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Grammaticalization of reciprocal pronouns
in Indo-Aryan: Evidence from Sanskrit and
Indo-European for a diachronic typology
of reciprocal constructions

Abstract: This paper focuses on the evolution of the Old Indo-Aryan reciprocal
pronoun anyo’nya- as well as some related forms, tracing its grammaticaliza-
tion from the early Vedic period onwards until the beginning of the Middle Indic
period. On the basis of a comparison of the history of this formation with similar
processes documented in some other Indo-European branches (Greek, Slavic
etc.), [ uncover some basic mechanisms and scenarios of the evolution of recipro-
cal constructions attested in the history of Indo-Aryan languages in a diachronic
typological context, offering a number of typological generalizations on the dia-
chrony of reciprocals.
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In memory of Vladimir Nedjalkov (1928-2009), the great typologist and researcher of reciprocals

1 Introductory remarks

The present paper deals with the evolution of the Indo-Aryan reciprocal pronoun
as well as a number of related formations, tracing its development from a combi-
nation of two independent words (anyé . .. anyd-) to one single grammaticalized
unit, the reciprocal pronoun anyo’nya-. I will demonstrate that the history of this
form provides amazingly rich evidence for a diachronic typology of reciprocal
constructions. The introductory Section 2 offers necessary definitions, drawing
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special attention to the importance of evidence from Indo-Aryan for a diachronic
typology of reciprocals. Section 3 scrutinizes the main stages of the grammati-
calization of the most productive Old Indo-Aryan marker of reciprocity, the recip-
rocal pronoun anyo’nya-. Section 4 offers a brief discussion of the competing re-
ciprocal markers, paras-para- and itaretara- in late (post-Vedic) Old Indo-Aryan
texts. Section 5 gives a brief overview of the reflexes of anyo’nya- in Middle Indo-
Aryan as well as of similar formations in New Indo-Aryan languages (without
offering a detailed analysis of the New Indo-Aryan material). In the concluding
Sections 6 and 7 I offer a brief comparison of the grammaticalization scenario at-
tested in Indo-Aryan with the scenario documented (or reconstructed) for the his-
tory of some other branches of Indo-European. On the basis of this comparison I
will formulate a number of generalizations for a diachronic typology of reciprocal
constructions and pronouns — one of the hitherto neglected domains of the typol-
ogy of valency-changing categories.

2 Preliminary remarks and basic definitions

2.1 Synchronic and diachronic typology of reciprocal
constructions: state-of-affairs

The last decade has witnessed a considerable progress in the typological study of
reciprocal constructions. Our knowledge of this category is accumulated, above
all, in the impressive compendium Nedjalkov et al. 2007, a true encyclopaedia of
reciprocals, as well as in a number of important studies, such as Kénig and Gast
2008 and Evans 2011. Yet, there is a regrettable imbalance between synchronic
and diachronic typological research in the field. On the one hand, we know a lot
about the morphological, syntactic and semantic synchronic properties of recip-
rocal constructions; the above-listed studies conveniently summarize the most
important features of reciprocals and offer a plethora of generalizations on this
linguistic category. On the other hand, a systematic treatment of this category
from a diachronic perspective is lacking: their rise, development and decline
mostly remain on the periphery of typological research.

This being the state of affairs, it seems advisable to initiate a diachronic typo-
logical study by collecting evidence from languages (language groups) with a his-
tory well-documented in texts for a sufficiently long period of time (around 1000
years or more). When approaching the history of a particular voice and valency-
changing category, such as reciprocal, passive or causative, it might be useful to
outline some kind of group (family) portrait of the relevant category, tracing it
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from the earliest attested texts in an ancient language (L,) onwards up to its re-
flexes in the daughter languages (L,, L, etc.). Of particular interest would also be
— if available - evidence from the sister languages of L, (L, L” etc.), which can
serve as a basis for a tentative reconstruction of the hypothetical history and pos-
sible sources of the category under study in the proto-language *L, as shown in
Fig. 1:

*L
SR~
Lo L’ L
TN
L L, Ls
AN
Liv Liz ... Ly Lsa

Fig. 1: Language family tree: L, with its sister and daughter languages

The Indo-Aryan group of the Indo-European language family is an almost ideal
candidate for such a diachronic typological study of several linguistic categories,
including reciprocal constructions.

For this branch, we have at our disposal an uninterrupted documented his-
tory for a period of more than 3,000 years, starting with Old Indo-Aryan (OIA),
which can be roughly identified with (Vedic) Sanskrit.! Already by the middle
Vedic period (i.e. by the middle of the first millennium B.C.), Sanskrit was no
longer a spoken language, but co-existed, as a sacral language, with Middle Indo-
Aryan vernaculars. Middle Indo-Aryan (MIA), attested from the 2nd half of the
first millennium B.C. onwards, includes Pali, Prakrits and Apabhrams$a (for de-
tails, see Hiniiber 1986/2001). New Indo-Aryan (NIA), which covers the second
millennium A.D., is represented by the modern Indic languages such as Hindi-
Urdu, Bengali, Marathi, Sinhalese, etc.).

1 The most ancient Vedic text, the Rgveda, dates to the 2nd half of the second millennium B.C.
Vedic can be divided into at least two main periods, the mantra language (= the language of the
hymns of the Rgveda, Atharvaveda and the mantras of the Yajurveda) and the language of Vedic
prose, which includes Brahmanas, Aranyakas, as well as the earliest Upanisads and Siitras. For
the chronology of Vedic texts, see Witzel 1995: 95-98.
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This means that, in the case of Indo-Aryan, we possess rich material for a
diachronic analysis of the valency-changing categories. On the one hand, the rich
evidence collected by Indo-European comparative linguistics creates a good basis
for hypotheses about the origin and possible sources of the morphological and
syntactic categories attested in OIA and thus provides important material for a
retrospective diachronic typological research. On the other hand, evidence from
late Vedic and Middle Indo-Aryan texts as well as from New Indo-Aryan languages
allows for a prospective diachronic study (how the OIA categories develop into
their reflexes in Middle and New Indo-Aryan).

In what follows, I will attempt to outline such a group portrait of the Indo-
Aryan branch in the domain of reciprocal pronouns and reciprocal constructions,
offering a preliminary analysis of the evolution of the Indo-Aryan iterated, or
polyptotic, reciprocal pronouns, in a diachronic typological perspective, con-
centrating above all on the initial status of its evolution as documented in Old
Indo-Aryan.

2.2 Basic definitions

The term ‘reciprocal’ is based on the notion of ‘reciprocal situation’, which sug-
gests two or more participants, typically being in symmetrical relations to each
other.2 Accordingly, (verbal) forms and constructions that refer to such situations
are termed ‘reciprocal forms’ and ‘reciprocal constructions’. I will use the term
‘canonical reciprocal’ for the verbs and constructions with reciprocal relations
between the participants expressed by the subject and direct object (to love each
other, to hit each other).

Extremely rich evidence for a diachronic typology and study of the mechan-
isms of grammaticalization of reciprocal pronouns is furnished by Vedic Sanskrit,
one of the most ancient attested Indo-European languages and the oldest docu-
mented Indo-Aryan language (the most ancient text, Rgveda (RV), can approxi-
mately be dated to the 2nd half of the second millennium BC). The Vedic recipro-
cal pronoun (RP) anyé . . . anya- (anyo-’nya-, anyonya-)? represents the iteration of

2 [ essentially follow here the terminology and classification as outlined in GeniuSené &
Nedjalkov 2000; Nedjalkov 2007: 6-16.

3 anyonya- results from the sandhi -as + a- — -o-: anyas + anya- — anyonya-. anyo- is the sandhi
form of the singular masculine nominative anyds before voiced consonants and a; the grave ac-
cent on -0- and the loss of the initial a of the second constituent of the reciprocal pronoun also
result from the sandhi.
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the pronominal adjective anyd- ‘(an)other’, thus literally meaning ‘another ...
another’.

I will hereafter refer to pronouns of the type of Vedic anyé ... anyad-
(anyo-’nya-, anyonya-), i.e. pronouns based on the re-iteration of some ele-
ment (usually an indefinite pronoun meaning ‘one’, ‘(an)other’, or the like), as
polyptotic.

In the following section I offer a detailed survey of the main stages of the
grammaticalization of the Indo-Aryan pronoun anyonya-.

3 Grammaticalization of the Old Indo-Aryan
anyonya-: the main stages

3.1 Early Vedic (the early Rgveda)

In the earliest documented period, that is, in the Rgveda (RV), reciprocal con-
structions with anyé . .. anya- are still rare; this meaning is more often expressed
by other markers: middle endings, the preverbs vi and sdm, and the adverb
mithds. We find only five attestations of this reciprocal proto-pronoun (quoted
under (1)-(2), (5)). anyé(-)(a)nya- is not yet grammaticalized as a single recipro-
cal pronoun. Its constituent parts are essentially autonomous lexical units, which
can be separated by other words. Both parts of the ‘proto-’ or ‘quasi-pronoun’
agree in number and gender with the antecedent noun. The verbal form agrees
with the first part of the reciprocal pronoun (RP), and thus appears in the sin-
gular, as in (1)—(2):

(1) (RV 7.103.3d-4a)

a. anyo anydam upa vadantam eti
other:NOM.SG.M other:Acc.sG.M calling:ACC.SG.M g0:PRES:3SG.ACT
b. anyé anyam dnu grbhnat,y* enor

other:NOM.sG.M other:ACC.SG.M support:PRES:3SG.ACT they:GEN.DU
‘One (frog) goes to the call of another; one of the two supports another.’

(2) (RV3.33.2)
samar-ané urmibhih  pinvamane
unite:PF-PART.MID:NOM.DU.F waves:INS swelling:NOM.DU.F

4 The subscript shows that, in spite of sandhi, the vowel should be pronounced for metrical
reasons.
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anya vam anyam dp,y eti

other:NOM.SG.F YOU:GEN.DU other:ACC.SG.F rise:PRES:3SG.ACT

‘When you (= the two rivers) have united together, swelling with waves, one of
you rises in another.’

The syntactic pattern attested with anyad- . . . anya- in early Vedic is schemati-
cally represented in (I) (RM1 and RM2 stand for the first and second constituents
of the reciprocal pronoun, S — for the noun denoting the group of participants
of the reciprocal situation, or reciprocants, i.e. the antecedent of the reciprocal
pronoun):

(I) RM1:NOM  S:GEN.non-sG RM2:Acc  V:sG

Notice that S:GEN.non-sG should not be bracketed, since this argument is virtu-
ally obligatory in the construction; the lack of the genitive group in (1a) and (5b)
is probably due to the occurrence of the genitive groups in adjacent lines (padas),
i.e. in (1b) and (5a), respectively.

The closely related Old Iranian language, Avestan, has a polyptotic reciprocal
expression derived from the cognate Avestan pronoun aniia ‘(an)other’ and built
on the same model as the early Vedic anyd- ... anyd-, aniio. ainim. 1t is interest-
ing to note that the only occurrence of this pronoun attested in Old Avestan, in the
Gathas, as well as one occurrence in Young Avestan, show the same syntactic
pattern, with the genitive of the antecedent, cf. (3)—(4):

(3) (Yasna 53.5)
asa. va. aniio. ainim.
virtue:INS.SG  yOu:GEN.PL other:NOM.SG.M other:ACC.SG.M
viuudngha-tii
excel:DESID-35G.IMPV.ACT
‘Strive to excel each other in virtue! . . .’ (lit.: ‘Let each of you strive to excel the
other in virtue. ..

(4) (YasSt 13.84)
yaesgm. ainiio. ainiiehe. uruuanam.
which:GEN.PL.M other:NOM.SG.M other:GEN.SG.M soul:ACC.SG
aifi.vaénaiti
towards.look:PRES:3SG.ACT
‘... which look into each other’s soul.” (lit.: ‘of which one looks into another’s
soul’)
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Apparently, both the early RV and the early Avesta attest the pattern which is
likely to reflect the Proto-Indo-Iranian situation and thus may be very close
to what we tentatively reconstruct for the Proto-Indo-European language (see
Sections 6-7).

The only RVic instance of a plural verbal form constructed with the recipro-
cal anyd- anyd- is attested in the late book 10 of the RV, cf. (5b); note that this
pattern appears adjacent to a reciprocal construction with a singular form in
(5a):

(5) (RV 10.97.14ab)

a. any& Vo anyﬁm avatu
other:NOM.SG.F yOu:GEN.PL other:ACC.SG.F help:PRES:3SG.IMPV.ACT
b. anyas anydsya lipavata

other:NOM.SG.F  other:DAT.SG.F stand.by:PRES:2PL.IMPV.ACT

‘Let one of you (medical plants) help another; stand one by another.’
3.2 Late early Vedic: later books of the Rgveda, Atharvaveda
Example (5) shows that at the end of the early Vedic period, that is, in the late
Rgveda and in the Atharvaveda, pattern (I) cedes to structure (II), with the verb in
the non-singular (plural or dual) form:
(II) S:NoM.non-sG RMI:NoM (...) RM2:acc V:non-SG

Cf. examples (6)—(7) from the AV:

(6) (AVS 3.30.1cd)

anyo “nyam abhi haryata
other:NOoM.SG.M other:AcC.5G.M love:PRES:2PL.IMPV.ACT
vatsam jatam ivau aghnya

calf:acc.sG born:acc.sG.Mm like  cOw:NOM.SG
‘Love each other, like a cow its new-born calf.’

(7) (AVS 12.3.50a)
sam agnayo vid-ur anyo anyam
together fire:NOM.PL know:PF3PL.ACT other:NOM.SG.M other:ACC.SG.M
‘The fires know each other.’

5 The sign U shows that sandhi is undone.
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Reciprocal constructions with the singular verbal forms virtually disappear after
the RV, although a few rare examples of pattern (I) can still be found in early mid-
dle Vedic (that is, in the prose of the Yajurveda), cf. example (8) from one of the
earliest Vedic prose texts, the Taittiriya-Samhita:

(8) (TS 6.2.2.1-2)
tabhyah sd nir rcchad,
that:DAT/ABL.PL.F that:NOM.SG.M be.deprived:PRES:3SG.SUBJ.ACT
yah nah prathamo ’nyo
Wwho:NOM.SG.M We:GEN.PL first:NOM.SG.M other:NOM.SG.M
‘nydasmai druhyat
other:DAT.SG.M be.deceitful:PRES:3SG.SUBJ.ACT
‘The one who first among us will be deceitful (one) to another, will be deprived
of these [bodies].’

The constituent parts of the RP normally occur adjacent to one another as in (6)—
(8) and (10), but they can also be separated by other word(s), as in (9). The singu-
lar form of RM1 and RM2 is not yet completely generalized: in the language of the
second most ancient Vedic text, the Atharvaveda (c. 1000 B.C.), we find (relatively
rare) examples such as (9)-(10), where both parts of the RP anyé . . . anyd- appear
in the plural:

(9) (AVP5.10.7¢)

hataso anye yodhayanty
hit:PART.PF.PASS:NOM.PL.M other:NOM.PL.M fight:CAUS:3PL.ACT
*anyams®

other:ACC.PL.M
‘Those which are hit incite one another to fighting.” (lit. ‘make fight one
another’; said of alcohol-drinkers)

In the AV we even come across constituent parts of the reciprocal pronoun in the
feminine plural form:

(10) (AVP 17.14.4)
Sirsan,y anya anydasam
head:NOM-Acc.PL other:NOM.PL.F other:GEN.PL.F

6 The plus sign in the superscript (*) shows that this form is not attested in the manuscripts, but
is based on a conjecture; the manuscripts read anyds (see Lubotsky 2002: 61-62).
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vitavantir va...
crush(?):ACT.PART:NOM.PL.F like

‘Crushing each other’s heads, as it were ...’

(a magic spell against female demonic creatures)

3.3 Middle and late Vedic: the main processes observed
in Vedic prose

In the language of the Vedic prose (that is, in the Brahmanas, Aranyakas and
Upanisads), we observe the following stage of the fossilization of the RP, where
the structure of the reciprocal construction can be schematized as in (III):

(IIT) S:NoM.non-sG RM1:NOM-RM2:ACC/DAT/... V:non-sG

A number of features clearly testify to the further grammaticalization of
anyo’nya-.

3.3.1 Inseparability

The constituents of the reciprocal pronoun anyo’nyd- are no longer found to be
separated by other words, as in (9), cf. (11-21):

(11) (KB 13.9 [ed. Sarma 13.7.41])

nav anyo-nyam anuprapadyete
not other:Nom.sG.M-other:acc.sG.Mm follow:PRES:3DU.MID
adhvaryii

adhvaryu:NOM.DU
‘The (two) adhvaryu-priests do not follow one another.’

(12) (TA1.6.3)
nav evam-vidusacaryantevasinau |
not thus-knowing.teacher.pupil:NOM.DU
anyo-nyasmai druhyatam
other:NOM.SG.M-other:DAT.SG.M be.deceitful:PRES:3DU.OPT.MID
‘The teacher and the pupil, knowing thus, should not be deceitful to each
other.’
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3.3.2 Accentuation

In most accentuated middle Vedic texts (Taittiriya-Samhita, Maitrayani Samhita,
Satapatha-Brahmana), both parts of the RP bear accents: anyd-(a)nyd- (see
Wackernagel 1905: 322-323), as, for instance, in (13)—(15):

(13) (TS 7.2.8.6)

chandamsy anyo-nydsya lokam
metre:NOM.PL  other:NOM.SG.M-other:GEN.SG.M/N place:AcC
abhy adhyayan

be.eager:IMPF:3PL.ACT
‘The (poetic) meters were eager for the places of each other.’

(14) (SB14.4.3.30 = BAUK 1.5.23)
tani  systany anyo-nyéna aspardhanta
these created other:NOM.SG.M-other:INS.SG.M/N compete:IMPF:3PL.MID
‘These created (active functions) competed with each other.’

(15) (SB5.1.1.2)

dtho devah | anyé-’nydsminn evd
then god:NOM.PL other:NOM.SG.M-other:LOC.SG.M PTCL
jithvatas ceruh

POUr:PRES:PART.ACT:NOM.PL.M  £0.0N:PF.3PL.ACT
‘Then the gods went on pouring oblations unto each other.’

However, we also find an example of a single accent (on RM1), attested in the
Taittiriya-Brahmana, cf. (16) (see Debrunner 1957: 89):

(16) (TB1.3.2.1)
té anyo-nyasmai nav atisthanta
that:NOM.PL.M other:NOM.SG.M-other:DAT.SG.M not stand:IMPF:3PL.MID
‘They (the gods) did not adhere to each other.’

Unfortunately, this is the only example of anyo-nya-, found in the TB, so that we
cannot be sure whether this was a feature of the dialect of the TB (which is not
impossible per se) or just a minor lapsus of the scribe.

3.3.3 Agreement properties of the constituents of the RP
The most instructive evidence for the history of the grammaticalization of the re-

ciprocal marker is furnished by the history of the agreement properties of the
constituents of the reciprocal pronoun.
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(i) Number agreement

The reciprocal pronoun generalizes the singular form for both of its parts, so
that examples such as (9)—(10) above are no longer possible.

(ii) Gender agreement

The gender agreement of the constituent parts of the RP follows one of two
patterns, (Illa) and (IIIb):

(IlTa) S:NoM.non-sG RM1:NOM.M/F.SG-RM2:ACC/DAT/...M/F.sG V:non-SG
i.e. anya-[M/F]-anya-[M/F]

(IITb) S:NoM.non-sG RM1:NOM.M.SG-RM2:ACC/DAT/...M/F.sG V:non-SG
i.e. anyé-[M]-anyad-[M/N/F]

According to the pattern schematized in (Illa), both constituents of the RP
agree in gender with the antecedent. This pattern is attested only in very few
texts, in particular, in the relatively late Jaiminiya-Brahmana. Cf. (17), where both
RM1 (anya) and RM2 (anyasyai) agree in gender with the demonstrative pronoun
etdals] ‘these, they (fem.)’:

(17) (JB 3.280:2-3)

abhi va eta anyanyasyai (= anya-anyasyai)
to PTCL this:NOM.PL.F other:NOM.SG.F-other:DAT.SG.F
lokam dhyayanti

world:Acc.sG  reflect:PRES:3PL.ACT
‘They (fem.) reflect about the world of each other.’

Likewise, in (18) the feminine substantive prajals] ‘creatures’ triggers the femi-
nine gender on both RM1 (anya) and RM2 (anyam)

(18) (JB1.117:1-2)

prajapatih  praja asrjata. . .. ta
P.:.NOM.SG  creature:ACC.PL create:IMPF:3SG.MID that:NOM.PL.F
asanayantir anya-nyam adan

being.hungry:NOM.PL.F other:NOM.SG.F-other:ACC.SG.F eat:IMPF:3PL.ACT
‘Prajapati created the creatures. . . . Being hungry, they ate each other.’

Most texts generalized the masculine form of the first constituent of the RP
(anyo-) and thus follow the other agreement pattern, schematized in (IIIb).
Thus, example (19) from the Paficavim$a-Brahmana (a text closely related to
the Jaiminiya-Brahmana), corresponding to (18), instantiates such a ‘reduced’
agreement: the feminine gender is only marked on the second constituent of the
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reciprocal pronoun, whereas the first component is in the masculine (anyo-, not
**anya-):

(19) (PB24.11.2)

prajapatih  praja asrjata. ta

P..NOM.SG  creature:ACC.PL create:IMPF:3SG.MID that:NOM.PL.F
a-vidhrta a-safjanand

not-kept.apart:NOM.SG.F  not-agree:PART.PRES.MID:NOM.SG.F
anyo-nyam adan

other:NOM.SG.M-other:ACC.SG.F  eat:IMPF:3PL.ACT
‘Prajapati created the creatures. They, not being kept apart, not agreeing
(with each other), ate each other.’

Likewise, in (20) we find RM1 in the masculine form (anyo-nydsyals]) instead of
the feminine (**anydnydsyas [= anya-anydsyas)):

(20) (SB5.3.4.21)

ta yat  sydndanta ivau

that:NOM.PL.F when flow:PRES:3PL.MID like

anyo-nydsya eva U etdc chriya
other:NOM.SG.M-other:GEN.SG.F PTCL  thus superiority:DAT.SG
a-tistha-mana uttaradhara iva
not-stand:PRES-PART.MID:NOM.PL.F higher.lower:NOM.PL.F like
bhavantyo yanti

become:PRES:PART.ACT:NOM.PL.F  g0:PRES:3PL.ACT
‘When these [particles of light] are kind of flowing, thus not yielding to one
another’s superiority, [they] keep becoming now higher now lower.’

Furthermore, no text attests the neuter form anydd (distinct from the masculine
only in the nominative and accusative, however) for either the first or the second
constituent of the RP; that is, neither **anyad-anyad, nor **anyo-"nyad occur in
texts.” Cf. (21), where the masculine form of the RM1 (anyé-nydsya) is used for
neuter (**anydd-anydsya) according to this pattern:

7 The form of the RP with at least one part in the neuter (anyad) may never have been in use,
perhaps in order to avoid the homonymy with the amredita (i.e. iterative or distributive) com-
pound anydd-anyad ‘one after another; each [into] another’ (see, in particular, Klein 2003: 784
for a detailed discussion of the distributive meaning of anydd-anyad in RV 2.24.5).
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(21) (TS 7.2.8.6)

chandamsy anyo-nydsya lokam
metre:NOM.PL [N.] other:NOM.SG.M-other:GEN.SG.M/N place:ACC.SG
abhy adhyayan

be.eager:IMPF:3PL.ACT
‘The (poetic) metres were eager for each other’s place.’

3.4 Further grammaticalization of anyo’nya- in late Vedic and
post-Vedic Sanskrit

In late Vedic and post-Vedic Sanskrit the process of grammaticalization of
anyo’nya- essentially comes to its end. A number of phenomena clearly show that
its constituent parts lose the last features of independent forms, and the RP be-
comes completely fossilized as a single lexical unit.

3.4.1 Agreement properties of the constituents of the RP

Neither part of the RP agrees in gender or number with the antecedent, generaliz-
ing the masculine singular form (nominative anyo-, accusative anyam, etc.), in
accordance with the following pattern:

(IV) S:NoMm.non-sG RM1:NOM.SG.M-RM2:ACC/GEN/....SG.M V:non-SG

Cf. (22), with the masculine form of the RM1 (anyo-nyam) used for the feminine
(**anyanyam [= anya-anyam]):

(22) (Ram. 2.53.10)

anyo-nyam abhiviksante [. . .]
other:NOM.SG.M-other:ACC.SG.M look.at:PRES:3PL.MID
artatarah striyah

confused:NOM.PL.F woman:NOM.PL
‘The confused women look at each other.’
3.4.2 Constructions with non-subject antecedents

anyo’nya- can be used with non-subject antecedents, in particular, in object-
oriented reciprocal constructions. Thus, in (23), RM2 receives the locative case as
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the oblique argument of the verb juhomi ‘(I) pour into’, but RM1 is in the nomina-
tive form (anyé-), not in the accusative (**anydam), thus not agreeing in case with
its accusative antecedent gharmdu ‘oblations’:

(23) (SB11.6.2.2)

gharmav evil...] anyo-’nydsmin
gharma:ACC.DU PTCL other:NOM.SG.M-other:LOC.SG.M
juhomi

pOur:PRES:1SG.ACT
‘I pour both gharma-oblations, one into another.’

3.4.3 Adverbial usages

In the post-Vedic period (in particular, in Epic Sanskrit), we also find the fos-
silized (adverbial) form anyonyam employed in constructions where the gram-
matical case of the second constituent of the RP (i.e. accusative) does not cor-
respond to the case pattern of the verb. For instance, in (24) we might expect
the instrumental case of the second constituent of the reciprocal pronoun
(**anyasyanyena [anyasya-anyenal)), in accordance with the case frame of the
verb sam-bhas ‘converse’:

(24) (Ram. 5.89.52)

tesam sambhasa-mananam
that:GEN:PL.M converse:PRES-PART.MID:GEN.PL
anyo-nyam .. ..

other:NOM.SG.M-other:ACC.SG.M
‘...of them, conversing with each other...’

3.4.4 Compounds with anyonya-

Yet another phenomenon which points to the further grammaticalization of
anyonya- is the rise of compounds of the type anyonya-X, meaning ‘mutual, recip-
rocal X'.

The earliest and the only Vedic example of a compound built with anyonya-
(noticed in Debrunner 1957 [Nachtr. zu AiG I1/1]: 89) is the form anyonya-Sresthyaya
‘(to) one another’s superiority’ found in the relatively young Sambhita of the Black
Yajurveda, Kapisthala-Katha-Sambhita:
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(25) (KpS 38.2:206.1)

deva va ’nyo-’nya-sraisthyaya nav
god:NOM.PL PTCL other:NOM.SG.M-other-priority:DAT.SG not
atisthanta

stand:IMPF:3PL.MID
‘The gods were not in a state to [accept] one another’s priority.’

The parallel passages in other Samhitas of the YV (TS 6.2.2.1, KS 24.9:100.3, MS
3.710:90.1) have reciprocal constructions with genitive (anyonydsya) or dative

(anyonyasmai) instead, as in (26):

(26) (TS 6.2.2.1)

devasurah sdmyatta asan.
god.asura:NOM.PL engaged.in.conflict:NOM.PL.M be:IMPF:3PL.ACT
té deva mithé vipriya

that:NOM.PL.M god:NOM.PL mutually unpleasant:NOM.PL.M
asan. te ’nyo ‘nydasmai
be:IMPF:3PL.ACT that:NOM.PL.M other:NOM.SG.M other:DAT.SG.M
jydisthyayaw a-tisthamanah paficadha
priority:DAT.SG not-stand:PRES:PART.MID:NOM.PL.M in.five

vy dkraman

separate:IMPF:3PL.ACT

‘The gods and the Asuras were engaged in conflict. The gods were mutually
unpleasant (i.e. they disliked each other). Not being in a state to [accept] one
another’s priority, they separated into five [groups].’

In post-Vedic Sanskrit, where the nominal composition is very productive,
such compounds with the first member anyonya- become quite common, cf.
(27-29):

(27) (Manu-Smrti 3.32)
anyonya-yogah kanyayas ca arasya ca
one.another-union:NomM.SG  girl:GEN.sG and lover:GEN.SG and
‘The mutual union of a girl and (her) lover. ..

(28) (Prasna-Upanisad 5.6)

tisro matra mrtyumatyah prayukta
three:NOM.F element:NOM.PL deadly:NOM.PL.F employed:NOM.PL.F
anyonya-sak-ta an-a-viprayukta

one.another-connect-PART.PF.PASS:NOM.PL.F not-not-separated:NOM.PL.F



132 —— Leonid Kulikov DE GRUYTER MOUTON

‘The three elements [of the sacral syllable Om = a, u, m| are deadly when
they are employed, being connected to one another, [but (?)] separately.’
(for a discussion of this difficult passage, see, for instance, Olivelle 1998:
640)

(29) (Yajfiavalkya-Smyti 2.237)

pitr-putra-svasr-bhratr-dampaty-acarya-sisyakah esam
father-son-sister-brother-husband-teacher-pupil:NomM.PL  this:GEN.PL.M
a-patit@nyonya-tyagi ca Sata-danda-bhak
not-ejected.one.another-abandoning and hundred-fine-entitled:NOM.SG
‘Father and son, sister and brother, husband [and wife], teacher and pupil,
when abandoning each other, [as the father a son, etc.], without [the latter]
being ejected [from caste], — [he or she] of them is entitled to the fine of hun-
dred [panas]’.

3.5 Grammaticalization of anyo’nya- in Old Indo-Aryan:

a recapitulation

The chronological development and grammaticalization of anyé-(a)nyd- in Old
Indo-Aryan is recapitulated in the chart below:

II

111

IV

RM1:NOM.SG.M/F S:GEN.non-SG RM2:ACC/GEN/....SG.M/F V:SG

U

S:NoM.non-sG RM1:NOM.SG/PL.M/F (...) RM2:ACC/GEN/....SG/PL.M/F
V:non-sG

U

S:NoM.non-sG RM1:NOM.SG.M/(F)-RM2:ACC/GEN/....SG.M/F V:non-SG
U

S:NOM.non-sG RM1:NOM.SG.M-RM2:ACC/GEN/....SG.M V:non-sG
(also: S:non-NoM.non-sG anyonyam (adverbial) . . .)

Note that these four patterns do not necessarily represent the subsequent

chronological stages. In particular, the more consistent agreement pattern at-
tested in the JB (a relatively late text, which must be dated to the end of the Vedic
period) may merely betray an artificial archaism, rather than an old feature of this
text.
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4 Other polyptotic reciprocal pronouns in Old
Indo-Aryan: itaretara- and paras-para-

Alongside anyé (a)nyd-, there are two other polyptotic reciprocal pronouns with
a similar structure (and probably built on its model), itaretara- and paras-para-.
Both are first attested at the end of the Vedic period and, in fact, should be quali-
fied as essentially post-Vedic forms.

4.1 jtaretara-

The form itaretara- is derived from the pronominal adjective itara- ‘(an)other’.
It appears at the very end of the Vedic period and remains less common than
anyonya-. Its inner structure is less clear than that of anyonya-. It might be based
either on the bare stem (itara-itara-), or on the nominative singular feminine form
(itara-itara-). The only example of the first component in the masculine form (and
one of the earliest attestations of this reciprocal pronoun) is found in a late Vedic
text, Brhad-Aranyaka-Upanisad. This construction clearly dates to the epoch
when the grammaticalization of itaretara- had just started; notice also the singu-
lar form of the verb (cf. stage I of the grammaticalization process of anyonya-
discussed above):

(30) (SB 14.5.4.15 = BAUK 2.4.15)

yatra hi dvaitam iva bhavati, tad
where since duality:NOM.SG as become:PRES:3SG.ACT then
itara itaram pasyati

other:NOM.SG.M other:ACC.SG.M see:PRES:3SG.ACT
‘Wherever is duality, there one sees another.’

Example (31) from the post-Vedic text Brhad-Devata is of special interest, being
the only attestation of the dual form of the pronoun, which has no parallels in the
syntax of reciprocal pronouns in Sanskrit:

(31) (BrhDev. 7.153)

akhyanam itaretarayor idam
Story:ACC.SG  one.another:GEN/LOC.DU.M this:ACC.SG.N
samvadam manyate yaskah

dialogue:Acc.sG  consider:PRES:3SG.MID Yaska:NOM.SG
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“This story of [relationship/talk to] each other Yaska considers a dialogue
..." (said of the Rgvedic hymn 10.96 “Purtiravas and Urvasi”, which deals
with the relationship and dialogue of two personages, a deity and a mortal)

In the Epics, itaretara- is much less common than the two other reciprocal
pronouns, anyé-(a)nyd- and paras-para-. It only occurs twice in the Ramayana
(both attestations in book 6), and a few dozen times in the Mahabharata. Curi-
ously enough, itaretara- is somewhat less rare in book 6 of the Mahabharata,
where the ratio of anyonya-, paraspara- and itaretara- is 69 : 64 : 19, respectively
(as against, for instance, 43:34:3 in book 1 or 57:55:6 in book 88). Examples
are:

(32) (Ram. 6.46.37-38)

[37] tav ubhau vahini-mukhyau "
that:NoM.DU.M both:NOM.DU.M army-leader:NOM.DU
jatarosau tarasvinau sthitau
enraged:NOM.DU.M violent:NOM.DU.M standing:NOM.DU.M
ksataja-digdharigau ' prabhinnav iva
blood-smeared.member:NOM.DU.M in.rut:NOM.DU.M like
kufijarau
elephant:NOM.DU.M

[38] ullikhantau su-tiksnabhir ' damstrabhir
tear:PRES:PART.ACT:NOM.DU.M  very-sharp:INS.PL.F tusk:INS.PL
itaretaram

one.another:Acc.sG
‘Those two generals, enraged, violent, were standing with their members
covered with blood, like two elephants in rut, tearing each other with very
sharp tusks. ..’

(33) (MBh. 1.181.23)
anyonyam a-hvayantau tau'
one.another:Acc.sG to-call:PRES:PART.ACT:NOM.DU.M that:NOM.DU.M
mattav iva maha gajau mustibhir
in.rut:Nom.DU.M like great:NOM.DU.M elephant:NOM.DU.M fist:INS.PL
janubhis caiva ' nighnantav itaretaram
knee:INS.PL and beat:PRES:PART.ACT:NOM.DU.M one.another:ACC.SG

8 Cf. also the ratio 19: 29 : 2 in Kalidasa’s works, according to Scharpé’s (1966) Kalidasa-Lexicon.
9 The sign ' marks the border between minimal metrical units (padas).
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muhiirtam tau tathav anyonyam '
in.a.moment that:NoMm.DU.M thus one.another:Acc.sG
samare paryakarsatam

battle:LoC.sG drag:IMPF:3SG.MID
‘Calling to each other, they, like two huge elephants in rut, beating each
other with fists and knees, dragged each other about in the battle.’

(34) (MBh. 6.2.4)

te hanisyanti samgrame '  samasadyav
that:NoM.PL.M  Kill:FUT:3PL.ACT battle:LOC.SG approach:CONV
itaretaram

one.another:Acc.sG
‘Having approached [each other] in the battle, they will kill each other.’

On the basis of the rare attestations of itaretara- in late Vedic and post-Vedic San-
skrit, one may assume that, at least in some texts — in particular, in the Ramayana
— this pronoun was (almost) exclusively used with dual antecedents, cf. (30)-
(33).1° The opposite is not true, however: we find numerous examples of con-
structions with the RPs anyonya- and paraspara- with dual antecedents; see Sec-
tion 4.3 for details and examples. Note, in particular, that in (33) anyonya- and
itaretara- are used interchangeably in similar contexts, with no difference in
meaning.

4.2 paras-para-

Like itaretara-, the pronoun paras-para- is a post-Vedic form (one of its earliest
occurrences is found in a Srauta-Sitra, at Vaikhanasa-Srauta-Siatra 8.7:84.12, i.e.
at the very end of the Vedic period). It represents the iteration of the pronominal

adjective para- ‘far, other, different, alien, foreign’, as in (35):

(35) (KA 1.13.18)

paras-parad va bhedayed
other:NOM.SG.M-other:ABL.SG.M Or split:PRES.CAUS:3SG.OPT.ACT
enan

he:acc.pL.M

‘...or he should divide them from each other...’

10 This does not hold for the Mahabharata, however: most of the occurrences of itaretara-
appear in constructions with plural antecedents.
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As in the case of the late Vedic and post-Vedic anyonyam, the accusative form
paras-param can be used adverbially, meaning ‘mutually’, as in (36):

(36) (MBh. 1.194.6)

parasparena bhedas ca' nav adhatum
one.another:INs.sG  split:NOM.SG and not establish:INF
tesu Sakyate | ekasyam ye
that:Loc.pL.M be.able:PASS:3SG  one:LOC.SG.F Who:NOM.PL.M
ratah patnyam' na bhidyante
being.in.love:NOM.PL.M wife:LOC.SG not split:PRES:3PL.MID
parasparam

one.another:Acc.sG(.Mm)

‘And they cannot be alienated from one another (lit. ‘for them, the split from
one another cannot be established’). [Men] who are in love with the same
wife are not split from each other.’

4.3 anyonya- vs. paraspara-
4.3.1 Correlation with the number of antecedent?

Generally, no difference in meaning between reciprocal constructions with
anyonya- and paraspara- can be observed. According to Richter (1898: 49),
paraspara- is mostly used with two reciprocants; in other words, paraspara- is
allegedly employed with dual antecedents, while the usage of anyonya- is sup-
posed to be limited to the plural antecedents. This formulation is reproduced in
standard grammars, in particular, by Wackernagel (1905: 324) and Renou (1930:
380). Yet, evidence from most texts does not support this assumption. In some
texts we can only surmise a weak tendency to select the RP in accordance with
Richter’s rule. Thus, in the Ramayana, approximately 2/3 of the total amount of
the occurrences of anyonya- are attested in constructions with the antecedent
in the plural, as in (37), but constructions with the antecedent in the dual are at-
tested as well, cf. (38-39):

(37) (Ram. 2.77.10)

parisvajanas cau anyonyam yayur
embracing:NOM.PL.M and one.another:ACC.SG  g0:PF:3PL.ACT
nagarikah

citizen:NOM.PL
‘...and, embracing each other, the men of the city were going ...’
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(38) (Ram. 2.83.4)
iti samvadator evam 'anyo-nyam
thus converse:PRES:PART.ACT:GEN/LOC.DU.M thus one.another:Acc.sG
nara-simhayoh
men-lion:GEN/LOC.DU
‘While the two lions among men were conversing thus with each other...’

(39) (Ram. 1.10.22)
tav anyonyarijalim krtval...]  nanandatur
that:NOM.DU.M one.another.afijali make:CONV rejoice:PF:3DU.ACT
‘They both (sc. kings Dasaratha and Romapada), having made afijali to one
another, rejoiced ...’

In the case of the RP paraspara-, Richter’s rule seems not to operate at all:
constructions with the antecedent in the plural (cf. (41)) and in the dual (cf. (40))

are equally well-attested:

(40) (Ram. 6.75.33)

parasparam tau pravavarsatur bhrsam
one.another:Acc.sG that:NOM.DU.M shower:PF:3DU.ACT furiously
Saraughavarsena

rain.of.arrows:INS.SG
‘They (= Laksmana and Indrajit) furiously showered each other with a rain
of arrows.’

(41) (Ram. 1.13.14)

prahuh suvagmino dhirah
talk:PF:3PL.ACT most.eloquent:NOM.PL.M Wise:NOM.PL.M
paraspara-jigisaya

one.another-defeat:DESID:NOM.ABSTR:INS.SG
‘The most eloquent wise men were talking, trying to defeat one another.’

To sum up, it is virtually impossible to find sufficient evidence for consistent
usages of anyonya- and paraspara- in accordance with Richter’s rule.!" It seems
that in most texts both RPs could be used interchangeably, with no semantic

11 The source of this ghost rule is unclear. Perhaps it was inspired by the deceptive parallelism
with the situation in Latin, where we find two polyptotic reciprocal pronouns: alter alterum (in
the case of two reciprocants) and alius alium (for more than two reciprocants); see Section 6.4
below.
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difference. It is also very likely that, in metrical texts, the selection of the RP could
be mainly conditioned by metrical reasons: the stem anyonya- is trisyllabic, while
paraspara- is quadrisyllabic.'? Finally, some texts show obvious preference for
one of these two forms. Thus, Paficatantra only attests paraspara- (approx. 30
times) and, once, itaretara-, while anyonya- does not occur in this text.!3 It is in-
teresting to note that the only attestation of itaretara- appears in a verse (adjacent
to paraspara-) and thus the choice of the reciprocal pronoun is likely to be due to
metrical factors:

(42) (Paficatantra 2.136)

yatha chaya-tapau nityam ' su-sambaddhau

as shadow-heat:NOM.DU always  well-connected:NOM.DU.M
parasparam | evam karma ca karta ca'
one.another:Acc.sG thus deed:Nom.sG and doer:NOM.SG and
samélistav itaretaram

attached:NOM.DU.M one.another:ACC.SG
‘As the shadow and light are always well-connected to one another, so the
deed and the doer are closely attached to one another.’

However, as we shall see in the following section, in at least one Classical San-
skrit text anyonya- and paraspara- are semantically opposed to each other.

4.3.2 anyonya- vs. paraspara-: a semantic opposition in Kautiltya’s
“Arthasastra”

In Kautiliya’s “Arthasastra” (KA), an ancient Indian treatise on statecraft, eco-
nomic policy and military art (written probably at the turn of the Christian
era), anyonya- and paraspara- are neatly opposed to each other in their usage.
paras-para- is used with hostile, inimical activities with negative consequences
(this type of the reciprocal situation will hereafter be referred to as ‘negative’),
while anyonya- is employed in contexts of friendly or neutral activities.'* Cf. a few
examples of constructions and compounds with anyonya- and paraspara- that
clearly illustrate this semantic opposition:

12 The rarer itaretara- with its quintisyllabic stem may offer yet another metrical option.

13 Counts from the electronic edition based on ed. by Ramchandra Jha (available at http://www.
sub.uni-goettingen.de/ebene_1/fiindolo/gretil/1_sanskr/5_poetry/4_narr/vispancu.htm).

14 For a detailed discussion of evidence from this text, see Kulikov (forthc).
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- constructions with anyonya-:

(43) (KA 1.12.12)

na cau anyonyam samsthas te va
not and one.another:Acc.sG group:NOM.PL that:NOM.PL.M PTCL
vidyuh

know:PRES:3PL.OPT.ACT
‘And those groups should not know each other.’

(44) (KA 2.36.6)

karu-silpinah sva-karma-sthanesu sva-janam
artisan-artist:NOM.PL. own-work-place:LOC.PL. own-people:ACC.SG
vasayeyuh, vaidehakas cav
dwell:PRES.CAUS:3PL.OPT.ACT merchant:NOM.PL. and
anyonyam sva-karma-sthanesu

one.another:Acc.sG own-work-place:LOC.PL
‘Artisans and artists should lodge their colleagues in places of their activity,
and the merchants [should lodge] each other in places of their activity.’

— constructions with paraspara-:

(45) (KA 3.16.33)
asraminah pasanda va mahaty avakase
hermit:NOM.PL pasanda:NOM.PL or great:LOC.SG.M space:LOC.SG
parasparam a-badhamana
one.another:AcCc.sG not-disturb:PRES:PART.MID:NOM.PL.M
vaseyuh
dwell:PRES:3PL.OPT.ACT
‘Hermits or pasandas (= non-brahmanic hermits) should settle on a vast
space, without disturbing each other.’

(46) (KA 1.13.18)
parasparad va bhedayed enan...
one.another:ABL.SG or divide:PRES.CAUS:3SG.OPT.ACT he:ACC.PL.M
‘Or he should divide them from each other. ..’

(47) (KA 5.6.25)
amatyah kulya-kumara-mukhyan
minister family.member-prince-principal.officer:Acc.pL

parasparam mukhyesu va
one.another:Acc.sG principal.officer:Loc.PL or
vikramayet

quarrel: PRES.CAUS:3SG.OPT.ACT
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‘The minister should make members of the (royal) family, princes and prin-
cipal officers quarrel with each other.’

The same rule of the selection of the reciprocal pronoun operates in com-
pounds with anyonya- and paraspara-. Cf.:

- compounds with anyonya-:

trivargam anyonyanubandham (KA 1.7.4) ‘the threefold goal of life, (the com-
ponents of which are) bound with one another’,

anyonyaraksa- (KA 2.1.2) ‘mutual protection’,

anyonyopakara- (KA 3.3.30) ‘rendering services to one another’

— compounds with paraspara-:

parasparabhiyoga- (KA 3.11.33) ‘mutual accusation’,
paraspara-dvesa- (KA 9.6.26) ‘mutual hatred’,
paraspara-himsa- (KA 3.9.28) ‘mutual damage’.

It cannot be ruled out that some other late Sanskrit texts contemporary to
Kautiliya could make a similar distinction between the usages of anyonya- and
paraspara-, but, so far, I have been unable to come across the opposition between
anyonya- and paraspara- in other Sanskrit texts.

From a linguistic or typological point of view, the semantic opposition
‘inimical’ ~ ‘non-inimical’ (negative ~ neutral) is unique: it seems not to occur in
other languages of the world. At any rate, it is not attested in the ample language
sample of the fundamental five volume encyclopaedia of reciprocal constructions
(Nedjalkov et al. 2007). In the case of the variety of Sanskrit attested in the
Arthasastra, we may be confronted with an invention of Kautiliya, the author of
the text, probably based on the semantic difference between anyd- ‘(an)other’
and para- ‘other, foreign, alien’.

5 Polyptotic reciprocal pronouns in Middle and
New Indo-Aryan languages

5.1 Middle Indic reflexes of the OIA reciprocal pronouns

The 0ld Indo-Aryan reciprocal pronoun is further continued by its reflexes in
Middle Indo-Aryan (MIA). Thus in Pali we find the reciprocal pronoun based on
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the iteration of the Pali word for ‘another’, afifia- (< OIA anya-). From the syntactic
point of view, MIA constructions are essentially similar (or, to be more exact, iso-
morphic) to the late Sanskrit constructions with anyo’nya- (cf. (IV)): the first con-
stituent part of the reciprocal pronoun (RM1) is fossilized in one particular form,
while the second part (RM2) takes different case forms of the singular paradigm,
depending on the syntactic construction; and the verbal form agrees in number
with the non-singular antecedent. Constructions with the verb in the singular
form (of the type one loves another) are not infrequent either, cf. (50). The main
morphological difference from the OIA pendant is the form of the first constituent
(RM1), which is the accusative singular (masculine) afifiam, instead of the nomi-
native singular masculine in OIA, i.e. the pronoun takes the form afifiam-arifia-,
cf.:

(48) Pali (Jataka i.254)
dve jana afifiam-ariiam ghatayimsu
two:NOM person:NOM.PL one.another:ACC.SG slay:CAUS:AOR:3PL.ACT
‘Two persons slew each other.’

(49) Pali (Digha Nikaya 1.21)

te arifiam-anfiamhi paduttha-citta
that:NOM.PL.M one.another:Loc.sG.M offensive-mind:NOM.PL.M
kilanta-kaya kilanta-citta

exhausted-body:NOM.PL.M exhausted-mind:NOM.PL.M

‘They, who are offensive-minded against each other, become physically ex-
hausted [and] mentally exhausted.’ (cf. Jantrasrisalai 2008: 199 for a discus-
sion of this passage)

(50) Pali (Suttanipata 148)

na paro param nikubbetha |. . .] nau
not another:NOM.SG.M another:Acc.sG humiliate:2sG.0PT.MID not
afifiam-arifiassa dukicham iccheyya

one.another:GEN.SG.M evil:NOM.SG wish:3SG.OPT.ACT
‘You should not humiliate one another [...] May one not wish evil to each
other (lit. each other’s evil).’

(51) Pali (Vinaya-Pitaka I1.162)

te afifiam-arifiam sa-garava
that:NOM.PL.M one.another:Acc.sG with-respectful:NOM.PL.M
sappatissa . . . sabhaga-vuttika viharitva

obedient:NOM.PL.M common-living:NOM.PL.M dwell:CONV
‘Having been respectful, obedient, and having lived in harmony toward
each other...
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Similar forms are found in a number of early Prakrits — for instance, in the geni-
tive form of the reciprocal pronoun attested in an ASokan Prakrit (Gir.) amriam-
amiiasa ‘of one another’. This Middle Indic formation is also calqued into the
Buddhist Hybrid Sanskrit form afiyam-ariya (Mahavastu ii.436).

The only alleged occurrence of the form afifio afifia- mentioned in the Pali-
English dictionary of the Pali Text Society (Rhys Davids and Stede 1921-1925: 13),
with RM1 in the nominative and thus directly corresponding to the OIA anyo’nya-,
appears in a reciprocal context, quite in accordance with its characterization in
the dictionary, but instantiates a free collocation of the indefinite pronoun, rather
than a single lexical unit, i.e., it is not a grammaticalized reciprocal pronoun in
this example:

(52) Pali (Dhammapada 165)

suddhi asuddhi paccattam nao aififio
purity:NOM.SG impurity:NOM.SG separately not another:NOM.SG.M
aiifiam visodhaye

another:AcC.SG  purify:PRES:3SG.OPT.ACT
‘Purity and impurity depend on oneself (lit. are separately). One cannot
purify another.’

Alongside very few (one or two) isolated attestations of reciprocal afifio afifia-
(e.g. Ap 33 arifiofifiam byakaronti ‘they explain to each other’) that may instanti-
ate rare direct continuations of the original OIA form anyo’nya- (perhaps a sec-
ondary replacement under the influence of the Sanskrit form?), the direct reflex of
OIA anyo’nya- is only found in Pali as the first member of a few compounds, such
as arifiofifia-nissita- (cf. (53)) or afifiofifia-bhinna- ‘not agreeing with one another’
(Dathavarnsa v.45).

(53) Pali (Jataka v.251 = Catukkanipato 107)
sagara an-agara ca, ubho
with.house:NOM.PL.M not-house:NoM.PL.M and both
arifiofifia-nissita
one.another-independent:NOM.PL.M
‘Living in a house and homeless, both are independent from each other.’

More archaic are some other Prakrits, where we find such forms of the recip-
rocal pronoun as annonna- (in Maharastri, Ardhamagadhi, Jaina-Maharastri and
Sauraseni) or annunna- (Maharastri); see Pischel 1900: 73-74.

Very rare are the reflexes of another OIA reciprocal pronoun, paraspara-
(quite remarkably, with the preservation of the original morphological structure,
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that is with the RM1 in the nominative). The only attestation registered in the
Pali-English dictionary of the Pali Text Society (Rhys Davids and Stede 1921-1925:
418) is paro para- found in Sn 148 and quoted under (50).

5.2 Reciprocal pronouns in New Indo-Aryan (NIA)

The Middle Indic annanna- etc. find their continuation in a few NIA languages, in
particular, in Sindhi unun ‘mutually’ (see, in particular, Turner 1962-1966: 19).
However, in some other NIA languages, the reflexes of the OIA anyo’nya- have
been replaced by the polyptotic pronoun based on another pronominal stem,
OIA eka- ‘one’, built on the same model as Pali affiam-arifia- — that is, with the
RM1 fossilized in the accusative form in -m. This is the case, for instance, with
Gujarati ekmek (see Mistry 2000: 241) and Marathi ekamek (see Wali 2000: 518), as
in the following Marathi example:

(54) Marathi (Dhongde and Wali 2009: 269)
ya muli ekamek-a wiruddha cuglya sang-t-at
those girls each.other-oBL against complain tell-IMPF-FPL
‘Those girls complain against each other.’

It is interesting to note that this typologically rather unusual morphological
model with the accusative of the first constituent of the reciprocal pronoun has
parallels in Dravidian languages, where we also find polyptotic formations with
the accusative marking of the first constituent, as demonstrated in Subbarao and
Saxena 1987: 128-134. Cf. a few illustrative examples quoted in that paper:

(55) Telugu
wallu okalla ni  okallu kottu-konn-aru
they someone AcCC someone hit-RECP-AUX
‘They hit each other.’

(56) Kannada
avaru obbar-anna obbaru  hodedaru
they someone-acC someone hit:PAST
‘They hit each other.’

This parallelism may point to a possible source of the innovative morphological
model with RM1 in the accusative that emerges in Indo-Aryan as early as at the
beginning of the Middle Indic period (that is, presumably, in the middle of the
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first millennium B.C.). It is very likely that the linguistic contacts with Dravidian-
speaking groups that had substantially increased by that time could trigger this
change in the morphological structure of the polyptotic reciprocal pronoun, or, at
least, that it was a shared innovation, common for both (Middle) Indo-Aryan and
(Old) Dravidian languages.

6 Polyptotic reciprocal pronouns in other
Indo-European languages: Different
grammaticalization patterns

To conclude, it will be in order to take a look at the syntactic patterns attested
with cognate or functionally parallel reciprocal pronouns in other Indo-European
languages, especially in those which preserve the rich Indo-European gender-
number-case morphology. Polyptotic reciprocal pronouns of the same type (i.e.
pronouns that represent the iteration of the indefinite pronoun meaning ‘an-
other’) are also attested in several other Indo-European languages, cf. Greek
aAANnAovg, Latin alius alium, etc. (see Krisch 1999).15

6.1 Old Iranian: Avestan evidence

For Avestan, in spite of the scarcity of evidence, we can surmise the development
starting from the syntactic pattern attested both in early Vedic (in the language of
the Rgveda) and Old Avestan (cf. (3)) (which, as mentioned in Section 3.1, may
tentatively be reconstructed for Proto-Indo-Iranian as well) towards the pattern
with the generalized plural form of the 2nd constituent of the reciprocal pronoun,
as instantiated in (57):

Diachronic pattern:
(Av.]) Old Avestan S:GEN.non-sG RMI1:NOM.SG RM2:acc.sG V:sG (cf. (3-4))
U

(Av.II) Young Avestan S:NoM.non-sG RM1:NoMm RM2:(0BL).PL V:non-sG

15 Similar (but not identical) developments can be observed in the languages with a well-
documented history, cf. the grammaticalization of English each other and one another (which
could still be discontinuous in Middle English, cf. ech help other, oon oof onother’s clothes; see
Sheen 1988; Raumolin-Brunberg 1997).
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(57) Young Avestan (Videvdat 9.8)
cuuat. haca. aniio. aniiaéibiio
how.much from other:NOM.SG.M other:ACC.PL.M
‘How far from one another [should the holes be dug]?’

6.2 Greek

In Greek, we find a complete paradigm of reciprocal pronouns built on the same
model as OIA anyo’nya-, but with the first constituent (RM1) fossilized in the stem
form (as, for instance, in &AArjAovg [allélous], where é results from the merger of
two a’s: alla-alo- < *allo-allo-)'¢ and the second constituent (RM2) agreeing with
the antecedent in number (plural or dual, the latter only being possible in the
earlier language), case and gender; see, for instance, Revuelta Puigdollers (2012).
The paradigm of the reciprocal pronoun in Ancient Greek thus includes a pleth-
ora of forms (see, e.g., Mastronarde 2013: 210), such as:

— in the plural:

ACC.PL.M. dAAfAouG [allélous]  AcC.PL.F.  &AARAag [allélas]

GEN.PL.M/N/F. &AARAwv [allélon]

DAT.PL.M. &AARAoLG [allélois] DAT.PL.M. GAARAauG [allélais]
etc.

— in the dual:

ACC.DU.M/N. dA\RAw [allélo]

GEN/DAT.DU.M/N. &AAfAow [alléloin]
etc.

Examples (58)-(61) illustrate a few agreement patterns. Notice especially the
neuter form of the reciprocal pronoun GAAnA« [dlléla] agreeing with the coordi-
nated masculine (Afjpuw [Démai]) and feminine (@\ocogiq [philosophidi]) an-
tecedents in example (58):

16 See Schwyzer (1939: 446, with fn. 8). Wackernagel (1889: 31-32 = 1955 [KLSchr. I1]: 927-928)
saw here the feminine singular or neuter plural forms (*dlla- or *alla-), but, as Schwyzer (1939:
446, with fn. 8) rightly pointed out, the masculine should be much more common in such forma-
tions. The single [ in the second constituent (instead of *II) must be due to a dissimilatory process
(“dissimilatorischer Lautverlust”); see Schwyzer (1939: 260) and Beekes (2010: 72).
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(58) Koine Greek (Synesius, Letters 105)

(59)

(60)

(61)

Apw yap 8  xal  @oco@ig Tl TPOG
Dé&moi gar dé  kai philosophiai ti pros
people:DAT.SG PTCL PTCL and philosophy:DAT.SG what to
GAANAQ

allela

other.other:Acc.PL.N
‘What can there be in common between the ordinary people and philosophy?’

(Xenophon, Cyropaedia 6.1.47)

WG & eidémv &AArAovg n

hos d eidéten allélous ha

when PTCL see:AOR:3DU.ACT other.other:ACC.PL.M ART:NOM.SG.F
yuvi kal O ABpaddtag, Romalovrto
guné kai ho Abradatas,  @spazonto
wife:NOM.SG and ART:NOM.SG.M Abr.:NOM.SG greet:IMPF:3PL.MID
&AArAovg

allélous

other.other:Acc.PL.M
‘When Abradatas and his wife saw each other, they embraced each other.’

(Plato, Gorgias 524b)

0 Bdvatog. . . ovdev Mo 1

ho thanatos... oudén allo &
ART:NOM.SG.M death:NOM.SG NEG else  ART:NOM.SG.F
Svotv TPOYHATOLV diaAvatg, g
duoin pragmatoin dialusis, tés
two0:GEN.DU.M/N thing:GEN.DU.N dissolution:NOM.SG ART:GEN.SG.F
Yuxig kal  TOD OWHATOG, ar’
psukhés kai tofi sbématos, ap’
soul:GEN.SG and ART:GEN.SG.N body:GEN.SG from
&AArAowy.

alléloin

other.other:GEN.DU.M/N
‘Death. . .is nothing else than the dissolution of two things, the soul and the
body, from each other.’

(Tliad 6.226)
#yxea & &AM AWV Aewpeda
égkhea d allélon aledmetha

spear:ACC.PL PTCL other.other:GEN.PL.M avoid:PRES:1PL.SUBJ.MID
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kal 80 Opilov

kai di'’ homilou

and in crowd:GEN.SG

‘We should flee from the spears of one another even in the mob’.

One may assume that Greek attests the final stage of the prehistoric develop-
ment, which arrives at the diachronic pattern that can be schematized as
follows:

(Gr-II) [*??? =] S:NoM.non-sG RM1[stem|-RM2:ACC/GEN/DAT.DU/PL  V:non-sG

6.3 Reciprocal pronoun in Slavic (drug druga)

In several Slavic languages, in particular, in Russian, we also find a polyptotic
reciprocal pronoun built on the same model as anyo’nya- — drug drug- (with the
first constituent fossilized in the nominative singular form and the second con-
stituent that can take oblique case form), as in (62)-(63):

(62) Russian
Tanja i Masa ne ljubjat drug drug-a
Tanja:Nom and MasSa:NoM not like:PRES:3PL. REC.PR-ACC
‘Tanja and Masa do not like each other.’

(63) Russian
Tanja i Masa podarili drug drug-u ser’gi
Tanja:NoM and MaSa:NOM present:PAST:PL REC.PR-DAT  earrings:ACC
‘Tanja and MaSa presented earrings to each other.’

This RP is found already in the oldest attested Slavic language, Old Church
Slavonic (drouge drouga). This form, erroneously explained by Heine and Kuteva
(2002: 92) as the iteration of the Russian word drug ‘friend, comrade’, is based in
fact on the short form of the indefinite pronoun drougs ‘other, another’ (which
Modern Russian has only preserved in its full form, drugoj = OCS drougyi); see,
for instance, Vasmer 1953-1958: 1, 373, lemma DRUGOJ ‘(an)other’ (~ Old Church
Slavonic, Old Russian drougw). The structure of this Slavic reciprocal pronoun,
‘other:NOM.SG.M/F other:ACC/DAT/. .. sG.M/F’, is undoubtedly parallel to similar
polyptotic formations of other Indo-European languages, such as Greek &AArjAovg,
0ld Indo-Aryan anyo’nya- etc. (the Old Church Slavonic form could even be a
translation calque from the Greek text of the New Testament). Like in Vedic, we
observe the gradual grammaticalization of this RP in Slavic. In particular, in the
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oldest attested Slavic language, Old Church Slavonic, as well as in Old Russian we
still find examples of feminine forms of both RM1 and RM2.

Thus, in example (64) from Codex Suprasliensis (Suprasl’skaja rukopis’) the
reciprocal expression drougw drouga agrees in gender with the feminine substan-
tive vestv ‘thing’:

(64) 0ld Church Slavonic (Codex Suprasl. 59:14)

IObpBbMa  mpbgbnexxamrrema BellTbMa * "u

devvéma  prédvlezeStema veStoma i

tWO:DAT.F  exist:PART.PRES:DAT.DU.F thing:DAT.DU (FEM.) and
KOTOPALRIITEMA CA “Ma opoyra Kb
kotorajostema se ima druga k
contradict:PART.PRES:DAT.DU.F REFL it:DAT.DU.F other:NOM.SG.F to
apoy3sb - I€ITHO WU3BOJIATE -

druzeé jedno izvolite

other:DAT.SG.F 0ne:NOM.SG.N choose:PRES:2PL
‘When two things are present (before you), and they contradict each other
[dativus absolutus construction], you choose one.’*?

Similar examples with the feminine forms of the constituent parts of the recipro-
cal pronoun are also found in Old Russian, cf. (66-67)

(65) 0ld Russian (Uspensky Codex 97g:16-18)

174 KpBIsICTa Ca apoyra 3a

i kryjasta sja druga za

and hide:PAST:3DU REFL other:NOM.SG.F behind
Apoyroy
drugu...

other:ACC.SG.F
‘... and they two (FEM.) were hiding one behind the other.’

(66) 0ld Russian (Uspensky Codex 289a:30-32)
u bOBTAXOY cboame agpoyra K
i SCvbvtaxu sédjasce druga k
and twitter:PAST:3PL sitting other:NOM.SG.F towards

17 This passage is taken from a hagiographic text, which further continues: either you renounce
Christ and rejoice with us, or you do not submit and will be executed with sword.
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Apoy3b

druze...

other:DAT.SG.F

‘... and they (birds, FEM.) twittered, sitting, one towards the other.’

Later the masculine form has been generalized for both constituents of the recip-
rocal pronoun.

6.4 Latin

In Latin, we find a few reciprocal pronouns, which include three polyptotic for-
mations: alter alterum (for two reciprocants); alius alium (for more than two re-
ciprocants); alter utrum (in Late Latin); and uter uterum (attested only in the ear-
lier language); see, in particular, Fanelli (2009), Bortolussi (2010), and Nkollo
(2013), with a detailed overview of further developments in some Romance lan-
guages. They can be employed in constructions with the verbal form in the singu-
lar (cf. the early Vedic and Old Avestan pattern), as in (67), or in the plural, as in
(68):

(67) (Cicero, Rep. 3.23)
alius alium timet
other:NOM.sG.M other:Acc.sG.M be.afraid:PRES:35G
‘They are afraid of each other.’

(68) (Sallust, Iug. 3.8) (Bortolussi 2010: 76)

milites alius alium laeti
soldier:NOM.SG other:NOM.sG.M other:Acc.sG.M joyful:NOM.SG.M
appellant

call:PRES:3PL
‘The soldiers joyfully call upon each other.’

Grammaticalization phenomena comparable to what we observe in Vedic,
Avestan and Slavic, are attested only for Late Latin alter utrum. In particular, alter
utrum is found in adverbial usages similar to those attested for anyonyam and
parasparam in Sanskrit (examples (24, 36)), as in (69), taken from the Vulgate (a
late 4th-century Latin translation of the Bible); see, in particular, Wackernagel
1924: 97-101:
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(69) Late Latin (Vulgate, John 13:14)
debetis alter-utrum lavare pedes
must:PRES:2PL  other(:NOM.SG.M)-either:AcC.SG.M wash:INF foot:ACC.PL
‘You must wash each other’s feet.’

Notice that, from the formal point of view, alter- can be analyzed either as a bare
stem or as a nominative singular masculine form.

7 Concluding remarks: Old Indo-Aryan reciprocal
pronoun in the context of Proto-Indo-European
reconstruction

7.1 The development of the Indo-Aryan reciprocal pronoun
within the Indo-European historical context

In the present paper I have demonstrated that Vedic texts attest the gradual gram-
maticalization of the form anyé . . . anyd- from a combination of two independent
words to one single lexical unit — a polyptotic reciprocal pronoun.

On the basis of evidence from Vedic and other Indo-European languages,
we are able to reconstruct some features of the PIE reciprocal constructions. In
particular, there are good reasons to restore for PIE the construction with the
polyptotic reciprocal form *alios®® ... aliom (masculine) / *alia . .. aliam (femi-
nine). This collocation was not yet grammaticalized as a single lexical unit in the
proto-language (and thus probably cannot be labelled ‘pronoun’): both of its
parts agree with the antecedent and can be separated by other word(s). Yet, evi-
dence available from various Indo-European languages reveals the general ten-
dency to grammaticalize this proto-pronoun as early as in the oldest dialects of
Proto-Indo-European.

Comparing this reconstructed pattern with evidence available from the sister
languages (cf. L,~L’, L” etc. in Fig. 1, Section 2.1), we observe at least three im-
portant types of diachronic evolution of the original syntactic pattern recon-
structed for Proto-Indo-European, which thus furnishes rich material for a dia-
chronic typology of reciprocal pronouns and reciprocal constructions.

18 Cf. Lat. alius, Greek &AAOG. n instead of [ in Indo-Iranian (Vedic anyé-, Avestan aniia-) may
be a secondary replacement, perhaps under the influence of %dntara- ‘different, another’; see
Mayrhofer (1986-1996: I, 80).
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(i) The most stable type is attested by Latin constructions with alter alterum,
alius alium and a verbal form in the singular, which preserve the original pattern
with the relatively free, not completely grammaticalized, constituent parts of the
reciprocal proto-pronoun essentially intact.

(ii) Generalization of the plural form of RM2 is attested in Greek and, prob-
ably, in Young Avestan, which, quite interestingly, differs in that respect from the
closely related Vedic.

Finally, the most radical type of grammaticalization is found in Old Indo-
Aryan, which, curiously enough, partly shares this type of development with the
Slavic branch. Here we observe (iii) generalization of the singular form for both
constituents of the reciprocal pronoun, accompanied by the loss of gender
agreement with the antecedent. The final part of this diachronic scenario is also
presumably attested in Slavic — here we observe the generalization of the mascu-
line form in Russian, as opposed to Old Church Slavonic and (early) Old Russian
(where feminine forms of the constituents are still possible).

7.2 Grammaticalization of reciprocal pronouns and
degrammaticalization of the middle diathesis

From the end of the early Vedic period onwards constructions with anyo’nya oust
the archaic morphological reciprocals with the preverbs vi- (going back to PIE
*dui- ‘twice, in two’) and sdm ‘together’ and middle inflexion as well as reciprocal
constructions with the adverb mithds ‘mutually’ (see Kulikov 2002; Kulikov 2007:
716-727).

It is important to note that this process runs parallel to another crucial
development in the Indo-Aryan verbal syntax (for details, see Kulikov 2012). The
Proto-Indo-European middle is likely to have been employed as a syncretic
marker of several intransitive derivations in the proto-language. In Vedic Sanskrit
we observe the loss of many original functions of the middle type of inflexion
that can be reconstructed for the Proto-Indo-European middle. In particular, the
middle loses virtually all intransitivizing functions: passive, anticausative (de-
causative), reflexive, and reciprocal. This suggests that the diathesis opposition,
albeit physically preserved in the paradigm, loses a large part of its grammati-
cal content. Accordingly, this process can be qualified as the degrammati-
calization of the middle, and of the middle/active opposition in general. This
degrammaticalization is parallel to, and supported by, the grammaticalization
of several new categories, such as passives with the suffix -yd-, reflexives with
the reflexive pronoun datmdn- (originally meaning ‘breath’) and reciprocals with
anyo’nya.
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Appendices

Abbreviations of texts (text sigla)

AA
AV(S)
AVP

AVP-Kashm.
BAU(K)

JB
KA
KpS
KS
MBh.
MS
PB
Ram.
RV
SB
TA
TB
TS
Xm/p
YV

Aitareya-Aranyaka

Atharvaveda, Saunakiya recension
AV, Paippalada recension

AVP, Kashmir manuscript
Brhad-Aranyaka-Upanisad (Kanva recension)
Jaiminiya-Brahmana

Kautiliya’s ArthaSastra
Kapisthala-Katha-Samhita
Kathaka(-Samhita)

Maha-Bharata

Maitrayani Samhita
Paficavim$a-Brahmana

Ramayana

Rgveda

Satapatha-Brahmana
Taittiriya-Aranyaka
Taittiriya-Brahmana
Taittiriya-Samhita

mantra or prose part of text X
Yajurveda(-Samhita)

Grammatical abbreviations in morphological

glosses

ACC  accusative IMPV imperative
ACT  active INF  infinitive
AD]  adjective INS  instrumental
AOR  aorist Loc locative
DAT dative M masculine
DU  dual MID middle

F feminine NOM nominative
FUT future PART participle
GEN  genitive PF perfect
IMPF imperfect PL plural
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PREV preverb SG singular
PTCL particle STAT stative
PRES present vOoC  vocative

RECP reciprocal
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