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1.
Introduction(
The present paper is devoted to the relation among three semantic roles - cause, beneficiary, and purpose - in Greek. By analyzing in particular the semantic development of the Ancient Greek preposition diá (Modern Greek ja) I hope to shed some light on possible patterns of syncretism among the three roles. In the last part of the paper I compare the Greek data with data from Classical and Vulgar Latin, which show that the same syncretism may develop from a different starting point. A relevant factor in allowing syncretims of the three roles is the type of metaphor that connects the domain of space (source domain) with the domain of causation (target domain). Semantic features of the NPs involved in the expressions of the three roles play a crucial role in establishing or ruling out possible syncretism: in particular, comparison of Greek and Latin shows that syncretism of cause and beneficiary only holds in cases where animacy can disambiguate the semantic roles.

2.
The Causal approach

2.1.
Antecedent and subsequent roles

Based on the assumption that causal structure defines events, Croft (1991) put forward a model of event structure that can be defined as the ‘causal approach’. The prototypical event type, denoted by a prototypical transitive verb, involves a three part causal chain, with an initiator (the agent), and an endpoint (the patient). Between initiator and endpoint, the event involves a transmission of force. In other words, the semantic roles agent and patient carry with them a causal perspective on event structure, as do a number of other semantic roles. To make his approach clearer, Croft gives definitions of the semantic roles in terms of configurations in causal chains, and classifies them into antecedent and subsequent roles, according to whether they precede or follow the object in the transmission of force in the causal chain. According to this classification, roles such as instrument and cause are antecedent, whereas roles such as beneficiary (or benefactive) and purpose are subsequent. In support of this distinction, Croft points out that, based on a sample of genetically unrelated languages, instances of case syncretisms involving roles within either the antecedent or the subsequent group are frequent, while syncretisms across the two groups are virtually inexistent. 

   Among the few exceptions found, Croft mentions syncretism of cause and purpose, as instantiated, for example, by English for. Indeed syncretism of cause and purpose is widespread, at least in the Indo-European languages, and it is often accompanied by syncretism of these two roles with beneficiary (as, again, in the case of English for).  

  In order to explain this exception, Croft refers to another semantic role, reason, as constituting a possible link between purpose and cause. Much in the same way as purpose, reason involves intentionality, but, similar to cause, it can be conceived as preceding the transmission of force, being the motivation for an agent to act. As for the direction of semantic extension, Croft (1991: 293) writes that possibly “subsequent forms can spread to the cause by means of expressions of reason. ... The hypothesis is that normal subsequent expressions spread to purpose, then to reason (which is nondirectional), and thence to true cause”. In Luraghi (2001) I have shown that this is not necessarily the only possible direction: the extension from cause to purpose is also attested. As I will argue below, the fact that reason is non-directional creates an area of possible overlap for antecedent and subsequent roles, which, as we will see, also includes beneficiary. Note that Croft does not include reason in the causal approach, because, as he correctly remarks, reason “...is a category of intention, not of causation” (1991: 293). As remarked above, a further feature of reason is that it lacks directionality. Croft does not inquire further into the possible group of semantic roles that share this latter feature. To my mind, however, this is worth doing, especially in the case of spatial semantic roles, as I will argue in the next section.

2.2.
Space and causation

Assuming that the domain of space serves as a source domain for the domain of causation (target domain, see Croft 1991: 194 fll.), when we map the former onto the latter markers of spatial semantic roles as source or origin (ablative markers) will provide the source for the expression of antecedent semantic roles, while markers of direction (allative markers) will serve as source for the expression of subsequent roles. This is what Croft calls ‘the object-location metaphor’. The object-location metaphor is based on a complex schema; various parts of it have been described by other authors as distinct metaphors. In particular, the extension of allative forms to purpose (subsequent) is described as a metaphor by which “purposes are destinations”, and the extension of ablative forms to cause (antecedent) is captured by the metaphor “causes are origins”, according to Lakoff and Johnson (1980). 

   The position of location, and the possible extension of locative forms, in Croft’s model is not as clear. Croft treats location as a subsequent role; when he finds instances of syncretism of location and antecedent roles, he holds that “location is mapped onto the verbal segment as a whole (and thus all the roles included in it) instead of onto just the object” (1991: 196). This sounds rather like an ad hoc solution: perhaps the tendency of locative markers to provide a source for markers of both antecedent and subsequent roles should better be regarded in the fact that location does not belong into a movement chain, as do source and direction. In other words, location lacks directionality, much in the same way as reason does on the abstract plane. This is an important feature of location, which should not be overlooked, because it can explain why certain spatial expressions provide a source for both purpose and cause, while others do not.

2.3.
Purpose and beneficiary

According to the data in Croft (1991), syncretism of purpose and beneficiary is frequent across languages. Since both purpose and beneficiary are subsequent roles, this type of syncretism is in accordance with the predictions of the causal approach. 

   In the Indo-European languages, the meaning of many prepositions seems to switch from purpose to beneficiary simply based on animacy, as shown in  

( LISTNUM 
a.
I did this for fun  

b.
I did this for you.

As I will argue further in § 5, beneficiary seems more complicated than purpose, because it involves the occurrence of another human participant beside the agent (see also Luraghi, forthcoming b): however, the two roles may be in complementary distribution. Apparently, human beings are not normally purposes for the action of other human beings: rather, it seems that the benefit of another human being is a possible purpose. This fact has the important consequence that there is no need to distinguish between purpose and beneficiary with animate NPs, simply because purposes are not normally animate. 

   As we will see below, however, things are not so straightforward for cause: since causes can be both inanimate and animate, apparently, markers of cause can extend to beneficiary only if animate causes are kept formally distinct. In other words, cause with animate NPs cannot normally be expressed by the same form that also denotes beneficiary: so syncretism of the roles is only partial.

   Some authors do not distinguish beneficiary from recipient. Indeed typical markers of recipient are often also markers of beneficiary: in the Indo-European languages that have case systems, the dative case can express either role. The contrary, however, is not often the case: following the semantic developments of spatial prepositions, we can see that those that extend from space to beneficiary normally do not extend to recipient (see Luraghi 2003: 40-42). If we analyze the matter a little more closely, we see that in the Indo-European languages in which beneficiary and recipient are expressed by the same marker, this marker also denotes, or used to denote, direction: in other words, beneficiary and recipient normally merge where they are both consistently treated as subsequent roles. However, as I have argued in Luraghi (forthcoming b), a beneficiary can be conceptualized as a reason for an agent to act, thus opening a path to syncretism with antecedent roles. This path, apparently, is easily taken by recipient.

3.
Types of cause, purpose, and beneficiary expressions in Ancient Greek
For the purposes of the present investigation, it is important to remark that all means of encoding purpose in Classical Greek can be understood as encoding beneficiary, based on the feature of animacy. The contrary is not the case: the preposition hupér, ‘over’, with the genitive,
 can denote beneficiary, but not purpose. Note that hupér most often denotes the behalf type of beneficiary; its occurrences with inanimate nouns is virtually limited to concrete spatial expressions. Because it does not display syncretisms of the roles discussed here, I will leave this preposition out of account.

   As we will see below, the possible occurrence of animate nouns with a specific preposition is crucial in determining the pattern of syncretism: apparently, all three semantic roles under discussion can co-occur, but only when cause is limited to inanimate referents. Syncretism of beneficiary and cause with animate nouns does not seem possible based on the evidence in the following sections.

3.1.
Purpose and beneficiary as direction

In Classical Greek, both purpose and beneficiary can be expressed by the preposition eis, ‘to’, ‘toward’. When used in its original spatial meaning, this preposition denotes direction; occasionally it can also extend to addressee and recipient (see Luraghi, 2003 § 3.3). Further syncretism of purpose, beneficiary, and recipient is attested by the dative case. Although it usually does not denote direction, the dative is clearly connected with subsequent roles in all Indo-European languages, including Greek.

3.2.
Purpose and beneficiary as location

Various prepositions whose primary spatial function is to express some sort of static location can denote purpose and beneficiary in Ancient Greek. These prepositions do not denote directionality on the spatial plane, so when mapped onto the abstract plane of causation the metaphor that connects the source to the target cannot be the same as in the case of allative markers, and the nature of purpose and beneficiary as subsequent roles does not seem to play a role in providing some sort of similarity with the source domain.

   An example is the use of perí, ‘around’, ‘about’, with the genitive:

( LISTNUM 
perì    ptóliós       te    makhésetai           edè gunaikôn

about city:gen.f  and  fight:fut.mid.3sg ptc woman:gen.pl.f  

“he will fight for (our) city and for (our) women” (Il. 18.265).

Perí also extends to Topic in Greek. Most likely this is role that provides the link with purpose and beneficiary: in (2), the city and the women are what the fight is about, they are the ‘topic’ of the fight. Note that the notion of reason is also relevant, as for all prepositions in this section.

   In (3) and (4) I give examples of epí, ‘on’, with the dative:

( LISTNUM 
gastéres           haíd’                aigôn ...       tàs                  epì dórpo(i 


belly:nom.pl.f dem.nom.pl.f  goat:gen.pl  dem.acc.pl.f on  supper:dat  


kathémetha
set:aor.mid.1pl 

“those goats’ paunches ... which we set there for supper” (Od. 18.44-45);

( LISTNUM 
ei mèn  nûn epì álloi                aethleúoimen


if  ptc  now on  indef.dat.m  contend:opt.prs.1pl  
“if for some other’s honor we were now holding contests” (Il. 23.274).

Again, the semantic extension does not rely on directionality. The landmark is conceived as a physical support for the trajector; when shifted to the abstract plane, it provides a basis, hence a reason, for a certain action.

   The notions of exchange and substitution also provide a path for extension to beneficiary and purpose: this can be seen in the case of the preposition pró, ‘before’. In Homer, pró denotes beneficiary or purpose with verbs of fighting and animate or inanimate NPs in examples similar to perí (2); examples from later Greek include occurrences such as (5) and (6):

( LISTNUM 
me(dè prò      spodoû  ménontas                    kinduneúein

            neg   before dust:gen stay:part.prs.acc.pl risk:inf.prs 

“(there was no need) to stay and risk their lives for the dust (of the desert)” (Hdt. 4.11.2);

( LISTNUM 
ou  gár  ti    ...         moúnous      prò     huméo(n   deî                apolésthai
           neg  ptc  indef.n/a alone:acc.pl before 2pl.gen need:prs.3sg perish:inf.aor.mid
“for it is not right that (we) should perish alone for your sakes” (Hdt. 7.172.2).

3.3.
Cause as source/origin

In Ancient Greek, cause can be expressed by prepositions that denote source or origin, such as ek, ‘out of’, and apó, ‘from’. This type of syncretism is predicted by the position of cause in the causal chain, and is in accordance with its definition as an antecedent role. Note that source prepositions can denote cause only with inanimate nouns: animate nouns with ablative prepositions are taken to denote source, origin, or agent. In Homeric Greek, lexical constraints were even greater: only ek could occur in cause expression and limited to abstract nouns (see Luraghi, 2003 § 3.2). 

3.4.
Cause as location

Several of the prepositions seen in § 3.2 can also denote cause. It is the case of perí, as shown in 

( LISTNUM 
autoîsi          toîsi           Spartié(te(isi ...      éris             eoûsa                     pròs 


dem.dat.pl art.dat.pl Spartans:dat.pl   feud:nom.f be:part.prs.nom.f toward 


Argeíous         perì    khó(rou         kaleoménou                 Thurée(s
 
Argive:acc.pl about country:gen call:part.prs.m/p.gen  Thyrea:gen
“the Spartans themselves had a feud on hand with the Argives, on account of the country called Thyrea” (Hdt. 1.82.1).

Again, this type of cause should better be reagarded as reason, since it involves an agent’s intentionality. This is not always the case: sometimes, the fact that a PP can be taken as denoting cause, rather than purpose or beneficiary, depends on its occurrence with uncontrolled states of affairs (a purpose requires the agent’s intentionality, a cause does not), as in 

( LISTNUM 
epì soì          mála pollà            páthon

on  2sg.dat very  many:n/a.pl  suffer:aor.1sg
“because of you I have suffered much” (Il. 9.492).

Limited to Homeric Greek, pró, ‘before’, can also denote cause, in expressions such as prò phóboio, ‘out of fear’. Pró occurs with nouns that denote emotions: rather than by the notion of exchange, the semantic extension to cause seems to be motivated by the concrete spatial meaning of the preposition. An emotion is conceived as something that manifests itself in front of an experiencer, thus prompting his/her reaction (see Luraghi, forthcoming b, on a similar development in Latin).

   The preposition that most frequently denotes cause in Ancient Greek is diá  with the accusative. Its spatial meaning, ‘about’, is limited to Homeric Greek (later this type of PP remains limited to cause); it denotes non-directional movement of a trajector inside a bounded landmark (multiple path):

( LISTNUM 
autàr  ho          bê                    dià     dôma ... óphr’ híket’                     Aré(te(n

ptc    dem.nom walk:aor.3sg  about hall:n/a until   reach:aor.mid.3sg A.:acc

“but he went about in the hall until he came to Arete” (Od. 7.139-141).

Diá denotes cause with all types of noun, including animate and concrete inanimate nouns. It must be stressed that this is the only preposition that can denote cause with human referents without further conditions (as e.g. that the state of affairs is uncontrolled, as in the case of epí, illustrated above):

( LISTNUM 
gêmen               heòn              dià  kállos


marry:aor.3sg  poss.3sg.n/a for  beauty:n/a


“(he) married (her) because of her beauty” (Od. 11.282);

( LISTNUM 
deísantes                    ôn   hoi              Lampsakenoì    Kroîson lúsantes  

         fear:part.aor.nom.pl ptc art.nom.pl from.L.:nom.pl K.:nom free:part.aor.nom.pl 


metêkan              Miltiádea. hoûtos     mèn  dè     dià  Kroîson   ekphéugei
release:aor.3pl   M:acc        dem.nom ptc   ptc   for   K.:acc     escape:prs.3sg

“in fear of Croesus the inhabitants of Lampsacus freed Miltiades and let him go. So Miltiades was saved because of Croesus” (Hdt. 6.37.2-38.1);

( LISTNUM 
Thebaîoi            mén  nun  kaì  hósoi            dià       toútous         oíon 


Theban:nom.pl ptc   ptc   and rel.nom.pl  through dem.acc.pl sheep:gen.pl 

apékhontai
be.away:inf.prs.m/p.3pl

“the Thebans and those who by the Theban example will not touch sheep” (Hdt. 2.42.3).

( LISTNUM 
dià  tèn           kunéen           pheúgein    es tà               hélea


for art.acc.f helmet:acc.f flee:inf.prs to art.n/a.pl  marsh:n/a.pl

“to be driven away into the marshes by reason of the matter of the helmet” (Hdt. 

2.152.2).

Another preposition that can frequently denote cause is hupó with the genitive (or dative limited to Homeric Greek). Its spatial meaning is ‘under’, and the extension to cause is based on a metaphor by which the idea of physical superiority is taken as denoting control over an event (see Lakoff and Johnson, 1980: 15). Examples are: 

( LISTNUM 
hupò   plétheos          oudeìs        àn   eípoi                   arithmón
under  multitude:gen indef.nom ptc  say:opt.aor.3sg number:acc

“no one could tell the number, so many they were” (Hdt. 7.187.1);

( LISTNUM 
hoi          ánthropoi hupò  toû          kaúmatos mélanes         eóntes

art.nom man:nom  under art.gen heat:gen   black:nom.pl be:part.prs.nom.pl
“the men (of the country) are black by reason of the heat” (Hdt. 2.22.3).

Hupó can denote cause with abstract and concrete nouns, but not with animate nouns, because in such case it usually denotes agent and occurs with passive verbs.

3.5.
Cause, reason, and purpose

Already in Classical Greek, diá with the accusative is found in some occurrences where its meaning  shifts from cause to purpose. The connecting function of reason is clearly visible:

( LISTNUM 
he(goúmenoi                        autôn          dià tè(n 
   sphetéran           dóxan

lead:part.prs.m/p.nom.pl dem.gen.pl for art.acc.f poss.3pl.acc.f glory:acc.f 

“using their supremacy over them  to promote their own glory” (Th. 2.89.4).

( LISTNUM 
éti  ho(s tò         télos:    toûto       d’  estì               tò          hoû          héneka, hoîon     


ptc so art.n/a end:n/a dem.n/a ptc be:3sg.prs art.n/a rel.gen.n for       such:n/a
toû             peripateîn    he(               hugíeia.        dià tí              gàr peripateî?


art.gen.n walk:inf.prs art.nom.f health:nom.f for indef.n/a ptc walk:inf.prs

phamén.      hína           hugiaíne(i.                      kaì eipóntes                     hoúto(s
say:prs.1pl in.order.to be.healthy:subj.prs.3sg and say:part.prs.nom.pl thus


oiómetha               apodedo(kénai tò         aítion

think:prs.m/p.1pl  give:inf.prf  art.n/a cause:n/a 

“the same as end; i.e. the final cause; e.g., as the end of walking is health. For why does one walk? ‘To be healthy,’ we say, and by saying this we consider that we have supplied the cause.” (Arist. Metaph. 1013a 34-35).

In (16) dià tè(n sphetéran dóxan can be said to denote the reason for the understood agent to act, but it certainly refers to something that follows the action, rather than precede it, so it certainly cannot denote cause (compare (16) with (11), where the diá phrase denotes a reason that precedes the event, and can be understood as a cause).  Example (17) is of particular interest: the expression dià tí, ‘why’, normally occurs when the answer contains a cause expression. Here the answer is a purpose clause introduced by hína, ‘in order to’: through the ambiguity of diá when denoting reason, Aristotle captures the link between a purpose and a cause. 

4.
Byzantine Greek

In Byzantine Greek the extension of diá to subsequent roles continues: besides purpose expressions, as in (18) and (19), we now also find beneficiary expressions, including behalf, as in (21):

( LISTNUM 
hoi               dè  Argonaûtai ... anépleusan   dià tò         krúseon      déras

art.nom.pl ptc A.:nom.pl       sail:aor.3pl  for art.n/a golden:n/a fleece:n/a

“the Argonauts sailed for (i.e. to find) the golden fleece” (Malalas Chron. 79.10-11);
( LISTNUM 
bállousi       pûr       eis tòn        bo(mòn    dià tè(n             thusían


put:prs.3pl fire:n/a to art.acc altar:acc for art.acc.f sacrifice:acc.f 
“they put fire on the altar for the sacrifice” (Malalas Chron. 112.2);

( LISTNUM 
dià toûto      épempsá        soi         skûtos      kaì sphaîran       kaì khrusíon,  hína


for dem.n/a sent:aor.1sg 2sg.dat thong:n/a and globe:acc.f and gold:acc  for   


áre(is                      hóti               potè boúlei

take:subj.prs.2sg indef.n/a.sg ptc  want:prs.m/p.2sg

“for this reason I sent you a thing, a globe, and gold, in order for you to take whatever you may want” (Historia Alexandri Magni 1.36);

( LISTNUM 
grápsas                          Rho(maíois        dià Sérgión       tina           diákonon

write:part.aor.nom.sg Roman:dat.pl for Sergius:acc indef.acc diaconus:acc
“having written to the Romans on behalf of a diaconus Sergius” 

(Malalas Chron. 466.20);

( LISTNUM 
pántes,      gár phe(sin,        leitourgikà       pneúmatá     eisin          eis 


all:nom.pl ptc say:prs.3sg minister:n/a.pl soul: n/a.pl be:prs.3pl to 

diakonían            apostellómena                  dià toùs         


attendance:acc.f send:part.prs.m/p.n/a.pl for art.acc.pl


méllontas                           kle(ronomeîn     so(terían
be.about:part.prs.acc.pl acquire:inf.prs salvation:acc.f
“all, it is said, are ministering souls which are sent as attendants for those who are about to receive salvation” (Georgius Monachus 110.19);

( LISTNUM 
dià tè(n            khé(ran           kaì tà                orphanà            ho          theòs 
for art.acc.f widow:acc.f and art.n/a.pl orphans: n/a.pl art.nom god:nom    

epoíe(se        tò           prâgma
do:aor.3sg art.n/a deed:n/a


“God did this for the sake of the widow and the orphans” 

(Apophth. 252c, from Jannaris, 1897: 375).

In examples (18)-(20) the meaning extension is similar to the extension sporadically found in Classical Greek, and illustrated above in examples (16) and (17): in (20) in particular we again find a purpose clause with hína, similar to (17). The real shift happens with the occurrence of animate NPs: in this case, the meaning of diá in Byzantine Greek no longer continues any of the possible meanings the preposition had in earlier language stages. If we compare the occurrences in (21)-(23) with (11) and (12) we see that the two meanings seem incompatible: in (11) and (12) two actions are said to be performed because of some human referents who, however, do not benefit from the actions. 

   Indeed cause expressions such as those in (11) and (12) no longer occur in Byzantine Greek: apparently, when the preposition extends to beneficiary, its causal meaning remains, limited to contexts where it cannot cause ambiguity. If the landmark is inanimate, possible ambiguity between cause and purpose is acceptable because of the overlap of the two roles in the area of reason: as Radden (1989: 562) puts it, “the objects we aspire for are usually also the cause for our aspiration”. However,this does not work for beneficiary and cause: as I remarked in § 2.3, a beneficiary is something more complex than a human purpose. In (1a) fun denotes a purpose and as such it can be taken to refer to the object of intention or to its motivation, but you in (1b) is not the object of intention: rather, the object of intention is something such as your benefit. So beneficiary introduces a further level, and can hardly be interpreted as a cause. 

5.
Modern Greek
In Modern Greek most of the Ancient Greek prepositions surveyed in § 3 have disappeared. Among those which still continue, we find s(e), derived from eis, which can denote recipient and direction, and has substituted the dative case, and apó, ‘from’, which, as in Ancient Greek, denotes source, and also partly substitutes the genitive case. In the case of these prepositions there is no syncretism of subsequent and antecedent roles; their meaning has become increasingly abstract due to the reduction of the case system.
 In particular, note that apó can still denote cause in Modern Greek, but it does not denote purpose or beneficiary, i.e. it has not taken part in the merger of these semantic role, discussed below.
   The preposition diá has undergone a phonological change and corresponds to Modern Greek ja. It now denotes cause, as in (24), purpose, as in (25), and beneficiary, as in (26). Cause expressions with ja are basically limited to inanimate nouns, and frequently contain abstract nouns:

( LISTNUM 
siånómi ja tin   kaTistérisi

I.regret  for the delay 

“I am sorry for the delay”;

( LISTNUM 
piåe          sti      vrísi ja neró

s/he.went to.the tap  for water 

“s/he went to the tap for water”;

( LISTNUM 
to ’kana ja séna

it   I.did for you 

“I did it for you” (from Holton et al. 1997: 385-386).

It is interesting to observe how Ancient Greek diá in cause expressions can be translated into Modern Greek. With inanimate nouns, já is possible, especially with abstract nouns, as shown in (27), to be compared with (10):

( LISTNUM 
tin  pandreftike ja tin   omorfia tis


her he.married      for the beauty   hers


“he married her for her beauty”.

Concrete nouns are less flexible: if a purpose interpretation is possible, it is preferred, and cause must be expressed differently. Compare (28a, b) with (13):

( LISTNUM 
a.
épese   sto 
élos    eksetías tu     kránus tu


he.fell
in.the marsh because of.the helmet his


“he fell in the marsh because of his helmet”


b.
épese sto élos 
ja to krános tu


“he fell in the marsh in order to find his helmet”.

Animate nouns trigger the beneficiary interpretation; again, cause must be expressed through another preposition, as shown by comparison of (29a, b) with (11):

( LISTNUM 
a.
sóTike            xári      s-ton   Kríso

he.was.saved because to.the Cresus


“he was rescued because of Cresus”
b.
sóTike ja ton Kríso



“he was saved in the interest of Cresus”.

6.
Discussion
The semantic development of the preposition diá, and its relation with other possible means of encoding cause, beneficiary, and purpose in the history of Greek give rise to some insightful remarks:

a) 
the direction of semantic spread does not necessarily procede from purpose to cause, as predicted by Croft, but is can also go contrarywise;

b)
some lexical features are crucial to the development of possible syncretism: in the first place, animate nouns seem to play a special role, because they introduce a third semantic role, beneficiary, which cannot easily merge with cause; 

c)
 intentionality also plays a special role in bringing about possible polysemy: cause can co-occur with both uncontrolled and controlled states of affairs, while purpose can only co-occur with the latter. Consequently, in controlled states of affairs there is an area of overlap of the two roles, which is the area covered by reason.

   One may further wonder which spatial bases can be found for syncretism of antecedent and subsequent roles in the causal chain. As I have remarked above, prepositions that allow this type of syncretism are prepositions that do not have a directional component in their basic spatial meaning. Indeed direction and source preposition, when their meaning is shifted to the abstract plane of causation, apparently follow the prediction in the causal approach and only extend to either antecedent or subsequent roles. We have seen that many prepositions displayed possible syncretism of cause and purpose already in Ancient Greek: but it must be stressed that these are all prepositions whose basic spatial meaning is location. 

   Far from being a peculiarity of Greek, this same situation can also be seen in other languages. In Luraghi (forthcoming b) I have shown that the same patterns of syncretism held in Latin and led to developments in the Romance languages that are partly similar to the Greek development. Because the Latin evidence displays some similarities, but also some interesting differences with respect to Greek, I will briefly survey it in the next section.

7.
Cause, purpose, and beneficiary in Latin
In Latin several prepositions can denote cause; the most interesting for the purposes of this paper are propter and pro. Similar to Greek diá, the former can denote cause with all types of referent, including animate nouns, and does not display syncretism with other roles until Vulgar Latin. Pro, instead, denotes exchange as its basic meaning, and it can occur in cause expressions with inanimate referents.
 When occurring with animate nouns, it either preserves the meaning of exchange, or denotes beneficiary. So there is a different syncretism of cause with other semantic roles, depending on animacy:

Greek
dative and allative prepositions
diá (non-directional)

beneficiary [+a]/ purpose [-a]

cause [+/-a]

non-directional prepositions



beneficiary [+a]/ purpose [-a]


Latin
dative (subsequent)


pro (non-directional)

propter (non-directional)

beneficiary [+a]/ purpose [-a]

beneficiary [+a]/cause [-a]
cause [+/-a]

ad (subsequent)






purpose [-a]





   In Latin, purpose is originally only expressed through markers of subsequent roles, while syncretism concerns beneficiary and cause, already in the earliest texts. As noted in § 2.3, this syncretism is only partial: crucially, the preposition which displays it cannot be used if the cause is animate. In this case, another preposition occurs, which unambiguously denotes cause. Ambiguity does not concern prepositions that can denote beneficiary and purpose, not because these two roles are more closely related than beneficiary and cause, but simply because the distribution of the two roles based on animacy is so to speak automatic: as remarked in § 2.3, under normal circumstances purposes are inanimate. 

   Note further that in Latin, too, cause could also be expressed by source prepositions, albeit to a limited extent.

   In Vulgar Latin, the type of syncretism that we have seen in Byzantine Greek also took place: pro and propter occur in purpose, beneficiary, and cause expressions. At this stage, animate nouns tend to be interpreted as denoting beneficiary even when occurring with propter. 

   A further similarity between the Latin and the Greek developments is that allative markers that can denote purpose and beneficiary do not extend to cause, and ablative markers that denote cause do not extend to purpose or beneficiary: in other words, possible syncretism among antecedent and subsequent roles seems to be constrained by the original spatial meaning of specific coding devices involved. 

8. 
Summary and conclusions

In the present paper I have surveyed various ways of encoding cause, purpose, and beneficiary throughout the history of Greek, and have compared the Greek data with similar data from Latin. I have shown that the three roles can be understood through a spatial metaphor based on directionality, in which case ablative forms extend to cause and allative forms extend to purpose and beneficiary. When this happens, the three roles do not seem to merge with each other in subsequent semantic developments. The three roles can also be understood as metaphorically representing some sort of location. In this latter case, all three role are encoded through locative forms, which do not imply directionality on the spatial plane. Lack of spatial directionality matches lack of causal directionality on the abstract plane, and proves particularly fit to encode the reason role. Reason provides an area in which cause can overlap with purpose when it occurs in controlled states of affairs (i.e. when it motivates the action of an agent). Thus possible syncretism of cause (antecedent) and purpose (subsequent) appears to crucially depend on the type of spatial metaphor that underlies the extension of specific forms form the source domain (space) to the target domain. 

   An important difference between possible syncretism of beneficiary with either purpose or cause is constituted by the treatment of animate NPs. While purpose and beneficiary are possibly complementary roles with respect to animacy (purpose being assigned to inanimate NPs and beneficiary to animate ones), cause does not have this peculiarity: causes can be inanimate as well as animate. Consequently, syncretism of cause and beneficiary appears to be limited to patterns in which the same form that can denote cause with inanimate nouns can denote beneficiary with animate ones; another form must be used to express cause with animate nouns. Note that easier merger of purpose and beneficiary does not imply that this syncretism necessarily precedes syncretism of either role with cause. In this respect, Greek and Latin display different patterns: while in Greek the two subsequent roles indeed display syncretism already at an early stage, and only later merge with cause, in Latin the earliest syncretism concerns cause and beneficiary.
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( I thank Bill Croft and Kiki Nikiforidou for helpful comments on an earlier draft.


� Most of the Greek prepositions discussed in this paper can take more than one case. It must be stressed that whatever is said about a certain preposition with a certain case only holds limited to the case in question: prepositions have other meanings connected with case variation, that I am not going to discuss here.


� Note that the meaning of diá with the accusative which provides the basis for the extension to cause is non-directional: diá with the accusative does not denote a straight trajectory which crosses a landmark from one side to the other, but rather, as shown in the example, a multi-directional trajectory that remains inside the landmark (as do two-way prepositions in German when taking the dative; see Luraghi, forthcoming a and 2003 § 3.9).


� On the semantic development of eis and apó see also Bortone (2000).


� I thank Stavros Skopeteas for helping me with the Modern Greek translations of the Ancient Greek examples.


� Pro also denotes purpose, but apparently not in Early Latin: in other words, extension form exchange to cause seems to precede extension to purpose.


� This is only partially true of course: the dative case in Latin displays syncretism of beneficiary and purpose at an early stage. Note however that the dative is outside the scope of the present discussion, because it remains limited to subsequent roles throughout its history. In this paper I am concerned only with forms that display syncretism of subsequent and antecedent roles.
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