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1. The nature of the injunctive

EarlyVedicpossessesachameleon-likeverbform calledtheinjunctive,whoseusespartlyoverlap
with, andalternatewith, thoseof thesubjunctive,optativeandimperativemoods,andwith thepast
andpresenttenses.Being morphologicallytenselessandmoodless,the injunctive hasattracted
interestfrom acomparativeIndo-Europeanperspectivebecauseit appearsto beanarchaiclayerof
thefinite verbmorphology. Its placeandfunctionin theverbsystem,however,remainsdisputed.
In Kiparsky1968I arguedthatit is tenselessandmoodlessnotonly morphologicallybutalsofunc-
tionally, andthat injunctive forms acquiremodalandtemporalinterpretationsonly contextually.
Theinjunctive’sonly intrinsicgrammaticalfeaturesareaspect,voiceandperson/number. Thispa-
perprovidesnewevidencefor thatview (section1), andgoeson to arguethatsuchunderspecified
forms in paradigmssupportmorpheme-basedtheoriesof morphologyover realizationaltheories
suchasParadigmFunctionMorphology(section2), andthat theriseandlossof the injunctiveis
connectedto otherchangesin thepre-andpost-Vedicaspect,tense,andmoodsystem(section3).

Table (1) providesa synopsisof the Vedic Sanskritaspect/tense/moodparadigm. The cited
formsareof kr

˚
‘do’ andcit ‘think, perceive’in the3.Sg.Active (2.Sg.in thecaseof imperatives).

(1) Presentstem Aorist stem Perfectstem
Present kr

˚
-n. ó-ti — ci-két-a

Past á-kr
˚
-n.o-t á-kar6-t á-ci-ket6-t

Injunctive kr
˚
-n. ó-t kár 6-t ci-két6-t

Subjunctive kr
˚
-n. áv-a-t(i) kár-a-t(i) ci-két-a-t(i)

Optative kr
˚
-n.u-yá̄-t kur-yá̄-t ci-kit-yá̄-t

Imperative kr
˚
-n.u(-hı́/-tá̄t) kr

˚
-dhı́ ci-kid-dhı́

Future kar-is.ya-ti (separatestem)

Formally, theinjunctiveforms(boldfacedin (1)) arepastformsminusthepastprefix a-, or equiv-
alentlypresentformsminusthefinal -i. Significantly, botha- and-i sit at theword edgeandshow
fairly little morphophonologicalinteractionwith therestof theverb.1

Theinjunctiveis usuallyclassifiedasamood(Avery1885,Delbrück1888:353-360,Macdonell
1916:351,Renou1952¶431).But thesameauthoritiesalsoobservethatit lacksanyspecificmodal
function. In Macdonell’s words,it denotes“an actionirrespectiveof tenseor mood,the context
showingwhich was meant” (1916:351). Thus, the traditionalview of the injunctive containsa
contradictionbetweenform andfunction.

1This is obviousfor a-; themorphophonologicalindependenceof -i is apparentfrom Vedicaccentuation.

1



Hoffmann(1967)recognizedthis contradictionanddevelopeda newtheoryof the injunctive
to overcomeit. He reasoned,quite correctly, that if the injunctive is a mood,thenit musthave
somemodalfunctionwhich is distinctfrom thatof theothermoods.He proposedthatit is “mem-
orative” mood,by which hemeantthat it functionsto MENTION (ratherthanto assertor narrate)
eventualities,or to “remind” someoneof whattheyalreadyknow(Hoffmann1967).2

Hoffmann’s theoryof the injunctivedoesnot fully resolvethe theoreticalproblemsraisedby
thetraditionalview. First,ascanbeseenfrom (1), theinjunctivelacksanymorphologicalmarkof
moodor tense.How doestheabsenceof morphologycreatea moodwith a specifically“memo-
rative” function? In fact, the injunctive,on this interpretation,would bethesoleexceptionto the
generalizationthatSanskritformseachof its moodsfrom a distinctmodalstemwhich is specific
to thatmood.3 If theinjunctiveis amood,why doesit havetheindicativestem?

Hoffmann’s analysisalsoraisesa new problemof its own: the “memorative”is not a cross-
linguistically motivatedcategory. Thereseemto beno languageswith a moodwhosefunction is
“mentioning” or “reminding”. Insofarassuchtypologicalconsiderationsserveasa reality check
on grammaticalanalysesandreconstructions,theytell againstHoffmann’sview.

Attemptsto amendHoffmann’sanalysisby alternativepositivecharacterizationsof theinjunc-
tive’s functionfacesimilarproblems.ThatincludesnotablyStrunk’s (1968)proposalthatit marks
non-presenttime,andMumm’s1995suggestionthatit marks“verbaldefiniteness”.4

In Kiparsky1968I proposedto reconcilethecontradictionbetweentheinjunctive’s form and
functionin theoppositeway: insteadof treatingit asamoodor tenseandtrying to deviseamodal
or temporalmeaningfor it, I arguedthatthattheinjunctiveis neithera moodnor a tense. It hasno
intrinsic modalor temporalmeaningat all. Suchmodalor temporalinterpretationsasit receives
comefrom thesententialanddiscoursecontext. Its only inherentgrammaticalfeatures,then,are
aspect,voice andperson/number. This view wasendorsedby Szemeŕenyi 1991:282-285andby
Sihler1995:450-451,andwasalsoreachedindependentlyby Kuryłowicz1977:108,Stempel1999,
andPraust2003.5

Thekey point is that injunctivesarenot merelyunmarkedfor tenseandmood,asthepresent
and indicativeare, they areunspecifiedfor thosecategories.The differencebetweenunmarked
andunspecifiedstatusis thatformswhichareunmarkedfor a featureor categoryreceiveadefault
specificationfor that featureor category, while forms which areunspecifiedfor a featureor cat-
egorydo not registerit at all. Injunctivesremainlexically unspecifiedfor tenseandmood,just
astheyremainunspecifiedfor, say, evidentiality, or frustrativity, or whateverothermorphological
categoriesplay norole in thelanguage.

This interpretationis in fact typologicallyunexceptionable.Verbformswhich areunspecified
for tenseandmood,andwhichgettemporalandmodalinterpretationsin context,arewell attested.6

2Thecitedmonographwasdevotedentirelyto thesynchronicfunctionof theinjunctivein Rigvedic,butHoffmann
1970suggestedthat Proto-Indo-Europeanhad essentiallythe Rigvediccategoriesof verb inflection, including the
injunctive.

3The sameis true for the otherIndo-Europeanlanguageswhereverbsinflect for mood,andfor their tensesand
aspectsaswell, of course.

4Fromanotherera,let usmentionthatGonda(1956)calledit a “relic of ‘primitive’ mentalstructure”.
5Praustaddstheinterestingpoint thatthecopulahasno injunctiveforms;theirplaceis takenby thenull copula.
6SeeKiparsky1968for examplesfrom a varietyof languages.Within Indo-Europeanitself, West1989hassug-

gestedan interestingparallel. Accordingto him, earlyGreek(Hesiod)usesaugmentlessfinite verbsin a temporally
unspecifiedfunctionto expresshabitualactions.
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For thesynchronicsystemof Vedic,it makesfor abetterfit betweenmorphologyandmeaning.
Sinceinjunctiveshaveno morphologicalmark of tenseor mood, it is not surprisingthat they
areinherentlytenselessandmoodless,with theironly inherentgrammaticalmeaningcomingfrom
theiraspect,voice,andperson/numberendings.Theycanassumevirtually anytemporalandmodal
valuein context.Injunctiveformscanpick uptheir tense/moodreadingfrom afully specifiedverb
in the discourse,or from the situationalcontext. No modalor temporalmeaningis sufficiently
indeterminateto coverthevariedusesof theinjunctive.A brief summaryof theRigvedicdatawill
makethisclear.

Injunctivesalternatewith imperatives in commandsandrequests.Theyalsosupplyanymiss-
ing formsin theimperativeparadigm(Hoffmann264,269).

(2) pı́bā
drink-Imp.

imám,
this-Acc

éd́am
on-this-Acc

barhı́h.
grass-Acc

sado
sit-AorInj2Sg

máma
my

‘drink (Imp.) it, sit down(Inj.) onmy grass’(8.17.1)

Theyalternatewith subjunctives in aprospectivefunction:

(3) kad̄á
‘when

nú
now

ant́ar
near

várun.e
Varun.a-Loc

bhuvāni
be-Subj1Sg

. . .

. . .
kad̄á
when

mr
˚
l.ı̄kám.

mercy-Acc
suḿan̄a
joyfully

abhı́
Prt

khyam
see-AorInj1Sg.

‘when will I approach(Subj.) Varun.a? . . . When will I joyfully see(Inj.) his mercy?’
(7.86.2)

Theyalternateswith optativesandprecativesin wishes:

(4) só
he

asmai
him-Dat

cá̄ruś
pleasant-Nom

chadayad
seem-Inj3Sg

utá
and

syāt
be-Opt-3Sg

‘may heseem(Inj.) andbe(Opt.) pleasantto him’ (10.31.4)

Theyalternatewith present tensein sentenceswith no specifictime reference,to expressha-
bitualor regulareventualities,implicitly quantifyingovereventualities.

(5) a. r
˚
tám

truth-Acc
pı́parti
fill-3Sg

ánrtam.
falsehood

nı́
Prt

tārı̄t
pass-Inj3Sg

‘he promotes(Pres.)truth,dispels(Inj.) falsehood’(1.152.3)

b. yá̄
what-AccPl

ni
Prt

cyávam
impel-Inj3Sg

ı́ndra
Indra-Nom

ı́t
Prt

ı̄śa
rule-Pres3Sg

es.ām
that-GenPl

‘whateverI setin motion,Indratakescontrolof’ (1.165.10)

c. divé-dive
day-Loc-day-Loc

sú̄riyo
sun

darśat́o
visible

bhūt
become-AorInj3Sg

‘everydaythesunappears’(6.30.2)

d. vı́
Part

sádm̄ani
settlements

urviyá̄
widely

sukŕatur
wise-ordainer

dhāt
set-AorInj3Sg

‘The wiseordainerhasestablishedsettlementsovera widearea.’

e. tuvám.
you

viks.ú
peoples-Loc

pradı́vah.
continually

s̄ıda
sit-Inj2Sg

āśu
these-Loc

‘You continuallysit amongthesepeoples.’ (6.5.3)

Theyalsoalternatewith present tensein performativesandself-reports.7

7Daniel Baum(indo iranian@yahoogroups.com,18.1.2003)pointsout that injunctiveslike that in (6b) get their
forcefrom theassociatedparticlenú.
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(6) a. subaddh̄ám
well-tied-Acc

amútas
from there

karam
make-AorInj-1Sg

‘I herebytie herfirmly from there.’ (10.85.25)[weddingliturgy]

b. ı́ndrasya
Indra-Gen

nú
now

vı̄rı́yān. i
deeds

prá
Prt

vocam
proclaim-AorInj

‘I (hereby)proclaimIndra’s heroicdeeds’(1.32.1)

Theyalternatewith imperfect (past)tensein narratives(Renou1952:369,Mumm188).

(7) a. ádhvānayad
smoke-out-Impf -3Sg

duritá̄
fortresses-Acc

dambháyac
sack-Inj -3Sg

ca
and

‘He smokedout thefortressesandsackedthem.’ (6.18.10)

b. vı́
around

akhyann,
look-Aor -3Pl,

á̄d
then

ı́d
Part

rátnam.
treasure-Acc

dhārayanta
hold-Inj -3Sg

‘They lookedaroundandheldon to thetreasure.’ (4.1.18)

c. māt́ar̄a
mother-DuAcc

. . .

. . .
ávāsayad
illuminate-Impf3Sg

ruj ád
break-Inj3Sg

ádrim.
rock-Acc

‘he illuminated(Impf.) thetwo mothers,hecracked(Inj.) therock open’(6.32.2)

This is not to saythatinjunctivesandotherverbformsarefreely interchangeable.Onecontext
in which the injunctive is obligatoryis prohibitions . The particlemā is joined with the present
injunctiveto prohibitanongoingevent(“inhibitive” prohibitions),andwith theaoristinjunctiveto
prohibita futureevent(“preventive”prohibitions,Hoffmann1967,Ch.2).

(8) 10.34.13aaks.aı́r má̄dı̄vyah. (PresInj.)‘don’t play dice’

Suchinjunctivesgettheirmodalforcefrom theparticlemā thatobligatorilyaccompaniesthem.

In narration,injunctivesseemto beobligatoryfor tellingeventsin the“wrong” sequence(Hoff-
mann177,201). The regularnarrativetense,the imperfect,alwaysadvancesthe narrative.This
could be seenas a consequenceof the fact that the imperfecthasan independentdeictic time
referencebut theinjunctivedoesnot.

On the otherhand,the injunctiveoccursrarely in recentpast(“hot news”) contexts.(A few
examplesarecitedin in Hoffmann228andMumm188).Aorist tenseis normalhere.It is alsorare
in subordinateclauses.Presumablythetemporalreferencein thesecasesis notreadilysuppliedby
thecontext.

The “memorative” function hardly beginsto cover thesemany uses,modal, temporal,and
nondescript,mostly documentedcarefully by Hoffmannhimself. “Mentioning” doesn’texplain
theprohibitiveuseof the injunctivewith mā. Obviouslythehearerdoesn’thaveto alreadyknow
theprohibition,or anythingabouttheprohibitedaction.Thepoint is ratherthatbecausethemodal
forceresidesin theparticle,theverbrequiresno furthermarkof modality. And if theinjunctive’s
functionis to remindpeopleof whattheyalreadyknow, why doesit occurin yes/noquestions?The
answeris thatit tendsto occurpreciselythekindsof questionswhereits temporal/modalforcecan
becontextuallysupplied.Moreover,thereis no reasonwhy positivelyspecifiedtensesandmoods
shouldbecoordinatedwith formsof a “memorative”mood,but thereis anexcellentreasonwhy
theyshouldbecoordinatedwith unspecifedformswhich receivetheir interpretationcontextually
from thosespecifiedforms.

Thedistributionalcharacteristicsof injunctivesin co-ordinatedstructuresprovidea newcom-
pelling argumentfor their unspecifiedstatus.Vedic imposesa strict parallelismrequirementon
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conjunctionof verbswith ca ‘and’. Theconjunctsmustbeeither(a) differentverbsin thesame
tense/mood,or (b) differenttense/moodformsof thesameverb(Klein 1985:82).

(9) a. addh́ı
eat-Imper

indra
Indra-Voc

pı́ba
drink-Imper

ca
and

‘eat (Imper.), Indra,anddrink (Imper.) (10.116.7)

b. jaghá̄na
smash-Perf3Sg

jaghánac
smash-Subj-3Sg

ca
and

nú
now

‘he hassmashed(perf.) andwill smash(subj.)now’ (9.23.7)

The only exceptionto this parallelismrequirementis that an injunctiveverb can conjoin with a
differentverbin anytenseandmood.

(10) a. sańema
win-Opt1Pl

nı́
Prt

ca
and

dhı̄mahi
put-Inj1Pl

‘May wewin (Opt.) andkeep(Inj.) it’ (1.17.6)

b. imám.
this-Acc

ká̄mam
desire-Acc

mandayā
satisfy-Imper

. . .

. . .
papráthaś
spread-Inj2Sg

ca
and

‘Satisfy (Imper.) thiswishandextend(Inj.) it’ (3.30.20)

c. ásv̄apayan
sleep-Caus-Impf3Sg

nigútah.
Nigut-PlAcc

sneh́ayac
stick-Caus-Impf3Sg

ca
and

‘he put theNigutsto sleep(Impf.) andstuckthem(Inj.) (to theground)’(9.97.54)

d. sám
Prt

airayam.
set-in-motion-Impf1Sg

ródas¯ı
world-DuAcc

dhāráyam.
support-Inj1Sg

ca
and

‘I created(Impf.) thetwo worldsandsustained(Inj.) them’ (4.42.3)

Ourexplanationfor thefact thataninjunctiveform mayconjoinwith anytense/moodform is that
it is non-distinctfrom anyspecifiedtense/mood.

Theorderof conjoinedverbsis subjectto a telling restriction.Theinjunctivefollows theverb
with markedtense/mood,invariablyso in verbalconjunctioncaseslike (10), andusuallyalsoin
sententialconjunctionsuchas(7) (35outof 45casesin thedatain Hoffmann1967:130,213,261).
This orderingrestrictionwould be inexplicableif thefunctionof the injunctiveis mentioning(or
markingnon-presenttime,or verbaldefiniteness).It is howeverunsurprisingif theinjunctivehas
no modalor temporalfunction at all. In that case,it canonly be assigneda modalor temporal
interpretationin discourse,andit is well know thatprior discourseis a morecommoncontextual
cuefor theinterpretationof anaphoricelementsthanfollowing discourseis.

In line with thegenerativetheoryof its time, the interpretivemechanismpositedin Kiparsky
1968was essentiallysyntactic(“conjunction reduction”). While this works for the majority of
examples,it obviouslydoesnot do justice to that fact that in clausalconjunction,the order of
injunctiveandspecifiedverbsis muchfreer thanin verbconjunction.As theciteddataillustrate,
it is evenpossiblefor a discourseto beginwith an injunctive, followed by an identifying fully
specifiedverbalpredicate.A syntacticprocesssuchas“conjunctionreduction”or “gapping” of
tense/moodmorphologyshouldoperatewithin sentences,and left to right. Moreover,syntactic
processesdonotnormallydeletematerialbelowtheword level.

Therefore,it is preferableto assimilatethedeploymentof injunctiveformsto suchphenomena
asdiscourseanaphoraandtheellipsisof topicallysalientmaterial.Thetemporal/modalinterpreta-
tion of injunctivesis analogousto determiningtheantecedentof apronoun,aprocessin which the
hearerreliesnotonly on thelocal syntacticenvironment,butalsoon thediscoursecontext,andon
thecommongroundsharedbetweenhearerandspeaker.
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2. The injunctive and morphological theory

We haveconcludedthat injunctiveformsarefinite verbswhoseonly grammaticalfeaturesarethe
onesthattheyaremorphologicallymarkedfor: aspect(markedby thechoiceof present/aorist/perfect
stem),voice(markedbymiddleandpassivemorphology),andperson/number(whichin theinjunc-
tive areby definition markedby meansof the secondary, non-presentendings).Suchfeaturally
underspecifiedforms raisequestionsaboutthenatureandrole of paradigmsin morphology. So-
calledrealizationaltheoriesof morphologyrequirethat inflectedforms be fully specifiedfor all
relevantmorphologicalfeatures.This requirementstemsfrom anapproachin which inflectional
systemsaredefinedin paradigmatictermsandinflectionalformsarederivedasrealizationsof in-
dependentlygeneratedbundlesof paradigmaticfeatures.ParadigmFunctionMorphologymakes
thisexplicit by definingaparadigmasfollows:

(11) “The PARADIGM of a lexemeL is a setof CELLS; eachsuchcell is thepairing< Y, σ > of
aninflectedform Y of thelexemeL with acompletesetσ of morphosyntacticpropertiesfor
L.” (Stump2001:43).

But we havejust seenthat the Vedic verb paradigmincludesa set of lexemeswith incomplete
morphosyntacticproperties.Suchunderspecifiedwordformsareincompatiblewith (11). Theyare,
however,compatiblein principlewith morpheme-basednon-realizationalmorphologicaltheories
— at leastwith thosethathaveanappropriatetheoryof paradigmformation.All non-realizational
theorieshaveaBlockingprinciple(calledtheSubsetPrinciplein DistributedMorphology),butthis
aloneis not enoughto accountfor thefact that injunctiveformsfreely alternatewith morehighly
specifiedtensedandmodalverb forms. I argueherethatsuchvariationmanifeststheconflicting
demandsof morphologicaleconomyandexplicitness,in a familiar patternwhich canbe rather
naturallymodeledin OT.

TheOT way to framethequestionis in termsof morphologicalchoice:giventwo productive
waysof expressingsomething,which is preferred?Wunderlich1996proposesthat a grammar
consistsof two components,a generative(combinatoric)componentanda filter. The generative
componentspecifiesthepotentialexpressionsof the languageandtheir potentialinterpretations.
The filter consistsof a blocking mechanismwhich selectsthe language’s actualexpressionsand
their actualmeaningsfrom this set. Theblockingmechanismoperatesby resolvingthecompeti-
tion betweenthepotentialexpressionswhosemeaningis compatiblewith a giveninput meaning
(think of it asthe ‘intended’meaning).It offers a straightforwardaccountof the constitutionof
paradigms.

Thetheory, then,consistsof a specificationof input representationsgivenby UG, a specifica-
tion of outputrepresentationsfrom the(overgenerating)morphologyandsyntaxof the language,
andasetof bidirectionallyinterpretablecorrespondenceconstraints(cf. Wunderlich1996,Koontz-
Garboden2002,Kiparsky2005).

(12) • Input: grammaticalandlexical-semanticfeaturestructures.

• Output: interpretedgrammaticalexpressionsof thelanguage.

• Correspondence:

a. Givenaninput,whatis theoptimaloutput?

b. Givenanoutput,whatis theoptimalinput?

Herewe’ll considerjustcase(a)of thecorrespondenceproblem.
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TheConsiderthesetof expressionswhicharecompatiblewith aninputM1 (technically, which
satisfyDEP). Assumethatthechoiceamongthemis determinedby two constraints:8

(13) a. EXPRESSIV ENESS: expressall featuresof M1.

b. ECONOMY: saynothing.

Thebestsatisfactionof EXPRESSIVENESS is achievedby maximizingtheexplicit featuralcontent
of theoutputexpression.Thebestsatisfactionof ECONOMY is achievedby minimizing its com-
plexity; for presentpurposeswe candefinethesimplest,mosteconomicaloutputastheonewith
thefewestmorphemes.

EXPRESSIVENESS andECONOMY areantagonisticconstraints.Assumetheyarefreelyranked.
Thentherewill befour cases:

(14) a. Case1: Amongequallysimpleexpressions,themostexpressiveis optimal.

b. Case2: Amongequallyexplicit expressions,thesimplestis optimal.

c. Case3: Among equally explicit and simpleexpressions,theseconstraintsmakeno
decision.Thesystempredicts“free variation” (unlessotherconstraintsapply).

d. Case4: When EXPRESSIV ENESS andECONOMY conflict, their rankingdecides. If
they arefreely ranked,the systemagainpredictsfree variation(eachrankinggivesa
differentwinner).

Cases1 and 2 are the standardtypesof BLOCKING: semanticblocking and morphological
blocking,respectively. Cases3 and4 yield two kindsof freevariation.Sanskritexamplesof each
typecasesfollow.

Case1 (semanticblocking)canillustratedby theVedictense/aspectsystem.TheVedic“aorist”
and“perfect” bothcorrespondto the Englishperfect. They standin a blockingrelationship(see
Kiparsky 1998 for the argumentand examples). The aorist functionsspecificallyas a resulta-
tive/recentpastperfect. It is obligatoryin this meaningwith all verbswhosemorphologyallows
an aorist to be formedat all. The Vedic perfectis the “elsewhere”perfect,which expressesall
othermeaningsof thatcategory, namelytheuniversalperfect(“I haveknownMax since1960”),
theexistentialperfect(“Fred hasbeento Paris”), thestativepresent(“I havegot somethingto tell
you”), andeventhe resultative/recentpastperfectitself with thoseverbsthat for morphological
reasonscan’t form anaorist.

Case2 (morphologicalblocking) is responsiblefor the familiar patternwherebyportmanteau
formsblock synonymousmorphologicallycomplexforms,andmorphologicallyderivedformsin
turn block synonymousperiphrasticforms. A familiar Englishexampleof the first type of case
is the blocking of plural *foots by feet. The Sanskritperfectsystemprovidesan illustration of
the secondtype (for the details,seeKiparsky 2005). Sanskrithastwo classesof Perfectforms,
morphological,e.g. ca-k̄ár-a ‘has done’, and periphrastic. The latter are formed from derived
verbs,and from simpleverbsof certainphonologicalshapes,which don’t allow morphological
perfects,e.g.mr

˚
gāyām. cakre ‘hashunted’,ās̄ám. cakre ‘hassat’. Theyareblockedexactlywhen

themorphologicalperfectis allowed(*kr
˚
n. avá̄m. cakre‘hasdone’).

An interestingSanskritexampleof morphologicalblocking hasbeendiscoveredby Jamison
1984.Jamisonpointsout thatthegerundiveregularlysupersedesthepassiveoptative.Thegerun-
dive is formedby a suffix -ya which markspassiveandobligationin a singleportmanteauform,
while thepassiveoptativeexpressesthosefunctionsby two separatemorphemes.

8Thecompetitionholdsonlywith respectto meaningfeatureswhichareparadigmaticallyexpressedin thelanguage
by morphologicalmeans.This remainsa stipulationfor now.
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(15) a. sumńambhiks.eta (act.opt.)mártyah. ‘a mortalshouldbegfavor’ (8.7.15)

b. yo hūyate (pass.indic.) . . . yo havyah. (gerundive)‘the onewho is invoked. . . the
onewhoshouldbeinvoked” (1.101.6)

c. *yo hūyeta ‘the onewho is invoked’ (pass.opt. blockedby gerundive)

d. sayádvānaspatýah. syāt (opt.) pr ádahyeta(pass.opt.) ‘if it werewooden,it wouldbe
burned’(ŚB 14.2.2.54)(gerundivedoesnotcompetewith epistemicpassiveoptative)

In (15b),thegerundivehavyah. ‘to beinvoked’supersedesthepassiveoptativebyblocking;(15c)is
thusnotused.In strikingcontrast,thepassiveoptativeis freely availablein its epistemicfunction,
for in thatmeaningit is not blckedby anycompetingsimplerform (see(15d)).

Case3 is wherethe forms tie on both constraints,in which casefree variation is predicted
(insofarasotherconstraintsdo notfix thechoice,of course).An exampleis thevariationbetween
participialclausesandtemporaladverbialclauses(headedby “absolutives”).

(16) a. apaśyan
see-Impf-3Pl

purod. á́̄sam.
cookie-Acc

kūrmám.
tortoise-Acc

bhūtvá̄
become-Abs

sárpantam
crawl-PrsPrt-Acc

‘they sawthesacrificialcookiecrawlingawayhavingbecomea tortoise’
(ŚB1.6.2.3)

b. ét
‘lo

purod. á́̄sam.
cookie-Acc

éva
Part

kūrmám.
tortoise-Acc

bhūtám.
become-PresPart

sárpantam
crawl-PrsPrt-Acc

‘lo thesacrificialcookiecrawlingawayhavingbecomea tortoise’
(TS2.6.3.3)

A very similar exampleof case3 is thealternationof modalinfinitives like (17a)with gerundives
like (17b)to expressprescriptionsandprohibitions(Deshpande1991).

(17) a. tasm̄ad
therefore

brāhman.ena
Brahmin-Instr

na
not

mlecchitavai
speak-barbarously-Inf

‘thereforeaBrahminshouldnot speakwith a foreignaccent’(Mbh. I, 2)

b. tásm̄ad
therefore

et́es.ām
these-GenPl

paśú̄nām.
animals-GenPl

nā
not

’ śitávyam
eat-Grdv

‘thereforeoneshouldnot eatof theseanimals’(ŚB 1.2.3.9)

It seemsunlikely that EXPRESSIVENESS nor ECONOMY would be freely rankedacrossthe
boardfor the whole language.Morpheme-specificconstraintrankingsmay well turn out to be
necessary, asin morphology.

The injunctive,finally, is an instanceof case4: thecompetitionbetweenforms thatoptimize
ECONOMY and forms that optimizeEXPRESSIVENESS. In caseswherethe two constraintsare
freely ranked,theresultis variation.Thecompetitionbetweeninjunctivesandmarkedverbforms
is aninstanceof just this type: injunctivesaremorphologicallyunmarked,tense/moodmarkingis
moreexplicit. Noticethatsuchunderspecifiedformsin paradigmscanonly surfacewhenECON-
OMY outranksEXPRESSIVENESS; hencetheproposedtheorypredictsthatsuchformswill always
bemorphologicallysimplerthantheirspecifiedcounterparts.

3. Towardsan interpretation of the history

How did this featureof early Vedicverb morphologycomeabout?And why did it disappearso
abruptlyin thepost-Rigvediclanguage?
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The answeroffered in Kiparsky (1968) amountsto this: in pre-Vedic stage,and residually
in Rigvedic, tenseandmoodwereoptional. I suggestedthat this optionality reflectsan earlier
stagewheretheyfunctionedasadverbs— or, to updatetheformulation,asspecifiers, ratherthan
asfunctionalheadsor as inflectionalcategories.The subsystemof tenselessandmoodlessverb
forms co-occursin Rigvedicwith verbsfully specifiedfor tenseandmood. Being tenselessand
moodless,injunctivesreceiveno defaulttenseandmood,asexplainedabove(that is, theyarenot
assignedpresentandindicativefeatures).Thesetof outputexpressionsthereforeincludesforms
whichareunspecifiedfor tenseandmood,andformswhichbearmarkedor unmarkedtense/mood
features.

(18) kr
˚
-n. ó-t Injunctive (tenseless)

kr
˚
-n. ó-ti Present (unmarkedtense)

á-kr
˚
-n.o-t Past (markedtense)

Immediatelyafter the Rigvedicperiod, tenseandmoodweregrammaticalizedasobligatory
inflectionalcategories.Thisshift entailsthecategoricallossof theinjunctive.

What causedthis shift? Onetriggering factor may havebeenthe drasticenrichmentof the
tensesystem.In Indo-European,tensewasrestrictedto pastandpresent,respectivelymarkedby
the prefix (“augment”) *e- and the suffix -i (at least in the branchto which Sanskritbelongs).
Aorist andperfectwerenot yet tensesbut belongedto the aspectsystem,and the future seems
to havebelongedto the modalsystem.By the earliestVedic,however— the stagesummarized
in (1) — theaoristandperfecthadchangedfrom aspectsto relativetenses, which togethercover
the rangeof perfectmeanings(Kiparsky 1998). In later VedicandPān. inian Sanskrit,aoristand
perfectfurtherevolveinto absolute(deictic) tenses, which respectivelydenoterecentandremote
past. A consequenceof the restructuringis that the relationbetweenthe injunctive’s form and
functionbecomesopaque:onceaoristandperfectchangefrom aspectsto tenses,aoristandperfect
injunctivesappearas morphologicallytensed,which cannotbe reconciledwith their injunctive
function.

A fundamentalfact abouttheIndo-Europeansystemwasthattensesandmoodsdid not cross-
classify. Therefore,theaugmente- andthepresenttensemorpheme-i arerestrictedto theindica-
tive. Sincetenseandmoodweremutuallyexclusive,thelackof eitherof thosemarkersresultedin
formsthatarenotonly tenseless,but moodless.

The aspects(imperfect,aorist,andperfect)did of coursecomein the scopeof mood. When
the aspectsturnedinto tenses,the resultwasa massivereorganizationof the verb system. The
former morphologicalaspect-moodcombinationswere sortedout in threedifferent ways: they
were either reinterpretedas new modal categories,retainedwith the tense’s original aspectual
function,or simply lost (e.g.perfectoptatives).

In thefirst of thesedevelopments,thenewtensesarerecruitedfor temporaldifferentiationin the
irrealismodaldomain.In Rigvedic,notensedistinctionsareexpressedin wishesandconditionals.
Forexample,in (19), theOptativerefersrespectivelyto present,future,andpasteventualities.

(19) a. yád
if

agne
Agni-Voc

syá̄m
be-Opt1Sg

ah́am.
I-Nom

tvám.
you-Nom

tvám.
you-Nom

vā
or

ghā
Prt

syá̄
be-Opt2Sg

ah́am
I-Nom

syús.
be-Opt3Sg

t.e
your

satȳá
true-PlNom

ihá́̄sı́s.ah.
here-wishPlNom

‘if I were you, Agni, or you were me, your wisheswould be fulfilled right here’
(8.44.23)
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b. yác
if

chuśruyá̄
hear-PerfOpt2Sg

imám.
this-Acc

hávam.
invocation-Acc

durmárs.am.
memorable-Acc

cakriy āh.
do-PerfOpt2Sg

‘if you wereto hearthis invocation,youwoulddosomethingmemorable’(8.45.18)

c. jaks.ı̄yá̄d
eat-PerfOpt3Sg

dhān̄á
barley-PlAcc

utá
and

sómam
soma-Acc

pap̄ıyāt
drink-PerfOpt3Sg

‘he couldhaveeatenbarleygrainsanddrunksoma’(10.28.1)

In thepost-Vediclanguage,theirrealisdomainis differentiatedby two newcompositecategories:
a pastof thefuture,which markscounterfactualconditionals,andanaoristof theoptative,which
markswishesfor thefuture.9

(20) a. yád
if

evám.
so

ná̄vaks.yo
notspeak-Cond2Sg

mūrdh̄á
head-Nom

te
your

vy
open

àpatis.yat
burst-Cond3Sg

‘if youhadn’tsaid(Cond.)that,yourheadwouldhave(Cond.)exploded’(ŚB 5.5.4.8)

b. áhavyav̄ad.
non-sacrificer

evá̄hám.
just I-Nom

tubhyam.
you-Dat

bhūyāsam
be-Prec1Sg

‘I wouldn’t wantto be(Prec.)asacrificerto you (in thefuture)’

The grammaticalizationof tenseandmoodasobligatoryinflectionalcategoriesis alsomani-
festedin thedevelopmentof agreementprocesses.In Rigvedic,themood/tenseof a subordinate
clauseis independentfrom thatof themainclause.

(21) a. yát
when

ks.áyathah.
rule-Indic2Du

. . .

. . .
pátayah.
lord-NomPl

syāma
be-Opt1Pl

‘whenyou two rule (Indic.), maywebe(Opt.) lords’ (9.95.5)

b. yáth̄a
as

váśanti
want-Indic3Pl

dev̄ás
god-PlNom

táth́ed
so-Prt

asat
be-Subj-3Sg

‘as thegodswant(Indic.), somayit be(Subj.) (8.28.4)

LaterVedicprosedevelopsa typeof sequenceof mood.If themainclauseis non-indicative,then
thesubordinateclausemustagreewith it in mood:

(22) a. sá
that

yad̄a
when

tám
it-Acc

ativárdhā
outgrow-Subj1Sg

átha
then

kars.úm.
hole-Acc

khātvā
dig-Abs

tásȳam
that-Loc

mā
me

bibhar āsi
put-Subj2Sg

‘when I outgrow(Subj.) it, you shoulddig (Abs.) a holeandput (Subj.) mein it’ (ŚB
1.8.1.3)

b. kath́am
how

ajańam.
unpopulated-Nom

syād
be-Opr3Sg

yátr̄aham.
whereI

syām
be-Opt1Sg

‘how could(Opt.) theplacewhereI am(Opt.) beunpopulated?’(ŚB 11.5.1.4)

Thisis evidentlyamorphologicalagreementprocess,hencediagnosticof anobligatoryinflectional
category.

4. Conclusion

TheRigvedicinjunctiveoccursconjoinedwith, andin themeaningof, everyothertense/moodcat-
egory, andsavefor prohibitionswith mā, thereis noenvironmentwhereit occursexclusively. This
indicatesthat it hasno tense/moodfeatures,asopposedto merelyhavingtheunmarkedvaluesof

9Krisch 1986arguesthatcounterfactualconditionalsoriginally usedtheinjunctive.
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thosefeatures.Thus,beingnon-distinctfrom all tense-moodcategories,injunctivesarecompatible
with all of them. Formally, this meansthat tenseandmoodareoptionalinflectionalcategoriesin
Rigvedic. This analysiscanbe naturallyexpressedin morpheme-basedtheoriesof morphology,
andthecompetitionbetweenunspecifiedandspecifiedverb formscanbemodeledin OT imple-
mentationsof suchtheories.On theotherhand,theanalysisappearsto beincompatiblewith some
paradigm-basedmorphologicaltheories.Finally, on thehistoricalsidewe sawhow theinjunctive
testifiesto the relatively recentgrammaticalizationof moodand tenseas inflectionalcategories
in Indo-European,andhow its lossgoeshandin handwith the enrichmentof the tensesystem
throughtheconversionof theoriginalaspectsinto tenses.
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