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Proto-Indo-Aryan

L. Accent retraction

in non-passive -ya-presents.
Accentual differentiation

of -yd-passives and (middle)

non-passive -ya-presents

(e.g. hanyite ‘is killed”)

II. Accent shift
in the type mriydte:

*Cr-ia- — Criyd-

Old Indo-Aryan (Vedic) dialects

III. Accent shift in some
(middle) non-passive

Vo-id-
(hanydte)

-ya-presents (in the dialects
of the AV, MS-KS and $B)

o-id-te
(hanydte)

o-id-te

O\

Vo-id-te é-ia-te
(e.g. mdnyate ‘thinks’)

7\

Criya-t é-ia-te

(mriydte) (manyate)
Criyd-te Vo-id- V6-ia-t
(mriydte) (mucydte AV, MS) (madnyate)

Some considerations on Vedic -ya-presents

The paper by L. Kulikov consists of two parts: 1) de-
tailed discussion upon the peculiarities of some spe-
cific Vedic verbal stems, and 2) reconstruction of the
-ya-present pattern for Proto-Indo-Aryan. Below I will
touch upon the second — comparative — portion of
the paper (85).

Kulikov discusses two functions of the Vedic -ya-
suffix: medial present tense of the 4% class with non-
passive intransitive function, i.e. the V'-ya-* pattern
(however, the frequent active V'-ya-# pattern is ex-
cluded from the analysis) and the regular passive
forms of the \-yd- pattern. The author concludes that
the original Proto-Indo-Aryan pattern of the middle
voice was *V-yd-, which later split into two accentual
and semantic types.!

! Kulikov labels this proto-level as “Proto-Indo-Aryan”, but,
in fact, some OPers. and Avest. evidence may prove that the
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The only explication of such a split proposed by
Kulikov is J. Kurylowicz’s idea that non-passive mid-

grammaticalization of the ya-suffix as an exponent of the passive
voice goes back to the Proto-Indo-Iranian level. On the contrary,
if we reject OPers. and Avest. data, an accurate term should be
“Proto-Vedic”, not Proto-Indo-Aryan in general. On the other
hand, the Dardic language Shina shows the same grammatical-
ized passive voice in -izh- (= -ij-), Bailey 1924: 29, Schmidt & Ko-
histani 2008: 145 ff., 194 f. This fact should prove the Proto-Indo-
Aryan antiquity of such a grammaticalization, if Shina -izh- does
indeed contain *-ya- (as is suspected by V. A. Dybo, see his reply
below, although I would rather suppose that Shina -izh- reflects
an innovative formation in Dardic). Below, for the sake of con-
venience, I will use Kulikov’s term “Proto-Indo-Aryan” in re-
gard to the grammaticalized passive voice in -ya-.

In any case, it is important that such a grammaticalization is
an inner Indo-Aryan (or Indo-Iranian) innovation. E.g., in the
Balto-Slavic group (the closest linguistic relative of Indo-Iranian)
i-praesentia normally seem to be associated with transitive or
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dle verbs of the shape *V-yd-* changed into \"-ya-* un-
der the influence of the verbs of the 1 class (a repeti-
tion of Saussure’s rule, which explains the shift
6™ class > 1% class for roots with the synchronic vowel
-a-). It is not clear, however, why this accent retraction
affected non-a-roots (like budh-ya-te ‘(a)wakes’) and
why a-forms with the passive semantics (like han-yd-te
‘is killed’) retained their suffixal accent.

Strictly speaking, Kurylowicz’s theory implies a
rather complicated scenario, whose additional itera-
tions have been omitted by Kulikov in his schema:

1) at the first stage all a-forms acquire root accent,
regardless of their passive or non-passive mean-
ing; i.e. *han-yd-te > *hdn-ya-te, but non-a-forms
like *budh-yd-te remain untouched.

2) the passive voice then starts to grammaticalize,
during which process, for some (e.g., statistical)
reasons, the *V-yd- pattern is chosen for the pas-
sive meaning. That is, the system of ya-verbs be-
comes rebuilt again: *hdn-ya-te > han-yd-te ‘is kill-
ed’ and *budh-yd-te > biidh-ya-te ‘(a)wakes’.

On the other hand, if one feels obliged to reduce, by
any means, the Proto-Indo-Aryan ya-verbs to a single
accentual pattern, an alternative solution — with *V'-ya-
as a starting point — could be more likely.

1) Passive ya-stems are a productive and semanti-
cally transparent group of verbal forms with an
innovative semantics (the passive voice is not re-
constructed for IE), therefore, it is natural that
the new marked pattern (namely, V-yd-*) was in-
troduced specifically for these forms rather than
for the heterogenous and semantically various
group of non-passive ya-verbs.

2) As is shown by Kulikov himself (§4), the shift
from the '-ya- pattern to the \-yi-* one for non-
passive forms is attested in available Vedic data
(if one assumes that the RV dialect is more archaic
than the AV one). In the light of this, *V'-ya-* as a
starting point is a more economic scenario than
-y,

3) Another Indo-Aryan branch, represented by the
modern Shina language, normally demonstrates
root accent in *ya-forms — see the reply by V. A.
Dybo below.

In actual fact, however, attempts to reduce the
Proto-Indo-Aryan -ya-verbs to a single accentual pat-

agentive intransitive verbs. Thus, as per Apxazses 2006, in Mod-
ern Lithuanian ca. 65% of verbs with the present and past tenses
in -j- are transitive and ca. 30% — agentive intransitive; in their
turn, ca. 80% of transitive verbs and ca. 90% of agentive intransi-
tive verbs form the present and past tenses with -i-.

tern seem unsupported by any positive evidence. It is
well known that, in regard to their accent, the verbal
systems of Ancient Greek and Old Indian are almost
totally levelled. This means that normally the place of
accent of any verbal form is predictable from its
grammatical features. On the contrary, Balto-Slavic
languages demonstrate the opposition of two accen-
tual paradigms (“immobile” and “mobile”) in almost
all verbal types.? In such a case the standard compara-
tive approach is to consider the Balto-Slavic situation
to be more archaic and Ancient Greek and Old Indian
systems to be the results of various secondary proc-
esses. It is therefore possible that the Vedic ya-pres-
ence is a unique case where relics of an old accentual
opposition within the OInd. verbal system can be
traced.

Unfortunately, less than half of the OInd. ya-verbs
with the accentual fluctuation listed in §4 possess reli-
able Balto-Slavic cognates, and only in a couple of
cases the Balto-Slavic data are sufficient for accent re-
construction. Out of them one root possesses the
dominant valency:

1) OInd. tdpydte ‘heats; suffers’ ~ Slav. *topiti ‘to

warm (trans.)’, a.p. b, (OCA: 113 and V. A. Dubo,
pers. com. ).

On the contrary, one root is clearly recessive:
2) OInd. dfrydte ‘cracks, is split’ ~ Slav. *dor-ati, *dvr-o
‘to tear’, a.p. ¢ (4p160 1982: 215; OCA: 62).

The following cases are unclear:

3) OInd. ddhydte ‘burns’ ~ Balt. *deg-a- ‘to burn
(trans., intr.y, Slav. *Zeg-o, *Zez-etv (also *Zvg-ati,
*2vg-0) ‘to burn (trans.)’. The Baltic morphologi-
cal type does not permit to establish the original
valency of the root. In Slavic languages thematic
verbs with the obstruent final also underwent a
heavy accentual unification, but S. L. Nikolaev
supposes that some new data may speak in favor
of the original accentual paradigm c (OCA 1: 50).

? Particularly it concerns the Slavic j-praesentia, for which
three accentual paradigms (g, b and c) are reconstructable in the
case of roots with the non-obstruent final (OCA: 62—63); but the
mobile accentual paradigm was indeed eliminated in verbs with
the obstruent final, where only a.p. 4 and b are reconstructable
(OCA: 64). On the contrary, V. A. Dybo (see his reply below)
supposes that Slavic present stems of the a.p. ¢ such as *Zu-i-¢ ‘to
chew’, *ku-i-o ‘to hammer’ etc. (OCA: 63) are secondary forma-
tions based on the more archaic forms *Zov-9, *kov-¢ etc. If it is
really so (I am not sure, however), the Slavic present suffix
-io-/-fe- can be assuredly reconstructed as a dominant mor-
pheme.

3 A.p. ¢ in Old Russian (3ammsnak 1985: 140), where the old
a.p. by & c fell together.
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In my opinion, however, the Slavic data is also
unrepresentative in such a case.

4) OInd. piirydte ‘becomes full’ ~ Balt. *pilna- ‘full’
(Lith. pilnas [secondary 3], Lett. pilns), Slav.
*pvlnv, accentual paradigm a ‘full’. The Balto-
Slavic stem *pi-n- is indeed dominant, but ac-
centual characteristics of the suffix -n- can hardly
be established, and, therefore, the valency of the
root remains unknown.

5) OInd. muicydte ‘becomes free’ ~ Balt. *maiik-ia-
(trans.), *smaiik-ia- (trans.), *mu-n-k-a- (intr.) ‘(verb

of motion)’, Slav. *mvknoti, *mvcati, *mykati ‘(verb
of motion)’. Both Baltic and Slavic morphological
types do not permit to establish the original va-
lency of the root.

6) OlInd. ricydte ‘is emptied’ ~ Balt. *lick- ~ *liek-a- ‘to
leave’. The Baltic morphological type does not
permit to establish the original valency of the
root.

Thus, the available material is too scant for far-
reaching conclusions.

Ommnocumervo 0p.-und. -ya-zAazor06

Ycranosnenue /1. V1. KyamMKOBEIM aKIJeHTyaIlMOHHBIX
nybmeToB B opmax IpeseHca C OCHOBOI Ha -ya- —
Ba>KHBIN pe3yabTaT uccaefosanus. Ho mosHbnt am
91O crncok? HeobxoauMo HOTyduTh HOIHbIE CIIMCKU
MTOJJOGHEBIX CTOBOPOPM C ABHO ITaCCUBHEIM 3HAYEHNEM.
CJIE,Z[yeT nMeThb B BUAY, 9TO BCe€ MCTOpHUYECKue U
CpaBHUTeJLHO-UCTOpUYeCcKe IpaMMaTUKM CTpaza-
IOT M3-3a OTCYTCTBMSI TIOJHBIX CITMCKOB 3aCBUIeTe/IbCT-
BOBAHHBIX B IMaMsITHUKAX CJIOBOC])OpM. MsHe mpepcTas-
JI€TCS, YTO pasjeieHne -ya-crosodpopm Ha IV kracc u
IaccyuB TI0 aKIIeHTOBKe CJI0BO(OPM — sABJIEHUEe JVIC-
KYyCCTBEHHOE, 00s13aHHOEe 103/ HeNIIIeNn rpaMmariye-
CKOJI CIeKy/IALNM, a CaMO Hajau4dme JByX TUIIOB akK-
LIEHTOBKH -/4-CJI0BOPOPM uMeeT PpoHeTHIecKoe (IIpo-
copmyeckoe) obObsacHeHne. KoHeuHO, aBa TuUma ak-
LIEHTOBKM STUX CI0BO(OPM, BO3HMKHYB (OHeTude-
CKM, B JlaJbHeiIeM MOTIU ObITh MCIIONb30BaHbl /I
pasauyeHusl MacCUBHBIX U MeJMalbHbIX 3HAYeHMUIL.
Dro Moe mpejcTasleHue IIOJJep>KUBaeTCs Clelylo-
My pakTaMIm:

Yxe b. Yuiep obHapy>Xuj, 4TO JUIIb JBe TPeTu
COOTBETCTBYIOIINX MEX/y CODOV MMeH B I'peKo-apuii-
CKOM COBITAJaIoT 110 cBoeit akrieHToBke (Wheeler 1885).
On, npapja, He IpuUal STOMY CyLIeCTBeHHOTO 3Haue-
HUs. Briepsrle Ha BaKHOCTb BTOTO PaCXOXKJAEHMS Me-
K]y SA3bIKaMM, ITOJIOXKEHHBIMI B OCHOBY MHJO€BPO-
IIeIICKOM aKILeHTOJIOTUYEeCKO PEeKOHCTPYKLINUM, ObLIO
yKazaHO B coBMecTHOM Joknaze Hukonaes & Crapoc-
TyH 1978. Bolin npuBeieHsl ciefyioye OTKIOHeHNs
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Poccniicknit rocylapcTBeHHbIN I'yMaHUTapHbI yHusepcnteT (Mocksa)

B aKII€HTOBKe ,ZLpeBHeI/IH,E[I/HZCKI/IX 1 IrpedecKnx Tema-

TUYECKNX nMeH!:

1. ap.-ung. sankhd- m., n. ‘Muschel’ ~ rpeu. kdykog
m., kOyKn f. ‘MOJLIIIOCK B paKOBMHE; paKOBMHA’
I KEWA 1III, 290 —291; Frisk I, 889 —890;

2. gp.-unz. Syendh m. ‘Raubvogel, Adler, Falke,
Habicht’ ~ rpeu. iKTivog ‘BuJ XMITHOV IITUIBI
I KEWA 111, 385; Frisk I, 719;

3. gp.-unp. ankih m. ‘Biegung, Haken’ ~ rpeu.
o0ykoc m. ‘Widerhaken des Pfeils, Klampe’, ‘3a-
rHy T KoHely cTpensl’ | KEWA 1, 19; Frisk II,
347,

4. gpp.-ung. antram n. ‘Eingeweide’ ~ rpeu. évtegov
n. ‘Kkumka’, pl. évteoa ‘BHYTPEeHHOCTH'; TepM.
*énpro pl. n. [> gp.-uci. inny, idr pl. n. ‘BHyTpeH-
HocTIC]; cias. *¢tra > *etra | KEWA 1, 74, 36, 35;
Frisk I, 524—525; Barber 1932: 46; cp. Vnu-
Cautbra 1963: 122;

5. gp.-ung. kumbhih m. ‘Topf, Krug’ ~ rpeu.
KxouPoc m. ‘Hohlgefdf3, Schale’, koupn f. ‘gama’
I KEWA 1, 234; Frisk 11, 48;

6. ap.-ung. cakrdh m., cakrdam n. ‘Wagenrad’ ~ rpeu.
KUKAOG m. ‘Kpyr, Koseco’, pl. Taxke KUKAQ;

1 Cm. TakKe 9TM criucku B repepaboranHom C. /. Hukoorae-
BbIM Buge B OCA 1: 70 ccit. 31ech IpUBOJUTCS JOIIOJTHUTE TBHBIN
10 CPaBHEHNIO C Ha3BaHHBIMII MICTOUHMKAMI DTUMOIOITIECKIIT

pasbop.



