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1. The nature of the injunctive

Early Vedicpossesseschameleon-likererbform calledtheinjunctive,whoseusespartly overlap
with, andalternatewith, thoseof the subjunctive pptativeandimperativemoods andwith the past
and presenttenses. Being morphologicallytenselessand moodlessthe injunctive hasattracted
interestfrom acomparativéndo-Europeamperspectivdoecausé appearso beanarchaiclayerof
thefinite verbmorphology Its placeandfunctionin theverb systemhoweverremainsdisputed.
In Kiparsky1968I arguedhatit is tenselesandmoodlessotonly morphologicallybutalsofunc-
tionally, andthatinjunctive forms acquiremodaland temporalinterpretationnly contextually
Theinjunctive’sonly intrinsicgrammaticafeaturesareaspectyoiceandperson/numbeiT his pa-
perprovidesnewevidencefor thatview (sectionl), andgoeson to arguethatsuchunderspecified
formsin paradigmssupportmorpheme-basetheoriesof morphologyover realizationaltheories
suchasParadigmFunctionMorphology(section2), andthattherise andlossof the injunctiveis
connectedo otherchangesn the pre-andpost-\édicaspecttense andmoodsystem(section3).

Table (1) providesa synopsisof the Vedic Sanskritaspect/tense/moqoaradigm. The cited
formsareof ky ‘do’ andcit ‘think, perceive’in the3.Sg.Active (2.Sg.in the caseof imperatives).

(1) Presenstem Aoriststem Perfectstem
Present Kr-no-ti — ci-két-a
Past a-kr-no-t a-kart a-ci-kett
Injunctive  Kkr-no-t kar-£ ci-két-t

Subjunctive kyp-nav-a-t(i)  kar-a-t(i) ci-két-a-t(i)
Optative  kr-nu-yat kur-yart ci-kit-yat
Imperative  kr-nu(-hi/-ta)  kr-dhi ci-kid-dhi
Future kar-isya-ti (separatestem)
Formally, theinjunctiveforms(boldfacedn (1)) arepastforms minusthe pastprefix a-, or equiv-

alentlypresenformsminusthefinal -i. Significantly botha- and-i sit attheword edgeandshow
fairly little morphophonologicahteractionwith therestof theverb!

Theinjunctiveis usuallyclassifiedasamood(Avery 1885,Delbriick 1888:353-360Macdonell
1916:351Renoul9529431). Butthesameauthoritiesalsoobservehatit lacksanyspecificmodal
function. In Macdonells words, it denotes‘an actionirrespectiveof tenseor mood, the context
showingwhich was meant”(1916:351). Thus, the traditional view of the injunctive containsa
contradictionbetweerform andfunction.

1Thisis obviousfor a-; themorphophonologicahdependencef -i is apparenfrom Vedicaccentuation.
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Hoffmann(1967)recognizedhis contradictionanddevelopeda newtheoryof the injunctive
to overcomeit. He reasonedgquite correctly thatif the injunctiveis a mood,thenit musthave
somemodalfunctionwhichis distinctfrom thatof the othermoods.He proposedhatit is “mem-
orative” mood,by which he meantthatit functionsto MENTION (ratherthanto asseror narrate)
eventualitiesor to “remind” someonef whattheyalreadyknow (Hoffmann1967)?

Hoffmann’s theoryof theinjunctive doesnot fully resolvethe theoreticalproblemsraisedby
thetraditionalview. First,ascanbeseenfrom (1), theinjunctivelacksanymorphologicalmark of
moodor tense.How doesthe absencef morphologycreatea moodwith a specifically“memo-
rative” function? In fact, theinjunctive, on this interpretationwould be the soleexceptionto the
generalizatiorthat Sanskritftorms eachof its moodsfrom a distinctmodalstemwhich is specific
to thatmood? If theinjunctiveis amood,why doesit havetheindicativestem?

Hoffmann’s analysisalsoraisesa new problemof its own: the “memorative”is not a cross-
linguistically motivatedcategory Thereseemto be no languagesvith a moodwhosefunctionis
“mentioning” or “reminding”. Insofarassuchtypologicalconsiderationserveasa reality check
on grammaticabnalysesandreconstructiongheytell againstHoffmann’s view.

Attemptsto amendHoffmanns analysishy alternativepositivecharacterizationef theinjunc-
tive’sfunctionfacesimilar problems.ThatincludesnotablyStrunk’s (1968)proposathatit marks
non-presentime, andMumm’s 1995suggestiorthatit marks“verbal definiteness*.

In Kiparsky 19681 proposedo reconcilethe contradictionbetweerntheinjunctive’s form and
functionin the oppositeway: insteadof treatingit asa moodor tenseandtrying to devisea modal
or temporalmeaningor it, | arguedhatthattheinjunctiveis neithera moodnor a tense It hasno
intrinsic modalor temporalmeaningat all. Suchmodalor temporalinterpretationssit receives
comefrom the sententiabnddiscoursecontext. Its only inherentgrammaticafeaturesthen,are
aspectyvoice and person/numberThis view wasendorsedy Szemegenyi 1991:282-28%nd by
Sihler1995:450-451andwasalsoreachedndependentlypy Kurytowicz 1977:108 Stempell 999,
andPraust2003?

The key pointis thatinjunctivesare not merelyunmarkedfor tenseandmood,asthe present
andindicative are, they are unspecifiedor thosecategories.The differencebetweenunmarked
andunspecifiecstatugs thatformswhich areunmarkedor afeatureor categoryreceivea default
specificationfor that featureor categorywhile forms which are unspecifiedor a featureor cat-
egorydo not registerit at all. Injunctivesremainlexically unspecifiedor tenseand mood, just
astheyremainunspecifiedor, say evidentiality or frustrativity, or whateverothermorphological
categorieplay norolein thelanguage.

Thisinterpretations in fact typologicallyunexceptionableVerb formswhich areunspecified
for tenseandmood,andwhichgettemporalandmodalinterpretationsn context.arewell attested.

2Thecitedmonograptwasdevotecentirelyto thesynchronidunctionof theinjunctivein Rigvedic,but Hoffmann
1970 suggestedhat Proto-Indo-Europeahad essentiallythe Rigvedic categorieof verb inflection, including the
injunctive.

3The sameis true for the other Indo-Europeatanguagesvhereverbsinflect for mood,andfor their tensesand
aspectsaswell, of course.

4Fromanotherera,let usmentionthat Gonda(1956)calledit a“relic of ‘primitive’ mentalstructure”.

SPraustaddstheinterestingpointthatthe copulahasnoinjunctiveforms;their placeis takenby thenull copula.

6SeeKiparsky 1968for exampledrom a variety of languagesWithin Indo-Europeaiitself, West1989hassug-
gestedaninterestingparallel. Accordingto him, early Greek(Hesiod)usesaugmentlesfinite verbsin atemporally
unspecifiedunctionto expressabitualactions.



Forthesynchronicsystemof Vedic,it makedor abetterfit betweermorphologyandmeaning.
Sinceinjunctiveshave no morphologicalmark of tenseor mood, it is not surprisingthat they
areinherentlytenselesandmoodlesswith their only inherentgrammaticameaningcomingfrom
theiraspectyoice,andperson/numbegndings.Theycanassumeirtually anytemporandmodal
valuein context.Injunctiveformscanpick up theirtense/moodeadingfrom afully specifiedverb
in the discourse or from the situationalcontext. No modal or temporalmeaningis sufficiently
indeterminateo coverthevariedusesof theinjunctive. A brief summaryof the Rigvedicdatawill
makethis cleat

Injunctivesalternatewith imperatives in commandsndrequestsTheyalsosupplyany miss-
ing formsin theimperativeparadigm(Hoffmann264,269).

(2) piba  imam, édam  barhh sado mama
drink-Imp. this-Accon-this-Accgrass-Accit-Aorinj2Sgmy
‘drink (Imp.) it, sitdown(Inj.) onmy grass’(8.17.1)

Theyalternatewith subjunctivesin a prospectivdunction:

(3) kada n0 antrvarure bhuvani ... kadamjlikam sumaraabh’khyam
‘whennownear Varura-Locbe-SubjlSg.. whenmercy-Accjoyfully Prt see-Aorinj1Sg.
‘when will | approach(Subj.) Varum? ... Whenwill | joyfully see(Inj.) his mercy?’
(7.86.2)

Theyalternatesvith optativesandprecativesin wishes:

(4) sbasmai carus chadayad uta syat
he him-Datpleasant-Nonseem-Inj3S@ndbe-Opt-3Sg
‘may heseem(Inj.) andbe (Opt.) pleasanto him’ (10.31.4)

They alternatewith presenttensein sentencesvith no specifictime referencefo expressha-
bitual or regulareventualitiesimplicitly quantifyingovereventualities.
(5) a. rtam  piparti anrtam ni tarit
truth-Accfill-3Sg falsehoodPrt pass-1nj3Sg
‘he promotegqPres.)truth, dispels(Inj.) falsehood’(1.152.3)

b. ya ni cyavam indra it 15a esam
what-AccPIPrtimpel-Inj3Sgindra-NomPrtrule-Pres3Sghat-GenPlI
‘whateverl setin motion,Indratakescontrolof’ (1.165.10)

c. dive-dive  slriyo darsab bhut
day-Loc-day-Losun  visible become-Aorinj3Sg
‘every daythesunappears(6.30.2)

d. vi sadmani urviyasukatur  dhat
Partsettlementsvidely wise-ordaineset-Aorinj3Sg
‘The wise ordainerhasestablishedettlementeverawide ared.

e. tuvamviks pradvah sida  adl
you  peoples-Locontinuallysit-Inj2Sgthese-Loc
‘Y ou continuallysit amongthesepeoples. (6.5.3)

Theyalsoalternatewith presenttensein performativesandself-reports.

"Daniel Baum (indo_iranian@yahoogroups.corh8.1.2003)pointsout that injunctiveslike thatin (6b) gettheir
forcefrom the associategarticlend.



(6)  a. subaddAm amitas karam
well-tied-Accfrom theremake-Aorlnj-1Sg

‘I herebytie herfirmly from there. (10.85.25)weddingliturgy]
b. indrasyan( viriyan pravocam

Indra-Gemowdeeds Prt proclaim-Aorinj

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

Theyalternatewith imperfect (past)tensen narrativegRenoul952:369 Mumm 188).

(7) a. adhvanayad durita dambhayacca
smoke-outtmpf-3Sgfortresses-Acsackinj -3Sg and

‘He smokedout thefortressesandsackedhem: (6.18.10)

b. vi akhyann, al id ratnam dharayanta
aroundook-Aor-3PI,thenParttreasure-Acdold-Inj -3Sg

‘They lookedaroundandheldonto thetreasure.(4.1.18)
c. matara ... avasayad ruj ad adrim
mother-DuAcc... illuminate-Impf3Sgoreak-Inj3Sgock-Acc
‘he illuminated(Impf.) thetwo mothershecracked(Inj.) therock open’(6.32.2)

Thisis notto saythatinjunctivesandotherverbformsarefreely interchangeableéOdnecontext
in which the injunctiveis obligatoryis prohibitions. The particlema is joined with the present
injunctiveto prohibitanongoingevent(“inhibitive” prohibitions),andwith theaoristinjunctiveto
prohibita future event(“preventive”prohibitions,Hoffmann1967,Ch. 2).

(8) 10.34.13amksair madivyah (Presinj.)‘don't play dice’
Suchinjunctivesgettheir modalforce from the particlema thatobligatorily accompaniethem.

In narrationjnjunctivesseento beobligatoryfor telling eventan the“wrong” sequencéHoff-
mannl177,201). Theregularnarrativetense the imperfect,alwaysadvanceshe narrative. This
could be seenas a consequencef the fact that the imperfecthasan independentleictic time
referencebut theinjunctivedoesnot.

On the otherhand,the injunctive occursrarely in recentpast(*hot news”) contexts. (A few
examplesrecitedin in Hoffmann228andMumm 188). Aorist tenseis normalhere.lt is alsorare
in subordinatelausesPresumablyhetemporalreferencen thesecasess notreadilysuppliedoy
the context.

The “memorative” function hardly beginsto coverthesemany uses,modal, temporal,and
nondescriptmostly documentectarefully by Hoffmann himself. “Mentioning” doesn’texplain
the prohibitive useof the injunctivewith ma. Obviouslythe hearerdoesn’thaveto alreadyknow
theprohibition,or anythingaboutthe prohibitedaction. The pointis ratherthatbecauséhe modal
forceresidedan the particle,the verbrequiresno furthermark of modality. And if theinjunctive’s
functionis to remindpeopleof whattheyalreadyknow, why doesit occurin yes/noquestions?he
answelis thatit tendsto occurpreciselythekindsof questionsvhereits temporal/modalorce can
be contextuallysupplied.Moreover,thereis no reasorwhy positively specifiedtensesandmoods
shouldbe coordinatedwith forms of a “memorative”mood,but thereis an excellentreasonwhy
they shouldbe coordinatedvith unspecifedormswhich receivetheir interpretationcontextually
from thosespecifiediorms.

Thedistributionalcharacteristic®f injunctivesin co-ordinatedstructureprovidea newcom-
pelling argumentfor their unspecifiedstatus. Vedic imposesa strict parallelismrequiremenbn
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conjunctionof verbswith ca ‘and’. The conjunctsmustbe either(a) differentverbsin the same
tense/moodyr (b) differenttense/moodormsof the sameverb (Klein 1985:82).

9) a. addhi indra piba ca
eat-Impenndra-\bcdrink-Imperand

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

b. jaghana  jaghanac ca ni
smash-Perf3Sgmash-Subj-3Sgndnow
‘he hassmashedperf.) andwill smashsubj.)now’ (9.23.7)

The only exceptionto this parallelismrequiremenis thatan injunctive verb can conjoin with a
differentverbin anytenseandmood

(10) a. sarema ni ca dhimabhi
win-Opt1PIPrtandput-Inj1PI

‘May we win (Opt.) andkeep(lnj.) it’ (1.17.6)
b. imam kamam mandaya ... paprathas ca
this-Accdesire-Accsatisfy-Imper... spread-Inj2Sgnd
‘Satisfy (Imper) thiswishandextend(Inj.) it’ (3.30.20)
C. asvapayan nigtah  snehayac ca
sleep-Caus-Impf3Syigut-PlAccstick-Caus-Impf3Sgnd
‘he puttheNigutsto sleep(iImpf.) andstuckthem(inj.) (to theground)’(9.97.54)

d. samairayam rodas  dharayam ca
Prt set-in-motion-ImpflSgvorld-DuAccsupport-Inj1Sgand
‘| createdImpf.) thetwo worldsandsustainedInj.) them’(4.42.3)

Our explanatiorfor thefact thataninjunctiveform may conjoinwith anytense/moodorm is that
it is non-distinctfrom any specifiedtense/mood.

Theorderof conjoinedverbsis subjectto atelling restriction. Theinjunctivefollowsthe verb
with markedtense/moodinvariably soin verbalconjunctioncasedike (10), andusuallyalsoin
sententiatonjunctionsuchas(7) (35 out of 45 casesn thedatain Hoffmann1967:130,213261).
This orderingrestrictionwould be inexplicableif the functionof the injunctiveis mentioning(or
markingnon-presentime, or verbaldefiniteness)It is howeverunsurprisingf theinjunctivehas
no modalor temporalfunctionat all. In thatcase,it canonly be assigneca modalor temporal
interpretationn discourseandit is well know thatprior discoursds a morecommoncontextual
cuefor theinterpretatiorof anaphorieelementghanfollowing discourses.

In line with the generativeheoryof its time, the interpretivemechanisnpositedin Kiparsky
1968 was essentiallysyntactic(“conjunction reduction”). While this works for the majority of
examplesjt obviouslydoesnot do justice to that fact that in clausalconjunction,the order of
injunctiveandspecifiedverbsis muchfreerthanin verb conjunction.As the cited dataillustrate,
it is evenpossiblefor a discourseto beginwith an injunctive, followed by an identifying fully
specifiedverbal predicate.A syntacticprocesssuchas“conjunctionreduction”or “gapping” of
tense/moodnorphologyshouldoperatewithin sentencesand left to right. Moreover,syntactic
processedo notnormallydeletematerialbelowtheword level.

Thereforejt is preferableio assimilatehe deploymenof injunctiveformsto suchphenomena
asdiscourseanaphorandtheellipsisof topically salientmaterial. Thetemporal/modainterpreta-
tion of injunctivesis analogougo determiningheantecedendf apronounaprocessn whichthe
hearereliesnotonly onthelocal syntacticenvironmentput alsoon the discoursecontext,andon
thecommongroundsharedetweerhearerandspeaker
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2. The injunctive and morphological theory

We haveconcludedhatinjunctiveformsarefinite verbswhoseonly grammaticafeaturesarethe
oneghattheyaremorphologicallynarkedfor: aspec{markedby thechoiceof present/aorist/perfect
stem),voice(markedby middleandpassivanorphology) andperson/numbegmhichin theinjunc-
tive are by definition markedby meansof the secondarynon-presenendings). Suchfeaturally
underspecifiedorms raisequestionsaboutthe natureandrole of paradigmsn morphology So-
calledrealizationaltheoriesof morphologyrequirethatinflectedforms be fully specifiedfor all
relevantmorphologicalfeatures.This requiremenstemsfrom an approachin which inflectional
systemaredefinedin paradigmaticermsandinflectionalformsarederivedasrealizationof in-
dependenthgeneratedundlesof paradigmatideatures.ParadigmFunctionMorphologymakes
this explicit by defininga paradigmasfollows:

(11) “The PARADIGM of alexemel is asetof CELLS; eachsuchcellis the pairing< Y, o > of
aninflectedform Y of thelexemelL with acompleteseto of morphosyntactipropertiesor
L.” (Stump2001:43).

But we havejust seenthat the Vedic verb paradigmincludesa setof lexemeswith incomplete
morphosyntactiproperties Suchunderspecifiesvord formsareincompatiblewith (11). Theyare,

however,compatiblein principle with morpheme-basedon-realizationamorphologicaltheories
— atleastwith thosethathaveanappropriateheoryof paradigmformation.All non-realizational
theorieshaveaBlocking principle(calledthe SubsePrinciplein DistributedMorphology),butthis

aloneis not enoughto accountfor the fact thatinjunctiveformsfreely alternatewith morehighly

specifiedtensedandmodalverbforms. | argueherethat suchvariationmanifestshe conflicting

demand=f morphologicaleconomyand explicitness,in a familiar patternwhich can be rather
naturallymodeledn OT.

The OT way to framethe questionis in termsof morphologicalchoice: giventwo productive
ways of expressingsomethingwhich is preferred? Wunderlich1996 proposeghat a grammar
consistsof two componentsa generativglcombinatoric)componentnda filter. The generative
componenspecifiesthe potentialexpressionsf the languageandtheir potentialinterpretations.
Thefilter consistsof a blocking mechanisnwhich selectsthe languages actualexpressionsand
their actualmeaningdrom this set. The blocking mechanisnoperatesy resolvingthe competi-
tion betweenthe potentialexpressionsvhosemeaningis compatiblewith a giveninput meaning
(think of it asthe ‘intended’ meaning). It offers a straightforwardaccountof the constitutionof
paradigms.

Thetheory then,consistsf a specificationof input representationgivenby UG, a specifica-
tion of outputrepresentationom the (overgeneratingjinorphologyandsyntaxof thelanguage,
andasetof bidirectionallyinterpretableorrespondenceonstraintgcf. Wunderlich1996,Koontz-
Garboder2002,Kiparsky2005).

(12) e Input grammaticabndlexical-semanti¢eaturestructures.
e Output interpretecgrammaticakxpressionsf thelanguage.
e Correspondence:

a. Givenaninput, whatis theoptimal output?
b. Givenanoutput,whatis theoptimalinput?

Herewe’ll considerjustcase(a) of the correspondencgroblem.



TheConsidethesetof expressiongvhich arecompatiblewith aninputM; (technically which
satisfyDEP). Assumethatthe choiceamongthemis determinedy two constraint$

(13) a. EXPRESSVENESS: expressll featuresof M;.
b. ECONOMY: saynothing.

Thebestsatisfactiorof EXPRESSVENESS is achievedoy maximizingthe explicit featuralcontent
of the outputexpression.The bestsatisfactionrof ECONOMY is achievedoy minimizing its com-
plexity; for presenpurposesve candefinethe simplestmosteconomicabutputasthe onewith
thefewestmorphemes.

EXPRESSVENESS andECONOMY areantagonisticonstraintsAssumeheyarefreelyranked.
Thentherewill befour cases:

(14) a. Casel: Amongequallysimpleexpressionghe mostexpressives optimal.
b. Case2: Amongequallyexplicit expressionghe simplestis optimal.

c. Case3: Among equally explicit and simple expressionstheseconstraintsmake no
decision.Thesystempredicts‘free variation” (unlessotherconstraintsapply).

d. Case4: When EXPRESSVENESS and ECONoMY conflict, their ranking decides. If
they arefreely ranked,the systemagainpredictsfree variation (eachrankinggivesa
differentwinner).

Casesl and 2 arethe standardypesof BLOCKING: semanticblocking and morphological
blocking,respectively Cases3 and4 yield two kindsof free variation. Sanskritexampleof each
type casedollow.

Casel (semantidlocking)canillustratedby the Vedictense/aspedystem.TheVedic“aorist”
and“perfect” both correspondo 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 aoristto be formedat all. The Vedic perfectis the “elsewhere”perfect,which expressesill
othermeaningsof that category namelythe universalperfect(“l haveknownMax since1960”),
the existentialperfect(“Fred hasbeento Paris”), the stativepresen(*l havegot somethingo tell
you”), andeventhe resultative/recenpastperfectitself with thoseverbsthat for morphological
reasongan’tform anaorist.

Case2 (morphologicablocking)is responsiblgor the familiar patternwherebyportmanteau
formsblock synonymousnorphologicallycomplexforms,andmorphologicallyderivedformsin
turn block synonymousgeriphrasticforms. A familiar Englishexampleof the first type of case
is the blocking of plural *foots by feet The Sanskritperfectsystemprovidesan illustration of
the secondype (for the details,seeKiparsky 2005). Sanskrithastwo classeof Perfectforms,
morphological,e.g. ca-kar-a ‘has done’, and periphrastic. The latter are formed from derived
verbs,and from simple verbsof certainphonologicalshapeswhich don't allow morphological
perfects.e.g.mygayam cakre‘has hunted’,asam cakre‘has sat’. Theyareblockedexactlywhen
themorphologicaperfectis allowed(*kg navam cakre‘hasdone’).

An interestingSanskritexampleof morphologicalblocking hasbeendiscoveredoy Jamison
1984.Jamisompointsout thatthe gerundiveregularlysupersedethe passiveoptative. The gerun-
dive is formedby a suffix -ya which markspassiveandobligationin a single portmanteadorm,
while the passiveoptativeexpressethosefunctionsby two separatenorphemes.

8Thecompetitiorholdsonly with respecto meaningeaturesvhichareparadigmaticallgxpresseih thelanguage
by morphologicameansThis remainsa stipulationfor now.
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(15) a. sumrambhikseta (act.opt.)martyah‘a mortalshouldbegfavor’ (8.7.15)

b. yo huyate (pass.indic.) ... yo havyah (gerundive)the onewhois invoked... the
onewho shouldbeinvoked” (1.101.6)

c. *yo huyeta ‘the onewhois invoked’ (pass.opt. blockedby gerundive)

d. sayadvanaspatihsyat (opt.) pradahyeta(pass.opt.) ‘if it werewoodenjt wouldbe
burned’(SB 14.2.2.54)gerundivedoesnot competewith epistemigassiveoptative)

In (15b),thegerundivehavyah‘to beinvoked’supersedethepassiveptativeby blocking;(15c)is
thusnotused.In striking contrastthe passiveoptativeis freely availablein its epistemidunction,
for in thatmeaningt is not blckedby anycompetingsimplerform (see(15d)).

Case3 is wherethe forms tie on both constraints,jn which casefree variationis predicted
(insofarasotherconstraintslo notfix thechoice,of course).An examplés thevariationbetween
participialclausesandtemporaladverbialclausegheadedy “absolutives”).

(16) a. apayan puroddamkurmam bhutva —sarpantam
see-Impf-3Ptookie-Acc tortoise-Acchecome-Absrawl-PrsPrt-Acc
‘they sawthe sacrificialcookiecrawlingawayhavingbecomeatortoise’
(SB1.6.2.3)

b. ét puroddsamévakurmam bhutam sarpantam

‘lo cookie-Acc Parttortoise-Acchecome-PresPactawl-PrsPrt-Acc
‘lo thesacrificialcookiecrawlingawayhavingbecomeatortoise’
(TS2.6.3.3)

A very similar exampleof case3 is the alternationof modalinfinitives like (17a)with gerundives
like (17b)to expresgrescriptionsandprohibitions(Deshpandd991).

(17) a. tasnad brahmamenana mlecchitavai
thereforeBrahmin-Instr notspeak-barbarously-Inf

‘thereforea Brahminshouldnot speakwith a foreignaccent’(Mbh. |, 2)
b. tasmad ettsam  padunam  na’'Sitavyam

thereforethese-GenPanimals-GenPhot eat-Grdv

‘thereforeoneshouldnot eatof theseanimals’(SB 1.2.3.9)

It seemsunlikely that EXPRESSVENESS nor ECONOMY would be freely rankedacrossthe
boardfor the whole language. Morpheme-specificonstraintrankingsmay well turn out to be
necessaryasin morphology

Theinjunctive,finally, is aninstanceof case4: the competitionbetweerforms that optimize
EcoNomy andforms that optimize EXPRESSVENESS. In casesvherethe two constraintsare
freely rankedtheresultis variation. The competitionbetweennjunctivesandmarkedverb forms
is aninstanceof justthistype: injunctivesaremorphologicallyjunmarkedtense/mooanarkingis
moreexplicit. Noticethatsuchunderspecifiedormsin paradigmscanonly surfacewhen ECON-
OMY outranksEXPRESSVENESS; hencethe proposedheorypredictsthatsuchformswill always
be morphologicallysimplerthantheir specifiedcounterparts.

3. Towards an interpretation of the history

How did this featureof early Vedic verb morphologycomeabout? And why did it disappeaso
abruptlyin the post-Rigvedidanguage?



The answerofferedin Kiparsky (1968) amountsto this: in pre-\edic stage,and residually
in Rigvedic, tenseand moodwere optional | suggestedhat this optionality reflectsan earlier
stagewheretheyfunctionedasadverbs— or, to updatethe formulation,asspecifiersratherthan
asfunctionalheadsor asinflectional categories.The subsystenof tenseles&nd moodlessverb
forms co-occursin Rigvedicwith verbsfully specifiedfor tenseandmood. Being tenselessnd
moodlessinjunctivesreceiveno defaulttenseandmood,asexplainedabove(thatis, theyarenot
assignegresentandindicativefeatures).The setof outputexpressionshereforeincludesforms
which areunspecifiedor tenseandmood,andformswhich bearmarkedor unmarkedense/mood
features.

(18) kr-no-t  Injunctive (tenseless)
kr-no-ti Present  (unmarkedense)
a-kr-no-t Past (markedtense)

Immediatelyafter the Rigvedic period, tenseand mood were grammaticalizedas obligatory
inflectionalcategoriesThis shift entailsthe categoricalossof theinjunctive.

What causedhis shift? Onetriggering factor may have beenthe drasticenrichmentof the
tensesystem.In Indo-Europeantensewasrestrictedto pastandpresentyespectivelymarkedby
the prefix ("faugment”) *e- and the suffix -i (at leastin the branchto which Sanskritbelongs).
Aorist and perfectwere not yet tensesbut belongedto the aspectsystem,andthe future seems
to havebelongedo the modalsystem. By the earliestVedic, however— the stagesummarized
in (1) — theaoristandperfecthadchangedrom aspectgo relative tenseswhich togethercover
the rangeof perfectmeaningqKiparsky 1998). In later Vedic and Parninian Sanskrit,aoristand
perfectfurther evolveinto absolute(deictic) tenseswhich respectivelydenoterecentandremote
past. A consequencef the restructuringis that the relation betweenthe injunctive’s form and
functionbecome®paqueonceaoristandperfectchangdrom aspectso tensesaoristandperfect
injunctivesappearas morphologicallytensed,which cannotbe reconciledwith their injunctive
function.

A fundamentafact aboutthe Indo-Europearsystemwasthattensesandmoodsdid not cross-
classify Thereforetheaugmente-andthe presentensemorphemei arerestrictedio theindica-
tive. Sincetenseandmoodweremutuallyexclusive thelack of eitherof thosemarkersresultedn
formsthatarenotonly tenselesshut moodless.

The aspectgimperfect,aorist,and perfect)did of coursecomein the scopeof mood. When
the aspectdurnedinto tensesthe resultwas a massivereorganizatiorof the verb system. The
former morphologicalaspect-moodombinationswvere sortedout in threedifferent ways: they
were either reinterpretedas new modal categoriesyetainedwith the tenses$ original aspectual
function,or simply lost (e.g.perfectoptatives).

In thefirst of thesedevelopmentshenewtensesrerecruitedfor temporaldifferentiationin the
irrealismodaldomain.In Rigvedic,notensedistinctionsareexpresseth wishesandconditionals.
Forexamplejn (19), the Optativerefersrespectivelyto presentfuture,andpasteventualities.

(19) a. yadagne syam ahamtvam tvam vaghasya ahamsyls  te
if  Agni-Vocbe-Opt1Sd-Nom you-Nomyou-Nomor Prt be-Opt2Sd-Nom be-Opt3Sg/our
sata  ihasisah
true-PINomhere-wishPINom
‘if 1 wereyou, Agni, or you were me, your wisheswould be fulfilled right here’
(8.44.23)



b. yacchusruya  imam havam durmaram cakriyah

if  hear-PerfOpt2Sthis-Accinvocation-Accnemorable-Acdo-PerfOpt2Sg

‘if youwereto hearthisinvocation,youwould do somethingmemorable(8.45.18)
c. jaksiyad dhara  utasbmam papiyat

eat-PerfOpt3Sarley-PlAccand soma-Acalrink-PerfOpt3Sg

‘he couldhaveeatenbarleygrainsanddrunksoma’(10.28.1)

In the post-\ediclanguagetheirrealisdomainis differentiatedoy two newcompositecategories:
a pastof thefuture, which markscounterfactuatonditionalsandanaoristof the optative,which
markswishesfor thefuture?

(20) a. yadevamnavaksyo murdra te vy apatisyat
if so notspeak-Cond2Slgead-Nomyour openburst-Cond3Sg

‘if youhadn’tsaid(Cond.)that,your headwould have(Cond.)eproded’(SB 5.5.4.8)
b. Ahavyaad evaham tubhyambhiyasam

non-sacrificejustl-Nomyou-Dat be-Prec1Sg

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

The grammaticalizatiorof tenseand moodasobligatoryinflectional categoriess also mani-
festedin the developmenbf agreemenprocessesin Rigvedic,the mood/tensef a subordinate
clauseis independentrom thatof the mainclause.

(21) a.yat ksayathah ... patayah syama
whenrule-Indic2Du... lord-NomPIbe-Opt1PI
‘whenyoutwo rule (Indic.), maywe be (Opt.) lords’ (9.95.5)
b. yatravasanti deves  tathedasat
as want-Indic3Plgod-PINomso-Prt be-Subj-3Sg
‘asthegodswant(Indic.), somayit be (Subj.) (8.28.4)

LaterVedicprosedevelopsatype of sequencef mood. If themainclauses non-indicativethen
thesubordinatelausemustagreewith it in mood:

(22) a.sa yadatam ativardha  athakarsim khatva tasyammabibharasi
thatwhen it-Acc outgrow-Subj1Sghen hole-Accdig-Abs that-Locme put-Subj2Sg
‘when | outgrow(Subij.)it, you shoulddig (Abs.) aholeandput (Subj.) mein it’ (SB
1.8.1.3)
b. kathhmajaram syad  yatrahamsyam
how unpopulated-Norbe-Opr3Sgvherel be-OptlSg
‘how could(Opt.) theplacewherel am(Opt.) be unpopulated?(SB 11.5.1.4)

Thisis evidentlyamorphologicabhgreemenprocesshencediagnosticof anobligatoryinflectional
category

4. Conclusion
TheRigvedicinjunctiveoccursconjoinedwith, andin themeaningof, everyothertense/moodat-

egory andsavefor prohibitionswith ma, thereis no environmentvhereit occursexclusively This
indicatesthatit hasno tense/moodeaturesasopposedo merelyhavingthe unmarkedvaluesof

9Krisch 1986argueghatcounterfactuatonditionalsoriginally usedtheinjunctive.
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thosefeatures.Thus,beingnon-distinctfrom all tense-moodategoriesinjunctivesarecompatible
with all of them. Formally, this meanghattenseandmoodareoptionalinflectionalcategoriesn
Rigvedic. This analysiscanbe naturally expressedn morpheme-basetheoriesof morphology
andthe competitionbetweenunspecifiedand specifiedverb forms canbe modeledin OT imple-
mentationof suchtheories.Ontheotherhand theanalysisappeardo beincompatiblenith some
paradigm-basethorphologicakheories.Finally, onthe historicalsidewe sawhow theinjunctive
testifiesto the relatively recentgrammaticalizatiorof mood andtenseas inflectional categories
in Indo-Europeanand how its loss goeshandin handwith the enrichmentof the tensesystem
throughthe conversiorof the original aspectsnto tenses.
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