, �:
�'����
	, A��	����, 
����$�, ��'�
(2×), �
�
�$
)����
	, and ������.

20 Examples are found at 6.16.3 (maybe), 87.3; 7.11.2, 26.1, 27.3, 34.4; see also 7.70.7 for
a striking example with a verbal noun. Rusten 1989 points out instances at 2.7.2, 35.3,
41.4, 43.5, 46.1, 77.2, and 101.5.
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only two instances of other verbs.21 Curiously, this construction
does not appear to have been used by Herodotus or Thucydides. In
Herodotus, PACs containing such nominalized participles are often
marked by non-standard prepositional usages and are quite rare in
the perfect anyway; substantivized perfect participles with agents
are not found in Thucydides 6 or 7, though a present passive partici-
ple does occur – with a dative agent (6.87.3). It should also be noted
that, of PACs in Demosthenes with perfect participles, all fourteen
neuter participles with the definite article take the dative, never a
preposition, while the participles that are not substantivized always
take a preposition, never the dative: good evidence for distinguish-
ing between the two types of participles. The PAC at 21.195 might
appear to be a counter-example, for it does show a substantivized
participle used with a preposition. This participle, however, is mas-
culine plural and should be regarded separately from the more com-
mon construction with the neuter participle. Its patient, after all, is
animate, rather than inanimate, and it therefore falls naturally into
the prepositional category. Still, the dative of agent is clearly promi-
nent in Demosthenes even if these participial constructions are dis-
regarded on the grounds that, as a quasi-formulaic expression, they
skew the data in favor of the dative of agent: the remaining seven
examples include one with a noun agent22 and five verbs other than
������.

The situation in Lysias is similar. Of fifteen PACs with the dative,
seven involve neuter participles used as substantives (4× ������,
2× ��	��, 1× 6�
���). If these are omitted, the ratio of PACs with
the dative of agent to those with prepositional agent markers is 8:16.
As in Demosthenes, there is a tendency, though not as absolute,
for substantivized participles to take the dative (seven of nine) and
non-substantivized participles to construe with a preposition (ten
of twelve).

In Plato, the ratio of PACs with the dative of agent to those with
��� is similar to that of Lysias. While the number of PACs with

21 21.18 ��,� A
)�-3 �
�

�	
)����	�, 21.169 ��	
+�? a� 
"�-3 �8 �
��3��)�'����
 $
�
�
��
'���
.

22 9.25 ����? O�? �:�������
	 $
� `
$
�
	�����	� �� ��,� ��	�$���? �$
���	� D�
�	� $
� ��,�
V�
����	� ���'���	� �� ��,� A�����$���
.
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the dative is not as swollen by substantivized participles as it is in
the orators – only two of nine fall into this category – it does seem
to be inflated by a number of PACs with .����'��, which, as will
be seen in Chapter 4, often shows peculiar behavior in its agent
constructions, favoring the dative of agent even with verbs that are
not perfect passives. If one leaves out the PACs with .����'��,
which include the two involving substantivized participles, only
three PACs with the dative remain, as against fourteen with
���.23

As for Xenophon, the number of PACs with perfect passives is,
as a whole, quite low, with only eight found in 122 OCT pages,
approximately the same sample size as used for the other authors.
Of these, only one involved a dative of agent, An. 1.8.12 $%� ��+�?,
D��, �	$-�
�, ����? V�,� �
�����
	.

If the authors are arranged chronologically, with Thucydides and
Lysias born in the mid-fifth century, Plato and Xenophon in the late
fifth century, and Demosthenes in the early fourth century, the pro-
portion of PACs with ��� does gradually rise – with the notable
exception of Demosthenes, who uses the dative of agent quite fre-
quently. It might seem arbitrary to discount Demosthenes as an
exception, were it not for the general rarity of ��� in Homer and
its frequency in Polybius and, even more so, in the New Testament,
discussed below. There is thus evidence for a trend of increasing
use of ��� in perfect passive constructions.

In conjunction with this spread of ���, one should also look at
the other parameters that vary according as the agent is marked by
��� or the dative: the animacy of the subject, whether the agent is
a noun or a pronoun, and whether or not the verb is an adjectival
participle.24 Consider the following two charts:

23 Among the PACs with .����'��, I include Cri. 49a ! �U�
	 V�,� �$
,�
	 
* �����
�
.����'�
	 �� �
,��
 �
,� <��'
	� V���
	� �$$
1)���
	 
����. It is unclear whether V�,� is
to be understood as an agent of �$$
1)���
	 
����. Even if it is, the construction is likely
to have been influenced by the noun .����'�
	 as well as the preceding clause, in which
the aorist of .����'�� is construed with a dative of agent: �� �����$	� V�,� $
� �� �-3
D������
� 1����4 �����'���.

24 Here and in the following table, I define “adjectival” to mean all participles except for
neuter participles used with the definite article.
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PACs with
dative % inanim. subject % pronom. agent % adjl. ptcl.

Thucydides 100 (10/10) 80 (8/10) 0 (0/10)
Lysias 100 (15/15) 80 (12/15) 13 (2/15)
Plato 100 (9/9) 89 (8/9)a 11 (1/9)
Xenophon 100 (1/1) 100 (1/1) 0 (0/1)
Demosthenes 100 (21/21) 90 (19/21) 0 (0/21)

a The one agent that is a noun occurs at Smp. 201d �$ �-� �����'������
���� $
� 0'����	. Willingness to have a noun be a dative of agent probably
results from the fact that the verb is .����'��. Furthermore, use of the
dative could well have been motivated by the pronoun ����.

PACs with preps. % anim. subject % noun agent % adjl. ptcl.

Thucydides 50 (1/2) 100 (2/2) 50 (1/2)
Lysias 44 (7/16) 63 (10/16) 62 (10/16)
Plato 71 (10/14) 64 (8/14) 57 (8/14)
Xenophon 63 (5/8) 75 (6/8) 50 (4/8)
Demosthenes 71 (5/7) 14 (1/7) 57 (4/7)

For the entire period, it is clear that, while the dative of agent is most
often limited to the prototypical context of an inanimate subject
and a pronominal agent and is rarely found with participles (except
for those that are neuter substantives), the prepositional PACs often
extend into situations involving one or more of the conditions typi-
cal of PACs with the dative. Determining the motivation for prepo-
sitional PACs with inanimate subjects is particularly important.
Without fail, an animate subject requires a prepositional PAC.25

But what causes a perfect passive with an inanimate subject to
construe with ���+G rather than with the dative of agent?

If we take the dative as the default construction with inanimate
subjects, we find that the PACs with prepositions usually fall into
certain categories. First, a prepositional PAC can occur when the

25 This statement holds absolutely true for my own corpus. Smyth only notes two counter-
examples, at D. 19.247 and 57.10, where “the subject is personal and the person is treated
as a thing in order to express scorn” (1920: 344).
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semantics of the verb make it more natural for the dative to be
interpreted as an indirect object. At Pl. Smp. 183c and 188c, we
see that the dative with the perfect passive of ��������� refers to
the person to whom, not by whom something was ordered. Thus,
at Ap. 33c, it is not surprising that the agent is expressed with ���,
especially as there is already a dative, ����, indicating the person
to whom the command was given: ���� �G ��+��, �� �'F ���	,
�������
$�
	 ��2 ��+ �
�+. Seven of the nineteen prepositional
PACs with perfect verbs and inanimate subjects belong to this
category.26 Still, Thucydides does not shrink from ambiguity in
this respect: with 
>���
	, the dative can refer either to the agent
(6.2.1, 6.94.1) or to the indirect object (6.42.2, 67.1; 7.4.7, 10.1,
20.1, 2).

There are three other cases in which the dative is avoided because
it would be ambiguous, not because the semantics of the verb
prompt interpretation as an indirect object, but because another
dative is present: Lys. 14.19 (��,� ��2 ������ �
�� �\� ���	�
�
��
'����	�), where a dative of agent might be confused with the
dative of the participle, and Pl. Euthphr. 6b ($
� ��2 �-� 6'
�-�
'�
���� �� �
 5��
 *
�8 V�,� $
�
�
���$	��
	) and Smp. 177a
(5���	� ��� �	�	 �
-� N���)� $
� �
���
� 
W�
	 ��2 �-� ��	j
��-� �
��	�����)�), where datives of interest are present. Lys.
1.24 (6�
�4'����� ��� ���
� $
� ��2 ��� 6���F��) �
�
�$
)
�j
�����)27 might also belong in this category, as a dative might be
interpreted as dative of interest – though, unlike the other examples
just mentioned, there is no directly competing dative.

Occasionally, the preposition, especially when it is other than
���, is used to add a nuance associated with the particular meaning
of the preposition. At Lys. 1.2 and D. 21.41, �
��+D is used with
'	'�F�$�, as often occurs with this verb, indicating that what is
known is not so much effected by someone as present with them.28

26 In addition to the example from the Apology, instances can be found at Lys. 3.15 and
3.37 (�
��)���), 7.29 (���������), D. 21.170, Pl. Smp. 183b, and X. An. 1.1.6 (all
with �����	).

27 Francken suggests that the text here is corrupt and deletes ���, presumably because it
is otiose to say that the door was opened and prepared by the maid and therefore better
to suppose that the maid herself was prepared. I disagree, as I think it is possible for
the speaker to have emphasized both the physical opening of the door as well as the
conspiratorial complicity of the maid in doing so.

28 For further discussion of �
��+D as an agent marker, see Chapter 4.
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Note especially the parallelism in the Lysias: $
� �
+�
 �"$ %�

>� ����� �
�? ��,� �N��� �'������
, 6��? �� z����3 ��3 ^T����	.
Furthermore, at two places in Lys. 7, �	�+A and ��� are used
because the guilt of the speaker depends on whether or not he was
the agent of the verbs in question.

There remain four prepositional PACs which, taken together,
suggest that another important condition motivating the use of
a prepositional agent marker was the fact that the agent was a
noun, rather than a pronoun. Two of these examples are found in
Xenophon, at An. 2.2.16 and 4.2.10. In both cases, the agent is
a noun. The only dative of agent that does occur in my sample
of Xenophon is the pronominal V�,�. Xenophon may well have
restricted the use of the dative of agent to pronouns in favor of a
more widespread use of ���. In the other two PACs as well, Th.
6.96.2 ($
� S���
��
	 ��2 �-� P)�
$����� �	8 �2 ��	�����
��+ 5���) 
W�
	 ’T�	���
�), and Lys. 5.1 (�8 �
�8 �-� 5����

������
), the agent is a noun, not a pronoun. Though these authors
were certainly capable of using the dative of agent with nouns, it
seems likely that in these two passages, their choice of preposi-
tional agent markers is indicative of a general tendency to prefer
prepositions when marking nouns as agents.

By the time of Polybius, the New Testament (NT), and Plutarch,
the dative of agent with the perfect passive has become much
rarer.29 In the particular texts selected for study, only four of the
nineteen PACs (21 per cent) with perfect passives in Polybius and
none of the eight in the NT or the three in Plutarch have a dative
of agent. Those datives of agent that are present in Polybius are
restricted to the canonical form: all have inanimate subjects, all
have pronominal agents, and only two different verbs are found
(3× ��'�, 1× �
�
�$
)����
	). To some extent, the decline in
the use of the dative of agent results from the fact that the use
of prepositional agent markers had started to encroach on what in

29 Texts searched exhaustively for PACs with perfect verbs were Book 3 of Polybius (in
Foucault’s Budé edition), Mark and Acts (in the Nestle–Aland edition), and Plutarch’s
Life of Antony (in the Mondadori edition of Amandini et al.). Additional information on
the PACs with specific verbs was collected by means of TLG searches of all of Polybius
and the NT and of all of the Lives of Plutarch.
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classical Attic would have been the domain of the dative. But, as
the dative of agent frequently continues to be used in the circum-
scribed contexts where it was found earlier, the greater part of its
decline should be attributed to the reduction in the occurrence of
those contexts, largely as a result of the increased use of the perfect
active.

Consider the six times in Polybius 3 that a preposition marks
the agent in a PAC with an inanimate subject. Two of these PACs
probably would have had a prepositional agent marker in Attic
as well: 3.33.18, where the verb, $
�
�����, induces the use
of ���, as the dative could be interpreted as the beneficiary, and
3.44.5 ($
� �	? A������� �8 �
��'���
 �
�? 
"�-� �	
���
	 ��,�
@1��	�), where the presence of an additional dative, ��,� @1��	�,
could have motivated the use of a prepositional agent marker to
avoid ambiguity. But, in the other four cases, one might well have
expected an Attic author to have used the dative of agent. Certainly
the PACs at 3.9.1 and 3.33.17, both with substantivized participles
(from '���� and ������), the first with a pronominal agent,
resemble the many in Lysias and Demosthenes that have the dative.
So too, it is conceivable that the PAC at 3.21.2 (�
+�
� . . . v��
�)������'����
� ��2 `)�
���)), with the verb �)������'��,
would have taken a dative in Plato. The construction at 3.40.8
($
���)�
� �\� $
�
$
$����)1������ 1F�
� ��2 ^{��
���) is
less clear. A dative would have been ambiguous, as it could have
been read as a dative of possession, but such ambiguity would not
have significantly altered the semantics of the sentence. Indeed,
it is the ambiguous interpretation of a dative of interest, closely
connected with the dative of possession, that led to the dative of
agent in the first place.

Mark and Acts provide only three examples in which a preposi-
tion marks the agent of a perfect passive whose subject is inanimate,
but here too the construction with ��� may have spread to con-
texts that formerly elicited the dative. The PAC with ���������
at Acts 10.33 would have called for ��� in Attic; such might also
be the case with Acts 16.4 (�8 ��'�
�
 �8 $
$�	���
 ��2 �-�
6��������). But Mark 5.4 provides a good example of an envi-
ronment that would probably have called for a dative of agent in
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classical Greek: �	8 �2 . . . �	
�����
	 ��? 
"��+ �8� z���
	� $
�
�8� ���
� �)��
��,��
	.30

Plutarch’s Life of Antony offers only three examples of PACs
with perfect verbs, at 46.4 and 76.2 with ��� and at 61.2 with
�
��+G. In both PACs with ���, the verb’s subject is animate and
��� is thus expected. As for the PAC with �
��+G (a� �G $
� �
�8
��+ R���� �
�	���� 6�
��
����� ����
	
), the dative of agent
might have been avoided in classical Attic as well, considering
that the agent is a noun, not a pronoun. The use of �
��+G is due
to the semantics of the verb.31 This evidence from Plutarch, then,
is insufficient to settle the question as to whether his avoidance
of the dative of agent represents a significant departure from the
standards of Attic.

Thus, while these initial figures give some support to the view
that the use of the dative to mark the agent of perfect passives
gradually declined in favor of ��� and other prepositions, it is
necessary to examine a somewhat wider corpus in order to ensure
that the data can be more conclusive. The remainder of this sec-
tion, then, singles out ten verbs that construe with the dative of
agent in Herodotus or Thucydides and describes, on the basis of
an examination of the entire corpus of Polybius and the NT and all
of Plutarch’s Lives, the frequency with which the perfect passives
of these verbs continue to construe with the dative of agent. On
the whole, it will be seen that the dative of agent continues to be
a agent marker, and that the infrequency with which it occurs in
these later authors results not so much from a move towards ���
as the agent marker with perfect passives as from the increased
use of the perfect active, eliminating the need for an oblique agent
marker altogether.

Consider, then, the following ten verbs, all of which construe
with a dative of agent in Herodotus or Thucydides: z�
�����,
'����, �����, ��'����
	 (and its compounds), A��	����,

����$� (and its compounds), ��'�, ������, ��	��, and ������.
First, we must consider the general frequency in Polybius, the NT,

30 One of the uncial manuscripts has a different text here, with the verb rephrased in the
active voice, but its presence in the other manuscripts suggests that it was legitimate
Greek of the period.

31 See Chapter 4 for further details about the use of �
��+G with verbs of sending.
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and Plutarch’s Lives of the dative of agent with these verbs. The
only three which occur more than twice with the dative of agent
are �����, ��'�, and ������. The first of these, �����, occurs
four times with a dative of agent in Polybius, and never with a
dative of agent in the NT or Plutarch’s Lives; furthermore, in all
four of the occurrences of the dative of agent with ����� in Poly-
bius, the agent in question is the personal pronoun V�,�, and the
verb itself is always the indicative form �
�����
	. This distribu-
tion gives the strong impression that, in this expression at least,
the dative of agent is preserved as a fossilized form. The second
verb, ��'�, occurs twenty-three times with the dative of agent in
these authors: twenty-one times in Polybius, never in the NT, and
twice in Plutarch’s Lives.32 Despite its frequency in Polybius, the
dative of agent with ��'� seems nearly as fossilized as that with
�����: in one PAC (10.11.4), the agent is �����,�, but in all the
others (excluding the participial PACs discussed below) it is either
V�,� or, once, ��	. As for the two examples in Plutarch, one occurs
close to the beginning of Phocion, in a context that suggests that
the dative of agent, by now rare, could be used as a high-register
rhetorical device:

(14) Plut. Phoc. 1.2 ��+�� �? 
� $
� �-3 p����	 ��
���
���

>���
	
“and if this has been said by the speaker
rather boldly”

The other occurs in a passage where the dative of agent with ��'�
is parallel to one with ������, the verb with which, it will be seen
shortly, the dative of agent was most persistent:

(15) Plut. Ct. Mi. 52.3 Q����K�) �? 
�������, �
��	$F�
�
 �G�

�����
	 M����	, �	�	$F�
�
 �? 
"�-3
�
��U1�
	
“and when Pompey said that more
prophetic words had been spoken by
Cato, but that friendlier actions had been
carried out by himself”

32 I have restricted these data to perfects formed from the stem 
���-.
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The third verb, then, which is found more than twice with the
dative of agent in these texts, is indeed ������, with which this
construction is found thirty times, nineteen times in Polybius, once
in the NT, and ten times in Plutarch’s Lives. As the raw num-
bers suggest, it is with this verb that the dative of agent remains
the most productive. In Polybius, found only twice with finite
verbs (4.80.4, 9.34.11), it is mostly restricted to participial forms,
where it occurs in a curious distribution to be discussed below.
The one dative of agent with ������ in the NT is, according to
Blass–Debrunner, the only dative of agent in the entire NT with
any verb (1961: §191):

(16) Luke 23.15 �"�G� 5:	�� �
����) ����� �
��
'�����

"�-3
“nothing deserving of death has been done
by him”

Here too we see the dative of agent occurring with a participle.
Both in Polybius and in the NT, then, the dative of agent with
������ is found in environments that are reminiscent of those in
which it typically occurred in Demosthenes as well. In Plutarch,
however, the datives of agent with ������ are more frequently
found with the non-participial forms of the verb, with only three
of the ten examples occurring with participles. As a result, the
dative of agent in this instance still seems to be productive –
or, at any rate, to have been revived on the basis of Attic
models.33

Indeed, with the other seven verbs examined as well, it is only
Plutarch who employs the dative of agent with any regularity. None,
of course, occurs with the dative of agent in the NT; but Polybius
too has no datives of agent with '���� (which occurs four times
with ���, once with �
��+G as agent markers), ������ (which
occurs in one PAC with �
��+D as the agent marker), z�
�����,
��'����
	, or 
����$� (the latter three of which do not occur in
any PACs). As for ��	�� and A��	����, the former only occurs in

33 Though Plutarch himself shied away from deliberate Atticizing (Horrocks 1997: 82), his
contemporaries’ general awareness of Attic precedent could well have encouraged his
use of the construction.
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one PAC, where it does, to be sure, occur with the dative of agent
(34.2.10), the latter in three PACs, of which two have the dative of
agent (2.69.11 and 15.27.4), the other ��� (9.17.8).

In Plutarch, on the other hand, in addition to one dative of
agent with ��	�� (and also one PAC with ���), '����, ������,
z�
�����, and ��'����
	 also all occur with the dative of agent
(2× each, except for ������, with only one example), unlike in
Polybius. While '���� does occur seven times in PACs with ���,
and ��	�� in one with ���, the other three verbs are only found
in these PACs with the dative of agent. (Of the other two remain-
ing verbs, A��	���� does not occur in any PACs in the Lives, and

����$� only occurs in one, with ���.) In short, the impression
given by these data is that the dative of agent is used only rarely in
Polybius, almost never in the NT, and, while it continues to serve
as an agent marker with perfect passive verbs, PACs with perfect
verbs are themselves relatively rare, if, for example, there are only
three found with the perfect passive of ��	�� in all of Polybius and
the Lives of Plutarch.

Thus, the decisive factor in the decline of the dative of agent
seems to have been more a reduction in PACs with the perfect pas-
sive altogether than an overwhelming shift to the use of ��� as an
agent marker with these verbs. Indeed, in Polybius at least, despite
the apparent prejudice against the dative of agent, both agent mark-
ers seem to be viewed as nearly equivalent to one another insofar
as the choice of which one is used with participles seems to have
been governed to a large extent by the case of the participle. If the
dative of agent is still available in this way as a stylistic feature that
can be controlled by the author, it seems less of a fossilized usage.
Consider, for instance, the following two charts, which show the
effect that the case of the participle can have on the expression of
the agent:

� agent markers in Polybius with the participle 
��������

G participle N participle A participle D participle

D agent 4 0 1 1
��� agent 2 5 2 5
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� agent markers in Polybius with the participle �
��
'�����

G participle N participle A participle D participle

D agent 12 0 5 0
��� agent 1 0 0 3

In the case of both 
�������� and �
��
'�����, the dative of agent
is preferred if the participle is in the genitive (thus avoiding the
confusion, or at any rate, the repetition of a double genitive), while
��� is preferred if the participle is in the dative (again, thus avoid-
ing a double occurrence of the dative). The picture is less clear
if the participle is in the nominative or accusative; thus, we can-
not ascertain which agent marker would have been preferred if the
particular stylistic consideration of avoiding the repeated use of
a given case were not an issue: with 
��������, ��� is preferred,
seven to one, while with �
��
'�����, the dative of agent is pre-
ferred, five to zero. Such a pattern is consistent with the observa-
tion that, generally, the dative of agent was most persistent with
������.

The dative of agent, then, survived into these authors, but only
under reduced circumstances. Now the chief reason for its decline
does not seem to have been that it lost ground to ���. Take Poly-
bius, for instance: with finite forms of the perfect passive of ��'�,
the fifteen examples of the dative of agent do, to be sure, look fos-
silized, as mentioned above. But there is only one corresponding
example of such a form construing with ��� as the agent marker.
As for ������, finite forms of the perfect passive only occur twice
with the dative of agent, but never at all with ���. Furthermore,
while there is only the one instance of the dative of agent in the
entire NT (example (16)), of the ten verbs mentioned above, only
one of them, A��	����, occurs in a PAC with ��� as an agent
marker, and that only once. The perfect passives of the other nine
verbs are never found with ��� marking the agent. In Plutarch’s
Lives, there are rather more PACs of perfect verbs with ���: seven
times with ��'�, once with ��	��, eight times with ������,
nine times with '����, and once with 
����$�: but the perfects
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of ����� and A��	���� are not found in any PACs, and those of
������, z�
�����, and ��'����
	 are found only with the dative
of agent.

Rather, the decline of the dative of agent is due to the reduction
in the number of PACs of perfect passives altogether, a reduction
enabled by the rise of the perfect active. Again, consider Polybius
first. The construction �
�����
	 V�,� occurs four times – a clear
descendant of the Herodotean example at the start of this chapter.
But the active counterpart is far more frequent, with �
���F$
�
�
occurring fifteen times. Contrast Herodotus, where �
����$
 and
�
���F$
�
� do not occur at all, and the perfect active of �����
only occurs once in the Histories in any form. As for the perfect
of ��'�, 
>���
	 V�,�/��	 occurs fourteen times in Polybius as
against 
>��$
/
���$
�
� twelve times. This ratio is a significant
change from Herodotus, where the passive construction also occurs
fourteen times, but the active only three times. In the NT, this
ratio becomes even more skewed in favor of the active: active
forms of 
���- occur twenty-one times, the passive only five times.
Furthermore, the perfect active of ��	�� occurs sixteen times in the
NT, as against only one example of the perfect passive (Hebrews
12.27). Finally, in Plutarch’s Lives, while there are no examples
of �
�����
� ��	 or �
�����
	 V�,�, the active �
���F$
�
� is
found twice. In the first six Lives, he does continue to use the perfect
passive of ��'� more frequently than the active (by a 20:11 ratio),
but even this represents an increase over Herodotus and Thucydides
in the frequency of the perfect active as against the passive: in the
first two books of Herodotus’ Histories, there are twenty-seven
examples of the perfect passive against only three of the perfect
active; in the whole of Thucydides, there are fifty-three perfect
passives, but only eight perfect actives. These figures suggest that,
in the fifth century BC, the perfect active was a verbal form that
had not yet reached the full extent of its potential use; indeed,
it spread in the Greek of Polybius, the NT, and Plutarch at the
expense of the perfect passive, and, in doing so, caused a decline
in the frequency of the environment in which the dative of agent
occurred. Accordingly, the dative of agent itself then went into
decline as well.
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Conclusion

The anomalous use of the dative of agent with the perfect first
arose because the perfect expressed a state rather than an action.
As such, it could not be construed with an agent in the same
way that dynamic aspects like the present or aorist could. Later
in Greek, however, the function of the perfect active changed so as
to become the transitive counterpart of an intransitive passive. The
perfect thus came into alignment with the present and aorist, and,
in consequence, ���+G was no longer excluded as a possible agent
marker with the perfect passive. The dative of agent did remain,
however, but its use became restricted, for the development of the
perfect active gave Greek the ability to rephrase the older passive
construction 
N���
� ��	 with the rather pithier 
N��$
.
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4

AGENT CONSTRUCTIONS WITH
PREPOSITIONS OTHER THAN ���: PROSE

While ��� is by far the most common agent marker in classical
Greek prose, other prepositions do occur in its place.1 In this chap-
ter, I will explore the linguistic motivation for these non-standard
agent markers. Generally speaking, there are two factors that affect
the selection of agent markers. The more important is the semantic
field to which the verb belongs: verbs of sending and giving often
use an ablatival preposition like �$ or �
��+G; verbs of think-
ing often use a locatival preposition like ����2 or �
��+D. The
second, lesser factor concerns the syntax of the verb: participles
sometimes take different agent markers than would finite verbs.
The body of this chapter will examine the works of six major prose
authors in turn (Herodotus, Thucydides, Xenophon, Lysias, Plato,
and Demosthenes) to demonstrate how these two factors affect the
expression of the agent.

Survey of earlier literature

Scholarship on this question has been surprisingly scarce. Aside
from the section in Kühner–Gerth (1898) on the uses of preposi-
tions generally, the chief existing studies are Schwyzer’s lengthy
article on agent constructions (1943) and a brief article on agent-
hood by Luraghi (2000). Both Kühner–Gerth and Schwyzer suffer
from a failure to address the conditions under which non-standard
agent markers are used. They merely offer lists of examples, and
vague statements as to their distribution in the various authors.
Luraghi’s article, on the other hand, while offering a good starting-
point for understanding the motivations for non-standard agent

1 For the frequency of ��� relative to other agent markers, compare the two bracketed
figures in the chart on p. 40.

2 In this study, ���� refers exclusively to the use of the preposition with the genitive, as
this is the only case with which it could mark the agent.
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markers, is too cursory to provide a thorough understanding of
these prepositions. Still, it will be useful to examine the findings of
all these works in order to lay the foundation for a more complete
study of this subject.

The section in Kühner–Gerth (henceforth, KG) that deals with
prepositions gives examples of prepositions other than ��� used to
mark the agent. Although the examples are helpful, the descriptions
given to distinguish the various prepositions are too vague to be
useful. Still, a brief look at the labels given to 6��, �$, �
��+G,
�
��+D, and ���� provides a starting-point for a more detailed
investigation.

� 6�� is said to occur only rarely, and 6�� �	��� may be translated
“von Seiten jemandes, aliquo auctore” (1898: 457). Aside from one
example with '
����
	 from Herodotus, and one with �����
	 from
Xenophon, the only passages cited are from Thucydides. The assess-
ment that this is a rare usage is correct, but the translation offered only
accounts for one of the two main uses of 6�� in Thucydides, as will
be seen below.

� �$ is described as primarily limited to Ionic, being rare in Attic
prose, though occasionally found in tragedy (ibid. 460). KG cite sev-
eral examples from Homer and Herodotus, several from Sophocles
and Xenophon, and one each from Plato, Lycurgus, and Isaeus. This
account of the distribution is misleading, inasmuch as it understates
the frequency with which �$ occurs in tragedy: it is nearly as common
as ���. True, this could be an Ionicism, but its surprisingly common
occurrence should be noted all the same.3 KG also fail to give any
account of why it is used either in Ionic or in the rare instances when
it is found in Attic prose.

� �
��+G is said to be used “wenn angezeigt werden soll, dass die
Handlung aus der unmittelbaren Nähe, aus den Mitteln, dem Vermögen
jemandes herrühre in materieller oder geistiger Hinsicht” (ibid. 510).
A few examples from Plato and Xenophon are listed, as well as one
each from Lysias and Isocrates. Such a description is so vague it is
hard to see what would be excluded from it. It is difficult to imagine
a situation in which an agent could act without using the mental or
physical resources at his disposal.

� �
��+D is treated more usefully, as its connection with verbs of judg-
ing is noted, with examples given from Isaeus, Lycurgus, Demos-
thenes, Xenophon, and Isocrates (ibid. 511). To explain how �
��+D

differs from ���, they usefully refer to the spatial sense of the

3 For Ionicisms in tragedy, see Hoffmann–Debrunner (1969: 108).
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preposition: “durch �
��+D wird nicht ausgedrückt, dass die Hand-
lung von einem vollgezogen wird, sondern nur, dass sie bei ihm, inner-
halb seiner Sphäre vor sich geht.”

� ���� again receives vague treatment. KG merely say that ���� is
used of the agent in the sense “seitens . . . bei Begriffen des Emp-
fangens, Intransitiven und Passiven, schon bei Hom., häufig bei Hdt.,
auch bei den Attikern nicht selten” (ibid. 516), citing examples with
passive verbs from Homer, Herodotus, Xenophon, and Plato. They do
not mention that it occurs with many of the same types of verbs that
�
��+D does: while �
��+D is found with (i) 6:	�� and ������,
(ii) �
	�
��, and (iii) 6'
���, ���� occurs with (i) .����'�� and
6��:��, (ii) �	���$�, and (iii) 6�	����. Furthermore, they do not
observe that there is what approaches complementary distribution
between the authors which use �
��+D and those that use ����.

While KG have thus assembled a useful collection of examples,
their analysis generally does not proceed beyond noting that a
particular preposition is favored by a particular author, e.g. 6��
in Thucydides. When they do attempt to find a general description
characteristic of the individual prepositions, the result is usually
too ill-defined to be useful.

Schwyzer’s lengthy article on agent expression in Greek (1943)
is the most comprehensive treatment of this issue to date. But while
he provides useful lists of PACs with non-standard agent markers,
his analysis of these examples is again too cursory to do justice to
the complexity of the problem. The article as a whole deals with
several different topics, including the Indo-European origin of the
passive as well as the pragmatic motivation for agent expression
in the first place, and it is only the second section, which considers
non-standard agent markers, that concerns us here (ibid. 13–43).

Schwyzer’s general approach with the prepositional agent mark-
ers is to introduce each preposition in a brief paragraph and then to
list all the examples of its use as an agent marker that he has col-
lected. There is virtually no further discussion of the distinguishing
characteristics of each preposition. The three prepositions that he
examines first are �$, ����, and �
��, all with the genitive. (1)
�$, according to Schwyzer, “bezeichnet auch beim Passiv den Aus-
gangspunkt, Ursprung, und zwar den unmittelbaren . . . wie den nur
mittelbaren . . . ; nicht immer ist aber die Unterschied scharf. . . . Im
Griechischen ist . . . dieser Gebrauch von �: von Homer (schon hier
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ohne Beschränkung auf besonders naheliegende Verbalbegriffe)
bis in die Koine lebendig” (ibid. 19). Two criticisms may be made:
first, he fails to connect his vague description of �$ as a preposition
denoting origin or source with the actual examples that follow;
second, even though he later groups the examples from Herodotus
according to the semantics of the verb, he simply states that there
is no limitation of �$ to verbs of a particular meaning. He does not
note whether the seemingly disparate verbs that occur with �$ also
occur with ��� or with other non-standard agent markers. (2) ����
gets even less attention; he merely states that its use as an agent
marker only lasts till about 400, frequently in high Attic poetry
and Herodotus (ibid. 22). (3) �
��+G is described as parallel to
���� in its use with the passive, though more common in prose, less
common in poetry. As with �$, he fails to explain its frequent occur-
rence with particular verbs: “Wenn auch in den Beispielen einzelne
Verba häufiger als andere auftreten, besteht keine Beschränkung
auf Verba bestimmter Bedeutung” (ibid. 24). He also summarily
dismisses �
��+D as only mistakenly considered an agent con-
struction, even though the closest parallels to the PACs with ����
are found with �
��+D, not �
��+G. After a lengthy discussion
of the origin of the construction with ���+G, he then turns to 6��,
which, limited primarily to Thucydides, he rightly recognizes as
chiefly marking indirect agents and, with ��'�, agents that act in
opposition to one another (ibid. 41).

The article’s greatest shortcoming is in failing to distinguish the
conditions which trigger the use of �$, �
��, and ����. Schwyzer
simply dismisses them as features of an elevated register, and
ascribes their use in poetry to an attempt to avoid the banal ���:

Es geht nicht an, den Gebrauch von �:, ����, �
�� zur Einführung des
persönlichen Agens beim Passiv schlechthin als poetisch zu bezeichnen. Aber
weil �:, ����, �
�� gegenüber dem allgemeinen ��� besondere Schattierungen
aufweisen, gelten sie, wenn diese zurücktreten, wenigstens als gehoben und wer-
den deshalb von der Poesie, teilweise in bewußter Vermeidung des banalen ���,
bevorzugt. (ibid. 27)

Because �$ and ���� are found chiefly in tragedy and early prose
(especially Herodotus), there is good reason to see them as belong-
ing to a high register. But �
�� is found as an agent marker in many
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prose authors: Plato, Xenophon, Lysias, Demosthenes, Polybius,
Plutarch – and only marginally in Herodotus and Thucydides. Since
it occurs particularly frequently with certain verbs, notably �����
and �����	, it also appears to be linguistically motivated rather
than a free stylistic variant. Furthermore, its use continues into the
period of the Roman Empire in texts not prone to Atticism, includ-
ing papyri. This distribution suggests that it is not the high-register
agent marker Schwyzer would make it out to be.

The most important recent contribution to our understanding of
agent marking in Greek comes in a series of studies by Luraghi, cul-
minating in a recent book devoted to the semantic roles expressed
by Ancient Greek prepositions. We may start our survey of her
work by looking at two early articles on cause and instrument
expressions in Ancient Greek, in which she examined the role of
�	�, both with the genitive and with the accusative.4 The key point
relevant to the current study is that �	� with either case always
marks a participant that does not control the action of the verb.
Accordingly, nouns introduced by this preposition are not agents.

In her 1989 article, Luraghi discusses the use of �	�+G. Using
the framework of Functional Grammar, she describes it as marking
either the instrument or the intermediary according as its object is
inanimate or animate. In either case, an agent, who controls the
action of the verb, uses the instrument or intermediary to carry out
the action. Although she recognizes the essential similarity of the
two roles, Luraghi further argues that they differ insofar as, in the
case of an instrument, the agent still performs the action, whereas in
the case of an intermediary, it is the intermediary that does so (1989:
300). Additionally, she explains why the two roles are marked
differently – the instrument with the dative, the intermediary with
�	�+G – by noting that, with an animate noun, the dative would most
naturally be interpreted as marking the beneficiary (ibid. 301). She
also points to a passage from the Theaetetus (184b–d) to show that
�	�+G is also used with inanimate instruments in cases where the
dative would be ambiguous (ibid. 302–6). Her work thus provides
a parallel for two themes that recur in the present study: first, that

4 She returns to this preposition more briefly in 2000: 285–7 and 2003: 174–81.
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animacy affects the choice of preposition; second, that a preposition
may be chosen in order to clarify a construction.

Then, in a 1994 article, Luraghi turned to the use of �	� with the
accusative. As with �	�+G, the object of the preposition does not
control the action of the verb, and is therefore not an agent. With the
accusative, however, �	� marks cause: that is, the situation which
triggers the action of the verb, whether that action is controlled
by an agent or not. Again, just as with the instrument, animate
nouns receive special treatment. Whereas inanimate causes may
be marked by the dative, ���+G, or �	�+A, only the last of these
may be used with animate causes because the first two are used
for beneficiaries and agents respectively (1994: 234–6). Generally
speaking, the animate noun by its very nature can play more roles
in a sentence than an inanimate object; thus, it must have more
specific means of marking these roles.

Later, she approached the problem of agent expressions in Greek
directly in a 2000 article on this topic, most of the results of which
are echoed in her 2003 monograph. Her main purpose in this article
is to illustrate how the spatial meanings of different prepositions
can give rise to agent expressions by various metaphorical routes:
�$, ����, and �
�� become agent markers because of the metaphor
that the agent is the source of the action; ���, both with the dative
and with the genitive, becomes one because the location of the
patient underneath an entity suggests that it is under the control of
the entity, and therefore that that entity is an agent; �	� is again
interpreted as in the earlier articles as not encoding enough volition-
ality to mark a true agent. Moving beyond these broad statements,
she also makes some valuable observations about more detailed
factors that condition the use of these agent markers, mostly stem-
ming from applications of the theory of transitivity put forth by
Hopper and Thompson (1980): in short, she explains the presence
of many of the passages where �$ and ���� mark the agent with
reference to the low transitivity of these constructions as against
those with ���. First, she points out that, in Homer and Herodotus,
both of these prepositions are typically found with verbs marked
by relatively low affectedness of the patient (2000: 279–80, 284);
second, that ���� in Herodotus is found with nominalized verb
forms (ibid. 283–4).
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While these are all constructive insights, one wishes that Luraghi
had occasionally treated the material in greater detail. For example,
following Schwyzer, she notes the particularly frequent use of 6��
in Thucydides and remarks that verbs of higher transitivity are
only found with ��� (ibid. 285; cf. 2003: 128–9). But she does
not go on to examine all these constructions individually, a task
which, carried out below (pp. 134–40), not only confirms that
the factors that account for the use of 6�� are more complicated
than the picture she presents, but also reveals a connection between
Thucydides’ use of 6�� with ������ and his preference for the
dative of agent with this verb, even outside the perfect system.
Furthermore, she again rightly notes that the Thucydidean use of
6�� cannot be the direct ancestor of the Modern Greek use of this
preposition as an agent marker, because this use is found extremely
rarely in Koine (2000: 285 n. 10). However, she fails to see that what
can be observed after the fifth century is the gradual replacement of
��� by �
��+G as an agent marker. Quite the contrary, she states of
�
��+G that “its occurrences with passive verbs are limited” (ibid.
285). That this is not so will be seen in this chapter particularly
in the study of agent markers in Demosthenes and, in Chapter 6,
in the evidence provided by papyri. Additionally, after noting that,
in Herodotus, ���� occurs frequently with nominalizations such as
��)������ (2000: 284; 2003: 292 n. 5), it would have been useful
to go beyond looking at such lexical nominalizations to examine
whether the same effect could be seen in agent marking with sub-
stantivized participles.

But the most general shortcoming in the article is that, in explain-
ing nearly all non-standard agent markers with reference to the low
transitivity of the construction, she fails to make finer distinctions
that require the introduction of other criteria. Her observation of
the fact that, in Herodotus, ���� occurs with verbs of speech and
mental activity, while insightful, is too brief to include all the rele-
vant data (2000: 284, 2003: 292). Her claim, for instance, that this
use of ���� is most common with verbs of saying is inaccurate:
���� occurs more frequently with verbs of knowing, and it is �$
that is more common with verbs of saying.5 She does note that

5 See the table below on p. 129.
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�$ occurs with these verbs as well, but she does not go so far as
to compare the PACs of ��'� with �$ against those with ���� to
see what contrastive features might have occasioned the use of one
preposition rather than the other. A more exhaustive study of PACs
in authors later than Herodotus and Thucydides, moreover, would
have revealed that the use of �
�� with the genitive and dative cor-
responds to that of �$ and ���� respectively in Herodotus. In short,
Luraghi does a good job of suggesting in broad terms that many
of the environments in which non-standard agent markers occur
are those in which, owing to low transitivity, the agent falls short
of being a prototypical agent. But there is still need for an inves-
tigation to account for the particular distribution of these different
prepositions.

Recent examinations of multiple means of agent marking in
languages other than Greek have tended to focus on the concrete
spatial meanings of the prepositions as a means of explaining their
use in agent constructions. In a 1988 article, “Spatial metaphor
in German causative constructions,” King provides an account of
the use of von, durch, and mit in German passive constructions.
The causative of the article’s title refers to a distinction drawn
between transitive verbs that imply a change of state of the patient,
such as kill or open (King’s causatives), and those that do not,
such as hit. In particular, he looks at pairs of verbs such as the
following:

(1) schlagen “beat” : erschlagen “beat to death”
würgen “choke” : erwürgen “strangle (to death)”

In such verbs, the addition of the prefix er- turns a verb into a
causative (King 1988: 572). King shows that native speakers find
passive constructions with durch as the agent marker acceptable
with the causative verbs, but not with the simple verbs. Moreover,
these constructions are acceptable even with the simple verbs pro-
vided that a predicative adjective is added such that they become
causative:

(2) Hans wurde durch Peter erschlagen.
*Hans wurde durch Peter geschlagen.
Hans wurde durch Peter bewußtlos geschlagen.
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King argues that durch can only be used in causative constructions
because, as a preposition marking path, it must be restricted to
constructions in which there is a transition from one “event space”
to another (ibid. 584).

While this explanation provides a neat link between the agent
expressions possible with the paired verbs of (1), it is not entirely
clear what verbs would fall into his causative category. To deter-
mine whether a verb is causative, he checks for the presence of
adjectives describing the state resulting from the verb (dead, bro-
ken, open). Such adjectives would not occur in connection with a
non-causative verb like hit. Certainly, it would be strange to speak
of the hit boy, or the struck man.6 But other verbs, such as delay,
fall less neatly into one category or the other. One might well speak
of a delayed train, but probably not of a delayed child. Yet one of
King’s examples of an acceptable usage of durch involves precisely
this collocation (ibid. 562):

(3) Er wurde durch seinen Lehrer aufgehalten.

In this sentence, does the child really undergo a change of state
from on time to delayed? If so, is it really a more fundamental
change of state than that undergone when a person is hit? It seems
that King overstates his case when he says that durch is never used
in non-causative constructions, in which there is only one event
space. But, if we leave aside these borderline cases, examples (1)
and (2) still make clear that the expression of the agent can be
affected by the causativity, or, in more general terms, the Aktionsart
of the verb. This use of durch as an agent marker in constructions
involving a change of state does not have a direct parallel in Greek,
as �	�+G does not act in the same way: it is used instead to mark
the intermediary, that is, an animate entity used by the agent to
perform the action.7 Nor do any of the other prepositions used to
express the agent seem to have a comparable force. Instead, while
there is no instance of Aktionsart regularly affecting agent marking
in Greek, the use of the dative of agent with perfect passives is
broadly comparable, for the perfect, as a stative (a category not

6 Stricken, of course, exists as an adjective, but has a figurative sense that King might
consider causative.

7 See Luraghi 1989.
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too far removed from that of Aktionsart),8 was in its earlier stages
incompatible with the agent marker ���.

The most recent full-length study of multiple agent markers in
a language is Müller’s monograph on agents in early Welsh and
Irish. Like King’s article, it generally tries to account for the mani-
fold uses of prepositions by reducing them to the spatial meanings
that are thought to underlie the more figurative senses. Much of the
work is concerned with the arguments of verbal nouns, which occur
frequently in Celtic syntax; thus, it is not directly applicable to
Greek. Nevertheless, Müller’s concluding analysis of agent mark-
ers in Irish does bear some relation to the use of Greek prepositions.
Four agent markers of Old Irish all appear to have counterparts in
Greek with approximately the same spatial meaning. The most
common agent marker in Old Irish is la, whose “spatial sense . . .
can be paraphrased as ‘in the vicinity of’” (1999: 195); that such a
preposition should come to be used as an agent marker has a par-
allel in the English by. Müller accounts for the development of the
agentive use out of the concrete as follows: “The entity defining
an area in which a process takes place is linked with the process
in such a way that this entity is seen to provide the cause or con-
dition for that process, or carry the responsibility for the process,
provided this entity has the capability to do so” (ibid. 195–6). A
Greek equivalent may be seen in the use of �
��+D, in sentences
like:

(4) D. 21.41 %� '8� �
+�? �N��� �'������? ����1�3 �
�? ��,�
“for if these matters are determined by you in this
way”

A second agent marker in Irish is ó “from,” which marks the ori-
gin or point of departure. Like Greek �
��+G (as will be seen
below), it is found marking the agent nearly always with verbs of
giving and speaking, semantic fields in which the action may be
thought to emanate from the agent in a spatial sense (ibid. 142).

8 If we hold that the Aktionsart of a verb is primarily determined lexically, while aspect is
a function of the inflectional categories of a language, then the stative perfect falls better
under the latter heading; nevertheless, both Aktionsart and aspect interact closely with
each other. See Bertinetto–Delfitto 2000, especially 190–4.
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Third, there is do “to,” which is found when the agent is what
Müller calls “low-energy”; instead of being transferred from the
agent to the patient, the energy is to some extent self-directed at the
agent (ibid. 190). It is, for instance, especially frequent in subordi-
nate verbal noun clauses, which, as they give background informa-
tion, typically involve less energy transfer than takes place in main
clauses.9 As such, the use of a preposition marking the endpoint
of a path is appropriate. This construction is not far removed from
the Greek use of the dative of agent with perfects, whose stative
aspect implies a relatively low amount of energy transfer. Finally,
there is oc “at,” which, like la, was used in contexts where there
was overlap between a plural agent and the location at which an
event took place:

(5) ra himráided ac feraib Hérend
“was debated by/among the men of Ireland” (ibid. 143)

Müller also gives evidence that the marking of the agent with verbal
nouns (usually do) is different from that with finite passive forms
(usually la) (1999: 201–2). This observation provides a parallel for
the non-standard agent constructions seen with certain participles
in Herodotus that resemble verbal nouns. In short, Müller gives
semantic and syntactic reasons for the preference of one agent
marker over another. Such explanations will hold true for Greek
prose as well.

Motivation for non-standard agent markers: overview

Before examining the non-standard agent markers found in the
various major authors of classical Greek prose, I will first set
out the two main factors which account for the great majority of
cases where a preposition other than ��� is used to express the
agent.

(1) Most important is the meaning of the verb. While the seman-
tic range of verbs that occur with non-standard agent markers in

9 As an example, Müller cites “‘Ficfit fornd iar tiachtain dúin’ (they will fight against us
when we come back)” (1999: 192). One may compare the connection between fore-
grounding and high transitivity noted in Hopper–Thompson 1980: 284.
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classical Greek is fairly broad, one may arrange them along a scale
that places verbs of motion, such as �����, at one end and verbs
of thought, such as ������, at the other. Intermediate categories
are verbs of giving and showing:

(6) ����� → �����	 → ���
��� → ������
Sending → Giving → Showing → Thinking

Sending-verbs involve the motion of the patient from the agent to
the recipient, and are thus well suited to an ablatival agent marker.
Giving-verbs similarly mark the transfer of the patient from agent
to recipient, though they differ in emphasizing the transfer of own-
ership rather than the physical motion undergone by the patient.
With showing-verbs, as with giving-verbs, there is a third party
(that is, an indirect object) that is the recipient of a transfer; the
difference is that it is not the transfer of a concrete object, but
rather of the awareness of either an object (I showed him my car)
or an idea (I showed him that I knew how to drive). One general
difference, then, between showing- and giving-verbs is that the
agent does not relinquish his hold on the patient in the case of
the showing-verbs. To move on to the final class, if the showing-
verbs involve the transfer of an idea from agent to recipient, the
thinking-verbs simply tell of the formulation of an idea without
the element of transfer. The link between these two groups is pro-
vided by verbs of speaking, which, like showing-verbs, describe
the transfer of an idea (one generally speaks to someone else), but,
like thinking-verbs, throw more emphasis on the formulation of the
idea. In general, verbs that are closer to the first end of this scale are
more likely to mark the agent with an ablatival preposition, such as
�$ or �
��+G, while verbs closer to the second end are more likely
to use a locatival preposition, such as ���� or �
��+D. One further
point should also be introduced here. Some verbs usually have ���
as the agent marker, but occasionally have a non-standard agent
marker. In such cases, the non-standard marker signals that what
might potentially be considered an agent is probably best inter-
preted according to the local sense of the preposition, be it source
or location. Other verbs usually use a non-standard agent marker;
when they use ���, it is because the status of the agent needs to be
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clarified. This need generally arises when, compared to the patient,
the agent is relatively low in the animacy hierarchy.10

(2) Less commonly, the syntax of the verb plays a role. For
just as the perfect passive uses constructions different from those
employed with the present or aorist passive, so too passive partici-
ples may avoid the usual agent marker ���+G. While the perfect
passive is distinguished from its present and aorist counterparts by
being a stative passive, the passive found in participles differs from
that of the finite moods in that the verb is not fully verbal, but rather
shows a mixture of nominal and verbal characteristics. The more
nominal a participle is, the less applicable a verbal category like
voice becomes.11 In analyzing participles, then, it will be useful to
assume the presence of a continuum of nominalization. At one end
lie participles at their most verbal, especially in periphrases with

W�
	 or in indirect discourse after a verb of knowing; at the other are
the most nominalized participles: those that, substantivized, func-
tion as the syntactic equivalent of nouns, generally with a definite
article, as in (7):

(7) Hdt. 3.137.3 $-� �G ��,� �8 ��	
��
�
 E:
	 $
�-�, !�
6������
 V��
�;
“And how will what is being done [= these
affairs] be good for you, if you deprive us of
him?”

While the many nuances of participial use would no doubt make
impossible a precise ranking of participles according to how nom-
inalized they are, it is still reasonable to separate out at least the
endpoints of this scale.

Herodotus

Both of these proposed motivations for non-standard agent mark-
ers play a role in the agent constructions found in Herodotus. Their

10 For the animacy hierarchy, see Chapter 3.
11 As examples of voice lost through nominalization, one might consider the ambiguity of

the PIE *-tó- suffix with respect to voice: though usually passive, it can also be active, cf.
L. potus, Skt gatá- (see Bernert 1943, Hofmann–Szantyr 1965: 290, Szemerényi 1996:
323), or the double meaning of Spanish participles like aburrido or cansado, which, with
estar, mean “bored” or “tired,” but with ser, “boring” or “tiring.”
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importance may be illustrated first by examining the PACs found
with ��	�� and ��'�, the two verbs whose agents are most fre-
quently marked by �$, itself the most common prepositional agent
marker in Herodotus after ���. (PACs with perfect passive verbs
and -���� verbals are omitted from consideration in the following
section because their default construction with the dative of agent
introduces an additional variable that would obscure the evidence
for the passive verbs with which ��� is the default agent marker.)

Consider ��	�� first, which occurs in thirteen PACs in
Herodotus, most frequently with �$ (9×), but also with ��� (3×)
and ���� (1×). In examples (8) to (13), �$ marks the agent of a
present participle:

(8) Hdt. 1.191.5 (�* i
�)�F�	�	 D�
���) �2 �$ ��+ M���)
��	
��
���
“(the Babylonians learned) what was being
done by Cyrus”

(9) Hdt. 2.172.4 �
�/� �G . d��
�	� �2 �$ �-� 6��-�
��	
��
���
“and Amasis, after learning what was being
done by the citizens”

(10) Hdt. 3.14.8 �L �2 ��	
��
��� �U� �: �$
���) ��? A$����3
�:���4 M
�����3 ����
	���
“who told Cambyses all that was being done
by him [Psammenitus] at each procession”

(11) Hdt. 5.12.3 �;�
 '8� Q
��	$8 a� �;�
 `��	
 �8
��	
��
�
 �$ ��� ')�
	$��
“for what was being done by the woman was
neither Persian nor Lydian”

(12) Hdt. 5.23.1 �
�/� . R
'��
��� �2 ��	
��
��� �$ ��+
^_��	
��)
“when Megabazus learned what was being
done by Histiaeus”

(13) Hdt. 9.66.1 ��,�	 ���'�
�	 ��,�	 �$ R
������)
��	
)����	�	
“with the pursuits that were being conducted
by Mardonius”

In (14) to (16), it marks the agent of an aorist participle:

116



agent constructions in prose

(14) Hdt. 1.10.2 �
��+�
 �G �2 ��	��G� �$ ��+ 6�����
“and when she realized what had been done
by her husband”

(15) Hdt. 2.151.3 �* �G [��] ��
�� �
����
� �� �
 ��	��G� �$
|
�����1�) $
� �2 1������	��
“and those who considered both what had
been done by Psammetichus and the oracle”

(16) Hdt. 6.22.1 �2 �G� �� ��#� R���)� �$ �-� ���
��'-�
�-� ��
����� ��	��G� �"�
�-� v�
�$

“what had been done with regard to the
Medes by their generals did not please [some
of the Samians] at all”

In (17) and (18), ��� marks the agent of a participle, present and
aorist respectively; in (19), it marks the agent of a finite verb:

(17) Hdt. 8.80.1 >��	 '8� �: ���� ���
 ��	
��
�
 ��2 R����
“know then that these things were done by
the Medes at my prompting”

(18) Hdt. 3.115.2 ��+�� �G� '8� . ?y�	�
�2� 
"�2 $
��'���
	
�2 �;���
 �� D��	 ^T����	$2� $
� �"
����
���, ��2 ��	���� �� �	��� ��	����
“for the word ‘Eridanus’ itself indicates that
the name is Greek and not barbarian, and
made up by some poet”

(19) Hdt. 8.13.1 ���	�
�� �
 �U� ��2 ��+ �
�+ O$�� %�
�:	���
�� �-3 ^T����	$-3 �2 Q
��	$��
“and everything was being done by God so
that the Persian army might be reduced to
the same size as the Greek army”

Finally, in (20), the agent of a present participle is marked by ����:

(20) Hdt. 7.209.2 ������ �
�
,� �2 ��	
��
��� ��2� �-�
`
$
�
	������
“wanting to learn what was being done by the
Lacedaemonians”

How are these different constructions to be explained? At first
glance, the numerical predominance of �$ might suggest that the
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best approach would be to assume that it was the default agent
marker with this verb, and that the constructions with ��� and
���� are the anomalies to be explained. Yet the three examples
with ��� do not apparently share anything in common. Perhaps
one might account for the use of ��� in (17) as due to the desire
to avoid a potentially ambiguous repetition of �$, or that in (18) as
motivated by the different sense of the verb; but that still leaves
(19) unexplained. Indeed, with a divine agent carrying out the
action, this is precisely the semantic context in which, on the
basis of the examples from epic, we would be most likely to
expect �$.12

If, however, we take ��� to be the default preposition, and look
for a conditioning factor that would explain the constructions with
�$, we meet with more success: all the PACs with �$ except (13)
involve a participle that, preceded by the definite article, is acting
as a nominal constituent. Example (13) does not fit quite so neatly
into this pattern, for the participial phrase functions instead as an
adjective modifying ��,�	 ���'�
�	. Nevertheless, the participle
is still determined by a definite article, which cannot be said of
passages (17) and (18), where ��� marks the agent of a participle.
In first of these examples, the participle functions as the subordinate
verb in an indirect statement; in the second, it is loosely appended
to the rest of the sentence with ��. As for example (20), in which
���� marks the agent, it too resembles the constructions with �$,
further evidence that nominalized participles preceded by definite
articles have abnormal agent marking.

That it is the nominalization of such participles that motivates
their anomalous agent marking is suggested not only by this dis-
tribution, but also by the behavior of verbal nouns like ������.
If nominalization triggers non-standard agent markers, then we
would expect nouns like these to construe more frequently with �$
or ���� than with ��� to express agency. This is in fact is the case:
indeed, ���+G is never used with nouns to indicate the agent.13

12 For the examples from epic, see (75), (76), and (92) in Chapter 2. Nor is this use limited
to epic: Plato occasionally marks divine agents with �$. See examples (174) and (183)
below.

13 I have personally checked all examples of ��� in the first two books. Powell 1938
separates out adnominal PAC usages in the case of �$ and ����, and has none to offer
under ���.
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The prepositions �$ and ����, on the other hand, are used in this
way. To match exactly the distribution of these prepositions with
the passive of ��	��, �$ would have to be the more common. While
this is not so, ���� being the more frequent, �$ is still found with a
wider variety of nouns.14 Many of the non-standard agent markers
in Herodotus can thus be explained as triggered when the verb is a
participle that has been nominalized to some extent. In such cases,
the favored agent marker is �$.

The verb ��'� also occurs in a significant number of PACs
with non-standard agent markers, both �$ (5×) and ���� (4×); in
contrast to ��	��, however, it is most often ��� that marks its
agent (27×). With �$ we find the following examples:

(21) Hdt. 5.32.1 ��
�����	 �8 �$ ��+ 0�	��
'��
� �
'��
�

“relaying what was being suggested by
Aristagoras”

(22) Hdt. 7.149.2 ��2� �8 p�����
 �$ ��� ��)��� 6�
�B
��
	
��	���

“they replied to what was said by the council
with the following”

(23) Hdt. 7.175.1 ���)�
����� ��2� �8 �
1����
 �:
0�
:�����)
“they took counsel with regard to what had
been said by Alexander”

(24) Hdt. 7.237.2 ��,�� �
 �
'�����	�	 ����
��� �$ �����)
��
��F�
���
“judging in part by what has been advised by
him in the past”

(25) Hdt. 8.119.1 �
+�
 �N��� 
����� �$ ��+ $)�
����
�
“this was said in this way by the captain”

With ����, the following:

14 ����: (with ��)������) 3.19.3, 6.45.1, 6.106.2, 7.154.2, 9.27.2, (���
���) 1.159.1,
(�����) 7.158.2. �$: (�����
�) 3.16.7, (�)�����) 3.64.3, (
"
�'
���) 5.11.1, (
"����)
8.140�.1, (�
�
��
�	�) 9.44.1. On the basis of so few examples, it is difficult to see
a clear difference between the nouns that construe with ���� and those that construe
with �$, but it may be significant that the nouns found with ���� all refer to the acts of
subjugation and killing that are associated with ���+D in Homer.
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(26) Hdt. 1.47.2 O �	 ��� �)� �8 ��	�8 �-� 1���������
�����	�
, �" ��'
�
	 ��2� �"�
�-�
“what the rest of the oracles foretold is not
said by anyone”

(27) Hdt. 7.60.1 �" '8� ��'
�
	 ��2� �"�
�-� 6���F���
“for it is not said by any men”

(28) Hdt. 9.81.2 �" ��'
�
	 ��2� �"�
�-�
“it is not said by anyone”

(29) Hdt. 7.153.4 . �G ��'
�
	 ��2� ��� P	$
���� �-�
��$������ �8 ��
�
���
 ������ �
�)$��
	
“but he is said by the inhabitants of Sicily to
have been the opposite of this”

With ���, the following eight PACs are found with participles:

(30) Hdt. 2.47.2 D��	 �G� ��'�� �
�� 
"��+ ��? l�')�����
�
'��
���
“there is a story told about this by the
Egyptians”

(31) Hdt. 2.123.1 ��,�	 ��� �)� ��? l�')����� �
'�����	�	
1�����
“let him make use of what is said by the
Egyptians”

(32) Hdt. 2.123.1 O�	 �8 �
'��
�
 ��? A$����� 6$��3 '����
“that I write what is said by each person I
talk to”

(33) Hdt. 4.77.1 $
���	 �	�8 v�� v$�)�
 ��'�� 5���� ��2
Q
����������� �
'��
���
“but I have heard another account told by the
Peloponnesians”

(34) Hdt. 6.53.1 ���
 �G $
�8 �8 �
'��
�
 ��? ^T������ �'/
'����
“but I write the following according to what
is said by the Greeks”

(35) Hdt. 7.142.2 ��#� . . . D��
��
 �8 ��� �8 �
�
)�
,

p�����
 ��2 ��� Q)����
“the two last lines said by the Pythia baffled
them”
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(36) Hdt. 7.167.1 D��	 �G ��? 
"�-� M
�1������� O�
 ��'��
�
'��
���
“and the following account is told by the
Carthaginians themselves”

(37) Hdt. 8.135.3 �8 �
'��
�
 ��2 ��+ ������
� '���
	� ��

"���
“to write on it what was said by the prophet”

The remaining nineteen PACs with ���, all with the finite form
��'
�
	, are too numerous and uniform in character to cite in full;
the following may be considered representative:15

(38) Hdt. 1.87.1 ���
+�
 ��'
�
	 ��2 `)�-� M��,��� . . .
��	�F�
��
	 �2� 0������

“then it is said by the Lydians that Croesus
called upon Apollo”

(39) Hdt. 1.183.3 �8 �G ��'
�
	 ��2 h
��
���, �
+�
 ��'�
“but I shall report what is said by the
Chaldaeans”

(40) Hdt. 1.191.6 �� ��'
�
	 ��2 �-� �
���3 ��$������
“as is said by those who live there”

These PACs with ��'� show that the use of non-standard agent
markers can be motivated by far more complicated factors than
those at work with ��	��. First, if we attempt once again to attribute
the use of �$ to the participial nature of the PACs in question, we
meet with only partial success. Four of the five examples, (21) to
(24), conform to the pattern seen with ��	��: here too we see �$
used with nominalized participles. There are, however, two rea-
sons why the nominalization of the participles cannot be primar-
ily responsible for the use of �$: first, example (25) is then left
unexplained; second, five of the eight participial PACs with ���,
(31), (32), (34), (35), and (37), also involve such nominalized par-
ticiples. A far more consistent contrast is that �$ always marks a
singular agent, while ��� nearly always marks a plural agent: it

15 The others are found at 2.145.4, 2.156.2, 3.14.11, 3.26.3, 3.87.1, 3.105.1, 4.7.2, 4.45.3,
4.90.1, 5.87.1, 6.74.2, 7.12.1, 7.165.1, 8.135.1, 8.138.3, and 9.120.1.
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does so in all nineteen examples with ��'
�
	, and in six of the eight
examples with participles. In other words, if Herodotus wanted to
say that a given story was told by a particular group or nationality
of people, he invariably used ��� to mark the agent, never �$; but
if he wanted to mark the words spoken by an individual, he used �$
to mark the agent five out of seven times. Furthermore, in the two
exceptional cases, when Herodotus uses ��� with a singular agent,
the agent is not just any individual, as when he uses �$, but rather
an oracle. That the nature of the agent could influence the prepo-
sition used to mark it can also be seen from the four PACs with
����: three times, the agent is �"�
�-�. Now �"�
�-� occurs as
an agent six times in Herodotus, five times with ����, and only
once with ���.16 If we take together the relative frequency of ��2�
�"�
�-� compared to ��? �"�
�-� and the correlation of the use
of �$ and ��� to the number of the agent, it seems clear that the
nature of the agent could affect how that agent is marked with a
passive verb.

But why should this be the case? To answer this question, it will
be necessary to look at the other passive verbs that construe with
non-standard agent markers. For it will be seen that these verbs fall
into broad semantic categories, according as they construe with �$
or ����.17 Verbs from the ablatival end of the cline introduced on
p. 114 prefer to construe with �$. They generally describe discrete
actions, such as doing, ordering, and giving. By contrast, ���� is
found with verbs at the locatival end, indicating mental attitudes,
such as calling, (dis)honoring, and knowing or considering. This
distinction in turn will shed light on the reason why ��'� should
construe with different agent markers depending on the nature of
the agent.

Consider first two verbs that tend to mark the agent with ����:
'	�F�$� and ������. The verb '	�F�$� occurs in only three
PACs in Herodotus:

16 Besides the three listed under (26) to (28), PACs with ��2� �"�
�-� are found at
4.45.1 and 4.45.4 (examples (42) and (43) below) with '	���$����� and '	�F�$
�
	
respectively. The PAC with ��2 �"�
�-� occurs at 4.123.2, with ���
�
	.

17 The perfect passives of such verbs do take the dative where it is expected according to
the conditions stated in Chapter 3. For example, five of the ten PACs with ������ are
datives with perfect or pluperfect indicatives.
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(41) Hdt. 2.34.1 . �G� �\ m_����� . . . ��2� ����-� '	�F�$
�
	
“the Danube is known by many”

(42) Hdt. 4.45.1 V �G T"�F�� ��2� �"�
�-� �
�
�� ���	
'	���$����� . . . 
� �
����)��� ���	
“but it is not known clearly by anyone whether
Europe is encircled by water”

(43) Hdt. 4.45.4 V �G �\ T"�F�� �;�
 
� �
����)��� ���	
'	�F�$
�
	 ��2� �"�
�-� 6���F���
“but neither is it known by any men whether
Europe is encircled by water”

Because the agent in the latter two examples is �"�
�-�, the moti-
vation for ���� might have more to do with the agent than with the
verb, as in examples (26) to (28), with ��'�. Still, the first sentence
suggests that the phenomenon is independent of a particular agent
and that the common factor linking these constructions, as well as
those with ��'�, might be the nature of the verb.

This is also suggested by the PACs found with ������. Excluding
examples with perfect passives, it occurs in four PACs, three with
����, and one with the dative of agent – and none with ���:

(44) Hdt. 7.2.3 ���	���
��� 
>� ��2� ������ 6���F���
�2� ��
����
��� �\� 6�1\� D1
	�
“that it is held as custom by all men that the
oldest son should rule”

(45) Hdt. 7.10.2 . �G �\ 6�
/� ��+ ��'�) ���
 �� 
"��,�	
6�	$�
�
	, �	
����
�� �
 ��2 ��+ A����) $
�
���	��
�� ��2� ��+ A����) $
$2� 
W�
	
“but the one who is absent from the
conversation is wronged in such affairs in
that he is both slandered by the one and
thought by the other to be bad”

(46) Hdt. 7.151.1 ! ���	���
�� ��2� 
"��+ 
W�
	 �����	�	
“or whether they were considered by him to
be enemies”

(47) Hdt. 3.16.4 �N�� �\ �"�
����	�	 ���	���
�
 ��
����
��
��	�
	� . M
������
“thus Cambyses ordered them to do what
was considered customary by neither people”
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The use of the dative of agent with the participle ���	���
�
 in (47)
is not surprising; it looks little different from a dative of possession.
Compare the following passage where a similar dative occurs with
the related adjective ���	�
:

(48) Hdt. 2.79.1 ��,�	 5��
 �
 ���:	� ���	 ���	�

“and they have other noteworthy customs”

More illustrative are the examples with ����, especially (45), in
which ���� occurs in parallel with ���, and the difference between
the two PACs is not one of the agent – in both cases, ��+ A����) – but
solely one of the verb, with �	
����
�� ��� paired with ���	��
��
����.

If not the agent, what is it, then, that all the PACs with ���� have
in common, considering together those with ��'�, '	�F�$�, and
������? First, all three of these verbs refer to acts which involve the
framing of a thought: in more syntactic terms, these are all verbs
that can be followed by indirect discourse. Second, in every case,
the verb describes a durative action. In the examples with '	�F�$�,
the knowledge in question, or the lack thereof, is not suddenly
acquired, but rather is a standing feature. So too in the examples
with ������, the verb describes a particular view or custom that is
held, not just at one time, but for a period of time.18 As for the PACs
in which ���� occurs with ��'�, it is true that they are no more
durative than those in which ��� is found; still, compared to those
with �$, which refer to specific acts of speaking, they do describe
what are essentially lasting states during which a particular subject
is not said.

To highlight further the semantic similarity between '	�F�$�,
������, and ��'� (when it construes with ����), it will be well
to contrast them with two more verbs that avoid marking the

18 Example (45) might seem to contradict this, but, while the aoristic aspect does throw
emphasis on the particular point at which the view begins to be held, the wider context of
the passage also needs to be considered. It occurs in a general discussion on how, when
one says something slanderous to another, wrong is done both by the slanderer and by
the one who believes the slander because the victim of the slander, being absent (6�
/�
��+ ��'�)), is unable to defend himself. If the act of slander is viewed as consisting of
a conversation (the aforementioned ��'��) and the act of believing the slander, while
having its origin in the conversation, continues afterwards, it is reasonable to suggest
that ���	��
�� here is more durative than �	
����
��.
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agent with ���, but which prefer �$ or �
�� to ����: �����	 and
�����. Consider first �����	, which is found in only four PACs
in Herodotus, three with �$, one with ����:

(49) Hdt. 6.58.1 �
+�
 �G� �-�	 ��,�	 �
�	�
+�	 �����
	 �$
��+ $�	��+ �-� P�
��	�����
“these prerogatives are given by the Spartan
state to the kings while they are alive”

(50) Hdt. 8.114.1 1������	�� ������

 . . . w��:�� 
���
	�
��$
� ��+ `
����
� ����) $
� �2 �	���
���
�: �$
���) ��$
��
	
“and an oracle had come that they should ask
Xerxes for compensation for the murder of
Leonidas and should accept that which was
given by him”

(51) Hdt. 8.136.1 �-3 �\ �$ �
�	���� ��� f�)'��� �����
0���
��
 ���	� �
'��� ���
��
	
“the large Phrygian city of Alabanda was
given to him by the king to administer”

(52) Hdt. 4.35.2 �\� �G d��'�� �
 $
� �\� }~�	� =�
 
"��,�	
��,�	 �
�,�	 6�	$���
	 ��'�)�	 $
� ��	 �	�8�
5��
� �
����
	 ��2� �����
“but they say that Arge and Opis came at the
same time as the gods, and that they have
been given other honors by them”

On the basis of the relative frequency of the two agent markers, it
is reasonable to take �$ as a default agent marker with �����	 and
to seek to account for the exceptional usage of ���� in passage
(52). Now, in (52), it is �	�
� that are given, rather than the rights
conferred on Spartan kings, compensation for a murder, or a city.
While it is true that there is similarity between the giving of �	�
�
and the bestowing of rights on the Spartan kings, nevertheless the
presence of the word �	�
� itself was probably the decisive factor
in singling out this PAC from the others. For �����	 �	���, taken
together, can be understood as approximately equivalent to �	���,
and �	��� is a verb that denotes a particular mental attitude towards
the object, and whose passive, like that of ������, construes five
times with ���� – and never with �$:
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(53) Hdt. 2.75.4 $
� �\� W�	� �	8 ��+�� �2 D�'�� �
�	����
	
��'�)�	 0���	�	 �
'���� ��2� l�')�����
“and the Arabians say that, because of this
service, the ibis is honored greatly by the
Egyptians”

(54) Hdt. 5.20.4 �� �
��
���� �����
 �	�F�
��	 ��2� V����
“so that you may learn perfectly that you are
honored by us”

(55) Hdt. 6.52.7 �2 �
	���� �2 �	�F�
��� ��2� ���
'
	�
�����
“the child that was treated more favorably by
his mother”

(56) Hdt. 8.124.2 �"$ ��	���� ��2� �-� �� P
�
�,�	
�
)�
1�������
“he was not honored by those who fought at
Salamis”

(57) Hdt. 8.125.2 �;�? %� �'/ �/� i
��	����� ��	����� �N��
��2� P�
��	�����
“I would not, if I were from Belbina, have
been honored thus by the Spartans”

Because ���� so frequently marks the agent of �	���, this usage
will have been transferred to the phrase �	�8� �
����
	. Giving is
typically a concrete, punctual act, and so we would expect the
passive of �����	 to be marked other than by ����: the usual
construction of �����	 with �$ confirms this. But when it is honors
that are given, the verb’s semantics are closer to those of the verbs
that construe with ����, thus causing the use of the anomalous
agent marker.

The verb ����� falls into a slightly different category. There are
several PACs of ����� with ���, and, consequently, one would
not argue that anything other than ��� is the default construction.19

Nevertheless, of the three PACs with �
�� in Herodotus, one is
with �����, one with 6��	�����:20

19 PACs of ����� with ��� are found at 3.127.3, 6.106.1, 7.137.3, 9.90.1. The first is a
present participle, the latter three are all aorist participles, none strongly nominalized.

20 The other is with the perfect of ��'� at 7.103.2.
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(58) Hdt. 7.106.2 �8 �-�
 ����
�
	 �
�8 ��+ �
�	�
������

�
� �� Q����3�	
“gifts are sent by whoever is ruler of the
Persians at the time”

(59) Hdt. 6.4.2 �8 �G 6��	�
,
 �8 �
�8 �-� Q
�����
6��	�
����
�

“and the reply sent in exchange by the
Persians”

In the case of ������ and the other verbs above, a marked absence
of ��� from the verbs’ PACs suggests that the verb itself was a
factor in determining the agent marker. So too with �����, the verb
seems to select for �
��, though only occasionally, as opposed to
the broader avoidance of ��� exhibited by the other verbs. Now
ablatival prepositions as agent markers would be expected of a
sending-verb like �����; nor is �
�� the only one found with
�����. The prepositions 6�� and �$ are also used with the passive
of �����:

(60) Hdt. 5.85.1 0���
,�	 ��� �)� ��'�)�	 �
�8 �\�
6�
����	� 6����
���
	 ��	��
C �	�3 �-�
6��-� [�����)�] �L �
������
� (v. l. 6��-)
6�2 ��+ $�	��+ $
� 6�	$��
��	 �� l>'	�
� . . .
“the Athenians say that, after this request,
some of their citizens were sent in one
trireme, who, sent by or from the state and
arriving at Aegina . . .”

(61) Hdt. 7.18.3 �# �G ������� �G� Q����3�	 �8 �$ ��+ �
�+
�
����
�

“tell the Persians the dreams that are being
sent to you by or from God”

(62) Hdt. 7.230.1 5''
��� �
������
 �$ ��+ ���
������)
“a messenger sent by or from the camp”

(63) Hdt. 9.89.3 �
���
�� $
�� �	 ���'�
 �$ ��+
���
������)
“sent on some business by or from the
camp”
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Now, of these examples, only (61) is designated as a PAC by Powell,
as in the others the local usage of the prepositions seems to pre-
dominate. In the end, this interpretation is the more plausible, as,
on the one hand, one would prefer not to label (60) as the sole
PAC with 6�� when it can easily be classified as yet another local
usage, and, on the other, ���
���
��� would seem to indicate the
camp as a place rather than as an encamped army with the ability
to act as a collective agent. Nevertheless, it should be noted that
active counterparts of these constructions do exist:21

(64) Hdt. 5.109.3 V��
� [�G] 6���
�B
 �2 $�	�2� �-� ?_F���
“the Ionian state sent us”

(65) Hdt. 9.117.1 ���� . . . �2 0���
��� $�	��� ��

�
�
�
���B��
	
“until the Athenian state sent for them”

(66) Hdt. 8.84.2 H��
 $
� =�
� 6$�+�
	 �2 �-� T������
���
���
���
“such that the entire Greek camp heard”

(67) Hdt. 9.28.1 `
$
�
	������ �G 6�����
 =�
� �2
���
���
��� 0���
��)� 6:	��	$�����)�

W�
	
“and the whole camp of the Lacedaemonians
cried out that the Athenians were more
deserving”

In short, it can be seen that the verbs '	�F�$� and ������
construe regularly with ���� rather than with ���, that �����	
construes with �$, and that there seems to be a link between �����
and the agentive use of ablatival prepositions, especially �
��.
So far, these snapshots of the agent markers of individual verbs
support the initial proposal that verbs involving more motion of
the patient away from the agent are likely to have ablatival agent
markers, while those involving less motion are likely to construe
with locatival prepositions. As a final stage in the argument, it

21 Examples (66) and (67) are admittedly weaker as transformations of (62) and (63),
as the verb is different. Still, the point holds good that ���
���
��� can stand as an
agent.
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remains to tabulate by verb all the PACs in Herodotus with �$ and
����, the two most common agent markers in Herodotus after ���
and the dative:22

�$ ����

Frequency (all nine books) 45× 31×
Verbs of doinga 18× (40%) 1× (3%)

orderingb 9× (20%) 0× (0%)
givingc 6× (13%) 1× (3%)
sayingd 7× (16%) 4× (13%)
callinge 0× (0%) 4× (13%)

(dis)honoringf 0× (0%) 6× (19%)
knowing, consideringg 0× (0%) 9× (29%)
(other) 5× (11%) 6× (19%)

a �'
���, ��	�
���, ��'����
	, ��1
����
	, ��	��, ������, ����1�
b 6�
'��
��, �������, ��	������, (����)�����
c (�
�
-, ���-)�����	, �����
d (���)��'�
e $
���
f 6�	����, �	���
g 6:	��, '	�F�$�, ��:���
	, �
$
����, ������

A trend does emerge. Verbs that take �$, though wide in semantic
range, tend to denote concrete, telic acts that roughly fall into two
categories: first, there are verbs of giving and ordering, where the
patient (either a gift or an instruction) is transferred from the agent
to a recipient; second, there are verbs of doing. Verbs that take
����, on the other hand, such as those of calling,23 (dis)honoring,
knowing, and considering, are more likely to describe an atelic

22 Because of rounding, percentages do not always add up to 100 per cent.
23 Of the four instances of a verb of calling ($
��� in all four), the verb is used three times

to indicate a name by which an object is called (2.57.1, 3.115.1, 7.62.1). As $
��� is
synonymous with “say” in this case, we might expect it to construe both with �$ and with
����, much as ��'� does. But because it does not refer to particular instances of calling
but rather to names that were in long-standing use, the choice of ���� in preference to
�$ is understandable. Furthermore, in the fourth instance, $
��� is synonymous with
“invite.” As the act of inviting involves motion towards, not away from, the patient, ����
again fits better than �$ would (6.57.3).
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mental attitude or process; thus, there is no transfer of the patient.
Finally, a verb like ��'� that can construe with either preposition
is able to do so because it can refer either to a particular statement
by a single individual – in which case �$ naturally marks the agent,
as the action is comparatively punctual – or to a general saying
mentioned repeatedly (or, with the negative ��2� �"�
�-�, con-
tinually not said), in which case ���� is used, as the verb here
approaches '	�F�$� in sense. This distribution demonstrates that
a link between the semantics of the verb and its non-standard agent
markers does exist. Admittedly, the data are not perfect, in that the
verbs classified as “other” do not suggest a neat semantic division.
Those that construe with �$ (6�
�
�$�)�	, $
�
���, $�
����,
�����, �����
���) generally involve some transfer of the patient,
but those that take ���� (
����, 6�
	���, A�����
	, �
�	)�����,
������, S�
���) are certainly not all verbs of mental processes.24

Still, such verbs make up a small enough percentage of the anoma-
lous PAC usages that it is reasonable to consider them as exceptions
in light of the much greater number of examples which support the
semantic division.

Thucydides

As is appropriate for an author with so distinctive a style, the
prepositions found marking the agent in Thucydides are quite dif-
ferent from those found in other authors.25 While he shares with
Herodotus a propensity for �$, he alone of the classical authors uses
6�� to mark the agent, thus independently anticipating a change
that was to occur in the vernacular over a thousand years later.26

Already in Herodotus, we have seen �$ used frequently to mark
the agent of passive verbs. It is no surprise then that there are
four places where �$ is used to mark the agent of the passive verb

24 The most egregious exceptions are 3.65.3 �
��
� �G �\ 6�
	�
��� �\� 6�1\� ��2� ��+
6�
��
�+ and 6.38.2 ���'���
 �\� $
�
�\� �
��$
C �� �-3 ��)�
����4 ��2� 6���2�

"������) �G� �-3 ��'�4, ���
���) �G $
� ����
�������) �-3 D�'�4.

25 For a general description of the peculiarities of Thucydides’ style, see Schmid 1948:
181–204.

26 There is, to be sure, one PAC with 6�� in Xenophon, but, in the classical period, only
in Thucydides does 6�� occur often enough as an agent marker for it to be considered
a feature of the particular style of an author.
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in Thucydides, and a fifth in which it is used with the suppletive
passive :�'$
	��
	.27 Because this is far fewer, however, than the
number of PACs with �$ in Herodotus, the reasons for its use remain
less clear. Still, two factors seem to be jointly responsible: first, �$ is
used when its non-agentive use as an ablatival preposition marking
source is also applicable in the context of the PAC; second, in three
of the four examples, the verb in the construction is associated
elsewhere with non-standard agent marking.

The examples are as follows, starting with the PAC in which the
verb is not one that appears to trigger non-standard agent marking
elsewhere in Thucydides:

(68) Th. 3.69.1 
* �G �
��
��$���
 ��
� . . . D$ �
 �-�
0���
��� ��	�	�1�
,�
	 $
� ��2� ��3 M����3
1
	�
��
,�
	 $
� 6�? 
"��� ������
� ��2� �\�
Q
���������� $
����1���
�
“and the forty ships were pursued by the
Athenians, were struck by a storm off Crete, and
returned thence, scattered, to the Peloponnese”

Although the use of an ablatival preposition may seem appropriate
with a verb of motion like �	F$�, in the other six instances where
�	F$� or a compound thereof occurs in a PAC, the agent is always
marked by ���, for example:28

(69) Th. 1.137.4 ���
	�	 �	�$��
��� ��2 �-� ^T������ �	8
�\� �\� �	��
�
“I am here now, pursued by the Greeks
because of my friendship with you”

There is not much to distinguish (68) from (69) and the other
examples with ���. The best explanation for the use of �$ probably
has to do with the other prepositions found in (68): we find out not
only that the ships were chased by the Athenians but also that
they were struck by a storm near Crete and then went on to the

27 Classen–Steup (1914: 133) and Schwyzer (1943: 22) are in agreement on identifying
these PACs.

28 The other examples are at 1.136.2, 1.136.4, 3.4.2, 7.23.2, and 8.20.1. That the first two
of these should occur with the same verb in such close proximity to (69), all with ���,
makes it hard to argue that deliberate variatio is responsible for the sporadic use of �$.
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Peloponnese. Since Thucydides continues after the PAC to describe
the subsequent locations visited by the Peloponnesian ships, the use
of �$ as an agent marker could be due to his conceiving these events
primarily in spatial terms. Such geographical specifications are not
present in the PACs with ��� of �	F$� and its compounds.29

The other three PACs with �$ all involve verbs that occur with
non-standard agent markers elsewhere. First, there is the following
example with .����'��:

(70) Th. 2.49.1 �� �����'
,�� �$ ������
“as was agreed by all”

While this verb does construe with ��� in its only other occurrence
in a passive construction in Thucydides (4.62.2), it is found fre-
quently with non-standard agent markers in other classical authors,
as will be seen below.30 Its use here in Thucydides should simply
be seen as part of this general trend in Attic prose.

The second example occurs with the verb ��
����:

(71) Th. 5.104.1 ��3 �G� ��1�3 �$ ��+ �
��) �\ ��
��F�
��
	
“not to be defeated by the gods as far as our
fortune is concerned”

Although Schwyzer and Classen-Steup agree in labeling this pas-
sage a PAC, �$ might not in fact be marking the agent here, as
it is not clear that this construction is equivalent to �2 �
,�� �\
��
��F�
	� V�U�. Instead, considering the dubious agentive cre-
dentials of �2 �
,��, the prepositional phrase is closer to marking
the source of the action.31 If this is to be taken as a PAC, the use of �$

29 The PAC at 8.20.1 might seem to be an exception, but $
�
�	F$� is not the only verb in
the construction ($
�
�	�1�
,�
	 ���
 $
� ��������
�
	 >��4 6�	��-3 ��2 ?l���
���).
Not only would the presence of ��������
�
	 potentially have deterred Thucydides from
using �$, but the idea of ablatival motion away from a pursuer that would have motivated
the use of �$ in (68) is also absent here, as the ships are at this point blockaded, rather
than in open flight.

30 Some editors (e.g. Stuart Jones’ OCT, Rusten) punctuate between �����'
,�� and �$
������, but that requires the prepositional phrase to be understood, rather awkwardly,
with the following ���	��
. The occurrence of �$ ������ in particular as an agent
expression with .����'�� in other authors (X. An. 2.6.1, P. Smp. 196a, D. 27.16) further
confirms that it should be understood with .����'�� here too.

31 It does occur as an agent at 5.105.2 (also in the Melian Dialogue), but the verb is the
weakly transitive 5�1�. At any rate, “the divine” is certainly a less definite agent than
e.g. a personal name.
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should be ascribed to the fact that the agent here could be viewed
as a source.32 Furthermore, there is a parallel in Thucydides for
��
���+��
	 occurring with a non-standard agent marker:

(72) Th. 8.89.3 �"$ 6�2 �-� .����� ��
�����
���
“on the grounds that he was not defeated by his
equals”

Whether or not we accept (71) as a PAC in the strict sense, the
combined occurrence of (71) and (72) suggests that ��
���� is a
verb that itself can be associated with non-standard agent marking.

The final example of a PAC with �$ in Thucydides is the
following:

(73) Th. 1.20.2 ��������
��
� �� �	 . . . �$ �-� :)�
	�����
����	� ^_���
4 �
���+��
	
“suspecting that some warning had been given
to Hippias by their fellow conspirators”

There are two other PACs with ����� in Thucydides, one with
���, one with 6��:

(74) Th. 4.89.1 ���)������ ��+ ��	��)�
��
��� ��2
�	$���1�)
“as the plot was revealed by Nicomachus”

(75) Th. 6.28.1 ����
�
	 �J� 6�2 �
���$�� �� �	��� $
�
6$�������
“so it was revealed by some resident aliens and
attendants”

In speaking of this example, Schwyzer ascribes the use of 6��
to the fact that this sentence expresses “indirekte Denunziation”
(1943: 41). Perhaps this is so, but there is no decisive contextual
evidence for the assumption that the ����	$�	 and 6$���)��	 of
(75) are any less direct in their informing than the treacherous
conspirators of (73) or Nicomachus in (74). Instead, the clearest
distinction can be drawn between the single named informer in
(74), marked by ���, and the multiple unnamed informers in (73)

32 Divine agents were not infrequently treated in this way: see note 12 and the examples
cited there.
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and (75), marked by �$ and 6��. The best explanation for the non-
standard agent markers here, then, is that the unspecified informers
are viewed almost as an inanimate source of information: their
individual participation in the act of informing is downplayed.

As can be seen from the examples above, these constructions
with �$ do not share any features that could account in all cases for
the use of a preposition other than ���. Instead, a couple of factors
seem to have triggered the use of �$. In (68), Thucydides probably
used �$ to emphasize the concrete spatial relation of the agent to the
action of the verb. Similarly in (71) and (73), the non-agentive use
of �$ to denote source explains its use to mark agents that are only
marginally to be considered as the animate entities responsible for
the action of the verb; in other words, the objects of the preposition
in these two examples are not prototypical agents. An additional
factor in these examples may be the verbs themselves, which in
both cases construe with 6�� as well. Finally, the verb certainly
seems to have triggered the use of �$ in (70), as the particular
collocation of .����'�� with �$ occurs in other authors as well.

Because 6�� occurs as an agent marker at least fourteen times
in Thucydides, it is easier to determine the reasons for its use
than it is for �$.33 Schwyzer’s article goes far in singling out the
factors that favor 6�� as an agent marker (1943: 41). First, he notes
that it is used particularly to denote an indirect agent (“vom im
Hintergrunde stehenden Drahtzieher”), especially with ������,
though also, as seen in (75) above, with �����. Second, he finds the
local sense of the preposition still present in its use with �����'�
and ��'�, with the latter of which it is used only when opposing
arguments are being presented. Third, he says that in a final two
cases, with ��	����� and ��
����, it has become hardly different
from ���. This analysis is generally correct and useful, but does not
provide a direct contrast with the instances where these verbs are
found with the standard agent marker ���. Such an investigation
is worthwhile, for it reveals that, of ��'� and ������, the two
most common verbs to construe with 6��, ��'�, in which the local

33 Twelve instances are given in Schwyzer; I found one additional example (6.45.1) from
Books 6 and 7; the final example (5.82.4) comes from Classen’s commentary. A related
use of 6�� also appears fairly frequently in Herodotus, where it occurs with '����
	 to
denote the person in whom the subject had its source.
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sense of 6�� predominates, is found several times with ���, while
������, where Schwyzer sees indirect agency, does not construe
with ���, but only with an anomalous dative of agent.

As Schwyzer points out, 6��, when marking the agent of ��'�,
retains a local sense, as all these constructions involve the expres-
sion of contrasting opinions:

(76) Th. 3.36.6 5��
	 �
 '�-�
	 6�? A$����� ���'����
“and different opinions were voiced by both
sides”

(77) Th. 3.82.7 �� �
 6�2 �-� ��
����� $
�-� �
'��
�

“and what was said by the opposition that was
sensible”

(78) Th. 5.82.4 p������� ����-� 6�? A$
�����
“after much was said by both sides”

(79) Th. 6.32.3 ���1���
� ��	���
 ��'�	 6�� �
 5����, �-�
�G� �	��
)����� �8 �
�� ��� ���
�
�
� ���
�-� 0���
���, �-� �G �8 ��
���
 �
'�����,
$
� ^T���$����� . . .
“speeches such as the following were made,
both by others – some who believed the reports
concerning the Athenian expedition, some who
thought the opposite – and Hermocrates [also
spoke]”

While ��'� is not found frequently with ���, it does occur four
times, and in no case is the idea of opposition present:34

(80) Th. 8.94.1 �2 ���
	 �
'��
��� ��2 g��
����)� $
� �-�
�
�? 
"��+
“that which had been said for a while by
Theramenes and those with him”

Clearly, 6�� is used in distinction to ��� in those cases where the
picture is that of opposing forces approaching an issue from two
different directions, thus rendering an ablatival preposition suitable

34 The other examples are found at 2.48.2, 3.16.2, and 8.50.1.
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for marking the agent.35 Consider also the one time that 6�� marks
the agent of �����'�:

(81) Th. 4.115.2 ��1
��� �
������� �����:
��
	 
"��,� 6�2
�-� ��
�����
“as a siege engine was about to be led against
them by their enemies”

This may be contrasted with the one instance where �����'� is
found with ���:

(82) Th. 3.63.2 
> �	 $
� 5$���
� �����'
��
 ��? 0���
���
“if you were really being led on unwillingly by
the Athenians”

In (81), a siege engine is led against the besieged from the camp of
the enemy; in (82), however, the Thebans speak of the Plataeans
being led on by the Athenians. In this latter example, �����'�
has a different, figurative sense – one far less suited to expression
of the agent by 6��.

In contrast to its use with ��'�, 6�� marks indirect agency when
found with ������. This cannot be demonstrated, however, by
comparing PACs with 6�� against those with ���, as Thucydides
never uses ��� with the passive of ������. Instead, he employs
the dative of agent, even when the verb is not a perfect passive.
We may thus set examples (83) to (85) against examples (86) to
(88):36

(83) Th. 2.101.5 ��
	�\ 
"�-3 �"�G� ������
�� c� E�
$

����
�

“since none of the reasons for his invasion had
been accomplished by him”

It is Sitalces himself who invades, but fails to accomplish any of
his reasons for doing so.

35 That this distinction should be maintained makes it quite unlikely that the presence of
6�� in the text of Thucydides should be attributed to the error of a copyist, as is suggested
by Jannaris (1897: 370).

36 While the agent in examples (83) to (85) is in every case some form of 
"���, this is
probably not significant. There are examples with verbs other than ������ where the
dative of agent with a non-perfect verb is not pronominal: 2.7.2 = (89), 2.35.3, 2.41.4.
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(84) Th. 3.85.3 $
� �� �"�G� 
"��,� ������
��
“and as nothing was done by them”

The Corcyraean exiles send envoys to Sparta and Corinth, but these
men do not themselves accomplish anything.

(85) Th. 4.121.2 $
� �	 
"�-3 $
� ������
�� �� �8� ���
	�
�
��
� �������
� ���	
“and something was also worked out by him
with these towns concerning their betrayal”

Brasidas himself was negotiating with these towns with a view to
their betrayal. Now the examples with 6��:

(86) Th. 4.76.2 �-3 '8� ^_���$���
	 $
� �$
���4 �8 i�	F�	

���'�
�
 6�� �	��� 6���-� �� �
,� ���
�	�
������
��
“for these Boeotian affairs were conducted with
Hippocrates and Demosthenes by some men in
the cities”

Certain unnamed men are responsible for secret dealings in
Boeotia, but at this point it is Hippocrates and Demosthenes who
are more directly involved in the action: the latter’s arrival in
Naupactus, mentioned in the previous sentence, forms the first part
of the plan to cause the Boeotians trouble. The comitative dative
that is used in reference to Hippocrates and Demosthenes is not far
removed from the datives of agent seen in (83) to (85).

(87) Th. 6.61.1 $
� �8 �)��	$�, c� ��
��	�� a�, �
�8 ��+

"��+ ��'�) $
� ��� :)������
� ��� �-3 ����4
6�? �$
���) ���$
	 ��
1���
	
“and the profanation of the mysteries, for which
Alcibiades was blamed, seemed to have been
directed by him for the same reason and as part
of the same plot against the people [as the
mutilation of the Herms]”

Alcibiades is only supposed to have instigated the blasphemous
celebrations of the mysteries and not personally have carried them

137



expressions of agency in ancient greek

all out. At 8.48.7, he is again marked by 6�� as an indirect agent
with ������. As a final example of this construction, we have the
following:

(88) Th. 8.68.4 H��
 6�? 6���-� ����-� $
� :)�
�-�
��
1�G� �2 D�'�� . . . ���)1F���
�
“such that the work, carried out by many
intelligent men, advanced”

In this case, the agent could be either direct or indirect.
The contexts suggest that the agents in (86) to (88) are

indeed more removed from the action than those in (83) to (85).
Furthermore, it is linguistically natural for the more direct agent
to be expressed with the dative, the case that also marks the instru-
ment, as the instrument is closer to the action than is the agent:
it is, in effect, the extreme instance of the direct agent.37 Thus,
it appears that, for ������, on the one hand, the use of the
neutral agent marker ��� is superseded by a contrastive agent
marking whereby the dative marks direct agents, and 6�� indirect
agents. For ��'�, on the other, 6�� serves a different purpose: the
agent can be expressed by ���, and 6�� is a marked variant that
emphasizes the local notion of arguments coming from opposing
sides.

As the other verbs that construe with 6�� are less common,
it is more difficult to fit them into one of these two categories. (i)
�����'�, as seen in example (81), coincides with ��'� in its local
use of 6��.38 (ii) ��	����� should fall into line with ������, as
it too is found with a dative of agent, but not with ���. Example
(89), however, does not clearly indicate more direct agency than
(90). On the one hand, in (89), the Spartans directly order those
who had chosen their side to build more ships:

37 Cf. King on the use of German mit (1988: 578).
38 Rusten also notes a passage where it arguably occurs with the dative of agent (1989:

220), which might suggest that the use of 6�� as an agent marker could be to denote
an indirect agent: 
> ��� ����	� 5�
) �
����� $
� ���	��$�
� ����
1�
�� (2.77.2).
Nevertheless, there are other explanations for the dative ����	� than that it is an agent,
and the parallel between (81) and the PACs of ��'� with 6�� is a close one.
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(89) Th. 2.7.2 $
� `
$
�
	�����	� �G� . . . ��,� �6$
����
A������	� �
+� ��
��1�� ��	
,��
	39

“and those who had taken their side were ordered
by the Lacedaemonians to build ships”

On the other, so too in (90), the O��	�	 do not appear to place a
demand on their neighbors any less directly than the Spartans in
(89):

(90) Th. 1.141.1 k �
 �
'���� $
� V ��
1���� �	$
���	�
6�2 �-� .����� ��2 ��$�� ��,� ���
�
��	�
�������
“both the greatest and the smallest claim
demanded by equals of their neighbors before
it is submitted to arbitration”

In this case, it is probably relevant that the agent, �-� .�����, is
the same as in (72). The use of a non-standard agent marker in
both cases may have been motivated by a desire to downplay the
agent, in (72) because the O��	�	 are viewed simply as a source of
competition, in (90) because they are treated scornfully, as people
at whose hands it would be shameful to suffer mistreatment. (iii)
��
���� is found once with 6��, once with �$, in examples (71)
and (72). As with ��	�����, the use of non-standard agent markers
with ��
���� may be attributed to the agents’ not being prototypi-
cally agentive. (iv) �����, like ��
����, is also found with �$ and
6�� in (73) and (75) respectively. Both times, the prepositions’
local use to denote source comes to the fore. (v) 6''���� likewise
is found with 6��:

(91) Th. 6.45.1 6�2 �-� $
�
�$���� �
�� &''���
��
“clear reports were brought by the scouts”

One may compare (91) to the examples with ����� and again
ascribe a local sense to 6��.

39 As a reminder that what seems potentially ambiguous to us might have been acceptable
to the ancient Greeks, it is salutary to note that Thucydides is not adverse to using the
dative of agent for `
$
�
	�����	� even though another dative, ��,� . . . A������	�, is
already present as the indirect object of the verb.

139



expressions of agency in ancient greek

We may summarize the motivation for non-standard agent mark-
ing in Thucydides as follows. There are not enough instances where
�$ is used as an agent marker for any pattern as clear as that in
Herodotus to emerge. Nevertheless, it may be remarked that some
verbs that have a general affinity for non-standard agent mark-
ing construe with �$ in Thucydides: ����� (73) and ��
����
(71) both construe with 6�� as well elsewhere in Thucydides;
.����'�� (70)has non-standard agent marking in several other
authors, as seen below. In the case of (71)and (73), it is also prob-
able that �$ was used to indicate that what might potentially have
been an agent is actually better interpreted as merely the source
of the action; such an interpretation could also explain the use of
�$ in (68), where the concrete spatial sense of the preposition is
present. The more plentiful data for 6�� allow more positive con-
clusions to be reached, at least regarding its use with ��'� and
������. With ��'� (examples (76) to (79)), 6�� shows a local
sense of opposition not present in passive constructions with ���,
but with ������ (examples (86) to (88)), 6�� indicates indirect
agency, as it is contrasted not with ���, but with an instrumental-
dative of agent, the extreme endpoint of the direct agent. In both
cases, the agentive use of 6�� may be derived from its local use to
denote source: when marking opposition, 6�� conveys the visual
metaphor of arguments coming from facing sides; when marking
indirect agency, the indirect agent is ultimately the source of the
action, if somewhat removed from the action itself. The other verbs
found with 6�� do not occur frequently enough to say for certain
whether they align more closely with ��'� or ������. Still, the
preposition probably conveys a spatial nuance with �����'� (81),
����� (75), and 6''���� (91). With ��	����� (90) and ��
����
(72), the use of 6�� is perhaps best explained as triggered because
the object of the preposition is not actually a true agent; at any rate,
6�� here does not have a local sense and does not express indirect
agency.

Xenophon

Xenophon shows more variety than either Herodotus or Thucy-
dides in the number of different prepositions used to express the
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agent: 6��, �$, �
�� (governing both the genitive and the dative),
and ���� are all found, though �
��+G is the most common.
All of them, moreover, occur with verbs belonging to particular
semantic spheres, in contrast to Thucydides, where the verbs that
take 6�� or �$ do not fall into clearly defined categories. In the
following section, I will first show how the cline introduced on
p. 114 is linked to the verbs that have non-standard agent marking
in Xenophon. After that, I will look in more detail at the PACs of
individual verbs.

The cline in question consists of four categories of verbs
arranged in a progression from sending-verbs, where the patient
moves away from the agent, through giving- and showing-verbs,
to thinking-verbs, where there is no ablatival motion on the part
of the patient. These may now be used to classify the verbs found
in Xenophon with non-standard agent markers. First, there are
the sending-verbs. These are not particularly common with non-
standard agent markers in Xenophon, though ����� does occur
with �
��+G:

(92) X. Cyr. 8.2.4 �8 �
����
�
 �
�8 �
�	����
“that which is sent by the king”

(93) X. HG 1.1.23 �
�8 �G ^_���$����)� ��+ R	�����)
��	������� 
�� `
$
�
����
 '����
�

�
������
 �����
� 
�� 0���
�
“a letter sent to Lacedaemon by Hippocrates,
Mindarus’ second in command, was captured
and taken to Athens”

(94) X. An. 2.1.17 f
�,��� ���
 �
���
�� �
�8 �
�	����
“Phalinus, sent once by the king”

One then passes on to the giving-verbs. Most typical is �����	,
which occurs with 6��, �$, and �
�� in Xenophon:

(95) X. HG 7.1.5 D�	 �G $
� 6�2 �-� �
-� �����
	 ��,�

"�)1
,� �� �����4
“in addition, it has been given to you by the
gods to fare well in this matter”

(96) X. HG 3.1.6 �$
���4 � ? 
N�� V 1F�
 �-��� �$ �
�	����
�����
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“and this land was given to him as a gift by
the king”

(97) X. An. 1.1.6 $
� '8� a�
� 
* ?_��	$
� ���
	�
s	��
�����)� �2 6�1
,�� �$ �
�	����
�
�����
	
“and in fact the cities of Ionia belonged to
Tissaphernes initially, given to him by the
king”

(98) X. An. 2.3.25 �	
�
��
'����� k$�	 �
�8 �
�	����
�����
	 
"�-3 �Fe�
	� ��#� q T����
�
“he had come after seeing to it that it was
granted to him by the king to keep the
Greeks safe”

(99) X. Eq. 5.8 �����
	 �G �
�8 �
-� $
� 6'�
K
� E�
$
�
X���4 1
���
“and the mane has been given to the horse by
the gods also for the sake of ornament”

By contrast, �����	 only occurs once with ���:

(100) X. An. 7.7.1 
* �G $-�
	 
Y�
	 a�
� �
�����
	 ��2
P
���) R�������3
“and these villages had been given by
Seuthes to Medosades”

In this category, one may also include the following construction
with �)���'�:

(101) X. Cyr. 6.1.30 a�
� �G 
"�-3 $
� $�����	 ����
� �
��
�
 �-� ����� �)�
	�
'���
	 $
� <
*>

�1������	 �U�
	 �)�����	����
	
“and he also had many camels all collected
together, both gathered for him by friends
and those that had been captured”

Although �)���'� is not a prototypical verb of giving, it falls into
this semantic sphere of verbs in this instance because the camels
(the patient) are gathered together and given to Cyrus (
"�-3).
Additionally, constructions of S�
��� with 6�� may be placed
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here, as there is a transfer of benefit to a recipient. Example (102)
is typical:

(102) X. Oec. 1.15 �-3 �)�
����4 6�2 �-� �1��-� S�
�
,��
	
“to one who is able to be benefited by his
enemies or benefit from his enemies”40

While the preposition in these constructions is only very marginally
an agent marker, these examples act as a bridge to the constructions
with showing-verbs, as the benefit conferred need not be tangible.
More typical of the showing-verbs are two passages with ���
���
and one with ��	�
�$�)�	:

(103) X. Mem. 1.3.4 
� �� �	 ��:
	
� 
"�-3 ���
��
��
	 �
�8
�-� �
-�
“if anything seemed to be shown to him by
the gods”

(104) X. Cyr. 1.6.2 �8 �
�8 �-� �
-� ���
	���
�

“the signs given by the gods”

(105) X. Cyr. 5.5.20 ��+�? 
J �
�8 ��+, D��, ��	�
	$�����
“‘let this in turn be shown by you,’ he
said”

Quite similar to the showing-verbs are the verbs of teaching:

(106) X. Cyn. 13.4 $���	���� ��� ���	 �
�8 ��� 
���+
���
�� �2 6'
�2� �	���$
��
	, �
��
���
�G �
�8 �-� 6���-� 6'
��� �	
��	��
����� �U���� ! ��2 �-�
�:
�
�U� ��1��� �1�����
“it is best to be taught what is good by
one’s own nature, and second best by
those who truly understand something
good, rather than by those who are skilled
at deceiving”

(107) X. Cyr. 1.2.15 �L � ? %� �
	�
)�-�	 �
�8 ��,� �������	�
�	�
�$���	�
“and those who are taught by public
teachers”

40 For the alternative translations, see the discussion on pp. 147–9.

143



expressions of agency in ancient greek

Verbs of speech act as a link between the showing-verbs and
thinking-verbs:

(108) X. Cyr. 6.1.42 �8 �
�8 ��+ �
'��
�

“that which is said by you”

A good bridge between verbs of speech and the thinking-verbs is
provided by ���������. While ostensibly a speaking-verb, it is
in the following passage very close to describing an opinion held
by those who know Ischomachus: to be called good is under most
circumstances to be considered good:

(109) X. Oec. 6.17 ��
� �J� �2� ?_�1��
1�� v$�)�� ��2�
������ $
� 6���-� $
� ')�
	$-� $
�
:���� $
� 6��-� $
��� �
 $6'
�2�
������
���
���
“so, when I heard that Ischomachus was
called fine and good by all, both men and
women, foreigners and citizens”

Likewise, .����'�� stands in between the speaking-verbs and
thinking-verbs. It is found with �$, �
��+G, �
��+D, and ���� as
agent markers but never occurs with ���:

(110) X. An. 2.6.1 .����'�)����� �$ ������ �-� ���
����

"��+ �1����� ��:
�
“as agreed by all who had an opinion of
him from first-hand experience”

(111) X. An. 1.9.1 �� �
�8 ������ .����'
,�
	 �-�
M���) ��$������ �� �
��
4 '
����
	
“as it is agreed by all who appear to have
had experience with Cyrus”

(112) X. Cyr. 1.3.18 6��? �" �
"��, D��, ] �
,, �
�8 �-3
�����4 $
� �� Q���
	� ��$
	

.����'
,�
	.
“but the same things, my child, are not
agreed to be just by your grandfather and
among the Persians”

(113) X. An. 1.9.20 .����'
,�
	 ��2� ������ $���	���� �\
'
����
	 �
�
�
�
	�
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“it is agreed by all that he was excellent at
helping out [his friends]”

Finally, there are two thinking-verbs which construe with non-
standard agents, ������ and 6��:��:

(114) X. An. 1.2.27 �-�
 � �����
�
	 �
�8 �
�	�
, ���	

“gifts which are considered honorable by
the king”

(115) X. Oec. 4.2 $
� 
�$���� �����	 ���) 6��:�+��
	 ��2�
�-� ���
��
“and yet it is reasonable that they are held
in complete disdain by our cities”

Now that these examples of non-standard agent constructions
in Xenophon have been set out according to the semantics of the
verb, it remains to connect the prepositions used as agent markers
with the four semantic categories of verbs introduced above. To
do so, it will be useful to summarize the data presented above
by listing the non-standard agent markers found with each verb
according as the verb belongs to one of these categories. I use the
following abbreviations: A. for 6��, E. for �$, P. for �
��+G, Pd.
for �
��+D, and Pr. for ����.

Sending-verbs Giving-verbs
Showing- and
Speaking-verbs Thinking-verbs

����� (P.) �����	
(A.E.P.)
�)���'� (P.)
S�
��� (A.)a

���
��� (P.)
��	�
�$�)�	 (P.)
�	���$� (P.)
�
	�
�� (Pd.)
��'� (P.)
��������� (Pr.)
.����'��
(E.P.Pd.Pr.)

������ (Pd.)
6��:�� (Pr.)

a Although the constructions of S�
��� with 6�� are only marginal PACs
at best, I have included them in this table because it is worth noting that it
is an ablatival preposition with which it construes when it comes closest
to having a non-standard agent marker.
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From this chart, two observations may be made: first, that �
��+G,
though the most common non-standard agent marker, does not
occur with the thinking-verbs; second, that both ���� and �
��+D

only occur with verbs in the rightmost two columns. Furthermore,
in the third column, they are found more with the speaking- than
with the showing-verbs, and are thus closer to the fourth than the
second column. These patterns may be connected with the non-
agentive uses of the prepositions in question. Because �
��+G

most commonly denotes motion away from a person, it makes
sense that it should tend towards the left-hand side of the chart,
where the verbs describe the transfer of the patient from one sphere
to another. Such is also the case with the limited use of 6�� and �$.
Non-agentive �
��+D, however, does not involve ablatival motion,
and it is thus used more naturally with verbs where the patient
does not undergo such transfer.41 At first, it might seem odd that
����+G would fall into line with �
��+D: as a preposition with
the genitive, it might also be expected to indicate movement away
from its object, as does �
��+G. In fact, ����+G was rare in a local
sense in prose, and when it does occur, it means “on the side of,
facing” or “in the presence of”: the only two places given in LSJ
where it means “from” in a spatial sense come from Homer and
Sophocles.42 Considering that it does not have ablatival force, it is
not surprising that its use as an agent marker is comparable to that
of �
��+D.

At this point, I will examine several of these verbs in greater
detail in order to establish whether these verbs do not construe
with ��� at all, like ������ in Thucydides, or whether ��� does
occur, but under conditions clearly differentiated from those which
favor the non-standard prepositions.

(i) �����	, as seen in examples (95) to (100) above, is found with
four different agent markers in six passages, including just one with
���. Probably, the use of ��� in (100) is due to the agent’s being
the proper noun P
���� rather than the �
�	�
�� or �
�� of the other
five examples. In this respect, these passages may be compared to

41 Cf. the use of with in Antony and Cleopatra 1.1.58 “Is Caesar with Antonius prized so
slight?”

42 As an indication of the absence of ablatival force, one may compare Hdt. 1.124.3, where
it is contrasted with 6��: �Y��	 6�������
� 6�? �$
���) $
� '
���
��	 ��2� ���.
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the Thucydidean examples where 6�� indicates the remoter agent.
The gods and the king are seen as distanced from the action in
question, as if acting through intermediaries. Such a scenario also
makes clear the link between the use of these prepositions to mark
an indirect agent and their use to mark source: if the agent is remote
enough, then it may be seen as disconnected from the act itself,
and therefore as a source rather than as an agent. Ablatival prepo-
sitions are chosen (rather than �
��+D or ����) because giving-
verbs belong clearly to the left-hand side of the cline described
above.

(ii) S�
���, like �����	, is a giving-verb that involves the trans-
fer of benefit from the agent to the patient. At first glance, construc-
tions such as that in example (102) resemble those with �����	,
with an ablatival preposition as the agent marker of choice.43 Two
differences must be pointed out, however. First is that, unlike ���j
��	, which only construes once with ���, S�
��� is found three
times with ���:

(116) X. Mem. 2.9.8 ��2 M������� S�
����
���
“benefited by Crito”

(117) X. Mem. 2.10.3 S�
����
��� ��2 ��+ �\ 6����
���� �

“[if], benefited by you, he did not benefit
you in return”

(118) X. Hier. 10.4 ��? 
"�-� S�
����
��	
“benefited by them”

Second, the object of the active verb is not that which is given, but
the person to whom it is given. Accordingly, the subject of the pas-
sive verb is not itself transferred, but instead the beneficiary of the
transfer. There is thus potential for confusion between the use of
the passive of S�
��� construed with an agent (“be benefited by”)
and the intransitive middle of S�
��� – usually homophonous –
construed with an object marked by an ablatival preposition

43 I omit from consideration the constructions at Oec. 2.8 (�� �
�8 ��+ S�
�����
��	)
and X. Mem. 1.6.14 (�
�? c� %� V'-�
	 S�
���
��
� �	 
"��#� 
�� 6�
���) because the
morphology of the verbs argues against interpreting them as passives. While the future
middle of this verb could be used as a passive (see Kühner–Gerth 1898: 116), these
particular examples should be regarded as middles, for they not only lack the standard
agent marker ���, but also have the less clearly passive of the two future mediopassive
stems.

147



expressions of agency in ancient greek

(“benefit from”). The conceptual difference between the two would
be that, in the first case, the object of the preposition would have
actively worked for the benefit of the subject of the verb, while
in the second case, it would have merely been a source of bene-
fit. Typically, the object of the preposition in these latter cases is
inanimate, as in:

(119) X. Oec. 5.6 S�
����
��	 �G $
� �* X���	 $
� 
* $��
� 6�2
��� '
��'�
� 6����
��+�	 �2� 1-���
“and the horses and dogs, benefited by or
benefiting from agriculture, benefit the land
in turn”

But the boundary between the two becomes blurred in cases like
(102), cited above. In this passage (Oec. 1.7–15), Socrates and
Critobulus are discussing the meaning of 1���
�
. At Socrates’
prompting, Critobulus proposes that 1���
�
 refers to whatever
is beneficial. Socrates then tests this tentative definition by ask-
ing whether various S���	�
 qualify as 1���
�
 or not. He asks
whether one S�
�
,�
	 6�� (either “benefits from” or “is bene-
fited by”) various objects, both inanimate, such as pipes or money,
and animate, such as flocks, friends, and enemies. Now the use
of S�
�
,��
	 6�� with inanimate objects is naturally taken as
middle: one does not expect the pipes actively to work for their
owner. Similarly, the point of (102) is to suggest that one may
derive benefit even from enemies, in which case the subject is ben-
efited in spite of, not through the volitional agency of, the object
of 6��. More ambiguous is (120):

(120) X. Oec. 1.14 �* �G ����	, 5� �	� �������
	 
"��,�
1����
	 H��
 S�
�
,��
	 6�? 
"�-� . . .
“and friends, if one knows how to use them
so as to be benefited by them or benefit
from them”

On the one hand, it appears as though 
"�-� in this case could
be an agent: friends may reasonably be expected to benefit each
other actively. Even so, given the context of this passage – both
the wider parallelism with inanimate objects like money and the
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rather calculating view of friendship suggested by 5� �	� �������
	

"��,� 1����
	 – it is better not to take this as an example of a
passive construction.

In conclusion, the constructions of S�
��� with 6�� demon-
strate how a preposition can come to rival ��� as an agent marker.
At first glance, 6�� appears to compete with ���, in that both
prepositions mark the source of some benefit. But while ��� intro-
duces a source that actively contributes to that benefit – in other
words, an agent – 6�� marks a source that does not control the
benefit and is therefore not an agent: it is used with objects that
are merely exploited by the subject of the verb. Even when those
objects are people, they are still treated on a par with inanimate
entities.

(iii) .����'�� does not occur in Xenophon in any agent con-
structions other than the four given at (110) to (113) above, in
each of which it occurs with a different prepositional construction,
counting �
��+G and �
��+D separately. The first instance, with
�$, stands out as the verbal form in question is an adverb formed
from the present participle; whether this accounts for the expres-
sion of the agent is impossible to say, but this collocation does occur
in Plato as well (Smp. 196a). One may be more optimistic about
explaining the use of �
��+D in example (112). First, the col-
location ��$
	
 .����'
,�
	 is semantically similar to �����
�
	,
and as this verb quite regularly takes �
��+D, it is not surpris-
ing that this expression should as well. Furthermore, the phrase
�
�8 �-3 �����4 is in parallel with the expression �� Q���
	�.
Accordingly, to match the local preposition ��, Xenophon uses
�
��+D because its local sense, “chez,” is appropriate for its object,
�����4. There is also no obvious difference between the use of
�
��+G and ���� in (111) and (113). The most that can be said
is that .����'�� is a verb that avoids expression with ���, but is
not limited with respect to the non-standard agent markers it takes
because it occupies a middle point on the cline from sending- to
thinking-verbs.

(iv) �����
�
	 occurs quite regularly with �
��+D. In addition
to (114), the following examples are also found:
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(121) X. Mem. 1.6.13 �
�? V�,� �����
�
	 �\� H�
� $
� �\�
����
� .����� �G� $
�2�, .����� �G

��1�2� �	
���
��
	 
W�
	
“youthful beauty and wisdom are
considered by us to be good or shameful
in the same respects”

(122) X. Mem. 2.3.15 �
�8 �U�	� 6���F��	� �6�
���

�����
�
	
“the opposite view is held by all men”

(123) X. Mem. 4.4.19 �
�8 �U�	� 6���F��	� ��-���
�����
�
	 �
�#� ���
	�
“it is held by all men that the most
important custom is to honor the gods”

(124) X. Ages. 4.6 �����
�
	 �
�? V�,� �-3 5�1���	 $���	��

W�
	 �\� ���
�	8� ! A
)�2� ���)���
	�
“it is thought by us that it is better for the
ruler to enrich his army rather than
himself”

These examples are not matched by any with ���. There is, how-
ever, one case where �� is used similarly:

(125) X. Cyr. 1.3.18 �Y��� �G� '8� �-� �� R���	� ������
A
)�2� �
������ �
����$
�, �� Q���
	�
�G �2 >��� D1
	� ��$
	�� �����
�
	.
“for he has made himself ruler of all the
Medes, but among or by the Persians
equality is considered just”

This passage follows immediately after one cited above at (112),
in which .����'
,�
	 is construed with �
��+D and ��. Likewise,
the use of �� with �����
�
	 here highlights the semantic closeness
of these two prepositions in constructions with passive verbs. But
should they be considered agent markers? On the one hand, it
is tempting to reject them as local prepositions masquerading as
agent markers, especially ��, which, considering its overwhelming
frequency as a local preposition, is best viewed as such even here.
On the other, it is also noteworthy that �����
�
	 does not occur
with ���. As there is no reason to explain why the passive of this
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verb should fail to construe with an agent altogether,44 it becomes
more plausible to see at least �
��+D as standing in for ���.

(v) ���
��� occurs in only three PACs in Xenophon. Two with
�
��+G are cited above as (103) and (104). The third, with ���,
follows after the passage from the Memorabilia:

(126) X. Mem. 1.3.4 �X�	�
� �
�8 �8 ��2 �-� �
-�
���
	���
�
 ��	�+�� �	
“who do something counter to what is
indicated by the gods”

As Schwyzer points out, the use of ��� here prevents the double
use of �
�� (1943: 25). Because this solitary use of ��� may be
explained thus, ���
��� may be another verb that generally selects
against ���. With only two other PACs, however, one cannot tell
for sure.

(vi) ����� provides another example of a verb that construes
both with ��� and with �
��+G. The passages with �
�� were
given as examples (92) to (94); those with ��� are as follows:

(127) X. Cyr. 5.3.12 6''���)� �
�������)� ��? ���+
“messengers sent by me”

(128) X. Cyr. 6.3.15 ��? ���+ �
���
��
“sent by me”

(129) X. HG 1.6.5 ��2 ��� ���
�� ��� �8� �
+� �
���
��
“sent by the city to command the ships”

(130) X. HG 3.4.13 �
������
� ��2 f
��
����)
“sent by Pharnabazus”

Now if ����� is to construe with a non-standard agent marker,
we expect it, as a sending-verb, to occur with �
��+G, as indeed
it does. Is there any difference, then, between the occasions when
it takes �
�� and those when it takes ���? Most probably, as with
�����	, the nature of the agent plays a role. Both times the agent
is the first-person pronoun, ��� is found; both times the agent is
the king, �
�� is found. When the person speaking is referring
to himself, he is more likely to see himself as the direct agent of

44 There are, for instance, active constructions that seem to be the counterpart to the passives
with �
��+D. Compare e.g. HG 3.5.8 (��$
	�� 
W�
	 �������
� ����
,� ��U� ��3 ���
	
��-�) with (124).
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the action and thus use ���. But when the author, as a third party,
is describing the action of a king, he may instead view the king
not so much as a personal agent as an institution that is merely the
source of the action. Therefore, in the latter two cases, �
�� draws
attention away from any personal involvement of the king’s.

(vii) �	���$� most frequently construes with ���:

(131) X. HG 5.4.14 �	�
�$��
��	 ��2 �-� �
�8 �8� �� g��
	�
��
'8� �$�
���$����
“informed by those who were exiled after
the massacres in Thebes”

(132) X. HG 5.4.31 �	�
1�
�� ��� ��)
“told by someone else”

(133) X. HG 5.4.44 ��	��1���
� ��2 �-� �
)'�����
“they were taught by the exiles”

(134) X. Oec. 3.11 �	�
�$����� ��2 ��+ 6�����
“taught by her husband”

Indeed, even in (106) above, the one passage where �	���$� occurs
with a non-standard agent marker, it occurs twice with �
��+G,
then once with ���. This distribution suggests that ��� is the
more usual preposition, with �
�� being a marked variant. An
examination of the agents in (106) shows why �
�� is found here
in place of ���. Different sources of knowledge about the good
are compared: first, one may learn from one’s own nature; second,
from those who have some understanding of the good; one must
avoid being taught, however, by those who only have the skill of
deception. Just as 6�� is used with S�
��� when the source of the
benefit does not actively set about the benefiting, so too �
��+G

is used here with �	���$� because the source of knowledge, V

���+ ���	�, merely serves as a general guiding principle, rather
than as an engaged teacher. This relation to the act of teaching may
be contrasted with the allusion to the sophists at the end of the
sentence. However misguided they may be, the sophists actively
seek to instruct their pupils; to express their role in teaching, then,
Xenophon uses the standard agent preposition ���. Finally, �
��
is also used in the intermediate case, of acquiring knowledge of
the good from those who themselves understand it. The choice
of �
�� over ��� here may result from pessimism in Socratic
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circles about the ability of people to teach virtue actively.45 To
summarize, �	���$� falls into line with S�
��� and ����� in
that its non-standard agent constructions can be described with the
most economy by taking the constructions with ��� to represent
a default; constructions with �
�� would then indicate that what
might potentially be considered an agent does not exercise enough
control over the action to warrant the use of ���.

From the data collected from Xenophon, two important results
stand out. The first is that, when a non-standard agent marker occurs
with a passive verb, the semantics of the verb in question affect
which preposition is chosen. One may classify verbs, as set out
on p. 114, along a cline ranging from sending-verbs at one end,
through giving-verbs and showing-verbs, to thinking-verbs at the
other. Verbs in the first couple of categories tend to construe with
ablatival prepositions, especially �
��+G, while verbs in the last
category take locatival prepositions, like �
��+D or ����+G. The
second result is that the non-standard agent markers are frequently
used when what appears to be an agent does not actually control
the action and is thus not a true agent. True, there are a couple of
verbs that never take ���, namely .����'�� and ������, and in
these cases the agents do still appear to control the action. With
���
���, too, the use of ��� seems to have been triggered by
special circumstances in a verb that otherwise favored �
��+G. In
the other verbs singled out for special examination, however, ���
retains its status as the default agent marker, and other prepositions
are introduced only when the object of the preposition is not in
fact an agent. This phenomenon may be seen especially clearly
in the case of S�
��� and �	���$�. After the passive of these
verbs, a noun introduced by ��� is a true agent, actively benefiting
or teaching the patient; a noun introduced by 6�� or �
��+G,
however, is simply a source of benefit or learning.

Lysias

The text of Lysias does not provide many examples of passive verbs
with non-standard agent markers. This paucity is primarily due to

45 Cf. Pl. Men. 89e: RT�. 6��? 6�
��� �	���$
��	 �" ��$�+�� ��	 
W�
	; Pt. �����$	�
'�+� ���-� 
> �	�
� 
W
� 
"��� �	���$
��	, ����
 ��	-� �" ���
�
	 
��
,�.
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the small size of the corpus: only a sixth the size of Xenophon’s
works, a tenth the size of Plato’s. Even so, there are enough to show
that the collocation of particular non-standard agent markers with
particular verbs resembles that found in Xenophon.

Once again, .����'�� is found with �
��+G:

(135) Lys. 30.12 ��+�� �G �
�8 ������ .����'
,�
	
“and this is agreed by all”

There is only one other place in Lysias where the passive of
.����'�� occurs with an agent. Here too it is construed with
a non-standard agent marker, this time a dative of agent – non-
standard here because the verb is an aorist. We shall see parallels
of this usage in Plato:

(136) Lys. 23.15 ���� ����)� �
+�
 .����'����
	 
"�-3
“now, before this was agreed by him”

Although this evidence from Lysias is scanty, it still adds to the
impression that .����'�� is anomalous in its agent constructions.

There is only one instance in Lysias where �
��+D is found in
an agent construction.46 It occurs with '	'�F�$�, a verb seman-
tically similar to ������, the verb found most often with �
��+D

in Xenophon:

(137) Lys. 1.2 $
� �
+�
 �"$ %� 
>� ����� �
�? ��,� �N���
�'������
, 6��? �� z����3 ��3 ^T����	
“and these matters would be recognized thus
not only by you, but in all of Greece”

While the parallelism with the spatial expression �� z����3 ��3
^T����	 suggests that the local sense of �
��+D predominates here,
the object of the preposition, the second-person plural pronoun, is
the agent in the sentence that precedes, rendering it difficult to
reject an agentive interpretation of this phrase. As for �����
�
	,

46 The only other use of �
��+D that could potentially be considered agentive comes from
Lys. 3.29 �-3 '8� %� ��:
	
 �	��2� �� �'/ �������
�� $
� ��	��)�
��� a���� ���
�\� P������ ��$�
� �
�? V���
�, �
�8 ��+ �
	�
$��), �������� 6���F��� �
�? 
"�-3
�)�
	�
'�����. The speaker places an emphasis on the improbability of his physically
confronting an opponent with so many friends gathered around him; accordingly, the
local sense of �
��+D predominates here.
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because it does not occur with an agent in any of the speeches, it
cannot be determined whether Lysias, like Xenophon, would have
avoided expressing its agent with ���.

The preposition �$ is found in some marginal agentive construc-
tions with S�
���. As in the examples from Xenophon, the object
of the preposition does not initiate the action:

(138) Lys. 21.18 ����8� 6�18� 5�:
� �$ �-� ��
�����
S�����
	
“having served in many offices, I have been
benefited by or have benefited from your
possessions”

(139) Lys. 22.20 $
� �N�� �
'��
 �: 
"��� S�
��+��
	
“and they are benefited by or draw benefit
from this [business] to such an extent”

(140) Lys. 27.7 ��U� �:
�
���
��
� �$ �-� ��
�����
S�
�
,��
	
“by deceiving you to be benefited by or to
benefit from your possessions”

In all these sentences, the object of �$ is merely an inanimate source
of benefit, and thus not a true agent. In this connection, one may
also note one instance of 6�� marking the inanimate source of
benefit:
(141) Lys. 18.20 �"$ ������ 6�? 
"�-� ��
,� S�
�����
��
 !

V�
,� �* $
$������	
“no less will you be benefited by the property
than we who have acquired it”

By contrast, there is one case where �$ is used when its object may
reasonably be considered a true agent:
(142) Lys. 16.18 �8 �G� '8� ��	
+�
 ��	���
��
�
 �;�
 ��#�

��	F�
� �;�
 �2 $�	�2� ��� ���
�� �����
	,
�$ �G �-� $	��)�
�
	� ��
������ ��2� ��#�
���
���)� =�
��
� ��
,� S�
�
,��

“for such practices harm neither private
citizens nor the city as a whole, but you all are
benefited by those who are willing to face
danger against the enemy”
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The speaker remarks that the Athenians benefit from those who are
willing to risk their lives against the enemy. There are two reasons
to consider these volunteers to be a true agent of S�
���. First, it is
unlikely that people would face their enemies willingly except out
of some active desire to help the community. Second, the sentence
as a whole notes that while the practices of the aristocracy do not
harm the city, their willingness to fight helps it. The volunteers are
thus parallel to the ��	���
��
�
 of the first half of the sentence,
which, though inanimate, are still agentive enough to be the subject
of the active verb ������. On both these grounds, then, �$ should
here be considered a true agent marker. As in Xenophon, ��� is
also found with S�
���, if only once:

(143) Lys. 9.14 D1� �G $
� ��	
+�
 
��
,�, �: c� S�
������ %�
���# �	$
	��
��� ��2 �-� 6��	��$�� ! $
$-�
���1�	�	
“and I can also say such things, as a result of
which it would be much more just for me to be
benefited by my opponents than to be treated ill
by them”

There are two main reasons why ��� would be the preferred prepo-
sition here. First, �$ is already present in the sense “as a result of,”
and its repeated use might cause confusion. Furthermore, the pas-
sive of S�
��� is parallel with the active of ���1�, here acting
as a passive to ��	��. Because ���1� does not have the same
tendency to construe with �$, it might have provided additional
impetus for the use of ���.

There remain a couple of agent constructions that do not match
any found in Xenophon. The first is:

(144) Lys. 5.1 �8 �
�8 �-� 5���� 
������

“that which has been said by the others”

Judging on the basis of Lysias’ language alone, there is no obvious
explanation for the use of �
�� here. In a comparable passage,
��� is used twice in succession:

(145) Lys. 12.77 ����
 '8� �8 ��? ���+ 
������
 �� ��3 ��)��3
6����'���
��� D�
'
� . . . ��,� 
�������	�
�����	� ��? ���+
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“for, during his defense before the council, he
said everything that has been said by me . . . in
the manner that has been mentioned by me”

Furthermore, the other two PACs with ��'�, both with the aorist,
also have ��� as the agent marker:

(146) Lys. 2.54 �8 ��2 ����-� $	��)�
)����
 ��? A�2� p����
	
“for that which was risked by many to be
recounted by one”

(147) Lys. 32.18 ����-� $
� �
	�-� ��2 ��� ')�
	$2�
p�������
“after many terrible things were said by the
woman”

If ��'� is not used with non-standard agent markers elsewhere
in Lysias, then the explanation for (144) must be sought in other
authors. Most likely is that it should be compared to the passages
in Thucydides, examples (76) to (79) above, where 6�� is used
with ��'� when opposing opinions are presented, for the opening
of Lysias 5 does introduce a contrast between what has been said
by others and what will be said by the speaker.

The final example of a non-standard agent marker in Lysias is
the following:

(148) Lys. 9.20 ������ �G� �J� 6�	$������ �
�����
&'
��$��)�, V'���
��� �
��1�
	 ��#� �G�
�1���#� $
$-� ��	
,�, ��#� �G ����)� 
J· �
�?
��-� �G ��+ �	$
��) ��
���
�� ���# %� �U����
�)���
���.
“so long as these men were treating me
unjustly, I was moderately annoyed, feeling that
it is established that one treats one’s enemies
badly, and one’s friends well; but if deprived of
justice by you, I would be much more upset”

Because the passive of ��
��� is not found in any other agent
constructions, one cannot say whether the use of �
�� here is due
to the verb itself or to the particular context of the example. It is
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probable, however, that the explanation given for (144) is at work
here as well, as there is again a contrast. On the one hand, the
speaker accepts that it is natural to be wronged by his enemies; on
the other, he would not think it right to be deprived of justice by
the jury.

Of the other four verbs whose passive constructions in Xenophon
I singled out for study, two do not occur in PACs in Lysias
(���
���, �����).47 The other two, �����	 and �	���$�,
just have a single agent construction with ��� each (Frag. 24.1.4
(Budé) / 120.78 (Teubner) and 2.19 respectively).

In short, because the surviving corpus of the speeches of Lysias
is so limited, one cannot say much about his use of non-standard
agent markers with passive verbs. Still, it is possible to detect
traces of the same conditions for non-standard agent markers in
Lysias that obtained in Xenophon and Thucydides as well. As in
Xenophon, .����'�� has abnormal agent markers, being con-
strued once with �
��+G, once with the dative (when the verb is
not a perfect passive). Furthermore, �
��+D occurs in Xenophon
primarily with thinking-verbs; so too in Lysias, the one time it may
be considered an agent marker, it occurs with '	'�F�$�. Finally,
S�
��� is construed with ablatival prepositions in both authors,
though �$ predominates in Lysias, as against 6�� in Xenophon.
In both authors, these non-standard prepositions are chiefly found
when the object of the preposition does not actively carry out the
benefit in question, although Lysias does use �$ once with what
appears to be a true agent. The similarities between Lysias and
Thucydides are more tenuous. But the two remaining PACs with
non-standard agent markers in Lysias both involve the presence of
�
��+G in contexts that call to mind the Thucydidean use of 6��
with ��'� in situations where opposing arguments are being pre-
sented. On the whole, the evidence provided by Lysias is slight, but
it still lends additional support for the explanations of non-standard
agent marking put forward so far.

47 The passives of �
�
����� and �������� do occur with agents, but �
�
����� has
substantially different semantics from �����, and little can be inferred from the solitary
use of ��� as an agent marker with �������� (1.15).
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Plato

The dialogues of Plato provide some forty examples of non-
standard agent constructions. Generally speaking, the non-standard
agent markers in Plato occur with the same verbs that avoid con-
structions with ��� in Xenophon and Lysias, including .����'��
and �����	. Once again, I will look at all these verbs in turn to
determine whether they are more common with ��� or with other
prepositions. I will begin by looking at verbs that construe with
the ablatival prepositions �$ and �
��+G, and will then proceed to
those found with the locatival prepositions �
��+D and ����.

As in other authors, ����� and its compounds are found with
non-standard agent markers. They are not very common in Plato,
occurring in only three PACs, each with a different agent marker:

(149) Pl. Mx. 236d ����
������
� $�	��3 �G� ��2 ���
���
��, ���
4 �G ��2 �-� ��$
���
“escorted publicly by the city, and
privately by their relatives”

(150) Pl. Phdr. 245b �� �"$ ��? S�
��
4 . D��� �-3 ��-��	 $
�
�-3 �������4 �$ �
-� ��	����
�
	
“that it is not to their advantage that love
is sent by the gods to the lover and the
beloved”

(151) Pl. Ep. 347a O�
� �"�? %� . �)���2� v�
��� �
 6�
,�
	
�\ �
���
���� 
"�-3 �	��� ������� �
�8
[	��)���)
“from which place the gatekeeper would
not have been willing to release me unless
some command was sent to him by
Dionysius”

Because each of these PACs involves a different compound of
�����, no firm conclusions about the motivating factors for each
agent expression may be reached. In (149), ��������, “escort,”
is probably the furthest removed from the meaning of the simple
verb �����. This fact may explain the retention of the usual agent
marker ���, although it is also possible that ��� was motivated by
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the agent, ���
��, which, because it is low on the animacy hier-
archy, might require more explicit agent marking.48 With a noun
denoting a physical place as well as a political institution, there
would have been more reason to construe �
��+G as ablatival.
In (150), the use of �$ may be attributed either to a general ten-
dency of ����� not to construe with ��� or to the fact that, in
this passage, the gods’ role as agents is not emphasized; see the
discussion on (173) below. Example (151), the only PAC with the
simple verb ����� in Plato, resembles constructions (92) through
(94) in Xenophon. One cannot conclude anything certain on the
basis of this one passage, but it does support the view that �����
had a proclivity for construction with �
��+G.

The verb .����'�� is very frequent in the works of Plato; fur-
thermore, when it occurs in PACs, the agent marker is almost never
���. Because the means of marking the agent is strongly correlated
to the nature of the agent, it will be useful to present the connection
between these factors in a table. As the dative of agent is one of
the preferred means of marking the agent, I will give two tables,
one for the constructions where the verb is not a perfect (and the
dative of agent is not expected), one for those where it is a perfect
(and the dative of agent is expected).

(i) Non-perfect verbs:

dative (14×) �
��+G (12×) ��� (3×) �$ (1×)

� V�,� (9×) � ������ (2×) � �$
���) � ������
� ��	 � ����-� (2×) � �-� ����-�
� �n� � �
��	���� 6���F���
� 
"�-3 � 1
	����� � ��+
� ��,� � ������
� �-3� � ��+ (3×)

� ���+
� V�-�

From this chart, it is clear that the two most common means of
expressing the agent with .����'�� are the dative of agent and

48 For more discussion of the interaction of the animacy hierarchy with prepositional agent
markers, see the section on �����	 below.
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�
��+G. For the most part, if the agent is a pronoun, the dative
is used: all fourteen datives of agent are pronouns. Furthermore,
the nine times that the agent is non-pronominal, a prepositional
construction is used. There is overlap, however, in that eight of the
pronominal agents are construed with a preposition rather than with
the dative. Two questions must then be considered: what triggers
this use of prepositions with pronouns, and what differences can
be detected among the use of the various prepositions?

To start with the first question, two of the prepositional PACs
with pronominal agents result from the neighboring presence of
non-pronominal agents that would not have been marked by the
dative:

(152) Pl. Grg. 475d 5��� �	 �J� ��2 �G� �-� ����-�
6���F��� $
� ��2 ��+ �����'
,��
V�,�49 �� �-3 D������
� 1����4 
>�1	��

W�
	 �2 6�	$
,� ��+ 6�	$
,��
	;
“Isn’t it the case that it was earlier agreed
(with us) by many people and by you that
to do wrong is more shameful than to be
wronged?”

(153) Pl. Smp. 202c $
� �-� 5� . . . .����'�,�� ��'
� �
2�

W�
	 �
�8 ������
“And how could it be agreed by these men
that he is a great god?”

The construction in (153) will have been influenced by that in
(154):

(154) Pl. Smp. 202b .����'
,�
� '
 �
�8 ������ ��'
�
�
2� 
W�
	
“but it is agreed by everyone that he is a
great god”

49 The use of the ethic dative V�,� in juxtaposition with the indisputable agent marker ���
could give rise to the suspicion that apparently agentive occurrences of V�,� in other
places may also be no more than ethic datives. While this possibility cannot be ruled out,
there are enough cases where the dative of agent is used with .����'�� with pronouns
not open to this interpretation to require the recognition of datives of agent with this verb.
This being the case, it is likely that some, if not all, of the instances of V�,� tabulated
may be considered agents.
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In a further four instances, a prepositional agent marker is prob-
ably preferred because the agent is emphasized, either by $
�
or by '
:

(155) Pl. R. 499d 1
�
�8 �G $
� �
�? V�-� .����'
,�
	
“but that it is difficult is agreed by us, too”

(156) Pl. Grg. 470b ��+�� �G� ��, �� D�	$
, $
� �
�8 ��+ $
�
�
�? ���+ .����'
,�
	
“this, then, as it seems, is agreed both by
you and by me”

(157) Pl. Tht. 171b �: z������ 5�
 6�2 Q���
'���)
6�:
����� 6��	������
�
	, �U���� �G
��� '
 �$
���) .����'��
�
	
“so, starting from Protagoras, it will be
disputed by all – or rather, it will be agreed
by him at least”

When the dative is used, the agent is never strengthened in this
way. Contrast with the above:

(158) Pl. R. 478a $
� ����� O�	 E�
��� ��	������ ��:

.����'
,�
	 V�,�
“and clearly it is agreed by us that opinion is
different from knowledge”

In the final two examples of pronominal agents introduced by
prepositions, the reason why the preposition was selected instead
of the dative of agent is obscure:

(159) Pl. Chrm. 173e �Y��	 '8� ��	�������� �-��
� �"1
.����'�+��
	 �
�8 ��+ 
"�
����
�

W�
	
“for those who live in a knowledgeable
way are not agreed by you to be happy”

(160) Pl. Prt. 360c �	? b �G �
	��� 
��	�, �
	��
 .����'
,�
	
�
�8 ��+;
“but the reason why they are cowards –
that is agreed by you to be cowardice?”
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There is little to distinguish between these two passages and the
following:

(161) Pl. Grg. 497e �W�
	 '�� ��	 �"�G �
���3 .����'
,��
	
“for I think that it is not agreed by you in
this way either”

Considering that the prepositional construction seems to be more
emphatic in other cases, the agents in (159) and (160) are also
presumably highlighted by the use of the preposition.

What, then, is the difference between ���, �
��, and �$ in these
agent constructions? As �
�� is by far the most common, the best
approach is to look for conditions that triggered the use of the other
two. The easiest to account for is �$:

(162) Pl. Smp. 196a b �\ �	
�
������ �$ ������
.����'�)����� mT���� D1
	
“which Love has to an exceptional extent,
as is agreed by all”

This construction may be compared to X. An. 2.6.1, quoted above
under (110), where �$ ������ is again found with .����'�)�����:
this particular collocation simply seems to have been idiomatic.50

By contrast, the use of ��� was motivated by a need to clarify the
role of the agent. In (152), the agent might need particular high-
lighting because of the competing presence of V�,�; in (157), the
agentive nature of �$
���) needs to be emphasized both in opposi-
tion to the ablatival prepositions that precede and also in light of
the context as a whole, discussed below as example (167).

In tenses other than the perfect, then, when the passive of
.����'�� construes with an agent, a pronominal agent is marked
with the dative of agent, a nominal agent with �
��+G. Pronouns
too, however, can be marked by �
�� when the pronoun is parallel
with a noun, or when the agent is emphasized, as by $
� or '
. In
two places, ��� is used instead of �
�� because the role of the
agent needs to be clarified.

50 The Thucydidean PAC of .����'�� with �$ is not dissimilar (example (70)above).
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(ii) Perfect verbs:

dative �
��+G ��� �$

� V�,� (21×) none � ���+ none
� ���� $
� 0'����	
� ���� �
 $
� ���
� ��	

PACs in Plato with the perfect passive of .����'�� are no different
from those of other verbs. All but one are with the dative of agent,
including one with a noun as the agent, a relative rarity:

(163) Pl. Smp. 201d �$ �-� �����'������ ���� $
� 0'����	
“from that which has been agreed by me
and Agathon”

Use of the dative of agent here is no doubt motivated by the con-
junction of the noun with ����. In one place, however, the agent is
expressed by ���:

(164) Pl. Chrm. 164c �$ �-� D������
� ��? ���+
�����'������
“from that which has earlier been agreed
by me”

It is difficult to explain why ��� should have been chosen
over the dative of agent here, especially comparing (164) with
(163).

While some of the agent markers used with .����'�� in Plato
thus remain obscure, a clearer pattern emerges than was seen in
the works of Xenophon, who used �$, �
��+G, �
��+D, and ����
once each. In Plato, it is �
��+G that predominates as the agent
marker with nouns; while it is also found sometimes with pronouns,
here it is the dative of agent that is preferred. In the four PACs in
Xenophon, (110) through (113), the agent was always nominal, so
it cannot be determined whether this conditioning factor applied
there as well. It is noticeable, however, that of the two PACs in
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Lysias, the agent is marked by �
��+G with ������ (135), and
by the dative with the pronoun 
"�-3 (136).

In Plato, there are four places where the passive of 6��	������,
the antonym of .����'��, occurs with what could be considered an
agent expression. As each one involves a different agent marker, it
is as difficult to determine the criteria that distinguish between these
constructions as it was for .����'�� in Xenophon. First, there
is one straightforward instance of the dative of agent, probably
analogous to its use with .����'��:51

(165) Pl. Lg. 638d 6��	����
,�
	 � ? 
J $
� ��+�� V�,�
“and in turn this too is disputed by us”

Second, it is found once with �
��+D:

(166) Pl. Phlb. 20a 
> ��3 $
�? E�
��� �	�
 ������ �n�� �? 
W $
�
����
	 ���-�
� ��� 5���� �8 �+�
6��	�������
�
 �
�? V�,�
“if perhaps in some other way you are able
and willing to demonstrate differently what
is now being disputed by us”

While not comparable to PACs with .����'�� in Plato, the use of
�
��+D with .����'�� in Xenophon provides a possible model.

The final two PACs come in close proximity to one another.
Furthermore, as might be expected considering Socrates’ fondness
for contrasting one idea with its opposite, .����'�� occurs as well,
also in a PAC. Accordingly, it is worth quoting this passage in its
full context, inasmuch as the agent expressions of the two verbs
can shed light on each other:

(167) Pl. Tht. 171b P�: ^t �� '? 
J .����'
, $
� �
���� 6����
�\� ��:
� �: c� '�'�
�
�.
g
�: f
��
�
	.

51 Possibly, one might detect another dative of agent at Lg. 714b: �2 '8� ��$
	�� $
� 5�	$��
�n 1�\ ����
	�, ���	� V�,� 6��	�������
��� ����)�
�. It seems better, however, to take
V�,� in conjunction with ���	� and ����)�
� as meaning “has come back to us,” with
the participle simply meaning “as a point of contention.”
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P�: ?T: z������ 5�
 6�2 Q���
'���)
6�:
����� 6��	������
�
	, �U���� �G
��� '
 �$
���) .����'��
�
	, O�
� �-3
�6�
���
 ��'���	 �)'1���3 6���� 
"�2�
��:��
	�, ���
 $
� . Q���
'��
� 
"�2�
�)'1����
�
	 ���
 $��
 ���
 �2�
��	�)1���
 5������� ������ 
W�
	 ���G
�
�� A�2� �Y %� �\ ����3. �"1 �N���;
g
�: tN���.
P�: t"$�+� ��
	�\ 6��	����
,�
	 ��2
������, �"�
�� %� 
>� V Q���
'���)
0���
	
 6����� . . .
“Socrates: But [Protagoras] agrees that this
opinion too [i.e., that of his opponents] is
true, to judge from what he wrote.
Theodorus: It seems so.
S: So, starting from Protagoras, it will be
disputed from all sides [or by all] – or
rather, it will be agreed by him at least,
when he concedes to one who opposes him
that his opinion must be true – then even
Protagoras himself will concede that
neither a dog nor any random man is the
measure of even one thing which he has
not learned. Isn’t it so?
T: So it is.
S: So, since it is disputed by all,
Protagoras’ work Truth is true for no one.”

In this passage, Socrates is arguing against Protagoras’ relativist
dictum that man is the measure of all things. The main counter-
argument that he is making here is the following: if Protagoras
says that whatever a man believes to be true is true, then any-
one believing the contrary of Protagoras’ belief must in fact be
correct in Protagoras’ own view. Protagoras must thus contra-
dict himself. Now, in this excerpt, there are three potential PACs,
italicized in the text above. The second and third constructions
are indisputably PACs, but there is some question regarding the
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first. Nineteenth-century commentators differentiated it from a true
agent. Wohlrab (1891: 140) quotes Stallbaum: “Non haec praepo-
sitio causam efficientem, quam vocant, in eiusmodi locis significat,
sed potius originem et quasi locum, unde quid veniat, ut respondeat
nostro: von seiten,” with references to the passages of Thucydides
and Xenophon cited above at (70)and (110) . Campbell agrees,
translating: “‘On all hands, then, including Protagoras’, we find it
disputed, or rather on his part it is admitted’” (1883: 108). But,
as he renders the indisputably agentive ��� '
 �$
���), with the
non-agentive “on his part,” he makes no clear distinction between
the two usages. Such is the case with many subsequent translators,
either rendering both �: z������ and ��� '
 �$
���) as agen-
tive (Kennedy (1894: 152–3), Jowett (1953: 270), Burnyeat (1990:
298)) or as non-agentive (Diès: “de tous côtés donc, à commencer
par Protagoras, il y aura contestation; ou, plutôt, de sa part à lui, il
y aura adhésion” (1924: 201)). Waterfield’s translation does seem
to distinguish between the two, but as it is quite free, it is hard
to be sure: “from all sides, Protagoras’ doctrine entails that it is
arguable – or rather, that he will admit” (1987: 64).

In light of the context, it seems best to accept Campbell’s position
that �: z������ is not an agent expression. First, as Campbell
points out, in the preceding sentence, the clause �: c� '�'�
�
�
gives an example of �: used in the sense “in light of,” “considering.”
As this meaning would still be in the reader’s mind on reaching �:
z������, it seems likely that, in the second occurrence as well,
the preposition would be interpreted broadly as marking source.
Second, in the following passage, ��� is used to mark the agent
of .����'��, a verb that does not normally construe with ���.
If Plato thought a clear agent expression was important enough
here to use ��� even with .����'��, then one would expect him
to use it with 6��	������ as well – especially considering that
he uses ��� with 6��	������ itself a few lines further down.
Accordingly, it seems best to count only three agent expressions
with 6��	������: one each with the dative of agent, �
��+D, and
���.

As in the other authors discussed so far, S�
��� is associated
with non-standard agent markers. In Plato, however, there is a
sharper delineation between the use of ��� when one is benefited
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by a person and 6�� when one is benefited by an object. The
eight times that ��� is used with S�
�
,��
	, the agent is always
a human or a god; the seven times that 6�� is used, the would-
be agent is always inanimate.52 There is also one occurrence of
�$, used of financial benefit from the public treasury (R. 343e).
While �
��+G is found once, it is in the spurious Amatores, and,
considering the frequency of ��� and 6�� with this verb in the
genuine works, its use with the passive of S�
��� may be rejected
as non-Platonic. Because there is such a clear distinction between
the use of ��� with animate agents and 6�� with inanimates that
could not actively benefit one, it is best to see the PACs of S�
���
in Plato as limited to those with the standard agent marker ���.

In Plato, ���
��� does not occur in any PACs.53 Consequently,
no support is added to or taken away from the view that it has a
tendency to construe with �
��+G, as suggested by data from the
works of Xenophon.

The verb �	���$� is relatively rare in the passive.54 Still,
together with its compound 6�
�	���$�, it furnishes two PACs
in Plato, one with ���, one with �
��+G:

(168) Pl. La. 189a '����$�� '8� ����8 �	���$
��
	
����� ��2 1����-� �����
“for, as I grow old, I want to be taught
many things – but only by good men”

(169) Pl. Hi.Ma. 301d �+� �G �
�8 ��+ v�� 6�
�	��1���
�
O�	 . . .
“but now we have been taught by you
that . . .”

Because there are only these two PACs, one from the Hippias
Major, a dialogue that might be spurious, we cannot say whether

52 The PACs with ��� occur at Ap. 25d, Phdr. 232d, Thg. 127d, Grg. 512a (with 6�� as a
variant reading) and 525b, Hp. Ma. 285a, R. 347d and 380b; those with 6�� at Euthphr.
15a, Euthd. 280c, Hp. Ma. 304e, R. 346c (twice), 346d, and 401c.

53 There is one PAC with $
�
���
���: �8� � ? ��	�$�B
	� �8� 6�18� �)����
	� $
�
�
��j
�
����
� ��? 6���,� (Lg. 937b). However, the specific concrete sense of the compound
verb here (“seal up”) is quite different from that evident in the PACs with ���
��� in
Xenophon. This construction thus has no bearing on the question of which agent marker
would be expected with ���
���.

54 One may compare Latin, in which the passive of doceo is usually replaced by disco
(Menge–Burkard–Schauer 2000: 172).
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Plato preferred ��� or �
�� to express the agent of �	���$�. Still,
even if Plato did not write (169), the presence of �
��+G indicates
that its use with �	���$� was not just a stylistic feature limited to
Xenophon.

Another verb that frequently takes non-standard agent markers
is �����	. In Plato, it occurs in eleven PACs, six times with ���,
four times with �
��+G, and once with �$. As the conditioning
factors are quite complicated, it will be necessary to line up those
contrasting examples that occur in similar environments so as to
determine what differences, if any, exist between them. By com-
paring only those PACs with like agents, we may eliminate one
variable from consideration. Thus, I will first consider PACs with
gods as agents, then those with pronouns as agents, and finally the
remainder.

Five of the eleven PACs of �����	 have gods as agents, and all
three agent markers are represented:

(170) Pl. Ap. 31a O�	 �? �'/ �)'1��� �� ��	�+��� �n�� ��2
��+ �
�+ ��3 ���
	 �
����
	
“but that I happen to be such a person
as to have been given by God to the
city”

(171) Pl. Ti. 47d V �G z�����
 . . . ��2 R�)�-� �����
	
“but harmony has been given by the
Muses”

(172) Pl. Ti. 47e $
� p)��2� . . . ��2 �-� 
"�-� �����
“and rhythm has been given by them as
well”

(173) Pl. Phdr. 245c �� ��? 
"�)1�
4 ��3 �
'����3 �
�8 �
-� V
��	
��� �
��
 �����
	
“that such a madness is given by the gods
for our greatest happiness”

(174) Pl. Ly. 204c ��+�� �� ��� ��� �$ �
�+ �����
	, �
1#
�X�4 �? 
W�
	 '�-�
	 ��-��� �
 $
�
��F�
���
“but this has been given to me by God,
that I am quickly able to recognize the
lover and the beloved”
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While there is no sharp distinction among the uses of the three
prepositions, it does seem that in (170) to (172), with ���, the
agents are more involved in the action than are the agents in the
other two constructions. In (170), for instance, Socrates has just
mentioned the possibility of God sending another like him to rouse
the Athenians from their philosophical slumber. The god, then, is
conceived of as a definite agent, and the act of his giving a beneficial
trouble-maker to the Athenians is emphasized. Similarly, the PACs
in (171) and (172) come in the middle of Timaeus’ speech on
the gods’ creation of the universe. As the gods have been agents
throughout this speech, it is here natural to use a preposition that
clearly marks them as such. This may be contrasted with (174),
in which Socrates acknowledges a god-given ability to tell when
people are in love. The act of the giving is not highlighted; Socrates
simply has this gift, and it comes from God. It thus makes sense
to use the less agentive preposition �$. Similarly, passage (173)
is taken from Socrates’ speech on the types of divine madness,
and the context underlines the beneficial effects of madness on
humans, not the gods’ action in bestowing it. This interpretation is
supported by the fact that references to the gods in the preceding
paragraph also avoid the unambiguous agent marker ���:

(175) Pl. Phdr. 245b ���
+�
 ��� ��	 $
� D�	 ��
�� D1� �
��
�
'	'������� 6�2 �
-� ��'
	� $
�8 D�'

“Such are the fine consequences – and I
can tell you even more – of the madness
that comes from the gods”

(176) ibid. �� �"$ ��? S�
��
4 . D��� . . . �$ �
-�
��	����
�
	
“that it is not to their advantage that love is
sent by the gods”

When gods are the agents, then, ��� is used with �����	 if the act
of giving is contextually important; �
�� or �$ is found when the
emphasis is merely on the beneficiary’s having received the gift
from the gods.

Three of the PACs of �����	 are with personal pronouns, two
with �
��, one with ���:
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(177) Pl. Grg. 499c 6��'$� ��	 $
�8 �2� �
�
	2� ��'�� �2
�
�2� 
J ��	
,� $
� ��+�� ��1
��
	 �2
�	���
��� �
�8 ��+
“I must, as the old saying has it, do the
best with what I have and accept this that
is given by you”

(178) Pl. Criti. 108a $
� ���� '
 D�	 �����4 �
����� �
"�2�
��+�� ^T���$���
	 �
�? V�-�
“and, in addition, let this same favor be
given by us to Hermocrates, as the third to
speak”

(179) Pl. Lg. 837e �2 �� ��	 �
������� ��2 ��-3� >��
“and let us be done with what has been
granted to me by you two”

In all three cases, the gift in question is some point of argument or
request for sympathy conceded by one speaker to another in the
course of a dialogue. Contextually, then, they are all quite simi-
lar. Furthermore, it is plainly not the case with (178) at any rate,
that �
�� somehow indicates that its object is not a true agent:
the preceding line has the first-person pronoun as the subject of
the verb (�� �? �" ������
�, ] M�	��
, �	���
	;). While there is no
equally clear sign that �
�� marks a true agent in (177), the pre-
ceding lines do portray Socrates playfully complaining about how
Callicles has been deceiving him. Consequently, it seems right to
view �
�� as implying just as much as ��� that Callicles con-
ceded a point as an active participant in a discussion, rather than
merely specifying him as the source of the object granted, as with
(173) and (174). In other words, while (174) could be translated
“God-given” (and “which God gave” would seem over-translated),
one could quite easily render (177) “which you have conceded.” If
anything distinguishes (179), it is that it comes from the Laws, an
unusual work of Plato’s, in that, among other anomalies, Socrates
is absent.55 By contrast, examples (177) and (178) are both spo-
ken by Socrates. While there is no conclusive evidence that Plato’s
Socrates particularly favors �
�� as an agent marker, the use of

55 For the anomalous stylistic position of the Laws in Plato’s work, see Müller 1968: 98–130
and Rutherford 1995: 302.
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��� rather than �
�� in (179) may reflect the stylistic stiltedness
of the Laws as against the greater conversational liveliness when
Socrates is present.56 Whatever the explanation of its absence in
(179), the reason why �
�� can mark true agents with pronouns
is that pronouns are high enough on the animacy hierarchy that
they are easily construed as agents no matter what preposition
governs them.

The final three PACs of �����	 are with other common nouns,
twice with ���, once with �
��:

(180) Pl. Smp. 183b �-3 �? ��-��	 ����
 �
+�
 ��	�+��	 1��	�
D�
��	, $
� �����
	 ��2 ��+ ����) 5�
)
<�
���)� �����
	�
“and grace attends the lover who does all
these things, and it is given by custom for
him to act without reproach”

(181) Pl. Lg. 718a �
����� �
 ��� �	������� ��2 ��1�� �2
����	�� ��,� $
$��$��	� ������

“allotting to the dead the proper amount of
the money given by circumstances”

(182) Pl. Lg. 907a �L �2 ��$
	�� �"$ 5� ���
 �����,
� E�
$

�F��� �
�8 6��$�� 6���-� 6������
�	�������
“who would never betray what is just
because of bribes given crookedly by unjust
men”

It is immediately apparent that ��� is found with the two inanimate
(though personified) agents, �
�� with the animate 6���-�. In
(182), �
�� seems to be used much as in (173) to express that
the agent is not important qua agent, but is merely the source of
the gift. One could imagine the sentence rewritten without the

56 Dickey has shown that terms of address are used differently by Socrates than by other
speakers in Plato’s dialogues (1996: 119–27), so it would not be surprising if his choice
of agent markers should also be idiosyncratic. Indeed, there is some slight evidence that
he uses �
��+G where other speakers might use ���, e.g. examples (159) and (160),
spoken by Socrates, with �
��+G, but (164), not spoken by him, with ���; also, in
(168), Laches uses ���, while in (169), Socrates uses �
��+G. But against these we
must set the examples where other speakers also use non-standard agent markers, e.g.
all three of PACs with ������
	, (183) to (185).
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6������ �	�������, and �F��� �
�8 6��$�� 6���-� could still
mean quite happily “gifts from unjust men.” In (180) and (181) on
the other hand, ��� is the agent marker even though . ����� and
V ��1� are not agents in the surrounding context. It is true in the
case of (180) that the phrase �� . ����� ����� . �����
 follows
several lines later, but the overall context is hardly a discussion of,
say, the role ����� plays in determining what sort of behaviors are
sanctioned. Indeed, ��2 ��+ ����) seems virtually equivalent to
$
�8 �2� �����. There is even less reason to take ��� in (181)
as emphasizing the role of ��1� as agent. In these two examples,
since ��� is not introduced to highlight the agentive status of the
noun, as in (170) and (171), it instead must simply express the
agent without any further implications.

This observation may be linked to a discrepancy between the
behavior of S�
��� and �����	. The passive of S�
��� occurs
with ��� when the agent is human, 6�� when the would-be agent
is inanimate; the passive of �����	 generally occurs with �
��
when the agent is human, ��� when it is an inanimate agent, such
as ����� or ��1�. The resolution of the seeming paradox lies in the
differing role played by the inanimate agents with the two verbs.
With S�
���, on the one hand, the ambiguity between the middle
“benefit from” and the passive “be benefited by” means that there
will always be scope for confusion between agent and source,
be they animate or inanimate. Hence, ��� here is, as usual, the
default agent marker, while 6�� is found with inanimates, which
are more likely to be seen as the source rather than the agent of the
benefit. On the other hand, with �����	, there is no middle with a
meaning analogous to that of S�
���. Now ��� is still the agent
marker par excellence, and the ablatival prepositions still denote
source, but the use of a non-standard agent marker, rather than
shifting the construction from being passive to middle, potentially
does no more than change the nuance of the passive construction.
Thus, with �����	, animate agents, especially personal pronouns,
are free to be marked by �
��, because with agents so high on the
animacy hierarchy, either the straightforward ��� or the alternative
�
��, with its nuance of ablatival motion, could be interpreted as
agentive. Inanimate agents, however, because they are inanimate,
need to be marked all the more clearly as such: thus, ��� must be
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used, for �
�� would be too easily understood as a preposition
marking source.

The verb ������
	, semantically similar to �����	, likewise
construes with non-standard agent markers. The three PACs with
this verb in Plato are as follows:

(183) Pl. Ti. 47b �: c� ����	���
�
 �	������
� '����, �Y
�
,��� 6'
�2� �;�? a��
� �;�
 k:
	 ���G �-3
����-3 '��
	 �����G� �$ �
-�
“from which [inquiries into the natural world]
we acquired the stock of philosophy; than this
no greater good, given by the gods, either has
come or will ever come to the human race”

(184) Pl. Ti. 47c ����� �
 �\ $
� 6$��� ���	 ���	� . 
"�2�
��'��, ��� �
"�8 �-� 
"�-� E�
$
 �
�8
�
-� �
������
	
“the same reasoning applies to sound and
hearing, that they have been given by the
gods for the same reasons and directed
towards the same results”

(185) Pl. Plt. 274c O�
� �\ �8 ���
	 �
1����
 �
�8 �
-� �-�

V�,� �
�F���
	 �
�? 6�
'$
�
� �	�
1�� $
�
�
	�
��
��, �+� �G� �
�8 Q��������,
��1�
	 �G �
�? ^y�
����) $
� ��� �)���1��),
�����
�
 �G 
J $
� �)�8 �
�? 5����
“for this reason, the gifts that have been
recounted since ancient times have been
given to us by the gods together with the
necessity of teaching and education: fire by
Prometheus, craftsmanship by Hephaestus
and his fellow worker, and seeds and plants in
turn by others”

Again, we find the ablatival prepositions �$ and �
��+G occur-
ring with a giving-verb. In contrast to �����	, however, ����� does
not occur in any PACs with ���. Moreover, there is a difference
in that the agents found with these non-standard markers appear
to be just as agentive as those of �����	 found with ���. Exam-
ples (183) and (184), for instance, both occur in the same passage
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as (171), in which the Muses are considered agentive enough for
Plato to construe �����	 with ���. Now it is possible to explain
away the occurrence of �$ in (183). The gift of philosophy did not
come directly from gods; rather, men acquired it for themselves
(����	���
�
) as a result of the natural observations made possible
by the gods’ gift of sight to mankind.57 But the gift given in (184)
is that of sound and hearing, that is, the immediate gifts of the
gods. The situation in (185) is more ambiguous. On the one hand,
the final three phrases with �
�� aim more at setting out which
god was responsible for which gift, rather than highlighting the act
of the giving itself. On the other, like (183) and (184), it is taken
from a cosmological passage in which divine agency is considered,
and so the objects of �
�� could in fact be fully agentive. On the
whole, there are simply too few occurrences of ������
	 to make
any strong statements, but it is worth noting that �
��+G is used
here as one might expect ��� to be used.

One verb that Plato construes with �
��+G, ������, does not
fit clearly into the cline of verbs set out above. The construction
only occurs once:

(186) Pl. Smp. 175e �W�
	 '�� �
 �
�8 ��+ ������ $
� $
���
����
� ��������
��
	
“for I think that I will be filled with much
fine wisdom from you [Agathon]”

In this passage, the subject of the verb, Socrates, is to be filled with
wisdom, and the verb thus comes close in sense to S�
�
,��
	.
But this passage should not in fact be considered a PAC: the object
of the preposition is not seen as deliberately controlling the action,
but rather as an involuntary source of the wisdom. That Agathon is
not viewed as actively conferring the wisdom can be seen from the
wider context, in which Socrates is imagining that it would indeed
be wonderful if wisdom could be passed from one to another in as
regular a fashion as water along a strand of wool. While this passage

57 It seems odd that Luraghi, in speaking of this passage, notes that, in contrast to �
��,
“the occurrence of ek profiles active involvement of the landmark, rather than simply
spatial origin” (2003: 104). If anything, of the three instances of the passive of �����
with �
-� as the agent, this passage with �$ depicts the least involvement on the part of
the agent.
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cannot be included as a PAC, it nevertheless shows, in exhibiting
a non-agentive prepositional use that resembles an agentive one,
how such a preposition as �
��+G could be taken up as an agent
marker.

The verb ������ does not occur with an agent in any of Plato’s
genuine dialogues. It is found twice in the Minos with �
��+D

marking the agent (316a, 316b). Although these PACs come from
a spurious work, they still add further support to the theory that
�����
�
	 selected against ��� as an agent marker.

There are three passages where ��)��� or $
�
��)��� is con-
strued with an agent. In the two passages with $
�
��)���, ���
marks the agent both times; ��)��� itself only occurs in one PAC,
but with two agents, one marked by ��� the other by ����+G:

(187) Pl. Smp. 219e $
�
�
��)������� �
 ��2 ��+
6���F��) �� �"�
�� ��? �"�
�2� 5���)
�
�	�3

“and, enslaved by the man, as no one has
ever been by anyone else, I went about”

(188) Pl. Euthd. 303c �
����
�	 $
�
��)���
�� ��2 ���
����
� 
"��,�
“completely enslaved by the wisdom of
these two”

(189) Pl. Mx. 244c �	
���)���� �G V ���	� �\ %� D�	 6�+�
	
���
 qT�����	 ��2� 6������
��)��)����	� ���
 ��2 �
������
“and the city, deciding on the course of
no longer defending Greeks from being
enslaved either by each other or by
barbarians”

Clearly, the agent expression that requires explanation is ��2�
6������. Because it occurs in parallel with ��2 �
������, the
motivation for ���� must lie in the nature of the agent 6������. If
the non-standard ���� is used with 6������, it seems likely that
this noun is somehow less prototypical an agent than �
������.
In support of this interpretation, one may observe that reciprocal
actions such as this, in which agents act upon each other, involve
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less of an energy transfer from agent to patient. The agent, after
all, is to some extent a patient as well. Now ��)��� does not fall
at all into the continuum of verbs introduced on p. 114. The use of
the local preposition ����+G, however, does make sense insofar as
enslavement does not involve the motion of the patient away from
the agent, physically or figuratively, as is the case with the verbs
that take ablatival prepositions like �
��+G.

From this collection of data, it is clear that there is no single
means of accounting for all the non-standard agent markers in
Plato. In general, one may speak of two broad motivations for their
use: first, they are sometimes used in situations in which the would-
be agent is not fully agentive; second, they sometimes appear to
be the default prepositions used with particular verbs. Several dif-
ferent prepositions belong in the first category. The use of 6��
with S�
��� provides an extreme example, where the object of
the preposition is far enough from being an agent that these con-
structions are best not considered to be PACs. A further usage that
fits in here is that of ��2� 6������ with ��)��� (189), which
must be motivated by the fact that, in a reciprocal action, the verb
does not depict a solely unidirectional transfer of energy from
agent to patient. More common in this function is �$, which marks
less agent than source with ��	����� (150), ������
	 (183), and
�����	 (174).58 It is worth noting that, in all these cases, the agent
in question is either �
�+ or �
-�. This coincidence recalls the
PACs of ����� in Xenophon, where �
��+G was preferred when
the agent was the king. Both kings and gods are distant figures
who would often work through intermediary agents and would
thus be less likely to collocate with ���. Possibly, �
��+G also
indicates more source than agent with �����	; at any rate, it is
true of the PACs where the agent is divine that the god’s status as
an agent is more pronounced in the surrounding context in those
constructions in which ��� is used (compare (170) to (172) with
(173)).

More often, however, �
��+G marks agents just as engaged
in the action as those marked by ���. Indeed, for some verbs it
58 The construction of 6��	������ with �$ (167) would also belong here, except that it is,

like the PACs of S�
��� with 6��, too unagentive to be considered a true PAC.
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appears to be the default agent marker. Unfortunately, this tendency
is never pronounced enough to be incontrovertibly true, but the
combined data from several verbs nevertheless point in this direc-
tion. First, .����'�� occurs very frequently in PACs in Plato. Most
of these are either with the dative, only found with pronouns, or
with �
��+G, found with nouns and pronouns. The split between
the dative and �
��+G is presumably based on the animacy hier-
archy, and the overwhelming majority of prepositional PACs with
�
��+G would then be explained by calling this preposition the
default agent marker with nouns. Second, rather than labeling the
use of �
��+G with �����	 as only quasi-agentive, it might be
better to regard this as the default marker, while ��� was reserved
for occasions when the role of the agent needed to be clarified.
While this interpretation certainly works well for the three PACs
with common nouns other than gods, any explanation ultimately
stumbles on the fact that there is no clear difference between ���
and �
�� in the PACs with pronouns. Thus, it is impossible to sin-
gle out either of the two prepositions as a default agent marker with
this verb. Finally, there are two other verbs, ������
	 and �����,
which might have �
��+G as a default agent marker, although
a conclusive answer is impossible owing to the paucity of PACs
with these verbs. With all these verbs that prefer �
��+G to mark
the agent, ��� is only used when it is necessary to emphasize the
agency of agent, as can be seen in some of the PACs of .����'��,
(157), and �����	, (180) and (181).

Demosthenes

The main trend that will be evident in the works of Demosthenes
is that non-standard agent marking has become limited to �
��,
either with the genitive or with the dative. Although the split
between these two uses remains much as it was in earlier authors,
with the genitive found with verbs involving the motion of the
patient, the dative with verbs that denote mental activity on the
part of the agent, it is perhaps possible that �
��+G is making its
way into territory earlier occupied by ���, thus foreshadowing its
eventual rise as the agent marker of choice. Again, I will give all
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the PACs of particular verbs that are prone to non-standard agent
marking.59

As elsewhere, ����� is frequently construed with �
��+G. In
Demosthenes, there are four PACs of ����� with �
��+G:

(190) D. 7.1 �
	�2� '8� %� 
>�, 
� �\� ��� ��+ ���
���
�
�����
� 
* �
�? �$
���) �
����
�
	
��	����
� 6����	
�
“for it would be terrible if the letters sent by
him should end the freedom of speech of the
speaker’s platform”

(191) D. 7.18 �* �����
	� �* �
�? �$
���) �
������
�
“the representatives sent by him”

(192) D. 18.148 
� �G� ����)� ��+�? ! �-� �
�? A
)��+
�
�������� *
���������� ! �-� �$
���)
�)���1�� 
���'�,�� �	�
“so if anyone, either of the religious
representatives sent by him or of his allies,
should introduce this”

(193) D. 32.14 �
�8 �
+�? 9$
� �Y��� D1�� �2� �
�? V�-�
�
������
 ��
��
)���
“after this he arrived, together with the
representative sent by us”

What stands out about these four PACs with �
�� is that they are
all of the form: article + prepositional phrase + participle. This
regularity contrasts with the four PACs with ���:

(194) D. 18.137 $
���	 O��	� �-3 ��2 �-� ���
���� �
������	
����� ����4 �)�V3
	
“yet a man who met, one on one, with someone
sent by the enemy”

(195) D. 18.244 �"�
��+ �F���?, O��	 ��
��
)�\� ��������
��? ��-� �'F, V����
�� 6������ �-� �
�8
f	�����) �����
��

59 In all the data that follow, I omit data from speeches labeled as spurious by the TLG
unless otherwise specified.
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“never, wherever I was sent as a representative
by you, did I return bested by the ambassadors
from Philip”

(196) D. 32.11 �Y��� . �
���
�� ��? V�-� (0�	����-� @���?

"�-3), b� $
� . . .
“this one, sent by us (Aristophon by name),
who also . . .”

(197) D. 45.18 . �G �
���
�� ��2 �����) �
��1
	� ��+��
“and one [said] that, sent by him, he supplied
this”

Here there is one PAC, (194), of the same form as the PACs with
�
��. However, (195) has a finite verb, and (196) and (197),
while both involving participles with articles, have the preposi-
tional phrase after, rather than before, the participle. To account
for the use of �
�� in one particular syntactic context, one may
compare its use in the second half of (195) in the phrase �-� �
�8
f	�����) �����
��. It here denotes personal source in a context
where a participle of a verb like �
�������� could in theory be
understood from the finite verb in the preceding line – but where
that participle is absent from the actual construction. The implica-
tion is that the use of �
�� does not depend on the presence of a
passive verb; �
�� is therefore less particularly an agent marker.
In this context, one is reminded of the PACs in Herodotus where
participles – especially those that, with the definite article, acted as
nouns – construed with non-standard agent markers. When sand-
wiched between the article and the participle, the agent phrase
looks particularly as if it modifies a noun, not a verb, and is thus
all the more prone to anomalous agent marking. Finally, in (194),
the use of ��� in a context conducive to �
�� was probably trig-
gered by the fact that the agent, �����	�	, is lower on the animacy
hierarchy than the pronominal agents found in all the PACs with
�
��.

Another sending-verb is 6��������. Although it does not occur
in any PACs in the genuine speeches of Demosthenes, there is one
in a spurious speech:

(198) D. 56.10 �8 '����
�
 �8 �
�8 �����) 6����
����

“the letter sent by him”
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Note that the syntactic context here is the same as with the PACs
of ����� with �
�� in the genuine speeches.

The giving-verb �����	 likewise construes both with �
�� and
���. There are four PACs with �
��:

(199) D. 18.202 O�	 $
� �
�8 g��
��� $
� �
�8 �-� D�	
������ ����
��� ��1)�-� '
�������
`
$
�
	������ $
� �
�8 ��+ Q
��-�
�
�	���� �
�8 ������ 1��	��� ��+�? %�
6������ ����� ��3 ���
	
“that this would have been gladly granted to the
city with great thanks both by the Thebans and
by the Lacedaemonians who before them had
been powerful and by the king of the Persians”

(200) D. 18.293 D��	'? 
� ��+�� ���
�� �
�? ��-�
“if this were to be granted to me by you”

(201) D. 20.42 ���
���� 6�
�
�
� 
"�-3 �	8 �
+�
 �
�? ��-�
“when, because of this, immunity was granted
to him by you”

(202) D. 21.170 �����	� '8� �\ ��'	��
	 ������
	 ���
	
�
�
�? ��-� $
� ��G� �
'�����
“the greatest gifts have been given to them by
you in return for the greatest services”

There are only two with ���, and they are exactly the same:60

(203) D. 27.56 �>
��? �"$ %� 
"�\� �
�
,� ���
,�
� ��2 ��+
�
����;(=29.48)
“do you think that he would not have taken her
[my mother] as wife, given as she was by my
father?”

In contrast to the PACs with �����, �
��+G is not restricted
here to just one syntactic context: it is found with indicatives, a
participle, and an optative. In this case, it is ��� that is the more
marginal agent marker. Its use in (203) is probably to be connected
with the particular sense that �����	 has there: that of bequeathing a

60 Indeed, the whole of 29.47–9 is virtually the same as 27.55–7; thus, these two PACs are
best counted as one example rather than two.
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wife. Because the patient is animate, it is likely that ��� is used for
the same reason that it is with the perfect in the same circumstances:
with two animate participants as agent and patient, one needs to
be more specific about which is which.61

The other giving-verb that frequently appears with non-standard
agent markers is S�
���. There is only one PAC with S�
��� in
the genuine speeches of Demosthenes, but as the agent marker is
�
��+G, it fits in with the expected pattern:

(204) D. 21.139 �x� �8 ��#� �
�#� �"�G� S�
�
,��
	 ������
�
�8 �����)
“by the gods, I think that they are not at all
benefited by him”

We turn now to the showing-verbs. One, �	���$�, only occurs
in one PAC in Demosthenes, with ���:62

(205) D. 19.135 �" $
�
����
, f��	���� . . . ��� ���
�� ���
��
���
�, �"�? 61���������)� ��U� �����
�
g��
��� �$
���)� 
X�
�? 6��? ��-� 6��? ��2
������ ��	��1��
“Philip does not despise your city, nor did he
choose the Thebans instead of you because he
thought you were less capable, but rather he
was informed by these men here”

Nothing may be inferred from this single PAC. Another showing-
verb, ���
���, does not occur in any passive constructions.

One verb that construes with �
��+G, �)�����, does not fit
into any of the semantic categories introduced above. It occurs in
two PACs, one with �
��+G, one with ���:

(206) D. 21.3 �N�� �G ������ �1�����, O�
 �G� �
�? ���+
�����$
 �)�
1���
	, ����
 �	$
��� ��,�
�
�����
	

61 Furthermore, in this sense, the compound verb �$�����	 is common (see LSJ s.v. 2a). It
also construes with ���, both at 23.143 (genuine) and 40.19 (spurious, and again of a
woman given in marriage).

62 The compound ����	���$� is also found at 7.23: ��2 �-� �����
 �	�
�$���� ����
j
�	�
'�����.
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“and, such being the case, every protective
measure one might rightly expect to be taken
by me has duly been observed on your behalf”

(207) D. 23.186 b� 
"��� ���
 ��#� ��
����)� �1���#� �	��2�
�
������ ����)���
	, ��+��� ��? ��
����)
B�����
��� �
���
	 �)�
����
���
“that one who himself was once a hired
bodyguard for your enemies should now be
seen to be protected by your vote”

It is easy to explain why (207) should have ��� where (206) has
�
��+G: the agent in (207) is the inanimate B��	��
, and, as has
been seen elsewhere, an inanimate agent requires more specific
agent-marking than would an animate agent. Less clear is why
�)�����, which does not indicate motion on the part of the patient,
should have �
��+G as a non-standard agent marker. Probably, the
explanation is connected with the different functions of the patient
of the verb in the two examples. In (206), the patient, O�
, refers
to the steps taken in order to ensure the protection indicated by the
verb; if the sentence were rewritten in the active, it would be an
internal accusative. By contrast, in (207), the patient is the person
who is being protected. In this case, it would be strange to use
a source preposition to express the agent; but when the patient
refers to the actions of an individual in protecting others, it makes
more sense to see these as emanating from the agent. Accordingly,
Demosthenes uses �
��+G.

Rather more instructive are the PACs of 6:	��, as this verb
has several meanings which cross over from the giving-verbs to
the thinking-verbs. On the one hand, it has the concrete sense “to
honor (with an office), to evaluate (at a price),” in which case it is
more like a giving-verb. Sometimes, on the other hand, it has the
more abstract sense “to honor, deem worthy,” behaving more like
a thinking-verb. Now there are five places where its passive occurs
with an agent, twice marked by ���, once by �
��+G, and twice
by �
��+D. I have lined them up in order from the most to least
concrete, judged primarily by the nature of the object with which
the patient is honored. In the first instance, a daughter is endowed
with a concrete dowry of two talents by her father:

183



expressions of agency in ancient greek

(208) D. 27.65 �)�,� �
�����	� ��2 ��+ �
��2� 6:	��
,�

“thought worthy of a dowry of two talents by
her father”

Next, we have Glaucetes honored with the specific title of
ambassador:

(209) D. 24.129 ��
��
)�\� 6:	��
�� 
W�
	 ��? ��-�
“thought worthy by you to be ambassador”

Following this, there is Iphicrates, who, like Glaucetes, is honored
with what are presumably concrete distinctions, but, in contrast,
these are not specified:

(210) D. 21.62 $
� ��:�� $
� �	�-� �
�)1�$��? c� �$
,���
&:���� �
�? ��-�
“and who had met with the glory and honors of
which he had been thought worthy by you”

Next, the Athenians are deemed worthy of sacrifice and praise, but
no offices are mentioned:

(211) D. 19.86 O�
 �G� �8 �����? ���	
,�
, �)�	-� $
� ��
����
&:	�+��
 �
�? ��,� 
"��,� $
� �
�8 ��,� 5���	�
“when you were doing what was necessary, you
were thought worthy of sacrificial festivals and
praise, both by yourselves and by others”

The final passage provides the most abstract instance of 6:	��,
which, in contrast to all the other examples, does not here con-
strue with a genitive of the honor bestowed, but instead means “be
thought highly of” in an absolute sense.

(212) D. 19.30 $
� �8 ���'�
�? ���� �
+�
 c� V ���	�
6:	�+�
	 �
�8 ��,� 5���	�
“[this does not mean that] it is also for
insignificant achievements that the city is
thought highly of by others”

Although one might dispute the ranking of the central three PACs,
the endpoints seem well established, with 6:	�� signifying the
concrete worth of two talents in (208), and the abstract worthiness
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of Athens in (212). Now, as explanations for the agent marking
with 6:	��, one may rule out the nature of the agent: the second-
person pronoun occurs with all three agent markers. Furthermore,
it is unlikely that the morphosyntax of the verb has had an effect,
even if only ��� occurs in the only two participial examples, as
this pattern does not correlate to those found elsewhere. To explain
the agent marking of 6:	��, then, it seems best to propose that
��� is preferred with the more concrete constructions, �
��+D

with those that relate more of a mental stance: again, this holds
true at least for the ends of the spectrum, even if the details of the
placement of �
��+G cannot be established owing to the paucity
of examples.

With '	'�F�$�, we move further into the thinking-verbs. As
expected, the non-standard agent marker found here is �
��+D.
There are two PACs with �
��+D, as against five with ���:

(213) D. 21.41 %� '8� �
+�? �N��� �'������? ����1�3 �
�?
��,�
“for if these matters are determined by you in
this way”

(214) D. 29.2 �8 �
�? ��,� '�������
 ��
����
��� 
"���
“exacting of him the penalty determined by
you”

(215) D. 20.2 $
� '8� 
>���
	 ������ �	�8 $
� ��? ��-�
>��� '	'�F�$
�
	
“for it has been said to some extent and it is
perhaps recognized by you”

(216) D. 24.9 5$)�
 �G �8 '�������? ��2 ��� ��)��� $
�
��+ ����) $
� ��+ �	$
������) $
������	�
“he renders invalid what has been determined
by the council and the people and the court”

(217) D. 24.90 �
�� �-� �$ ��+ �
�
���)����� 1����)
$�	������ ��
���
 ��,� ��? ��-� �'�������	�
��������
	
“as for the decisions made in earlier times, he
prescribes the opposite of what had been
determined by you”
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(218) D. 27.1 6��1�� '8� %� ��,� ��? �$
���� '����
,�	�
�����
	�
“for it would have been sufficient to abide by
what had been determined by them”

(219) D. 30.18 �-� �" �
�
�2� O�	 ��������
� ��+
���'�
��� �8 '�������? ��? ��-�
6����
���
� �
 ����+�	�;
“Is it not clear that, in managing this business,
they seek to deprive me of that which was
determined by you?”

Unfortunately, there do not appear to be any factors that condition
the use of �
��+D and ���. Consider first factors pertaining to the
verb. One might suspect that one preposition would be associated
with a general sense of '	'�F�$�, “know, recognize,” and another
with the specific legal meaning of “judge, determine” (LSJ s.v. II).
In fact, only in (215) does the general sense occur, while the legal
usage occurs with both �
��+D and ���. Nor is agent expression
connected with the morphosyntax of the verb: aorist and perfect
participles both occur with both prepositions in (214) and (218) and
in (213) and (217) respectively. Turning to the nature of the agent,
one again finds no grounds for distinguishing between the PACs
with ��� and those with �
��+D, as the second-person pronoun
occurs quite readily with both.63 One must thus suppose that the
co-occurrence of ��� and �
��+D is merely free variation, with
the local preposition favored as a non-standard PAC because the
verb in question is a thinking-verb.

A second thinking-verb, ������, behaves similarly erratically.
It occurs in three PACs, two with �
��+D, one with ���:64

(220) D. 2.3 . �G� '8� O��4 ��
���? ��G� �\� 6:�
� �
����$

�\� 
���+, �������4 �
)�
����
��� �
�8
�U�	 �����
�
	
“for the more he has extended his worth beyond
its due, the more wonderful he is considered by
all”

63 Still, it is probably significant that (216), the one PAC without a high-agentive pronoun
as agent, does have ��� as the agent marker.

64 There is a further PAC in one of the prooemia (2.2), but these are of doubtful authenticity.
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(221) D. 29.26 �2� 5������� ��+��� 6�
,�
	 �2� �
���? V��$?
��
�
��
, $
� �����
��
	 �
�? V�,� ��+���
��
��
���
“that my father freed this man when he was
dying, and that he was considered by us to be
free”

(222) D. 39.33 �
	��� '? %� 
>�, 
� $
�8 �G� �-� ��2 ��+
�
��2� 
"��+ ���	������� �
���� �* �
��
�-� '����� ��1���)�	� ����	
“it would be terrible if the laws concerning
parents will apply to children who are
considered by their father as his own”

The use of �
��+D in (220) with �U�	 is much like PACs seen
with this verb in other authors. But the other two involve a different
sense of ������: that of family members recognizing the status of
another in the household, be it a freedman, as in (221), or a child, as
in (222). Why (221) should be construed with �
��+D, and (222)
with ��� is not entirely clear, although it is likely that the nature
of the agent played some role. Most of the PACs of �����
�
	 with
�
��+D have involved agents that were plural in number, as in
(220). It may be that �
���, as a singular agent and, moreover,
one that is not a pronoun, motivated the use of ��� instead of the
�
��+D more regularly found with this verb.

The verb ��
�� may be loosely grouped together with the
thinking-verbs, inasmuch as it denotes a mental attitude of the
agent, in this case one of pity. Of the five PACs formed with this
verb in Demosthenes, four have the usual ��� as the agent marker:

(223) D. 21.99 .�-� �8 ��+� ? �"$ ��
�����? ��2 �����)
“seeing that this man’s children were not pitied
by him”

(224) D. 27.53 X�
 ��$-� 
W�
	 �����	�� 9���� ��? ��-�
��
�����
“so that, appearing to be rich, I would be pitied
less by you”

(225) D. 28.16 6��8 �8 1���
�� �
 ����? 6�
��
��$/� �
�8
�-� �)�
�	������, ��

,��
	 �+� ��? ��-�
6:	F�
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“but although he has, together with his
co-guardians, deprived me of all my goods, he
will now ask to be pitied by you”

(226) D. 53.29 ! '8� <��
��#� ! ��	$����)�
$
�
�$
)��
��
� 6:	F��)�	� ��

,��
	 ��?
��-�
“for, after producing orphans or heirs, they will
ask to be pitied by you”

One, on the other hand, has �
��+D:

(227) D. 27.57 X�? 9���� ��
��- �
�? ��,�
“so that I would be pitied less by you”

Considering the extreme similarity between the contexts of (224)
and (227), it is once again necessary to postulate free variation
to account for the use of �
�� here. That it takes the dative is
natural as, like the more prototypical thinking-verbs, ��
�� does
not involve the transfer of the patient.

Another thinking-verb that alternates between expressing the
agent with ��� and �
��+D is �	��
��. In this case, however, it
is �
��+D that is the more common agent marker:65

(228) D. 22.1 ��G �? �"�? %� ���:
�� �-� @���� 6���F���
�"�G 
n�, 
� �8 $
�
�$
)
�����? ��2 �����) �
�?
��,� ��	��
���
“but not a single living man would welcome me,
if what has been fabricated by this man were
believed by you”

(229) D. 23.4 �"1� �-� ���1������� ��U� �"�G �-�
���	�
)������ $
� �	��
)������ �
�? ��,� 7�
“as I am not one of those who trouble you nor
one of those politicians who are believed by
you”

65 I take �
��+G at 19.277 with ����
����
 rather than �	��
)���
	, because that inter-
pretation suits the word order better, and �
��+G is commonly found as an adjunct of
�
����� and its compounds. As for the spurious speeches, ��� also occurs at 52.13,
58.4, and Prooemium 2.16; �
��+D also occurs at 58.44.
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(230) D. 28.5 ���	$
���� �? 6�
����
� �
��)��
� �N���
�>
��
	 �
,� 
�$�3 �	��
�
��
	 �
�? ��,�
“and after destroying such important evidence,
to think that they must be believed by you
blindly in this way”

(231) D. 30.38 ml������ �
�
1��
��� ����)�
 $
�
s	��$����� . . . 6:	F�
	 �	��
�
��
	 �
�? ��,�
“supplying Aphobus and Timocrates as
witnesses, he will expect to be believed by you”

In contrast, ��� is only found once:

(232) D. 19.289 $
� �)�
��+�� �	�
� �����	� �-� ��? ��-�
�
�	��
)�����
“and some of those who have been believed by
you will support them”

As the agent is the same in all five examples, the motivation for
��� must lie in the verb. Example (232) is distinguished by having
a verb in the perfect; accordingly, this construction is reminiscent
of (164), a passage in Plato in which the only prepositional PAC
with the perfect of .����'��, there too a participle, has ��� as the
agent marker even though other tenses have a strong preference
for �
��+G. Perhaps the same motivating factor triggers the use
of ��� in (232) as well.

In Demosthenes, as in all the other authors, .����'�� con-
strues with several different agent markers: five times with ���,
four times with �
��+G, three times with �
��+D, and once
with �$.

(233) D. 16.3 6�2 �G �-� .����'�)����� ��? z������
5�:��
	
“I shall begin from what is agreed by everyone”

(234) D. 18.251 H��? ��2 ��+ '? �����'��
	 ���G� 
W�
	 ��+
M
����) 1
���� �������
“and so it has been agreed by you that I am no
worse a citizen than Cephalus”
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(235) D. 29.44 ��
	�\ ����)� �����'��? ��? 
"��+ �����)
�2� �
���? V�-� �
�
)�-��
 ����+���
6�'��	�� ������ A$����4 ��+�
	 . . .
“so, since it had been agreed by this very man
that our father, when he was dying, gave so
much money to each of them”

(236) D. 34.47 �2 �G� .����'���
��� ��? 
"��+ �����)
5$)��� ��	��
	�

“you should not consider authoritative what is
agreed by this very man”

(237) D. 41.24 �� �����'
,�� ���
 �8 ���
,
 �-�
'�
������ ��2 ��� �����) ')�
	$��
“that the seals of the documents were
acknowledged then by his wife”

(238) D. 34.5 �$�B
��
 �� . . . O �	 .����'
,�
	 �
�? 
"�-�
������
“but consider what is conceded by these very
men”

(239) D. 41.21 .����'�)����� �G �-� ���
��� $
� �
�8 ���
�����) ')�
	$2� $
� �
�8 ��� ����
“as the seals were acknowledged both by his
wife and by mine”

(240) D. 54.32 6�
�� ��#� $
� �
�? 
"�-� ������
.����'�)����)� ����
	� ���
“after dismissing those who were agreed even
by these very men to have struck me”

(241) D. 55.9 �2 �G� '8� 1����� .����'
,�
	 $
� �
�?

"�-� ������ V���
��� >�	�� 
W�
	
“for the land is agreed even by these very men
to be our private property”

(242) D. 7.18 b �
�8 �U�	� 6���F��	� .����'
,�
	 ��$
	��

W�
	
“which is agreed by all men to be fair”

(243) D. 7.29 � �
�8 �U�	� 6���F��	� .����'
,�
	 ��$
	


W�
	
“what is agreed by all men to be fair”
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(244) D. 57.47 �
����
	 ����)� . . . �2� �G� 5���� 1�����
=�
��
 �
�8 �U�	� ��,� �+� $
��'���+�	
������� �����'������
“so it is clear that, at every other time, I am
agreed to have been a citizen by all those who
now accuse me”

(245) D. 27.16 �-� �"$ �$ ������ .����'�)����) ��+
���'�
��� 
��
���
�
	 �
�
�-� �\�
���,$
 . . . $
$��	������
“how, since the matter is agreed by all, will he
not be found quite clearly to have received the
dowry”

The easiest of the non-standard agent markers to explain are �$ and
�
��+D. Both appear elsewhere with the same agent with which
they occur here, ����
�: �$ is regularly used with the passive of
.����'�� to mark this agent, and �
��+D occurs with �U�	� in
several PACs with �����
�
	, both in Demosthenes (220) and in
Xenophon (121).

Finding a distinction between the PACs with ��� and those with
�
��+G, however, is quite difficult. Clearly, the agent is not the
decisive factor: compare (235) and (236) with (238), (240), and
(241), or (237) with (239). Nor is it certain that the syntax of the
verb plays a role. Because the only two PACs with a verb in the
(plu)perfect, (234) and (235), both mark their agents with ���,
a conditioning factor such as was suggested for (232) might be
at work here too. But there is no split between indicative forms
preferring one agent marker and participles another. Furthermore,
a comparison of (236) and (238) or (237) and (239) reveals little
difference in the context that might have selected for one prepo-
sition or the other. Yet again, there remains only the conclusion
that, with certain verbs at least, there was free variation in Demos-
thenes between ��� and either �
��+G or �
��+D. Although this
might seem a weak explanation, it is worth noting that �
��+G

later supplanted ��� as the standard agent marker. A stage when
there was free variation with certain verbs would be a reasonable
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stepping-stone to this later development. One should also ask why
it is that an apparent thinking-verb like .����'�� construes so
often with �
��+G rather than �
��+D. Probably, it is because,
in several of these passages, the verb conveys the sense that some-
thing has been acknowledged or even conceded. When .����'
,j
�
	 refers thus to a point of debate being admitted by the speaker’s
opponents, as in (238), it becomes more like a giving- than a
thinking-verb.66 This nuance of meaning also helps to explain why
three of the four agents marked by �
��+G are 
"�-� ������:
when something is agreed on by your opponents, it is more likely
to be a concession, and the verb thus comes closer to being a
giving-verb.67

In general, the conditions that trigger the various agent markers
found in Demosthenes resemble those in other authors. First and
foremost, verbs that describe the motion of the patient away from
the agent have �
��+G as an alternative agent marker, while those
that describe mental processes that do not involve such motion
have �
��+D. This pattern is most clearly seen in the PACs of
����� and �����	 on the one hand, and '	'�F�$�, ������,
�	��
��, and ��
�� on the other. Other verbs, namely .����'��
and 6:	��, may take �
�� with either the genitive or the dative.
With .����'��, there is some evidence that �
��+G is used when
the action described is a dynamic transfer of agreement (that is, the
concession of a point by the speaker’s opponents), while �
��+D

marks a more static assessment (in (242) and (243) a general agree-
ment about what is fair, in (244) a long-standing point held by the
speaker’s accusers). The same is perhaps also true of 6:	��, but
there are too few examples to be certain.

Second, ��� is at times used with �����, �����	, and probably
�)����� to clarify grammatical relations in cases where the agent
is relatively low in the animacy hierarchy compared to the patient.
There is also further evidence that participles can trigger unusual
agent marking. On the one hand, �
��+G with ����� occurs

66 As a parallel, one may compare the use of the middle verb 6������'���
	 with �
��+G

in the sense “get agreement from” (that is, “get someone to agree”) in Pl. Smp. 199b: X�

6������'����
��� �
�? 
"��+ �N��� v�� ��'�. Such is the meaning given by Dover
in his commentary; LSJ does not give any glosses that fit this passage.

67 That said, one cannot eliminate the need to postulate free variation, because ��� is also
found in these circumstances.
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solely with the prepositional phrase sandwiched between the article
and the participial form of the verb, presumably because, in this
context, the participle seems strongly nominalized, a condition
conducive to non-standard agent marking in Herodotus as well.
On the other, ��� occurs with the perfect participle of �	��
��,
a verb that elsewhere marks its agent with �
��+D; this may be
connected to a similar anomaly in the PACs of .����'�� in Plato.
Finally, in Demosthenes, there is, for the first time, a strong case
to be made for the existence of free variation in the choice of agent
marker, particularly in the PACs of '	'�F�$� and .����'��,
in which ��� alternates seemingly randomly with �
��+D and
�
��+G respectively. This phenomenon may herald the beginning
of the slow decline of ��� as the standard agent marker in Greek.

Conclusion

In considering non-standard agent markers, two main questions
must be addressed. First, what determines which non-standard
agent marker is used? Second, what determines why a non-standard
agent marker is used in the first place?

(1) For the most part, non-standard agent markers may be
grouped into two categories: ablatival prepositions, like �$,
�
��+G, and occasionally 6��; and locatival prepositions, like
�
��+D and ����+G. In Herodotus, the preferred prepositions
are �$ and ����+G; in Thucydides, the locatival prepositions are
absent, and both �$ and 6�� are found in ablatival capacity; in the
other authors, �
��+G and �
��+D are the prepositions of choice.
Whether an ablatival or locatival preposition is chosen depends on
the semantics of the verb. One may line up verbs on a cline with
those that describe motion of the patient away from the agent on
one end (“send”), and those that do not describe such motion on
the other end (“think”). Not surprisingly, ablatival prepositions are
used as agent markers for verbs closer to the first end, whereas
locatival prepositions are used for verbs closer to the second end.
This rule holds true no matter which preposition is preferred by the
author in question. Thus, in Herodotus, verbs of giving and order-
ing usually mark their agents with �$, while verbs of thinking and
knowing mark them with ����. In Demosthenes, however, verbs
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of sending and giving mark their agents with �
��+G, verbs of
thinking and believing with �
��+D.

(2) In examining the circumstances under which non-standard
agent markers are preferred to ���, it will be useful to consider two
types of verbs: those that normally construe with ��� and those that
normally construe with a non-standard marker. Generally speak-
ing, verbs of the former category use non-standard agent markers
in situations where what might potentially be considered an agent
is more accurately described by some other semantic role such
as source or location. To give one example, S�
��� occurs most
frequently with ���; when it occurs with a non-standard preposi-
tion, like 6�� in Plato, the oblique noun is not actively effecting
the benefit, and is therefore better described as a source than an
agent. Other verbs, however, belonging to the second category, do
not have ��� as a default agent marker. With these verbs, ���
marks the agent when there is a particular need to clarify the role
of that agent. One such verb is �����	, which, in Demosthenes,
construes more frequently with �
��+G than with ���. The latter
preposition does occur, however, when the patient is animate. With
a patient relatively high on the animacy hierarchy, it is necessary
to delineate more clearly the role of the agent. In Plato, the agent
marking found with this verb when the agent is a common noun
also exemplifies this phenomenon: with 5���
�, �
�� is an ade-
quate agent marker, but with ����� and ��1�, less prototypical
agents, ��� is used instead.
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AGENT CONSTRUCTIONS WITH
PREPOSITIONS OTHER THAN ���:

TRAGEDY AND COMEDY

As Schwyzer pointed out in his article on expressions of the
agent, the Attic tragedians provide many examples of non-standard
agent markers (1943: 20–8). In fact, ��� is so rare in comparison
to other prepositions, that, were these plays our only source of
Ancient Greek, we would not at first glance be able to pinpoint it
as the default agent marker. In iambic passages of the Oresteia,
for instance, ��� only occurs in three PACs, as against seven with
����+G, two with �$, and one with �
��. Does this variety of agent
marking mirror that in prose of the period, or is it simply a feature
of poetic diction, conditioned by the meter? In order to answer this
question, I will look at prepositional PACs in Aeschylus, Sopho-
cles, and Euripides. To impose some uniformity on the data, I will
only consider PACs in iambic passages. Because this limitation
reduces the number of PACs under consideration, I will extend
the study to those constructions where agent expressions occur
with intransitive verbs, such as ���1� or 6�����3( �$�, that act
as suppletive passives to transitive counterparts like ��	�� and
6��$�
���. Such constructions are quite common in tragedy
because of the frequent description of suffering in the genre.

In general, the pattern in prose whereby certain agent mark-
ers are associated with certain verbs does not hold true in poetry.
For example, $
�
'
��� construes with ��� in Aeschylus, while
'
��� construes with �
��+G in Sophocles and �$ in Euripides (in
all authors limited to one example each). Because of the limited size
of the corpus, direct comparisons of the sort employed for prose
authors are impossible, but the general impression remains one of
randomness. Nor can one start with one particular agent marker as
a default and explain the others as deviations therefrom: �$ and ���
are equally common as agent markers in Sophocles, while ����+G

predominates in Aeschylus and Euripides, with �$ and ��� not far
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behind. A pattern does emerge, however, when one looks at where
in the line each of these prepositions occurs. Almost always, if
the agent marker occurs at a point in the line where both ��� and
another preposition would fit, then ��� is used. Conversely, there
is only a handful of cases where the otherwise more common ����
is found when ��� would also fit the meter. Broadly speaking, the
relative infrequency of ��� can then be ascribed to its having a
metrical shape less convenient for the iambic trimeter. With two
short syllables in a row, it must either be elided, occur before a
word beginning in a double consonant, or fall at the end of the
line in anastrophe; it cannot occur before a word beginning with a
single consonant (e.g. the article), or after a syllable that is short
by nature. In theory, it could stand for a resolved long syllable,
but in practice this only occurs in the comic trimeter.1 Indeed, it is
because resolution of ��� is allowed in comedy that Aristophanes
can make much greater use of it than did the tragedians. In tragedy,
however, the stricter metrical rules made ���� and �$, in particu-
lar, more attractive than ���. The following section will examine
the PACs in Aeschylus, Sophocles, Euripides, Aristophanes, and
Menander in turn, highlighting subtle differences in how they mark
the agent. In the case of the tragedians, I will illustrate the impos-
sibility of establishing any semantic or syntactic conditions that
would explain the variety of agent markers. To show that their
profusion can only be explained by reference to metrical consid-
erations, I will look in detail at where in the line each of the agent
markers occurred. Finally, I will show that the agent expressions
in comedy are more similar to those in prose.

Aeschylus

In the six plays that may confidently be attributed to Aeschylus,
the distribution of agent markers is as follows:2

1 West notes that, in tragedy, resolutions usually occur in words of three or more syllables
(1987: 26).

2 Slightly different figures for Aeschylus and Sophocles are given in Moorhouse, who
includes PACs in lyric, but excludes those with non-human agents (1982: 129).
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�$ �
�� ���� ��� total

with morphological passive verbs 3 1 9 7 20
with suppletive passives 1 0 3 0 4
total 4 1 12 7 24

Two of the prepositions used to mark the agent, �
�� and �$, are
relatively rare. They also occur in contexts reminiscent of those
where they occur in prose. In this they differ from ����, which is
found in a far wider range of environments than in any prose text.

The preposition �
��, like ���, consists of two short syllables.
As such, it has some of the same metrical restrictions. Unsurpris-
ingly, then, it only occurs in one PAC in Aeschylus:

(1) A. A. 312–13 ��	���
 ��� ��	 �
��
������� ����	
5���� �
�? 5���) �	
��1
,� �������
��	
“such laws there are for my torch-bearers, one
supplied by another in succession”

This passage raises two points. First, the use of �
��+G with
������ has a prose parallel from the Symposium (175e). Unlike
the PACs with ����, it is thus limited to a context where there
is some general linguistic justification for it. Second, one cannot
exclude the possibility that �
�� should really be interpreted as
true ablatival preposition rather than as an agent marker. Although
Schwyzer lists this passage as a PAC, its imagery emphasizes the
geographical procession of the beacon-fires, rather than the agency
of one fire in lighting the next. These two perspectives are, of
course, related, in that it is the inherent ambiguity between “filled
from” and “filled by” that makes ������ a verb likely to mark its
agent with �
�� in the first place.

Also fairly rare, though more common than �
��, is the prepo-
sition �$. Like �
��, it occurs in environments where it might be
expected in prose, although the correlation is not as close. The
three proper PACs are as follows:

(2) A. Supp. 942–3 ��	��
 ������
$��� �$ ���
�� ��

B���� $�$�
��
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“thus the popular decree has been
determined unanimously by the city”

(3) A. Ch. 1006 <������ �����
� �$ �
-� 5�
	�
“may I, childless, be killed first by the
gods”

(4) A. A. 1290 <�F���
	 '8� O�$�� �$ �
-� ��'
�3

“for a great oath has been sworn by the
gods”

In two of the three passages, the agent is �
-�. This is again remi-
niscent of Plato, where �$ often introduces gods as agents, for gods
are often removed from the action itself and thus closer to being a
source than an agent (cf. Phdr. 245b, Ly. 204c, and Ti. 47b). While
this holds true for (3), the oath sworn in (4) would presumably have
been sworn by them directly. Even so, perhaps it is not the act of
swearing itself that is important here so much as the divine origin of
the oath; this interpretation may be supported by the perfect tense
of the verb.4 In (2), �$ could again have been triggered because the
agent, in this case the city, only indirectly causes the action. That
the use of �$ is associated with indirect agents like �
-� is also
suggested by two occurrences in expressions that resemble PACs:

(5) A. Pers. 373 �" '8� �2 ������ �$ �
-� &����
��
“for he did not understand what was intended
by the gods”

(6) A. Th. 23 $
�-� �8 ��
�� ���
��� �$ �
-� $)�
,
“war comes from the gods in a way that for the
most part turns out well”

The verbs, on the other hand, are not as similar to those found with
�$ in prose. In (2), the use of $�
��� recalls the frequent collocation
of �$ with verbs of doing in Herodotus, but the other two verbs do
not have prose parallels. Still, despite this extension of usage, �$,
like �
��, provides an example of a preposition whose use in
Aeschylus is broadly in line with that found in prose.

3 This line, transposed to A. 1284 in the OCT, is rejected by Fraenkel (1950: 600–2). He
does think, however, that the line is “probably Aeschylean.”

4 One may compare the use of �
�� with the perfect passive in Pl. Ti. 47c and Plt. 274c.
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Turning to ����, however, we find a different picture altogether.
Whereas �$ and �
�� are circumscribed as to the environments
in which they appear, ���� collocates freely with all manner of
verbs and agents. Indeed, it is more common than ���. Before
retreating to meter as a means of explaining its predominance, it
will first be necessary to demonstrate that it is not distinguished
from ��� with respect to either the verbs or agents with which
it construes. Consider, first, the verbs found with ���� and ���
respectively:

���� ���

speaking $��3( �� �����
--------------------------------------------------------------
striking ������ (2×) �
��
--------------------------------------------------------------
honoring – 6���	���

$
�
'
���
�	�
����

--------------------------------------------------------------
other 6�
	��� �����

.��� ������
�
���
�	����$�
�������
�����

Both ���� and ��� are found with verbs of speaking and striking;
furthermore, aside from the verbs of honoring, which are the
domain of ���, the other verbs occurring with ���� and ��� can-
not be arranged into any categories in opposition to one another.
Even the verbs of honoring cannot be assigned to ��� without
qualification, for there are two constructions similar to PACs with
the adjective 5�	���, one with ����, one with ���:

(7) A. Eu. 882–4 �� �����? 
>��3� ��2� �
����
� ���+
�
2� �
�
	8 $
� ���	����1�� ����-�
5�	��� D��
	� ��+�? 6��:
��� ����)
“so that you will never say that you, an
ancient goddess, depart from this plain as an
exile, dishonored by me, a younger goddess,
and the men who hold the city”
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(8) A. Th. 1024 5�	��� 
W�
	 �? �$���U� ����� N��
“not to be honored by friends with a
funeral”

Furthermore, even if there were an underlying trend in Aeschy-
lus for verbs of honoring to be construed with ���, this would
go against the pattern in Herodotus, where these verbs are among
those most likely to take ����. Perhaps more significant is the
observation that the suppletive passives occur relatively frequently
with ���� but not at all with ���. Below, we will see that Sopho-
cles similarly prefers ���� to �$ and �
�� (though not ���) in
constructions with suppletive passives.

As far as agents are concerned, it is hard to compare those
occurring with ���� and ��� directly because meter becomes an
issue here. Because the preposition need not be next to the verb,
there is only minimal metrical interplay between these two ele-
ments. The agent, however, will come directly after the preposi-
tion, except in cases of anastrophe. Therefore, there is a strong
limitation on the types of agents that can construe with ���: any
agent with a definite article, for instance, would be excluded. As
it happens, ��� only occurs in Aeschylus with agents that begin
with a vowel, and, in proper PACs, does not occur at all in ana-
strophe. Once these metrical considerations have been accounted
for, there is little to distinguish the agents that occur with the two
prepositions:5

���� ���

pronouns ��+; ��-�
�����; 
"�-� (2×)

-----------------------------------------------------------------
humans 5���� �
)����� �1��-�

6����� 6��-� (2×)
��� �
$�����
����+ �	�
�$���)
6������

-----------------------------------------------------------------
other agents ��$�� ����-�

�
-�

5 In this table, I omit PACs with suppletive passives.
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As neither the agent nor the verb can be linked to the choice of
���� or ��� as agent marker, meter is left as the most likely
criterion by which one or the other preposition was selected. Most
of the time, only one of these two prepositions will fit the point in
the line where an agent marker is needed. Occasionally, however,
the two are metrically interchangeable; in such places, where meter
would not have played a role, we may perhaps see more clearly
what factors would have favored one preposition over the other.
Unfortunately, no single tragedian provides enough such PACs to
determine the extent to which the selection of ���� and ��� was a
matter of individual style. Taken together, however, they do gener-
ally suggest that, when either preposition could be used, ��� was
preferred.

There are three such metrically interchangeable agent markers
in Aeschylus, two with ���, one with ����:

(9) A. A. 1271–2 $6� ��,��
 $����	� $
�
'
�������
†���
†

����� ��? �1��-�
“and mocked in this finery by friends who
are enemies”

(10) A. Eu. 807 ��? 6��-� �-��
 �	�
���)���
�
“honored by these citizens”

(11) A. Supp. 282–3 M���	�� 1
�
$��� �? �� ')�
	$
��	�
����	�


�$/� �����$�
	 �
$����� ��2� 6������
“and similar is the Cyprian stamp that
is struck on female forms by male
craftsmen”

Naturally, little can be surmised from these examples alone. In light
of the data from the other tragedians, however, it will be tempting
to take ��� as the default preposition, with ���� used under special
circumstances. Thus, in these three Aeschylean PACs, it is worth
noting that ��� is used twice where ���� is metrically possible,
while ���� is only found once in the same circumstances, even
though ���� is generally the more common agent marker. Still,
(11) has no distinctive features that would account for why ����
would be chosen instead of ���, unless the verb was viewed as
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a stative perfect and thus incompatible with the standard marker
���. Before making any definite pronouncements, however, we
must turn to data from the other tragedians.

Prometheus Bound

Because it is uncertain whether Aeschylus wrote the Prometheus
Bound, I have separated it for consideration apart from the six plays
indisputably attributed to him.6 In fact, the distribution of agent
markers in the Prometheus is roughly comparable with that in the
six other plays, with ���� and ��� leading the figures. However,
there is a difference in that PACs are considerably more common
in the Prometheus than in the other plays, with nearly half as many
examples as the other six plays put together:

�$ �
�� ���� ��� total

with morphological passive verbs 1 1 4 2 8
with suppletive passives 1 0 3 0 4
total 2 1 7 2 12

The two minority prepositions, �
�� and �$, are again used as they
are in prose and in the other works of Aeschylus. For instance,
�
�� again occurs with a verb for which there are prose parallels
(see X. Cyn. 13.4 and Pl. Hi. Ma. 301d):

(12) A. Pr. 634 �8 ��	�8 �? 5���� ��+ �	�
1���� ���

“let the remainder of her trials be told to her by
you”

Furthermore, the PAC of �$ with a suppletive passive again has a
god as the agent:

(13) A. Pr. 759 k�	� �$ [	2� ���1� $
$-�
“I, who am made to suffer badly by Zeus”

The other PAC with �$, like the one with �
��, involves a verb
that construes with �$ in prose as well (compare Lys. 16.18):

6 For a discussion of the authenticity of the Prometheus, see Griffith 1977.
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(14) A. Pr. 221–2 ��	��? �: ���+
. �-� �
-� ���
���� S�
�������
“such has the tyrant of the gods been
benefited by me”

As with the other plays in the Aeschylean corpus, ���� is more
common than ��� as an agent marker. Again, there is no clear
difference between the verbs or agents that construe with the two
prepositions. In the Prometheus, there are five PACs in contexts
where the two prepositions are metrically equivalent:

(15) A. Pr. 761–2 _�: ��2� ��+ ���
��
 �$����

�)�����
�
	;

Q�: ��2� 
"�2� 
"��+ $
��������
��)�
)�����

“Io: By whom will be he stripped of his
tyrant’s scepter?
Prometheus: By his own empty-minded
plans.”

(16) A. Pr. 948 ��2� c� �? �$
,��� �$����
	 $����)�
“by which [marriage] he will be driven out
of power”

(17) A. Pr. 996 ��2� �Y 1�
F� �	� �$�
�
,� �)�
������
“by whom it is fated that he will be driven
from his tyranny”

(18) A. Pr. 306 �X
	� ��? 
"��+ �����
,�	 $������
	
“with what pains I am tortured by him”

(19) A. Pr. 833–4 ��? c� �# �
���-� $�"�G� 
��	$������
�����'��
���� V [	2� $�
	�\ ���
�
“by whom you were addressed gloriously
and not at all mysteriously as the illustrious
wife of Zeus”

If we assume that ���� was the default agent marker, then nothing
could explain the use of ��� in (18) and (19) when ���� would
serve just as well. If, however, ��� was the default agent marker,
one can account for the three anomalous instances of ����: in the
second line of (15), even though ��� would have been metrically
possible before 
"���, ���� is maintained in order to echo the
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preceding line. As for (16) and (17), in both cases the verb is a
suppletive passive.7 It has already been seen in the other plays of
Aeschylus, and will further be seen in the works of Sophocles, that
these intransitive verbs have a proclivity to construe with ����.
Once again, the evidence is meager, but it does suggest that ���,
despite its rarity, was still the preferred agent marker when metri-
cally admissible.

Sophocles

The distribution of agent markers in Sophocles is rather different
from that found in either Aeschylus or the Prometheus Bound.8

The most striking difference is the greater frequency of PACs with
�$, and indeed a greater number of PACs in total. Also apparent
is a strong tendency for suppletive passives to be construed with
����:

�$ �
�� ���� ��� total

with morphological passive verbs 17 5 16 17 55
with suppletive passives 5 0 20 8 33
total 22 5 36 25 88

That �$ should be so much more common suggests that its use
had spread beyond the contexts in which it appears in prose and
in Aeschylus. An examination of the PACs with �$ shows that
this is indeed the case. In fact, the same appears to be true of the
PACs with �
�� as well. In general, the impression given by
the agent markers in Sophocles is one of interchangeability, with
the exception of the tendency of suppletive passives to mark their
agent with ����.

In order to determine the linguistic conditions that led Sophocles
to choose one agent marker over another, it is necessary to eliminate
meter as a variable. This may best be achieved by singling out those

7 The text is corrupt in (16), but even if the verb Aeschylus wrote was not �$����
	, the
parallel with (17) could still justify the use of ����.

8 For a general discussion of prepositional usage in Sophocles, see Moorhouse 1982.
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PACs in which more than one agent marker would be metrically
possible; I call these metrically open PACs. In Sophocles, these
PACs fall into two broad categories: those in which ��� is metri-
cally possible, and those where it is not. What this classification
highlights is that, when ��� was metrically possible, Sophocles
used it to the complete exclusion of other agent markers; in con-
texts where it did not fit the meter, both �$ and �
�� compete
with ����, with ���� preferred to both of these prepositions by
approximately a 2:1 ratio.

First, there are sixteen PACs where both ��� and at least one
other agent marker are metrically possible. In the following table,
I have listed them all according to which prepositions, in addition
to ���, would fit at the point in the line where ��� occurs. Starred
PACs are those occurring with suppletive passives:

�$ �
�� �
��, ���� �$, �
��, ����

Aj. 289–90 Aj. 498 Ant. 727 El. 444–5
*OC 391 *Tr. 1077 Tr. 1104 OT 29
OC 1388 Ph. 6 Ph. 1005 *OC 274

*Ph. 583 OC 1013 OC 850–1
OC 737–8

Apart from one possible exception, ��� is in all cases preferred to
the other potential agent markers. In the one problematic passage,
���
 and N�� are variant readings:

(20) S. Ph. 6 �
1�
�� ���? D��
	� �-� 6�
������� N��
(z ���
)
“assigned this task by those in charge”

Even here, however, N�� is no doubt the correct reading. Not only
is it to be found in the majority of the manuscripts, but also, if we
read N�� here, then we are left with the firm rule that ��� is always
the preferred agent marker if it is metrically admissible. This holds
true for morphological and suppletive passives alike.

The situation is considerably more complicated in passages
where ��� does not fit the meter. Metrically open PACs that do
not admit of ��� may be divided into two categories: those where
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either �$ or ���� is possible, and those where either �
�� or ����
is possible. In contrast to the PACs above, where ��� is the clear
favorite over all the other agent markers, there is here considerable
variation in both categories as to whether ���� or the alternative
preposition is used, although ���� is always the more common
option. Again, I present the data in a table, with asterisks marking
PACs with suppletive passives:

preposition in text ���� or �$ possible ���� or �
�� possible

���� Aj. 651–2 Aj. 829
*Aj. 759 *OT 1237
Aj. 838 Ant. 205
*Aj. 1033 *Ant. 679
El. 70 *Tr. 1132
El. 790 Ph. 1070–1
OT 357
OT 358
*OT 949
Ant. 408
Ant. 1313
Tr. 169–70
*Tr. 191
*Tr. 1131
*Tr. 1160
Ph. 383–4
*Ph. 1074–5
OC 599–600

alternative preposition El. 409 Tr. 596
El. 1411–12 OC 1122
OT 225 OC 1500
OT 1382–3
Ant. 293–4
Ph. 335
OC 67

One conclusion may be drawn immediately from this chart: ����
is always preferred whenever the verb is a suppletive passive. This
exclusive use of ���� with suppletive passives largely accounts
for the numerical predominance of ���� in the table above. It
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then remains to determine what conditions selected for ���� or the
alternative preposition when the verb was a morphological passive.
First, consider the six PACs where either ���� or �
�� is possible.
Three have ����:

(21) S. Aj. 829 ��2� �1��-� ��) $
����
)�
�� �����
“seen earlier by any of my enemies”

(22) S. Ant. 205–69 �U� �? 5�
���� $
� ��2� ����-� ���
�
$
� ��2� $)�-� ��
��2� 
�$	���� �? ��
,�
“and to leave the body unburied, eaten by
birds and dogs, visibly mutilated”

(23) S. Ph. 1070–1 a $
� ��2� ��-� c�? ������, ] :���	,
�
	������
	 �\ $�"$ ���	$�
�
,�� �
;
“and shall I be left here by you, strangers,
all alone, and will you not pity me?”

Three have �
��:

(24) S. Tr. 596–7 ����� �
�? ��-�10 
J ��
'���
�?· �� �$���4
$%� 
��1�8 ������3�, �;���? 
��1���3 �
��3
“only, may we be well concealed by you;
as in darkness, even if you are doing
something shameful, you will never fall
in shame”

(25) S. OC 1121–2 �����
�
	 '8� ����
 �\� �� ����
 ��	
���B	� �
�? 5���) ���
�2� �
�
������
“for I understand that my pleasure at seeing
my children has not been granted to me by
anyone else”

(26) S. OC 1500 ��� 
J �
�? ��-� $�	�2� &1
,�
	11 $�����
“what noise is this that is now jointly
echoed by you”

As ���� generally seems to be the preferred preposition, the best
place to start is to look for characteristics shared by the PACs with
�
��. Certainly in (25) and (26), the preposition, though agentive,

9 It is only the ���� in the first line that could be replaced by �
��.
10 ��,� Zg, t s.l. 11 V'
,�
	 zt.
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could also be interpreted as marking source, particularly in (25),
where �
��� almost acts as a giving-verb, inasmuch as to show
Oedipus ���B	� is really to give him pleasure. Similarly, in (26),
the noise of the summoning of Theseus may be conceived of as
having the chorus and Oedipus as its source. Such an interpretation
of �
�� would certainly have to be adopted if the (non-passive)
variant V'
,�
	 were read. The remaining passage, (24), is more
problematic, partly because of the variant �
�? ��,�. The context
is as follows: Deianeira is about to give the fatal robe to the herald
Lichas to pass on to Heracles; she has told the chorus of her plans,
and asks that what she has said be kept secret by the chorus. There is
no strong reason for the chorus to have been considered the source
of the protection in any physical sense. While nearly any action
can, in some sense, be viewed as emanating from the agent, the
crucial point is that this is no more the case in (24) than it is with
the PACs with ����. The variant reading with the dative fits with
the semantics of the verb better, as Deianeira could be picturing
herself as sheltered in the presence of the chorus. However, ��,� has
poorer manuscript attestation, and �
��+D has no parallels as an
agent marker elsewhere in Sophocles. As there are no conditions,
then, that satisfactorily explain the use of �
�� here, it appears
that choice of agent marker in such circumstances was simply
determined by poetic license. If we try the contrary approach of
looking for characteristics shared by the PACs with ����, we meet
with even less success. In the end, we must conclude that, when
���� and �
�� were both metrically possible agent markers of true
passive verbs, ���� is probably the preferred preposition, inasmuch
as two of the PACs with �
�� appear to have been motivated by that
preposition’s role of marking source. But the remaining PAC with
�
�� cannot be explained in this way and must thus be attributed
to free variation.

I turn now to the PACs where either ���� or �$ would be met-
rically admissible. These are more numerous than those just dis-
cussed, and there is perhaps more reason here for starting from the
assumption that ���� was the preferred agent marker, for the PACs
with ���� outnumber those with �$ by eleven to seven. First, those
with ����:
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(27) S. Aj. 651–2 ��������� ����

��2� ����
 ��� ')�
	$��
“I was softened in my speech by this
woman”

(28) S. Aj. 838 ��2� �-� 0��
	�-� �� �	���)�
	 ���
�
“how I, wretched, am undone by the
Atridae”

(29) S. El. 69–70 ��+ '8� D�1��
	
��$�3 $
�
��\� ��2� �
-� ���������
“for I come, with justice, as one who
will purify you, prompted by the
gods”

(30) S. El. 789–90 O�? c�? D1��
��2� ����? ������3 ������
“when, in such a state, you are outraged
by this mother of yours”

(31) S. OT 357–8 t	: ��2� ��+ �	�
1�
��; �" '8� D$ '
 ���
��1���.

s
: ��2� ��+· �# '�� �? 5$���

���"���B� ��'
	�.

“Oedipus: Informed by whom? For you
did not learn it from your prophetic skill.
Tiresias: By you, for you encouraged me
to speak against my will.”

(32) S. Ant. 408 ��2� ��+ �8 �
��? �$
,�? ����
	������	
“threatened by you with those horrors”

(33) S. Ant. 1312–13 �� 
���
� '
 �-��
 $6$
���� D1��
��2� ��� �
������ ����? ��
�$����)

�����
“you were charged by this dead woman as
the one responsible for this death and
that”

(34) S. Tr. 169 ��	
+�? D��
�
 ��2� �
-� 
*�
����

“he declared that such events were fated
by the gods”

(35) S. Ph. 383–4 �-� ��-� ���F�
���
��2� ��+ $
$����) $6$ $
$-� ?t�)�����
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“deprived of what is mine by Odysseus,
the most wicked man to have been born to
wicked parents”

(36) S. OC 599–600 '�� ���� 6�������
��2� �-� ��
)��+ ��
������
“I was driven from my country by my own
children”

Next, those with �$:

(37) S. El. 409 �$ ��+ ����� �
	��
,�
;
“Persuaded by which of her friends?”

(38) S. El. 1411–12 6��? �"$ �$ ���
�
eS$���
�? �Y��� �"�? . '
����
� �
���

“but neither he nor the father who begot
him was pitied by you”

(39) S. OT 225 6���2� �$ ����� �	F�
��
“by what man he was killed”

(40) S. OT 1382–3 �2� �$ �
-�
�
����? 5�
'��� $
� '���)� ��+ `
K�)
“the one shown by the gods to be unholy
and of Laius’ family”

(41) S. Ant. 293–4 �$ �-��
 �����)� �:
����
�
	 $
�-�
�
��'����)� �	���,�	�
“I understand quite well that the guards
were corrupted by these men with bribes”

(42) S. Ph. 335 ��:
)���, �� ��'�)�	�, �$ f����) �
�
��
“shot with an arrow, as they say, defeated
by Phoebus”

(43) S. OC 67 �$ ��+ $
�? 5��) �
�	���� ���? 5�1
�
	
“these parts are ruled by the king in the
city”

Unfortunately, despite the larger number of examples, it is even
harder here to see any sort of pattern that might explain the choice
of one preposition over the other. If one looks at the agents, for
instance, it is true that, as in other authors, �$ occurs twice with
gods, in (40) and (42). But so too does ����, in (29) and (34).
Furthermore, both �$ and ���� also occur regularly with both
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pronouns ((37), (38), (41) against (31), (32)) and nouns denoting
humans ((39), (43) against (27), (28), (30), (33), (35), (36)). Nor
are the verbs that occur with �$ sharply distinguished from those
that occur with ����. Both prepositions occur with a wide range of
verbs. While the only exact overlap is that �	���)�	 is found with
both prepositions ((28) and (39)), some of the other verbs can be
grouped into pairs that fall into approximately the same semantic
field: on the one hand, the verbs of threatening and blaming with
����, (32) and (33), and, on the other, that of persuading with �$,
(37), are all essentially verbs of speaking in which the agent tries to
affect the emotional state of the listener. Likewise, informing (31),
with ����, and showing (40), with �$, are not dissimilar actions.
From these comparisons, it might be tempting to see �$ as being
used when the patient is somehow more affected by the action; but
this idea is confuted by examples like (27) where Ajax is actually
softened up (a PAC with ���� with a highly affected patient) and
(38) where the patient is pitied (a PAC with �$ with a less highly
affected patient).

One respect in which the use of the two prepositions does differ
slightly is in the placement in the line. Although both prepositions
can occur both at the beginning of the line and internally, ����
is used nearly always at the beginning (nine times out of eleven),
while �$ is used line-initially in only three out of seven PACs. Fur-
thermore, a prepositional phrase with ���� never ends the line,
whereas phrases with �$ do in (38) and (40). These figures suggest
that poetic considerations affected the choice of agent marker not
only in that some prepositions were metrically impossible in par-
ticular contexts, but also in that they might simply have seemed
more stylistically appropriate at a particular point in the line.

In some respects, the data for Sophocles lead to more conclusive
results than do those for Aeschylus. First, it is clear that, when-
ever the meter permitted, Sophocles used ��� to mark the agent.
Second, in cases where the verb was a suppletive passive, if ���
was not metrically admissible, but ���� was, then ���� was clearly
favored over the other agent markers. Beyond these two statements,
however, little definite can be said. Whenever either (i) �$ and ����
or (ii) �
�� and ���� fit the meter, both prepositions are found with
little to distinguish between the two. The only tendency that may
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be observed is that ���� occurs more often at the beginning of the
line, suggesting that the poet’s stylistic judgment still plays some
part, even where the two prepositions are metrically equivalent.

Euripides

When turning from Aeschylus and Sophocles to Euripides, the
striking difference is that there do not seem to be any PACs at
all with �
��+G.12 This fact is particularly interesting because
�
��+G is precisely the non-standard agent marker that becomes
prevalent in prose over the period from the fifth into the fourth
century. In addition, it was also the non-standard agent marker
most common in the Ptolemaic papyri.13 It is hard to escape
the conclusion that Euripides avoided this prepositional usage
because it was perceived as belonging to a lower register. There is,
to be sure, one place where Euripides does use �
�� with the
dative:

(44) E. Med. 1336–7 �)��
)�
,�
 �G
�
�? 6���� �-3�
 $
� �
$�+�� ��	 ��$�

“but married by me, your husband, and
having borne me children”

These lines are spoken by Jason just after he has learned that Medea
has killed their children. The presence of �
��+D may probably
be attributed to a desire on Jason’s part to downplay any agency
of his own in marrying Medea: best to use a preposition that could
also be interpreted as local, an interpretation rendered more likely
in light of Euripides’ reluctance to mark the agent with �
�� with
either case.14

To return to the agent markers that Euripides does use, I have set
out the same statistics as are presented above for the other trage-
dians, but only for seven of Euripides’ plays (Cyclops, Alcestis,
Medea, Suppliant Women, Electra, Heracles, and Iphigenia in
Tauris), in other words, a corpus of roughly the same size as that
examined for Aeschylus and Sophocles:

12 Schwyzer lists none, nor were there any in the seven plays I examined.
13 See Mayser 1934: 484–6, 510. For the later development of �
��+G, see Chapter 6.
14 In the rest of this section on Euripides, �
�� stands for �
��+G.
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�$ ���� ��� total

with morphological passive verbs 7 13 9 29
with suppletive passives 4 5 8 17
total 11 18 17 46

Again, I will begin with the metrically open PACs as, by elimi-
nating meter from consideration, they provide the most valuable
information as to why Euripides chose one agent marker over
another.

The following chart lists the PACs in the seven specified plays of
Euripides where ��� would fit the meter, grouped according to the
other prepositions that would also be metrically possible. Asterisks
indicate PACs with suppletive passives, and the preposition found
in the text is ��� unless otherwise specified.

�
�� �
��, ���� �$, �
��, ����

Alc. 942 Supp. 336 Med. 255–6 (����)
*Supp. 402 Supp. 1175 Cyc. 229
*Supp. 528 El. 277 Cyc. 230
Supp. 877
HF 20-1
*HF 853

Like Sophocles, Euripides generally prefers to use ��� if it is
metrically possible, there being only one exception in the seven
plays examined. Still, it would be misleading to suggest from the
table above that there is somehow an 11:1 preference for ���.
First, Euripides does not use �
�� as an agent marker, so it is
doubtful whether the PACs in the first column should even count
as metrically open. The PACs in the middle column do represent
places where ��� has clearly been preferred to its rival ����. But
all the passages in the last column are problematic: the first because
���� is chosen over ���, the other two because they come from
the Cyclops, a satyr play, and are metrically unusual. Consider first
the PAC with ����:
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(45) E. Med. 255–6 �'/ �? D����� 5���	� �J�? �������
	
��2� 6�����, �$ '�� �
�����) �
��3�����
“but I, deserted, without a city, am
outraged by my husband after having been
taken as booty from a barbarian land”

As it is not likely that ���� would have been preferred because of
the agent (cf. HF 853) or the verb (no exact parallels, but cf. Supp.
336 or HF 20–21), we are again left with the possibility that the
avoidance of ��� was here conditioned by some stylistic criterion.
In fact, aside from the metrically anomalous Cyclops, there are
only two places in the entire corpus of Euripides where ��� is
the first word in a line of iambic trimeter, Fr. 312.1 (Nauck) and
Fr. Alexander 43.97.15 By contrast, there are seven places in the
Alcestis and Medea alone where ���� begins a trimeter.

Now example (45), on the one hand, appears to be a passage
that argues against taking ��� as a default agent marker, but it
can alternatively be explained by observing that Euripides avoided
line-initial ���. Passage (46), on the other, at first seems to support
the idea that ��� was the default agent marker, but falls through
in the end because of the metrical oddity of the Cyclops:

(46) E. Cyc. 228–30 P	: 7��	, �)����� �)'$
$������� ���
�.
M): ��2 ��+; ��� �� �2� $�U�? ���$�
)�
�,

'����;
P	: ��2 �-��
, M�$��B, O�	 �8 �? �"$


>�� ���
	�.
“Silenus: Alas, wretched me – I was
beaten up and now I’m burning.
Cyclops: By whom? Who beat upon your
head, old man?
S: By these men, Cyclops, because I did
not allow them to steal your possessions.”

These PACs are metrically quite different from those found else-
where. While tragedy never allows ��� to stand as a resolved
long syllable, such resolution is frequent in Aristophanes and is

15 The fragment from the Alexander may be found in Snell 1937: 17.
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permitted here in a satyr play as well.16 Additionally, as noted
above, this is the only extant play of Euripides’ in which ��� ever
occurs at the beginning of the line. On these grounds, then, we
cannot use these PACs to support the contention that ��� was a
default agent marker in Euripides – at any rate, not in his tragedies.
In the end, only the three PACs of the central column remain as
unproblematic PACs where both ��� and another preposition were
metrically possible agent markers. As ��� was selected in all three,
it is likely that in Euripides, as in Sophocles, ��� was a default
agent marker, and that the high frequency of other prepositions was
due to their metrical utility.

To examine, in turn, the relative positions of ���� and �$ in
Euripides’ choice of agent markers, I will set out the PACs in
which the two prepositions would be metrically equivalent. First,
those with �$:

(47) E. IT 1076 �� D$ '? ���+ ��	 ����
 �	'����
�
	
“as everything will be kept quiet by me for
your sake”

(48) E. HF 1329–30 �
+�? ������
����

���
� �2 ��	�2� �$ ����-� $
$���
�
	
“from now on, these will be named after
you by mortals”

Next, those with ����:

(49) E. Med. 704–5 R�: @���
· $
� ���� '? �:
�
����
	
1�����.

l	: ��2� ��+; ���? 5��� $
	�2� 
J ��'
	�
$
$��.

“Medea: I am ruined, and, what’s more,
I’m being banished from the land.
Aegeus: By whom? You speak of another
new evil.”

(50) E. Supp. 552–3 ���� �
 '8� ��+ �)��)1�+�,
�� 
"�)1���3, ���	�� '
�
��
�
	

16 For the intermediate position of satyric drama between tragedy and comedy with respect
to resolutions, see West 1987: 26.
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“for it is held in honor by anyone who is
unfortunate, so that he may gain good
fortune”

(51) E. El. 8–10 �� �G �F�
�	�
���3( �$
	 ')�
	$2� ��2� M�)�
	�����
�

����4
$
� ��+ g)����) �
	�2� l�'����) 1
��
“and at home he was killed treacherously
by his wife Clytemnestra and by the hand
of Aegisthus son of Thyestes”

As with Sophocles, there is no clear distinction between the envi-
ronments in which �$ and ���� occur. It is true that both the PACs
with �$ have verbs in the future, while the three with ���� have
verbs in the present. But because there is no linguistic motiva-
tion for this, and because there are so few examples, this is best
ascribed to chance. Possibly, it is significant that the one PAC with
a suppletive passive, (51), has ����; this would parallel the distri-
bution in Sophocles. But as far as the others are concerned, verbs
of approximately the same semantic field construe with two dif-
ferent prepositions in (48) and (50). It may not be obvious that
“calling” and “honoring” are related, but in other authors, notably
Herodotus, they often construe with the same non-standard agent
markers.17 On the whole, it seems most likely that, in Euripides
as in Sophocles, �$ and ���� were used interchangeably as agent
markers whenever ��� did not fit the meter.

Finally, we may mention that there is one place in the seven
selected plays where 6�� is used in such a way that it might be
identified as an agent marker:

(52) E. IT 1369–70 $
� $-�? 6�? 6���,� ��,� �

��
	� =�

�� ��
)�8 $
� ��2� 9�
� &$�����
��
“and limbs were hurled forth [like missiles]
from both young men at the same time into
our sides, towards our livers”

17 As further proof of the semantic similarity of calling and honoring, we may note the
etymology of $����: that which is heard, or called out, is honored.
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This passage is reminiscent of two places in Homer where 6��
is used to denote motion away from the human body in contexts
where it might be interpreted as agentive:

(53) Il. 23.714–15 �
���'
	 �? 5�
 �-�
 ��
�
	��� 6�2 1
	�-�
A�$��
�
 ��
����
“and their backs creaked, tugged firmly by
bold hands”

(54) Od. 4.522–3 ����8 �? 6�? 
"��+
��$�)
 �
��8 1����?
“and many hot tears were shed by him”

It is probably best to take 6�� in (52) as marking source, rather
than agent, for two reasons. First, it does not occur elsewhere as an
agent marker, and it would thus be uneconomical to posit it as one
here. Second, by including a description of where the blows are
landing, the context suggests a very visual picture of limbs (that
is, kicks) flying out from Orestes and Pylades.

All in all, the PACs in Euripides seem generally similar to those
in Sophocles. The preferred agent marker seems to have been ���,
and �$ and ���� were used more or less indiscriminately when ���
did not fit the meter. The main difference is that Euripides does not
use �
��+G, presumably because its increasing use in prose had
rendered it less appropriate for poetry.

Comedy

All three of the main tragedians show a great amount of variety
in agent marking. From their works alone, it would be difficult
to extrapolate that ��� was the primary agent marker in classi-
cal Attic. Comedy, however, provides a much different picture.
The plays of Aristophanes use ��� almost exclusively to mark the
agent. Too little of Menander survives to reach any firm conclu-
sions, but he too appears to have preferred ���. As noted above
in the discussion of the two PACs with ��� from the satyr play
Cyclops, comic meter, with its ready admittance of resolution, was
better suited for a preposition consisting of two short syllables.
Another feature that sets comedy apart from tragedy is that the
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most common non-standard agent marker is �
��+D, and it is
found in the same contexts as in prose.

The main agent marker in comedy is clearly ���. Of the twelve
prepositional PACs in the Clouds, all have ���;18 of the eleven
in the Acharnians, all but one have ��� (the exception having
�
��+G);19 of the eleven in the Birds, all but one have ��� (the
exception having �
��+D).20 Less Menander survives, but both of
the PACs in the Dyscolus are with ���.21

There are few PACs with other agent markers. In Aristophanes,
the most common is �
��+D, which occurs five times:

(55) Ar. V. 1049 . �G ��	��\� �"�G� 1
���� �
�8 ��,�	
����,� �
���	��
	

“but the poet is considered no worse
by the wise”

(56) Ar. Lys. 11–12 .�	\ �
�8 �G� ��,� 6�����	� �
������
�


W�
	 �
��+�'�	
“because we are considered by men to be
roguish”

(57) Ar. V. 1089–90 H��
 �
�8 ��,� �
�����	�	 �
��
1�+
$
� �+� D�	

���G� 0��	$�+ $
�
,��
	 ���$2�
6���	$F�
���

“and so, by barbarians everywhere, even
now nothing is said to be manlier than an
Attic wasp”

(58) Ar. Av. 761 6��
'U� �Y��� �
�? V�,� ��	$����
$
$���
�
	

“he will be called by us a many-colored
francolin”

(59) Ar. Ra. 910 �F��)� �
�/� �
�8 f�)��1�4 ��
����
�
“after taking the fools brought up by
Phrynichus”

18 See lines 13, 170, 213, 240, 524, 624, 640, 725, 947, 948, 997, 1341.
19 ��� at lines 114, 164, 216, 630, 678, 680, 699, 707, 824, 1194; �
��+G at 226.
20 ��� at lines 285, 338, 355, 456, 1070, 1086, 1229, 1382, 1447, 1492; �
��+D at 761.
21 See lines 386, 399.
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In stark contrast to the PACs in tragedy with non-standard agent
markers, these five form a coherent group based on the semantics
of the verb. In the first two, the verb is ������, a verb found fre-
quently with �
��+D in prose. In the second two, the verb is $
���;
it is not too different from ������, just as “to think that some-
thing is so” is not far removed from “to call something so.” One
may compare Herodotus, who uses ���� as an agent marker with
both of these verbs. Finally, the use of �
��+D with ����� in (59)
may be compared to its use with �
	�
�� in Xenophon at Cyr.
1.2.15. In both cases, the agentive sense of the preposition is derived
from the ambiguity of marking the person by whom one is raised
as opposed to the person in whose establishment one is raised.

For the parallel with prose to be good, one would also expect to
see PACs with �
��+G. Only one occurs, however:

(60) Ar. Ach. 226 �n�	 �
�? ���+ ���
��� �1�����2� 
;:
�
	
“against whom hateful war is raised by me”

Although 
;:� is not a verb that has come up already as construing
with �
��+G in prose, it is not surprising to find that a verb of
initiating here takes an ablatival agent marker, just as verbs of
accomplishing do: one may compare the use of �$ with ��	�� in
Herodotus, inasmuch as Herodotus uses �$ in much the same way
later authors use �
��+G. It should not, however, be understood as
a significant difference from prose that �
��+G is only found this
one time in Aristophanes. The verbs that most commonly construe
with �
��+G in prose – �����, 6��������, �����	 – simply do
not occur in PACs in Aristophanes. Certainly a construction like
the following suggests that Aristophanes might have used �
��+G

to mark the agent with one of these verbs:

(61) Ar. Ach. 61 �* �����
	� �* �
�8 �
�	����
“the representatives from the king”

As for the other agent markers of tragedy, �$ is not found in any
PACs in Aristophanes. Finally, ���� does occur once, but with a
suppletive passive:

(62) Ar. Nu. 1122 ��2� V�-� �n
 �
��
�
	 $
$�
“what sort of sufferings he would be dealt
by us”
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This line recalls the fact that Sophocles regularly used ���� with
suppletive passives when ��� was not metrically possible.22 That
suppletive passives were treated differently from true passives is
also suggested by the data from Menander: of the two PACs with
non-standard agent markers in his works, one, with �$, also involves
the verb ���1�:

(63) Men. Inc. 1.13 6�	$
, �? �$
,��� �"�G� �: ���+ �
�F�
“he wrongs me though he’s not been
treated thus by me”

The other, with �
��+D, resembles (59) in that the verb is one of
educating:

(64) Men. Asp. 293 $
� �\� ��\� �����
 �
�? e9 �
	�
�
�
	
“and my mother by whom she is being
brought up”

It thus falls into line with prose usage.
From the evidence of both Aristophanes and Menander, it

appears as though agent marking in comedy was much closer to that
of prose than that of tragedy. Whereas tragedy used �$ and ����
indiscriminately with all types of verbs simply to fit the meter,
comedy restricted the use of agent markers other than ��� to the
same classes of verbs with which they occur in prose.

Conclusion

What motivated the use of non-standard agent markers in tragedy
and comedy? The two genres must be considered separately. In
tragedy, on the one hand, meter was the most important factor.
Because ��� could not fit easily into the constraints of tragic iambic
trimeter, �$ and ���� were useful alternatives. Now it may be that,
in Aeschylus, �$ was favored in the same conditions as in prose.
In the case of ����, however, in Aeschylus, and both ���� and �$
in Sophocles and Euripides, there are no linguistic conditions that
set the PACs with these prepositions off from one another or from
those with ���. But if meter is taken into consideration, we find

22 It is not, to be sure, a perfect parallel as ��� would fit the meter in (62).

220



agent constructions in tragedy and comedy

that ���, though not numerically predominant overall, was still the
preferred agent marker in positions where both it and another agent
marker fit the meter. The preposition �
��+G is also found as an
agent marker in Aeschylus and Sophocles, but not in Euripides. Its
absence from the later tragedian is probably due to its increasing
occurrence in prose: by the time of Euripides, it was of too low a
register for use in tragedy.

In comedy, on the other hand, ��� prevailed, as it did in prose.
Furthermore, when non-standard agent markers are used, they
occur with verbs similar to those with which they occur in prose.
The difference between comedy and tragedy can be attributed to
the relative freedom of the comic trimeter in admitting resolutions.
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6

THE DECLINE OF ��� IN AGENT
CONSTRUCTIONS

In the previous chapters, it was seen that several prepositions, pri-
marily ablatival in sense, competed with ��� as means of marking
the agent. While ��� was clearly the dominant preposition in Attic
authors like Plato, Xenophon, or Demosthenes, its position was not
particularly stable: especially in Demosthenes, �
�� sometimes
alternates with ��� in apparent free variation. These other preposi-
tions were thus situated in a place from which they could potentially
oust ��� from its role as the agent marker. And ��� did indeed
fall out of use in the end. As can be seen from modern Greek,
it was 6�� that eventually replaced ��� as the grammaticalized
means of marking the agent. Scholarship on this development is
scanty. For the most part, it is summarily stated that 6�� simply
took over from ���, primarily on the basis of its occurrence in the
Septuagint (LXX) and New Testament (NT). A fuller examination
of the evidence, however, suggests that the development was not
so straightforward. Although 6�� does occur suggestively early in
the LXX and NT, it is not the dominant agentive preposition in the
papyri of late antiquity or the lower-register texts of the Byzantine
period. It appears rather that �
��+G was the immediate succes-
sor of ���, and that 6�� was not the primary agentive preposition
until after the twelfth century AD. Because texts not influenced
by classical language are so rare in the relevant period, the details
of this change will remain obscure. Still, the hypothesis that the
expression of the agent was fluid enough to allow multiple changes
in this period is not unparalleled. Old and Middle English and Old
Spanish also provide evidence of multiple agent expressions within
a short time span.1 In this chapter, I will begin by discussing ear-
lier accounts of the decline of ���. Next, I will present the data

1 For Old English, see Mitchell 1985: 334–48; for Middle English, see Mustanoja 1960:
442; for Old Spanish, see Penny 1991: 103.
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in a chronological sequence from biblical Greek through Digenis
Akritis and the poems of Ptochoprodromos. It will emerge that
6�� played only a marginal role in agent marking when compared
to �
��+G.

Survey of earlier literature

There has been little academic work on the expression of the
agent in the period from the first through twelfth centuries AD.
Hatzidakis (1892) and Jannaris (1897) cover the question briefly
in their historical grammars of Greek, as does Schwyzer (1943),
almost as an afterthought, in his article on agent expressions. Hult
(1990) goes into more detail, examining quite closely the agent
expressions found in seven fifth-century authors. All four schol-
ars, however, take it for granted that 6�� is the direct successor of
��� as the primary means of marking the agent. This assumption
seems to have been bolstered by an excessive emphasis placed on
the language of the LXX and NT, where 6�� occurs more fre-
quently as an agent marker than in other texts.

In a chapter on the general breakdown of the Greek preposi-
tional system, Hatzidakis briefly discusses the prepositions used
to express the agent (1892: 211). Giving examples principally from
the LXX and NT, he notes that 6�� was well placed to replace ���
as the chief agentive preposition, for it denoted the source or cause
of the action, a role quite close to that of the agent. He compares
the loss of �
��, stating that it too was replaced by 6��, though
not in reference to agentive uses in particular. He does not offer
any dates for these changes.

This account is unsatisfactory owing to the weight Hatzidakis
places on evidence from the LXX and NT. First, he gives two
examples of 6�� in place of ��� from the LXX. In the first of
these, 6�� is not even used to mark the agent:

(1) Exod. 1.12 laer;Cª yqŒ yqZy w{xquÿ©

way-yāqus. û mip-pənê
and-felt.loathing.3.m.pl. from-before
bənê yiśrāʔēl
(the.)sons.of Israel
���
�������� �* l�'���	�	 6�2 �-� )*-� ?_��
��
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The verb ��
������
	 most frequently occurs in the middle voice,
where it means “to feel loathing at.” In the rare instances when it
is found in the active, it means “to make loathsome.” As the sense
of the verse must be “the Egyptians felt loathing at the Israelites”
rather than “were made loathsome by the Israelites,” 6�� is not
being used to mark an agent, but rather the object of loathing. The
use of 6�� rather than the more normal accusative to mark the
object of the verb must be due to the Hebrew use of A˜y (min-)
“from” after verbs of fearing.2

The other LXX example cited by Hatzidakis is also problematic,
as it involves a verb that construes with 6�� in earlier texts as well:

(2) Prov. 19.4 dîYª w{h[eîme ld;w“

wə-d
¯

āl mē-rēʕ-ēhû yippārēd
¯

and-a.poor.man from-friend-his is.divided
. �G ���12� $
� 6�2 ��+ ����1����� ����) �
��
�
	

The semantics of “left by” and “left away from” are quite close.
Accordingly, even in earlier Greek 6�� can be used with �
��� in
this manner:

(3) Il. 9.437–8 �-� %� D�
	�? 6�2 �
,�, ����� ��$��, 
J�	 �	������ |
�W��; (cf. 444–5)
“How then could I be left here alone by you or away
from you, dear child?”

(4) Hdt. 9.66.1 �
	������) R
������) 6�2 �
�	����
“when Mardonius was left by or away from the king”

The use of 6�� is further influenced by the Hebrew construction,
which means “separated from” rather than “left by.” As an ablatival
preposition is thus doubly motivated in this passage, it cannot be
understood as a straightforward example of a general replacement
of ��� by 6��.

Turning to the examples from the NT, we find that, there too,
Hatzidakis has cited passages that show only ambiguously the
use of 6�� as an agentive preposition. One of the examples, for
instance, has 6�� construed with '����
	:

2 See BDB s.v. 2.e.c.
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(5) 1 Cor. 1.30 b� �'
���� ����
 V�,� 6�2 �
�+
“who became wisdom for us by God’s doing”

One could of course translate this with an English passive construc-
tion (“was made wisdom by God”), but, even if we ignore the fact
that �'
���� is at best a suppletive passive, here too, as with exam-
ple (2), there are parallels in earlier Greek, notably Herodotus, for
the use of 6�� with this verb:3

(6) Hdt. 1.14.4 6��? �"�G� '8� ��'
 6�? 
"��+ 5��� D�'�� �'��
��
“but no other great work was done by him”

As for the other three examples from the NT, two show ��� as a
variant in at least one old papyrus or uncial manuscript:

(7) Acts 15.4 �
�
��1���
� 6�2 (BC) / ��2 (p74 aAD) ��� �$$����
�
$
� �-� 6�������� $
� �-� ��
��)�����
“they were received by the church and the apostles and
the elders”

(8) Jas. 1.13 6�2 (AB) / ��2 (a) �
�+ �
	�����
	
“I am tempted by God”

Only the third example is uniformly read with 6��:

(9) Lk. 6.18 $
� �* ���1����
��	 6�2 ��
)����� 6$
������
��
�
�
�����
“and those disturbed by unclean spirits were cured”

Now it is of course true that passages like those cited in (7) to (9)
could illustrate the point when 6�� began to usurp the place of ���
as the chief agentive preposition. The alternative readings with ���
in (7) and (8) would then be corrections of the vernacular 6�� to
the high-register agent marker. But another possibility is that the
use of 6�� in the NT was a Semiticism carried over from its use
in the LXX. For, even if Hatzidakis’ LXX examples of 6�� as an
agent marker do not illustrate the beginning of this preposition’s
ultimate replacement of ��� in this capacity, they and others like

3 For further examples, see Powell 1938 s.v. C.IV.1.
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them would still suffice as a model for the sporadic use of 6�� as
an agent marker in the NT.

To judge between these two competing explanations, one must
look at the expression of the agent in subsequent centuries, to see
whether 6�� rose steadily from its beginnings as a Semiticism until
it overtook ��� in the end, or whether it remained marginalized
for a long period of time after the NT. Although Hatzidakis does
present a handful of examples of agentive 6�� from post-NT texts,
they nearly all come from Christian literature and will thus have
been influenced by the language of the NT.4 Moreover, as will
be shown below, there is much more evidence for �
��+G than
6�� as an agentive marker in the first millennium AD. In short,
Hatzidakis, anticipating the eventual triumph of 6��, assumed that
its occurrence in Judeo-Christian literature represents the begin-
ning of this development. That this is an over-simplification will
become clear.

Jannaris provides an alternative explanation for the decline of
��� in agent expressions (1897: §1507–9). In his view, 6��
replaced ��� because of phonetic confusion and the influence
of Latin ab. Unlike Hatzidakis, he does give a timeline for
this development: in his Transitional period (AD 300–600), 6��
became more frequent, while in his Byzantine period (AD 600–
1000), ��� disappeared from common speech. Additionally, he
remarks that the occurrence of 6�� in Thucydides would have
been due to copyists of this later period.

This argument is flawed. The first problem is the assumption
that 6�� and ��� would have been confused from a phonetic
standpoint. The location of the written accent is misleading: these
prepositions were probably proclitic, so it is not the case that the
first syllable would have been acoustically eclipsed by the second

4 These examples are Chron. Pasch. 608 �)�1
����
� 6�2 ����1�) and 669 ����
�
	
6�2 ����1�), and Theophan cont. 410 $
��'������
	 6�� �	���. (I have been unable
to find the exact location of Hatzidakis’ references in Migne’s texts.) His other exam-
ple, 6�
���$
��
	 6�2 '
�-� (MS '
���-�) (Boucherie 1872: 511), is exceptionally
dubious, as it comes from a bilingual text of Aesop, in which the Greek has been repro-
duced from a Latin model: “Le texte a été écrit avec beaucoup de soin par un scribe qui
connaissait bien le latin et très-peu le grec. Pour lui le latin était le type sur lequel le
texte grec devait se mouler” (ibid. 495). It is not hard to imagine the influence of ab. One
inscription, CIG 1.1716 �
�
	������� 6�2 ��� M��	����� ��)���, does appear legitimate.
(Hatzidakis quotes its spurious duplicate IG XII.7 *4.1.)
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(Devine–Stephens 1994: 357).5 Besides, languages are perfectly
capable of maintaining a difference between two semantically and
phonetically similar prepositions, as for example Italian da “from”
and di “of.” Second, it is unlikely that Latin ab would have moti-
vated the use of 6�� in Greek, because ab and ex were themselves
giving way to de. Löfstedt notes that ab had already lost a lot of
ground by the time of the Peregrinatio Aetheriae (fourth to fifth cen-
tury AD), that is, roughly the period when Jannaris sees the advance
of 6�� as getting under way (1962: 103). Lastly, the occurrence
of 6�� in Thucydides does not appear to result from the random
corruption of a copyist.6 As discussed in Chapter 4, the use of
6�� as an agent marker is particularly frequent with the verbs
������ and ��'�, and it occurs in specific linguistic contexts: if
it were a later scribal introduction, then we would not expect that
it would collocate so often with these particular verbs under iden-
tifiable conditions. As for Jannaris’ dating of the change, it will be
seen below that, although ��� did wane in the centuries Jannaris
proposes, it was not so much 6�� as �
�� that took its place.

Schwyzer provides a slightly more detailed account of the
decline of ��� in his discussion of agent expressions (1943: 42).
He too discusses the problem from the standpoint that it was 6��
that replaced ���. He notes that one example of 6�� as an agentive
preposition can be found already in papyri of the Ptolemaic era.7

Furthermore, he draws attention to their frequency in the LXX,
often as a variant of ���. To account for this, he rightly points out
that 6�� is used in these passages to translate the Hebrew abla-
tival expressions A˜y (min-) and yqZy (mippənê, equivalent to 6�2
����F��)). As the NT continued this use, he concluded that “die
Sprache der heiligen Schriften konnte dann auch in diesem Punkte
auf die Profanliteratur abfärben.” He also correctly, though without
explanation, rejects Jannaris’ view that Latin ab played a role in
the spread of 6��.

5 Evidence that such prepositions were proclitic include: (i) the apocope of the second
syllable of prepositions like 6�� and �
��, (ii) the apocopated pronunciation of these
prepositions in modern Greek (see also Horrocks 1997: 216 on 6��), and (iii) the loss of
their accent when elided (contrast ����’).

6 This objection is already made by Hult 1990: 36 n. 4.
7 The only example in Mayser (1934: 378) is that given by Schwyzer. Mayser’s perception

is that it is �	� and �
�� that are in competition with ���, not 6�� (ibid. 510).
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Although Schwyzer’s portrayal is accurate as far as it goes, it
again overstates the prominence of 6�� in the LXX and NT and
does not take sufficient account of the much greater frequency of
�
�� in non-Christian writings of the first millennium. For even
in the LXX, ��� is still more frequent than 6�� in expressions of
the agent. Likewise, the best manuscripts of the NT only have 6��
in a very limited number of contexts. As there is little evidence for
the “Abfärbung” of Judeo-Christian 6�� on pagan literature of this
or the immediately subsequent periods, it would surely be better
to explain the eventual Greek development as internally motivated
if possible, taking recourse to Semitic influence only if necessary.

Hult, in an study of syntactic variation in seven fifth-century
authors, employs a less impressionistic and more data-intensive
approach in examining the development of agent marking; as a
result, her findings shed a rather different light on the history of
the construction (1990: 66–8). One of her seven authors, Procopius
of Gaza, has very few agent expressions altogether, but the other six
all use both ��� and �
��. Interestingly, the three authors writing
in a more educated style generally prefer to express human agents
with ��� rather than �
��:

Author ��� �
��

Eunapius 15 8
Theodoret 36 8
Marinus 2 2

The three writing in a lower register, however, usually prefer �
��
in this context:

Author ��� �
��

Palladius 3 33
Callinicus 7 9
Mark the Deacon 19 16

However, with non-human agents such as spirits and emotions,
all authors, even the latter three, completely avoid using �
��,
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using ��� instead (respectively 15×, 5×, and 3×). She further
remarks that �
�� is most common with verbs of giving, sending,
and speaking “and other verbs where the agent is naturally denoted
with a preposition meaning ‘from’” (ibid. 66). The use of 6��, on
the other hand, is quite rare. Even in Callinicus, where it is the most
frequent, it only occurs three times. While Hult explains the use
of �
�� as a stylistic device imitative of classical Attic, she takes
this sprinkling of agent expressions with 6�� to be symptomatic
of changes in the spoken language.

Hult’s work raises two issues, one regarding her semantic group-
ing of verbs that would naturally be denoted with an ablatival prepo-
sition, the other concerning her assessment of the sociolinguistic
status of 6�� and �
��. While she is undoubtedly right in setting
apart some verbs as being particularly likely to have their agent
expressed with a preposition like �
��, her criteria for doing so
are not well defined. Apparently, she feels that those verbs which
in English could be construed with “from” in addition to “by” are
those which would also tend to occur with an ablatival preposition
in Greek. Consider, for instance, her comment on the following
passage:

(10) Pall. 7.3 (25.13) ����8 S�
���
�� 6�2 �-� �
$
���� �
�����
“benefited in many respects by the blessed
fathers”

“Of course, with this verb ‘from’ is a natural agent preposition (‘to
receive help from’)” (ibid. 58). She contrasts such a construction
with Callinicus’ �
�8 ������ &'
�U�� (12.3), which she cites to
show the spread of �
�� to verbs that would not obviously trigger
an ablatival preposition in an agent construction. But if it is valid to
translate S�
���
�� as “receive help from” so as to incorporate an
ablatival preposition into the English, then there is no reason not to
treat &'
�U�� in like manner (“met with love from”). Although
Hult is right to distinguish those verbs that are more inclined to
construe with an ablatival agent marker than others, one should not
rely on the ability to use such a preposition in an English translation
in order to identify them.
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Instead, to determine whether a verb would naturally construe
with an ablatival agent marker, one should look at Greek parallels
instead. For example, the passive of the verb in question, S�
���,
occurs with 6�� in Xenophon and Plato as well as in Palladius.8

Additionally, other classical authors use �$, �
��, and ���� with
this verb.9 It is on the basis of this widespread occurrence in clas-
sical Attic of ablatival prepositions with S�
��� that one should
argue that its use in Palladius with 6�� does not represent the
extension of ablatival prepositions into what was formerly the strict
preserve of ���.

When ablatival prepositions do appear, then, what is the relation-
ship between 6�� and �
��? Hult believes that Callinicus’ use of
6�� mirrors development in the spoken language, whereas �
��
represents an attempt to Atticize. If this is so, then their distribution
is strange, for we should expect �
�� to be more prevalent in the
higher-register authors, 6�� in those of the lower register. Just the
opposite is the case, however. Moreover, two of the three PACs
with 6�� in Callinicus resemble passages from the LXX or NT.
Consider first:

(11) Gen. 6.13 ������� V '� 6�	$�
� 6�? 
"�-�
“and the land was filled by them with injustice”

(12) Call. 35.12 �����F�� $
�
��:
�� 6�2 ��+ �
�+
“and he was filled by God with bewilderment”

In both cases, the aorist passive of a verb based on the root ���- is
followed by a genitive of material and an agent construction with
6��. The use of 6�� in Callinicus could well be an imitation of
the language of the LXX rather than a reflection of the vernacular
speech. Secondly, there is this passage:

(13) Lk. 16.18 . 6���
�)����� 6�2 6���2� '
�-�
“one who marries a woman divorced by her
husband”

8 Cf. example (120) and note 52 in Chapter 4.
9 Aeschylus and Antiphon have �$, Plato has �
��, and Herodotus has ���� (see LSJ).
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(14) Call. 22.10 �
�
�
�)����)� 6�2 �
	�����
“paralyzed by demons”

An ablatival preposition is clearly motivated in the example from
Luke: not only is a distinction between “from” and “by” quite min-
imal in light of the verb’s semantics (“be divorced”), but the verb
is even compounded with 6��-.10 As Greek often repeats a prepo-
sition, first as a verbal prefix, then as a separate word governing
a noun phrase, the occurrence of 6�� in Luke is quite natural.11

Although the parallel with Callinicus is not perfect – the compound
�
�
��� does not convey the same spatial significance of separa-
tion that 6����� does – it is still possible that NT usage influenced
Callinicus, especially considering that example (9) provides a par-
allel for the agent in (14) as well. His final use of 6�� to mark the
agent does not, admittedly, have any clear parallels in the LXX or
NT:

(15) Call. 50.5 � ��	��1��� 6�2 ��+ �
�+
“which I was taught by God”

Instead of assuming that such an isolated example hints at the
beginning of the modern Greek agent construction with 6��, it
is better to compare the use of the similarly ablatival �
��+G to
mark the agent of (6�
)�	���$� in Xenophon and Plato.12

In noticeable contrast to the rare use of 6�� to mark the agent in
these fifth-century authors is the frequency with which authors such
as Palladius and Mark the Deacon use �
��. Hult herself notes that
its occurrence has extended beyond the verbs of giving, sending,
and speaking to which it had earlier been limited. Palladius, for
instance, uses it with �	��� and �����, Callinicus with 6'
���
and 6$���, and Mark the Deacon with $���� and �����
���.
Rather than seeing this extension of �
�� as an example of false
Atticization (in relatively low-register authors), it seems better to
understand it as a change in the spoken language.

Such a statement, however, might not seem convincing until
the agent markers in these authors are seen in the context of their

10 Compare the use of 6�� with �
��� in (2).
11 For examples in NT Greek, see Moule 1963: 91.
12 See examples (106) and (169) in Chapter 4.
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development in Greek on a broader scale. I will therefore turn now
to a more complete exposition of the data, examining snapshots
of Greek from several different texts, starting from the LXX and
ending with the vernacular poetry of the twelfth century. Before
doing so, one problem must be addressed: how can we be sure that
the texts themselves have not suffered corruption of ��� to 6�� or
vice versa? Indeed, especially in the NT, they are frequently variant
readings of one another. The best answer seems to be as follows:
considering that ��� is the more common preposition, one must
examine the occurrences of 6��. If 6�� is limited to appearing
under particular linguistic conditions, such as with certain types
of verbs, then it is probably original in those places. If, however,
it is scattered randomly, then it is more likely that ��� was per-
ceived as the correct literary preposition, but that 6�� was used in
everyday language and was therefore introduced erroneously by
scribes.

Septuagint

As the LXX is seen as the starting-point for the spread of 6�� as
an agent marker, it is the best place to begin a close examination
of the decline of ��� in PACs.13 By far the most important fact to
note about the LXX is that the vast majority of it is a translation
from Hebrew. This is particularly relevant to a discussion of PACs
because Hebrew hardly ever expressed the agent of a passive verb.14

All the PACs in the LXX, then, are reworkings of different Hebrew
constructions, of which the most common are the construct chain,
oblique expressions with the preposition A˜y (min-) “from,” and
clauses with active verbs. The construct chain perhaps requires
some explanation. It is a Semitic construction in which two or more
nouns are united to form a single phonological and semantic unit.
The first noun, acting as the head of the phrase, is phonologically

13 LXX quotations are from Rahlfs’ edition.
14 Lambdin 1971: 176, Waltke–O’Connor 1990: 383. In the latter grammar, six examples of

passives with agents are given, three with ł (bə) “in,” three with m (lə) “for.” In four cases
(Gen. 9.6, Exod. 12.16 (2×), 1 Sam. 25.7), the agent is not translated into Greek, probably
because the functions of these Hebrew prepositions are so varied that the infrequent use
to mark the agent was not recognized by the translators. Of the other two examples, one
with ł becomes ��� (Deut. 33.29), and one with m becomes a dative of agent with a
perfect (Gen. 31.15).
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weakened with respect to its vocalic structure and endings, while
the second noun, which is dependent on the first noun, retains its
stress and endings. Additionally, the entire phrase is either definite
or indefinite, and, if definite, only has the definite article in front of
the second noun. Most commonly, the construct chain is translated
into English by using the preposition “of” to connect the two nouns.
Contrast example (16), in which the Hebrew words for “the words”
and “the man” are given in their independent forms, and (17), which
shows how “the words of the man” would appear in a construct
chain:

(16) had-dəb
¯

ārı̂m hā-ʔı̂š
the-words the-man

(17) dib
¯

rê hā-ʔı̂š
(the.)words.of the-man

Such a construction may be rendered into the LXX with the prepo-
sition ��� rather than a genitive when the first noun is translated
with a Greek participle:

(18) Gen. 45.21 h…ìÇ ycAl[æ

ʕal-pı̂ p̄arʕōh
according.to-(the.)mouth.of Pharaoh

LXX: $
�8 �8 
������
 ��2 f
�
�

Hebrew can also mark the genitival relationship with suffixed pos-
sessive pronouns, and, when translated as PACs in the Greek, these
behave like the construct chains:

(19) Num. 4.31 µ1“mæ

maśśāʔ-ām
carrying-their (= the objects carried by them)

LXX: �-� 
�������� ��? 
"�-�

The other two Hebrew constructions that may be turned into PACs
in Greek are more familiar to the classicist. First is the use of an
intransitive verb with A˜y (min-) “from.”

(20) Lev. 26.43 µVme bz e[;t{e ≈r<1Ww“

wə-hā-ʔāres. tēʕāzēb
¯

mē-hem
and-the-land was.left from-them

LXX: $
� V '� �'$
�
�
	����
�
	 ��? (ic 6�?) 
"�-�
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Second is the transformation of an active clause in the Hebrew into
a passive clause in the Greek:

(21) Exod. 5.14 h…ìÇ yceg“On µVle≈ w{mBArç< O3

ʔăšer-śāmû ʕălēhem
which-placed.3.m.pl. over.them
nōḡəśê p̄arʕōh
(the.)taskmasters.of Pharaoh

LXX: �* $
�
��
����
� ��? 
"��#� ��2 �-�
��	��
�-� ��+ f
�
�

Only seldom did the translators of the LXX introduce a passive
construction into the Greek in any of these three circumstances.
A comparison of the frequency of ���+G in the translated books
of the LXX with that in those books of the LXX that were origi-
nally written in Greek (2, 3, 4 Maccabees, Wisdom of Solomon)
illustrates this point:

Book no.a of ���+G Pages of LXX text ���+G per page

2 Maccabees 44 39 1.13
3 Maccabees 9 17 0.53
Wisdom 16 32 0.50
4 Maccabees 13 28 0.46
Pentateuch 15 354 0.04
Psalms 2 163 0.01

a These figures also include a few instances where ���+G marks cause
with a transitive verb.

The preposition ���+G, then, is rare in those books of the LXX
that have been translated from Hebrew, but it is still more common
as an agent marker than 6��. In Rahlfs’ edition of the Pentateuch,
the PACs with ��� and 6�� number as follows:15

15 The central column lists instances where one preposition is printed in the text, while
the other is listed in the apparatus criticus. In three cases (Lev. 10.6, 20.16, 20.43),
Rahlfs prints ���, in one, 6�� (Deut. 3.11). The variant reading 6�� (Gfk) for Lev. 10.6
does not come from Rahlfs, but from Johannessohn’s study of LXX prepositions (1925:
175).
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Preposition ��� ���/6�� 6��

Number of PACs 12 4 7

Hebrew 7× const. chain 2× A˜y 6× A˜y or
construction 3× poss. pron. 2× active verb compound of A˜y

1× Œ 1× active verb
1× active verb

Two facts stand out. First, ��� is more common than 6��. Sec-
ond, it is exclusively preferred to 6�� when the construct chain is
translated with a passive construction in Greek. Besides (18) above,
other examples occur at Gen. 26.29, 45.27, Exod. 16.3, Num. 26.64,
Deut. 21.23, 33.12. As in (19), a suffixed possessive pronoun is
rendered into Greek with ��� at Num. 4.32 and Deut. 4.21. The
latter is particularly interesting, as a Hebrew phrase has been trans-
lated literally, thus obscuring its idiomatic meaning. The Hebrew
expression rbæd{“Al[æ (ʕal-dəb

¯
ar), while literally meaning “because

of the word of,” has the weakened idiomatic sense “because of,
for the sake of.”16 The Greek, however, translates with the passive
participle of ��'�:

(22) Deut. 4.21 µeyîb“ d{i Al[æ

ʕal-dib
¯

rê-k
¯

em
because.of-words-your.m.pl. or for-sakes-your.m.pl.

LXX: �
�� �-� �
'������ ��? ��-�
NRSV: “because of you”

Considering the context of the line – Moses is explaining to the
Israelites why the Lord is angry with him – the broader translation
of the NRSV seems closer to the Hebrew than the literal rendering
of the LXX. That ��� was chosen to express the agent in neutral
passages involving suffixed pronouns and the construct chain sug-
gests that it was the default preposition. Further support for this

16 The word r;‘ (dāb
¯

ār) can mean either “word” or “matter, affair.” See BDB s.v. IV,
especially IV.8. The expression here occurs with the plural rather than singular of r;‘ ,
an unusual usage, found elsewhere only at Jer. 14.1. In this latter passage, the meaning
cannot be literal (“the words of”) as the noun found after r;‘ is tØrX; À\ (habbas. s. ārôt

¯“destitutions”).
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assertion is provided by comparison with the contexts in which
6�� was used.

The preposition 6�� is used to express the agent in seven clear
instances in the Pentateuch. In all cases but one, the Hebrew con-
struction being translated involves the preposition A˜y (min-) or
a compound thereof, such as yqZy (mippənê), literally “from the
face of.” In the remaining instance of agentive 6��, the Greek has
rewritten an active construction as a passive, but the verb involved
is the anomalous ����
���, which might have construed with
6�� even in literature uninfluenced by Hebrew. The examples are
as follows:

� 6�� translates A˜y (min-)

(23) Gen. 47.18 πôDhæ µt{æAµ6 yH yÄOd3me dakæpAaOl

lōʔ-nək
¯

a�ēd
¯

mē-ʔăd
¯

ōn-ı̂
not-we.can.hide from-lord-my
kı̂ ʔim-tam hak-kesep̄
that particle-is.spent the-money

LXX: �����
 �$��	�-�
� 6�2 ��+ $)���) V�-�· 
� '8�
�$����	�
� �2 6�'��	��

NRSV: “We cannot hide from my lord that our money is all
spent”

Clearly, the LXX does a poor job of expressing the Hebrew. The
pleonastic !6 (ʔim), for instance, has been translated literally as 
�,
although there is no conditional sense in the Hebrew.17 As for the
first clause, whatever the Greek was intended to mean, it cannot
be construed to be equivalent to the Hebrew, but is presumably
a hortatory subjunctive: “Let us not be destroyed utterly by our
lord.” The origin of this erroneous translation must be the double
sense of the verbal root djk (k�d). According to BDB, while the
Niphil stem can mean “be effaced, destroyed,” it is the Piel stem
of the verb, meaning “hide, conceal,” that is found here. In light
of the fact that the translation of the passage is both muddled and
erroneously literal at the same time, it is not surprising that 6��
is used here to translate A˜y, thereby assuming the role of an agent
marker.

17 For pleonastic A!6, see BDB s.v. A!6 yš 2b.
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(24) Lev. 21.7 h{§y6me h§w{rfl h&6w“

wə-ʔiššāh �ərûšāh mē-ʔı̂š-āh
and-woman divorced from-husband-her

LXX: ')�
,$
 �$�
�������� 6�2 6���2� 
"���
NRSV: “a woman divorced from her husband”

Like the Greek �$�����, the Hebrew root çOrg (grš) literally means
“drive, cast out.” Hence the use of an ablatival preposition to
express the agent is natural in Hebrew, Greek, and English as
well.

� 6�� translates yqZy (mippənê)

While this preposition literally means “from the face of,” “from
before,” it is its figurative sense “because of” (BDB hnp II.6.c) that
becomes agentive when translated with 6�� in Greek:

(25) Gen. 6.13 µZyqZy sm;k ≈î1h; h1l“ tê AyH

kı̂-māləʔāh hā-ʔāres. �āmās
for-is.filled the-earth (with.)violence
mippənê-hem
because.of-them.masc

LXX: ������� V '� 6�	$�
� 6�? 
"�-�
NRSV: “for the earth is filled with violence because of them”

In such an example, it cannot be determined whether 6�� has truly
agentive force. While the NRSV does not translate the Hebrew
preposition as an agent marker, the Greek 6�� certainly had the
potential to be interpreted as one, especially considering later con-
structions like (12) above.

(26) Exod. 8.20 bOr[;V yqZy ≈r<1h; ta&# µªræx“ y ≈r<0Alk;iw{

û-b
¯

ə-k
¯

ol-ʔeres. mis. rayim tiššā�ēt
¯

and-in-entire-land Egypt was.ruined
hā-ʔāres. mippənê he-ʕārōb

¯
the-land because.of the-swarm

LXX: $
� �:��
��
��� V '� 6�2 ��� $)���)���
NRSV: (Exod. 8.24) “in all Egypt the land was ruined

because of the flies”
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As in the previous example, an expression of cause has been trans-
lated with 6�� in the Greek. In this case, there is a better argument
against an agentive reading, inasmuch as God is seen as the ultimate
agent of the destruction, with the flies merely as his instrument,
in contrast to (25), in which the wicked people are clearly the
authors of the injustice that fills the world. Still, while the flies
may be caused in turn by God, they themselves are responsible
for the destruction, and occur as sentence subjects earlier in Exod.
8.20 (�
�
'��
�� V $)���)	
 ������ 
�� ��#� �>$�)� f
�
�) and
in 8.25 (6�
�
��
�
	 V $)���)	
 6�2 ��+). Once again, then, a
causal expression cannot be distinguished from an agentive one.

� 6�� translates yqÖ�y (millip̄nê)

Like the previous compound preposition, this preposition also
means “from the face of,” “from before.” While it too can have
the figurative sense “because of” (BDB hnp II.5.b), it has in the
following example the literal sense, despite its occurrence with the
same verb as in (26), �:��
��
��:

(27) Lev. 22.3 ymÑl{“ y aw[U vÉo {hæ h†r“k“ Äw“

wə-nik
¯

rət
¯
āh han-nep̄eš ha-hı̂ʔ

and-shall.be.cut.off the-person the-that
milləp̄ān-ay
from-me

LXX: �:��
��
)���
�
	 V B)1\ �$
��� 6�? ���+
NRSV: “that person shall be cut off from my presence”

In (26), the Hebrew preposition had lost its spatial significance:
Egypt was not ruined apart from the flies, but because of them.
Here, however, the verb translated by �:��
��
�� is trk (krt), “cut
(off),” and the preposition yqÖ�y denotes separation. The Greek
6��, however, is better interpreted as an agent marker than as a
spatial preposition because the verb �:��
��
�� does not convey
the sense of division that its Hebrew counterpart does.

� 6�� translates t5x (mēʔēt
¯
)

Yet another compound preposition of A˜y, t5x means “from prox-
imity with,” and BDB (II.t5 4) compares it to French de chez and
Greek �
��+G. In (28), however, it is translated by 6��:
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(28) Num. 3.9 l5ëCª yqŒ t5x Øl hOZ !yÄWtp !yÄWtp

nətûnı̂m nətûnı̂m hēmmāh lô
given given they to.him
mē-ʔēt bənê yiśrāʔēl
from-among (the.)sons.of Israel

LXX: ���
 �
������	 �Y��� ��� 
��	� 6�2 �-� )*-� ?_��
��
NRSV: “they are unreservedly given to him from among

the Israelites”

It is curious that 6��, not �
��+G, translates t5x here. BDB’s
gloss of this preposition by �
��+G is supported by the fact that
of the nine instances of t5x cited under the same heading as that
where (28) is found, it is translated in the LXX six times with
�
��+G, once with ��F�	��, and only once with 6��.18 Possibly,
the use of 6�� here has been influenced by the comparative rarity
of �
��+G in the LXX. In Numbers, for instance, it occurs only
twenty-eight times, compared to 204 instances of 6��. The latter
preposition was the obvious translation for A˜y and its compounds
and so might have been used mechanically even when �
��+G

would have provided a more nuanced translation.

� active rewritten as passive with 6�� expressing the agent

In only one of the PACs with 6�� does the preposition unambigu-
ously translate something other than an ablatival preposition:

(29) Exod. 10.15 dEÕU ryti Øh r£3

ʔăšer hôt
¯
ı̂r hab-bārād

¯
which left.over the-hail

LXX: b� ��
�
���� 6�2 ��� 1
�����
NRSV: “that the hail had left”

As 6�� is chosen over ��� despite the absence of A˜y in the
Hebrew, it is possible that the use of 6�� had spilled over from
such cases as (23) to (28) and contaminated a passage where ���
would be expected in classical Greek. Johannessohn notes, how-
ever, that variation between 6�� and ��� is particularly common

18 In the ninth passage, the translation rewords the original such that the object of t5x
becomes the subject of the sentence.
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with �
����
	 and its compounds (1925: 174–5, 282). This exam-
ple should therefore be compared to passages (2) to (4) above,
with the presence of 6�� attributed to the ablatival semantics of
the verb. By way of contrast, consider (21), in which an originally
active verb without the skewed semantics of “leaving behind” is
translated by $
�
��
����
� with ���.

In all these instances where 6�� is used to express the agent,
there is always some factor that keeps the environment from being
that of an unmarked PAC. Usually the expression is only bor-
derline agentive, with 6�� translating a Hebrew preposition that
was more ablatival or causal in sense, as can be seen from the
NRSV translations. By comparison, the constructions with ���
are much more neutral, as seen from its use in the majority of the
PACs that do not represent the Hebrew preposition A˜y. In con-
clusion, while the LXX does have a greater frequency of PACs
with 6�� than has been seen so far, 6�� is far from being the
unmarked agent expression. Rather, it is generally restricted to con-
ditions under which an ablatival preposition was also employed in
Hebrew.

The New Testament

Like the LXX, the New Testament (NT) has a greater frequency
of PACs with 6�� than do the classical Greek texts. The picture is
complicated by the great amount of variation in the manuscripts.
Still, it can be seen that ��� continued to predominate over 6��.
What, then, accounts for the sporadic instances of 6��? Were they
motivated by certain linguistic conditions, or are they truly random,
representing the occasional incursion of a vernacular 6�� into a
text that primarily used the older, written ��� as its agent marker?
From the data below, it will be seen that the majority of the PACs
with 6�� do indeed fall into two discrete categories, although
there are some instances which do not appear to be linguistically
motivated. Nevertheless, in most cases, either the agent is not a
typical animate agent marker, or the verb is ablatival in sense,
often compounded with the prefix 6��-.

From an examination of the bare statistics, it is clear that ��� is
considerably more frequent than 6�� as an agent marker, though
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Luke, Acts, and Romans do have a significant number of PACs
with 6��.19

��� variant readings 6��

Matthew 21 1 2
Mark 7 1 –
John 1 – –
Luke 19 6 4
Acts 31 6 2
Romans 2 3 –
1 Corinthians 12 – –

To see whether there is some common property shared by the
instances of 6��, consider first the eight instances where only 6��
is found in the early manuscripts, as these provide the soundest
evidence. In four cases, the agent is inanimate; in the other four,
the verb is a compound verb with the prefix 6��-.

First, the four times that 6�� is unanimously attested as the
agent marker, the agent is inanimate:

(30) Mt. 11.19 $
� ��	$
	F�� V ����
 6�2 �-� D�'�� 
"���
“and wisdom is shown to be right by her works”

(31) Mt. 28.4 6�2 �G ��+ ����) 
"��+ ��
�����
� �* ����+��
�
“and those who watched were shaken by fear of him”

This use of 6�� to denote the emotion responsible for an event
was foreign to classical Greek, which used ��� (e.g. X. Cyn. 6.25
$
�
$���
�
	 '8� �� �	$�-3 �2 ������ $
� �"$ 6����
�
	 ��2
$���) $
� ����), Pl. Ion 535c).

19 There exist many more manuscripts of the NT than of the canonical authors of classical
Greece. To avoid needless confusion in trying to separate readings from earlier and later
manuscripts, I will limit the scope of this section to the early papyri fragments and the
oldest manuscripts, written in uncial script in the fourth and fifth centuries AD (aABCD).
For a survey of the NT textual tradition, see Metzger 1992. The text used initially for all
seven books studied was the Nestle–Aland edition. I subsequently checked for additional
variants using Legg 1935 and 1940 for Mark and Matthew, the American and British
Committees of the International Greek New Testament Project’s edition of Luke, Elliott–
Parker 1995 for John, and Nestle 1896 for the readings of D in Acts.
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(32) Lk. 6.18 $
� �* ���1����
��	 6�2 ��
)����� 6$
������
��
�
�
�����
“and those disturbed by unclean spirits were cured”

While the agent in (32) could be considered animate, Hult has
noted that the agentive expressions in Palladius and Callinicus
found with demons and spirits align more closely with those for
inanimate objects than those for humans.20

(33) Lk. 7.35 $
� ��	$
	F�� V ����
 6�2 ������ �-� ��$��� 
"���
“and wisdom is shown to be right by all her children”

While children are of course animate, a comparison with the par-
allel passage (30) and the weakly transitive nature of �	$
	�� sug-
gests that the ��$�
 are not strongly agentive.

The other four times that 6�� is unanimously attested as the
agent marker, the verb in the construction begins with the prefix
6��-:

(34) Acts 2.22 5���
 6���
�
	'����� 6�2 ��+ �
�+ 
�� ��U�
“a man shown to you by God”

(35) Acts 15.33 6�
�����
� �
�? 
������ 6�2 �-� 6�
��-� ��2�
��#� 6����
��
��
� 
"����
“and they were sent off in peace by their brothers to
those who had sent them”

(36) Lk. 16.18 . 6���
�)����� 6�2 6���2� '
�-�
“one who marries a woman divorced by her husband”

(37) Lk. 17.25 ��-��� �G �
, 
"�2� ����8 �
�
,� $
�
6����$	�
����
	 6�2 ��� '
�
U� �
����
“but first he must suffer much and be rejected by this
generation”

The ablatival force of both prefix and preposition can be seen
in all these examples. It is quite clear in both (34) and (35), in
which the destination or target of the action is stated directly after
the phrase with 6��. Regarding (36), the similarity in meaning

20 These later authors are different, however, in that the expression found with inanimate
agents is ���, not 6��, while �
�� is found more frequently with animate agents.
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between “divorced by” and “divorced from” has already been men-
tioned in the discussion of example (24). In (37), the ablatival force
of the verb “rejected” is more figurative than literal, but can be
compared to (27).

As with the passages where 6�� is unanimously attested, those
in which both 6�� and ��� are variants can, for the most part, be
sorted into examples where the agent is inanimate or the verb is
ablatival. In the following passages, it is not particularly important
which reading has better manuscript support, as the mistakes are
potentially an even better indication of changes in the language
than the correct readings are.

The three times that ��� and 6�� are both attested as variant
readings in a PAC, the agent in question is inanimate:

(38) Mt. 8.24 H��
 �2 ���,�� $
����
��
	 ��2 (6�2 B2) �-�
$)�����
“that the ship was covered up by the waves”

(39) Acts 5.16 <1��)����)� ��2 (6�2 D) ��
)����� 6$
������
“disturbed by unclean spirits”

In both of these passages, Nestle–Aland prints ���. In light of
(32), the decision to print ��� in (39) must reflect the general
unreliability of manuscript D.

(40) Lk. 4.2 �
	�
���
��� ��2 (aABD) / 6�2 (p4 (3C)) ��+ �	
����)
“tempted by the devil”

As with (32) and (39), the demonic agent in this passage is
perhaps construed with 6�� in one early papyrus because it is
seen as being somewhat removed from the prototypical human
agent.

Another four PACs in which both ��� and 6�� are attested as
variant readings are constructions in which the verb begins with
the prefix 6��-:

(41) Mk. 8.31 �
, �2� )*2� ��+ 6���F��) ����8 �
�
,� $
�
6����$	�
����
	 ��2 (6�2 A) �-� ��
��)����� $
�
�-� 6�1	
���� $
� �-� '�
��
����
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“the Son of Man must suffer much and be rejected by
the elders and the chief priests and the scribes”

(42) Lk. 9.22 �
, �2� )*2� ��+ 6���F��) ����8 �
�
,� $
�
6����$	�
����
	 6�2 (��2 D) �-� ��
��)����� $
�
6�1	
���� $
� '�
��
����
“the Son of Man must suffer much and be rejected by
the elders and the chief priests and the scribes”

In two parallel passages similar to (37), there is fluctuation between
��� and 6��. The unanimous reading of 6�� in that passage sug-
gests that 6�� is correct at least in (42), as both passages are in
Luke and the reading ��� in (42) occurs only in D. It could well
be that Mark has used ���, but Luke 6��, considering that agen-
tive 6�� is generally found more frequently in Luke-Acts than in
Mark.

(43) Lk. 1.26 6�
����� . 5''
��� Z
��	\� ��2 (ACD) / 6�2 (aB)
��+ �
�+ 
�� ���	� ��� Z
�	�
�
�
“the angel Gabriel was sent by God to a city in Galilee”

As in (34) and (35), the occurrence of a local phrase indicating
the destination of the movement would have further motivated the
choice of 6��.

(44) Acts 10.17 �* 5���
� �* 6�
��
�����	 ��2 (6�2 D) ��+
M�������)
“the men sent by Cornelius”

Considering (42) and (44), one must conclude that manuscript D
does not deviate consistently in favor of either 6�� or ���.

Similar to these constructions with verbs with the 6��- prefix
are five PACs that involve other ablatival verbs:

(45) Lk. 8.29 &�
��
�� ��2 (6�2 B) ��+ �
	�����) 
�� �8� �����)�
“he was driven by the demon into the wilderness”

(46) Lk. 10.22 ����
 ��	 �
�
���� ��2 (6�2 D) ��+ �
���� ��)
“everything has been handed over to me by my
father”
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(47) Acts 15.40 �
�
���
�� ��3 1��	�	 ��+ $)���) ��2 (6�2 D) �-�
6�
��-�
“given over by the brothers to the grace of the
Lord”

(48) Rom. 15.15 �	8 �\� 1��	� �\� ���
,��� ��	 ��2 (p46a2ACD) /
6�2 (a*B) ��+ �
�+
“because of the grace given to me by God”

(49) Rom. 15.24 ������ '8� �	
���
)��
��� �
��
��
	 ��U� $
� ��?
(aAC) / 6�? (p46BD) ��-� ����
�����
	 �$
,
“for I hope that, when I travel there, I will see you
and be sent forth by you”

In all Greek texts, verbs of giving and sending are those that were
most likely to have an agent expression with an ablatival preposi-
tion rather than ���. As has been seen above, the destination of the
action is stated in (45) through (48), either as a local expression or
as an indirect object.

A final five cases do not fit readily into the two categories of
PACs with 6�� set out above:

(50) Lk. 8.43 �"$ >�1)�
� ��? (aC) / 6�? (p75AB) �"�
�2�
�
�
�
)���
	
“she was not able to be cured by anyone”

(51) Acts 4.36 . ��	$���
�� i
��
�U� 6�2 (��2 D) �-� 6��������
“the one called Barnabas by the apostles”

(52) Acts 10.33 �8 �����
�
'���
 ��	 ��2 (a*B) / 6�2
(p45p74a2ACD) ��+ $)���)
“that which you have been ordered to say by the Lord”

(53) Acts 15.4 �
�
��1���
� ��2 (p74aAD) / 6�2 (BC) ���
�$$����
�
“they were received by the church”

(54) Rom. 13.1 �" '8� D��	� �:�)��
 
� �\ ��2 (6�2 D*) �
�+, 
* �G
�J�
	 ��2 �
�+ �
�
'���
	 
����
“for authority does not exist unless it comes from or is
given by God, and those authorities that exist have
been set in place by God”
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In (50), the presence of 6�� may be due to contamination with
a passage like (32), in which the preposition could be construed
with the verb of healing (“to be cured of”), although such a reading
would leave the participle lacking its natural complement. The col-
location �
�
�
�
��
	 6�� in the sense “be cured of” also occurs
at Lk. 5.15 and 8.2; a similar passage at 6.18 has 6�� with the verb
�
���
	. It is possible that examples (51) and (52) represent an
extension of the category of ablatival verbs that take 6��. Exam-
ple (51) could be considered ablatival if the naming is conceived
of as the punctual act of giving a name (cf. the NRSV translation:
“to whom the apostles gave the name Barnabas”), and example
(52) is not very different from (48) in this respect. Perhaps (53)
could be included in the category of inanimate agents. Even in
classical Greek, the construction of (54) would probably be better
with 6�� than with ���, as the latter reading requires the verb to
be understood in advance from the following clause.

In conclusion, the NT has a far greater number of PACs with
6�� than any of the other texts examined in this study. However,
they are still significantly fewer in number than those with ���,
and their occurrence is not random, but is on the whole limited to
constructions involving verbs with ablatival semantics or agents
that are not prototypically human. As such, they are not likely to
represent the occasional random intrusion of a vernacular whose
agent marker had switched wholesale from ��� to 6��, but rather
a limited development under particular grammatical conditions.
This use of 6�� as an agent marker in the NT would have been
encouraged by its presence in the LXX, where it also occurs in
contexts conducive to an ablatival preposition owing to its use as
a translation of Ay and its compounds.

From the New Testament through the fifth century AD

As Hult has already assembled statistics for agent expressions in
authors of the fourth and fifth centuries AD, it will not be necessary
to examine these in detail here. Nevertheless, I will briefly outline
her data, which nearly unanimously point to the increasing use of
�
��+G to mark the agent at the expense of ���; during this time,
PACs with 6�� were extremely rare.
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Before examining her fifth-century authors, Hult first provides
an overview of PACs in the postclassical period (1990: 37–
44). When she assesses the role of �
��+G, she notes that its
use had been extended beyond the classical parameters in the
following authors: (4th century BC) Aristotle; (second century
BC) Polybius; (first century BC) Diodorus; (second century AD)
Lucian, Achilles Tatius; (third century AD) Philostratus; (fourth
century AD) Libanius, Julian, Gregory Nazianzen, and Synesius
(��� preferred to �
�� by only a 3:2 ratio) (1990: 38). In other
texts, however, it remained comparable to classical usage: the LXX
the NT, and Epictetus. In his article on classicism in the Church
Fathers, Fabricius mentions that Basil and John Chrysostom (both
fourth century AD) also used �
��+G with greater frequency than
in classical texts; Basil preferred �
�� to ��� by a ratio of over 3:1
(1967: 192 n. 17). As noted above (p. 228), the data are similar
for the fifth-century authors Hult studies more closely: �
�� to
��� ratios range from 1:4.5 and 1:2 for Theodoret and Eunapius,
to near parity for Marinus, Mark the Deacon, and Callinicus, to an
overwhelming 11:1 preference for �
�� in Palladius. While �
��
is thus well represented, 6�� is considerably less frequent. The
only text in which Hult says it is common is the NT, in which ���
is still more frequent, and 6�� is limited to particular syntactic
environments, as seen in the previous section. Furthermore, 6��
does not occur in the Atticists or with any great frequency in Hult’s
fifth-century authors.

The standard interpretation of these data is that the use of
�
��+G as an agent marker was considered an Atticism (Hult
1990: 38). Fabricius suggests that it was a reaction against strongly
Attic ����+G on the one hand and vernacular 6�� on the other.
This view is open to criticism on two points: first, it is not explained
why �
��, rather than ���, should have been selected as the neu-
tral Attic variant in the middle ground between ���� and 6��.21

21 I am not convinced by Helbing’s view that �
�� as an agent marker in authors like
Polybius or Diodorus was due to “[das] Streben, das alltägliche ��� zu verdrängen
und Abwechslung hervorzurufen” (1904: 125). First, it does appear to have occurred
primarily with verbs of giving, speaking, and believing: the three examples in Book 3
fall into these categories (44.5, 69.1, 103.5). Second, it is matched by a spread of �
��
in the Ptolemaic papyri, in which I would be surprised to find variatio gratia variationis
(Mayser 1934: 484–6).
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Second, evidence that 6�� was indeed the vernacular agent marker
is scanty, being limited primarily to its use in the NT and eventual
adoption by modern Greek in this function. As an alternative, I
would propose that �
�� was the vernacular agent marker at this
period, while 6�� was used only in marginal cases, much as in clas-
sical Greek. If �
�� was the agent marker of the spoken language,
then the concurrent use of ��� and �
�� in the majority of the
texts can be explained quite simply as the tension between older,
literary ��� and contemporary, spoken �
�� – instead of the more
complicated traditional view that two older literary agent markers,
��� and �
��, were in competition with each other in written
texts, while a third preposition, 6��, was undermining these other
two prepositions from below, a usage for which evidence is primar-
ily limited to the Semitic-influenced LXX and NT as well as the
final outcome in modern Greek. This position will be strengthened
below by the introduction of evidence from the papyri and later
Greek vernacular texts.

The sixth century

To determine what prepositions were used to mark the agent in
the sixth century, I examined the works of Malalas and Moschus.
Malalas (c. 491–578) wrote the Chronographia, a chronicle of
the entire history of the world, while Moschus (c. 550–619), in the
Spiritual Meadow, presented a collection of anecdotes about
the lives of monks.22 In both works, the predominant marker of
the agent is the preposition ���, but there was also much variation
besides, with �
��, 6��, and �$ all found as well. It is possible
to glimpse hints of a pattern whereby the semantics of the verb
affected the preposition that was used, but the main impression
given by the data is one of confusion.

Beginning with Malalas, one may first note that PACs are quite
frequent in the Chronographia: in Books 10 to 12 (sixty-one pages

22 Initially, I read both authors in Migne’s edition. I have since checked his readings of
prepositions against Thurn’s edition of Malalas (of seventy-six prepositions, only one
was different), and have learned by E-mail from P. Pattenden that there is at least one
place in Moschus where Migne printed 6�� that ��� should be read.
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in Migne’s edition), there are seventy-six PACs. The distribution
is as follows:

��� �
�� 6�� �$ +D �
��+D �	�+G �	�+A

51 12 7 2 1 1 1 1

To gain a clear picture of what verbs construed with what preposi-
tions, I shall list the verbs that occur with �
��+G or 6��, giving
both their frequency with these prepositions, as well as their fre-
quency with ��� if they construe with both prepositions:

Verb �
��+G ��� 6��

$���� 3 11 –
��� 2 1 –
$
�
�� 2 – –
�
�
$
��� 2 1 –
�
��1� 1 – –
����� 1 – –
�)''���� 1 – –
6'
��� – 1 1
�������� – 1 1
��'� – – 1
��	����� – – 1
����
��� – – 1
$
�
������ – – 1
���1
	�����
	 – – 1

The presence of the prefix �
�
- cannot be assumed to favor the use
of �
�� as an agent marker, for not only can �
�
$
��� take ���,
but �
�
�����	 and �
�
�
����� do as well. About the only
conclusion that can be drawn is that verbs of killing consistently
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construe with ���. None of the verbs in the chart above belong
to this semantic field, while the following verbs are found with
��� marking the agent: ����� (six times), ��
'	���, ���
��
(once each). As languages typically treat killing as a highly tran-
sitive action, it may be that these verbs were most prone to main-
tain ��� as an agent marker when other prepositions had begun
to gain ground in other contexts.23 The nature of the agent may
also have played some role in determining which preposition was
used:

Agent �
�� ���


"��+ or 
"�-� 7 4
proper name 3 23

Even though there are fifty-one PACs with ��� and only twelve
with �
��, the latter preposition is still the more common agent
marker when the agent is 
"��+ or 
"�-�. When the agent is a
proper name, on the other hand, ��� is preferred by a greater ratio
than would be expected from its overall numerical predominance.
It may be that �
�� was sufficient to mark 
"��+ as an agent
because, as a pronoun, 
"��+ is relatively high in the animacy
hierarchy; one may compare the use of �
�� in Plato to mark
pronominal agents in PACs with �����	. As for 6��, its agents
tend to be common nouns, like ��)�� or ���
�	-�
	. As these
are not as high in the animacy hierarchy, many of these nouns
might well have a semantic role closer to that of source than that
of agent. In this, they resemble some of examples from Herodotus
cited in Chapter 4, especially (60) and, to a lesser extent, (62) and
(63). One may also compare the use of 6�� with non-human agents
in the NT, e.g. (30) to (33).

Similarly, the data in Moschus do not suggest any obvious con-
ditions under which one preposition was preferred to another, and

23 Bakker makes this claim for Greek in particular (1994: 40–1). It is also mentioned in
Hopper and Thompson’s article on transitivity (1980: 270).
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accounting for the differences is harder than for Malalas as a
comparable amount of text, the first sixty pages in Migne’s edi-
tion, only contains twenty-six PACs:

��� �$ �
�� -�
� 6�� +D

17 3 2 2 1 1

The three examples with �$ might be grouped together insofar as
the verbs all involve harm of some sort. Such an interpretation is
rather uncertain, however, especially considering that the latter two
examples may be better regarded as instrumental than agentive in
any case:

(55) Mosch. prat. 40 �"�G� �����
�
	 . 6��U� M���U� �$ ��+

*�
�	$�+(M. 2893b)
“Abbot Cosmas is not harmed at all by the
heretic”

(56) Mosch. prat. 107 �� �$ �����) <'$����
	 
"��+ �2� ���

(M. 2965d) “as his foot was swollen by this [splinter]”

(57) ibid. �2� �
���'����� ���
 �$ ��+ ���
'�����

"�-3 �$F�����
“the foot that was afflicted by the splinter fixed
in it”

As for the two examples with �
��, one PAC is clearly ablatival;
the other possibly is as well:

(58) Mosch. prat. 29 �\� ��
�
,�
� 
"�-3 �
�8 ��+ 
*�
�	$�+
�
���
(M. 2877a)
“the piece sent to him by the heretic”

(59) Mosch. prat. 24 �$ ��+ ��	�
������) �
�? 
"��+ N�
���
(M. 2869c) “from the water brought by him”

The two examples with -�
� are both construed with �
��
�
(����
)��
�� and $	���
��). The sole PAC with 6�� is ablatival:
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(60) Mosch. prat. 72 $
�
����	�� �
���
�� 6�2 ��+
(M. 2925b) l"'�)��
���)

“a knight sent by the prefect”

In conclusion, the data from these two sixth-century authors are
not particularly informative. It does appear as if ��� was restricted
to the literary language at this point; otherwise, it would be hard
to account for all the instances of agentive �
�� and 6�� that
occur. But, on the basis of these texts alone, one cannot satisfacto-
rily distinguish between the usage of these latter two prepositions.
For Moschus, the data are simply too limited, although it may
be revealing that the only PAC with 6�� is strongly ablatival (60).
With Malalas, however, the picture is simply confused. Fortunately,
enough papyri have survived from this period that it is possible to
use them as an additional source of data.

Papyri

Because of the pervasive influence of classical Greek models on
later literary Greek, it is difficult to determine the extent to which
the texts just discussed reflect the expression of the agent in the spo-
ken language: certainly the presence of an archaic form like �
��
�
(which does not occur in the NT) provides ample warning against
assuming that even Moschus’ relatively informal diction can be
understood as straightforward vernacular Greek. Fortunately, the
papyri preserved in Egypt do provide some record of a register
unlikely to have been as influenced by Attic Greek. In order to see
what light these documents shed on the expression of the agent, I
have collected all the PACs with ���, �
��, and 6�� in the fol-
lowing editions of papyri: from Hunt and Edgar’s Selected Papyri
(henceforth HE), the Letters and Memoranda sections of the first
volume, and the Codes and Regulations, and Edicts and Orders sec-
tions of the second; volumes one to three of P. Lond.; volumes I and
II of BGU.24 The figures collected suggest that �
�� had replaced

24 I used the PHI CD-ROM to search P. Lond. and BGU. It omits those papyri which also
occur in Mitteis and Wilcken’s Grundzüge und Chrestomathie der Papyruskunde. There
is no overlap between the Hunt–Edgar PACs and the P. Lond. and BGU PACs, as the
only PACs found in HE that were taken from the relevant volumes of P. Lond. and BGU
were also in Mitteis–Wilcken, and thus not covered by the CD-ROM search.
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��� as the most common agent marker by the sixth century AD,
while 6�� is found only in marginal constructions.

First, I shall give the number of PACs found with ���, �
��,
and 6�� in these volumes, sorted by century. The first figures are
for the number of distinct papyri in which a given agent marker
occurs; the second figures, in brackets, are for the total number
of PACs with that agent marker found in those papyri. Because
the language of the papyri can be rather repetitive, the first figures
should give a more accurate picture of the status of the various
agent markers.

Century ��� �
��+G 6��

3C BC 3 (8) 2 (2) –
2C BC 1 (1) – –
1C BC – – –
1C AD 10 (14) – –
2C AD 37 (50) 3 (3) –
3C AD 32 (57) 1 (1) 1 (1)
4C AD 5 (5) – –
5C AD – 1 (2)a –
6C AD 2 (2) 11 (24) 1 (1)
7C AD – 7 (9) –
8C AD 1 (4) 1 (4) –

a These two PACs come from HE 166, which
is dated to the fifth or sixth century AD.

The eight PACs with �
�� that precede the sixth century AD all
involve verbs that typically construe with an ablatival agent marker,
namely 6�������� (HE I.166.3, I.166.6, II.203.42.19, II.216.7),
�����	 (HE II.207.172), and �	
'���� in the sense “pay” (BGU
I.102.2, P. Lond. II.318.6, 330.3):

(61) HE II.216.17 ��,� V'
���	� ��,� $
�? ��	����
�
� �
�? ���+
6�
��
�����	� (AD 222)
“the governors sent by me as procurators”

The frequency of �
�� as an agent marker increases greatly in
the sixth century. At the same time, it starts to appear with verbs
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of a much wider semantic range. While most are still verbs of
giving, selling, or paying, there is also a diverse group of verbs
denoting different forms of communication. An idea of the variety
of constructions found with �
�� can be obtained by considering
some examples.

First, as expected, �
�� continues to be used with verbs of
giving, selling, and paying:

(62) P. Lond. I.113.1.44–5 ���	������ �������� . . . �
�8
t"
�
�����) (6C AD)
“money given by Valentinus”

(63) BGU I.3.r.19 �8 6�
������
 �
�8 ��+ (AD 605)
“what was spent by you”

Other verbs of similar meaning found with �
�� are
�	
�	����$�, �����, $
�
�����, �
��1�, �	����$�,
������, ��������, and ��������	.

The verbs of communicating form a more disparate collec-
tion than the previous category, ranging from verbs of writ-
ing, decreeing, ordering, or entreating ('����, �
�����, $
�
��,
�
�
$
���, 
����) to verbs of agreeing, confirming, reminding,
or abusing (�	�����'��, ����$)���, ����	���3�$�, ����
���).

(64) HE II.218.53 �8 �
�? V�-� �+� �
��	�����
 (AD 551)
“what has now been decreed by us”

(65) P. Lond. III.1007a.32 �
�
$���
,�
� 
"�\� �
�? ���+
(AD 558)

“that woman, entreated by me”
(66) P. Lond. I.77.85 �
��<)�>- ��3 ����
	 
����
�� �
�8

��+ �
����) (8C AD)
“I witness the sale as requested by the
depositor”

(67) P. Lond. III.1044.15 ��� �\� �+� ����$)���
,��� ��	 �
�?
���(+) �
����
�
� (6C AD)
“to the ownership that has now been
confirmed by me as yours”
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(68) HE I.167.10 (sc. �'F) ����

��
�� ���	� �
�8 �-� 6�2
s
���
�[�] (6C AD)
“abused again by those from Teruthis”

Yet another verb that occurs with �
�� is $����.

(69) P. Lond. III.1073.r.1 �* '�
��
������	 '
��'�� ��'�)�	�
$���
��
	 6$
���� �
�� �	���
'	����� (6C AD)
“the letter-bearing farmers say
that they are inappropriately
hindered by some of their
neighbors”

In contrast to the wide range of PACs found with �
��, the only
examples with 6�� are quite marginal:

(70) HE I.149.12 �
�	
$�
�����
� 6�2 ��+ �������� [�-3
�
	]���4 ��2 ��+ �
��������) V'
�����
$��
��[�)] (3C AD)
“we were hindered by the furlough given to the
child by the most illustrious prefect”

(71) P. Lond. II.391.16 ��2� �2 6�2 �����)� �	
	�
	�����
� $�
�
,�
A$����)� (6C AD?)
“with regard to each having control, divided
from these or by these (?)”

Regarding the first example, not only is the agent $���
���
(“furlough”) inanimate, but there is also a more standard PAC with
��� and a typical animate agent in the same sentence. As for (71),
the syntax is quite mangled, and it is not certain that it is even a
PAC at all.

Finally, it may be noted that ��� is only found six times as an
agent marker in papyri of the sixth century or later. Twice, the agent
is ����	, which accords well with Hult’s observation that inanimate
agents tended still to be construed with ��� even in authors who
generally preferred �
�� for animate agents:
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(72) P. Lond. I.77.1425 ��2 �-� $
�-� $
� 
"�
�-� $
	����� �����
�	�'��
)���
 (8C AD)
“declared by the well and piously established
laws”

A third example occurs with the verb �
'
�1��, and the seman-
tics of a verb of ruling seem to have favored the retention of a
preposition denoting subjacency in the marking of the agent:26

(73) P. Lond. III.776.r.6 $F��� . . . �
'
�1�)����� ��2 ���
��
���
[� �]�
��)�
� (AD 552)
“a village administered by your excellency”

The final three examples all come from the same papyrus and
contain the following set phrase:

(74) P. Lond. I.77.18 �\� $
�
�
	���������� ��? ���+ . . . �����
�	�
(8C AD)

“the property left behind by me”

Clearly, the papyri show that the use of ��� to mark the agent had
declined, while �
��, not 6��, had come to take its place.

The eighth to eleventh centuries

For the period stretching from the eighth to eleventh centuries,
almost no evidence for vernacular Greek survives. One source is
the collection of Protobulgarian inscriptions, dating to the ninth
century.27 These are not very useful for the present study, how-
ever, first because the rather simplistic syntax contains only one
PAC, second because it is quite possible that the Greek of these
inscriptions was affected by the language of the local Slavs. A sec-
ond means of investigating what agent constructions were used is to
see what variants were introduced into New Testament manuscripts
of this period. Again, these are far from satisfactory, in this case

25 See also P. Lond. I.113.2.r.18.
26 Elsewhere in this papyrus (as well as in P. Lond. III.774 and 775) the phrase ��? ��� is

used to mean “under my charge,” for which translation see P.Oxy. I.137.13.
27 An edition of these inscriptions can be found in Beševliev 1963.
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because it cannot be determined whether a reading has been erro-
neously introduced by contamination from the vernacular or from
literary texts. All that can be said for certain is that both 6�� and
�
�� occasionally entered the text as replacements for ���.

First, consider the single PAC found in the Protobulgarian
inscriptions:

(75) 15.6–9 �#� �- �$ �(
�)+ �
������ 
"�- D��
	
“with the people given to him by God”

This PAC does not shed much light on agent marking at this time,
as the use of �$ here is probably motivated by the phrase . �$ �
�+
5�1��, which occurs frequently in these inscriptions as a title of
the Bulgarian rulers (Beševliev 1963: 74–7). This title is itself
patterned on that of the Byzantine emperor, . �$ �
�+ �
�	�
��,
which calls to mind the older usage of �$ with a divine agent. The
only other noteworthy phenomenon is that ��� does occur once,
with the accusative:

(76) 41.9 ��I � @���� ��2 �[2]� �[
�	��
�
“those who are subject to the king”

Even at this late date, ��� was still present in a lower register, if
perhaps only with the accusative in the sense “subject to.”

The data provided by the later manuscripts of the NT are equally
inconclusive. According to the apparatus found in Legg 1935 and
1940 (for Matthew and Mark) and that of the American and British
Committees of the International Greek New Testament Project (for
Luke), there are seven PACs where 6�� or �
�� is read in a
manuscript of these centuries, but not in any earlier manuscripts.
In four cases (Mt. 16.21, 20.23, 27.12, Lk. 4.15), �
�� is found; in
three cases, with one instance of overlap, 6�� is found (Mt. 20.23,
24.9, Lk. 2.29). If, on the one hand, one wishes to maintain the
hypothesis that 6�� had become the vernacular agent marker by
this time, then one must explain the instances of �
�� as contam-
ination from literary texts. But it is hard to see how �
�� could
have become common enough in the written language to have had
such influence unless it had been the agent marker of the spoken
language at some point. On the other hand, if one assumes that
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�
�� was the preposition used in the spoken language at this time,
the occasional instances of 6�� can be explained as extensions
of the earlier presence of 6�� in the NT.28 In short, while these
data do not on their own indicate unambiguously how agents were
marked in this period, they are nevertheless most easily explained
by supposing that �
�� preceded 6�� in replacing ��� as the
default agent marker.

The twelfth century

While evidence for vernacular Greek is scanty for the centuries
just covered, the twelfth century does offer us two texts that are
relatively representative of the language as it was spoken: the epic
of Digenis Akritis and the poems of Ptochoprodromos.29 Although
classical models will inevitably have exercised some influence over
the language of these works, there are several features which show
clear modernization in comparison to the classical language, such
as the reduction of �
�� and 
�� to �� and ?�, and the expansion
of ��-clauses to express what had earlier been the domain of the
infinitive (Horrocks 1997: 264, 269). Because PACs are quite rare
in both of these works, it is difficult to determine the conditions
which favored one agent marker over another with certainty. What
is clear, however, is that both ��� and �
�� are relatively frequent
as agent markers, while 6�� is not found at all.

There are two major manuscripts of Digenis Akritis, both dating
from the fifteenth century. One, the Escorial manuscript (E), is
generally agreed to be more vernacular, the other, the Grottaferrata
(G), of a higher register.30 In all of E (sixty-nine pages in Jeffreys’
edition), there is only one PAC, with �
��+G:

(77) Dig. Akr. E1565 �
�8 �
�-� $
� 5�
$��� 6���F���
��	��1���

“I was taught by mad and disorderly men”

28 Admittedly, of the three additional occurrences of 6��, it is only in Lk. 2.29 that the
conditions for 6�� proposed above are met. (The agent is the inanimate ��
)�����.)

29 For an introduction to the language of these works, see Horrocks 1997: 261–71, Jeffreys
1998: xlix–lii.

30 Jeffreys 1998: xiv.
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PACs are more frequent in G; there are twenty in the first five books
(seventy-five pages in Jeffreys’ edition):

�
��+G ��� �	�+G �	�+A �$ �
��+A

9 7 1 1 1 1

Of the four agent markers that only occur once each, the following
points may be made. First, both instances of �	� are with verbs of
saving or rescuing:

(78) Dig. Akr. G3.65 �Y �����$	� ��������
 �	? ��G �$ $	������
“where you were often saved by me from
dangers”

(79) Dig. Akr. G5.214 ��+ �	? ���+ ��������
“of the one who was saved by me”

Second, in the PAC with �$, the agent is God. As �$ frequently
marks divine agents in earlier Greek, its presence in this passage
as well can be ascribed to the nature of the agent:

(80) Dig. Akr. G5.47 6��? ��
	��, �� D�	$
�, �$ g
�+ ���'����
“but since, as it seems, you were guided by
God”

As for the PAC with �
��+A, it is reminiscent of the earlier PACs
with �
��+D, for the sense is strongly local:

(81) Dig. Akr. G2.81 O�
� v�
�
� ��:
���� �
�? O��� �\� P)��
�
“when you were about to be glorified by all
Syria”

These minor prepositions aside, the PACs are fairly evenly split
between �
��+G and ���. The verbs found with each are:
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�
��+G ���

� 6�
	���
� �
�$�)�	
� �����	 (2×)
� $
��'����
� $
�
��
� ��'�
� �	���
� ������

� �	��F�$�
� '	'�F�$�
� '������
� �
�
���
� $
�����
� $
�
�����
� �����

As with earlier authors, verbs of giving and speaking occur with
�
��, while the one instance of a verb of killing is with ���.
Furthermore, both verbs of eating and knowing are also found
with ���. It therefore seems reasonable to see the semantics of the
verb as having influenced which preposition is used to express the
agent.

The preposition 6�� does not occur in a true agent expression in
either manuscript. Once, however, it is found with a verbal adjective
in a context that approximates to a PAC:

(82) Dig. Akr. G2.56 ��
�)$��� �G '
'��
�
� 6�2 �
��2�
6���F��)

“and we have become loathed by every man”

Once more, it occurs with an inanimate object that might be
regarded as an agent:

(83) Dig. Akr. G5.247 $
� ��	���� V .�2� 6�2 ��� 6����
�
“and the road was defiled by lawlessness”

In these two passages, one may detect faint echoes of passages from
the LXX, examples (1) and (25) respectively. More frequently, 6��
is used with emotions to denote cause:31

(84) Dig. Akr. G2.224 6�
	���
	 A
)�2� 6�2 �
�
���:�
�
“he will kill himself from madness”

31 Additional examples are found at 3.272, 3.283, 4.837.
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There is also one instance of ��� being used in this manner:

(85) Dig. Akr. G4.592 . �� '
 �
,� ��2 1
�U� $	���
�� $
� 6���
�
�
“but the son, moved by joy and courage”

The coexistence of passages like (84) and (85) renders it difficult to
determine exactly what stage Greek had reached at this point. Nev-
ertheless, because 6�� is the preposition most commonly used to
mark emotional cause, both in this poem and in the Ptochoprodro-
mos poems, it was presumably the usual vernacular preposition
for this function by this time, with ��� in (85) to be explained
as influenced by classical usage. It is also likely that this regular
use of 6�� in a function that belonged to ��� in earlier Greek
marks the beginning of its rise as the agent marker of modern
Greek.

Like the Escorial manuscript of Digenis Akritis, the Ptochopro-
dromos poems have very few PACs. There are only three good
examples, two with �
��+G, one with �$:32

(86) Ptoch. 4.352 6�
��	�	 $
� ��$
	�	 �
�8 ����-� .�-��
	
“they are seen to be blameless and just by many”

(87) Ptoch. 4.628 ���	���� �G $
����
��� $
� ���	� �
�? �$
����
“yet again called a heavy sleeper by them”

(88) Ptoch. 4.616 $
� �
�)��\� 6���
��� �$ ������ $
� ���������
“and called in song a drunkard and an alcoholic by
them all”

All three come from the fourth poem, and all three have the same
syntactic structure, in that the patient is labeled as some pred-
icate noun by the agent. As in Digenis Akritis, 6�� is used to
denote cause, but here it is found both with the genitive (2.14,
2.18, 2.71, 3.105, 3.222, 4.101, 4.231, 4.244, 4.393, 4.629, 4.630)
and in the modern construction with the accusative (1.138, 1.259,
3.106, 4.299, 4.627). In one passage, its construction with an inan-
imate noun approaches that of a PAC, much as in (83):

32 I use Eideneier’s numbering.
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(89) Ptoch. 3.35 $
�F��
� ��$
�
	 $��2� 6�2 �)�2� ����F��)
“just as wax melts from the presence of fire”

Like 6��, the preposition �$, found always with the genitive,
could be used to express cause (2.18, 4.619, 4.623, 4.625, 4.631,
4.632). The absence of ��� from the Escorial manuscript of Dige-
nis Akritis as well as its near absence from Ptochoprodromos –
it occurs once at 4.10 with the accusative in the sense “fleeing
to” – suggests that it had dropped out of the lowest register of
speech by that point. Its presence in the Grottaferrata version of
Digenis Akritis should therefore be understood as due to the influ-
ence of the classical language. The modern preposition 6�� had
still not established itself as the clear agent marker, but the begin-
ning of this development can be seen. If any preposition can be
regarded as the unmarked agent marker, it would be �
��, although
even it is rare enough that it might be better to describe the pas-
sive of this stage of Greek as not having had any agent markers
at all.

Conclusion

From the data presented in this chapter, it is clear that we cannot
assume that the classical Greek agent expression with ��� simply
gave way to the modern Greek expression with 6��. Instead, there
was an intermediate period during which �
�� was the predomi-
nant agent marker. The development may be outlined as follows:

� Koine: ��� was the most common agent marker; �
�� was
used with ablatival verbs like �����.

� Septuagint: ��� was the most common agent marker; 6��
was used to translate Hebrew expressions involving ablatival
prepositions.

� New Testament: ��� was the most common agent marker; 6��
was sometimes used when the verb was ablatival (especially
when compounded with 6��-) or when the agent was inanimate;
this use of 6�� would have been prompted at least in part by its
presence as a marginal agent marker in the LXX.

� fourth through seventh centuries: According to the data from
papyri, ��� was the most common agent marker in the fourth
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century, �
�� in the sixth and seventh centuries; 6�� is very
rare, suggesting that its use in literary Greek of the period should
be attributed to the influence of Judeo-Christian literature. Data
assembled by Hult from fourth- and fifth-century texts show
that �
�� had gained ground as an agentive preposition; they
do not provide any evidence that 6�� had become a prominent
agent marker. Sixth-century data from Malalas and Moschus
show that both 6�� and �
�� were found as agent markers,
though neither was as common as ���. The most economical
explanation is that ��� was seen as the correct preposition to
use for literary Greek, that 6�� shows the influence of biblical
language, and that �
�� was the preposition used in vernacular
Greek.

� eighth through eleventh centuries: Hardly any vernacular Greek
of the period survives; both �
�� and 6�� are occasionally
introduced by copyists into the manuscripts of the NT that date
from this period.

� twelfth century: While the Escorial manuscript of Digenis
Akritis only has one PAC, with �
�� as the agent marker, the
Grottaferrata manuscript has both ��� and �
�� competing in
this function; 6�� is not found in either manuscript in agent
expressions. The Ptochoprodromos poems only provide three
PACs, two with �
�� and one with �$.

As the agentive use of 6�� can always be attributed to biblical
language, and that of ��� to classical models, it seems likely that
�
�� was the preposition used by the vernacular to denote the
agent during the period from the sixth through twelfth centuries.
An ablatival preposition is always a natural candidate to express
the agent, and a look at the difference between 6�� and �
�� in the
papyri reveals why �
�� would have been preferred. While 6��
is predominantly used with inanimate objects – in two common
formulaic uses, it expresses either the location from which a letter
is sent or the time at which an action began – �
�� is mostly
found with human objects. In the introductory formula in a letter,
for example, the sender is denoted by �
��. As the agent of a verb
is prototypically human, �
�� was naturally preferred to 6�� in
marking this role.
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SUMMARY

At this point, it will be useful to summarize the main arguments
presented in this investigation of the ways in which Ancient Greek
expressed the agents of passive verbs. For the purposes of this
study, the agent is defined in syntactic terms as that constituent
of the clause that would be the subject if the clause were refor-
mulated with an active verb (pp. 17–19). Before looking at the
different agent markers in question, it is first necessary to consider
why agents should be marked in the first place (pp. 19–28). After
all, it is somewhat odd that a language would take the trouble to
demote the agent with the passive voice, only to reintroduce it
as an oblique element. Several factors, however, account for this.
First, it may be necessary to promote the patient to the subject rela-
tion for syntactic reasons, as is commonly the case with participles
(pp. 21–2). Second, there can be pragmatic reasons for using a pas-
sive construction. Writers of Greek prose tended to structure their
sentences such that the narrative theme of a passage was the subject
of its clause. If, then, that narrative theme was the patient of the
verb, then a passive would be used, thus necessitating an oblique
expression should the author wish to express the agent (pp. 22–8).
Third, the passive emphasizes the state of the patient that results
from the action as against the agent’s performing the action; while
this motivation for the passive often operates jointly with the pre-
vious one and is accordingly difficult to detect independently, on
occasion it does seem to have been the deciding factor (p. 26). In
these circumstances too, the author would have to mark the agent
in an oblique expression.

As for the agents themselves, their status is, at least in Greek
prose, different from that of agents in English. In particular, agents
of Greek passive verbs are far more likely than in English to be pro-
nouns, and far less likely to be new information (pp. 28–32). The
agents in Aristophanes, on the other hand, are more like those of
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English (p. 32). This difference is due in part to the fact that Greek
used the instrumental dative with inanimate nouns that English
would treat as agents (pp. 32–3). But it is also important that Greek
has freer word order than English. Thus, while English speakers
are almost forced to use a PAC if they wish both to front the patient
and to state the agent, Greek can use OVS word order to achieve
this same end (pp. 34–7). As a result, writers of Greek prose were
able to choose between using the OVS construction if they wanted
to emphasize the agent’s role in the action, and the PAC if it was
the result of the action on the patient that was to be highlighted.
A difference can also be detected between the pragmatic status of
agents introduced by ��� and those marked by the dative: with
the latter, even in Aristophanes, the agents are typically pronom-
inal, and, as the dative of agent is used with the perfect passive,
the verb is a stative, precisely the nuance also given to the verb in
the ��� constructions in the prose authors (pp. 37–9). In Aristo-
phanes, then, there is a pragmatic split between two different uses
of PACs: this can be paralleled in the Mayan language K�iche�,
which has two passives, one of which, like the Aristophanic con-
struction with ���, avoids pronominal agents and does not lend
a stative quality to the verb, the other of which, like the dative
of agent in Greek, readily construes with pronominal agents and
occurs with stative verbs (p. 39). There remains the question of
the frequency of PACs in the various Greek authors (pp. 39–42).
The construction is least common in poetry, especially in Homer,
in which there is a pronounced tendency to use active verbs, even
at the expense of having to change frequently from one sentence
subject to another (p. 43). In prose, there is not a close correla-
tion between genre and frequency, although within the works of
Xenophon, some evidence indicates that the PAC was less common
in narrative than in direct speech, especially in contexts where the
speaker is employing mannered rhetorical devices like anaphora
and antithesis (pp. 41–2).

PACs in Homer are best considered apart from those of later
Greek: there are fewer of them, and the formulaic nature of
epic poetry skews their distribution (p. 43). Thus, the dative of
agent, though the most common agent marker, should hardly
be considered a default agent marker, because it occurs with a
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circumscribed set of verbs, especially ������	 (pp. 51–60). The
standard agent marker in classical Greek, ���, already performs
this function in Homer, though not only with the genitive, but also
with the dative. Like the dative of agent, ���+D is mostly limited to
constructions with ������	, while ���+G collocates with a slightly
broader range of verbs, thus looking ahead to its status in classi-
cal Greek (pp. 61–7). A number of ablatival prepositions, notably
�$ and ����, are also found as agent markers in Homer, espe-
cially with verbs of bringing about and accomplishing (pp. 67–71).
That the semantics of a verb played a major role in determining
which agent marker was chosen again anticipates the situation in
classical Greek. Later epic poets (Apollonius, Quintus, Nonnus)
avoided ���+G and favored ���+D as agent markers, no doubt
because in doing so they could impart a Homeric color to their
language (pp. 71–6).

On turning to classical Greek, we find that the most frequent
agent marker other than ���+G is the dative of agent, found espe-
cially with the perfect passive. The use of the anomalous agent
marker was motivated by the unusual nature of the perfect passive,
which – at least in the earliest Greek – did not, like the present and
aorist passive, describe a dynamic action (“The door was opened”),
but rather an unchanging state (“The door was open”) (pp. 79–81).
It was thus incompatible with an agent marker like ���. Later, by
the fifth century BC, as the transitive perfect active became more
widespread, the perfect passive, increasingly viewed as its intran-
sitive counterpart, came into closer alignment with the present and
aorist passive (“The door has been opened”) (pp. 81–3). At this
point, because it was no longer purely stative, the perfect passive
could construe with ���. But ��� at first only occurred with the
perfect passive in two environments (pp. 84–8). First, it was used
when a noun in the dative might have been interpreted as some-
thing other than an agent. Second, it was used when the patient of
the verb was animate, e.g. “The man has been sent by the king.”
To account for the prevalence of ��� in this second case, one may
draw upon the concept of the animacy hierarchy. The combination
of an animate agent and an inanimate patient is natural enough that
the dative, though potentially ambiguous, is nevertheless sufficient
to mark the agent. But when both agent and patient are animate,
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then there is a greater number of potential types of interaction
between them, and the relations between the two participants need
further clarification: hence, the use of ���, the agent marker par
excellence.

Furthermore, as the perfect passive became more closely aligned
with the present and aorist passive in classical Attic, the dative
of agent also became less common: it occurs more frequently in
Thucydides and Lysias, less so in Xenophon and Plato (though it
is anomalously common in Demosthenes) (pp. 88–94). It goes on
to be quite rare in Polybius, the New Testament (in the whole of
which it occurs only once), and, though to a lesser extent, Plutarch
(pp. 94–100). In these authors, its decline seems largely due to an
increased use of the perfect active (pp. 100–1): 
N���
� ��	 gives
way to 
N��$
.

But non-standard agent marking in Greek is not limited to the
dative of agent. There are also PACs in which prepositions other
than ��� mark the agent. Which preposition is chosen depends
to a large extent on the semantics of the verb (pp. 113–15; for
Herodotus in particular, see pp. 128–30; for Xenophon, pp. 140–6).
Verbs denoting motion of the patient away from the agent, such
as those of sending and giving, mark the agent with an ablatival
preposition, usually �$ in Herodotus and �
��+G in Attic prose.
Examples include the PACs with �����	 in Herodotus (pp. 125–6)
and those with �����	 and ����� in Xenophon (pp. 146–7, 151–2).
On the other hand, verbs that do not depict the patient as moving
away from the agent, especially those of thinking or believing,
use locatival prepositions, most often ����+G in Herodotus and
�
��+D in Attic prose. Such is the case with '	�F�$�, ������,
and �	��� in Herodotus (pp. 122–6) and with ������ in Xenophon
(pp. 149–50).

It can be difficult to decide in particular passages whether the
preposition is truly being used to mark the agent, as opposed to a
concrete spatial role like source or location. One factor, however,
that can help determine between the two is the regularity with which
the verb construes with ���. If a verb usually construes with ���,
then it is more likely that a noun marked by a different preposition
is not in fact an agent. If, however, the verb construes only rarely
with ���, then such a noun has a greater chance of being an agent.
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Examples of the former include S�
��� in Xenophon and Plato
(pp. 147–9, 167–8) and �	���$� in Xenophon (pp. 152–3). The
latter situation can be seen with '	�F�$� and ������ in Herodotus
(pp. 122–4), ������
	 in Plato (pp. 174–5), and �����	 in Demos-
thenes (pp. 181–2). In such cases, ��� is used to clarify the role
of the agent, much as when it is used with perfect passives instead
of the dative of agent. Verbs do not always clearly fall into one
category or the other, however, as is illustrated by the behavior of
�����	 in Plato (pp. 169–74).

Apart from this general explanation for non-standard preposi-
tional agent markers in classical prose, there are two further points
to be made about Thucydides and Demosthenes in particular. First,
Thucydides is peculiar in his use of 6�� as an agent marker, which
is motivated by two different factors, as exemplified by the two
verbs with which it construes most frequently, ��'� and ������
(pp. 134–8). On the one hand, ��'� also occurs in regular PACs
with ���, and, when its agent is marked by 6��, the latter preposi-
tion lends a contrastive sense in which one agent is opposed to the
workings of another. On the other, the agent of ������ is never
marked by ���, but instead by an anomalous dative of agent, even
when the verb is not a perfect passive. Here, the PACs with 6��
show that the agent is an indirect agent, while those with the dative
have agents that are so directly responsible for the action that they
can, in fact, be treated as instruments and thus marked with the
dative. Second, in Demosthenes, there are no longer readily appar-
ent conditions to account for the use of �
�� (both with the genitive
(pp. 189–92) and with the dative (pp. 185–6)) as opposed to ���.
Accordingly, the language has reached a state of free variation,
in which �
�� has begun to replace ��� as the standard agent
marker.

Unlike in prose, ���+G was not the most common agent marker
in Attic tragedy (p. 40). Instead, �$ and ����+G were used with as
much or greater frequency (pp. 197 (Aeschylus), 202 (Prometheus
Bound), 204 (Sophocles), 213 (Euripides)). Again in contrast to
prose, these prepositions were not favored as agent markers with
verbs of particular semantics (pp. 199–200 (A.), 211 (S.), 216 (E.)).
Nor were they triggered by the nature of the agent (pp. 200 (A.),
210–11 (S.)), aside from the fact that �$ in Aeschylus collocates
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frequently with �
-� (p. 198). The use of �$ and ����+G in tragedy
instead is a result of their metrical utility, as monosyllables are
much easier to fit into iambic trimeter than ���, which was not
allowed to count as a single long syllable by resolution in tragic
iambs. Instead, it had to be either elided, placed in anastrophe at
the end of a line, or used before a word that began with a dou-
ble consonant. That metrical factors account for the predominance
of �$ and ����+G as agent markers in tragedy can be seen by
singling out the PACs in which both ��� and one of the mono-
syllabic prepositions would be metrically interchangeable. In such
cases, ��� is preferred almost invariably (pp. 201 (A.), 204–5,
211–12 (S.), 213–15 (E.)). The situation in tragedy can be con-
trasted with that in comedy, where freer metrical rules allowed
��� to stand by resolution for a long syllable. In Aristophanes and
Menander, ��� is used with the same preponderance as in prose
(pp. 217–20).

As for the decline of ��� in post-classical Greek, while it is
generally thought that ��� was merely replaced by 6��, the agent
marker of modern Greek, this view relies too much on the evi-
dence of Judeo-Christian writings (pp. 223–32). Indeed, even in
the Septuagint and the New Testament, while 6�� does occur more
frequently than in classical Greek as an agent marker, such exam-
ples are limited to special circumstances. In the Septuagint, the use
of 6�� as an agent marker is almost entirely restricted to PACs in
which the agent in the Hebrew original was marked by the prepo-
sition min “from” or one of its compounds. Otherwise, ��� is still
favored (pp. 232–40). So too in the New Testament, 6�� primar-
ily occurs when marking inanimate agents or with verbs that have
the prefix 6��-. Though there are some instances that cannot be
explained thus, even here the use of 6�� can be attributed to the
influence of the Septuagint (pp. 240–6). That 6�� had not gained
widespread currency as an agent marker can be seen both by exam-
ining agent marking in literary texts of the fifth and sixth centuries
AD (pp. 246–52) and also in papyri from the third century BC
to the eighth century AD, in which ��� predominates until the
fifth to sixth centuries AD, when �
��+G becomes more com-
mon. Throughout this period, 6�� is almost never used as an agent
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marker (pp. 252–6). Even in the twelfth-century poems of Digenis
Akritis and Ptochoprodromos, �
��+G is still far more common
than 6��, though the latter was by this point used to mark the emo-
tion that causes an action (as in “to shake from fear”) (pp. 258–62).
As this function had belonged to ��� in classical Greek, we may
see here the beginning of the rise of 6�� as the agent marker of
modern Greek.
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ancien, ed. B. Jacquinod. St-Etienne: 227–37.

(1995) “Prototypicality and agenthood in Indo-European,” in Historical
Linguistics 1993, ed. H. Andersen. Amsterdam and Philadelphia: 259–68.

(2000) “Spatial metaphors and agenthood in Ancient Greek,” in 125 Jahre
Indogermanistik in Graz, ed. M. Ofitsch and C. Zinko. Graz: 275–90.

(2001) “Some remarks on Instrument, Comitative, and Agent in Indo-
European,” Sprachtypologie und Universalienforschung 54: 385–401.

(2003) On the Meaning of Prepositions and Cases: The Expression of Semantic
Roles in Ancient Greek. Amsterdam and Philadelphia.

Lyons, J. (1968) Introduction to Theoretical Linguistics. Cambridge.
MacDonell, A. A. (1916) A Vedic Grammar for Students. Oxford.
Maiden, M. (1995) A Linguistic History of Italian. London and New York.

274



bibliography

Mallinson, G. and B. J. Blake (1981) Language Typology: Cross-cultural Studies
in Syntax. Amsterdam.

Mandilaras, B. G. (1973) The Verb in the Greek Non-literary Papyri. Athens.
Matthews, P. H. (1981) Syntax. Cambridge.
Mayser, E. (1934) Grammatik der griechischen Papyri aus der Ptolemäerzeit.
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Szemerényi, O. J. L. (1996) Introduction to Indo-European Linguistics. Oxford.
Touratier, C. (1994) Syntaxe latine. Louvain.
Tucker, E. F. (1990) The Creation of Morphological Regularity: Early Greek

Verbs in -��, -��, -��, -��, -��. Göttingen.
Van Valin, R. D., Jr. (2001) An Introduction to Syntax. Cambridge.
Ventris, M. and J. Chadwick (1973) Documents in Mycenaean Greek, 2nd edn.

Cambridge.
Wackernagel, J. (1904) Studien zum griechischen Perfektum. Göttingen.

(1950) Vorlesungen über Syntax vol. I, 2nd edn. Basel.
Waltke, B. K. and M. O’Connor (1990) An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax.

Winona Lake, Ind.
Waterfield, R. A. H. (1987) Plato: Theaetetus. Harmondsworth.
West, M. L. (1987) Introduction to Greek Metre. Oxford.
Whitney, W. D. (1889) Sanskrit Grammar, 2nd edn. Cambridge, Mass.
Wierzbicka, A. (1981) “Case marking and human nature,” Australian Journal of

Linguistics 1: 43–80.
Wohlrab, M. (1891) Platonis Theaetetus. Leipzig.

276



GENERAL INDEX

ablatival prepositions as agent markers see
6��, �$, �
��+G

Aeschylus 196–202, see also Prometheus
Bound

agent expressions
and Aktionsart 110–12
and animacy of agent or patient 86–7,

108, 160, 172–4, 180, 182, 183,
192, 194, 228, 241–2, 243, 250

and indirect agents 136–8, 140, 147,
151–3, 198

and meter 43, 196, 201–2, 204, 205,
211, 213–15, 220–1

and number of agent 121, 187
and prototypicality of agent 134, 152–3,

155, 158, 167–8, 170, 177,
194

and register 106, 212, 228–31, 247
and semantics of verb 76–7, 103–94

passim, esp. 113–15, 141–6, 153, 158,
192, 193–4, 218–19, 229–30,
243–5, 260

and transitivity of verb 108–9, 113,
176–7

as criterion for passive voice 6–7
chosen to increase clarity 85, 92–3, 108,

115, 163, 194
diachronic change in 19, 222–63

passim
free variation in 186, 188, 191, 193,

208
identifying 17–19, 44–51
multiple

in Greek passim
in other languages 10, 19, 110–13,

222
Proto-Indo-European 10
see also agents, individual authors,

PACs, participles
agents

divine 68, 74–5, 118, 160, 169–70,
174–5, 177, 198, 202, 257,
259

first-person 31, 151–2

opposed to other semantic roles 8,
17–19, 147–9, 152–3, 155, 167–8,
175–6, 177, 194, 197, 208, 217,
238

pragmatic status in PACs with ���
28–37

pragmatic status in PACs with dative of
agent 37–9

pronominal 78–102, esp. 94,
160–5, esp. 161

see also agent expressions
Allen, W. S. 48
Andersen, P. K. 3, 5
animacy hierarchy 28–34, see also agent

expressions and animacy
anticausative 7, 14, 50
aorist in -(�)�- 3, 15–16, 47–8, 49–50
Apollonius of Rhodes 71–6
Aristophanes

agent markers other than ��� 217–20
pragmatics of PACs 32, 37–9, 87

Barber, E. J. W. 4
Blake, B. J. 87

Calhoun, G. M. 60
Callinicus 228–31
Campbell, L. 165–7
Chantraine, P. 16, 82, 83
Cicero 20–1

dative of agent
avoided when agent is a noun 94
avoided when dative is ambiguous 85,

92–3
avoided when patient is animate 86–7
contrasted with other uses of the dative

44–6, 58–60, 78, 79–81,
161

contrasted with ��� 78, 81, 84–101
in classical Attic 88–94
in Herodotus 84–8
in Homer 51–60
in post-classical Greek 94–101
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dative of agent (cont.)
in Thucydides with non-perfect verbs

136–8, 140
origin of 58–60, 79–81
partly derived from instrumental 58–60,

80
pragmatics of 37–9
with 6��	������ 165
with .����'�� 154, 160–5
with perfect passive 78–102

De La Villa, J. 44, 61–2, 67
Delbrck, B. 50
Demosthenes

agent markers other than ��� 178–93
dative of agent in 88–94, esp. 89–90

detransitivization 6–7
Dickey, E. 172
Digenis Akritis 258–61
Dixon, R. M. W. 86

Eunapius 228–31
Euripides 212–17

Fabricius, C. 247
frequency of PACs 39–42, 71–3,

234–5

genitive of agent 48–9, 60–1
German 110–12

Hatzidakis, G. N. 223–6
Hebrew

agent expressions in 232
construct chain 232–3

Helbing, R. 247
Herodotus

agent markers other than ��� 115–30
dative of agent in 84–8
pragmatics of PACs 23–6
table of PACs with �$ and ���� by verb

129
Hettrich, H. 10, 60, 79
Homer

ablatival prepositions as agent markers
in 67–71, 76

dative of agent in 51–60
PACs in 43–77
perfect passives in 84
��� as agent marker in 61–7
voice in 13–16

Hult, K. 228–31, 246–8
Humbert, J. 79

instrumental see dative of agent

Jamison, S. W. 4, 10, 28
Jankuhn, H. 49, 50, 61, 64–5, 66, 67, 69,

80
Jannaris, A. N. 226–7

K�iche� 39
King, R. T. 110–12
Klaiman, M. H. 4, 5, 6–7
Koster, W. J. W. 60
Khner, R. 79, 103–5
Kury�owicz, J. 80

Lejeune, M. 71
Linear B see Mycenaean Greek
Lfstedt, E. 227
Luraghi, S. 10, 17, 18, 103, 107–10,

175
Lysias

agent markers other than ��� 153–8
dative of agent in 88–94, esp. 90

Malalas 248–50
Mallinson, G. 87
Mandilaras, B. G. 83
Marinus 228–31
Mark the Deacon 228–31
Matthews, P. H. 44
Mayser, E. 227
McKay, K. L. 83
Menander 218, 220
meter

influence on voice 14
see also agent expressions and

meter
middle voice 4–6, 7

in Homer 14–16
in Mycenaean Greek 11–13
in Proto-Indo-European 5, 9–10
see also Mycenaean Greek, passive

voice
Moorhouse, A. C. 196, 204
Moschus 250–2
Moulton, J. H. 83
Mller, N. 112–13
Mycenaean Greek 11–13

middle voice different from in
Homer 12–13

narrative theme see patient
New Testament

agent markers other than ��� 240–6
dative of agent in 94–101
eighth- to eleventh-century manuscripts

of 257–8
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used as evidence for direct replacement
of ��� by 6�� 223–6

Nonnus 71–6

Old Irish 112–13

PACs (passive-with-agent constructions)
identifying 16–19, 44–51
motivations for

disambiguate grammatical relations 4,
22, 23, 28

emphasize state of patient 21,
26

maintain discourse cohesiveness
20–1, 22–8

syntactic pivot 20, 21–2
see also agent expressions

Palladius 228–31
Panhuis, D. 37
papyri 252–6
participles

agent expression affected by case of
participle 99–100

compared to verbal nouns 118–19
exceptional agent expressions with

88–90, 103, 113, 115, 118, 180,
189, 192–3

passive voice
development in Greek 8–16
general 2–7
in Homer 14–16
in Mycenaean Greek 12–13
in Proto-Indo-European 9–10
opposed to active voice 2, 34–7
opposed to anticausatives 6–7, 50
opposed to middle voice 4–6, 44–8,

72–3, 147–9
possibility of agent expression with 6–7
pragmatic functions of 4, 13, 19–39
stative nuance 21, 26
suppletive passives 16–17, 195,

200, 202, 204, 206, 211, 216,
219–20

patient
as narrative theme in PACs 20–1, 22–8

perfect (and pluperfect) passive
dative of agent with 58, 78–102
development of 81–3
replaced by perfect active 101
resultative perfect 78, 83
stative aspect of 78, 80

Plato
agent markers other than

��� 159–78, esp. 177–8

dative of agent in 88–94, esp. 90–1
pragmatics of PACs 27–8

Plutarch 94–101
Polybius 94–101, esp. 99–100
pragmatics of PACs 19–39

contrasted with English 28–34
with dative of agent 37–9
see also Aristophanes, frequency of

PACs, Herodotus, Plato,
Xenophon

Prometheus Bound 202–4
Protobulgarian inscriptions 256–7
Proto-Indo-European see agent

expressions, middle voice, passive
voice

Ptochoprodromos 261–2

Quintus of Smyrna 71–6

relator nouns 66
Risselada, R. 20–1
Rix, H. 80
Rusten, J. S. 138

Sanskrit 9
Sauge, A. 82
Schmidt, K. H. 10
Schwyzer, E. 10, 17, 39, 61, 79, 103,

105–7, 133, 134, 151, 195, 227–8
Septuagint

agent markers other than ��� 232–40
frequency of PACs 234–5
used as evidence for direct replacement

of ��� by 6�� 223–6
Siewierska, A. 34
Silverstein, M. 86
Smyth, H. W. 92
Sophocles 204–12
Stang, C. 80
Stempel, R. 80
suppletive passives see passive voice

Theodoret 228–31
Thucydides

agent markers other than ���
130–40

dative of agent in 88–94, esp. 89, 93,
136–8

tragedy
agent markers other than ���

195–221
see also Aeschylus, Euripides,

Sophocles
Tucker, E. F. 47
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verbal nouns see participles
verbs

of accomplishing 55–6, 69–70, 75
of carrying and moving 56
of emotion 46–8
of giving 113–15, 141–3
of honoring 199
of killing 249
of sending 113–15, 141
of showing 113–15, 143
of subjugation 52–5
of thinking 113–15, 144–5

semantics of 113–15
see also agent expressions, individual

verbs
voice see middle voice, passive voice

Wackernagel, J. 5, 83
Wierzbicka, A. 86

Xenophon
agent markers other than ��� 140–53
dative of agent in 88–94, esp. 91

pragmatics of PACs 26–7
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6''���� 139
6��:�� 145
6��	������ 165–7
6:	�� 183–5
6��

as Semiticism 225–6, 227–8, 230–1,
232–46

in Digenis Akritis 260–1
in Euripides 216–17
in fifth-century AD prose 229, 230–1
in Herodotus 127–8
in Homer 69, 70
in Lysias 155
in Moschus 252
in papyri 255
in Plato 167–8, 177
in Ptochoprodromos 261–2
in the New Testament 240–6
in the Septuagint 232–40
in Thucydides 109, 133–40, 157
in Xenophon 141, 142–3, 145–6, 148–9
possible confusion with Latin ab 226–7
previous accounts of 104, 106, 109
replacing ��� in post-classical Greek

222, 223–6, 260–1
with verbs in 6��- 231, 242–4

6�������� 180

;:� 219

��
������
	 224

'�'���
	 224
'	'�F�$� 93, 122–3, 124, 154–5, 185–6

������	 49–50, 52–5, 64, 67, 74, 76
����� 97, 101
�	� 107–8, 259
�	���$� 143, 152–3, 158, 168–9, 182,

231
�����	 13, 125–6, 141, 146–7, 158,

169–74, 177–8, 181–2
�	F$� 131–2
��)��� 176–7
������
	 174–5

�$
in Aeschylus 197–8
in Apollonius of Rhodes 74–5, 76
in Digenis Akritis 259
in Euripides 215–16
in Herodotus 116–19, 125–6, 127–8
in Homer 68, 70, 76
in Lysias 155–6
in Menander 220
in Moschus 251
in Plato 160, 163, 165–7, 168, 169–70,

175, 177
in Prometheus Bound 202–3
in Ptochoprodromos 261
in Sophocles 204–6, 208–12
in the Protobulgarian inscriptions

257
in Thucydides 130–4, 140
in Xenophon 141, 144–6, 149, 191
previous accounts of 104, 105–6
with divine agents 68, 74–5, 118,

160, 169, 175, 198, 202, 257,
259

��
���� 132–3, 139
��
�� 187–8
��
���� 72–3
��	�
�$�)�	 143
��	�
����
	 45–6
��	����� 138–9
��������� 144

-�
� 69, 70–1, 252

$
��� 129, 219
$����
	 46–8

��'� 34–7, 97, 99–100, 101, 119–22, 124,
135–6, 144, 156–7

�
��� 224, 240

����� 133–4, 139

������ 123–4, 145, 149–51, 176, 186–7,
219
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.����'�� 90–1, 132, 144–5, 149, 154,
160–7, 177–8, 189–92

�"�
��� 122, 123

�
	�
�� 143, 220
�
��+A 259
�
��+D

in Aristophanes 218–19
in Demosthenes 183–93
in Euripides 212
in Lysias 154–5
in Menander 220
in Plato 165, 176
in Sophocles 207, 208
in Xenophon 144–6, 149–51
previous accounts of 104–5, 106
similar to �� 150, 154–5

�
��+G

as Atticism 229, 230–1, 247
in Aeschylus 197
in Aristophanes 219
in Demosthenes 178–85, 189–93
in Digenis Akritis 258
in Euripides 212
in fifth-century AD prose 228–31,

246–8
in Herodotus 126–7
in Homer 69
in Lysias 154, 156–8
in Malalas 248–50
in Moschus 251
in papyri 253–5
in Plato 160–5, 168–74, 175–6, 177–8
in Prometheus Bound 202
in Ptochoprodromos 261
in Sophocles 207–8
in the New Testament 257–8
in the Septuagint 239
in Xenophon 141, 144–6, 151–3
previous accounts of 104, 106–7
replacing ��� in post-classical

Greek 19, 178, 191, 193, 221,
222–63

passim
�
��� 44–6
����� 126–8, 141, 151–2, 159–60,

179–80
�	��
�� 188–9
������ 175–6, 197
��	�� 116–19
������ 89, 90, 98, 99–100, 136–8

����
in Aeschylus 198–202
in Aristophanes 219–20
in Euripides 213–14, 215–16
in Herodotus 109–10, 117, 119–20,

122–4, 125–6
in Homer 68–9, 70
in Plato 176–7
in Prometheus Bound 203–4
in Sophocles 204–12
in Xenophon 144–6
previous accounts of 105, 106,

109–10
�����'� 136, 138

���
��� 143, 151, 168
��
��� 157–8
�)���'� 142

�	�
� 125
�	��� 125–6
��� 56–7
����� 219

���
contrasted with dative of agent 78, 81,

84–101
contrasted with other prepositions

passim, esp. 103–94, 195–221
difference between ���+G and ���+D

64–5, 67, 73–4, 76
in Homer 61–7, 76
rare in tragedy 195
replacement by �
��+G in

post-classical Greek see
�
���
��+G

unclear whether ���+G or ���+D 49,
65–6

���+D preferred to ���+G in later epic
73–4

��2 1
��� �	��� 49, 61–2, 66–7, 75–6
with perfect passive 78, 81, 84–101
see also agent expressions

�)����� 182–3

1�� 16
1���� 46–8, 57–8

S�
��� 142–3, 147–9, 155–6, 167–8, 173,
177, 182, 229–30
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aeschylus
A. 312–13 197

1271–2 201
1290 198

Ch. 1006 198
Eu. 807 201

882–4 199
Pers. 373 198
Pr. 221–2 203

306 203
634 202
759 202
761–2 203
833–4 203
948 203
996 203

Supp. 282–3 201
942–3 197

Th. 23 198
1024 200

apollonius of rhodes
1.6–7 76
1.794 74
1.814–15 75
1.1098–9 75
3.468–9 74
3.1343 74

aristophanes
Ach. 61 219

226 219
Av. 761 218
Lys. 11–12 218
Nu. 169–70 32, 39

773–4 38
1122 219
1276–8 38
1340–1 22
1510–1 38

Ra. 910 218
V. 1049 218

1089–90 218

callinicus
22.10 231
35.12 230
50.5 231

cicero
Ver. 4.72 20

demosthenes
2.3 186
7.1 179
7.18 179, 190
7.29 190
16.3 189
18.137 179
18.148 179
18.202 181
18.244 179
18.251 189
18.293 181
19.30 184
19.86 184
19.135 182
19.289 189
20.2 185
20.42 181
21.3 182
21.41 112, 185
21.62 184
21.99 187
21.139 182
21.170 181
22.1 188
23.4 188
23.186 183
24.9 185
24.90 185
24.129 184
27.1 186
27.16 191
27.53 187
27.56 181
27.57 188
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27.65 184
28.5 189
28.16 187
29.2 185
29.26 187
29.44 190
29.48 181
30.18 186
30.38 189
32.11 180
32.14 179
34.5 190
34.47 190
39.33 187
41.21 190
41.24 190
45.18 180
53.29 188
54.32 190
55.9 190
56.10 180
57.47 191

digenis akritis
E1565 258
G2.56 260
G2.81 259
G2.224 260
G3.65 259
G4.592 261
G5.47 259
G5.214 259
G5.247 260

euripides
Cyc. 228–30 214
El. 8–10 216
HF 1329–30 215
IT 1076 215

1369–70 216
Med. 255–6 214

704–5 215
1336–7 212

Supp. 552–3 215

herodotus
1.5.3 34
1.8.4 85
1.10.2 117
1.11.4 22
1.14.3 23, 30
1.14.4 225
1.18.2 78
1.19.1 24, 30

1.22.1 34
1.35.3 86
1.40.1 86
1.46.1 29
1.47.2 35, 120
1.59.1 24, 86
1.63.2 85
1.72.1 25
1.87.1 25, 35, 121
1.98.1 26
1.114.5 86
1.123.2 84
1.130.3 84
1.148.1 85
1.183.3 35, 36–7, 121
1.185.5 85
1.191.5 116
1.191.6 35, 121
1.201.1 85
1.214.2 85
2.34.1 123
2.47.2 120
2.75.4 126
2.79.1 124
2.123.1 120
2.151.3 117
2.172.4 116
3.14.8 116
3.16.4 123
3.115.2 117
3.137.3 115
4.35.2 125
4.45.1 123
4.45.4 123
4.77.1 120
5.12.3 116
5.20.4 126
5.23.1 116
5.32.1 119
5.85.1 127
5.109.3 128
6.4.2 127
6.22.1 117
6.52.7 126
6.53.1 120
6.58.1 125
7.2.3 123
7.10�.2 123
7.18.3 127
7.60.1 120
7.106.2 127–8
7.142.2 120
7.149.2 119
7.151.1 123
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7.153.4 120
7.167.1 121
7.175.1 119
7.209.2 117
7.230.1 127
7.237.2 119
8.13.1 117
8.80.1 117
8.84.2 128
8.114.1 125
8.119.1 119
8.124.2 126
8.125.2 126
8.136.1 125
9.28.1 128
9.66.1 116, 224
9.81.2 120
9.89.3 127
9.117.1 128

homer
Il. 1.5 48

1.9–10 46, 57
1.10 14
1.56 46
1.78–9 45
1.132 45
1.197–8 18
2.32–3 70
2.69–70 70
2.629 57
2.668–9 68
2.714 62
2.860 66
3.183 54
3.301 54
3.429 52
4.46 56
5.93–4 64
5.404 46
5.428 13
5.465 55
5.621–2 15
5.646 15, 64
5.652–3 68
5.878 51
6.56–7 68
6.134–5 14, 49, 62
6.398 55
7.93 15
8.149 63
8.244 54
8.363 17
9.437–8 224

9.545 53
10.330 56, 59
10.402–3 53
11.309 50, 64
11.821 65
11.831–2 69, 70
13.16 54
13.98 64
13.168 58
13.603 53
13.668 64
13.675–6 49, 63
15.122 69
15.376 54
15.488–9 69, 70–1
16.230 14
16.326 52
16.433–4 16, 63
16.490–1 63
17.2 52
17.76–7 53
17.303 65
18.74–5 68
18.103 50, 53
18.111 46
18.461 52
19.416–7 53
20.265–6 53
20.294 52
20.311–12 53, 58–9
21.15–16 63
21.512–13 70
21.527–8 63
22.32 14
22.40 52
22.55 52
22.134 14
22.174–6 59
23.465–6 15
23.714–15 217
24.533 57

Od. 2.78 13
2.134 70
3.90 54
3.234–5 65
3.305 64
4.177 55
4.397 53
4.522–3 69, 70, 217
4.633–4 55
4.790 64
5.54 56, 59
5.243 55
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5.262 55
5.393 63
6.43–4 56, 59
6.221 14
7.69–71 68
8.472 57, 79
8.499 60
9.66 15, 63
11.621–2 54
15.254 57
17.252 64
21.28 15
24.100 52

linear b
KN Le 641.1 11
KN So 4440 12
PY Ae 108 11
PY Ae 134 11
PY An 657.1 12
PY Eb 297.1 11
PY Ep 704.5 11
PY Eq 213.1 12
PY Ng 319 12
PY Un 267.1–4 12
PY Vn 20.1–2 12

lysias
1.2 93, 154
1.24 93
2.54 157
3.29 154
5.1 94, 156
9.14 156
9.20 157
12.77 156
14.19 93
16.18 155
18.20 155
21.18 155
22.20 155
23.15 154
27.7 155
30.12 154
32.18 157

menander
Asp. 293 220
Inc. 1.13 220

moschus
prat. 24 (M. 2869c) 251
29 (M. 2877a) 251
40 (M. 2893b) 251

72 (M. 2925b) 252
107 (M. 2965d) 251

new testament
Acts 2.22 242

4.36 245
5.16 243
10.33 245
15.4 225, 245
15.40 245
15.33 242
16.4 95

1 Cor. 1.30 225
Jas. 1.13 225
Lk. 1.26 244

4.2 243
6.18 225, 242
7.35 242
8.29 244
8.43 245
9.22 244
10.22 244
16.18 230, 242
17.25 242
23.15 98

Mk. 5.4 95
8.31 243

Mt. 8.24 243
11.19 241
28.4 241

Rom. 13.1 245
15.15 245
15.24 245

nonnus
D. 3.241–2 72

palladius
7.3 (25.13) 229

papyri
BGU I.3.r.19 254
HE I.149.12 255

I.167.10 255
II.216.17 253
II.218.53 254

P.Lond. I.77.14 256
I.77.18 256
I.77.85 254
I.113.1.44–5 254
II.391.16 255
III.776.r.6 256
III.1007a.32 254
III.1044.15 254
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III.1073.r.1 255

plato
Ap. 17b 31

23c 21
30c 27
31a 169
33c 28, 93
41d 28

Chrm. 164c 164, 189
173e 162

Cri. 49a 91
Criti. 108a 171
Ep. 347a 159
Euthd. 303c 176
Euthphr. 6b 93
Grg. 470b 162

475d 161
497e 163
499c 171

Hi. Ma. 301d 168
La. 189a 168
Lg. 638d 165

714b 165
718a 172
837e 171
907a 172
937b 168

Ly. 204c 169
Mx. 236d 159

244c 176
Phdr. 245b 159, 170

245c 169
Phlb. 20a 165
Plt. 274c 174
Prt. 360c 162
R. 478a 162
499d 162
Smp. 175e 175

177a 93
183b 172
196a 163
201d 92, 164
202b 161
202c 161
219e 176

Tht. 171b 162, 165–7
Ti. 47b 174

47c 174
47d 169
47e 169

plutarch
Ant. 61.2 96

Ct. Mi. 52.3 97
Phoc. 1.2 97

polybius
3.21.2 95
3.40.8 95
3.44.5 95

protobulgarian inscriptions
15.6–9 257
41.9 257

ptochoprodromos
3.35 262
4.352 261
4.616 261
4.628 261

quintus of smyrna
1.494–5 75
1.588–9 75
1.804–5 74
2.51–2 73

septuagint
Deut. 4.21 235
Exod. 1.12 223

5.14 234
8.20 237
10.15 239

Gen. 6.13 230, 237
45.21 233
47.18 236, 251

Lev. 21.7 237
26.43 233

Num. 3.9 239
4.31 233

Prov. 19.4 224

sophocles
Aj. 651–2 209

829 207
838 209

Ant. 205–6 207
293–4 210
408 209
1312–13 209

El. 69–70 209
409 210
789–90 209
1411–12 210

OC 67 210
599–600 210
1121–2 207
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1500 207
OT 225 210

357–8 209
1382–3 210

Ph. 6 205
335 210
383–4 209
1070–1 207

Tr. 169 209
596–7 207

thucydides
1.2.6 33
1.20.2 133
1.81.6 33
1.137.4 131
1.141.1 139
2.7.2 139
2.49.1 132
2.101.5 136
3.36.6 135
3.63.2 136
3.69.1 131
3.82.7 135
3.85.3 137
4.76.2 137
4.89.1 133
4.115.2 136
4.121.2 137
5.82.4 135
5.104.1 132
6.28.1 133
6.32.3 135
6.45.1 139
6.61.1 137
6.96.2 94
8.68.4 138
8.89.3 133
8.94.1 135

xenophon
Ages. 4.6 150
An. 1.1.6 142

1.2.27 145
1.3.10 22
1.4.17 27, 31
1.8.12 91

1.9.1 144
1.9.20 144
1.9.28 27
2.1.17 141
2.3.25 142
2.6.1 144, 163
7.7.1 142

Cyn. 6.25 241
13.4 143, 152

Cyr. 1.2.15 143
1.3.18 144, 150
1.6.2 143
3.1.11 33
5.3.12 151
5.5.20 143
6.1.30 142
6.1.42 144
6.3.15 151
8.2.4 141

Eq. 5.8 142
HG 1.1.23 141

1.6.5 151
1.7.19 42
2.3.32 42
3.1.6 141
3.4.13 151
4.4.19 33
5.4.14 152
5.4.31 152
5.4.44 152
7.1.5 141

Hier. 10.4 147
Mem. 1.3.4 143, 151

1.6.13 150
1.6.14 147
2.3.15 150
2.9.8 147
2.10.3 147
4.4.19 150

Oec. 1.7–15 148
1.14 148
1.15 143
2.8 147
3.11 152
4.2 145
5.6 148
6.17 144
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