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Abstract

Passive agents in ancient Greek exhibit a well-known alternation between dative case
and prepositional phrase. It has long been recognized that grammatical aspect plays
a crucial role in this alternation: dative agents preponderate among aspectually per-
fect predicates, prepositional phrase agents elsewhere. Although the importance of
grammatical aspect is undeniable, it is not the only factor that determines the real-
ization of passive agents. The identification of other factors has proven challenging,
however, not least because previous researchers have lacked methods for assessing
the relative importance of the determinants that influence the realization of agent
phrases. In this paper, I use Bayesian mixed-effects logistic regression to provide a mul-
tifactorial account of differential agent marking in Herodotus, according to which the
realization of passive agent phrases is conditioned by the relationship between seman-
tic role and referential prominence (Haspelmath 2021). Dative agents are favored in
clauses where semantic role and referential prominence are aligned (i.e., the agent
is referentially prominent or the patient is referentially non-prominent). By contrast,
prepositional phrase agents are more likely when semantic role and referential promi-
nence are at odds (i.e., the patient is referentially prominent or the agent is referentially
non-prominent).
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4 GOLDSTEIN
1 Introduction

Agents of passive verbs in ancient Greek can be realized in one of two ways,
with the dative case or with a prepositional phrase, as illustrated by the follow-
ing pair of examples from Herodotus:!

(1) Differential agent marking
a. Dative agent
9 o 6dos 7
DEF.ART.NOM.SG PTCL journey.NOM.SG DEF.ART.NOM.SG
Nuepnaiy ava dyxéaia oradia
dailyNoM.sG at two.hundred.Acc.PL stade.ACC.PL
ouupBEBAnTalzpor.
calculate.3SG.PRF.MED.IND-1SG.DAT
‘The day’s journey has been calculated by me at 200 stades. (Hdt.

4.101.3)

b. Prepositional phrase agent
yVaun!t uévtor  goggoital Ums aed.
counsel.DAT.SG however best.3SG.PRES.MED.IND by 2SG.GEN
‘In counsel, however, he is bested by you. (Hdt. 7.237.1)

In example (1a), the passive agent is realized by the dative pronoun =pot ‘by me’.
In example (1b), the passive agent is realized by the prepositional phrase V7o
ged ‘by you' The goal of this paper is to identify and motivate the factors that
condition the realization of passive agent phrases in Herodotus.

Before introducing the previous research on differential agent marking in
Greek, it is worth laying out a few basic properties of the alternation. First,
prepositional phrase agents are more than twice as frequent as dative agents
in Herodotus, as shown by Figure 1. Second, the distribution of prepositions
among prepositional phrase agents is highly skewed. The vast majority are
headed by Um¢, as Figure 2 reveals. (Prepositions were only counted once for

1 The following abbreviations are used in the glosses: 1: first person, 2: second person, 3: third
person, AD: adelative, ADD: additive, ABL: ablative, ABS: absolutive, AcC: accusative, ACT:
active, ADV: adverb, AOR: aorist, ART: article, COMP: complementizer, CONJ: conjunction,
DAT: dative, DEF: definite article, DEM: demonstrative, ELAT: elative, ERG: ergative, GEN: geni-
tive, GNDV: gerundive, IMPF: imperfect, IMPV: imperative, INDF: indefinite, MASC: masculine,
MED: mediopassive, NEG: negation, NOM: nominative, PASS: passive, PLPF: pluperfect, POSS:
possessive, PRF: perfect, PRES: present, PST: past, PTCL: particle, PTCP: participle, REL: relative
pronoun, SG: singular, SBJv: subjunctive, voc: vocative. I would like to thank Denys Cennet-
Planchard for his assistance with the glosses.
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FIGURE 1  Passive agent expres-
sion in Herodotus

90~
B
g
o 6o-
=)
Sy
()
S
=2

30-

e l_ll |
1 1 1 1 1 1 1
amé  dqd  éx év  Umé mapd mpéc
Preposition

FIGURE 2  The frequency distribution of prepositions
among prepositional phrase agents in Herodotus

each verb with which they co-occurred.) The predominance of 976 in classi-
cal Greek distinguishes this stage of the language from Homeric Greek, where
Umé has yet to establish itself as the default preposition for prepositional phrase
agents, and modern Greek, where prepositional phrase agents are now headed
by amé.
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6 GOLDSTEIN

Finally, the same predicate can co-occur with both a dative and a preposi-
tional phrase agent:

(2) a. évdalta Aéyerau Umd Avddy Kpolaov
then  say.3SG.PRES.MED.IND by Lydian.GEN.PL Croesus.ACC.SG
uaddvra ™y Kipov
learn.PTCP.AOR.ACT.ACC.SG DEF.ART.ACC.SG Cyrus.GEN.SG
METAYVWTIY.
change.of mind.Acc.sG

It is said by Lydians that Croesus then understood Cyrus’ reversal.

(Hdt. 1.87.1)

b. MiAyator 06,  w¢ xal mpoTEPOV-pOL
Milesian.NOM.PL PTCL as ADD before.ACC.8G-1SG.DAT
Eoyrau, avTdt Kipw: Spxtov

say.3SG.PRF.MED.IND self DAT.SG Cyrus.DAT.SG oath.ACC.SG
Totoduevor nauyiny Hyov.
make.PTCP.AORMED.NOM.PL peace.ACC.SG d0.3PLIMPF.IND.ACT
‘The Milesians, having pledged an oath to Cyrus himself, were at peace,

as has also been said by me before.’ (Hdt. 1.169.2)

The predicate Aéyw ‘say’ co-occurs with a prepositional phrase agent in exam-
ple (2a) and a dative agent in example (2b). Figure 3 presents the distribution
of dative and prepositional phrase agents in Herodotus for predicates that are
attested at least four times with an overt passive agent.

It has long been held that the central determinant of passive agent phrases
is grammatical aspect: dative agents occur in the presence of a perfect predi-
cate and prepositional phrase agents elsewhere (e.g., Kithner & Gerth 1898: 422;
Schwyzer 1988: 149-150; Smyth 1956: §§1488, 1490; George 2005: 1, 78). So in
example (1a), the perfect passive predicate cupféBAntar ‘has been calculated’
co-occurs with the dative agent pot ‘by me’. In (1b), the prepositional phrase
agent U6 ged ‘by you’ is conditioned by the present imperfective éocoobtat ‘is
bested’2

2 The correlation between dative agents and perfect aspect suggests prima facie that classi-
cal Greek may not be a strict accusative-alignment language. Malchukov & Hoop (2o011: 41)
mention a few languages in which non-accusative patterns are found in the perfect. How-
ever, there is no evidence in Greek (e.g., on the basis of control or agreement) to suggest
that dative agents (or prepositional phrase agents, for that matter) are syntactic subjects.
There is therefore no reason to doubt that Greek is a nominative-accusative language. Farther
afield, attempts to reconstruct ergative alignment to Proto-Indo-European or Pre-Proto-Indo-
European have failed (pace, e.g., Bavant 2008; Willi 2018).
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FIGURE 3  The frequency distribution of passive agent marking according to
predicate in Herodotus
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8 GOLDSTEIN

Although grammatical aspect plays an important role in the realization of
the passive agents, it is not the whole story, since counterexamples occur in
both directions:

(3) Counterexamples
a. PP-agent with perfect

é€eAndauévos e Umd tod
banish.PTCP.PRF.MED.NOM.SG CONJ by DEF.ART.GEN.SG
TaTeds

father.GEN.SG
‘And having been banished by my father, I ...” (Hdt. 1.35.3)

b. Dative agent with non-perfect (perfective)

(opvdevtay 0é-opt lp@v
establish.PTCP.AOR.PASS.GEN.PL PTCL-3PL.DAT temple.GEN.PL
Eetviedy

foreign.GEN.PL
‘After foreign temples had been established by them ..." (Hdt. 1.172.2)

The traditional account predicts a dative agent in example (3a) on account of
the perfect passive participle éE&eAplapévog ‘having been banished'. In example
(3b), a prepositional phrase agent is predicted with the aorist passive participle
1dpubévtwv ‘established’.

To improve empirical coverage, subsequent research has attempted to iden-
tify the factors beyond aspect that influence the realization of the agent phrase.
George (2005), for instance, argues that in addition to aspect, the pronominal-
ity of the agent phrase, the animacy of the patient, and the finiteness of the
passive predicate all play a role in the selection of passive agents. In addition,
George attempts to motivate differential agent marking in classical Greek by
arguing that prepositional phrase agents are used when the dative case alone
is insufficient to discriminate between the agent and the patient. This happens
in particular when the agent and the patient are animate, since both partici-
pants are plausible candidates for the agent. In such a context, a prepositional
phrase is therefore used as an unequivocal signal of agency.

George’s model is a decided improvement on the traditional account, but
is not without its own problems. For one, his account predicts an association
between dative agents and participial predicates, but examination of a wider
swath of data reveals that such an association is at best questionable. Another
issue is that the determinants of passive agent realization identified by George
(2005) are not all of equal importance: some have a greater association with a
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A MULTIFACTORIAL ANALYSIS OF DIFFERENTIAL AGENT MARKING 9

particular form of passive agent than others. George, however, lacks a method
for assessing the relative importance of the factors that contribute to the real-
ization of passive agents.

11 A new approach

Building on insights from differential marking in the typological and theoret-
ical literature (e.g., Bossong 1985; Bossong 1991; Aissen 2003), I pursue a novel
analysis at the heart of which is the relationship between semantic role and
referential prominence (Haspelmath 2021). Arguments with a highly ranked
semantic role (such as an agent) usually exhibit more referential prominence
(e.g., they are definite). Lower-ranked arguments (such as patients) tend in turn
to be less referentially prominent (e.g., they are indefinite). When these role-
reference associations obtain, the passive agent in Herodotus is more likely to
be realized with a case marker (i.e., as a dative agent). When they do not obtain,
the passive agent is more likely to be realized with both a case marker and a
prepositional phrase (i.e., as a prepositional phrase agent). In other words, the
shorter coding of passive agents predominates among clauses exhibiting typ-
ical role-reference associations and the longer coding in clauses that deviate
from these associations.

The crucial question for my approach is what constitutes referential promi-
nence and I argue for the importance of the following four factors: grammatical
aspect, patient animacy, agent nominality, and the prosodic realization of the
agent. The first three factors are adopted from the traditional account and the
work of George (2005). The final factor is not only new, but also turns out
to be the most important predictor of passive agent realization. The associa-
tion between enclitic pronouns and dative agents is stronger than any other
factor—including that of perfect aspect.

As mentioned in the previous section, assessing the strength of predictor
variables is difficult without quantitative data (Gries 2003: 46), which has only
played a minor role in previous studies of differential agent marking in Greek.
In my analysis, quantitative data plays a central role. I offer the first multifacto-
rial account of passive agent realization in Herodotus using Bayesian mixed-
effects logistic regression (for a similar approach to linguistic variation, see,
e.g., Bresnan et al. 2007; Wolk et al. 2013; Brookes 2014).3 Regression modeling
casts the alternation between dative and prepositional phrase agents in a new
light, in as much their variation is far more restricted than previously thought.

3 All analyses were carried out in R version 4.0.3 (R Core Team 2019). Bayesian models were
created in the Stan computational framework (http://mc-stan.org/) with the package brms
(Biirkner 2017).
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10 GOLDSTEIN

In most contexts, a dative or prepositional phrase agent is all but guaranteed.
There is only a handful of situations in which the realization of passive agents
can legitimately be characterized as variable.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. Section 2 takes up two
preliminary questions, including that of whether the dative phrases in example
(1) above should be considered agents at all. Section 3 introduces the dataset,
variables, and methods used in this study. Section 4 presents a regression anal-
ysis of the traditional model of passive agent realization. Section 5 then investi-
gates the expanded model of George (2005). In Section 6, I proffer a new model
of passive agent realization based on canonical associations between seman-
tic role and referential prominence (Haspelmath 2021). Model comparison in
Section 7 demonstrates that the proposed model is superior to the previous
models. Section 8 brings the paper to a close with concluding remarks.

2 Preliminary issues

The following two questions have been discussed extensively in the literature
and therefore need to be addressed before embarking upon the analysis itself:

(4) Preliminary questions
a. Can the dative case encode the agent semantic role?
b. Should dative participants that co-occur with deontic modal forma-
tions in -téo-/-t6- be investigated alongside dative agents in examples
(1) and (3) above?

I discuss each of these questions in turn.

2.1 The semantic roles of datives in ancient Greek

Cross-linguistically, the idea of datives as agents may seem prima facie odd,*
given that they are often associated with recipients and goals. Greek differs
from other archaic Indo-European languages in that its dative is the prod-
uct of a diachronic syncretism of three earlier cases: the dative, the loca-
tive, and the instrumental (Kithner & Gerth 1898: 404—405; Green 1913: 18-19,
21-23; Petersen 1918a; Petersen 1918b; Luraghi 1987: 362, 365; Calabrese 2008:

4 Agents of passive predicates in Japanese are marked with the dative, but their distribution
appears to bear no resemblance to the distribution of dative agents in Greek (see Ishizuka
2012:120).

JOURNAL OF GREEK LINGUISTIGS. 24(2928) 35570z 57 240

via free access



A MULTIFACTORIAL ANALYSIS OF DIFFERENTIAL AGENT MARKING 11

165). As a result, it encodes a wide range of semantic roles, including recip-
ient (Smyth 1956: §§1469-1470); possessor (Smyth 1956: §§1476-1480); loca-
tive (Smyth 1956: § §1530-1538); experiencer (Smyth 1956: § §1495-1496, Kriiger
2003: §2.48.4.2D, 2.48.12.2, 2.48.15.2); and benefactive (Smyth 1956: §§1481—
1486). On account of this diversity, scholars have often doubted whether the
dative can actually encode the agent semantic role. One common view inter-
prets dative agents as benefactive agents (on which, see Yamashita Smith 2005;
Yamashita Smith 2010; Zaniga & Kittild 2010) or as so-called datives of interest
(e.g., Kithner & Gerth 1898: 422; Green 1913: § 9o; Smyth 1956: §1488; George
2005: 78).5 Wackernagel (2009: 190) writes that “It [= the dative case, DMG] is
not however a form which serves straightforwardly to denote the agent as such,
but rather it indicates that the action of the verb is performed in someone’s
interests.” He offers the following example in support of his assertion:

(5) énmetdy ané te @Y Eoywy xotl
after from CONJ DEF.ART.GEN.PL deed.GEN.PL CON]J
@Y Abywvy TOPETHEVATTO
DEF.ART.GEN.PL word.GEN.PL prepare.3SG.PLPF.MED.IND
dugotepoLs
both.pAT.PL

‘After arrangements had been made by both sides as to actions and
words ...’ (Thuc. 4.67.1)

Although the sentence is translated with the passive agent phrase ‘by both
sides’, Wackernagel (2009:190) argues that dugotépoig actually means ‘for them.
He appears to be suggesting that the dative participant in example (5) is a
benefactive agent, that is, the dative participant benefits from the event or its
outcome. There are two problems with such a view (cf. Green 1913: § 73; Gold-
stein 2019: 76). The first is that even if the dative participants in examples such
as (5) could be shown to be benefactive agents, they would still be agents. The
presence of benefactive semantics does not undermine the agent status of the
dative participant. The second problem is that it is anything but clear how
general such a benefactive sense actually is. It could be the case that Wacker-
nagel’s analysis of example (5) is correct, but his claim extends well beyond this

5 Attempts such as these essentially treat dative agents as non-canonical agents. These are par-
ticipants that are agents but exhibit less agentivity than canonical agents, because they do
not meet one or more of the proto-agent properties in Table 1 (see further Yamashita Smith
2005; Kittild 2005; Ganenkov et al. 2008; Forker 2013).
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12 GOLDSTEIN

passage and amounts to the addition of a phrase such as ‘for him/her/them’ or
‘in his/her/their interest’ to all clauses with a dative agent. The data examined
in this study do not support such a claim, so I am skeptical of the view that
dative agents are at heart benefactive (or malefactive) agents.

Other types of non-canonical agency include involuntary agency, which is
illustrated in the following examples from Agul (Lezgic, Caucasian; Ganenkov
et al. 2008:177):

(6) a. bawa nek atuzu-ne
mother.ERG milk.ABS pour.out-PST
‘Mother poured out the milk.

b. baw.a-f-as nek atuzu-ne
mother-AD-ELAT milk.ABS pour.out-PST
‘Mother accidentally spilled the milk.

In example (6a), the ergative argument bawa ‘mother’ is a canonical agent
who acts on her own volition. In example (6b), however, the adelative adjunct
bawafas ‘mother’ is an involuntary participant in the event. There is no evi-
dence to support the view that the classical Greek dative marks attenuated
agents of this type. Minimal pairs such as that in example (6) are not attested
in Herodotus, for instance (cf. George 2005: 79).

The discussion of how agentive dative participants are has often been con-
ducted in the absence of explicit criteria for agenthood. Table 1 presents the
properties of proto-agents and proto-patients proposed by Dowty (1991: 572).
Dative agents deserve the status of canonical agents because they routinely ful-
fill most of the proto-agent criteria (Goldstein 2019: 76—-80):

(7) a. mpog 0¢ oG "EMnyvdg-apt oxifpig
for PTCL DEF.ART.ACC.PL Greek.ACC.PL-3PL.DAT pretextNOM.SG
ememolyo.

make.3SG.PLPF.MED.IND
‘A pretext had been prepared by them for the Greeks. (Hdt. 7.168.4)

b. énel  Jé-opt TAVTES XATETTOWVTO,
When PTCL-3PL.DAT all.NOM.PL slay.3PL.PLPF.MED.IND
0 {pov
DEF.ART.ACC.SG sacred.precinct.ACC.SG
TuAyoavtes gvémpnoay
plunder.PTCP.AOR.ACT.NOM.PL set.fire.to.3PL.AOR.IND.ACT
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A MULTIFACTORIAL ANALYSIS OF DIFFERENTIAL AGENT MARKING 13

TABLE 1 Proto-agent and proto-patient entailments

Proto-agent entailments Proto-patient entailments

Volitional involvement in the event ~ Undergoes change of state

or state
Sentience (and/or perception) Incremental theme
Causing an event or change of state in Causally affected by another partici-
another participant pant
Stationary relative to movement of =~ Movement (relative to the position of
another participant another participant)
(Exists independently of the event (Does not exist independently of the
named by the verb) event, or not at all)

ndoay ™y dxpémodry.

entire.ACC.SG DEF.ART.ACC.SG acropolis.ACC.SG

‘When (the suppliants) had all been slain by them, (the Persians) plun-
dered the sacred precinct and set fire to the entire acropolis. (Hdt.
8.53.2)

In example (7a), the agent is sentient, acts on its own volition, and brings about
a change of state, namely the creation of an excuse. In example (7b), the dative
agent again has the properties of sentience and volition. This time, however,
the change that the agent effects in the world is far more forceful than the one
in the preceding example. There is nothing about the intentional slaughter of
suppliants that suggests attenuated agency.

Finally, dative agents can be used with agent-oriented adverbs (on which,
see Pifién 2009; Pifién 2010):

(8) roooy 0¢  ovdév-oi xaxds
less.ACC.SG PTCL nothing.ACC.SG-3SG.DAT poorly.ADV
BeBoiAevtar.

plan.3SG.PRF.MED.IND
‘No less poorly has it been planned by him. (Hdt. 7.10.3.2; cf. 1.112.3)

The adverb xaxdg ‘poorly’ evaluates the success of the event of planning by
the pronominal agent. Were this a benefactive dative, it would mean that the
dative participant benefited from the event of poor planning. Were it an expe-
riencer dative, it would mean that in the view of the dative participant there
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14 GOLDSTEIN

was an event of poor planning. There is no evidence to support either of these
readings.

2.2 Datives with deontic modals

In their presentations of dative agents, Jannaris (1897: §1365) and Smyth (1956:
§1488) group the dative agents presented in examples (1) and (3) above with
those that co-occur with deontic modal predicates -téo-/-té- (on which, see
Green 1913: 65—70; Schwyzer 1988: 150.1; Hettrich 1990: 64-67; cf. Ganenkov et
al. 2008:185-186; Forker 2013: 37-38):6

(9) Deontic modal predicates with dative agent

mply T Qv uédov

before INDF.PRO.ACC.SG PTCL greater.ACC.SG

ééepydoacdal Hy ITépaag xoov,
accomplish.INF.AORMED 35G.ACC Persian.ACC.PL harm.ACC.SG
xatadapuntéos Fox nuly
must.be.punished. NOM.SG be.3SG.PRES.IND.ACT 1PL.DAT
Savdrwt.

death.DAT.SG
‘Before (Oroetes) does the Persians greater harm, he must be punished by
us with death. (Hdt. 3.127.3)

The dative pronoun nuiv ‘by us’ is the locus of an obligation to carry out the
event described by the predicate.

There are four reasons why I have not included examples of this type in the
present study (Goldstein 2019: 73—74). First and foremost, the dative partici-
pants that co-occur with deontic modal predicates never alternate with prepo-
sitional phrase agents. In this respect, they differ from the passive agents in

6 Danesi et al. (2017) argue that the deontic construction in examples such as (g) is not a
passive, but rather a low-transitivity subconstruction of a more general oblique subject con-
struction. Detailed examination of their claims would take us too far afield, so I will limit
myself to a few observations. Danesi et al. (2017) are right about the low transitivity of the
predicates in example (9), but this fact in itself does not entail that they lack agents. In addi-
tion, it remains to be demonstrated that the dative phrases are actually subjects. Finally, the
assertion (Danesi et al. 2017: 148) that deontic modality is not attributable to any specific
lexical item in examples such as (9) is at odds with the facts, since the deontic meaning
is associated with the suffix -téo-/-t6-. Consequently, there is no reason to think that the
semantics is non-compositional or that modality has to be attributed to the construction as
awhole.

JOURNAL OF GREEK LINGUISTIGS. 24(2928) 35570z 57 240

via free access



A MULTIFACTORIAL ANALYSIS OF DIFFERENTIAL AGENT MARKING 15

example (1) above. Second, dative participants such as yuiv in example (9) dif-
fer from canonical agents in that they are subject to an external obligation. As
Table 1 shows, volitional involvement in an event is one of the signal properties
of agenthood. Third, the dative participant of the modal predicate in example
(9) has not actually carried out the event described by the predicate. So in this
respect too it is not a true agent. Indeed, the dative participant in examples
such as (9) is an experiencer. Finally, the use of the dative in examples such as
(9) antedates the development of the Hellenic clade (or dialect continuum),
since this use of the dative is also found in Latin and Indo-Iranian:

(10) Deontic modal predicates with dative experiencers

a. Latin
discrucior quia ab  domo
be.distressed.1SG.PRES.PASS.IND because from home.ABL.SG
abeundum est mihi.

must.leave.GNDV.NOM.SG be.3SG.PRES.IND.ACT 1SG.DAT
‘T am distressed because I must leave home.” (Plaut. Aul. 105)

b. Vedic Sanskrit

yd stotfbhyo havyo
REL.NOM.SG singer.DAT.PL to.be.invoked.NOM.SG
sti yaman

be.3SG.PRES.IND.ACT sacrifice.LOC.SG
‘He who is to be invoked by (the) singers at the sacrifice. (RV1.33.2d)

This use of the dative case antedates Greek, but the use of the dative to mark
passive agents in the context of perfect predicates is a different matter alto-
gether. Although dative agents with non-modal predicates do show up outside
of Greek (e.g., Green 1913; Jamison 1979a; Jamison 1979b), the distributional pat-
tern in example (1) is found in no other archaic Indo-European language. In all
likelihood, this pattern is an inner-Greek phenomenon that emerged only after
perfects came to be used passively. The distinct diachronic profiles of the two
dative constructions in examples (1) and (9) above buttress the point that syn-
chronically these constructions cannot be equated (for more on the diachrony
of the Greek dative, see Goldstein 2019: 81-87).
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16 GOLDSTEIN
3 Data and methods

3.1 Corpus

Previous studies of differential agent marking in Greek have relied on relatively
limited samples of data. The present study is the first to investigate the entirety
of Herodotus’ Histories, a corpus of 188,809 tokens. The analyses in Sections 4-6
below are based on 585 observations of passive predicates with an overt passive
agent.” George (2005: 2—19, 91 . 23) notes that it is sometimes no trivial matter
to decide what constitutes a passive predicate. In this section, I highlight a few
of the decisions that were made in creating the dataset.

Ancient Greek distinguishes three voices: active, middle, and passive. In the
aorist and the future, the active, middle, and passive are inflectionally distinct.
Elsewhere, however, the middle and passive are indistinguishable. In the fol-
lowing example, for instance, meifecbat can be parsed as a middle infinitive
‘obey, comply, believe’ or as a passive infinitive ‘be persuaded’:

(11) Tdyy, o0 yap o€ doxew
Gyges.vOC.SG NEG for 25G.ACC thinkiSG.PRES.IND.ACT
netSecaizpot Aéyovtt Tepl
persuade.INF.PRES.MED-1SG.DAT say.PTCP.ACT.DAT.SG about
700 eideo¢ (/i yuvauxsg.
DEF.ART.GEN.SG beauty.GEN.SG DEF.ART.GEN.SG wife.GEN.SG
Middle reading: ‘Gyges, I don’t think you believe me in what I say about
the beauty of my wife
Passive reading: ‘Gyges, I don't think you are persuaded by me in what I
say about the beauty of my wife. (Hdt. 1.8.2)

The middle reading fits the context better, so this passage is not included in my
dataset. In fact, I found no example of me{beafat in Herodotus with a compelling
interpretation as a passive.

A second issue concerns the polysemy of the dative. As noted in Section
2.1 above, the dative can encode a range of semantic roles in Greek, including
instrument, experiencer, and agent. As a result, it can be difficult to distinguish
agents from instruments, especially when the referent is inanimate. I therefore
excluded from consideration as passive agents all inanimate referents (e.g., Hdt.
1.34.2). Even among animate referents the question of instrument versus agent
arises:

7 1 gratefully acknowledge the critical assistance of Chengzhi Zhang, Silvio Curtis, and espe-
cially Anahita Hoose in coding the data.
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A MULTIFACTORIAL ANALYSIS OF DIFFERENTIAL AGENT MARKING 17

(12) uijros uév  mAdov dpéauévar Ex
length.Acc.sG PTCL voyage.GEN.SG begin.PTCP.FUT.ACT.DAT.SG from
Huyol dtexmAdaat & Ty
inland.creek.GEN.SG sail.out.from.INF.AORACT into DEF.ART.ACC.SG
ebpeay Sddagoay  Huépat avauaiuodvrat
wide.ACC.SG sea.ACC.SG dayNOM.PL spend.3PL.PRES.MED.IND
TETTEPAXOVTA ELPETINL XPEWUEVWL.
forty rowing.DAT.SG use.PTCP.PRES.MED.DAT.SG
Dative agent reading: ‘As for the length of the journey, forty days are con-
sumed by one beginning to sail on a ship with oars from an inland creek
into the wide sea.

Dative experiencer reading: ‘As for the length of the journey, for one
beginning to sail on a ship with oars from an inland creek into the wide
sea forty days are consumed.’ (Hdt. 2.11.2)

In both translations, the predicate dvatoipodvrat is interpreted passively as ‘be
consumed’. The difference between them lies in the interpretation of the bold-
face dative noun phrase. In the first translation, it is interpreted as a passive
agent, ‘by one beginning to sail on a ship with oars’. In the second, it is inter-
preted as an experiencer dative, ‘for one beginning to sail on a ship with oars’.
I follow the latter interpretation, because the dative participant does not con-
trol the length of the journey. Examples such as this one are accordingly not
included in the dataset.

Conjoined predicates occurring with a single passive agent were treated as
two observations if the agent was interpreted with both predicates:

(13) ... éoowdnaay Umo TV DPwxcwy
defeat.3PL.AOR.PASS.IND by DEF.ART.GEN.PL Phocaean.GEN.PL
xal  meptépInaay TPy Eas.

CcONJ handle.3PL.AOR.PASS.IND roughly.ADv
‘... They were defeated by the Phocaeans and treated roughly. (Hdt.
8.27.2)

Since the phrase 076 té&v Pwxéwv by the Phocaeans’ is the agent of both éoaw-
Bnoav ‘were defeated’ and mepiépdnoav ‘were handled, this example is listed in
the dataset as though the agent phrase occurred once with each predicate.

Finally, morphologically active verbs that are semantically passive and co-
occur with an overt dative or prepositional phrase agent are included in the
dataset (George 2005: 7 n.16):
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18 GOLDSTEIN

(14) dmodvijioxet 0¢  Mapddviog O
die.3SG.PRES.ACT.IND PTCL Mardonius.NOM.SG by
Aepvijorov avdpds év Xmdptyt Aoyiuov.

Aeimnestes.GEN.SG man.GEN.SG in Sparta.DAT.SG noble.GEN.SG
‘Mardonius was killed in Sparta by Aeimnestes a noble man.’ (Hdt. 9.64.2)

Despite the active morphology of dmowioxey, it has a passive interpretation
(‘was killed’) and its agent is realized by the prepositional phrase 4md Aetpvy-
aTovu Gvdpds ... Aoyinou ‘by Aemnestes a noble man'’. It is therefore included in my
dataset. Other examples of this kind include aAdvta ‘having been taken captive’
at Hdt. 8.105.1 and dmobavelv ‘was killed’ at Hdt. 9.75.1.

3.2 Bayesian statistics and regression modeling

One of the central claims of this paper is that differential agent marking in
Herodotus is conditioned not by a single factor, but by a constellation of factors.
To evaluate the contribution of various determinants to the realization of pas-
sive agents, I use Bayesian mixed-effects logistic regression, which is currently
considered the gold standard in corpus linguistics (Barth & Kapatsinski 2018:
100).8 Logistic regression models the probability of a dichotomous response
variable as a function of one or more predictor variables. In this study, the
response variable is the passive agent phrase, that is, whether it occurs in the
dative case or as a prepositional phrase. The predictor variables are introduced
in Table 2.

Logistic regression models without random effects assume that every obser-
vation is independent, an assumption that the data under investigation violate.
Indeed, most corpus data violate this assumption (cf. George 2005: 88; Gries
2015: 99, 111). In my dataset, for instance, many of the observed passive agent
phrases co-occur with the same verbal predicate. To handle this dependency,
there is an intercept for each of the 197 unique predicates in the dataset. These
varying intercepts also allow for the possibility of lexically specific effects in the
realization of passive agents.®

The basic idea behind Bayesian inference is to evaluate how much evidence
there is for a hypothesis given the observable data (Nicenboim & Vasishth 2016:
592). The probability of a hypothesis is calculated with Bayes’ Theorem:

pwlo) - p(6)
9 =
POy) p(y)

8 For more on logistic regression, see Agresti 2013.
9 Analyses with both varying intercepts and varying slopes were also carried out, but these did
not perform as well as the models with only varying intercepts.
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A MULTIFACTORIAL ANALYSIS OF DIFFERENTIAL AGENT MARKING 19

Bayes’ Theorem enables us to calculate the probability of an unobserved
parameter 0 (such as a regression coefficient) given a set of observed data y.
p(0ly) is known as the posterior probability and is calculated by multiplying
the likelihood of the data p(y|0) by its prior probability p(8) and then dividing
by the marginal likelihood p (). A t-distribution with three degrees of freedom,
alocation of o, and a scale parameter of 2.5 was used as the prior distribution
for the regression coefficients. In most real-world applications of Bayes’ Theo-
rem, the posterior probability cannot be computed analytically. To circumvent
this issue, I use Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) methods to sample from
the posterior distribution. For each analysis in Sections 4 through 6, six chains
were run for twenty thousand generations each with a burn-in of four thou-
sand generations. Convergence was confirmed by visual autopsy of the MCMC
traces.

3.3 Factors investigated

The variables investigated in this study are presented in Table 2. Each row
presents a factor along with its levels (with reference levels listed first). The
first variable, agent realization, is the dependent variable and registers the
realization of a passive agent phrase with a dative case or a prepositional
phrase. All prepositional phrase agents were included and not simply those
headed by 0mé.1 Variables two through six are the predictor variables. For
variable two, the grammatical aspect of each passive verbal predicate with an
overt agent expression was recorded as either perfect or non-perfect (a cate-
gory that encompasses imperfectives and perfectives). Variable three registers
patient animacy: inanimate patients were coded as INANIMATE and partici-
pants higher on the agency hierarchy were coded as ANIMATE. Variables four
and five refer to the morphological and prosodic status of the agent phrase.
Variable four registers the nominality of the agent, with its two levels distin-
guishing personal pronouns and nominal agents. In variable five, nominality
and prosody are entwined. The following levels are used: NON.PRONOMINAL
(for an agent that is a not a personal pronoun), STRESSED.PRO (for a passive
agent that is a stressed personal pronoun), and ENCLITIC.PRO (for a passive
agent that is an enclitic personal pronoun). Since variables four and five over-
lap, they do not co-occur in the models below. Variable six distinguishes par-
ticipial and non-participial passive predicates, which encompass finite, infini-
tive, and periphrastic verb forms.

10  For an investigation of the differences between the various prepositions among preposi-
tional phrase agents, see George 2005: 103—211.
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20 GOLDSTEIN

TABLE 2 Factors investigated

Number Factor Levels Status

1 Agent phrase PP, DATIVE Dependent

2 Perfect aspect NON.PERFECT, PERFECT Independent

3 Patient animacy ANIMATE, INANIMATE Independent

4 Agent nominality PRONOUN, NOUN Independent

5 Agent nominality NON.PRONOMINAL, STRESSED.PRO, Independent
and prosody ENCLITIC.PRO

6 Predicate morphology NON.PARTICIPLE, PARTICIPLE Independent

4 The traditional model

As discussed above in Section 1, it has long been known that perfect aspect
is an important factor in the realization of passive agents. The semantics of
the Greek perfect are notoriously complex (e.g., Wackernagel 1904; Chantraine
1927; Haspelmath 1992; Haug 2008; Bentein 2014). A full treatment of its seman-
tics would take us too far afield, so I will limit myself to highlighting one partic-
ular reading of the perfect passive, the resultative. Resultative readings of the
Greek perfect exhibit two signal properties. First, they entail a past event of the
type denoted by the predicate. Second, the resultant state of the event holds at
reference time (i.e., the time used to determine whether the proposition is true
or false). The following pair of examples illustrates these properties:

(15) Resultative perfects

a. dg=opl 1] Bélea
when-3PL.DAT DEF.ART.NOM.PL arrow.NOM.PL
géeretéfevto

shoot.off.3SG.PLPF.MED.IND
‘When the arrows had been shot off by them ...” (Hdt. 1.214.2)

b. imo tod ood SodAov .. G0
by DEF.ART.GEN.SG 2SG.POSS.GEN slave.GEN.SG  S0.ADV
meptuBplopeda.

insult.1PL.PRF.MED.IND
‘We have been so insulted by your slave.’ (Hdt. 1.114.5)
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FIGURE 4 Grammatical aspect and passive agent expression

In example (15a), the pluperfect passive é&etetééeuto ‘had been shot off’
entails not only past events of shooting arrows, but also that the arrows are
gone at the reference time of the narrative. Likewise, in example (15b), the per-
fect passive mepuPpiopeda ‘we have been insulted’ entails that the subject is
insulted at the time of the utterance as the result of a past insult. In both exam-
ples, the patient undergoes a change of state, a property that is common among
perfect passives cross-linguistically. In fact, Comrie (1976: 86) writes that “The
perfect passive is precisely that form which predicates a change of state to the
object of an action.” This is an important point and one that I will return to in
Section 6.5 below. Figure 4 presents the frequency distribution of passive agent
realization according to grammatical aspect. This distribution makes clear the
motivation for the traditional analysis, since perfect predicates co-occur far
more often with dative agents than non-perfect predicates (i.e., imperfective
or perfective predicates).

4.1 Regression analysis

To test the traditional model, a Bayesian mixed-effects logistic regression anal-
ysis was carried out in which the dependent variable was the realization of the
passive agent phrase and the sole predictor variable was perfect aspect. The
estimates of this model are summarized in Table 3, which presents the mean,
standard error (SE), and lower and upper bounds of the 95% credible interval
(CI) of the posterior distribution for each parameter. The estimate for the inter-
cept is the log odds of a dative agent given the reference level of the predictor
variables. In this model, the only predictor variable is grammatical aspect and
its reference level is non-perfect (i.e., imperfective or perfective) aspect. The
estimated coefficients, which are also in log odds, measure the effect that each
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TABLE 3 Estimated coeffecients of the traditional model

Agent phrase ~ Perfect + (1|Predicate)

Term Estimate SE CI-low CI-high
Fixed effects
Intercept -5.16 0.68 -6.61 —3.97
Perfect Aspect 6.05 0.69 4.82 7.52

Random effects

Predicates (n = 197)
Standard deviation of varying intercepts ~ 3.58 0.64 248  4.98
ICC 0.80

fixed effect has on the expression of the passive agent phrase compared to its
reference level.

The positive value for the estimate of perfect aspect means that this property
increases the probability of a dative agent. The 95% credible interval for this
estimate is (4.82, 7.52), so we can be 95% confident that the true value of the
parameter lies within this range. The negative value of the intercept indicates
that prepositional phrase agents are predicted on average when the predicate
is not a perfect passive.

Log odds are difficult to interpret directly, so we can instead use the pre-
dicted probabilities of the model to understand the strength of the predictor
variables. Figure 5 presents box plots of the predicted probabilities of the tradi-
tional model according to grammatical aspect. (Jitter is added to the graphs to
reveal the quantity of observations with the same predicted probability.) When
the passive predicate is perfect, the median predicted probability of a dative
agent is well above 0.75, but when the passive predicate is not perfect, it plum-
mets to less than o.1. The results of the regression analysis thus agree with the
traditional account in as much there is a strong association between perfect
aspect and dative agents.

The standard deviation of the varying intercepts reflects the amount of
variability among the intercepts for lexical items." The intra-class correlation

11 There does not appear to be any correlation between the value of the intercept and the
semantics of the verb. Plots with the values of the varying intercepts can be found in the
supplementary files.
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FIGURE 5 The predicted probabilities of dative agents according to
the traditional model

coefficient (ICC) is often used to interpret this variation. The ICC measures
how homogeneous the realization of agent phrases is for each lexical item and
ranges in value from zero to one. An ICC of zero would mean that passive agent
realization does not depend on lexeme at all. An ICC of one would entail that
for each predicate the realization of passive agents was uniform. The ICC of
the traditional model is 0.8.12 Such a high ICC value suggests that passive agent
realization is strongly correlated within each lexeme. The ICC s so high at least
in part because more than half of the predicates in the dataset (106 out of 197,
to be exact) only occur once and therefore exhibit no variation.

4.2 Problems with the traditional model

The traditional account predicts that dative agents co-occur with perfect pred-
icates and that prepositional phrase agents do not. The distribution in Figure
4 makes the empirical inadequacy of this analysis manifest. Although most
dative agents do indeed co-occur with perfect predicates, there is no short-
age of prepositional phrase agents that co-occur with perfect predicates (as
illustrated by example 3a above). In short, perfect aspect is an important fac-
tor in the realization of passive agents, but it is not the sole determinant. The
models presented in Sections 5 and 6 acknowledge the importance of gram-

12 The ICC of the null model (i.e., a model with no predictor variables) is 0.84.
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matical aspect, but at the same time contend that differential agent marking in
Herodotus is more complex than the traditional account allows.

5

The model of George 2005

In the most detailed and sophisticated analysis of passive agents in Greek to
date, George (2005) argues for the importance of three further factors beside
grammatical aspect: the animacy of the patient, the nominality of the agent,
and the morphology of the passive predicate. Dative agents are said to correlate
with perfect passive predicates, inanimate patients, pronominal agents, and
non-participial verb forms (George 2005: 87, 91). Prepositional phrase agents by
contrast are associated with non-perfect predicates, inanimate subjects, non-
pronominal agents, and participial verb forms.13

George subscribes to the view that the primary function of argument mark-

ing is to discriminate among arguments (cf. Comrie 1978: 379—380; Moravcsik
1978; Comrie 1989: 124-127; Aissen 2003: 437). According to this view, certain
arguments require less marking in some contexts and more marking in oth-

ers. George maintains that animacy plays a crucial role in determining when

an argument requires more or less marking. Animacy categories are ranked
according to the following scale (cf. Silverstein 1976; Dixon 1979: 85—91; Kiparsky
2008):

(16) Animacy hierarchy

15t Person Pronoun, 2nd Person Pronoun > 3rd Person Pronoun > Proper
Noun/Kinship Term > Human Noun > Animate Noun > Inanimate Noun

Participants with the highest animacy are at the left end of the scale, those with

the lowest at the right. Higher animacy correlates with a greater likelihood of
being the agent of a predicate; e.g., a personal pronoun is more likely to bear
the agent role than an inanimate noun.

13

The reader should be aware that this is strictly speaking not what George (2005: 87) claims
about the distribution of prepositional phrase agents. His claim is restricted to prepo-
sitional phrase agents headed by 0mé with perfect predicates, but on p. 88 he seems to
suggest that such agent phrases pattern with prepositional phrase agents that co-occur
with non-perfect predicates. George (2005: 88-90) also argues that adjectival and sub-
stantivized participles correlate with different realizations of passive agents. This is not a
distinction that I recorded in my dataset. So the regression analysis presented in Section
5.1 below includes the main factors that George identifies as important for the realization
of passive agents, but it does not encompass his whole account of differential agent mark-
ing (e.g., the disambiguating use of prepositional phrase agents has not been considered).
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If two participants of a passive predicate are animate and inanimate, it is
a priori clear that the animate participant will be the agent and a “relatively
ambiguous agent marker like the dative is sufficient” (George 2005: 87):

(17) Dative agent with inanimate patient
a. énelte 0é-ol dpapuxto
after PTCL-3SG.DAT dig.3SG.PLPF.MED.IND
‘After (the trench) had been dug by her ...’ (Hdt. 1.185.5)

b. d¢=opt ] Bélea
when-3PL.DAT DEF.ART.NOM.PL arrow.NOM.PL
éererdéevto

shoot.off.3SG.PLPF.MED.IND
‘When the arrows had all been shot off by by them ..." (Hdt. 1.214.2)

c. dpxeltw de  wg mowyrals
suffice.3SG.PRES.ACT.IMPV PTCL that poet.DAT.PL
elpytau

say.3SG.PRE.MED.IND
‘Let it suffice that it has been said by poets ..." (Thuc. 6.2.1)

In each of these examples, the patient is inanimate and the agent human. The
latter is realized as a dative agent, precisely as George’s account predicts.

When the agent and the patient are both animate, however, they “have equal
potential to be the agent” (George 2005: 87). A prepositional phrase is therefore
required to disambiguate their roles:

(18) Prepositional phrase agent with animate patient

a. éeAndauévos € Umd Tod
banish.PTCP.PRF.MED.NOM.SG CONJ by DEF.ART.GEN.SG
TatTpds

father.GEN.SG
‘And having been banished by my father, I ...” (Hdt. 1.35.3)

b. w6 Tod ood JodAov . WO
by DEF.ART.GEN.SG 25G.POSS.GEN slave.GEN.SG  S0.ADV
reptuBplouedar.

insult.1PL.PRF.MED.IND
‘We have been so insulted by your slave.’ (Hdt. 1.114.5)
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C. ... Vo Tod Seod Tt A€
by DEF.ART.GEN.SG god.GEN.SG DEF.ART.DAT.SG City.DAT.SG
oedéadar.

give.INF.PRF.MED
‘... [T happen] to have been given to the city by god.’ (Pl. Ap. 31a8)

d. ... &g éyw Umé-Tivog TETELTULL.
as 1SG.NOM by?INDF.PRO.GEN.SG persuade.lSG.PRF.MED.IND
.. as  have been persuaded by someone. (Pl. Phaed. 108c8)

In a similar vein, George (2005: 85-86) claims that prepositional phrase agents
are also used to avoid the morphosyntactic ambiguity that a dative agent would
have introduced:

(19) of de  xaradauBdvovres T0U¢
3PL.NOM PTCL overtake.PTCP.PRES.ACT.NOM.PL DEF.ART.ACC.PL
pebyovrag éleyoy e
fugitive.PTCP.PRES.ACT.ACC.PL tell.3PLIMPF.ACT.IND DEF.ART.ACC.PL
EvTeETaAuéVa Umo Ietarorpdrov.
order.PTCP.PRF.MED.ACC.PL by Peisistratos.GEN.SG
‘They overtook the fugitives and told them what had been ordered by Pei-
sistratus.’ (Hdt. 1.63.2)

Had 0m¢ ITewgiatpdrov ‘by Peisistratus’ been realized as a dative agent, it could
have been interpreted as the recipient argument of ta évtetaApéva, i.e., ‘what
had been issued as an order to Peisistratus’ According to George, a preposi-
tional phrase was used here to avoid this ambiguity.

5.1 Regression analysis

To test George’s model, a Bayesian mixed-effects logistic regression analysis was
carried out in which the dependent variable was the realization of the passive
agent phrase and the predictor variables were the following: perfect aspect, the
nominality of the agent, the animacy of the patient, and the morphology of
the predicate. The estimates of this model are summarized in Table 4. Figure 6
presents box plots of the predicted probabilities for each of the factors in the
model.

Three aspects of the results stand out. First, perfect aspect still holds pride
of place as the strongest determinant of agent realization. Second, agent nom-
inality and patient animacy have a clear effect on the realization of passive
agent phrases. Note, however, in Figure 6 that animate patients have a stronger
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TABLE 4  Estimated coefficients for the model of George 2005

Agent phrase ~ Perfect aspect + Patient animacy + Agent nominality + Predi-
cate morphology + (1|Predicate)

Term Estimate SE Cl-low CI-high
Fixed effects
Intercept -8.29 1.57 -11.85 -5.75
Perfect Aspect 5.68 0.99 4.02 7.87
Pronominal Agent 4.09 0.87 2.64 6.04
Inanimate Patient 3.20 0.97 1.53 5.31
Participial predicate -1.20 0.64 -248 0.03

Random effects
Predicates (n = 197)
Standard deviation of varying intercepts 3.75 0.88 229 5.75
ICC 0.81

effect on agent realization than inanimate patients. The discovery of the impor-
tance of agent nominality and patient animacy is the main achievement of
George’s study and below I adopt them in my own model. Third, the 95% credi-
ble interval for participial predicates includes zero, so this factor may well have
no impact on the realization of passive agents. Furthermore, the median pre-
dicted probabilities of dative agents in Figure 6 are low for both participial and
non-participial predicates.!*

5.2 Problems with George’s account

George’s analysis suffers from three substantial problems. First, his claim that
differential agent marking is motivated by the disambiguation of participant
roles is contradicted by the evidence. Consider, for instance, the following
examples:

14  The variance inflation factor (VIF) for each predictor variable in George’s model was cal-
culated with the R package performance (Lidecke et al. 2021). It was below 5 in each
case, which means that the correlation of the predictors is low.
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FIGURE 6 The predicted probabilities of dative agents according to the model of George 2005

(20) Inanimate patients with prepositional phrase agents

a. xal  dviuaotat

VMo TRV

CONJ name.3SG.PRF.MED.IND by DEF.ART.GEN.PL

Zupaxoaiwy

Syracusan.GEN.PL
‘And it has been named Epipolai by the Syracusans.” (Thuc. 6.96.2)

b. & dv

dtjpracto

... Emimodad.
Epipolai

U tof

from REL.GEN.PL plunder.3sG.PLPF.MED.IND by DEF.ART.GEN.SG

. oTpaTeElpaTos Xl

auta ™™

army.GEN.SG ADD selfNOM.PL DEF.ART.NOM.PL

&ida.
wood.NOM.PL
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‘From which even the wood itself had been plundered by the army’
(Xen. An. 2.2.16)

c. éuol de  tolto ... TIPOCTETAXTAU Omd
1SG.DAT PTCL DEM.NOM.SING  enjoin.3sG.PRF.MED.IND. by
00 deod.

DEF.ART.GEN.SG g0d.GEN.SG
‘This has been enjoined upon me by god.’ (Pl. Ap. 33¢c)

In each case, the patient of the passive predicate is inanimate and the agent ani-
mate. This is precisely the context in which George’s analysis predicts a dative
agent, since the differences in animacy should leave no doubt as to which par-
ticipant is the agent.

If Greek were as sensitive to the potential ambiguity of dative noun phrases
as George claims, it is hard to understand how an example such as the follow-
ing—with two dative noun phrases—was possible:

(21) aMa yap &  todg ToAguiovg Tt
but for into DEF.ART.ACC.PL enemy.ACC.PL DEF.ART.DAT.SG
Sedt elpriadat 0 XPnaTiptov
god.DAT.SG speak.INF.PRF.MED DEF.ART.NOM.SG oracle.NOM.SG
cvMauBdvovr xota 0
interpret.PTCP.PRES.ACT.DAT.SG according.to DEF.ART.ACC.SG
dpdov, aM’ olx & Adnvaiovs.

correct.ACC.SG but NEG into Athenian.AccC.pL

‘For one interpreting (the oracle) correctly, it has been spoken by god
not in regard to the Athenians, but in regard to their enemies. (Hdt.
7.143.2)

The dative cuMaupBdvovtt ‘for one interpreting’ is an experiencer adjunct, which
co-occurs with the dative agent té1 8eidt ‘the god'. George’s account predicts that
a prepositional phrase agent would have been used here to clarify the semantic
roles of the dative noun phrases.

A second problem is that certain aspects of George’s analysis lack motiva-
tion. For instance, he argues on p. 87 that dative agents preponderate in clauses
with pronominal agents and inanimate patients because there is no need for
the disambiguating force of a prepositional phrase agent in such a context.
But why are prepositional phrase agents regarded as unequivocal markers of
agency in the first place? Given that 06 can also encode other semantic roles,
it is unclear why it has this privileged status.
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Finally, the motivation that George offers for the factors in his analysis lacks
coherence. Patient animacy and agent nominality correlate with dative agents
because they provide cues to the semantic roles of the participants, but why
should perfect passive predicates be associated with dative agents? George’s
account seems to entail that in this context there is less of a need to disam-
biguate the agent phrase (since the dative is alleged to be a relatively ambigu-
ous marker of agency), but why this should be the case is anything but clear. In
fact, George does not pursue this line of analysis, but instead claims that the
motivation for the association between perfect aspect and dative agents is a
historical artifact (p. 102): “The anomalous use of the dative of agent with the
perfect first arose because the perfect expressed a state rather than an action.”
I have argued elsewhere that this claim is untenable (Goldstein 2019: 84-87),
but my point here is less about the motivation for the association between
perfect aspect and dative agents and more about the relationships among the
factors that George argues for. Differential agent marking in Greek cannot sim-
ply be a matter of participant-role disambiguation, since that alone does not
account for the association between dative agents and perfect passive predi-

cates.
6 A new approach
6.1 Canonical role-reference associations

In this section, I present a new analysis of differential agent marking that not
only achieves better empirical coverage but also provides coherent motivation
for the grammatical factors that influence the realization of passive agents.
The point of departure for my analysis is the insight that differential argument
marking is conditioned by the relationship between semantic role and refer-
ential prominence (e.g., Bossong 1985; Bossong 1991; Aissen 2003). Haspelmath
(2021: 7) identifies the following associations for agents and patients:

(22) Single-argument association tendencies
a. Agents tend to be referentially prominent.
b. Patients tend to be referentially non-prominent.

Referential prominence encompasses a range of properties including animacy,
definiteness, and person. (This topic is discussed in greater detail in the next
section.) According to the following two universals, deviations from the usual
associations of role rank and referential prominence result in more grammati-
cal coding:
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(23) The role-reference association universal (Haspelmath 2021: 3)
Deviations from the usual associations of role rank and referential promi-
nence tend to be coded by longer grammatical forms if the coding is
asymmetric.

(24) The single-argument flagging universal (Haspelmath 2021: 9)
If a language has an asymmetric single-argument flagging split depend-
ing on some prominence scale, then the coding is longer for promi-
nent patient/theme-arguments or for non-prominent agent/recipient-
arguments.

The passive agent alternation in Herodotus illustrates both of these universals.
Referentially prominent agents and referentially non-prominent patients favor
dative agents. By contrast, referentially non-prominent agents and prominent
patients favor prepositional phrase agents. Passive agent phrases that deviate
from the usual associations of semantic role and referential prominence thus
receive more coding, in as much as they are marked with both case and a prepo-
sition.

6.2 Referential prominence

The crucial question for my account is what constitutes referential promi-
nence. Haspelmath (2021: 5-6) himself identifies two broad categories of prom-
inence, inherent prominence and discourse prominence. To inherent promi-
nence belong properties such as the following:

(25) Inherent prominence
a. Person scale
Locuphoric (1st/2nd person) > Aliophoric (3rd person)
b. Nominality scale
Person Form (independent or index) > Full Nominal
c. Animacy scale
Human > Animate > Inanimate

These are all properties that do not depend on context. By contrast, discourse
prominence does depend on context:

(26) Discourse prominence
a. Definiteness scale
Definite > Specific Indefinite > Indefinite Nonspecific
b. Givenness scale
Discourse-Given > Discourse-New
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TABLE 5 The properties that favor prepositional phrase and dative agents in the proposed

model
Factor Dative agent Prepositional phrase agent
Agent Nominality and Prosody Enclitic Pronoun Nominal
Patient Animacy Inanimate Animate
Grammatical Aspect Perfect Imperfective, Perfective

c. Focus scale
Background > Focus

Differential agent marking in Herodotus differs from other examples of differ-
ential marking in the literature in that it is not conditioned by a single grammat-
ical factor (such as animacy or definiteness). There is instead a constellation
of factors that contribute to the realization of passive agent phrases, which
are presented in Table 5. Grammatical properties favoring dative agents are
listed in the column Dative agent; those favoring prepositional phrase agents
are listed in the column Prepositional phrase agent. The properties that favor
dative agents all involve referentially prominent agents and referentially non-
prominent patients, whereas prepositional phrase agents are found in contexts
that deviate from these associations. In the following sections, I elaborate on
each of the factors in Table 5.

6.3 Agent nominality and prosody

Asnoted in example (25b) above, agent nominality is an important component
of role-reference associations. Agents are canonically associated with a person
form, whether a pronoun or an index. The frequency distributions in Figure
7 make it clear that dative agents in Herodotus are usually pronominal while
prepositional phrase agents are predominantly nominal.

If we look more closely, however, we see that it is not only the nominality of
the agent phrase that matters, but also its prosodic realization. Most personal
pronouns in Herodotus could be realized as stressed or enclitic. (The full inven-
tory of pronouns in Herodotus is presented in Table 11 in the Appendix.) Figure
8 presents the distribution of passive agent phrases according to whether the
agent is an enclitic pronoun, stressed pronoun, or noun. Enclitic pronouns are
with only one exception restricted to dative agents.

The following examples illustrate the association between dative agents and
enclitic pronouns:

JOURNAL OF GREEK LINGUISTIGS. 24(2928) 35570z 57 240

via free access



A MULTIFACTORIAL ANALYSIS OF DIFFERENTIAL AGENT MARKING 33

300 -
2 Agent nominality
s 200 -
S B row
& PRONOUN

100 -

o I
PP DATIVE
Agent phrase

FIGURE 7 Nominality and passive agent expression
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g 00- Agent phrase
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NONPRONOMINAL ~ STRESSEDPRO  ENCLITIC.PRO
Agent nominality and prosody
FIGURE 8 Nominality, prosodic phonology, and passive agent expression
(27) Dative pronominal enclitic agents
a. @ Eelve ASyvate, 7 &
VOC.PTCL guest.vOC.SG Athenian.vOC.SG DEF.ART.NOM.SG PTCL
NMETERN gvdapovin oltw=Tot
18G.POSS.NOM good.fortune.NOM.SG 50.ADV-2SG.DAT
danéppimrat & 1
value.at.nothing.3SG.PRF.MED.IND into DEF.ART.ACC.SG
Unoey Wote  0U0E (OtwTéwy avipv
nothing.ACC.SG COMP not.even common.GEN.PL man.GEN.PL
déiovs Nueas  Emoimaag;

worthy.ACC.PL 1PL.ACC consider.2SG.AORACT.IND
‘Athenian guest, has our good fortune been so valued by you at nothing
that you consider us worthy not even of commoners?’ (Hdt. 1.32.1)
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b. tadta )7
DEM.NOM.PL PTCL DEF.ART.NOM.PL
SABLwTatd=opt vevéutaral.

most.fortunate.NOM.PL-3SG.DAT deem.3SG.PRF.MED.IND
‘This has been deemed the most fortunate (fate) by them. (Hdt. 1.216.3;
cf 1138.2)

The following examples illustrate the association between prepositional phrase
agents and stressed pronominal and nominal agents:

(28) Stressed pronominal prepositional phrase agent
yVaunt uévror  Eoaoltat Umd oed.
counsel.DAT.SG however best.3SG.PRES.MED.IND by 2SG.GEN
‘In counsel, however, he is bested by you’ (Hdt. 7.237.1)

(29) Nominal prepositional phrase agents

a. é&edydauévos e Umd tod
banish.PTCP.PRF.MED.NOM.SG CONJ by DEF.ART.GEN.SG
TaTpds

father.GEN.SG
‘And having been banished by my father, I ..." (Hdt. 1.35.3; cf. 1168,

1173.3)

b.wg ¢ dpa mdvta UEV
when PTCL see.3SG.IMPF.ACT.IND whole.ACC.SG PTCL
oV ‘EMYjomovroy Omd TdY
DEF.ART.ACC.SG Hellespont.ACC.SG by DEF.ART.GEN.PL
vedy ATTOXEXPUUMUEVOY

ship.GEN.PL cover.PTCP.PRF.MED.ACC.SG
‘When he saw that the whole Hellespont had been covered by the
ships ...” (Hdt. 7.45.1)

Monosyllabic enclitic pronouns generally do not occur as complements of
prepositions (Powell 1938: 340; Goldstein 2016: 82 n. 2), because prepositions
are themselves thought to be proclitic and in a proclitic-enclitic sequence there
is no prosodic host. To circumvent this situation, when a personal pronoun is
the complement of a preposition, it is typically stressed. In my dataset, the fol-
lowing example is the only exception to this generalization:
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(30) xai 0  vuxtog yap éodang Bint
CONJ PTCL night.GEN.SG for be.PTCP.PRES.ACT.GEN.SG force.DAT.SG
Emetpdto XATIWY
attempt.3SG.IMPF.MED.IND enter.PTCP.PRES.ACT.NOM.SG
0 Totiaios & Ty
DEF.ART.NOM.SG Histiaeus.NOM.SG into DEF.ART.ACC.SG
Midyrov. TITpWaXETAL o0V
Miletos.Acc.sG wound.3SG.PRES.MED.IND DEF.ART.ACC.SG
Unpoy Umé-Tev WY Muyaiwy.

thigh.Acc.sG bysINDF.PRO.GEN.SG DEF.ART.GEN.PL Milesian.GEN.PL
‘And when it was night Histiaeus attempted to force his way into Miletos.
He was wounded in the thigh by one of the Milesians.’ (Hdt. 6.5.2)

The acute on the second syllable of 76 indicates that -tev is enclitic. It is
unclear how such an example was possible prosodically, but I suspect that the
presence of T&v MiAnaiwv ‘of the Milesians’ somehow enables the enclitic pro-
noun to appear after the preposition.

There may also be pragmatic motivation for the near absence of pronominal
enclitics among prepositional phrase agents. In addition to being prosodically
deficient, enclitic pronouns are also referentially prominent. In fact, they are
the zenith of the accessibility hierarchy:

(31) Accessibility hierarchy (Ariel 1990: 73)
Enclitic Pronoun > Unstressed Pronoun > Stressed Pronoun > Proximal
Demonstrative > Distal Demonstrative > First Name > Last Name > Defi-
nite Description

Enclitic pronominal agents are thus referentially prominent on three scales:
nominality, definiteness, and accessibility. The strong correlation between
enclitic pronominal agents and dative-marking is thus entirely expected given
the scales in examples (25) and (26) above.1>

6.4 Patient animacy

Just as agents are usually high in animacy, patients typically occupy the lower
regions of the animacy scale. In Herodotus, inanimate patients preponderate
among dative agents:

15  Whether there are any stressed pronouns that are “underlyingly” enclitic is an open ques-
tion. That is, there may be pronouns that are stressed only because they serve as the
complement of a preposition.
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(32) Inanimate patient with dative agents

a. ééeumodnuévwy-opt Tyedov  TAVTWY

sell.off.PTCP.PRF.MED.GEN.PL-3PL.DAT almost allL.GEN.PL
‘Once everything had almost been sold off by them ..." (Hdt. 1.1.3)

. dg=opt @ Bélea

when-3PL.DAT DEF.ART.NOM.PL arrow.NOM.PL

éererdbevto

shoot.off.3SG.PLPF.MED.IND

‘When the arrows had been shot off by them ... (Hdt. 1.214.2)

¢

.7 uév o Gis 700

DEF.ART.NOM.SG PTCL PTCL Vision.NOM.SG DEF.ART.GEN.SG
Irmdpyov evurrviov xal ol

Hipparchus.GEN.SG in.sleep.GEN.SG CONJ DEF.ART.NOM.PL
Tepupaiot 89ev gyeybveoay,

Gephyraian.NOM.PL from.where originate.3PL.PLPF.ACT.IND

QY ooy of

DEF.ART.GEN.PL be.3PLIMPFACT.IND DEF.ART.NOM.PL

Irmdpyov povees,

Hipparchus.GEN.SG murderer.NOM.PL

amjynraizpot.

relay.3SG.PRF.MED.IND-1SG.DAT

‘The dream of Hipparchus and where the Gephyraians originated, to
which clan his murderers belonged, have already been relayed by me.
(Hdt. 5.62.1)

By contrast, prepositional phrase agents are more common with animate

patients:

(33) Animate patients with prepositional phrase agents

a. Tottaios MEUETIUEVOS O

Histiaeus.NOM.SG release.PTCP.PRF.MED.NOM.SG by

Acpeiov exopilero eni SdAacoay.
Dareius.GEN.SG travel.3SG.IMPF.MED.IND to sea.ACC.SG

‘Histiaeus, having been released by Dareius, was traveling to the sea’
(Hdt. 5.108.1)
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FIGURE 9 Patient animacy and passive agent expression

b. d¢  dv  vevuequévog Umé oéo
thus PTCL win.PTCP.PRF.MED.NOM.SG by 2SG.GEN
UETAYIVOITKW.
change.one’s.mind.1SG.PRES.ACT.IND
‘Having thus been won over by you I have changed my mind.’ (Hdt.

1.40.1)

c. dmepijodat ydp ol €x TV
forbid.INF.PRF.MED PTCL DEF.ART.NOM.PL by DEF.ART.GEN.PL
YEVauévwy undevi emidencvival.

parent.GEN.PL 1n0.0ne.DAT.SG ShOw.INF.PRES.ACT
‘For she had been forbidden by the (child’s) parents to show it to any-
one. (Hdt. 6.61.4)

The frequency distribution of dative and prepositional phrase agents according
to the animacy of the patient is presented in Figure 9. Inanimate patients co-
occur with dative and prepositional phrase agents in roughly equal numbers,
but the vast majority of animate patients are found among the latter.

6.5 Grammatical aspect

Cross-linguistically, animacy and nominality are well known for their roles in
differential marking, but grammatical aspect is a less prominent conditioning
factor (for examples, see Kiparsky 1998; Malchukov & Hoop 2011; Malchukov
2015). Although the importance of perfect aspect for the passive agent alterna-
tion in Greek has long been clear, the reason why this factor is so important has
remained elusive. On my account, dative agents predominate among perfect
passive predicates because the semantic role and referential prominence of the
patient subject are aligned in this context. Recall from Section 4 above that the
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resultative is the most prominent reading of the classical Greek perfect and that
resultative passive perfects predicate a change of state to the patient (Comrie
1976: 86). Undergoing a change of state is in fact one of the proto-patient prop-
erties in Table 1 above (Section 2.1). As such, the patient subject of a perfect
passive is not referentially prominent, which aligns it with its semantic role.

The effect of perfect passive predicates on the realization of passive agents
accords with the tense-aspect-mood scale proposed by Andrej Malchukov for
analyzing alignment splits:

(34) TAM-hierarchy for alignment splits (Malchukov & Hoop 2011: 44, Malchu-
kov 2015: 285)
Imperative > Future > Present/Imperfective > Past Perfective > Perfect >
Resultative

As we move rightward along the scale, the patient is more affected by the event
and therefore less referentially prominent. The two rightmost categories are
associated with the Greek perfect passive and these are precisely the ones that
favor dative agents in Herodotus.

6.6 Regression analysis

To test the proposed model, a Bayesian mixed-effects logistic regression anal-
ysis was carried out in which the dependent variable was the realization of
the passive agent phrase and the predictor variables were the following: per-
fect aspect, the nominality and prosody of the agent, and the animacy of the
patient. The estimates for the proposed model are presented in Table 6 and the
predicted probabilities in Figure 10.

The most striking result is the estimated coefficient for enclitic pronouns,
which is massive. Indeed, its impact is more potent than any other factor,
including perfect aspect. Regression analysis thus upends the traditional view
that perfect aspect is the most important determinant of passive agent realiza-
tion. Interestingly, with the inclusion of prosody, agent pronominality itself is
probably not an important factor (as the credible interval for stressed pronom-
inal agents includes 0).16

16 The variance inflation factor (VIF) for each predictor variable in the proposed model was
below 5, which means that the correlation of the predictors is low.
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TABLE 6 Estimated coefficients of the proposed model

Agent phrase ~ Perfect aspect + Patient animacy + Agent nominality-prosody
+ (1|Predicate)

Term Estimate SE Cl-low CI-high
Fixed effects
Intercept -10.10 2.08 -14.90 -6.78
Perfect Aspect 6.49 1.28 4.38 9.38
Stressed Pronominal Agent 1.36 0.93 -0.35 3.32
Enclitic Pronominal Agent 15.78 4.71 8.83 27.04
Inanimate Patient 3.60 1.28 1.42 6.46

Random effects
Predicates (n = 197)
Standard deviation of varying intercepts 4.60 119 268 7.35
ICC 0.87

6.7 Original counterexamples

We can now take a second look at the exceptions to the traditional analysis
in example (3) from section 1 above to see how the proposed model handles
them:

(35) Counterexamples
a. PP-agent with perfect

ekelnlapévos T Umé Tod
banish.PTCP.PRF.MED.NOM.SG CONJ by DEF.ART.GEN.SG
TaTpds

father.GEN.SG
‘And having been banished by my father, I ...’ (Hdt. 1.35.3)

b. Dative agent with non-perfect (perfective)

[GpudévTw=0¢-cpt lp@v
establish.PTCP.AOR.PASS.GEN.PL-PTCL-3PL.DAT temple.GEN.PL
Eetviedy

foreign.GEN.PL
‘After foreign temples had been established by them ... (Hdt. 1.172.2)
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FIGURE 10 The predicted probabilities of dative agents according to the proposed model

Although the participle is in the perfect in example (35a), the patient is human
and the agent is non-pronominal, both of which lower the probability of a
dative agent. In fact, the predicted probability of a dative agent in this exam-
ple is 0.081. Likewise, in example (35b), although the participle is an aorist,

the agent is pronominal and the patient is inanimate. The proposed model
estimates the probability of a dative agent in this example at 0.99. With a
multifactorial account of agent realization such as the one presented here,

dative agents are predicted even in the absence of a perfect passive predi-

cate.

6.8 The loci of variation

Differential agent marking emerges in a new light under the proposed model, in

that the variation between dative and prepositional phrase agents turns out to

be highly constrained. Figure 11 presents the predicted probabilities of a dative

agent according to each constellation of clausal properties in the proposed

model. For most combinations, the predicted probabilities of a dative agent
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FIGURE 11 Predicted probability of a dative agent according to clausal properties

are either well below twenty-five percent or well above seventy-five percent
(the vertical lines mark 25 %, 50 %, and 75 % predicted probabilities). It is only
in a restricted set of contexts that they exhibit more variation. (There is more
than one predicted probability in most contexts because the model allows
passive agent realization to be influenced by the idiosyncrasies of individual
predicates.) In particular, the predicted probabilities for clauses with a perfect
predicate, non-pronominal agent, and inanimate patient and for clauses with
a perfect predicate, stressed pronominal agent, and inanimate patient exhibit
more spread.

The recognition that variation in passive agent marking is restricted to cer-
tain contexts is important for two reasons. First, it suggests a new approach
to the diachronic development of passive agent realization in Greek. After
Herodotus, dative agents gradually become less frequent until they eventu-
ally disappear altogether. If the predicted probabilities of agent realization in
Figure 11 approximate the grammar of classical Greek speakers, then it is pos-
sible that the clausal configurations characterized by more spread in predicted
probabilities served as an entry point to the disappearance of the passive agent
alternation. The intercepts of each of the models in Sections 4 through 6 show
that Herodotean Greek is biased toward prepositional phrase agents. So it may
have been the case that the distribution of prepositional phrases was extended
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first into the clausal contexts characterized by more variability in their pre-
dicted probabilities, since it is here that neither form of passive agent would
have had a strong foothold. Examination of this possible diachronic develop-
ment unfortunately lies beyond the remit of the current study. For the moment
the point is simply that the model proposed here identifies potential contexts
for change that previous studies have not.1”

Second, the recognition of restricted variation suggests that the differential
marking characterized as “optional” in some languages may not be so free. Ais-
sen (2003) reports a number of languages in which differential object marking
is obligatory in some contexts and “optional” in others, including Old Span-
ish (Aissen 2003: 462—465), Hindi (Aissen 2003: 466—468), and Persian (Aissen
2003: 468-471). McGregor (2009: 493—497), McGregor & Verstraete (2010), and
McGregor (2010) also discuss optional ergative marking. More detailed inves-
tigation among these languages may reveal a restricted “optionality” similar to
what we find in Herodotus.

7 Model comparison

In this section, I assess the performance of the models presented in Sections 4
through 6 above with posterior predictive checks, correct classification rates,
Bayes factors, and marginal and conditional R? values. The proposed model
outperforms the other two on all diagnostics.

7.1 Posterior predictive check

In a posterior predictive check, datasets are generated from the posterior dis-
tribution and then compared to the distribution of the original dataset. The
results of the posterior predictive checks are presented in Figure 12. The bold
curves represent the original datasets and the ribbons embracing them the
replicated datasets. The observed and predicted values for each model are sim-
ilar, so on the whole they fit the data well. Compared to the traditional model,
however, the ribbon of simulated data is slightly narrower in the model of
George (2005) and the proposed model, which is an indication of superior fit.

17  George (2005: 94-101) argues that it was the decline of the perfect passive that led to the
demise of differential agent marking.
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FIGURE 12 Posterior predictive checks

7.2 Correct classification rate

The correct classification rate (CCR) measures how accurately each model
predicts the realization of the agent for unseen data. For this diagnostic,
seventy percent of the observations (409 examples) were randomly sampled
and used as training data. The remaining thirty percent (176 examples)
were then used as test data. The correct classification rates reported in Table 7
measure how well the models classified the test data. If the model as-
signed a probability of at least o.5 to the true realization of the passive
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TABLE 7 Comparison of the correct
classification rates (CCR)

Model CCR
Traditional model 0.87
George 2005 0.9

Proposed model 0.92

agent, that was considered a success. If, however, the true agent realization
was not predicted with at least o.5 probability, that was considered an
€rror.

The CCR of the traditional model is 0.87. In other words, a model with the
sole factor of perfect aspect correctly classifies 87 percent of the observations
in the test data. The correct classification rate is good even for the traditional
model, which is no doubt one reason why some researchers have considered
this the only conditioning factor of passive agent realization. The proposed
model achieves better empirical coverage than either the traditional account
or that of George 2005, however.

In the following examples from the test data, the proposed model failed to
predict the correct realization of the agent phrase:

(36) Prepositional phrase agent predicted
a. Hpodérov Adixapvyocéos {aToping

Herodotus.GEN.SG Halicarnassian.GEN.SG investigation.GEN.SG
dmédeéis 7€, wg  wjte
presentation.NOM.SG DEM.NOM.SG COMP NEG.CON]J
(e yevéueva 43
DEF.ART.NOM.PL happen.PTCP.AORMED.NOM.PL from
avdpdmwy ! xpdvwt eéirpla
people.GEN.PL DEF.ART.DAT.SG time.DAT.SG extinguished.NOM.PL
yévytay, uiTe oya uEydAa
become.3SG.AOR.SBJV.MED NEG.CONJ work.NOM.PL great.NOM.PL
€ xal  Swypactd, ™ MEV
CONJ CONJ marvelous.NOM.PL DEF.ART.NOM.PL PTCL
"EAAya, (104 0¢  BapBdporat
Greek.DAT.PL DEF.ART.NOM.PL PTCL barbarian.DAT.PL
anodeydévta, axled
display.pTCP.AOR.PASS.NOM.PL without.glory.NOM.PL
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yévytay, ] € dMa
become.3SG.AOR.SBJV.MID DEF.ART.NOM.PL CONJ otherNOM.PL
xal Ol W altiny

CONJ on.account.of REL.ACC.SG reason.ACC.SG

emoAéunaay aMnlotat.

fight.3PL.AOR.IND.ACT one.another.3PL.DAT

‘The following is a presentation of an investigation of Herodotus of
Halicarnassus in order that the events of people not be erased by time;
and in order that great and wonderous events, some performed by
Greeks, some by barbarians, not lose their glory; and in particular what
caused them to go to war against one another.’ (Hdt. prooem.)

b. fjoav @t Pyt naides
be.3PL.IMPF.IND.ACT DEF.ART.DAT.SG Phanes.DAT.sG child.NoM.PL
ev Alybmrwt xataAedetuuévor.

in Egypt.DAT.SG leave.behind.PTCP.PRF.MED.NOM.PL
‘Children had been left behind by Phanes in Egypt.’ (Hdt. 3.11.2)

c. 0 MEV  ydp mpos  Eomépyy émiee, émi
3SG.NOM PTCL for toward west.ACC.SG sail.3SG.IMPF.IND.ACT to
Zapmydovins dxpys oL UEVOS
Sarpedon.GEN.SG headland.GEN.SG do.PTCP.PRES.MED.NOM.SG
Y dmiéy, & Ty avTdt
DEF.ART.ACC.SG arrival.ACC.SG into REL.ACC.SG 3SG.DAT
TpoelpnTo ATIXOUEVLL
command.3SG.PLPF.MED.IND arrive.PTCP.PRES.MED.DAT.SG
TEQIUEVELY.

Wait.INF.PRES.ACT

‘For it (= the navy) was sailing westward, keeping its course for the
headland of Sarpedon, where it had been ordered by him (= Xerxes)
to wait for his arrival’ (Hdt. 7.58.2)

d. rofot € UmoAetmouévorat
DEF.ART.DAT.PL CONJ leave.behind.PTCP.PRES.MED.DAT.PL
avtey  Exvpwdn mpo 700
3PL.GEN decide.3SG.AOR.PASS.IND on.behalf DEF.ART.GEN.SG
Toduod VOUaYEEty.
Isthmus.GEN.SG fight.INF.PRES.ACT
‘And (it) was decided by the ones having been left behind to fight on
behalf of the Isthmus.’ (Hdt. 8.56.1)
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e. 0t 06  €éml Tt Acwret Moapdoviw:
then PTCL by DEF.ART.DAT.SG Asopus.DAT.SG Mardonius.DAT.SG
peuTdwuéyos odx  dAlyov

hire.PTCP.PRF.MED.NOM.SG NEG small.GEN.SG
‘At that point (Hegesistratus) was by the Asopus, having been hired by
Mardonius at no small price ..." (Hdt. 9.38.1)

(37) Dative agent predicted

a. én 0¢  xal viv Omo Iepoewy 0
still PTCL ADD now by Persians.GEN.PL DEF.ART.NOM.SG
ayxwy oltog 00 Neidov . &
bend.NOM.SG DEM.NOM.SG DEF.ART.GEN.SG Nile.GEN.SG  in
puAaxijiat ueydAniat Eyetat.

guarding. DAT.PL great.DAT.PL hold.3SG.PRES.MED.IND
‘Even still to this day this bend of the Nile ... is carefully guarded by the
Persians.’ (Hdt. 2.99.3)

b. dM’ odros uév ¢ Adyos
but DEM.NOM.SG PTCL DEF.ART.NOM.SG account.NOM.SG
GMw¢ reémAaoTal on’ avt@y
merely.ADV fabricate.3SG.PRF.MED.IND by self. GEN.PL
EMpvev.
Greek.GEN.PL
‘But this account has merely been fabricated by the Greeks them-
selves. (Hdt. 4.77.2)

c. uodos 8 ol v
payment.NOM.SG PTCL 3SG.DAT be.3SG.IMPF.IND.ACT
elpnuévog doe Ume TV
say.PTCP.PRF.MED.NOM.SG DEM.NOM.SG by DEF.ART.GEN.PL
Zaulwy
Samian.GEN.PL
‘The following payment had been promised to him by the Samians ...’

(Hdt. 6.23.5)
d. .. xal ot éx Pacidéog @de énéoraltau
CON]J 1SG.DAT by king.GEN.SG thus.ADV order.3SG.PRF.MED.IND
. TadTYY MUnoey olveadat

DEM.ACC.SG nothing.ACC.SG harm.INF.PRES.MED
... And it has thus been ordered to me by the king to do this (land) no
harm ...’ (Hdt. 6.97.2)
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e. &l Nueis novyiny déouev, a’ odx
if 1PL.NOM peace.ACC.SG hold1PL.FUT.ACT.IND but not
éxelvol, aMa xal pdda  oTpareloovral éml
DEM.NOM.PL but ADD surely march.3PL.FUT.MED.IND against.

ojy TueTépnY, e xp1j

DEF.ART.ACC.SG 1PL.POSS.ACC if be.necessary.3SG.PRES.ACT.IND
craduwaacda Tolot Umapypévotat
judge.INF.AOR.MED DEF.ART.DAT.PL initiate.PTCP.PRF.MED.DAT.PL
é¢ éxstvwy.

by DEM.GEN.PL

‘If we are peaceful, they will not be, but will surely march against our
land, if we are to judge by what has been initiated by them. (Hdt.

7.11.2)

f. ooy éxetvo @ Baaided map’ éuol
equalNOM.SG DEM.NOM.SG VOC.PTCL king.vocC.SG by 1SG.DAT
xéxprral, ppoveety € & xal
judge.3SG.PRF.MED.IND think.INF.PRES.ACT CONJ wellADV CON]J
T@! Aéyovtt xpnora
DEF.ART.DAT.SG say.PTCP.PRES.ACT.DAT.SG g0od.ACC.PL
edéNey nelSeadar.

be.willing.INF.PRES.ACT 0Obey.INF.PRES.MED
‘O king, that has been judged by me as equal, being wise and being
willing to heed good advice. (Hdt. 7.16.0.1)

g. ABuvdyvoiot Yap TpogeTETaxTO éx BaotAéos
Abydian.DAT.PL for command.3SG.PLPF.MED.IND by king.GEN.SG
xatd ywony HEvouat plAaxas
in land.ACC.SG remain.PTCP.PRES.ACT.DAT.PL guard.ACC.PL
elvat Qv Yepupéwy.
be.INF.PRES.ACT DEF.ART.GEN.PL bridge.GEN.PL
‘For the Abydians had been ordered by the king to remain in their place
and be guards of the bridges. (Hdt. 7.95.2)

h. éxéypyoro yap Umo T
prophesy.3SG.PLPF.MED.IND for by DEF.ART.GEN.SG
Ivding Tolot Zraptimyiot
Pythian.GEN.SG DEF.ART.DAT.PL Spartan.DAT.PL
XPEWUEVOLTL mepl  ToD moAéuov
inquire.PTCP.PRES.MED.DAT.PL about DEF.ART.GEN.SG War.GEN.SG
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T0UTOV avthea xat’ dpyas
DEM.GEN.SG immediately in beginning.acc.pL
Eyetpouéyov

rouse.PTCP.PRES.MED.GEN.SG
‘For it was prophesied by the Pythia to the Spartans who consulted the
oracle about this war when it initially broke out ..." (Hdt. 7.220.3)

i. xaiydp éméoralro é¢ 'Emidirew oUtw.
infact order.3sG.PLPF.MED.IND by Epialtes.GEN.SG thus.ADV
‘In fact it had been ordered thus by Epialtes.” (Hdt. 7.223.1)

Although the errors run in both directions, dative agents were incorrectly pre-
dicted more often than prepositional phrase agents. It is unclear what accounts
for Herodotus’ selection of agent phrase in these examples. One possibility is
that there are lexical effects that have yet to be fully explored.

7.3 Bayes factor
The Bayes factor is the ratio of the marginal likelihoods of two competing mod-
els:

BFlO =

P(y|M) is the probability of the data y given model M and BF,, denotes the
extent to which the data support model M; over model M,. Bayes factors thus
measure how likely the observed data are under one model compared to an
alternative model. It is worth highlighting that Bayes factors measure the rela-
tive fit of a model to data. They do not measure model adequacy (see further
Jéager 2019). One of the advantages of Bayes factors is that they penalize models
with too much structure, which wards off overfitting. I interpret log Bayes fac-
tors according to the discrete categories in Table 8 (cf. Jeffreys 1961: 432; Kass &
Raferty 1995: 791).

Table g presents the Bayes factors for the three models under consideration.
The first row compares the model of George 2005 to the traditional model. Sup-
port for George’s model is decisive. The second row compares the proposed
model to that of George 2005. The evidence decisively favors the proposed
model. One reason that the proposed model improves on that of George 2005
is that the 95% credible interval for the participial factor in Table 4 above (Sec-
tion 5.1) includes zero. It is quite possible that this factor has no effect on agent
realization and it is precisely parameters of this sort that Bayes factors penalize.
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TABLE 8  The interpretation of log Bayes
factors (Hohna et al. 2017: 27)

Strength of evidence Log(BF,,)

Negative (supports M;) <o
Barely worth mentioning oto 1.16

Substantial 1.16t0 2.3
Strong 2.3 t0 4.6
Decisive > 4.6

TABLE 9 Comparison of log Bayes factors

Model 1 Model o Log(BF,,)
George 2005 Traditional model 44
Proposed model George 2005 28.4

7.4 Bayesian R?

Finally, the Bayesian R? measures how much of the variability in the data is
accounted for by the model (Gelman et al. 2019). Table 10 reports both the
conditional and marginal R? values for each model. The marginal R? values
only take into account the fixed effects (i.e., the predictor variables), whereas
the conditional R? takes into account both the fixed effects and the varying
intercepts. The difference between these two values for each of the models
reflects the correlation between passive agent realization and predicate. The
proposed model accounts for more of the variability in the data than the other
two models.

8 Conclusion

The overarching claim of my analysis is that differential agent marking in
Herodotus is conditioned by the relationship between semantic role and refer-
ential prominence. When semantic role and referential prominence are
aligned, dative agents are favored. When they are not, prepositional phrase
agents predominate. Although grammatical aspect has long been thought to
be the paramount conditioning factor of passive agent variation, my investi-
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TABLE 10  Conditional and marginal Bayesian R? values

Model Component R? SD Cl-low CI-high

Traditional ~ Conditional 0.78 o0.02 0.73 0.83
Marginal 0.51 0.06 0.35 0.61
George 2005 Conditional 0.84 0.02  0.79 0.88
Marginal 0.69 0.01 0.66 0.71
Proposed Conditional 0.89 0.02 0.85 0.92
Marginal 0.74 0.01 0.69 0.75

gation has revealed that this is not in fact the case. The prosodic phonology
and nominality of the agent is a much stronger determinant of passive agents.
This synchronic study of passive agent variation provides the foundation for an
adequate diachronic investigation of agent marking. Goldstein (2019) provides
a first sketch of the diachronic trajectory from Homer to Herodotus, but there
remains much more to say about this topic.

I end with a comment on the importance of the methods used in this study.
Morphosyntactic variation is complex and typically conditioned by a variety
of factors (cf. Danckaert 2017: 80), but the methods of traditional philologi-
cal analysis alone by and large limit scholars to monofactorial accounts (as
witnessed by the early research on differential agent marking in Greek). The
methods of regression analysis used in this study enable us to progress beyond
monofactorial analyses to meet the demands of the data. Regression modeling
in particular and quantitative methods in general are thus essential if we hope
to understand why languages vary as they do (cf. Fischer 2007: 44; Hilpert &
Gries 2017; Jenset & McGillivray 2017; Danckaert 2017: 79).

The dataset and code for this study are archived at https://doi.org/10.5281/
zenodo.4453719.
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Appendix

TABLE 11 Personal pronouns in Herodotus

Person Case Number Form Prosody
1 GEN  SG ueo Enclitic
1 GEN  SG MEV Enclitic
1 GEN  SG uov Enclitic
1 GEN  SG guéo Stressed
1 GEN  SG gued Stressed
1 DAT  SG ot Enclitic
1 DAT  SG guol Stressed
1 ACC SG e Enclitic
1 ACC SG Eué Stressed
2 GEN  SG ogo Enclitic
2 GEN SG fogal) Enclitic
2 GEN SG oov? Enclitic
2 GEN SG Tev? Enclitic
2 GEN SG oto Stressed
2 GEN SG oed Stressed
2 DAT SG oot Enclitic
2 DAT SG Tot Enclitic
2 DAT SG ool Stressed
2 DAT SG Tol Stressed
2 DAT SG Teiv? Stressed
2 ACC SG fog3 Enclitic
2 ACC SG o¢ Stressed
3 GEN SG )] Enclitic
3 GEN SG avTod Stressed
3 DAT SG ol Enclitic
3 DAT SG a0THL Stressed
3 ACC SG 3 Enclitic
3 ACC SG K Enclitic
3 ACC SG VI Enclitic
3 ACC SG a0TéV Stressed
1 GEN  PL Muéwv Stressed
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TABEL 11 Personal pronouns in Herodotus (cont.)

Person Case Number Form Prosody
1 DAT  PL MUy Stressed
1 ACC PL Npéag Stressed
2 GEN  PL Vpéwy Stressed
2 DAT PL Upiv Stressed
2 AGC PL Opéag Stressed
3 GEN  PL pEWY Stressed
3 GEN  PL TPEWY Enclitic
3 GEN PL aVTOV Stressed
3 DAT  PL apt(v) Enclitic
3 DAT  PL opta(v)  Enclitic
3 DAT PL avtolot Stressed
3 ACC PL apENg Enclitic
3 ACC PL a0TONG Stressed
3 ACC PL ape(a) Enclitic
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