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Summary





Several prepositions can denote Cause in Latin. They all have a basic spatial meaning from which the causal meaning is derived through different metaphors. Their usage and distribution varies among authors and through time. Related semantic roles, such as Beneficiary and Purpose, can be expressed to varying extents by the same prepositions that express Cause. In Late Latin Cause and Beneficiary (and later Purpose) merged completely, a development which is still partly visible in the Romance languages. It is argued that merger of these semantic roles is favored by the fact that the prepositions involved expressed some sort of static Location as their original local meaning, and did not denote directionality.








0.	Introduction





The aim of the present paper is to explore the different meanings conveyed by prepositions in Cause expressions at different stages in the history of Latin. As the analysis of the data will make clear, this will also require a discussion of S(emantic) R(ole)s related to Cause, notably Purpose, Beneficiary, and Reason.� My analysis is based on the assumption that abstracts SRs are conceptualized based on metaphorical mapping of the concrete domain of space (source domain) onto the domain of causation (target domain). Consequently, the use of a certain coding device (e.g. a preposition) to denote Cause must be understood as a metaphorical extension of its original spatial meaning.





Croft (1991: 179) defines Cause as  “an event (action or state) that causally immediately precedes the event sequence denoted by the main verb”. While this definition is certainly correct, it does not reflect the fact that possible nouns in Cause expressions do not only refer to states of affairs: among possible causes are natural forces, emotions, concrete objects, and human beings, all of which may require special encoding. 





A distinction must be made between the states of affairs where a cause co-occurs with an intentionally acting agent, and those in which it does not. In the first case the cause, if seen from the vantage point of the agent, represents the reason for him/her to act. Reason is normally not kept distinct from other types of Cause in formal encoding, but it is important to keep in mind its specific features. In what follows, I will treat Reason as a sub-type of  Cause.





A further distinction must be made between the SRs that denote entities or events that precede a certain state of affairs, and those that follow it. This distinction is captured in Croft (1991: 184), where SRs are grouped in antecedent and subsequent. For the purposes of this paper, suffice it to say that Cause is an antecedent role, because causes precede their effects according to our knowledge and beliefs about the structure of events. On the other hand, Purpose and Beneficiary are subsequent roles: a purpose follows a state of affairs as its prospective consequence; similarly, a benefit is a consequence of an action. 





When we consider space and causation as source and target domain, Cause corresponds to local Source and Purpose to Direction. Static Location on the other hand is not directionally connected with the development of an event; consequently SRs which are metaphorically understood as Location are not inherently directional.





In what follows I will treat prepositions as denoting a relation between a foregrounded entity (the trajector) and a backgrounded one (the landmark).� 











1.	Cause in Proto-Indo-European





Latin inherited a number of ways of encoding Cause from Proto-Indo-European. Comparison allows us to reconstruct an instrumental of Cause, attested in all languages that have preserved a separate instrumental case. The reason why the same case can encode either Instrument of Cause is that instruments are manipulated entities, while causes often are not: consequently, abstract nouns, nouns denoting emotions or natural forces in the instrumental are interpreted as denoting Cause. Note that this division still leaves out of account the possible occurrence of concrete objects and human beings as causes.





Moreover, evidence from the Indo-Iranian and Anatolian languages also allows the reconstruction of an ablative of Cause. The causal usage of the ablative derives from its concrete meaning in Source and Origin expressions, and it is based on a widely attested metaphor, according to which “causes are origins” (see Lakoff & Johnson, 1980 and below, § 2.5). 





Besides, as Dunkel (1990) points out, an adpositional usage of *pró can also be reconstructed, which corresponds to Latin prae (see below, § 2.1).� 











2.	Cause in Early Latin 





In Latin both instrumental and ablative of Cause continue with the plain ablative. Because my main interest is in the usage and distribution of prepositions in Cause expressions and their diachronic development, I will not discuss the use of the ablative of Cause, but will concentrate especially on prepositions which could denote Cause with different types of NP.











2.1.	Prae





The original spatial meaning of prae is ‘before’, ‘in front of’. Prae is mostly used for causes of emotions, as in:


 


� AUTONUM �91.�	ut prae timore in genua in undas concidit


	“out of fear she has fallen into the waves upon her knees”


(Rud. 174).





Semantic extension from Location in front of to Cause can be explained as a consequence of the conceptualization of emotions as something that manifests itself in front of an experiencer and conditions his/her reactions. The spatial meaning also explains why prae often denotes the causa impedientis, whereby the landmark is conceived as an obstacle for the trajector.











2.2.	Propter





Propter is frequently found in Cause expressions where the noun refers to a concrete object or to a human being, i.e. in cases where Cause could not be kept distinct by Instrument through lexical features, and consequently a plain ablative would be ambiguous.� The spatial meaning of the preposition is ‘nearby’. The semantic extension from Location to Cause is based on the idea that a cause and its effect are contiguous: the entity by which a state of affairs takes place is then conceived as somewhat involved in bringing about the state of affairs. Leumann/Hofmann (246) quote the following passage as an example of the transition between local and causal meaning: 





� AUTONUM �10.�	abduce me hinc ab hac quantum potest, quam propter tantum damnum feci et flagiti


“take me hence away from her as soon as you can, on whose account I have incurred so much loss and guilt” 


	(Bac. 1032).





More examples are:





� AUTONUM �103.�	Bacchidem atque hunc suspicabar propter crimen, Chrysale, mi male consuluisse  ob eam rem omne aurum iratus reddidi meo patri.


“I had a suspicion, Chrysalus, by reason of a charge, that Bacchis and he had been playing me false; for that reason, in my anger, I gave up all the gold to my father” 


(Bac. 681-3);





� AUTONUM �104.� 	sed hoc mihi aegre est, me huic dedisse operam malam, qui nunc propter me meaque verba vinctus est


	“but this thing grieves me, that I have done this person a bad turn, who now because of me and my talking is in chains”


	(Capt. 702).





In (3), propter crimen contains an inanimate NP. The landmark is seen as the reason for the agent to be in suspicion (an intentional mental activity).  The example also contains the expression ob eam rem, ‘for this reason’, which will be discussed in § 2.3.  Example (4) contains a personal pronoun, similar to example (2), coordinated with an inanimate NP, verba mea. Here the Cause expression co-occurs with a passive verb form, and there is no intentional agent: consequently, this PP does not also express Reason, like the one in (3). 











2.3.	Ob





Ob originally means ‘in front of’. From this spatial meaning, the preposition developed a meaning that involved the concept of exchange. This extension, which is common to pro, is based on the idea that if a trajector is placed before a landmark, from the perspective of a possible observer it covers, and thus replaces the landmark:





�


�
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�
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 The extension to Cause is based on the idea of exchange, as shown by the fact that ob is very frequently used with verbs such as dare, as shown in





� AUTONUM �102.�	pueri, plaudite et mi ob iactum cantharo mulsum date


	“lads, clap your hands, and give me some honeyed wine in my cup, in honor of my throw”


(As. 906).





Elswhere, too, the idea that something occurs in return for something else is also always present:





� AUTONUM �12.�	nunc vos mi irasci ob multiloquium non decet


	“you, then, must not be offended with myself for (as a consequence of) my babbling”


	(Pl. Mer. 36);





� AUTONUM �7.�	men piacularem oportet fieri ob stultitiam tuam, ut meum tergum tuae stultitiae subdas succidaneum? 


	“is it proper that I should be the atonement for your folly, so as for you to substitute my back as the scapegoat for your folly?”


	(Pl. Ep. 139-140).


	


Example (7) is particularly clear, because the idea of exchange is also introduced by the verb subdare, ‘to substitute’.





Contrary to propter, ob does not normally occur with human landmarks. It is interesting to compare the distribution of the two prepositions. At first sight, ob seems much more frequent than propter (109/49 occurrences); however, it is remarkable that, already in Plautus, almost 50% of the passages where ob occurs contain the word rem, as in the PP ob eam rem in example (4). As we will see, Plautus attests the onset of a development that took ob to be limited to idioms.











2.4.	Pro





According to Leumann/Hoffmann (270), the original meaning of pro was ‘forward’: the particle denoted a direction that had the landmark as a starting point. This meaning is not clearly attested in Early Latin, where the local meaning of pro is very restricted; more in general, the proposition can be taken to denote a location in front of a landmark, and a possible directional component is added only where it co-occurs with a motion verb (see De La Villa 1995). 





The semantic evolution that led pro   to acquire the meaning ‘in exchange for’ is similar to the one undergone by ob. However, pro took a different path. In Plautus this preposition is very frequent (about 170 occurrences, not counting expressions such as pro Iuppiter), and often occurs with human landmarks, mostly with the meaning ‘in exchange for’, as in 





� AUTONUM �7.�	opus est homine qui illo argentum deferat pro fidicina


	“we need a man who brings him the money for the flute player” 


	(Ep. 285).�





Similar to ob, pro frequently co-occurs with the verb dare, as in 





� AUTONUM �10.�	an tibi malam rem vis pro male dictis dari?


	“do you wish a punishment to be given you for your abuse?”


	(Pl. Men. 496);





to be compared with (5).





The Beneficiary meaning, which is described as the most important meaning of pro in the handbooks, is not the most frequent one in Plautus: with human landmarks, most occurrences are similar to (8) or to (10):





� AUTONUM �8.�	ego amicae meae dedi, quae educaret eam pro filiola sua


	“I gave her to a friend who raised her as her own daughter” 


	(Cist. 571).





Only sporadically can the idea of exchange lead to a Beneficiary interpretation in Plautus. In the first place, we find occurrences where pro means ‘in the place of’ and is close to the notion of behalf:





� AUTONUM �11.�	ego ibo pro te, si tibi non libet


	“I'll go for you, if you don't like”


	(Mos. 1130).





One of the few occurrences where pro means ‘to the benefit of’ is give below:





� AUTONUM �9.�	te pro filio facturum dixit rem esse divinam domi, quia Thebis salvos redierit


“he said that you were going to offer a sacrifice at home for your son, because he had returned safe from Thebes”


	(Ep. 415).





In some occurrences pro appears to denote something that precedes a state of affair, as in





� AUTONUM �10.�	scibam huic te capitulo hodie facturum satis pro iniuria


	“I was sure that this day you would give satisfaction to this poor head of mine”


            (As. 496-497).





As we have noted above, § 0, Cause is an antecedent role, i.e. it denotes an entity or event which precedes another event. In this sense, expressions such as pro iniuria in (13) are close to Cause. 








2.5.	De





Already in Plautus, de can occasionally denote Cause.  Leumann/Hofmann (262) quote the following example, remarking that it shows the path through which abstract meaning was created out of the local meaning ‘from’:





� AUTONUM �112.�	lassus veni de via


	“I arrived tired from the journey”


	(Truc. 632).





The function of de in concrete local expressions is to denote Source. As mentioned above, § 1, the extension to Cause is based on the notion that a cause is the source or origin of an event. Note that  this metaphor follows naturally from the fact that in our experience causes precede their effects, i.e. that Cause is an antecedent SR.











2.6.	Cause, Purpose, Reason, and the notion of exchange





If we compare some of the occurrences of ob and pro in Plautus, we see that the two prepositions are often used in a very similar manner: they both express the idea that something constitutes a return for something else. Something that is given in exchange can be given before of after a certain event has taken place: consequently, the notion of exchange is not inherently directional, and can be understood either as a subsequent SR, or as an antecedent one. On the spatial plane (source domain) the fact that exchange is non-directional corresponds to its encoding as static Location, rather than as Source or Direction.





In controlled states of affairs, an entity which is exchanged represents the reason for the exchange: hence, prepositions that denote exchange can be conceptualized as means for encoding Reason. As argued in Croft (1991: 293) Reason is a non-directional semantic role, much in the same way as exchange. Reason may be conceptualized as Cause or as Purpose or Beneficiary, depending on the point of view taken on a certain event. The consequence of the double nature of Reason in Latin was that two prepositions that in origin had a similar spatial meaning (‘in front of’) extended to exchange, and hence they took two different pathways, ob being used for an antecedent SR, Cause, and pro for subsequent SRs. 





It needs to be stressed at this point that pro does not denote Purpose, except in the limited sense in which the object of an exchange can be considered the purpose of the exchange. Purpose in Latin was expressed by the plain dative or by ad, ‘toward’, with the accusative. Both types of expression denote Direction, and can extend to Purpose based on the metaphor “purposes are destinations” (see Lakoff & Johnson 1980). This metaphor is in accordance with the nature of Purpose, which is a subsequent SR. Most likely, the different developments were connected with animacy: while ob was mostly used with inanimate NPs, pro mostly co-occurred with animate ones: we have already seen in § 2.4 that animate entities which are the object of an exchange may be conceptualized as benefiting from the exchange. 





It would be worth investigating the relation between Purpose and Beneficiary. In Latin both Purpose and Beneficiary can be expressed by the plain dative, and are apparently distinct from each other through the feature of animacy. In the case of pro, however, there appears to be a direct relation between Beneficiary and Cause, mediated by Reason: a beneficiary can be conceptualized as the reason for an agent to act. Note however that this relation does not extend to Purpose. Furthermore it must be pointed out that Beneficiary involves the existence of another human being beside the agent. In the case of Purpose the action is performed by an agent for his/her own benefit, while in the case of Beneficiary benefit moves to the actual beneficiary, i.e. to another human entity. For lack of  space I cannot pursue this matter further in this paper; suffice it to say that inanimate NPs with pro seem to be closer to Cause than to Purpose, both in Plautus, and in Classical Latin, as we will see below, contrary to what one would expect to be the case, were Beneficiary and Purpose simply two facets of the same SR, kept distinct by animacy. 











3.	Cause in Classical Latin





In Classical Latin, the use of prae remains mostly limited to cause of emotions; the preposition does not take part in the semantic extensions that involve ob, propter, and pro. 





The distribution of ob and propter is of special interest. In certain authors, the two prepositions seem to be equivalent. However, interchangeability of ob and propter is a comparatively late phenomenon, and may have never been a feature of the spoken language. Löfsted (1911: 219) observed that “schon früh, namentlich aber in nachklassischer Zeit, propter als das volkstümliche, ob als das literarische Wort dasteht”. However the data about the usage of the two prepositions point in the direction of an earlier limitation of ob to the literary language, already in the Classical authors.





Leumann/Hofmann (237) remark that ob is limited to lexemes such as res and causa or to neuter demonstratives in Caesar. In Cicero out of 744 occurrences of ob we find quam ob rem in 45%, and some other expression involving rem or causam in 25%. Conversely, propter occurs 885 times, out of which less than 3% with rem/causam.





Livy offers a completely different picture. Ob occurs 300 times, but there are no occurrences of quam ob rem; occurrences with rem/causam account for less than 10%. Propter is less frequent, and occurs 191 times.  From Livy onwards, ob is used in the sense that earlier only belonged to propter: 





� AUTONUM �89.�	decem quondam annos urbs oppugnata est ob unam mulierem ab uniuersa Graecia, quam procul ab domo? 


	“a city was once besieged by the whole of Greece for ten years, because of one woman, and at what a distance from home!”


(Livy 5.4.11);





� AUTONUM �90.�	neque provinciae illum rerum statum abnuebant, suspecto senatus populique imperio ob certamina potentium et avaritiam magistratuum, invalido legum auxilio


“nor did the provinces dislike that condition of affairs, for they distrusted the government of the Senate and the people, because of the rivalries between the leading men and the rapacity of the officials, while the protection of the laws was unavailing” 


(Tac. Ann. 1.2).





Later prose writers used the two prepositions to varying extents, tending to display a preference for ob, as shown by the fact that propter is extremely infrequent in Tacitus and Ammianus Marcellinus: most likely, propter still belonged to the spoken register, so ob was felt as more appropriate for literary texts.�





Apparently, the meaning that ob had in Plautus, ‘(in exchange) for’, was no longer current in Classical Latin, possibly because ob had been completely replaced by pro, as shown in:





� AUTONUM �92.�	postulatumque ut pro iure gentium violato Fabii dederetur


“to demand the surrender of the Fabii as satisfaction for the violation of the law of nations”


	(Livy 5.36.8).











4.	Cause in Late and Vulgar Latin





In the Vulgate, prae occurs 21 times, mostly for causa impedientis, in which case it may translate Greek diá with the accusative, or denote cause of emotions, mostly translating Greek apó.� Apart few occurrences of prae, propter is the preposition mostly employed by Jerome to translate diá with the accusative. Ob occurs 4 times with causam, and further in:





� AUTONUM �18.�	dico autem vobis quia quicumque dimiserit uxorem suam nisi ob fornicationem et aliam duxerit moechatur et qui dimissam duxerit moechatur


“I tell you that whoever divorces his wife, except for sexual immorality, and marries another, commits adultery; and he who marries her when she is divorced commits adultery”


légo( dè humîn hóti hòs àn apolúse(i tè(n gunaîka autoû mè( epì porneíai kaì gamé(se(i álle(n moikhâtai


(Matth. 19.9).





Jerome tries always to keep the same translation equivalent. Causal meaning of epí with the dative is usually dependent on verbs such as thaumázesthai or khaírein and is translated with in. Occurrences that do not conform with the pattern receive different translations.





Pro may translate antí and denote exchange, or it may translate hupér with the genitive and denote Beneficiary, or perí with the genitive and denote Reason or Cause, always connected with the notion of exchange, as in 





� AUTONUM �19.�	quia et Christus semel pro peccatis mortuus est iustus pro iniustis 


	“because Christ also suffered for sins once, the righteous for the unrighteous”


	hóti kaí Khristòs hápax perì hamartiôn apéthanen, díkaios hupèr adíko(n


	(1 Pet. 3.18).�





Because the use of pro and propter in Jerome is always connected with translation, the semantic evolution of the two prepositions is best seen in other non-literary texts. 





Although not particularly frequent, de occurs for the expression of Cause at all language stages. In Vulgar Latin we find:





� AUTONUM �52.�	fatigati de vigiliis et ieunis cotidianis


	“tired from watch and fasting”


	(Aeth. 36.10).





Non-literary texts offer evidence for the disappearance of ob, which only occurs 3 times in the Mulomedicina Chironis, and does not occur at all in the Peregrinatio Aetheriae. The Peregrinatio further attests a complete confusion of propter with pro to express Cause and Beneficiary:





� AUTONUM �20.�	qui tamen pro etate aut inbecillitate occurrere in monte Dei ad oblationem faciendam non poterat


“those who, because of their age or bad health, had not been able to go to the mountain of the Lord to celebrate the Eucharist” 


(Aeth. 5.60);





� AUTONUM �22.�	pro monazontes, qui pedibus vadent, necesse est lenius iri


	“because of the monazontes, who walk, it is necessary to go at a slower pace”


	(Aeth. 25.6);





� AUTONUM �21.�	totum ad momentum fit propter populum, ne diutius tardetur


	“everything is done quickly for the people, in order for them not to wait long”


	(Aeth. 38.15).





In (21) pro denotes Cause, and the notion of exchange is no longer relevant. Löfsted (1911: 156) writes that causal use of pro was typical of Late Latin, but, as we have seen above, the real difference between Classical and Late Latin lies in the connection of the notion of Cause with the notion of exchange. In (22) we find an animate NP with pro; the PP does not denote Beneficiary, but rather Cause. In (23) propter occurs with an animate NP and denotes Beneficiary, rather than Cause or Reason as it used to do in the Classical authors and it still does in Jerome. Furthermore, propter can now occur in Purpose expressions: �





� AUTONUM �24.�	candelae autem ecclesiasticae super ducente paratae sunt propter lumen omni populo


	“over two hundred church candles have been arranged to provide light for the people”


	(Aeth. 36.2).





To sum up, Vulgar Latin points in the direction of two processes, which ended up in a common development: extension from Cause to Purpose, due to a semantic evolution of the preposition propter, and merger of Cause and Beneficiary, brought about especially by the treatment of animate NPs with pro. Note that none of these developments concerned the use of de, which could denote Cause in much the same way throughout the history of Latin. 











5.	Toward the Romance languages





As we have seen in § 4, in Vulgar Latin the three notions of Cause, Beneficiary, and Purpose merged, and could be expressed by the same preposition: a situation which continued into the Romance languages, in which we find prepositions such as Italian per, French pour, and Medieval Spanish por which could express all three SRs.� Note that Cause can still be expressed, to varying extents, by prepositions that derive from Latin de, which have not taken part in the merger with the other SRs. In other words, merging among antecedent and subsequent SRs only occurred for  prepositions whose original spatial meaning was not directional, because they denoted various types of Location. Conversely, de, which denoted Source, remained limited to the antecedent SR Cause, and did not extend to any subsequent SRs.
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� For an exhaustive discussion of these and other SRs, see Luraghi (2003, ch. 1).


� Cf. Taylor (1993) for the terminology.


� On the reconstruction of Cause and Instrument expressions in Proto-Indo-European, see Luraghi (forthcoming).


� Ambiguity would mostly concern concrete inanimate nouns, which could be taken as denoting Instrument. With animate nouns, the plain ablative is not so clearly connected with any SR.


� Note that pro fidicina does not denote Beneficiary: the money is not being paid to the flute player, but to somebody else as her price.


� Tacitus, who does not use the idiom quam ob rem, has about 170 occurrences of ob and only 8 of propter.


� Close scrutiny of the occurrences of prae in the Vulgate give the impression that, outside well established meanings such as those mentioned, Jerome used the preposition when the Greek text constituted a problem, as once for causal en (Apoc. 16.11), or for pará with the accusative in comparison. This fact, together with the infrequency of prae in other vulgar texts, may constitute evidence for increasing limitation of its use in the spoken language.


� One may wonder whether pro is an appropriate translation for perí with the genitive in this and similar passages, since the latter type of PP did not, strictly speaking, denote Cause in Greek; in any case, this is the way in which Jerome understood it. Any further discussion would go beyond the scope of this paper; for reference see Luraghi (2003, § 3.17) on Classical Greek, and Regard (1919) on the New Testament.


� Löfsted (1911: 219) describes the use of propter in Purpose expressions and mentions a few similar occurrences from the Classical prose writers; see further Vänäänen (1987).


� The difference between por, which denotes Cause, and para, which denotes Beneficiary and Purpose, made in Modern Spanish, stems from the Middle Ages, when the preposition para was created out of por a (see Corominas 1954). Note that in both Spanish and Italian, the preposition that derived from Latin pro further merged with per: this did not happen in French, in which the distinction between por and per continues with pour and par.
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