PROTOTYPICALITY AND AGENTHOOD IN INDO-EUROPEAN





Silvia Luraghi


Terza Università di Roma





O. 	Introduction


The traditional definition of Agent includes the features of animacy�, volitionality, and control.  Such features are better conceived as parameters that vary independently along partly related scales.�  According to such view, Agent is a prototypical category, whose most central members show full values for all three parameters, allowing for the existence of less central (less prototypical) members, which have lower or zero value(s) for one or more parameters.  


	The prototypical nature of the category Agent has been discussed in De Lancey (1984), on the example of Hare (Athabaskan) and Newari (Tibeto-Burman).  De Lancey has shown that different degrees of prototypicality sometimes trigger corresponding differences in morphology and/or syntax.  In the end of his paper, De Lancey points out that a scalar notion of agentivity makes useless to discuss whether or not entities such as "lightning" can count as agents, given the possibility in English and many other languages of sentences such as





(1)	Lightning killed him,





where "lightning" is morphosyntactically treated as an Agent.  


	In passing, De Lancey also notes the problem of better defining the category Instrument, and relating it to Agent in the overall framework of transitive events.


	In the present paper, I am going to address the three following issues:


a)	differences in expression among more or less prototypical agents: is there an overall tendency of Indo-European to overtly mark degrees of prototypicality?;


b)	non-prototypical instruments: are there morphosyntactic correlates similar to those found for non-prototypical agents?


c)	what is the scale of prototypicality for agents and instruments, and are the two scales the reverse of each other?





1.	Special morphology for non-prototypical agents


1.1.	Activizing suffixes in Anatolian


Perhaps the best known case of overt morphological marking of non-prototypical agents in an ancient Indo-European language is given by Hittite (Anatolian; 1700-1150 b.C.).  In Hittite only nouns denoting animate beings can become the subject of a transitive verb in their basic, underived form.  Nouns denoting natural forces, as well as other types of inanimate entities, however, can have access to Subject position with a transitive verbs in their derived form, with the adjunction of a so-called activizing suffix:�





 (2)	man= an      pahhuenanza arha warnuzi


	opt     it:acc  fire:nom         prev it-burns


	"I wish fire would burn it up", KBo 32.14 ii 6-7;





(3)	mahhan=ta          kas          tuppianza  anda wemiyazzi


	when       you:acc this:nom tablet:nom prev  it-finds


	"as soon as this tablet reaches you", Masat 75/10 obv 3.


              


	In example (2) we have tuppiyanza, "tablet" active, from tuppi, same meaning inactive; pahhuwanza,"fire" active, in (3) comes from pahhur, same meaning inactive. An interesting case is given by udniyanza, "population", from udne, "land", "country", where the activizing suffix also adds animacy.  Abstract nouns are treated in the same way as other inanimate nouns; so we find paprannanza, "impurity" active, from papratar, same meaning inactive.


	Such restriction on the Subject of transitive verbs is a peculiar feature of Anatolian, and it is unknown in the other Indo-European languages.





1.2.	Agents of passive verbs


In Luraghi (1986) I have distinguished three patterns according to which more or less prototypical agents of passive verbs are expressed in Indo-European, based on the feature of animacy:�


a)	both animate and inanimate NP's as agent of passive verbs occur in the instrumental case, which elsewhere encodes the case role Instrument (Indo-iranian, Slavonic);


b)	both animate and inanimate NP's occur with a special marker expressely used for passive agents (Greek, Germanic);


c)	animate NP's have a special marker for passive agents, whereas inanimate NP's take the instrumental case (Latin, Armenian, Tokarian, Lithuanian).  


	For the purpose of the matter treated here, these three groups can be reduced to two, i.e.


a')	languages in which animate and inanimate agents are encoded through the same morphology, and


b')	languages sensitive to the feature of animacy.


	Examples of the latter type are the following:�





(4)	fit                deinde senatus     consultum    ut   ad bellum  Parthicum 


it-was-made then    senate:gen decision:acc that to war:acc Parthian 


legio          una


legion:nom one:nom


	a Gn. Pompeio         altera       a   G. Caesare     mitteretur


	by G. Pompeius:nom other:nom by G. Cesar:nom it-was-sent


	"then there was a decision made by the senate, that one legion should be sent 	into the Parthian war by Pompeius, another one by Cesar", Caes., G. 7.72;





(5)	luxu         atque desidia      civitas     disrupta     est


	luxury:abl and    laziness:abl city:nom ruined:nom it-was


	"the city was ruined by luxury and laziness", Sall. C. 53.5;





(6)	anown      or   kocec'ealn er       i    ihrestaken


	name:nom that said            it-was by angel:abl


	"the name which had been uttered by the angel", FB 3.5;





(7)	ahiw      macaw    tagnapein


	fear:instr great:instr they-were-won


	"they were overwhelmed by great fear", Lc. 8.37;





(8)	motina        kudikio  mylima


	mother:nom child:gen loved:nom


	"the mother was loved by the child";





(9)	miestas     is visu      pusiu                apsustas           aukstais


	town:nom is all:nom sorrounded:nom mountains:instr high:instr


	"the town is all sorrounded by high mountains".





	A closer examination shows that other Indo-European languages, too, have at least some type of construction where animate and inanimate agents are encoded through different morphological means.  For example, in Old Indic (and, under circumstances, in Iranian)� human agents can occur in the genitive, while inanimate ones normally can't:





(10)	Indrasya  apayi


	Indra:gen it-was-drunk


	"it was drunk by Indra".





Many Indo-European languages have dative agents with forms of the verb that express obligation, limited to human agents:�





(11)	ou  sphi       perioptée      esti he: Hellàs         apolluméne:


	not them:dat to-allow:nom it-is the Greece:nom being-ruined:nom


	"the downfall of Greece must not be allowed for by them", Hrd. Hist. 7.168.





	Note that inanimate agents can sometimes display the same morphology of animate ones, if they denote natural forces, emotions, or human activities, as is shown in the following examples from Latin and Lithuanian:





(12)	vinci         a  voluptate


	to-be-won by pleasure:abl


	"to be overwhelmed by pleasure", Cic. Off. 1.68;





(13)	liepuzele       dejuoja, vejo        puciama


	lime tree:nom groans    wind:gen being-blown:nom


	"the lime tree groans under the blowing wind".�





	Human activities can be conceived as implying volitionality and control typical of human beings.  As for natural forces and emotions, out of the three features of prototypical agents they only have control; however, they display another important feature, too, that they also share with other phenomena such as diseases, and which crucially distinguishes them from both human beings and other inanimate entities, i.e. they cannot be manipulated by an Agent: in other words, they cannot be assigned the case role Instrument.


	Besides, in languages that systematically treat animate and inanimate agents alike natural instruments, too, can be expressed as agents, as shown in the following Greek example:





(14)	ei mèn gàr hupò odóntos  toi eipe     teleuté:sein me,      ... nun dè  hupò 


	if ptc    ptc by      tooth:gen ptc it-said to-be-killed me:acc ... ptc  ptc by  


	aichme:s


	spear:gen


	"if it said I should be killed by teeth, ... but no, it was by a spear", Hdt. Hist. 	1.392.





 	In my opinion, even if it lacks all prototypical features of Agent, "spear" in this example should still be regarded as some kind of non-prototypical agent, perhaps acting on an extention of an (implied) agent's volition.





1.3.	Natural forces in Old Russian 


In Old Russian, passive agents are normally put in the instrumental case, regardless of animacy.  However, human agents can also be encoded through a prepositional phrase, with the preposition ot and the genitive case:�





(15)	sozdana     bysti   crky              ... knjazem     Andreemu


	built:nom:f it-was church:nom:f ... prince:instr Andrew:instr


	"the church was built by prince Andrew";





(16)	molitva        vasa         ot     boga     ouslysana           budeti


	prayer:nom:f your:nom:f from God:gen listened-to:nom:f it-will-be


	"God will listen to you prayer".





	Natural forces which bring about a certain event are typically expressed as agents of passive verbs, rather than as subjects of active ones;� furthermore, the Patient is encoded through the accusative, as in active sentences, and the predicate (originally a participle) is inflected in the neuter singular, so that there is no grammatical subject.  In the same way as human agents, natural forces in agent phrases can be occur either in the instrumental, or with ot and the genitive:





(17)	nyvi                inya   ledom   podralo                 a    inya  vodoju       


	fields:acc:m:pl some ice:instr it-was-ruined:nt:sg and some water:instr 	podmylo


	it-was-flooded:nt:sg


	"some of the fields were destroyed by ice and others were flooded by water;





(18)	togo      ze  leta        ... ot     groma      i      ot    mlunija       mnogo  


	that:gen ptc year:gen ... from tunder:gen and from lightning:gen much  


	ljudei         i     koniei       pobilo


	people:gen and horses:gen it-was-killed:nt:sg





2.  	Split control


An event can be described as being brought about by the combination of the agency of more than one human being (i.e., more than one potentially prototypical agent).  Typical in this regard are cases where one finds a primary and a secondary agent, that in some way share control over the same action.  As for volitionality, normally the focus is on the primary agent.  However, the secondary agent, being human, ultimately also must act voluntarily: it is the ultimate responsibility of any human being to decide whether to act, even if unwillingly.  Therefore, it would seem that the volition of the primary agent is not completely effective, and that both primary and secondary agent are not prototypical.


	There are two important cases of split control:


a)	causative constructions, where the secondary agent has the role of Causee; and


b)	constructions where a human being is described as being manipulated as an instrument by another human being.


	An even cursory survey of causative constructions in the Indo-European languages falls far beyond the scope of the present paper.  As for human 'instruments', their occurrence has not been the subject of any extensive studies until now.  Consequently, in the next section, I will attempt to draw a preliminary sketch of the syntax and semantics of human instruments, mainly based on previuos research on Classical Greek.�





2.1.	The category Instrument


Since human beings typically perform activities, and very often do so by using artifacts whose function is to enable them to perform a certain activity, the referential world offers many examples of natural instruments: implements, weapons, music instruments, vehicles, and many more.  Besides, since human beings can perform activities even without the most rudimentary piece of technology by the aid of their bodies, body parts as well qualify as natural instruments.  


	Most ancient Indo-European languages have a specific case for expressing Instrument.�  Apparently, the instrumental case is only marginally used for animate nouns in the function Instrument.  Most examples come from Old Indic:�





(19)	agnina    rayim        asnavat


	Agni:instr wealth:acc one-will-gain


	"through Agni one will gain wealth", RV  1.1.3.





	Elsewhere, the function Instrument with animate nouns is encoded through the same morphology as with inanimate nouns mostly in the plural, with reference to military forces and the like.  Otherwise, a special morphology occurs, often involving Path expressions: apparently, human instruments are conceived of as channels for the agency of primary agents.  I will give examples of such occurrences below, sec. 2.3.


	Prototypical features of Instrument appear to be lack of animacy and the possibility of being manipulated.  These two features, however, are not on the same level.  Animacy is relevant to the definition of Instrument, but human beings, although under special circumstances, can still be conceived as some sort of instrument.  On the contrary, the feature of being manipulated appears to be essential for an entity in order to qualify for instrument, regardless of possible low prototypicality.  Thus, natural forces are never possible instruments, in a universe where human beings are agents.  Other entities similar to natural forces in this respect are diseases and emotions, which are commonly conceptualized according to a stereotype that views them as independent of human control.�





2.3.	Intermediary and human instruments 


In Luraghi (1989) I have studied Intermediary expressions in Classical Greek.  An intermediary  is a human being acting on behalf of an agent, normally referred to by the subject NP of a transitive clause.  In so far as he or she acomplishes an action, the intermediary is a secondary agent.  Inasmuch as he or she is manipulated by the primary agent, the intermediary is a kind of non-prototypical instrument.


	In Classical Greek, Intermediary is expressed by the preposition diá, "through", with the gentive case.  Elsewhere, the same type of PP can express Path or Instrument:





(20)	pémpsas     dè  ho Hárpagos to:n     heoutou doruphóro:n    toùs     


	having-sent ptc the Arpagus    the:gen his         bodyguards:gen the:acc


	pistotátous               eidé      te  dià        toúto:n  kaì éthapse    tou              	most-trustworthy:acc he-saw ptc through them:gen and he-buried the:gen 


	boukólou      tò        paidíon


	shepherd:gen the:acc son:acc 


	"Arpagus sent the most trustworthy of his bodyguards; saw through them and 	let the son of the shepherd be buried", Hdt. Hist. 1.1133.





	Analogously, Latin has the preposition per:





(21)	condicio ...     fertur               per       me      interpretem


	condition:nom it-is-established through me:acc interpreter:acc


	"conditions are estblished through my mediation", Pl. Mil. 952;





and the Germanic languages have cognates of the preposition through, as Gothic þair, which translates Greek diá in the Gospel





(22)	þata                   gamelido þair     praufetuns


	those-things:nom said:nom  through prophets:acc


	"The things that have been announced through the prophets", Lk. 18.31. 





4.	Discussion


Where differences in expression are found among more or less prototypical agents, morphology mostly reflects differences in animacy.  In Hittite all inanimates, including natural forces, are conceived as inactive as opposed to animates, and consequently need to be activized through suffixation in order to function as agents.  


	As for Agent with passive verbs, languages which distinguish animate from inanimate mostly do not further distinguish among the latter.  However, in the case of some inanimate non-manipulated entities, such as natural forces, emotions, and activities, Agent can be encoded through the same morphology used in the case of animate beings (although this does not happen in the majority of cases).  


	An interesting  case of distinction between inanimate agents is constituted by impersonal passives of  Old Russian, where natural forces receive a separate treatment that points toward their non-prototypicality, both as agents (non-volitional) and as instruments (non-manipulated).


	On a scale of agenthood, we find:





Human beings				non-manipulated 		manipulated


					inanimate entities		inanimate entities


_____________________________________________________________________ + prototypical							          - prototypical





	The scale of instrumentality, however, is not the exact reverse of the agenthood scale, since it includes its two extremes, i. e. human beings and manipulated inanimates, but not the central members, i.e. non-manipulated inanimates:





manipulated							human beings


inanimate entities


_____________________________________________________________________


+ prototypical								         - prototypical





5.	Conclusions


Non-prototypical agents seem to be treated much in the same way as prototypical ones in Indo-European.  Only in Hittite does one find a constraint based on animacy to the accessibility to Subject position with transitive verbs.  Given the limitation of this phenomenon to one branch of Indo-European, we can safely reconstruct for Proto-Indo-European a situation where both animate and inanimate entities could become Subject of transitive verbs, as in the other Indo-European languages.  


	With active voice, Subject assignement prevails over semantic differences; with passive voice, on the contrary, we have see more significant cases of different treatment of animate and inanimate agents.  Besides, among inanimate agents there are morphological reflexes of a distinction between manipulated (i.e. possible instruments) and non-manipulated entities.


	Beside inanimate entities of different sorts, human beings, too, can be conceived as manipulated entities, thus qualifying for (non-prototypical) instruments.  Both the agency and the instrumentality scales have human beings and manipulated entities on thier extreemes, but they do not coincide further, since non-manipulated entities have a position in the agency scale but no position in the instrumentality scale.
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�The notion of animacy is usually made use of without further discussion.  However, it sholud be pointed out that animacy appears to be relevant especially when it is accompanied by volitionality, i. e. when it concerns human beings, rather than animals.  It would be interesting to inquire whether nouns denoting animals in agent and instrument phrases are treated as nouns denoting human beings or rather as inanimate nouns: I suspect the latter to be tha case.


�An extensive list of prorotypical features of the category Agent is given in van Oosten (1986: 81).


�The suffix, which has (erroneously) been referred to as 'ergative', has been studied by Laroche (1962).  Recent studies on the matter of activizing morphology in Anatolian are Garrett (1990) and Carruba (1993).


�A recent and comprehensive study of agent phrases with passive verbs in Indo-European is Hettrich (1990), to which I refer for further examples.


�Examples (4)-(12) are from Luraghi (1986). Note that I have tried to chose sentences where inanimate agents are not such that a human agent can be implied, in order to rule out an Instrument interpretation. 


�In Iranian the genitive agent is found with -ta participles; this also holds for Classical Sanskrit, whereas in Vedic its use was more widespread, see Andersen (1986) and Hettrich (1990: 92).


�See Hettrich (1990: 64-77) for an extensive description of various sub-types of this constructions, with examples from different languages.


�The example is taken from Hettrich (1990).


�Examples in this section are taken from Fici Giusti, Gebert, Signorini (1991).  According to Gvozdanovic (personal communication) there is a semantic difference between instrumental NP's and PP's with ot and the genitive, in that the latter express indirect involvement of the agent in the action.


�De Lancey (1984) notes that the same holds for English.


�See Luraghi (1989).


�The instrumental case if found in Indo-Aryan, Anatolian, Balto-Slavonic, Armenian, and part of the most ancient stages of Germanic; the Latin ablative has mostly the function of expressing Instrument and so does the Greek dative of inanimate nouns.


�For further examples and literature on the subject, see Hock (1991).


�Note that divinities can usually manipulate natural forces as instruments in the texts of the ancient Indo-European languages; however, with respect to other non-manipulated entities, notably emotions, they seem to behave much in the same way as human beings.
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