Universiteit

w4 Leiden
The Netherlands

Traces of language contact in Niya Prakrit: Bactrian and

other foreign elements
Schoubben, N.

Citation

Schoubben, N. (2024, November 6). Traces of language contact in Niya
Prakrit: Bactrian and other foreign elements. Retrieved from
https://hdl.handle.net/1887/4108454

Version: Publisher's Version
Licence agreement concerning inclusion of doctoral
License: thesis in the Institutional Repository of the University
of Leiden

Downloaded from: https://hdl.handle.net/1887/4108454

Note: To cite this publication please use the final published version (if
applicable).


https://hdl.handle.net/1887/license:5
https://hdl.handle.net/1887/license:5
https://hdl.handle.net/1887/license:5
https://hdl.handle.net/1887/4108454

CHAPTER 5 Grammatical borrowings from Bactrian

This fifth chapter examines potential instances of grammatical borrowings
from Iranian languages into Niya Prakrit, with a particular focus on features
likely adopted from Bactrian. After some preliminaries (§5.1), I first propose
that two appurtenance suffixes were borrowed from Bactrian into Niya
Prakrit (§5.2). Afterwards, 1 investigate the possibility of structural
borrowings on the basis of two case studies, one about reciprocals and
reflexives (§5.3) and one about the Niya Prakrit preterite formations (§5.4).

5.1 Preliminaries

5.1.1 Matter and pattern replication

In contact linguistics, a distinction is drawn between “material borrowing”
(Haspelmath 2009: 38) or “matter replication” (Matras 2020%: 160 et
passim), on the one hand, and “structural borrowing” (Haspelmath 2009:
38f.) or “pattern replication” (Matras 2020?: 257f. et passim), on the other.

In the first type of borrowing, “concrete, identifiable sound-shapes of
words and morphs” (Matras 2020%: 160) are adopted from the source
language into the recipient language. The Iranian loanwords discussed in
Chapters 3-4 all belong to this category, but grammatical features, such as
phonemes or affixes, can also be subject to borrowing.

“Structural borrowing” or “pattern replication” can be defined as “a
change to an inherited structure of the ‘replica’ language, inspired by a
structure of the ‘model’ language” (Matras 2020% 257), whereby “pivotal
features of the model construction are identified and replicated in the replica
language” (Matras 2020%: 261).742 This type of transfer can again be seen in
various linguistic domains, from semantics over phonology to morphology
and syntax (see e.g. Thomason & Kaufman 1988: 65ff.; Thomason 2001:
59f1t.).

5.1.2 State of the art and the scope of this chapter

So far, not much attention has been paid to structural borrowings from
Iranian languages into Niya Prakrit (and Gandharl at large). The main
reference point remains Burrow’s one-and-a-half-page overview of “Iranian
idioms in Niya Prakrit” (1935a: 789f.).

742 See in more detail Matras & Sakel (2007).
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Under this heading, Burrow listed, for example, some instances of loan
translations (calques).’*3 One such case is Niya Savatha khad- ‘to eat an oath
> to swear an oath’ (CKD 577; 820), an expression which should probably be
compared to Pers. sogand xwardan ‘idem’.74* Another likely example is the
use of Niya Siro < OIA Siras- ‘head’ to mean ‘end’ in CKD 187, similar to how
Pers./Parth. sar signifies both ‘head’ and ‘end’. There probably are still more
loan translations of this type to be discovered,”#> but this subject falls outside
the purview of this book.

Another topic exceeding the scope of this study is phonological influence.
In the past, it has, for instance, been observed that the occasional loss of
aspiration in Gandhari may be due to bilingual speakers of Iranian languages
lacking aspirated consonants (KI: ci; Salomon 1999a: 128; 2008: 340; 2011b:
187),746 and that the Gandhari voicing of OIA intervocalic -s-, a sound change
not found in other MIA languages, may have been influenced by the existence
of a phoneme /z/ in neighbouring Iranian languages (KI: cix). Recently, Ollett
(2024) has argued that the reduction of final syllables in Gandhari and
Apabhramsa is due to influence from Middle Iranian languages, where the
same phonological process was active.

Instead, this chapter examines two types of influence that despite their
relevance in determining the nature and intensity of a particular contact
situation (cf. §1.2.2), have hardly been touched upon in previous scholarship,
i.e. morphological and syntactic borrowings. The only significant study on
this point is a recent article by Barchi and Peschl (2022), whose hypothesis

743 “an extremely common (and often unnoticed) process whereby a polysemy
pattern of a donor language word is copied into the recipient language”
(Haspelmath 2009: 39).

744 This legal formula finds its ultimate background in Akkadian legal
terminology (Charpin 1997, but see also Schwartz 1989).

745 One hitherto unnoticed example concerns the pleonastic addition of
ma(m)nusa ‘man’ after a noun of profession, in acovimna ma(m)nusa ‘border
official’ (CKD 133; 323; 563), Sﬁagavamnaga mamnusa ‘guard’ (CKD 541, 2x),
cora manusa ‘thief (CKD 345, 2x), and dajha manusa ‘slave’ (CKD 143; 324 +
328). These instances are comparable to e.g. OP daraniyakara- martiya-
‘goldsmith’, Parth. xumbgar mard ~ xumbgar ‘potter’ or Sogd. mr’z mrtyy
‘hireling, workman’ (cf. Benkato 2017: 52). Niya dajha manusa even finds an
exact parallel in Bactr. papnyo papdo and Sogd. fntk mrty ‘slave man’.

746 One could draw a comparison with the disappearance of aspirated
consonants from the phonemic inventory of Sinhalese due to contact with
Dravidian (e.g. Masica 1991: 132).
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of Khotanese substrate influence on the alignment of the Niya preterite I will
discuss in §5.4.

Were Chapters 3-4 intended as a more or less comprehensive
investigation into lexical borrowings from Iranian languages into Niya
Prakrit, this chapter should instead be seen as a collection of case studies.
The reason for this is a practical one: studying morphological and syntactic
influence requires a time-consuming synchronic examination of the relevant
features in Niya Prakrit and Bactrian. Reaching the same level of
comprehensiveness as in Chapters 3-4 is therefore unrealistic.747

Conclusions will be presented after each case study individually and not
in a separate section at the end of the chapter.

5.1.3 Why Bactrian?

A methodological issue concerns the exact source of “Iranian-looking”
morphemes and syntactic structures in Niya Prakrit. Were these features all
borrowed from the same Middle Iranian language, and, if so, from which?

In contrast to lexical borrowings, for which phonological or semantic
arguments act in many, though not all, cases as a relatively trustworthy
guide, determining the most likely donor language is more challenging in the
case of morphosyntactic interference. The reason for this difficulty is that, at
least regarding the features under discussion here, the morphosyntax of
Middle Iranian languages tends to be relatively homogeneous. Yet, this
chapter will, at the expense of other Iranian languages, mainly focus on
comparisons between Bactrian and Niya Prakrit.

I proceed in this way because of the following considerations. First and
most importantly, the lexical examination conducted in Chapters 3-4 has put
it beyond doubt that Bactrian has exerted the most considerable influence on
Niya Prakrit. As grammatical borrowings and pattern replication generally
require more intense contact (cf. Thomason & Kaufman’s 1988: 74-76 oft-
cited borrowing scale), this makes Bactrian a priori an appropriate language
to concentrate on. A second reason not to discuss other Middle Iranian
languages in the same detail as Bactrian is that a more extensive scrutiny of
other languages would have enlarged the chapter to excessive lengths.
Thirdly, for some of the grammatical features discussed, e.g. the reflexive

747 Possible topics for future case studies include a comparison between the
syntax of relative clauses in Niya Prakrit and Bactrian or light verb constructions
with the outcomes of OIA \/kor ‘to do’ and Vbhii ‘to be(come)’.
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pronominal adj. tanu(vaga) ‘one’s own’ or the verbal adj. in *-taka-, there is
also evidence from South Asian Gandharl. In such cases, languages like
Sogdian and Khotanese are less likely donor languages for geographical and
historical reasons.

Even though starting from the default premise that Bactrian is the most
likely donor language of “Iranian-looking” morphemes and syntactic
structures, [ will make it explicit for each case individually when there is not
much concrete evidence in favour of this assumption.

5.2 Two appurtenance suffixes

This section concerns the appurtenance suffixes -ani and -ci. In §5.2.1, [ will
argue that the first is borrowed from Bactr. -avo /ana/ < *-ana- or -avtyo
/aniga/ < *-an-iya-ka-, and in §5.2.2, [ propose that the second is a loan from
Bactr. -o(g)tyo /tSiga/ < *-Ciya-ka-. The final section (§5.2.3) contextualises
the main findings from a typological perspective.

5.2.1 The suffix -ani

The adjectival suffix -ani is mostly attached to male personal names. A list of
attestations is given below.748

Attestations

Amnayani: CKD 117 Anugayani: CKD 629
As’ogani: CKD 621 Asgarani: CKD 110; 536
O ? kani: CKD 66 Kamgucani: CKD 471
Kamciyani: CKD 384 Kamjagani: CKD 74
Kapgeyani: CKD 437 (2x); 706 Karmayani: CKD 326 (6x)
Kalasdhani: CKD 706 Kungeyani: CKD 129
Kenigani: CKD 235 Kofiayani: CKD 571
Koteyani: CKD 176 (2x) Koletani (Koleyani): CKD 525; 558
Kolyisani: CKD 15 Camagani: CKD 66
Carakani (Carakani): CKD 706 (2x) Calmasani: CKD 552

748 |n contrast to earlier publications, | will write -ani attached to the preceding
word, as is the common practice for other Niya Prakrit suffixes, such as -ci
or -i. -ani is usually attached to a personal name on its own, but sometimes also
to the combination of a title and a personal name (e.g. CKD 28 kala Purnabalani).
As they would be highly exceptional, I do not consider purusa ni hetu ‘on behalf
of the man’ and istri ni hetu ‘on behalf of the woman’ in CKD 231 examples of the
suffix under discussion.



Cinasenani: CKD 375
Cimolani: CKD 244
Jeyasani: CKD 320
Dhamajani (Dhamasani): CKD 581; 586
Tsinani: CKD 415
Ricikani: CKD 547
Larsuani: CKD 74
Vasulani: CKD 552
Daroyani: CKD 695
Namarajhmani: CKD 163
Purnabalani: CKD 28; 358
Ponigani: CKD 266
Marigeyani: CKD 587
Micgeyani: CKD 116; 558
Mogatani (Mogayani): CKD 579; 588
Yipiyani: CKD 582
Sirmitrani: CKD 117; 601
Samgilani: CKD 318 (2x)
Sagimani: CKD 580
Sugitani: CKD 552
Sunayani: CKD 117
Suryamitrani: CKD 552
Svarcikani: CKD 631
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Cinikani: CKD 552
Jeyakani: CKD 210
Dhagiyani: CKD 552
Tamjakani: CKD 117
Ramakani: CKD 517
Rutra(ya)ni: CKD 74; 667
Lyiptani: CKD 587
Sapukani: CKD 368
Dharmaladani: CKD 652
Patraani: CKD 614
Pulayani: CKD 552
Priyatatiyani: CKD 87
Masdhigeyani: CKD 152
Muldeyani: CKD 574
Yitayani: CKD 117
Sarsenani: CKD 593
Sronapremani: CKD 79
Samceyani: CKD 558
Signayani: CKD 572
Sunamdani: CKD 516
Sumatani: CKD 117
Socarani: CKD 6

Due to its attaching to male anthroponyms, Niya -ani often resembles a
patronymic suffix. Yet, it more generally functions as an appurtenance suffix
(cf. LKD: 100 s.v. ni).”#° Kenigani ‘son (?) of Keniga’' in sentence (5.1) is a

typical example.

(5.1)

CKD 235 under-tablet obverse 2

Kuunge vimfayeti yatha edasa misi bhuma anahetu Kenigani Sugika

achimnati.

“Kuunge reports that Sugika (son ?) of Keniga is appropriating misi-land

belonging to him without just reason.” (TKD: 44).

749 One of the indications that -ani is not a patronymic suffix is that it can be used
for alienable possession. Cf. e.g. gen.sg. Mogatani bhumasa ‘land belonging to

Mogata’ in CKD 579.
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Contrary to Burrow (1935a: 790; LKD: 100 s.v. ni) and some other scholars
(e.g. KD: 352), I take the suffix to be -ani and not -ni, given that the vowel
before -ni is without exception -a-, and an -a- is added when the suffix is
attached to personal names that do not end in -a otherwise. The form
Larsuani (CKD 74), for instance, derives from the relatively frequent name
Larsu, not **Larsua (cf. also §3.4.2 s.v.). Another noteworthy form is Carakani
in CKD 706,750 where the additional length mark on the -a- suggests that the
vowel of the suffix may be long.

Because of this alternative view on the form of the suffix, I likewise do not
accept Burrow’s idea (cf. also CDIAL: no. 7181) that the suffix under review
is etymologically derived from Skt. nija- ‘own’. Yet, even if the suffix would be
-ni and not -ani, Burrow’s etymology seems improbable, as Skt. nija- and its
MIA cognates are used as an adjective or as the first member of a compound
(e.g. nijakarman- ‘one’s own work’), whereas Burrow tacitly assumes a
reanalysis as a suffix that would require several insufficiently motivated
intermediary steps.”5!

As part of his argument about the etymology of -(a)ni, Burrow further
compared this suffix to Khot. hdvya- / hivya- ‘own’ < *hwa(i)-paBya- in its
function as a reinforcement of a genitive. See example (5.2), where the acc.sg.
hivi ‘own’, agreeing in case with acc.sg. hvanau ‘speech’, is added redundantly
after the gen.sg. gyastd balysd ‘Lord Buddha'. The underlying SansKkrit text
has bhagavato bhasitam ‘the speech of the blessed one’ (von Hintiber 2021:
127), and one would suspect that **gyastd balysd hvanau ‘the Lord Buddha’s
speech’ would already be sufficient as a translation of the Sanskrit.

(5.2) Sanghatasitra §261.2
u bdsse lova gyastd balysd hivi hvanau ataudande u [ystistande].
“...and all people desired and [valued] the Lord Buddha’s own speech”
(Canevascini 1993: 116).

750 In the same document, the form without length mark (Carakani) occurs too.
751 Incidentally, no other secure trace of nija- has been found in Niya Prakrit, nor
in Gandhari more generally: Falk’s (2020-21: 122) reading nija deti ‘he gives for
his own sake’ ~ Skt. nijam dadati in CKI 1177 has been corrected to nijadeti ‘he
hands over’ < Skt. niryatayati (cf. Baums and Glass 2002a- s.v.), and Falk’s
(2020-21: 120) reading nia $piho ‘as our own, for ourselves’ ~ Skt. nijam sviyam
in CKI 328 is not secure either.
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In this type of example, hdvya- / hivya- reinforces a noun in the genitive. Yet,
-ani is a suffix that replaces a genitive.”52 A second aspect in which Burrow’s
comparison is not very precise is that hdvya- / hivya-, unlike -ani, shows no
particular connection to personal names. When we further take into account
that the use of hdvya- / hivya- to reinforce a genitive is typical of later stages
of Khotanese (Del Tomba 2023b: 167f.; HK: 323), i.e. too late to be relevant
for Niya Prakrit, Burrow’s comparison is best rejected.

Seeing that -ani is mainly added to personal names of non-Indic origin and
hence likely a borrowing, 753 Konow’s (1938: 155) comparison with the
Khotanese adjectival suffix -ana- < *-ana- (fem. -amgya- < *-ana-ci-a-) seems
more promising, especially since Khot. -dna- can also be attached to personal
names (cf. Degener 1989: 83-87). As, according to my findings to date,
Khotanese did not exert any considerable influence on the Niya Prakrit
lexicon (cf. §4.2.5), it would, however, be typologically unusual that a suffix
would have been adopted from this language.

This problem does not pose itself when interpreting -ani as a loan from
Bactrian, where -avo /ana/, the cognate of Khot. -ana-, likewise derives
adjectives from nouns, “especially ... proper names” (BD II: 193; cf. also BPN:
11f).

If so, the final -i of Niya -ani must still be accounted for, as one would
expect Bactr. -avo /ana/ to be borrowed as **-ana.’>* I can think of two
options. One possibility is that the final -i came about by analogy with the two

752 The same noun can be found either with a genitive complement or the suffix
-ani. Note, for instance, CKD 706, where the noun gotha ‘farm, household’ is twice
attested with the appurtenance suffix and twice with a possessive gen.

753 14,5% of Indic names versus 85,5% of non-Indic names (counted per type).
The following names have been left out: (i) the poorly preserved O ? ka (CKD 66);
(i) Ramaka (CKD 517), either < OIA *Rama-ka- or « Bactr. *papoko, a
hypocoristic to attested papo (BPN: no. 388); and (iii) Dharmalada (CKD 652),
either comparable to Kumaraldta or perhaps a mixed name consisting of 1A
dharma- and its Bactrian equivalent Aado ‘law’. Otherwise, I mostly followed
Baums and Glass’ (2002a-) judgement. Yet, | interpret some names they consider
“unclear” as Indo-Aryan ones: (i) Jeyaka (CKD 210) seems the same as the
Sanskrit PN Jayaka- ‘victorious’; (ii) Cinasena (CKD 375) can be a name of the
type Bhadrasena, with Cina ‘China’ as its first part; and (iii) Sunamda (CKD 516)
likely corresponds to Skt. Sunanda- ‘pleasing well’ (attested as a PN).

754 If the suffix were Khotanese, as per Konow, the -i could conceivably come
from the nom.sg. in -d (cf. §3.5.1 s.v. prahoni). For the same reasons given in
§4.2.1 regarding the loanword corpus, I would be hesitant to assume that the -i
in -ani could go back to an archaic nom.sg. in -t /i/ < *-ah in Bactrian.



344

other appurtenance suffixes -i and -ci. Alternatively, -ani could come from
Bactr. -aviyo /aniga/ « -avo + -tyo < *-iya-ka-,755 as in oapaloyoviyo
‘belonging to Warazagan’ and omavdayaviyo ‘belonging to Spandagan’ (BD
II: 241; 265). The latter option requires that *-aniga < -aviyo /anigs/ was
lenited to -ani similar to how OIA *-ika- became Niya -i via *-iga (LKD: §75;
see also §5.2.2 for Niya -ci « Bactr. -otyo /tSiga/).

5.2.2 The suffix -ci

The suffix -ci (secondary allomorphs -emci; -imci756) is, like -ani, an
appurtenance suffix deriving adjectives from nouns, e.g. kilme-ci ‘belonging
to the family estate’ « kilme ‘family estate’ (cf. LKD: §77). An essential
difference between -ci and -ani is that -ci is generally not attached to personal
names but to place names and other nouns indicating a location. The list of
attestations below will make this clear.757

Attestations

avanemci < ayana ‘village’
DIR.SG. avanemci: CKD 713 (2x); avamci: CKD 841 (2x); GEN.PL. avamciyana:
CKD 841; DIR.SG. Amtuavanemci (or Vamtu-): CKD 496; DIR.PL. Amtuavanemci
(or Vamtu-): CKD 296; GEN.PL. Ayiyamaavanemciyana: CKD 817; DIR.SG.
Catisadeviavanemci: CKD 474; GEN.PL. Trasaayanemciyana: CKD 326; Trasa-
avanemciyana: CKD 326; GEN.PL. Navagaavamciyana: CKD 841; Navaga-
avanimciyana: CKD 366; DIR.SG. Petaavanemci: CKD 32; 46; 124; DIR.PL. Peta-
avanemci: CKD 124; Petaayvanemciye: CKD 164; GEN.PL. Petaavanemciyana:
CKD 839; Petaavanemciyana: CKD 162; Petaavaniciyana: CKD 110; DIR.SG.
Yaveavanemci: CKD 532; 740; Yaveavanemci: CKD 474; DIRPL. Yaye-
avanemciya: CKD 37; Yaveavanimciye: CKD 401; GEN.PL. Yaveavan-
emciyanana (7): CKD 37; Yaveavani(m)ciyana: CKD 431 = 432; Yayi-
avanimciyana: CKD 745

Opimtemci < Opimta, place name
DIR.PL. Opimtemci: CKD 686

kilmeci < kilme ‘family estate’
DIR.SG. kilmeci: CKD 209; 278; 279 (2x); 297; 331; 358; 437 (2x); 474 (2x);
495; 519; 581; 585 (2x); 621 (2x); 806 (3x); 884 (2x); kilmeciya: CKD 381;
393; 532; 806; DIR.PL. kilmeci: CKD 632; kilmemci: CKD 639; kilmeciye: CKD

755 Bactr. -tyo /iga/ can be added to other adjectival suffixes without overtly
changing their meaning (BD II: 217).

756 How these allomorphs came into being will be discussed below.

757 Not included are well-attested but etymologically obscure nouns always
ending in -ci, e.g. the official title klasemci.
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152; 271 (2x); 279; 307; 338; 468 (2x); 817; kilmemciye: CKD 713; GEN.PL.
kilmeciyana: CKD 16; 254; 338; 374; 468 (4x); 734; 819; 848; kilmiciyana:
CKD 261; 358; kilme[c].: CKD 257; GEN.PL. Yayekilmeciyana ‘belonging to the
Yaye family estate’: CKD 431 =432 (Yave-)

kilyigamci « unknown base form

GEN.PL. kilyigamciyana: CKD 164
kuhaneci « kuhani ‘capital’

DIR.SG. kuhaneci: CKD 571; khuvanemci: CKD 489
Kroraimci < Kroraimna, place name [Loulan]

DIR.SG. Kroraimci: CKD 678; DIR.PL. Kroraimci: CKD 370; Krorayimci: CKD 383;
GEN.PL. Kroraimciyana: CKD 277
Khemaci < Khema, place name

DIR.SG. Khemaci: CKD 879 (2x)
Cadodemci < Cadota, place name [ancient Niya]

DIR.SG. Cadodemci: CKD 437
Calmatamci < Calmatana, place name

DIR.SG. Calmatamci: CKD 305; 582; Calmadaci: CKD 419; DIR.PL.
Calmadanemci: CKD 686

tsakemci < unknown base form

DIR.PL. tsakemci: CKD 376
Tsagaimci < Tsaga, place name

DIR.SG. Tsagaimci: CKD 146; 147; Tsagayimci: CKD 80
Tsegeci «— Tsega, place name

GEN.SG. Tsegeciyasa: CKD 556; DIR.PL. Tsegeci: CKD 505
Navotemci < Navote, place name

DIR.PL. Navotemciye: CKD 754
Ninaci « Nina, place name

DIR.SG. Ninaci: CKD 879; Ninamci: CKD 500; 859; Ninamciya: CKD 157
pamthaci < pamtha ‘road’

DIR.SG. pamthaci: CKD 637
potgeci < potge ‘water tank’

DIR.PL. potgeci: CKD 347
Bumnimci < Bumni, place name

DIR.SG. Bumnimci: CKD 147
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Bhagasaci < *Bhagasa, place name
DIR.SG. Bhagasaci: CKD 131; DIR.PL. Bhagasemci: CKD 195; Bhagasamciga: CKD
788; GEN.PL. Bhagasemcblana: CKD 726
Bhotici < Bhoti, place name [perhaps Tibet]
DIR.SG. Bhotici: CKD 84
Masimci < Masina, place name
DIR.SG. Masimci: CKD 839; DIR.PL. Masimciye: CKD 777
misiyeci < misi, a type of land
DIR.PL. misiyeci: CKD 582
motirciya < unknown base form
DIR.SG. motirciya: CKD 277; 304
Yurvaskamciya < Yurvaska, place name [Qizil]
DIR.SG. Yurvaskamciya: CKD 869
lautgaimci « unknown base form
DIR.PL. lautgaimci: CKD 272
Sacici < Saca, place name [perhaps Endere]
DIR.SG. Sacici: CKD 436 (3x); 573; 879; DIR.PL. Sacimciye: CKD 1; 160; GEN.PL.
Sacimciyana: CKD 97
simici « sima ‘boundary’

DIR.SG. simici: CKD 436

Because the suffix -ci specifies the place a particular person or object hails
from, it is partially synonymous with the ablative case in adnominal usage
and the suffix -i < OIA -ika- (on which cf. LKD: §75; §6.4.3). The notion “a man
(coming) from Cadota [ancient Niya]”, for instance, can be expressed as (i)
Cadodemci manusa (suffix -emci; CKD 437); (ii) Cadodade mamnusa (abl.sg.
in -ade; CKD 575); or (iii) mamnusa ... Cadoti (i-suffix; CKD 575), without
there being any immediately apparent semantic difference between these
three options.

According to Burrow (1935b: 672), the suffix -ci would be a Tocharian
element in Niya Prakrit, and he proposed to connect it to the Tocharian A
adjective suffix -rici (TG: 21). Since the suffix -ci is most frequently attached
to non-Indo-Aryan bases,’58 | agree that it is a borrowing.

758 One exception is e.g. CKD 637 pamthaci masu ‘wine for the journey’, where
the ci-suffix is attached to pamtha ‘journey’ (cf. OIA pathin-; Pali pantha-).
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Yet, Burrow’s Tocharian etymology is improbable for several reasons (cf.
also Banti 2000: 4f.). Most importantly, the suffix -fici is marginal in
Tocharian, being limited to a handful of examples: atrorici ‘of a hero’ « atdr
‘hero’, anerici ‘interior’ « ane ‘inside’, kylefici ‘female, feminine’ « kyli
‘woman’, and smerici ‘pertaining to the summer’ « sme* ‘summer’ (DTTA: 7;
10; 144; 502).759 These forms moreover demonstrate that the Tocharian
suffix is, unlike the Niya suffix, not normally combined with place names and
nouns of location. Another issue with Burrow’s etymology is that the basic
form in Niya Prakrit is -ci, lacking the nasal seen in TA -fici. As the ci-suffix is
furthermore most frequently attached to the words ayana ‘village’ and kilme
‘household’ (cf. the list above), the first almost certainly and the second
possibly Iranian in origin (see §3.3.2 and §3.2.4 s.vv.), one may further
wonder whether the suffix is likewise Iranian instead of Tocharian.

An Iranian origin of Niya Prakrit -ci has been proposed by Banti (2000:
4£.), who compared the Niya suffix to the Sogdian adjectival suffix -cyk / -cyq
<*-¢iya-ka-, as in rk-cyk ‘from Argi [Qarasahr]’ « rk* ‘Argi’ or 'wewrcyk ‘from
Ucur [perhaps Shorchuk]’ « 'wewr* ‘Utur’ (DMSB?: 39).760 As the final velar
in Sogd. -cyk / -cyq could have been lenited after being borrowed into Prakrit
(cf. infra), Banti's comparison seems indeed promising.

However, Sogdian does not seem a very likely donor language, because
Sogd. -cyk / -cyq is, despite the examples adduced by Banti, not specifically
connected to place names. Instead, -cyk / -cyq is a suffix that derives
adjectives out of various types of nouns or even adverbs (see GMS: §§1014-
1017); compare, for example, ‘ny’mcyq ‘final’ « ‘ny’m ‘end’ (DMSB?: 16) or
'kérycyk’ ‘present’ « kéry now’ (MacKenzie 1970: 44; SD: 31).761

[ deem it more likely that Niya -ci is a loan from Bactr. -6(€)tyo (after a
nasal -{(g)tyo) < *-Ciya-ka-, because, in contrast to its Sogdian cognate, the
Bactrian suffix is, like Niya -ci, attached in most of its occurrences to place
names and nouns of location (BD II: 263). Examples include aoctidyavoetryo /

759 The form dtldrici ‘manly’ « atdl ‘man’ referenced by Banti (2000: 4) is not
lemmatised in the recent dictionary of Tocharian A (DTTA), and I have been
unable to find an attestation of it.

760 Banti also cited Persian examples, but [ leave these aside, as Middle Persian is
a historically unlikely donor language of a grammatical suffix in Niya Prakrit.

761 A secondary argument against taking Sogdian as the donor of the suffix -ci is
the absence of any decisive evidence in favour of Sogdian loanwords in Niya
Prakrit (see §4.2.6), which makes it a priori unlikely that Niya Prakrit would have
borrowed a grammatical suffix from Sogdian.
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vaotidyavietyo ‘inhabitant of Hastilgan’” < *(v)aotidyavo; xayootyo
‘inhabitant of Khag’ « xayo*; wdayootyo ‘inhabitant of a district’ « wdayo
‘district’; pnoyavliyo ‘inhabitant of Rewgan’ « pnoyavo; and yapotyootavo
‘land of the mountaineers’ which consists of yapotyo* ‘mountaineer’ < yapo
‘mountain’ and -otavo ‘place, land’.

The fact that -ci regularly forms its dir.pl. in -e instead of in -a (LKD: §60)
may also find its explanation in Bactrian since the Niya Prakrit dir.pl. in -e
could be a rendering of the corresponding dir.pl. in - /e/ in Kusana Bactrian
(see §4.4.3).

Also phonologically, the derivation of -ci from -o(€)tyo works fine: (i) the
palatal affricate in -ci could be due to a pronunciation of -o(&)tyo < *-Ciya-ka-
as /téigo/ with palatalisation of the affricate before *i (on this see §2.2.4.3;
§4.3.17, and cf. MBactr. y'wyd’'nZyg ‘for ever’ < *yawaitana-ciya-ka-), and (ii)
amore archaic form *-ciga, corresponding still closer to -o(€)tyo /t$iga/, can
have been lenited to -ci in the same way as OIA -ika- has been lenited via *-iga
to Niya -i (see also §5.2.1 on -ani).762

As kindly pointed out by Nicholas Sims-Williams (p.c.), Niya -ci could
alternatively be a loan from an early Bactrian suffix *-oet / *-o1 /t$1/, attested
in later times as -co < *-¢iya- (cf. Sogd. -c(y)), e.g. xayooo ‘inhabitant of Khag’
next to yayootyo < xayo* (cf. Sims-Williams apud Gariboldi 2017: 26f.). With
this etymology, one could do without the assumption of lenition. Yet, two
arguments may still speak in favour of the derivation from -o(€)tyo / -ouyo.
First, the latter is attested much more frequently than *-oet / *-o1L / -60,763
and second, there is at least one occurrence of an older form -ciga, i.e.
Bhaga[sam]ciga ‘inhabitant of Bhagasa’ (CKD 788) to be compared with
Bhagasaci  (CKD 131), Bhagasemci (CKD 195) and the gen.pl
Bhagasemciyana (CKD 726). Therefore, I still have a slight preference to
derive -ci from the longer form -o(g)tyo /tsiga/.

A final note is due on the secondary by-forms -emci and -imci. They have
been explained as follows by Banti (2000: 5):

“The frequent occurrence of non-etymological m in the codas of internal
syllables and analogical levelling produced from adjectives such as pamtha-

762 The Bactrian by-forms -ouo and -cwo show complete lenition of -y- already
in Bactrian, but this development only starts appearing in texts from about 700
AD onwards (cf. SCBD: 61), too late to be of relevance for the Niya Prakrit suffix.
763 The statistics may admittedly be slightly skewed because we do not have
many texts in Kusana Bactrian, and -o(€)tyo / -otyo may have gradually replaced
*-gel / *-01 / -00 over time.
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ci, kilme-ci or Kroraim-ci new forms like Nina-mci and kilme-mci from which
the new allomorphs -emci and -imci were extracted.”

While I agree with Banti’s final step, there is no need to take recourse to the
notion of “non-etymological m”. It seems more plausible that forms in -mci
spread analogically from examples such as Kroraim-ci ‘inhabitant of
Kroraina® « Kroraina or Calmatam-ci ‘inhabitant of Calmadana’ <«
Calmatana. In these cases, the underlying forms *Kroraina-ci and
*Calmatana-ci may have undergone syncope of -a- between the preceding
nasal and the suffix -ci, resulting in -mci.76* If so, it is possible to compare the
Bactrian voicing of -o(g)tyo /tSiga/ after nasals seen in, for instance,
pnoyaviiyo /réwgandziga/ ‘inhabitant of Rewgan’ « pnoyavo /réwgana/,
which likewise implies that the nasal of the stem and the suffix were in direct
contact with one another.

5.2.3 A typological outlook

The preceding sections argued that the Niya Prakrit appurtenance
suffixes -ani and -ci were respectively borrowed from Bactr. -avo /ana/
or -avtyo /aniga/ and -o(g)iyo /tSiga/. To conclude the investigation into
these suffixes, this section will briefly contextualise the main findings from a
typological perspective.

Both examples discussed above belong to the category of derivational
affixes;765 borrowing such affixes is characteristic of “more intense contact”,
i.e. level 3 of Thomason and Kaufman’s (1988: 74ff.) borrowing scale. Affixes
are typically “abstracted from borrowed words and added to native
vocabulary”, which is referred to by Matras (2020% 226) as “diffusion of
morphology beyond the borrowed lexicon itself”.766

764 Alternatively, the final -a may have been pronounced only very weakly or not
at all, for which one can compare spellings such as adim ‘millet’ (CKD 140) next
to adi(m)ni / adina or gamam ‘going’ (CKD 646) for gama(m)na (see also LKD:
§13).

765 -gni and -ci are examples of suffixes that change the word class of the word
they are attached to, in this case, from noun to adjective. For other examples of
borrowing of word-class changing derivation, cf. Matras (2020%: 227).

766 In Armenian, for instance, various affixes of Iranian origin that were initially
limited to loanwords, e.g. Arm. -akan « Ir. *-akana-, came to be combined with
native vocabulary and are still productive in Modern Armenian (cf. Meyer 2023:
25). Some Latin suffixes borrowed into Ancient Greek likewise gained
productivity over time (see Adams 2003: 495f. and Dickey 2023: 543-556).
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The Niya suffixes -ani and -ci conform to this pattern: although most often
found in loanwords, they also gradually spread to inherited vocabulary. Such
diffusion to native vocabulary is a necessary condition to speak of a
“morphological loan” fully adopted into the recipient language (see Matras
20207 226).767

5.3 Reciprocals and reflexives

If, as suggested in the preceding section, the contact between Niya Prakrit
and Bactrian was indeed “more intense”, Thomason and Kaufman’s
borrowing scale would predict or, at least, render it plausible that there are
also traces of structural interference from Bactrian on Niya Prakrit. Such
traces would moreover be expected to square well with the typological
profile of the recipient language. The two case studies presented in this and
the next section (§5.4) aim to confirm these predictions.

5.3.1 Introduction

The first case study concerns reciprocals and reflexives. As is done more
commonly (cf. e.g. Konig & Gast 2008), I study these two types of pronouns
together because their form and function often overlap in the languages of
the world. Both are moreover liable to contact-induced change. First,
markers of reflexivity and reciprocity can be borrowed in their entirety, as
is, for instance, the case with Dutch zich ‘oneself, borrowed from High
German in medieval times (Philippa et al. 2005-9 IV: 662). A second option
is that the syntactic properties of reflexives and reciprocals are structurally
influenced by those of neighbouring languages, i.e. a case of pattern
replication. Regarding this latter alternative, Meyer (2013; 2023: 181-196)
has made a convincing case that the Armenian reflexive marker inkn
obtained its tripartite function as an intensifier, a discourse anaphor, and a
clause-level anaphor after the model of MP xwad and Parth. wxad (cf.
§5.3.4.2). Inspired by Meyer’s research, the following sections study possible
Iranian influence on Niya Prakrit’s reciprocals and reflexives.

767 Matras makes a distinction between “backward diffusion”, whereby the
spread of the borrowed suffix is limited to the pre-existing inherited lexicon, and
“forward diffusion”, whereby the borrowed suffix acquires a high degree of
productivity to be attached also to newly acquired vocabulary. The limited data
for Niya Prakrit leaves it undecided whether -ani and -ci also underwent
“forward diffusion”.
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In other words, I shall investigate the possibility of structural influence
exerted by closely related languages. As a result, we are confronted with the
perennial problem of distinguishing between common inheritance and
subsequent language contact (see e.g. Epps, Huehnergard & Pat-El 2013; Pat-
El 2013). There is a further tension between the fact that contact-induced
change between closely related languages can be more challenging to
identify and that structural similarity between languages is precisely one of
the factors that seem to facilitate language contact (cf. infra). Therefore, one
needs to focus on bundles of close similarities rather than on individual and
vague points of resemblance and be careful not to jump to far-reaching
conclusions that are insufficiently supported by the limited evidence at hand.

When studying the reflexives Niya sveya / apana ‘oneself and Bactr.
xoado / xoBioapo (later yoPfooapo) ‘idem’ in §§5.3.3-5.3.4, it will be
necessary to distinguish between “canonical reflexives” and “intensifiers”
and between “inclusive” and “exclusive” intensifiers. For this reason, I will
briefly define these terms below.768

In “John washes himself”, “himself” is an example of a canonical reflexive:
this pronoun functions as the patient of the sentence and is co-referential
with “John”, the agent and subject of the sentence.

The same pronoun can also be used as an intensifier, “a focusing particle
that singles out an entity as playing a central role or as being involved in an
event without the participation of others” (Haspelmath 2013: 350).
Examples of “himself” in the function of an intensifier are (i) “John himself
has done the dishes” and (ii) “John has done the dishes himself”. In the first
example, “himself” is employed in adnominal usage, while in the second
“himself” modifies the verb and is therefore called adverbial. The intended
meaning is that “John” and nobody else has done the dishes. In such a case,
we speak about an exclusive intensifier. Depending on the context, “John
himself has done the dishes” can also be an example of an inclusive
intensifier, e.g. when the intended meaning is that, as a chef, John has still
helped with doing the dishes. In the latter interpretation, “himself” could be

768 The term “canonical reflexive” is taken over from Meyer (2013; 2023), and
the notes on intensifiers are based on Konig & Siemund (2000: 43-50). De Vaan
(fthc. 2024) objects against the term “intensifier” and proposes to replace it with
“identifier” because the main function of such pronouns “is to single out one
alternative, that is, to identify a referent in a potentially ambiguous situation”. I
will stick here to the traditional and more widespread terminology, but de Vaan's
objection is well taken.



352

replaced with “too”, whereas “on its own” can often take the place of an
exclusive intensifier.

The investigation is structured as follows. In §5.3.2, I first elaborate on
Burrow’s idea that the Niya Prakrit reciprocal eka biti ‘one the second’ is
syntactically calqued from Iranian. Next, [ will be concerned with reflexive
markers (§§5.3.3-5.3.7), arguing that the Niya Prakrit reflexive pronominal
adj. tanu(vaga) ‘one’s own, property’ and Bactr. xoBo / xoBiyo ‘idem’ were
mutually intertranslatable. This proposal will be backed up by a brief
examination of the other markers of reflexivity in both languages and a
discussion of the structural similarities and the phraseological parallels
shared between tanu(vaga) and xoBo / xoPtyo. §5.3.8 concludes the
investigation.

5.3.2 Reciprocals

There are three reciprocal pronouns in Niya Prakrit (LKD: §88): (i)
amiamamna, corresponding to Skt. anyonya-;7° (ii) parospara / parospara,
related to Skt. paraspara-; 779 and (iii) eka biti < *eka- dvitlya- ‘one the
second’, an idiom not found in OIA or other MIA languages. The attested
forms are listed below (other forms of Gandhari are also included).

Attestations of amiamamna

DIR.SG. afiamaiia: CKM 2; anyamamiio: CKM 156

GEN.SG. afilamarniasa: CKI 12; anamanasa: CKI 15; amiiamarasa: CKD 889

GEN.PL.amAamamiiana: CKD 357; amiiamafiana: CKD 357; aniamariesu: CKM 1 (cf.
Salomon 2008: 281f.; 318); afiamariana: CKM 1; anyonyana: CKM 98

Attestations of parospara / parospara

DIR.SG. paroparo: CKM 368

INS.SG. parosparena: CKD 34; parosparena: CKD 345

ABL.SG. parosparade: CKD 788

GEN.SG. parosparasa: CKD 97; 593; parosparasya: CKD 272; 338; 468

769 The Niya form matches that in other MIA languages (e.g. Pali afifamaiifia-).
According to AiG (I1.1: 321f.) and Kulikov (2014: 141), the MIA forms have the
acc.sg. as their first part, but the -m- could in theory also be a sandhi consonant,
as more often in MIA (cf. e.g. Oberlies 2019% I: 188-195 on Pali).

770 The use of cognates of Skt. paraspara- is rare in MIA (Kulikov 2014: 142f)),
whereas parospara / parospara is still used nine times in Niya Prakrit (cf. infra).
The use of parospara / parospara in the Niya documents may therefore be an
archaic retention or, more likely, a Sanskritism.
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GEN.PL. p[ar]osparana:77t CKD 817

Attestations of eka biti

DIR.SG. eka biti: CKD 709; eka bhiti: CKD 348; 732

INS.SG. eka bitiyena: CKD 574

GEN.SG. eka bitiyasa: CKD 187; eka bhitiyasa: CKD 425

GEN.PL. eka bhitiyana: CKD 577; 820; amiia bhitiyana (apparently a blend of
amiamamiia and eka biti): CKD 577

It appears that there are no morphosyntactic constraints on when which
pronoun is used. In fact, all three occur in the same legal formula consisting
of pres.3sg. nasti ‘is not’, the noun danagrahana (dagrana) ‘giving or taking,
payment’, and the postposition vamti ‘in, at, to’; see examples (5.3)-(5.5).

(5.3) CKD 889 cover-tablet reverse 2
aju ksana uvatae amiamarfiasa vamti nasti danagrahana.
“From this time onward, there is no giving or taking towards each other.”
(Baums 2018b: 61).

(5.4) CKD 593 under-tablet obverse 6f.
ahuno Kupsuta Suguta Balasena 5rustinga§a ca parosparasa vamti nasti
dagrana.
“Now Kupsuta, Suguta, Balasena, and Srustinga have no claim to
payment from each other.” (TKD: 127).

(5.5) CKD 425 under-tablet obverse 4f.
edesa Sramamna Jivamitra Cugapena sadha eka bhitiyasa vamti nasti
danagrahana.
“Of these two, the monk Jivamitra along with Cugapa, there shall be no
more giving or taking one from the other.” (TKD: 87).772

In these examples, the reciprocal pronouns are all inflected in the gen.sg.:
amiamafiasa; parosparasa; eka bhitiyasa. Yet, other forms are attested too.
In CKD 577 and 820, a gen.pl. eka bhitiyana is, for instance, found in the same
formula as quoted above without any noticeable difference in meaning or
syntactic structure.

The lack of cognates of eka biti in other Indo-Aryan languages strongly
supports Burrow’s idea (1935a: 790) that it is a calque from a Middle Iranian
language, where reciprocal pronouns often go back to the combination of the

771 My conjecture based on Hasuike’s (1999: 164) reading p[un]o spara na.
772 For variants of the same formula with eka biti, see CKD 577; 732; 820.
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word for ‘one’ with that for ‘second’, e.g. Khot. §sii-jdta- (DKS: 401f.) or Parth.
ew bid (pl. éw bidan; Brunner 1979: 81f.).773

Because this type of reciprocal pronoun is not restricted to one Iranian
language in particular, one cannot easily determine the donor language of
eka biti. Bactrian is atleast a possibility, as there is one instance of Bactr. twyo
‘one’ + B1861yo ‘second’ in the function of a reciprocal (“one ... the other”):

(5.6) X19-21~X19-21
w00 KLSnoo Uaxo aco oo@apo Bpado acipo coxovo ... avdaployyo
KLpapo aAo wyo aio Biédtyo vayo {ooapo ... (X19-21 ~ X19'-21).
“Now whichever of us four brothers may act otherwise than (according
to) this statement ... or will not live one with the other, ...” (BD I*: 138).774

5.3.3 Niya Prakrit reflexives

As mentioned in §5.3.1, reciprocals and reflexives often overlap in form and
function. Because there is proof of contact influence from Iranian, possibly
Bactrian, on the Niya Prakrit reciprocals, it thus seems worth examining
whether the same holds for the reflexives. After all, “if structural interference
of any kind has occurred, it is highly unlikely to be isolated in the system [of
alanguage]” (Thomason 2008: 49).

The ideal way to investigate this possibility would be (i) to study the
syntactic properties of the reflexive pronouns in Niya Prakrit; (ii) to compare
the syntax of corresponding formations in other MIA languages; and (iii) to
see if the features not parallelled in other MIA languages are found in
neighbouring Iranian languages, particularly Bactrian. The first and third

773 The fact that eka biti is an innovation hints at its being the living form. I have,
however, been unable to find additional clues that eka biti would belong to a less
formal register than the other pronouns. One indication of a register difference
could be that the use of amfiamamifa and parospara / parospara would be
restricted to legal formulae. This holds for the rarely attested amiiamamna, but
parospara [ parospara also occurs in non-formulaic examples like ede
bharyapadaya parosparade vina huvamti “This couple lived separated from one
another” (CKD 788; tr. mine).

774 The preposition ado ‘with’ used between wwyo ‘one’ and Bid8tyo ‘second’ is
probably dependent on the verb {ooapo ‘we live’, as in X9 ~ X 9’-10’ 080 Soyyo
Cooapo coyyo Bpado aro Bpado afddvivéo “and we shall live just as it is the
custom (for) brother (to live) with brother” (BD I?: 136). Another reciprocal
marker papdo aco papdo, literally ‘man from man’, i.e. ‘one from another’ is
attested in the same document (cf. BD II: 231).
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steps require me to first describe the syntax of the reflexive pronouns in both
Niya Prakrit and Bactrian in more detail than has been done before (§§5.3.3-
5.3.5). Step two confronts us with a practical problem: there is no
comprehensive comparative syntax of Middle Indo-Aryan in which one can
conveniently look up the syntactic properties of all reflexive pronouns in all
MIA languages, 775 and doing this type of research myself would be
impractical within the scope of a single case study. As a result, it will be
challenging to decide which similarities between the syntax of the Niya
Prakrit and Bactrian reflexives are significant and which are not. Therefore,
the best I can do is concentrate on how well the syntax of the Niya Prakrit
and Bactrian reflexives matches and from there proceed to necessarily
tentative conclusions (§§5.3.6-5.3.8).

The examination will concentrate on Niya tanu(vaga) ‘one’s own,
property’ and Bactr. xof3o / xoBtyo ‘idem’. The reason for this is that the Niya
pronoun is a typically northwestern form whose cognates are restricted to
South Asian Gandhari and some NIA languages from the region (EWAia I:
621f), and thus a possible candidate for Iranian influence.”’¢ The Bactrian
word has cognates in most Middle Iranian languages (cf. §5.3.4.1), so if
certain morphological or syntactic parallels between Bactr. xofo / xoftyo
and Niya tanu(vaga) result from language contact, it would seem most likely
that Bactrian influenced Niya Prakrit and not the other way around.

A secondary point of interest is the other reflexive markers in Niya
Prakrit, i.e. the intensifiers Niya sveya ‘oneself’ and Bactr. yoado ‘idem’, and
the canonical reflexive/intensifier Niya apana ‘oneself’ and Bactr. yoBwoapo
(later xoBooapo) ‘idem’. I include these forms in order to point out that the
reflexive system in both languages operates with a threefold distinction (see
§5.3.5). This threefold structure is primarily the result of common
inheritance. However, it is still worth looking at because it has been plausibly
argued that inherited similarities in the grammatical systems of two or more

775 Sen’s historical syntax of MIA only briefly mentions the reflexives in Niya
Prakrit and South Asian Gandhari (1953: 90f.) and does not discuss the other
languages. Bubenik’s historical syntax of late MIA (1998) does not treat reflexive
pronouns at all.

776 Schwarzschild (1959) has argued that Ap. tanaya- ‘one’s own, belonging to’ is
also a cognate of Niya tanu(vaga). If true, tanaya- could be a northwestern dialect
feature in Apabhramsa, like the preservation of -Cr- clusters which grammarians
prescribe for Apabhramsa (cf. De Clercq 2009: 9; Ollett 2024: 87-89).
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languages increase the potential for contact-induced change (see e.g. Bowern
2013; Law 2013).

5.3.3.1 tanu(vaga) ‘one’s own, property’

[ start with a synchronic description of the morphosyntactic use of Niya
tanu(vaga) ‘one’s own, property’. This is not a controversial topic. Yet,
Burrow’s treatment of it in LKD (§86) is very succinct, and he does not note
some features which in §5.3.7 I will use to argue that Niya tanu(vaga) and
Bactr. xoBo / xoBtyo were mutually intertranslatable, e.g. that (i) tanu(vaga)
is co-referential with either the agent or the recipient and that (ii) it must co-
refer with a noun phrase at the same clause level.

Generally speaking, tanu(vaga) is a possessive reflexive adj. with the
meaning ‘one’s own’ that can also be substantivised to mean ‘property’. It is
the most frequent reflexive marker in Niya Prakrit, and the same form was
also used in Gandhari inscriptions. The attestations are listed below.

Attestations

DIR.SG. tanu: CKD 24; 26; 33; 49; 58; 59 (2x); 90; 106; 130 (2x); 135; 160; 161;
165; 190; 211; 235; 271; 278 (7); 292; 324 + 328 (2x); 326 (4x); 331; 358;
366; 387; 471; 473 (2x); 482; 492; 509; 547; 553; 568; 569; 572; 573; 574;
575; 582; 585 (3x); 624; 713 (3x); 714 (2x); 734 (2x); 769; 779; 889;
tanuvaga: CKD 90; 235; 437; 491; 656; 677; 836; 884 (2x); tanuvagd: CKD
661 (2x); tanuvaga: CKD 324 + 328; 506 (2x); 545; 574; 709; 719; 770; 779;
898 (2x); tanovaga: CKD 837; 871; tanuvaga: CKI 1177; danu: CKD 318; 358
(3x); 743; 783

DIR.SG.FEM. tanuyvi: CKD 39; 545; 551

ABL.SG. tanuvagade: CKD 305 (2x); tanuyade: CKD 635

LOC.SG. tanuvae: CKI 60; 178; tanuakami: CKI 241; 564; tanuakami: CKI 368;
tanukaami: CKI 241; tanuvakammi: CKI 153

DIR.PL. tanuyae: CKD 279

GEN.PL. tanuakana: CKI 564

Etymologically, this pronominal adj. derives from the (Rg)Vedic reflexive
tanii-. While originally meaning ‘body’ or ‘person’ (Pinault 2001), tanii- was
gradually grammaticalised to become an intensifier and a canonical reflexive
(cf. e.g. Kulikov 2007; Orqueda 2019: 145-184).

In later Vedic, tanii- disappears and is replaced by atmdn- (cf. Niya apana
discussed below). Yet, derivatives of tani- probably survived in the
northwest, given Niya Pkt. tanu(vaga) and NIA forms such as Torwali tanu
‘own’ or Khowar tan ‘self, own’ (EWAia I: 621f.). The extensive time gap
between the Rgveda and our earliest evidence for Gandhari renders it
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difficult to chart the historical changes that took place in the creation of the
reflexive possessive adj. in detail.

Coming back to Niya Prakrit, I could not detect a functional distinction
between the longer form tanuvaga (and variants) and the shorter form tanu.
Both can occur as a reflexive adj. or as a noun meaning ‘property’. The
equivalence between the longer and the shorter form can, for instance, be
observed from examples (5.7)-(5.8): in (5.7), tanuvaga is used in the
meaning ‘property’, whereas tanu is used in the same function in (5.8).

(5.7)  CKD 437 under-tablet obverse 7f.
taha ahuno sa kudi Saganapaae etasa Masdhigeyasa tanuvaga huda.
“so now that girl Saganapaae has become the property of this Masdhige.”
(TKD: 90).

(5.8) CKD 575 under-tablet obverse 6
se mamnusa Cmaga Kuyayiciyasa tanu huda.
“That man Cmaga was the property of Kuvayici.” (TKD: 116).

When tanu(vaga) is not, as in the preceding, combined with a genitive
complement,”77 it is co-referential with the agent of the sentence”’8 or the
recipient of a ditransitive construction. In example (5.9), the adj. danu is co-
referential with the dir.sg. Viharavala, agent of pres.3sg. vihedeti ‘wastes’ and
vinajeti ‘destroys’.

(5.9) CKD 358 obverse 5
Viharavala atra danu kilmiciyana masu mamtsena sutha vihedeti vinajeti.
“... Viharavala is wasting and destroying the wine and meat of his own
tenants.” (TKD: 70).

A similar example is (5.10), where the co-referent of the adj. tanuvaga is the
agent Mogeya Cimagasa ca ‘Mogeya and Cimaga’.

777 The locative is used when avana ‘village’ is the complement of tanu(vaga)
(CKD 279; 326). Khotan Pkt. mayi in mayi ... tanuvagd (CKD 661) is best
understood as a gen. and not as a loc. (see LKD: §28; §78).

778 The examples in Gandhari inscriptions are all of this co-referential and
adjectival type. In CKI 48 and 165, a derivative of Skt. svaka- is used in this way,
respectively Spae and svakiya. These are probably Sanskritisms. For the loc.sg.
tanuakami $pae in CKI 368, I tentatively follow Falk’s (2003: 73 = 2013a: 66)
interpretation of $pae as a noun referring to some territory, as it would be
unexpected to have two reflexive adjectives right after another.



358

(5.10) CKD 709 cover-tablet reverse 3
tanuvaga muliyena Mogeya Cimagasa ca nikhalitamti.
“Mogeya and Cimaga got him from there with a price paid out of their
own property.” (TKD: 142).

(5.11) is an instance whereby tanu is co-referential with the recipient of
pres.1sg. denami ‘I give’, i.e. the gen.sg. Sugutasa (a PN).

(5.11) CKD 568 under-tablet obverse 3f.
aham Kapgeya Sugutasa pasu 10 tanu denami.
“I Kapgeya give ten sheep to Suguta as his property.” (TKD: 112).

In every example given so far, tanu(vaga) is used co-referentially with a noun
phrase at the same clause level, and this pattern holds for all the attestations
of tanu(vaga). For co-referentiality with a noun phrase at a different clause
level, a demonstrative pronoun in the genitive seems preferred, as in (5.12).
In this formulaic example, the gen.sg. edasa ‘of him’ in the complement clause
introduced by yatha ‘that’ is co-referential with the dir.sg. vasu Lyipeya ‘the
vasu Lyipeya’ in the main clause.

(5.12) CKD 144 under-tablet obverse 2
iSa vasu Lyipeya vimAaveti yatha edasa dajha Kacana nama hoati.
“Here, the vasu Lyipeya informs us that he has a slave called Kacana.”
(TKD: 26).

Reduplicated tanu(vaga) has a distributive sense, as in (5.13), where tanu
tanu corresponds in the translation to “each man’s ... separately”.

(5.13) CKD 59 reverse 3
sa amna tesa jamnasa tanu tanu nadha isa anidavo.
“each man's parcel (of corn) is to be brought here separately.” (after
TKD: 13).

Besides, there is at least one case of tanu being added after a possessive
genitive, here cited as (5.14). In this example, the first tanu is put in between
the gen.sg. ogu Bhimasenasa ‘of the ogu Bhimasena’ and its syntactic head
gen.pl. kilmeciyana ‘of the tenants’.

(5.14) CKD 734 reverse 1f.
yo atra ogu Bhimasenasa tanu kilmeciyana bhumak$etra Rutraya
Pamcamasa ca tanu darsaveti.
“As regards the field there belonging to the tenants of the ogu Bhimasena
which Rutraya and Pamcama claim as their own” (TKD: 145).
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If we, for instance, compare the gen.pl. ogu ASogasa kilmeciyana ‘of the
tenants of the ogu Aéoga' in CKD 254, where no tanu is added, it seems as if
**ogu Bhimasenasa kilmeciyana would have been grammatically correct in
(5.14) as well.

To finish this overview of the synchronic behaviour of tanu(vaga), I now
briefly discuss one instance where Burrow takes tanu in an unparalleled
sense as ‘(her) person’. This example, i.e. (5.15), concerns the compensation
which a certain Pugo and Lyipeya should receive for the death of a witch who
belonged to them. Burrow translates sadha tanu as ‘along with her person’.

(5.15) CKD 58 reverse 2f.
yo taya arthadana gitamti sadha tanu Pugo Lyipeya gimnidavya.
“The property they took from her Pugo and Lyipe are to receive along
with her person.” (TKD: 13).

In my view, Burrow’s translation does not make much sense in context, as
the woman in question is actually dead (cf. also the parallel in CKD 63).
Moreover, in the two other instances where tanu combines with the verb
gimn- ‘to take, receive’ (CKD 545; 574), the meaning is ‘to take as one’s own’.
Therefore, the same may be intended in (5.15), even though sadha ‘together’
would then fit less easily into the syntax. Given these uncertainties, I will not
base conclusions on example (5.15).779

5.3.3.2 sveya ‘oneself

In this subsection, I briefly treat the morphosyntax of Niya sveya ‘oneself’, as
[ will later compare this pronoun with Bactr. xoado ‘idem’ (§5.3.4.2). sveyaq,
the regular outcome of OIA svayam ‘oneself, is typically found in its
etymologically expected usage as an intensifier (LKD: §86).780

Attestations

ADV. sveya: CKD 292; 621; 842 (2x); 884; sveyam: CKD 22; sve: CKD 193; svaya:
CKD 709

779 Sometimes, Burrow translates tanu as an intensifier, but this is never a
necessary interpretation. In CKD 624, for instance, Burrow (TKD: 130) translates
uta tanu nidavo as “the camel itself is to be brought”, but nothing speaks against
the literal meaning “the camel is to be brought as his property”.

780 For the use of OIA svayam, see e.g. Speyer (1886: §§263-268) and Orqueda
(2019: 128-144).
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In most occurrences, sveya occurs together with devaputra ‘king’ (CKD 193;
709; 842; 884), although it is often difficult to decide whether sveya is used
adnominally or adverbially. An example is eda vivada svaya devaputra Sruda
in CKD 709 under-tablet obverse 2, translatable as “his majesty heard this
dispute himself” (TKD: 142). In this sentence, svaya seems to be an inclusive
intensifier (§5.3.1), given that the other officials present at the dispute are
also mentioned later in the document.

In the spelling sveyam, the same word occurs in arivaga Rutrayasa sveyam
eva gamdavya (CKD 22 obverse 2), translated by Burrow as “the guide
(arivaga) Rutraya must himself go [i.e. on an embassy].” (TKD: 5). Because of
the addition of the particle eva, it seems to me that the function of sveyam in
this sentence is more pronounced than what is captured by Burrow’s
translation. Therefore, I wonder whether sveyam eva means here ‘on one’s
own’, i.e. ‘without the help of others’, comparable in sense to etasa arivagasa
tanu storena gamtavo “this guide must go on his own beast” (CKD 135 under-
tablet obverse 5; TKD: 24). According to this interpretation, sveyam eva
would be a so-called exclusive intensifier (§5.3.1).781

5.3.3.3 apana ‘oneself

Although not frequently attested (2 or 3 examples), the morphosyntactic
usage of Niya apana ‘oneself’ is not notably different from that of its Sanskrit
cognate atman- (LKD: §86). It is, as we shall see in §5.3.4.3, also comparable
to that of Bactr. xoBioapo (later xoBooapo) ‘idem’.

Attestations

DIR.SG. apane: CKD 139; 502 (?7)
GEN.SG. apanasya: CKD 201

The clearest example is tuo apane acovina pasidavo “you must yourself
(apane) inspect the acovinas [border officials]” (CKD 139 obverse 5f.; TKD:

781 syeya can also be used in compounds, e.g. sveyaviseya ‘one’s own territory’
(CKD 292; 621; 842) ~ loc.sg. tanuvaga viseyami ‘idem’ (CKD 884). Compounds
with sva- only rarely occur in Niya Prakrit. The only clear examples are ins.sg.
svamaramnena ‘with one’s own death’ (CKD 40; cf. Liiders 1940b: 43; Wiist 1966:
44), svakama ‘of one’s own will’ (CKD 497), and svachamdi / svachamtaga ‘idem’
(CKD 555; 639). The latter two correspond nicely to Bactr. xoakapo / xoyauo
‘out of one’s own will’ and yoaowdo / xoowdo ‘idem’ (on which cf. BD II: 278f;;
Sheikh 2023: 69).
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25).782 Like sveya, apane functions here as an intensifier, comparable to
Sanskrit examples such as sarpas tenatmana svalayam nitah “he himself
brought the serpent to his dwelling” (ex. from Speyer 1888: §264), where the
ins.sg. atmand ‘himself is co-referential with and the same case as tena ‘by
him’.

A so far unrecognised second example of dir.sg. apane may be found in
CKD 502. This document concerns a claim against Apiiiya, who is accused of
having distributed water he had borrowed. I cite the relevant passage with
(a lightly modified version of) Burrow’s translation in (5.16). Burrow takes
apane to be ‘outlet’, assuming an etymological connection with Skt.
apanaya- ‘leading away, taking away’.

(5.16) CKD 502 obverse 3-5

aftra] anada pruchidavo yati Apfiiyasa udaga yajitaga huati tade
udagade amfiesa ditaga siyati atha va apane na ditaga siyati eda prace
Apiiiyasa vamti nasti parihasa.

“... careful investigation must be made (to find out) if this water was
borrowed by Apiiiya and (part) of this water?83 was given to others. (If)
on the other hand an outlet (apanaya) was not provided, there is no
claim against Apfiiya.” (after TKD: 98).

[ would interpret apane in the same way as in CKD 139 discussed above,
which yields the more straightforward translation “... (If) on the other hand
he has not provided (the water) himself, there is no claim against Apfiiya”.
Even though Niya Pkt. apane is in both examples used as an intensifier,
one suspects that it could also be used as a canonical reflexive, like its
cognates in other MIA languages, including South Asian Gandhar1.784

5.3.4 Bactrian reflexives

This section treats the reflexive pronouns in Bactrian in the same way as
§5.3.3 did for the Niya Prakrit pronouns. I try to show two things, viz. (i) that

782 apanasya kritaga in CKD 201 seems to mean ‘your own deeds’, but the reading
of this imperfectly preserved document is not entirely certain.

783 Burrow’s translation has “(water) from this water”.

784 The South Asian Gandhari cognates are mainly found in reliquary inscriptions
(cf. CKI 60; 69; 158; 223; 369; 373; 564 (2x)). These are usually gen. forms, e.g.
gen.sg. at[vaJnasa in CKI 69 atfva]nasa fiatimitrasalohidana arogadaksinae “for
his own reward of health and that of his relatives, friends, and kinsmen” (tr.
mine).
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the reflexive adj. xoBo / xoBuyo closely resembles Niya tanu(vaga) in its usage
and (ii) that Bactrian, like Niya Prakrit, uses a threefold system with a
reflexive adj. (xoBo / xoftyo), an intensifier (yoado), and a canonical
reflexive also used as an intensifier (yoBloapo; later xofooapo).

5.3.4.1 xoBo / xoBryo ‘one’s own, property’

[ will first describe the morphosyntax of the Bactrian reflexive adjectives
xoBo /xuva/ and xoftyo /xuviga/. Their usage has already been described by
Gholami (SFBG: 111f.; 128), but her treatment does not go much beyond the
entries on these adjectives in Sims-Williams’ glossary (BD II: 279). Therefore,
a more extensive discussion seems useful, also because Gholami does not
discuss the co-referentiality patterns shown by xoBo / xoftyo, which in
§5.3.7 will be used as arguments that they were mutually intertranslatable
with Niya tanu(vaga).

Like tanu(vaga), Bactr. xoPo / xoBtyo can be used both adjectivally, as in
English ‘one’s own’, and as a noun meaning ‘property’. As first noted by Sims-
Williams (1994), xofo etymologically derives from *hwa(i)-pa@ya-,785 thus
being a cognate of MP xwé(ba)s, Parth. wxébeéh, Sogd. xyp8 / xypt, Khot. hivya-
/ hivya-, and so forth.786 yofBiyo, on the other hand, is an example of the
pleonastic addition of the adjectival suffix -tyo /iga/ to words that are already
adjectives (BD II: 217).

There seems to be no functional distinction between xof3o and yoftyo, but
the latter is much less frequent. When xofo / xoftyo is not co-referential, a
preposed complement indicates the possessor, e.g. the obl.pl. caiapavo
‘leaders’ in (5.17).

(5.17) v13
000 LLPOCAVO KLVO 080 TTAPOKLVO QyYapayo aoLdo caAapavo xofo.

785 There is a homonym xof3o, meaning ‘good’. Sims-Williams (BD II: 279) argues
that this adjective and the reflexive are etymologically identical, which is
possible given the parallel of English ‘proper’, ultimately going back to Latin
proprius ‘one’s own’. However, the alternative derivation from *h(u)w-apah-
‘with a good work > good’ does not necessarily seem less likely to me (pace Sims-
Williams), as derivatives of *h(u)w-apah- are attested in most neighbouring
Iranian languages, e.g. Pers. xiih ‘good’ or Sogd. xwp ‘idem’.

786 For the Middle Persian and Parthian cognates, see Brunner (1979: 73-78) and
GW (§780). Cf. also TB waipecce ‘possession’, aloan from the “Old Steppe Iranian”
outcome of *hwai-pa6fya- (Bernard 2023: 73f.).
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“...to the east (is) a ditch, and on the farther side of the ditch the property
which belongs to the leaders.” (BD 1% 118).

As most evidence for yof3o / xoBtyo comes from post-Kusana Bactrian with
its reduced case system, the original case of the complement is not deducible
from examples like (5.17). Personal pronouns are helpful in this respect since
x0ofo / xoBtyo combines with pavo < *mana (dd 5) and tao < *tawa (U 13 =
U 16),787 i.e. the old genitives. These instances suggest that the original case
of the complement was the genitive, whose use became generalised in
Bactrian to that of an oblique.788

If there is no complement, xoBo and xoftyo are, like tanu(vaga), most
often co-referential with the agent of the sentence.”8 (5.18) is an example
whereby the adj. yofo modifies aomo ‘horse(s)’ and co-refers with pwftyo
‘the men of Rob’, the agent (= subject) of subj.3pl. xyw{véado ‘will demand’.

(5.18) cm12f.
taxaAd[o] agapayo pwBryo xofo acto xwlvsado tasdo ...
“When the men of Rob demand their horses from you, then ...” (BD II:
90).

Hardly different is the occasional co-referentiality between xofo / xoBtyo
and the indirect object in impersonal constructions, as, for instance, in (5.19).
Here, the adj. xofo is co-referential with to yono ‘your lordship’, possibly the
indirect object of an impersonal verb subj.3sg. ocwvéado ‘will please’ (cf. BD II:
264).790

(5.19) cgof.
Tado to xono ovdasdo mdo xoBo pilyo tadnio tapo mbopopo.
“So, (if) it should please your lordship in your goodness, receive him
there (with you).” (BD II: 80).

787 Note also taomAoin] 14 =] 11’; twonAo in L 15 =L 12’; and tnwo in Tt 13.
788 Enclitic pronouns can be used too, e.g. xofBopo papnyavo ‘my own servants’ in
Tt 8f.

789 An enclitic pronoun is sometimes pleonastically added to xofo where the co-
referentiality would already be clear were xof3o used on its own (e.g. Uv 3-5;
Sims-Williams & de la Vaissiére 2015: 43).

790 For the phraseology, cf. also 1 5’ mido po xofBo ow[8o] “according to (our) own
wish” and the adjective yoaowvdo ‘out of one’s own wish’.
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Besides, xoBo / xoBiyo can co-refer with the recipient in a ditransitive
construction; in (5.20), afo xopo, literally ‘for his own’ (BD II: 279), is co-
referential with @apo xoadénooavivéo ‘to Khwadew-wanind’.

(5.20) bg11f.
Tadavo [to] xono mdovwyapo @apo xoadnooavivéo Aadnio afo xofo.
“then [your] lordship again gave it to Khwadew-wanind for his own” (BD
II: 64).

It appears that xoBo / xoByo, like tanu(vaga), tends to be co-referential with
anoun (phrase) or a pronoun at the same clause level.791

When reduplicated, xofo and xoftyo have distributive sense. Note, for
instance, sentence (5.21), where not only xoftyo but also §povpwvo ‘enemy’
is repeated.

(5.21) N 30f.
oto Spovpwvo Spovpvo epkapapo 0do xofityo xoftyo Anpapo cayovso
mtadapo.
“... and may we chase off all enemies and keep all our own (household)
as we have guaranteed.” (BD 1%: 72).

The low number of examples of xofo / xoBtyo from Kusana sources renders
it difficult to find an instance of xoBo / xoftyo pleonastically attached to a
noun in the genitive. However, an example as the following is similar in
structure and conceivably derives from an older structure whereby the noun
in front of oo, i.e. Bayo ‘god’, originally still had case marking: €160 pavao
Bayo xoBo adoyapo “This (is) the income belonging to/of the god Mana”
(Sims-Williams 2013: 194).

791 The only counterexample would be the restored xofo in xp 7: poido [to xon]o
Cavo koado mopAayyolivo ado xoacspao [xoBo oot]pdofitdo oapo 080 Aado kipdo
“moreover, [your lordship] should know that Purlang-zin, together with
Khwasraw [your usi]rd-bid, made an oath and disposition ...” (BD II: 162).
According to this reading, yofo in the complement clause introduced by koado
‘that’ should be co-referential with to xono in the main clause and not, as
grammatically more logical, with the PN mopAayyoQwvo. Contrast L 20’f. otnto
madoaxpavnio aco paBapo anapco Tol fagavoko aro L xoBo kadyryavo afo t
Haoko vafitiyo ayyapyo mapaiado ... “And you, Bazanuk, together with the
members of your household, have authority (over) it for the future, to sell the
property described herein ...” (BD I%: 62), where xopo is co-referential with Tot
Bagavoxo ‘you, B.” in front of it. Therefore, I suggest to restore in xp 7 rather the
oblique pronoun taoo / Taot ‘you’ in possessive function (SFBG: 101f.).
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Finally, there is one unusual instance of xof3o in W 29’ where it is used as
an intensifier, corresponding to xoado ‘oneself in the parallel W 29. In this
case, [ would opt for a scribal mistake.

5.3.4.2 xoado ‘oneself

Bactr. yoado /xwada/ ‘oneself < *hwatah is only used as an intensifier (cf.
BD II: 278; SFBG: 108-110), corresponding on this point with Niya Pkt. sveya
‘idem’ (§5.3.3.2).792

A typical example of the use of yoado can be seen in (5.22), one of the
many variants of the Bactrian epistolary greeting formula.

(5.22) ch3-5
oTavo oaAo patapavo kaAdavo afo papnyo papdo afo to xono xoado
Apoyo onvavo.
“And then I would be more happy when I myself, (your) serving man,
might see your lordship healthy.” (BD II: 82).

In this formula, xoado is arguably an inclusive intensifier, given that the
author of the letter implies that it is insufficient for him to hear from others
that his lordship is healthy but wants to verify this with his own eyes (cf. e.g.
doc. bg).

Bactr. xoado also occurs in the function of an exclusive intensifier. One
such case is cited in (5.23), where the implication is that Paroz (mapw(o) and
nobody else will have to pay the taxes (pres.3sg. tw{t80 ‘pays’).

(5.23) je8-11
oL5po KaAS0 apoyo L TwyLyo TS0ooM oo TAoL80 0aoKo TTapwlo wladyo
TwYOo aoTo Tado Youdo TwlLdo.
“Until we determine the tax arrangements, whatever tax is due on the
part of Paroz he (will) pay (it) himself.” (BD I?: 130).

792 Its Middle Persian and Parthian cognates xwad and wxad are also used as a
clause-level and a discourse anaphor (Meyer 2013: 405-414; 2023: 184-190).
“Clause-level anaphor” refers to instances where MP xwad and Parth. wxad are
used in a relative clause taking up an earlier-mentioned noun phrase that is
within the domain of the relative clause. “Discourse anaphor” means that the
reflexive marker works as an anaphor for the last pragmatically likely subject.
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5.3.4.3 xoBwoapo (later xoBocapo) ‘oneself

The pronoun yofiocapo (later xoBoocapo) is etymologically based on a
univerbation of the obl.sg. xoBt « xofo ‘one’s own’ and capo ‘head’ < Olr.
*sarah- (cf. Psht. xpasar).793 The rarely attested yofiocapo can be used as a
canonical reflexive (BD II: 279f,; SFBG: 110), as in (5.24), where it is co-
referential with the agent, i.e. the 3sg. clitic -nwa ‘by him’ (in o).

(5.24) Rab.11-14
ot @popado aBepoavo baovavo kipdt qfo KogovAo kad@Lgo bao ...
080 afo 1 xoBioapo kavnpke bao.
“... and he gave orders to make (images of) these kings: King Kujula
Kadphises ..., and himself, King Kanishka.” (Sims-Williams 2008c: 56f.).

The exact function of xoBoocapo in bc 12-13 oto wyo papdo yxopfogapo
€dpndo “and you shall ... one man yourselves” (BD II: 56) is more challenging
to evaluate because we do not know the meaning of the verb £8p- (2pl.
€dpndo). Still, the use of a 2pl. verb suggests that .wyo papdo ‘one man’
should be the direct object, in which case xoocapo cannot be a canonical
reflexive, but should be an intensifier like xoa80.794

In brief, xoBloapo (xofocapo), like Niya apana (§5.3.3.3), most likely had
a double use as a canonical reflexive and an intensifier.

5.3.5 Summary: the reflexive system in Niya Prakrit and Bactrian

The scheme below summarises the grammatical descriptions of §§5.3.3-
5.3.4. It illustrates the threefold distinction that both Niya Prakrit and

793 The title Aowofocapo / aAuyoBocapo (SKsM 8; SK4A 11; SK4B 12) probably
also contains xoBooapo as its second element (Sims-Williams 2008c: 65).

794 In addition, there are two nearly identical instances of xofo combined with
oapo (F 6(’); F 15 ~ F 14’), where one can doubt between translating as ‘own
head’ or ‘oneself. Cf. e.g. F 6-7 tadouo woo acagpayo (npo mdo xofo copo
oauayo amoptyo ayytto (F 6’ mSopofdo), translated by Sims-Williams in an
etymological way, i.e. “... and (that) now the full price has been received on (my)
own head by me from you, Zer” (BD I%: 38 with fn. t). For this translation, Sims-
Williams (1999: 197) cites Sogd. pr srw ptyrf3- ‘to receive on the head > to receive
respectfully’ (MacKenzie 1970: 41). Another possibility would be to compare
Sogd. prw yr'yw ptyrf- (AN 107f.) and ZMP 6 griw padir- ‘to take upon oneself >
to accept’ (Filippone 2017: 146; 151). Whereas the Bactrian phrase refers to a
price received, the Sogdian and Middle Persian ones refer to a burden one takes
on oneself. As Sogd. yr’yw and MP griw can be used as reflexives, xofo + capo
could probably still be reflexive in this type of formula.
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Bactrian make, and it lists the commonalities shared by the different
pronouns, in particular Niya tanu(vaga) and Bactr. xoBo / xoBtyo.79

Niya Prakrit Bactrian

1 tanu(vaga) xoBo / xofyo
adj. « Ved. tanii- < OIr. *hwa(i)-pabya-
‘body, person, self (+ adj. suffix -tyo)

- adj. ‘one’s own’ + noun ‘property’

- co-referential with agent or recipient

- co-referential at the same clause level
- distributive sense when reduplicated

- can be pleonastically added after a gen.

2 sveya xoado
< OIA svayam < Olr. *hwatah
- in- or exclusive intensifier ‘oneself’

3 apana xoBwapo; xofooapo
< OIA atman- obl.sg. xoft and capo
‘head’ < Olr. *sarah-
- canonical reflexive + intensifier ‘oneself’
- only rarely used in extant text corpus

5.3.6 A case of contact-induced change?

The next point to consider is whether, to what extent, and in which way the
commonalities listed in the preceding section result from language contact.

Poplack and Levey (2010: 398) argue that three criteria should be
satisfied to make a compelling case for contact-induced change:

“A candidate for contact-induced change in a contact variety is present in the
presumed source variety and either 1) absent in the pre-contact or non-
contact variety, or 2) if present ..., is not conditioned in the same way as in
the source, and 3) can also be shown to parallel in some non-trivial way the
behavior of a counterpart feature in the source.” (cf. also Thomason 2001:
91-95).

795 The examination above did not reveal any significant divergences in usage
between the reflexives in Niya Prakrit and Bactrian.
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Unfortunately, the Niya Prakrit and Bactrian reflexives cannot meet these
criteria.”?¢ Our knowledge of how Niya tanu(vaga) and the other reflexive
markers developed from earlier forms in the local Vedic dialects remains
incomplete, so it is hardly possible to compare Niya Prakrit with a pre-
contact variety, as would be necessary to satisfy the first and second criterion
of Poplack and Levey. Assessing how significant the parallels between the
Niya Prakrit and Bactrian reflexives are (cf. the third criterion) would require
one also to compare the syntax of reflexives in other MIA languages. Again,
we face a difficulty: there is no comprehensive syntactic study of MIA
reflexives on which to base such a comparison (cf. §5.3.3). The absence of
such a study makes it tricky to decide whether, for instance, the co-
referentiality of tanu(vaga) and xofo / xoPtyo with both agent and recipient
and the fact that co-referentiality needs to be at the same clause level are
characteristic features of Niya Prakrit and Bactrian or also found in closely
related languages.”97

In any case, the morphosyntactic parallels count as cumulative evidence
at best; when taken individually, most could be explained away as due to
inheritance or language-internal developments. To begin with, the reflexive
pronouns in Niya Prakrit and Bactrian are all inherited, so the tripartite
system occurring in either language can be a language-internal phenomenon.
The distributive sense that tanu(vaga) and xofo / xoBtyo obtain when
reduplicated is also not necessarily significant. After all, distributive
reduplication is also known elsewhere in Indo-Aryan (cf. the amredita
compounds).”?8 Similarly, the pleonastic addition of a possessive adj. after a
gen. also occurs in later MIA, where it may be due to increasing case
syncretism.’?? An Apabhrams$a example is anarngaho keraii toranu “the arch
of Kama” (Paiimacariu 14.7.8), where the possessive adjective keratii ‘one’s
own’ is added between the preposed gen.sg. anarngahd ‘of Kama’' and the
dir.sg. toranu ‘arch’.800

796 Meyer (2023: 219f. fn. 13) observes that “corpus languages frequently cannot
live up to the modern methodological standards propounded by Poplack and
Levey and others.”

797 Intuitively, these two features of tanu(vaga) and xofo / xoPtyo seem the most
important parallels.

798 Within Iranian, distributive reduplication is also not limited to Bactrian; cf.
e.g. GW (§559) on Middle Persian and Parthian, and GMS (§1633) on Sogdian.
799 The same phenomenon is moreover also attested in Iranian languages other
than Bactrian. Cf. §5.2.1 on Khot. hédvya- / hivya- ‘own’.

800 On these possessive adjectives in later Indo-Aryan, cf. Schwarzschild (1954).
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In conclusion, I would not claim that the parallels shared between
tanu(vaga) and xoBo / xoPtyo and the other reflexive pronouns in Niya
Prakrit and Bactrian are necessarily due to contact-induced change.

5.3.7 A more cautious proposal: mutual intertranslatability

Even when positing large-scale contact-induced change may go too far, the
data still allow for a more cautious proposal. In my view, the Niya Prakrit and
Bactrian reflexives exemplify Heine and Kuteva’s (2005) concept of “mutual
intertranslatability”. This notion means that when the grammatical
structures of two languages overlap significantly, “the task of the translator
or language learner is confined to inserting the appropriate lexical and
grammatical forms to move from one language of the area to another” (Heine
& Kuteva 2005: 180). Applied to our case study, this would mean that the
Bactrian reflexives could be translated almost mechanically into the Niya
Prakrit ones (and vice versa) by bilingual speakers (cf. also Chapter 7).

[ see two main arguments to support that the Niya Prakrit and Bactrian
reflexives were mutually intertranslatable, i.e. the structural similarities
noted above and the existence of phraseological parallels. In what follows, |
will elaborate on both.

Regarding the first argument, the shared tripartite division between (i) a
reflexive adj. ‘one’s own > property’ (tanu(vaga) ~ xofo / xofryo), (ii) an
intensifier (sveya ~ yoado), and (iii) a canonical reflexive pronoun, also used
as an intensifier (apana ~ xofBioapo; xofooapo), makes that each pronoun
has an equivalent in the other language. While mainly the result of common
inheritance (cf. supra), this shared structure renders it easy to translate a
reflexive marker in one language into its counterpart in the other.

Largely the same can be said about the morphosyntactic parallels
concerning, for instance, word class and co-referentiality shared between
tanu(vaga) and xoPo / xoByo (§§5.3.3-5.3.5). Although, as noted above, one
can explain the individual parallels as due to inheritance or language-internal
developments, their existence would allow a speaker of Bactrian to translate
xoBo / xoBryo into Niya Pkt. tanu(vaga) (and vice versa) without having to
worry that the resulting translation would be syntactically ungrammatical or
unidiomatic.

The second argument to back up the idea that the Bactrian and Niya
Prakrit reflexives were mutually intertranslatable is the presence of
phraseological parallels, whereby at least xoPo / xoBiyo and tanu(vaga)
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occupy the same syntactic slot in nearly-identical contexts. Three examples
of this kind will be discussed below.

The first parallel, illustrated by examples (5.25) and (5.26), concerns a
legal formula ‘to pay out of one’s own property’. Both times, the default word
for ‘to pay’ is used, i.e. fut.2sg. Sodheyisyasi in (5.25) and subj.1sg. Tw{avo in
(5.26).1n addition, the Niya Pkt. abl.sg. tanuyade ‘out of one’s own (property)’
equals Bactr. aco oo ‘idem’.

(5.25) CKD 635 reverse 4f.
yati eta ahumno anatha na karisyasi eta amna puna tuo tanuvade
Sodheyisyasi.
“If you do not do this carefully now, you will later have to pay this corn
out of your own.” (after TKD: 132).801

(5.26) K13-14
KqAS0 Tiuo vatwi(a)do tadago tnto ago xofo Twia[v]o.
“so, if Piy should not pay, then I, Tet, shall pay from (my) own
(property)”. (BD I%: 56).802

Bactr. aco xofo ‘out of one’s own (property) is likely an inherited
combination, given the existence of an exact cognate in Parth. aZ wxébé <
*hacd ‘from’ + *hwa(i)-pafya- ‘own’ (on which cf. Brunner 1979: 77; GW:
365). Niya Prakrit, on the other hand, can express the same idea in one word
by using its abl. case in -ade.

Secondly, one can observe a parallel between the two languages in
sentences which express that person X gives Y to person Z as his/her own.
(5.27) is a Niya Prakrit example, (5.28) a Bactrian one. In both instances, the
verb means ‘to give, to hand over’ (Niya pres.2sg. picavesi; Bactr. past.opt.3sg.
Aadnio) and governs an indirect object indicating the recipient (Niya gen.sg.
Budhamitrasa, a PN; Bactr. ¢apo yoadnooavivdo, also a PN). In addition, the
reflexive pronominal adj., i.e. Niya tanu and Bactr. (af0) xofo, co-refers with
the recipient.

801 Cf. also CKD 165 and 714, where tanu gothade ‘out of one’s own farm’ is
combined with the verb Vvyos ‘to reimburse’. tanu gothade has an exact parallel
in Bactr. aco yofo kadyo (ca 7f.). In CKD 305, two other instances of the abl.sg.
tanuvagade in the meaning ‘out of one’s own (property)’ are attested.

802 Additionally note aco xofo 080 aco avdapovavo “from their own (property)
and from (that of) the others” (ef 15f.). When xof0 is not co-referential with the
agent of the sentence, a genitival complement is necessary, as in aco tpavo oo
‘out of my property’ (dd 5).
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(5.27) CKD 553 obverse 3
ahuno eda uneyaga tanu Budhamitrasa picaves.
“Now (however) you are handing over this adopted child to Budhamitra
as his own.” (TKD: 110).803

(5.28) bg11f.
Tadavo [to] xono mdovwyapo @apo yoadnooavivdo Aadnio afo xofo.
“then [your] lordship again gave it to Khwadew-wanind for his own” (BD
II: 64).

Whereas Bactrian uses the prepositions af3o and @apo to mark the inanimate
patient and the animate recipient respectively (Sims-Williams 2011b: 31f)),
Niya Prakrit by default puts the recipient in the genitive case. The overall
meaning is the same, however: person X gives Y to person Z “as/for his own”
(tanu ~ afo xofo), i.e. “as his/her property”.

A third and final parallel has to do with stock phrases with which one
promises to take care of somebody else’s people as of one’s own. I cite two
instances from Niya Prakrit, i.e. (5.29)-(5.30), and one from Bactrian, i.e.
(5.31).

(5.29) CKD 292 obverse 5
/// na tanu samiia paripalitavo.
“...are to be looked after as if they were your own.” (TKD: 53).

(5.30) CKD 331 under-tablet obverse 6
yath[a] tanu dita samiia janidavo.
“She is to be regarded as his own daughter.” (TKD: 63).804

(5.31) ec8-10
080A0 TooAVAVO Papo @opTiio Tadnvo ackadapo apoaravo cayovdo
xof3o odaAwvo va@obTtio Tacidopo tao actado Tadlvo Tapo vapynio
miapoParavo cayovdo to xono xoasdo.
“And if you were to send the princes(?) hither, then I would take care of
them more than my own; and if you should not send them, then (with)

803 For further examples, see CKD 235; 366; 471; 545; 568; 719.

804 Additional examples in CKD 161 and 585 (2x). Note also esa Upasena tatra
gothammi yatha uneyagaputra samiia janidavya “this Upasena is to be regarded
as an adopted son in that family” (CKD 31 + 764 cover-tablet reverse 1f.,; TKD: 7).
Here, tanu is missing before uneyagaputra ‘adopted son’, but yatha ‘as’ is again
added as in CKD 331.
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whatever means I may have [ would take care of them there justlike your
lordship yourself.” (BD II: 112).

Three linguistic features of the Niya Prakrit examples are mirrored in the
Bactrian sentence: (i) the gerv. paripadlitavo ‘to be looked after’ in (5.29) can
be compared with subj.1sg. mapofaiavo ‘I will take care’, especially since the
Bactrian verb mapofai- is a loan from Pkt. paripal- (BD II: 252); (ii) the
conjunction yathd meaning ‘as’ in (5.30) corresponds to cayovdo ‘idem’; and
(iii) the reflexive tanu in both (5.29) and (5.30) equals xo0f0.8%5 In other
words, also in this type of formula, a more or less mechanical translation of
one language into the other would have been possible, thus being a further
illustration that the reflexive systems in Niya Prakrit and Bactrian were
mutually intertranslatable in a bilingual context.

5.3.8 Conclusion

The preceding sections were devoted to an investigation of possible contact
influence on Niya Prakrit reciprocals and reflexives.

As concerns reciprocals, I elaborated on Burrow’s hypothesis that the
Niya Prakrit reciprocal eka biti ‘one the second > one another’ was calqued
on an Iranian pattern, suggesting that the direct source may have been Bactr.
Lwyo Bodtyo ‘idem’ (§5.3.2).

Regarding reflexives, | hope to have shown that Niya Prakrit and Bactrian
use a tripartite macro-structure with a reflexive pronominal adjective, an
intensifier, and a canonical reflexive. The individual forms used in both
languages are moreover also parallel in their morphosyntactic behaviour
(§§5.3.3-5.3.5). How to explain these commonalities is a more intricate
question. Due to the difficulty distinguishing between inherited features,
language-internal developments, and contact-induced changes, one should
be cautious not to jump to far-reaching conclusions (§5.3.6). Based on
phraseology, it can, however, be plausibly argued that the reflexives in both
languages and the pronominal adjectives tanu(vaga) and xoBo / xoBtyo in
particular were mutually intertranslatable (§5.3.7).

These conclusions still need to be substantiated further by a more
detailed discussion of the historical context of potential bilingualism

805 The combination of tanu with (samfia) janidavo ‘to be regarded’ is also
reminiscent of taSotavo xoBo vagavnio “and then you would not recognise (it as)
his property” (bg 9; BD II: 64), where xofo co-occurs with the Bactrian cognate
of jan- ‘to know, recognise’, i.e. {av- ‘idem’.
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between Niya Prakrit and Bactrian. I will return to this issue in Chapter 7,
when it will be possible to include additional data from the case study on the
preterite formations treated in the next section.

5.4 Preterite formations

5.4.1 Introduction

The focus of this case study is on the preterite formations in Niya Prakrit. As
in the preceding case study, syntax will play an extensive role in the
argumentation, as it will be necessary to examine the alignment patterns of
the preterite formations in Niya Prakrit compared to those of neighbouring
Middle Iranian languages. But at the same time, the morphology of these
preterite formations will—much more so than with the reflexives—be at the
core of the argument too.

The formation of the preterite in Niya Prakrit has two noteworthy
features. On the one hand, traces of the inflectional past tenses known from
OIA have hardly left a trace in Niya Prakrit: they have been replaced by an
innovative formation based on the verbal adjective in -ta- that lacks a
counterpart in other varieties of MIA. On the other hand, the new preterite is
not patient-oriented, as would be expected morphologically, but agent-
oriented. Concomitantly, an innovative patient-oriented formation in -taga
(-tae) < *-taka- was created, synchronically analysable as a resultative
(“perfect”). See in more detail §5.4.2, also for the terminology adopted here.

In cases such as these, where the morphosyntax of Niya Prakrit differs
from that of other MIA languages, the first impetus should always be to
search for an explanation involving language contact. It thus is no surprise
that more than one scholar has pointed to the possibility of Iranian influence
on the formation of the Niya preterite, even when not every author
subscribes to the idea with equal force (Weber 1997: 30f,; Wright 1998:
236f.; von Hiniiber 2001%: §97; Ollett 2022: 283f.). In a recent paper, Barchi
and Peschl (2022) have taken up the question in considerable detail. In their
view, the formation and morphosyntactic behaviour of the new preterite
tense in Niya Prakrit are most likely attributable to substrate interference
from Khotanese.

Given that Barchi and Peschl’s conclusion is potentially at odds with one
of the central claims made in this book, viz. that Bactrian had a much more
profound impact on Niya Prakrit than Khotanese, 1 will reinvestigate
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potential Iranian influence on the morphosyntax of the Niya preterite,
arguing that Bactrian seems a more likely source of influence for the Niya
preterite formation than Khotanese for morphological and other reasons.
Barchi & Peschl (2022: 417; 422) rejected this option because of the
difference in morphosyntactic alignment between Bactrian and Niya Prakrit.
§5.4.10 will, however, adduce cross-linguistic evidence suggesting that this
syntactic difference is not a serious obstacle to positing Bactrian influence on
the Niya preterite.

The investigation consists of the following steps: §5.4.2 examines the
synchronic behaviour of the preterite formations in Niya Prakrit; §5.4.3
summarises the main arguments used by Barchi and Peschl to substantiate
their claim of a Khotanese substrate influence on the Niya preterite tense;
§§5.4.4-5.4.7 discuss the four problems which I see with Barchi & Peschl’s
approach; §5.4.8 summarises my counter-arguments; §§5.4.9-5.4.10 present
my alternative view on the topic; and §5.4.11 draws conclusions.

5.4.2 The morphosyntax of the Niya preterite formations

This section concerns the synchronic behaviour of the Niya preterite
formations. Four topics will be discussed: (i) the synchronic morphology of
the Niya preterite; (ii) the diachronic derivation of this preterite; (iii) its
syntactic alignment; and (iv) the morphology and syntax of the verbal adj. in
*-taka-.806

5.4.2.1 Synchronic morphology

In this first subsection, I introduce the synchronic morphology of the Niya
preterite, which is necessary for the comparison with similar preterite
formations in Khotanese and Bactrian in §§5.4.3-5.4.4 and §5.4.9.

As typical for a MIA language, Niya Prakrit has two productive present
classes, one in -a- and one in -e- (< -aya- + analogical transfers). The finite
preterites derived from the OIA aorist, imperfect, or perfect found in some
other MIA languages are hardly ever used.897 They were replaced by an

806 On Niya Prakrit’s verbal morphology, see mainly LKD (§§93-116), with
corrections in Schoubben (2022c). For the preterite in particular, see also
Jamison (2000: 66) and Barchi & Peschl (2022: 409-411).

807 One exception is the pret.3sg. asi / asi ‘(s)he/it was’ < OIA impf.3sg. asit. In
South Asian Gandhari, this archaic type of preterite still occurs more often, but
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innovative preterite synchronically consisting of a stem in -t/-d (and
variants)898 and personal endings which, except for the 3sg., are essentially
the same as in the present. See the (partially reconstructed) paradigms of
dena- ‘to give’ and kare- ‘to do’ below with the accompanying notes.

Presents in -a Presents in -e Preterite
1sg. denami karemi ditemi

‘1 give’ ‘1do’ ‘1 gave’
2sg. denasi (denasi) karesi (karesi) ditesi (ditesi)

‘you give’ ‘you do’ ‘you gave’
3sg. denati (denadi) kareti (karedi) dita

‘(s)he gives’ ‘(s)he does’ ‘(s)he gave’
1pl. denama karema ditama

‘we give ‘we do’ ‘we gave’
2pl. denatu (denadu) karetu (karedu) ditetha / ditetu

‘you (should) give’ ‘you (should) do’ ‘you gave’
3pl. denamti karemti ditamti

‘they give’ ‘they do’ ‘they gave’

ad 1sg. Presents in -e- can have longer forms with -eya-, in which case they are
difficult to distinguish from optatives. For the 1sg. of the preterite, there
are occasional Sanskritic forms in -osmi, e.g. prihitosmi ‘1 am pleased’
(LKD: §106).

ad 1pl. As argued in LKD (§109), apparent examples of 1pl. preterites in -ema
are most likely mistakes for 1sg. -emi.

ad 2pl. See Schoubben (2022c) for the view that the ending -tu (-du) does not
mark 2sg. but 2pl. In that article (see pp. 9-13), it is also pointed out that
presents in -tu (-du) can have a deontic force and that the ending -tha is
restricted to preterites. -atha in kitatha ‘you did’ (CKD 213) is most likely
a mistake for -etha.

ad 3pl. There seems to be an orthographic rule to write -ati instead of -amti
when the final consonant of the preterite stem is written with S da and
not with 5 ta (LKD: §105; §109).

mainly in texts translated from “Buddhist Middle Indic”. See e.g. Salomon (2008:
153-159) on the evidence from the Gandhari Anavatapta-gdtha.
808 On the formation of the past stem, see in more detail LKD (§107).



376

5.4.2.2 Diachronic morphology

This subsection introduces the diachronic morphology of the Niya preterite,
following Burrow (LKD: §§105f.). In §5.4.9.3, I propose to understand the
mechanism behind these morphological developments as “contact-
facilitated grammaticalisation”.

The Niya preterite is based on the univerbation of the OIA verbal adj.
in -ta- with present forms of the verb ‘to be’. In the 3sg., there is no copula:
forms such as dita ‘(s)he/it gave’ and its Khotan Prakrit cognate dhitu point
to a neut.sg. *dittam ‘given’ that was reanalysed as an unmarked 3sg. form.809
The 1sg., 2sg., and 1pl. can be derived from the combination of a nom.masc.sg.
*dittah (for 1sg. and 2sg.) or a nom.pl. *dittah (for 1pl.) and the relevant form
of the copula with regular sound changes: abhinihita sandhi; *-ah > *-e as in
nom.sg. se ‘this’ < OIA sah (cf. §5.4.7); and *-sm- > *-(m)m- as in
loc.sg. -a(m)mi < OIA *-asmin (LKD: §49).

1sg. ditemi ‘1 gave’ < *ditte 'm(m)i < *ditte 'smi < OIA *dittah asmi
2sg. ditesi (ditesi) ‘you gave’ < *ditte 'si < OlA *dittah asi

1pl. ditama ‘we gave’ < *ditta (m)ma < *ditta sma < OIA *dittah sma

The 2pl. and 3pl. are slightly more complicated: from OIA 2pl. *dittah stha,
we would expect something like Niya **ditastha instead of ditetha / ditetu
‘you gave’, and to arrive from 3pl. *dittah santi to Niya ditamti ‘they gave’
requires a special treatment of the *s- in *santi. Burrow (LKD: §105)
therefore assumed analogical influence from the presents in -e-, while
admitting that there are no examples of pret.3pl. forms in **-emti.

As a rule, the translation of a periphrasis of the verbal adj. in -ta- and a
form of the copula depends in Sanskrit and most MIA languages on whether
the verbal root the adjective in -ta- is derived from is transitive or
intransitive. Examples of the latter category are always agent-oriented, e.g.
Skt. aham bhiito’smi ‘1 have been’, where the nom.sg. bhiitah agrees with the
subject nom.sg. aham ‘I'. Examples of the former are by default patient-
oriented, e.g. Skt. datto’smi ‘1 have been given’, i.e. ‘somebody gave me (to

809 | follow Burrow (1936: 431), pace CDIAL (no. 6140), in reconstructing a
proto-form *ditta- with a geminate *-tt-, because of Torwali dit ‘given’ < *ditta-
and other such forms in NIA languages and because the -t- in Khotan Pkt. dhitu
also stands for a geminate (see §5.4.7). For the change of -am to -a in Niya Prakrit,
cf. e.g. the dir.sg. ending in -a < acc.sg. -am (LKD: §53).
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somebody)’.810 In such transitive constructions, a potential agent must be
marked with the ins. or, less frequently, the gen. case.811 Yet, the Niya
preterite does not make such a distinction: both intransitive hudemi ‘1 was’
and transitive ditemi ‘l gave’ are agent-oriented.

To account for this peculiar situation, Burrow (LKD: §105) argued that
“the development [of the new preterite] must have started from the
intransitive verbs”. Intransitive verbs were agent-oriented in both the
present and the preterite, and given that the endings of the preterite closely
resembled those of the present, the agent-orientation which transitive verbs
had in the present tense could, in Burrow’s view, easily have spread to the
preterite tense as well (cf. also Jamison 2000: 66; Barchi & Peschl 2022:
410f£.). I will come back to this analogy in more detail in §5.4.10.2.

5.4.2.3 The alignment patterns of the Niya preterite

This subsection describes the syntactic alignment of the Niya preterite. In the
contact linguistic examination, I will base two interdependent arguments on
this alignment: (i) the agent-orientation of the Niya preterite is, pace Barchi
& Peschl (2022), insufficient reason to posit Khotanese substrate influence
(§5.4.4); and (ii) the different alignment of the Niya preterite does not
exclude contact influence from Bactrian (§5.4.10).

The syntactic analysis presented below is essentially that of Jamison
(2000), who investigated whether the Niya preterite is “lurching towards”
ergativity (like other MIA languages) or perhaps “beyond” or “around” it (cf.
p. 67).812 Based on her analysis, I understand the alignment of the Niya

810 For the terms agent-orientation and patient-orientation and their application
to the verbal system of Sanskrit, see Hock (1986).

811 A vast amount of literature exists on the synchronic status of this verbal adj.
in -ta- in OIA and the resulting shift from nom.-acc. to split-ergative alignment in
MIA and NIA. Cf. e.g. Bubenik (1998: 133-160); Butt (2001); Bynon (2005);
Condoravdi & Deo (2015); Dahl (2021); Dahl & Stronski (2016); Peterson (1998;
1999); Stronski (2009); Verbeke (2013). A detailed discussion of this literature
exceeds the scope of this work.

812 Although she is not very explicit on this point, the implied conclusion of her
article seems to be that the Niya preterite is indeed “lurching beyond” or
“around” ergativity. As Michaél Peyrot (p.c.) pointed out, one could also say that
the Niya preterite is “lurching away” from ergativity. For more on Jamison's
account, see also Bynon (2005: 33-35) and Barchi & Peschl (2022: 411-413).
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preterite to be a mix of three systems, i.e. nom.-acc. alignment, neutral (or
direct) alignment, and semantic alignment.813

The first type of alignment shown by the Niya preterite concerns
demonstrative pronouns and is not very common. Unlike nouns, adjectives,
and non-demonstrative pronouns, demonstratives still distinguish between
nominative and accusative, at least in the singular (LKD: §§80f.). As a result,
the agent (= subject) can be marked in the nom. and the patient in the acc.
With demonstratives, we can accordingly speak about “nom.-acc. alignment”.

(5.32) and (5.33) are two instances where the nom.sg. or acc.sg. of a
demonstrative, be it on its own or as part of a nominal syntagm, is used for
either the agent or the patient of the sentence. In (5.32), the nom.masc.sg. esa
‘he’ is the agent (= subject) of the pret.3sg. lisita ‘dispatched’, while the
patient is the dir.sg. uta ‘camel’.

(5.32) CKD 52 under-tablet obverse 2
esa iSa klasenadharmena mahi maharayasa uta lisita.
“he dispatched a camel to me the great king according to the klasena
arrangements.” (TKD: 12).

In (5.33), the 1pl. agent is encoded in the verb pret.1pl. nidama ‘we brought’,
while acc.sg. eda uta ‘this camel’ acts as the patient of nidama.

(5.33) CKD 644 reverse 4
eda uta paruvarsami iSa nidama.
“Last year we brought this camel here.” (TKD: 134).

The second and most frequent alignment system is a direct result of the
merger of nom. and acc. to become the direct case. Because of this
development in the case system, the agent (= subject) and patient of a
preterite verb are, as with agent-oriented constructions in other tenses,
usually marked in the same way. A system where the marking of the agent
equals that of the patient also occurs in languages like English, where it is
commonly referred to as “neutral alignment”. Yet, given that in Niya Prakrit,
the agent and patient are in this type of construction both marked in the
direct case, one can alternatively speak about “direct alignment”.814

The following three sentences, taken from Barchi & Peschl (2022: 411f.),
exemplify the use of “neutral” or “direct” alignment in Niya Prakrit. In (5.34),

813 For these types of alignment, see Coghill (2016: 6-12), Dahl (2021: 414-419;
2022: 3-13), and Meyer (2023: 61-68).
814 Meyer (2022: 280) uses the same terminology with reference to Armenian.
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the dir.pl. khakhordi stri 3 ‘three witch-women’ is the patient of pret.3pl.
nikhalitamti ‘they took out’, the 3pl. agent being encoded in the verb form.

(5.34) CKD 63 under-tablet obverse 2
atra khakhordi stri 3 nikhalitamti.
“there they took out three witch-women.” (after TKD: 13).

In (5.35), the agent of the pret.2sg. gidesi ‘you received’ is marked overtly
with the dir.sg. tu ‘you’, and the patient is the dir.sg. anati ‘command’.

(5.35) CKD 63 under-tablet obverse 2f.
eda prace tu Ap[ge]yade anati gidesi Lyipeyasa stri patena stavidavya
hoati.
“About this matter you received a command from Apgeya that
recompense was to be made to Lyipeya for this woman.” (TKD: 14).

In (5.36), finally, the dir.sg. Sramamna Yipiya ‘the monk Yipiya’ is the agent
and the dir.pl. aspa tre ‘three horses’ the patient of the pret.3sg. gida ‘he
received’.

(5.36) CKD 582 under-tablet obverse 3
taha sothamgha Ramsotsasa paride bhumasa muli Sramamna Yipiya gida
aspa tre.
“From the sothamgha Ramsotsa the monk Yipiya received as price of the
land three horses.” (TKD: 120f.).

As Niya Prakrit does not have a fixed word order, the agents and patients of
sentences with a 3sg. verb should be distinguished based on context and
other pragmatic factors. In most cases, this is easily done, as the agent will
usually have a higher level of animacy than the patient. A monk is, for
instance, more likely to receive three horses than the other way around (cf.
(5.36)). But if the agent and patient possess the same degree of animacy and
are marked in identical ways, confusion may arise as to which is which.

In order to avoid such confusion, the agent of a pret.3sg. form is put in the
ins. case when the patient is as high on the animacy hierarchy as the agent.
In other words, Niya Prakrit employs a form of differential agent marking
(see Jamison 2000: 71-74).815 With this third alignment system, in essence a

815 For exceptions to the animacy rule, including archaic instances of agent
marking with the ins. in colophons and introductions to royal proclamations, cf.
Jamison (2000: 74f.; 78f.). The use of instrumental agents sometimes spread to
sentences where the verb is not a preterite (LKD: §118; Jamison 2000: 76f), e.g.
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subtype of the second, argument marking is thus not only determined by
syntactic criteria but also by semantic factors such as animacy. We can
therefore refer to it as “semantic alignment” (for which cf. e.g. Dahl 2022: 7-
10).816

To illustrate how this semantic alignment system works in practice, I
briefly discuss two relevant sentences below (adopted from Jamison 2000:
73). In example (5.37), both the agent and the patient of pret.3sg. vijida
‘wounded’ are humans. As a result, the agent, i.e. the PN Aﬂgalena, is marked
in the ins.sg. but the patient, i.e. stri ‘woman’, in the dir.sg.

(5.37) CKD 29 under-tablet obverse 3
amfAa Lyipeyasa stri Kolyisasa bhratu Aiigalena vijida.
“Moreover, Ailgala, the brother of Kolyisa, wounded a woman of
Lyipeya.” (tr. Barchi & Peschl 2022: 413).

In example (5.38), the agent of the first pret.3sg. dita ‘gave’ is likewise put in
the ins.sg,, i.e. Priyavagena (a PN), because the patient is once again the word
for ‘woman’, dir.sg. stri. The agent of the second pret.3sg. dita ‘gave’ is,
however, the dir.sg. Suguta (also a PN). In this case, the patient is the dir.sg.
tavastaga ‘carpet’, so there is no need for an ins.sg. **Sugutena. The contrast
in animacy between the PN Suguta and the inanimate noun tavastaga namely
suffices to discriminate between the agent and patient of the sentence.

(5.38) CKD 578 under-tablet obverse 4-6
tena Sugutasa stri Koloae namma Priyavagena dita striyae pratiprahuda
Priyavagasa Suguta dita tavastaga hasta 4 4.

Paginena alota vilotade purva Mok$apriyasa vamti suvarnarna nikhaleti “Pagina
(ins.sg. Paginena) is now trying to recover a debt of gold from Moksapriya (lent)
before the plundering of the kingdom.” (CKD 494 under-tablet obverse 2f.; TKD:
96). Occasionally, the ins. case is also used for the patient, e.g. [ade]hi
Ca[smi[nena visajidesi asmagena caragena “From there you sent Casmina our
agent (ins.sg. Ca[smi]nena ... asmagena caragena)” (CKD 86 reverse 3 TKD: 17).
Such instances deserve further study.

816 |n this respect, the morphosyntax of Niya Prakrit resembles but at the same
time differs from that of NIA languages. In the latter, animacy likewise plays an
extensive role in case marking and alignment patterns. In contrast to Niya
Prakrit, itis, however, the marking of the object and typically not that of the agent
which is influenced by animacy (cf. Verbeke 2013: 254 et passim).
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“Therefore Priyavaga gave a woman called Koloae to Suguta. As a
counter-gift for the woman Suguta gave to Priyavaga a carpet eight
hands (in length).” (after TKD: 118).

With patient-oriented formations, such as gerundives and the verbal adj. in
*-taka-, the agent is by contrast marked in the gen. case and not in the ins. (cf.
LKD: §119).817 In sentence (5.39), the agent of the gerv. gamdavo ‘must come’
is, for instance, the gen.sg. Campeyasa (a PN).

(5.39) CKD 83 under-tablet obverse 4
dena sadha Campeyasa isa gamdavo Namtasrrma sadha.
“With him Campeya must come here along with Namtasrrma.” (TKD:
16).

Occasionally, the agent of a gerundive can, however, also be put in the direct
case, because the alignment shift the Niya preterite underwent also started
the affect the gerundive (cf. Caillat 1990: 17-21, 1992: 115-117).

5.4.2.4 The verbal adjective in *-taka-

When the verbal adjective in -ta- developed into a synthetic preterite, the
functional gap which it left in the system was filled by a new formation in
*-taka-. I will now treat the morphosyntax of the latter because in §5.4.9 |
argue that its morphosyntax underwent Bactrian influence at the same time
that contact with Bactrian influenced the course taken by the synthetic
preterite.818 The main take away point is the three syntactic uses of the

817 This (nearly) consistent usage in Niya Prakrit of the gen. for the agent of a
patient-oriented construction is clearly an innovation, perhaps in part due to
contact with Iranian languages that also mark the agent in the gen. or a case
derived therefrom. In OIA and most MIA languages, the gen. is used less
frequently than the ins. for the agent of a patient-oriented construction, and,
according to some scholars, the occasional use of a gen. rather than an ins. may,
at least in some languages, have to do with morphosyntactic and/or pragmatic
factors. See e.g. Jamison (1979: 133-136) and Dahl (2016: 93-95) for Vedic and
Andersen (1986) for ASokan Prakrit (with criticisms in Bubenik 1998: 138;
Bynon 2005: 32f.; Stronski 2009: 102f.; Dahl 2016: 105).

818 The verbal adj. in *-taka- will also play a role in §5.4.5, where 1 will point to
some instances of this formation in South Asian sources when arguing that Niya
Prakrit is not as isolated from South Asian Gandhari, as assumed in Barchi &
Peschl (2022).
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verbal adj. in *-taka-, viz. as (i) a (substantivised) adjective; (ii) a resultative
(“perfect”); and (iii) a component of periphrastic constructions.

The periphrases have been noted since at least Burrow (LKD: §114). Yet,
he does not much discuss which auxiliaries are used and how these
periphrastic constructions fit into the tense-aspect system of Niya Prakrit.
Therefore, it seemed worthwhile to discuss these periphrases in slightly
more detail than strictly necessary for the contact linguistic argument made
in §5.4.9.819

Synchronically, the verbal adj. in *-taka- is made by adding -aga, -aya,
or -ae (rarely -aka) to the past stem of a verb. Examples are asitaga ‘dwelled’,
ditaga ‘given’, gadaya ‘gone’, kidaya ‘done’, hudae ‘been’, and lihitae ‘written’
(cf. LKD: §§110f.). In contrast to the preterite, the verbal adj. in *-taka- makes
a distinction in gender: feminines end in -i, e.g. aniti ‘taken in marriage’ or
kriti ‘bought’ (LKD: §113).

Although not that frequently attested, the first and most basic usage of the
formation in *-taka- is as an adjective modifying a noun. An example of this
kind is mytaga potaga ‘a dead animal’ (CKD 215, also myta potaga). More
often, adjectives in *-taka- are used as a noun that can take on case endings
(LKD: §112). In CKD 144, taditaga ‘beaten > beating’ occurs, for instance,
twice in the ins.sg, i.e. tena taditagena ‘because of this beating’ and Soganasa
tadidagena ‘because of Sogana’s beating’, and once in the ablsg, i.e.
taditagade paca ‘after the beating’.

The second function for which one can use a *-taka-form is as the main
verb of a sentence. I concur with Barchi and Peschl (2022: 431) that this
“construction essentially seems to serve as an innovative analytic perfect”,
although “(present) resultative” seems a still more appropriate term than
“perfect”. The resultative aspect is evident for intransitive verbs, such as
mrtaga ‘(has) died’ in (5.40). mrtaga not only indicates that Anasena (ins.sg.
Anasenena) died at some undetermined point in the past; it also highlights
the result of this past event, i.e. Anasena being dead now.820

819 Nevertheless, their syntax still requires further study (as also pointed out in
Jamison 2000: 71 fn. 30). Such an examination would require a comparison with
similar formations involving the verbal adj. in -ta- in other MIA languages. For
the latter, see e.g. Bubenik (1998: 104-117) and Peterson (1998: 22-25; 92-96;
178-186; 1999: 237f.; 247-249).

820 Burrow (LKD: §115) wrote that for intransitive verbs, “the difference is that
the forms in -taka have a participial, those in -ta a verbal sense”.
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(5.40) CKD 399 reverse B1f.
evam ca ahuno isa veya pa[pajsra[ve[na Srudemi Anasenena mrtaga.

“And now here I have heard the bad news that Anasena has died (is
dead).” (after TKD: 81).

With transitive verbs, one could be tempted to analyse a verbal adj. in *-taka-
as a passive preterite instead. Yet, also with transitives, *-taka-forms can
concern the present result of a past event. In (5.41), for example, the
pravamnaga ‘invoice’ referred to (loc.sg. pravamnagammi) is the direct
result of the writing process implied by lihitaga ‘(has been) written’.

(5.41) CKD 59 reverse 2f.
palyi amna jamnasa nama nama pravamnagammi lihitaga.
“As regards the tax of corn, the names of the people (paying it) have been
written individually on an invoice.” (TKD: 13).

A third option is to employ the verbal adj. in -taka- as a component of
periphrastic constructions. To begin with, the verbal adj. in *-taka- can be
combined with a present tense copula, i.e. 3sg. hoati (huati; uhati) ‘is’ and 3pl.
huamti ‘are’.821 Although more research is required to determine more
nuanced aspectual differences, it seems that this periphrasis can be
functionally equivalent to the use of a *-taka-form on its own as a present
resultative.822

This equivalence can be shown by comparing example (5.42) to (5.41).
Whereas lihitaga is not combined with a copula in example (5.41), it is in
(5.42). Yet, in both cases, the context suggests an interpretation of the verb
as a resultative. In (5.41), the result of the writing process is explicitly

821 Balbir (1990) argues that hoati (huati) is a pret.3sg., etymologically consisting
of the addition of the 3sg. ending -ti to *hua < pret.3sg. huda ‘was’ (see pp. 31f.).
In my view, it is more attractive to compare hoati (huati) with SA Gandh.
pres.3sg. hovadi ‘is’ (Lenz 2003: 140; 264; 2010: 47; 174) and pres.3pl. hovati
‘are’ (CKI 249 te mafye] Senavarmena kida hovati “These (stiipas) have been
repaired by me, Senavarma”). The stem hova- (Niya hoa-; hua-) continues
bhava- with labialisation of the first -a- to -o- (> -u-) due to the following -v-; cf.
also opt.3sg. huve ‘may be’ (CKD 100, 2x) < OIA bhavet and opt.3pl. huveyu ‘may
be’ (MAN XII 7) < OIA bhaveyuh. There is only one example of a *-taka-form being
combined with bhavati ‘is’, i.e. cimtitaga bhavati ‘is reckoned’ in CKD 435. I did
not find an example with pres.3sg. hoti or asti ‘is’.

822 Studying other MIA languages, Hoose (2020: 222f; 2022: 44f; 55) has
suggested that the presence of a copula excludes that the verbal adj. in -ta- has
perfective rather than anterior (resultative) aspect.
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referred to by the loc.sg. pravamnagammi ‘on an invoice’. In (5.42), the same
function is fulfilled by the loc.sg. eda lekhami.

(5.42) CKD 770 under-tablet obverse 3f.
yam ca Yakana[sa ujpajiva jivita Pusga[ri](*yammi)®23 paryamta sarva
eda [lekhami] lihitaga huati.
“Everything that lived in dependence on Yakana, as far as Pusgari (?), all
has been written in this letter.” (after Burrow 1937: 118).

Secondly, verbal adjectives in *-taka- can also co-occur with a preterite
copula, i.e. 3sg. huta (huda) or asi (asi; asi) ‘was’ and 3pl. hutamti ‘were’. The
morphological makeup of this periphrastic construction suggests it to be a
past resultative (“pluperfect”), although the difference with a present
resultative is often quite subtle.

Combinations of a verbal adj. in *-taka- with a past copula chiefly occur in
main clauses. Yet, in sentence (5.43), the 3pl. palayitae hutamti ‘(had) fled’ is
part of a subordinate clause dependent on vifiaveti ‘informs (that)’.824

(5.43) CKD 632 obverse 1-3
ahuno if$a Jha]gimoya vifiayeti bhutartha esa bharya sadha Kucirajammi
palayitae hutamti mahi maharayasa pritiyena isa ayitamti.
“Jhagimoya informs us that it happened that he had fled with his wife to
the kingdom of Kuci. Through love of me the great king they came back
here.” (after TKD: 131).

A third possibility is to combine the verbal adj. in *-taka- with the optative of
the copula, i.e. siya-, bhaveya-, or (h)aksa-.82> The function and translation of
this formation depend on whether itis used in a main or a subordinate clause.
If the latter, the combination of a verbal adj. in *-taka- with the optative of
the copula typically co-occurs with a main verb with future time reference,
such as gerundives or future tense forms. As the reference point of the
periphrastic construction is anterior to that of the main verb, one can
interpret it as some form of future (or sometimes conditional) perfect (so

823 The restoration is mine. There are no other examples of paryamta ‘as far as’,
but the related adverb acamta ‘to the end of governs a loc. in CKD 253; 367, so |
suppose the same for paryamta. For the form Pusga[ri](*yammi), cf. abl.sg.
Pusgariyade (CKD 660).

824 For another example in a subordinate clause, see dutiyae gataga dsi ‘was gone
on an embassy’ in CKD 637.

825 On the use of (h)ak$a- as an opt. (and a fut.) of ‘to be’ in Niya Prakrit, cf. LKD
(§99). For its etymology, cf. Turner (1936 = 1975: 340-356).
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also Barchi & Peschl 2022: 430f.). Interestingly, this periphrastic formation
is treated as an agent-oriented construction with the agent in the direct case
and not in the genitive (LKD: §114).

Two examples of the future perfect are given below. In (5.44), the 2pl.
visarjidae hak$atu ‘(will) have sent’ occurs in a conditional clause introduced
by yadi; the main verb is the gerv. visajidavo ‘must be sent’.

(5.44) CKD 4 under-tablet obverse 2f.
yadi uta na visarjidae haksatu tade ede uta cavala Lyipeyasa hastami
Calmadanammi visajidavo.
“If you have not sent the camels, then the camels must be quickly sent to
Calmadana in the hand of Lyipeya.” (TKD: 1).

In sentence (5.45), the 3sg. dharitaga siyati ‘(will) have held’ shows up in a
relative clause starting with yo ‘who’, while the main verb is the gerv.
picavidavo ‘are to be handed over’.

(5.45) CKD 439 under-tablet obverse 4
yo dramga na dharitaga siyati tasa rayaka gavi picavidavo.
“The king's cows are to be handed over to a man who has not held (any
other) offices.” (TKD: 91).

When used in a main clause, the same type of periphrastic construction
indicates that some action must be performed in the future, thus being
comparable in sense to a gerundive. Morphologically, one could call such
cases passive optatives, a formation otherwise absent from the language.826

A pertinent example is (5.46). The 3sg. ditae siyati ‘must be given’ used in
this sentence can be compared in function to the gerv. dadavo ‘to be given’ in
CKD 797 anati dadavo ... uta cavala tasyati “a command must be given ... that
he will quickly give the camel” (tr. mine).

(5.46) CKD 385 obverse 5
avasa tesa pidita anati ditae siyati cavala eda isa preseyamti.

826 The absence of synthetically formed passive optatives may be due to the
optative (-(e)ya-; -(e)ya-) and passive (-ya-) marker being nearly identical to
each other. The situation in Niya Prakrit is not unlike that of Vedic Sanskrit,
where passive optatives were likewise avoided and functionally replaced by
gerundives and analytical formations consisting of the verbal adj. in -ta- and
optative forms of the copula (Jamison 1984).
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“By all means a command must expressly be given to them, that they
should send them here quickly.” (after TKD: 78).

Finally, verbal adjectives in *-taka- can also combine with the imp.3sg. hotu
(and variants) ‘it should be’. This construction, seemingly restricted to main
clauses, is yet another way to express a deontic future. See, for instance,
varidae hotu ‘are to be prevented’ in (5.47), corresponding in sense to Skt.
pass.imp.3sg. vriyatdm « \/vor ‘to prevent’.827

(5.47) CKD 272 obverse 9
ede samrdhae jamna varidae hotu ma im ci daramnagena jamnasya
upedemti.
“These well-to-do people are to be prevented from persecuting the
debtor people.” (TKD: 50).

5.4.3 A Khotanese substratum? The Barchi-Peschl hypothesis

This section outlines Barchi and Peschl’s arguments (2022) for Khotanese
substrate influence on the Niya preterite tense. The starting point for their
hypothesis is the peculiar agent-orientation of transitive verbs. Because of
this agent-orientation, Barchi and Peschl find it unlikely that the Niya
preterite tense is solely the result of language-internal developments, even
though they otherwise accept Burrow’s account of the history of the preterite
(§5.4.2.2). Another premise of theirs is that Niya Prakrit “developed in
relative isolation from South Asian Gandhar1” (cf. pp. 405; 415; 421).
Therefore, they assume that the preterite underwent contact influence in the
multilingual environment of the Tarim Basin, viz. from Khotanese.

Morphologically, Khotanese distinguishes between an intransitive and a
transitive preterite, also called “perfect” (SGS: 220-228; Emmerick 1989:
222; HK: 310f.).828

The intransitive preterite is made by adding enclitic forms of the copula
to the nom. of the verbal adj. in -ta-. This formation thus approximately
parallels that of the preterite in Niya Prakrit, although Khotanese also

827 Cf. examples where, in similar contexts, the gerv. varidavo ‘to be prevented’ is
used instead of varidae hotu, e.g. jamna varidavo ma im ci bhuya nacira gachamti
“people are to be prevented from going hunting again” (CKD 13 under-tablet
obverse 4; TKD: 3).

828 A few transitive verbs are inflected as if they were intransitive, and some
intransitive ones as if they were transitive. See Barchi & Peschl (2022: 415f.) for
some notes on these exceptions.
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differentiates between masculine and feminine forms. See the (partly
reconstructed) paradigm of hdm- ‘to be(come)’ below.

The transitive preterite consists of a synchronically opaque?82? type of
verbal noun or participle agreeing in person, number, and gender830 with the
agent and endings usually identifiable with present forms of the copula.
Compare the (partly reconstructed) paradigm of dai- ‘to see’ given infra.831

Intransitive preterite Transitive preterite
1sg. masc. hdmdtdmd masc. ddtaimd < ddte + 1sg. imd
masc. ddtemd < ddte + 1sg. md (clitic)
fem. hdmdtamd fem. ddtamd < ddtatd + 1sg. md (clitic)
‘I became’ ‘I saw’

2sg. masc. hdmdti (< *-td + 2sg.-i)  masc. ddtai < ddte + 2sg. -1

fem. — fem. —

‘you became’ ‘you saw’
3sg. masc. hdmdtd (-td < *-tah) masc. ddte

fem. hdmdita (-ta < *-ta) fem. ddtatd

‘(s)he became’ ‘(s)he saw’
1pl. masc. hdmdta md ddtandd md

fem. —

‘we became’ ‘we saw’
2pl. masc. hdmdita sta ddtandd sta

fem. hdmdte sta ddtdanda

‘you became’ ‘you saw’
3pl. masc. hdmdta (-ta < *-ta) ddtandd

fem. hdmdte (-te < *-tah)

‘they became’ ‘they saw’

Barchi and Peschl (p. 421) remark that “the participle-like formation
combined with the copula” of both the intransitive and transitive preterite
make it attractive to assume that the Khotanese formation provided a model

829 No consensus exists on the etymological origin of the transitive preterite. See
Sims-Williams (1997c¢) and Tremblay (2005b) for the most recent theories. As
rightly stressed by Barchi and Peschl, the morphological opacity of the
construction testifies to a considerable antiquity of the formation in Khotanese.

830 There is no gender distinction in the plural.

831 For more detailed notes on the occurrence of specific forms and their
historical derivations, see Barchi & Peschl (pp. 419f. with fnn. 34-39) and the
secondary literature cited there.
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for the innovative preterite in Niya Prakrit. At the same time, they do not
undertake a detailed comparison between the morphology of the Khotanese
and the Niya preterite, merely noting that their proposal of a substrate
influence “does not necessarily imply that the new preterite was directly
calqued on a parallel formation in the substratum language” (p. 421). See
further §5.4.4.

Barchi and Peschl’s choice for Khotanese as the most likely donor
language is dictated more by syntactic considerations than morphological
ones (see pp. 417-420). When encoding past tense with transitive verbs,
Khotanese does not have (split-)ergative alignment, this in contrast to most
other Middle Iranian languages. In other words, the alignment of intransitive
and transitive verbs in the past tense is the same in Khotanese; the
distinction is expressed by morphological means instead (cf. supra).

Two examples from the Book of Zambasta will clarify the alignment of the
Khotanese preterite.832 In (5.48), nom.sg. balysd ‘Buddha’ is the agent of
intr.pret.3sg. astd ‘he remained’.

(548) Z2.2
rajagrhd astd grddhrakutu ttu scdtu ggaru vite balysd.
“The Buddha remained at Rajagrha at that time, on Mount Grdhrakiita.”

In (5.49), nom.sg. balysd ‘Buddha’ is the agent of tr.pret.3sg.masc. naljsonde
‘he finished’; the patient is expressed by acc.sg. tti hvanau ‘this speech’.

(5.49) 722334
balysd tti hvanau naljsonde.
“The Buddha concluded this speech.”

Bactrian is, in Barchi and Peschl’s view (p. 417), aless plausible model for the
agent-oriented Niya preterite because, unlike Khotanese, the Bactrian
preterite shows split-ergative alignment in the past, whereby the agent of
transitive verbs is expressed in the oblique case, and the patient encoded on
the verb. One such example is sentence (5.50), where the 1sg. obl
pronoun -opo833 marks the agent, and the patient is marked by dir.2sg. to
‘you’ and the ending -nwo in the verb vipmo, pret.2sg. of vipl- ‘to let go’.

832 In this section, the example sentences and their translations are borrowed
from Barchi and Peschl.

833 | follow Jiigel (2015: 222 with fn. 542) in positing the 1sg. enclitic pronoun
as -opo (cf. MBactr. -wm) rather than as -po.
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(5.50) F7f
ot=0po To {npo alado ... uiptnLo.
“And I have set you free, Zér.”

Since the nom.-acc. alignment of the Khotanese transitive preterite could
have been an impetus for the observed change in alignment in Niya Prakrit,
Barchi and Peschl see the syntactic alignment of the Niya preterite as the
result of substrate interference from Khotanese (cf. pp. 420f). In their
hypothesis, native speakers of Khotanese who had imperfectly learnt Niya
Prakrit would have applied features of their own language, including the
alignment patterns of their preterite, to Niya Prakrit, their target language.834
The adoption of this type of structural element by native speakers of Niya
Prakrit would be less plausible, as this would require a rather intense level
of contact preferably also visible in other domains of the language, most
notably the lexicon.835 Opting for substrate interference has the advantage
that this form of contact tends to affect syntax and phonology first.

Indeed, Barchi and Peschl (pp. 426f.) believe that Khotanese substrate
influence is also visible in two phonological features shared by the Khotan
Dharmapada and the Niya documents: the voicing of unvoiced consonants
after nasals and the loss of originally voiced consonants in the same phonetic
environment (see §2.1.5 and §4.3.29). These phonological processes,
ascribed by them to Central Asian Gandhari as opposed to South Asian
Gandhari, would be parallel to Khotanese examples such as pande ‘path’ <
*pantah and hamber- ‘to filI' < *ham-paraya- (voicing of unvoiced
consonants) or hana- ‘blind’ < *(H)anda- and skim- ‘to create’ <
*skambaya- (loss of originally voiced consonants; cf. also Emmerick 1989:
215).

Finally, Barchi and Peschl look for further confirmation of their
sociolinguistic scenario in recent scholarship on the spread of MIA literacy to
the Tarim Basin and the dialectal relationship of Niya Prakrit to other forms
of (Central Asian) Gandhari (cf. pp. 422ff.). Subscribing to Hgiseeter’s (2017;
cf. also 2020: 124-131) proposal that MIA spread into the Tarim Basin
through long-term interregional exchange networks, Barchi and Peschl take

834 Cf. the distinction made between “adoption” and “imposition” in §3.1.1. Barchi
and Peschl use “substrate interference” more or less as a synonym of
“imposition”, and they employ “borrowing” in the sense of “adoption”.

835 Barchi and Peschl do not explicitly address the small number of identifiable
loanwords from Khotanese (for which cf. §4.2.5).
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Khotan to be the centre of diffusion of MIA literacy to other parts of the Tarim
Basin.83¢ [n their view, the linguistic implication of this historical scenario
would be that Niya Prakrit is “an offshoot of a variant that had previously
been used in Khotan” (p. 423) like the variety of Prakrit employed in
document CKD 661.

In my view, there are some problems with Barchi and Peschl’s argument
of a Khotanese substrate influence, principally (i) their focus on the
alignment patterns, due to which they partially neglect the morphological
aspects of the formation (§5.4.4); (ii) their assertion that Niya Prakrit
developed in isolation from South Asian Gandhari (§5.4.5); (iii) the
phonological arguments which they use as further support for their substrate
scenario (§5.4.6); and (iv) their notion of Niya Prakrit being a descendant of
Khotan Prakrit (§5.4.7).

5.4.4 Morphological and syntactic mismatches with Khotanese

The gist of Barchi and Peschl’s argument is that native speakers of Khotanese
would have transferred the consistent nom.-acc. alignment of their native
preterite to the corresponding formation in Niya Prakrit. In other words, the
syntax of the Khotanese preterite would have been the pivotal or “marked”
feature that Khotanese speakers replicated when learning Niya Prakrit.

One is still left wondering about the morphology of the Niya preterite.
Barchi and Peschl recapitulate and largely accept Burrow’s account of the
history of the formation (2022: 409ff.) and they note that the participle-like
formation combined with enclitic forms of the copula in both Niya Prakrit
and Khotanese could have facilitated the syntactic influence (2022: 421).
They do, however, not specifically discuss to what extent language contact
additionally influenced the morphological makeup of the Niya preterite and
how any such influence would relate to their argument about the syntactic
alignment.

To my mind, the differences between the Khotanese and Niya preterite
are too many to make morphological influence plausible: (i) Khotanese
makes a morphological distinction between transitive and intransitive verbs,
while every verb is conjugated in the same way in Niya Prakrit; (ii) both types
of preterite in Khotanese distinguish between masculine and feminine forms,

836 They do not argue in detail why they opted for Hgiszeter’s account and only
note that it is “most sophisticated from a historical and sociolinguistic
perspective” (Barchi & Peschl 2022: 423).
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but there is no gender distinction in Niya Prakrit; (iii) the construction of
especially the intransitive preterite is synchronically still analysable in
Khotanese as a combination of the verbal adj. in -ta- with the copula,837
whereas the level of univerbation in Niya Prakrit is much higher, and the
endings of the preterite and the present are, except for the 3sg., practically
the same; and (iv) outside of passages influenced by Sanskrit, the verbal adj.
in -ta- has been replaced in Niya Prakrit by a new formation in *-taka when
used as an adjective or as a patient-oriented resultative; in Khotanese, no
such change has occurred, which, in contrast to some contemporary Middle
Iranian languages, does not have a grammaticalised verbal adj. in *-taka-.

Even if Khotanese may not be the best source, the differences in
morphology between the Niya preterite and comparable formations in other
MIA languages make the assumption of foreign influence on the morphology
of the Niya preterite still sufficiently likely. Considering this point, | will argue
in favour of a Bactrian model in §5.4.9.

Which repercussions do these morphological considerations have on the
probability of a Khotanese influence on the alignment of the Niya preterite?
Barchi and Peschl could still be right that the superficial morphological
similarity between the Niya Prakrit and Khotanese preterite was sufficient
for a syntactic transfer. The morphological differences do not speak in favour
of their scenario, however.838 One should further take into account that the
hypothesised syntactic influence should come from the transitive paradigm,
which resembles the Niya preterite morphologically even less than the
intransitive paradigm. In Khotanese, there is no distinction in alignment
between the transitive and intransitive preterite. Yet, there is no need to
assume any syntactic influence from the intransitive paradigm, as it is the
transitive and not the intransitive verbs whose alignment changed in Niya
Prakrit.

There is finally a syntactic issue with Barchi and Peschl’s proposal.
Khotanese morphologically distinguishes between a nominative and an
accusative case, and the alignment of its preterite is thus strictly nom.-acc.
Niya Prakrit, by contrast, makes a morphological distinction between nom.
and acc. only in the case of demonstrative pronouns: these cases have
merged otherwise. As a result of this morphological change, the alignment of

837 Note in particular the 2pl. auxiliary sta ‘you are’, which can hardly be mistaken
for an ending.

838 [n general, “clear-cut cases of borrowing [of alignment patterns] seem to be
comparably rare” (Dahl 2022: 13).
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the Niya preterite is, as argued in more detail in §5.4.2.3, a mix between nom.-
acc. alignment for demonstratives, direct (or neutral) alignment for nouns
and non-demonstrative pronouns, and semantic alignment dependent on the
level of animacy of the agent and patient. Consequently, even the alignment
of the preterite, Barchi and Peschl’s main argument for their substrate
scenario, is not a one-to-one match between Niya Prakrit and Khotanese.839

5.4.5 The Niya-type preterite and South Asian Gandhari

Barchi and Peschl’s thesis that it was Khotanese which influenced the Niya
preterite partly follows from their view that “Niya Prakrit developed ... in
relative isolation from North-Western Prakrit as written and spoken in
Gandhara proper” (2022: 405). In other words, contact with Tarim Basin
languages would have caused most linguistic peculiarities of Niya Prakrit as
opposed to South Asian Gandhari, including the formation and alignment of
the preterite. This section investigates the validity of this premise.

One of the conclusions of Chapter 4 concerns the near complete absence
of lexical borrowings adopted by Niya Prakrit after its spread to the Tarim
Basin: Khotanese loanwords are very scarce; there are no borrowings
securely ascribable to Sogdian; and the Bactrian words in Niya Prakrit can
have been borrowed outside the Tarim Basin.840 Therefore, the least costly
hypothesis would be to attribute foreign-looking grammatical features such
as the preterite to the same source(s) as the lexical borrowings, viz. to
Bactrian and other Iranian languages spoken in Gandhara.84!

A potential drawback to this view is the lack of examples of the Niya-type
preterite in South Asian Gandhari. This absence may not be too significant,
however. Barchi and Peschl (2022: 428) connect the lack of such preterites

839 In theory, one could argue that the ancestor of Niya Prakrit developed
nom.-acc. alignment due to contact with Khotanese and that a later merger of
nom. and acc. caused a further change to the direct + semantic alignment seen in
the attested stage of the language. Such a scenario is, however, made unlikely by
the fact that nom. and acc. had already merged in most varieties of South Asian
Gandhari that we know of (cf. also Barchi & Peschl 2022: 408 with fn. 7). The
Khotan Prakrit of CKD 661 still distinguishes between these two cases, but
presumably due to influence from Khotanese (see also §5.4.7).

840 See further Chapter 6, where | argue that there is likewise hardly any
compelling evidence for language contact between Niya Prakrit and Tocharian.
841 This conclusion was anticipated by Wright (1998: 237), who also compared
the Niya situation to Dardic active preterites historically derived from passive
participles.
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from the Khotan Dharmapada with the fact that this text was translated quite
literally or even “transposed” from a Vorlage in another MIA language lacking
such preterites (cf. Brough 1962: 113). 1 concur with them on this point, but
one can make the same argument about Buddhist sutras or poetic texts that
have been translated from earlier versions in “Buddhist Middle Indic” into
South Asian Gandhar1 (cf. e.g. Salomon 2000: 48-52; 2002: 122-124; Allon
2001: 38f). Niya-type preterites are likewise absent from Gandhari
inscriptions, but “their value as specimens of the colloquial language is
limited by their stereotyped character, which often consists of little more
than a patchwork of standardized ritual phrases” (Salomon 1999a: 139).

The only text genres where one could reasonably expect Niya-type
preterites to occur are administrative documents and literary or doctrinal
texts directly composed in Gandhari, e.g. avadanas. These genres are,
however, not that well represented in the currently available corpus, making
it possible that the non-occurrence of Niya-type preterites in South Asian
Gandhari is another illustration of the oft-repeated adage that absence of
evidence does not necessarily equal evidence of absence.842

There is further reason to believe that the lack of attestations of Niya-type
preterites in South Asian Gandhari could be due to chance. These preterites
are, as pointed out in §5.4.2.4, closely related to an innovative type of
resultative made from an extended verbal adj. in *-taka-. As there are
occasional instances of these verbal adjectives in South Asian sources, it
stands to reason that also the Niya-type preterites were not an exclusive
feature of Central Asian Gandhart.

Not every instance of an adjective in *-taka- in South Asian Gandhari is
grammaticalised to the same degree as in Niya Prakrit. In sentence (5.51)
cited below, grahidiga and the non-extended variant grahida ‘taken’ occur,
for instance, right next to each other and in the same grammatical function:
both verbal adjectives are used in a patient-oriented construction whereby
the agent is marked by the ins.sg. keno samaneno ‘by a certain monk’ and
ins.pl. corehi ‘by thieves’ (cf. also Lenz 2010: 65).

(5.51) Av'lverso 143f.
kam/[a] keno samaneno [du]ve thaviga grahi[di]ga corehi grahida.

842 The avadanas do contain some verbal adjectives in -ta made from transitive
verb which have an active meaning (see Lenz 2010: 80f.), but no synthetic
preterite has surfaced so far.
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“Out of desire, two purses were taken by a certain monk. By thieves they
were taken.” (Lenz 2010: 63).

There are, however, clear indications of an incipient grammaticalisation
process of these verbal adjectives in *-taka- already in South Asian Gandhari.

One of the most frequent verbal adjectives in *-taka- in Niya Prakrit is
lihitaga (and variants) ‘written’ < *likhitaka-. A South Asian Gandhari cognate
of this form, i.e. likhidago (and variants), occurs, without any noticeable
difference in meaning from its Niya cognate, in several interlinear notations
added to avadana and piirvayoga texts of the British Library collection
(Salomon 1999a: 71-76; Lenz 2003: 105-110; 148-150).

In Bajaur fragments 4 and 6, verbal adjectives in -dae < *-taka-—i.e.
asivasidae ‘endured, accepted’, ueksidae ‘looked at with an even mind’,
paricatae ‘given up, let gone’, karavidae ‘caused to be made’, vitrae ‘acquired’,
and samthidae ‘composed’—can moreover be combined with opt.3sg.
haksadi / siadi ‘it may be’ to form the same type of periphrastic constructions
as discussed for Niya Prakrit in §5.4.2.4. I cite the relevant passages below in
(5.52) and (5.53).843

(5.52) BC4recto 20
edena dukhafiananisamarthafianena sarve dukha uadinae agsivasidae
haksadi ueksidae haksadi <*-> sarve suhe paricatae asivasidae haksadi.
“By this knowledge of [what is] painful and this knowledge of [what is]
useless, every suffering [that will be] taken up should be accepted [and]
looked at with an even mind. Every happiness [that will be] given up
should be accepted.” (after Schlosser 2022: 125).

(5.53) BC 6 verso 4f.
tatra ca purve bahu tanua safia karavida(*e) + + + ? ? vitrae ca siadi <*->
tatra ca purve suhe vitrasua na karavidae siadi <*-> saithida ca pura vi
samthidae siadi.
“And thereby the notion, which was plentiful before, (*should be)
reduced ... and [...] should be acquired (?). And thereby happiness due
to acquired possessions (?), which was [known as] happiness before,

843 Unlike Schlosser (see also 2022: 174; 256f.), | translate the combination of the
verbal adj. in *-taka- + haksadi / siadi in a main clause as a deontic future and not
as a future perfect, which is the function of these periphrastic constructions in
subordinate clauses, as pointed out in §5.4.2.4.
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should not be caused. And also [what was] scattered (?) before should
be made composed.” (after Schlosser 2022: 151).844

These examples allow us to conclude that grammatical phenomena hitherto
only known from Niya Prakrit may also have existed in South Asian Gandhari,
even when they do not (so far) occur in actual texts (cf. also §5.4.6).84> Thus,
there is a distinct possibility that examples of the Niya-type preterite will at
some point also be found in South Asian Gandhari.

5.4.6 On the phonological arguments for a Khotanese substrate

As briefly mentioned in §5.4.3, Barchi and Peschl (2022: 426f.) adduce,
besides their main argument about the preterite, two phonological
arguments which would lend further support to their claim of a Khotanese
substrate influence on Niya Prakrit. They point out that in the position after
nasals both Khotanese and Central Asian Gandhari voice originally unvoiced
consonants and lose originally voiced ones. Continuing the discussion on
these Gandhari sound changes in §2.1.5 and §4.3.29, I will now try to
determine whether these changes indeed result from a Khotanese substrate.

This section mainly concerns the question whether the relevant sound
developments are necessarily an exclusive feature of Central Asian Gandhari,
a necessary condition for Barchi and Peschl’s argument. At a more general
level, one can also question the inherent value of these two sound changes as
potential evidence for a Khotanese substrate in Niya Prakrit. Especially the
voicing of unvoiced consonants after nasals is typologically so common, and,
as Barchi and Peschl (2022: 427) admit, also found in Middle Iranian

844 There may be another instance of such a periphrastic future in Avt! verso
182f. yadi sadharma atarahide haksa[di] ? aha pracagebos(*i) praiini[sa]. Lenz
(2010: 82-84) translates this sentence as “If the true law has disappeared, I
would have attained individual enlightenment”, interpreting atarahide haksadi
and fut.1sg. pratinisa as conditionals. One can also interpret atarahide haksadi as
the same type of periphrastic future perfect as discussed above. The translation
would then be “(Even) if the true law will have disappeared, I will (still) attain
individual enlightenment”.

845 The fragments edited by Schlosser contain more examples of linguistic
features previously only attested in Niya Prakrit, including lexical items like ithu
(Niya imthu) ‘thus’, picara ‘(mark of) honour’, and yahi ‘if. These commonalities
between the Bajaur fragments and the Niya documents could be due to both
having been “written directly in Gandhari and not translated from a Buddhist
Middle Indic source text” (Schlosser 2022: 99).



396

languages other than Khotanese84¢ that one can already legitimately doubt
its probative value for the postulation of a Khotanese substrate on internal
grounds.

Barchi and Peschl’s principal reason to attribute the sound changes under
review to a Khotanese substrate is because these are largely restricted to
Gandhari materials from the Tarim Basin, in particular the Khotan
Dharmapada and the Niya documents. Gandhar1 loanwords into Khotanese
also tend to show these phonetic tendencies. Postnasal voicing is observable
in loanwords such as arahanda- ‘Arhat’ (-nt- > -nd-) or vaysambata-
‘ordination, upasampadd’ (-mp- > -mb-).847 Instances of voiced consonants
being assimilated to a preceding nasal include Samiia- ‘the deva Safijaya’
(Bailey 1942: 912), Marusria- ‘the bodhisattva Mafjusr’ (Habata 2007: Ixiv
with ref.), and the verb van- ‘to honour’, if I am correct (apud Dragoni 2023b:
127 fn. 251) that this is a borrowing from Gandh. *van- < Skt. vand- ‘to pay
homage’. This evidence from Gandhariloanwords into Khotanese would still
be consistent with Barchi and Peschl’s view that the relevant sound changes
are restricted to Central Asian Gandhari, as it is historically and
geographically conceivable that such loanwords were adopted from a variety
of Gandhari spoken in the Tarim Basin.

Salomon (1999a: 129f.) has, however, expressed doubts as to whether the
phonological developments under scrutiny were an exclusively Central Asian
feature. Indeed, there is sufficient evidence, albeit often indirect, to support
Salomon’s suggestion that they could also be due to dialectal or orthographic
variation within South Asian Gandhari.

First, Salomon points to the example of sabratu (earlier read as sabradu)
‘arrived’ < OIA samprdpta- in graffiti from Hunza and the Alam bridge as an
example for voicing after a nasal in South Asian Gandhari.848

In addition, he mentions that there is variation in the treatment of
consonants after nasals within the Khotan Dharmapada itself. The relevant

846 Bactrian examples are vaxkavéo ‘dug’ < *ni-kanta- (*-nt- > -v6- /nd/) and
aupapo ‘store’ < *ham-parV- (*-mp- > -up- /mb/).

847 See e.g. LKD (§46) and Brough (1962: 100).

848 The form sabratu is attested in CKI 274; 291 (2x); 413; 417; 430; 432; 433. Cf.
also the variants sabatu in CKI 272; 273; 302; 308; 310; 313; 316; 418; 484; 495
and sabato in CKI 317; 493. Konow (KI: civ) cited additional instances of stops
being voiced after nasals in South Asian Gandhari inscriptions. Yet, his examples
are based on by now obsolete readings and/or interpretations of the relevant
texts.
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changes are consistently observed in the central portion of this text, but in
the colophon and two supplementary verses added in a different hand
OIA -nd- becomes Gandh. -d- and not **-n- as in other parts of the Khotan
Dharmapada.84°

Finally, Salomon refers to Bloch (1912), who pointed out that the same
sound changes occurred in various Indo-Aryan languages currently spoken
in Pakistan and the NW parts of India, which suggests that there were also
dialects of Gandhari spoken in these regions that had undergone these sound
developments.

One hitherto unnoticed piece of evidence yields further support for
Salomon’s conclusion. This evidence takes the form of two Gandhari
loanwords into Bactrian found in the Buddhist text za (BD II: 174f.).850

The first word is pavooipo, to be compared with the aforementioned
Khotanese form Manusria- (BD II: 230). pavootipo is evidently borrowed
from a Gandhar1 outcome of Skt. Manjusri-, where -j- had been assimilated to
the preceding palatal nasal -Ai-, as one would otherwise have expected
**navloolpo or the like.

The second word is kofavo*, a type of supernatural being, attested
through its obl.pl. koBavavo. Sims-Williams (BD II: 224) writes that this
Bactrian word is a loanword from BSkt. kumbhanda-. Yet, if a direct
borrowing from Buddhist Sanskrit, one wonders why the Bactrian form is
kofavo and not something like **kopfavdo. In my view, kofavo is more
likely borrowed from Gandhari. A Gandhari cognate of kumbhanda- is
attested as kuvhada* (dir.sg. kuvhade) in CKI 249, and [ would argue that
Bactr. kofavo comes from a dialect form *kuvhana. In kuvhada, OIA -nd- has
resulted in Gandh. -d-, while *kuvhana — kofavo would show a development
from OIA -nd- to Gandh. *-n-. In other words, *kuvhana would be another
example of the loss of an originally voiced consonant after a nasal.851

849 The examples are the PN Budhanadi < OIA Buddhanandin- and the abs. vaditva
‘having praised’ < OIA vanditva (Brough 1962: 177; 281).

850 In general, many Buddhist terms and names in this document are Gandhari
rather than Sanskrit. The name of a bodhisattva otyyofikpnpido is, for instance,
plausibly interpreted by Sims-Williams (BD II: 263) as Simha-vikridita- ‘play of
the lion’, but the phonetic appearance of the Bactrian form suggests that it was
borrowed from a Gandhari form *Simg(h)avikredida or the like with substitution
of Gandh. -d- /r/ with Bactr. -p- /r/. Gandh. simg(h)a < Skt. simha occurs in CKD
511 (Gandhari Hybrid Sanskrit) and CKM 105.

851 Also noteworthy is Bactr. kwéapo ‘a mythical being, kinnara’, where
Bactr. -v8- /nd/ corresponds to IA -nn- (cf. also TB nom.fem.sg. kindariia ‘of the
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As said above, the Gandhari loanwords in Khotanese could well be
derived from a variety spoken in the Tarim Basin. With Gandhari loanwords
into Bactrian, it is for geographical and historical reasons much less likely
that they were borrowed from a specifically Central Asian type of Gandhari
rather than from one of the dialects of Gandhari spoken in South Asia at the
border with Bactria.

Based on data from the modern languages of the region, Bloch (1912:
335f.) concluded that the sound changes under discussion were a feature of
western Punjab, the mountainous regions of the NW, and perhaps also some
areas to the north of them. Although necessarily speculative, Bloch’s
localisation of the relevant sound changes makes sense in my opinion, as
Bactrian could easily have borrowed words from dialects of Gandhari spoken
in these areas, and the same dialects could have been the precursors of the
Central Asian type of Gandhar1 reflected in the Khotan Dharmapada and the
Niya documents.

To conclude, the voicing of unvoiced consonants after nasals and the loss
of originally voiced consonants in the same environment are not necessarily
restricted to Central Asian Gandhari, and hence unlikely due to a Khotanese
substrate. In other words, the alignment of the Niya preterite would thus far
be the only linguistic argument to support the rather far-reaching historical
consequences which a Khotanese substrate would entail. It therefore seems
fair to judge Barchi and Peschl’s proposal as a rather costly hypothesis. The
ensuing section hopes to strengthen that conclusion further.

5.4.7 Is Niya Prakrit a descendant of Khotan Prakrit?

Barchi and Peschl (2022: 426; 429) remark that their hypothesis of
Khotanese substrate interference on the preterite implies Niya Prakrit to be
“a derivative” of Khotan Prakrit. In support of this linguistic scenario, they
refer to Hgisaeter’'s (2017; cf. also 2020: 124-131) idea that long-term
interregional exchange networks between the Kusana empire and the
western parts of the Tarim Basin around Kashgar and Khotan would have
been the driving force behind the cultural influences of Gandhara and Bactria
on the Tarim oases.852 In this section, I try to show that the linguistic features

kinnaras’ in THT 2996 + 2999). Perhaps, kwvéapo is based on a hypercorrect
Gandhari form *kimdara or the like where -nn- was “reversed” to an
etymologically unjustified *-md- /nd/.

852 Hgisaeter’s view differs from the “domination theory” which posits a direct
Kusana rule over (parts of) the Tarim Basin (e.g. Brough 1965 = 1996: 276-308;
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of Khotan Prakrit render it improbable that it is the direct ancestor of Niya
Prakrit.

If we understand Barchi and Peschl’s remark very literally and take the
language of CKD 661 as a proxy for Khotan Prakrit,853 Niya Prakrit cannot
descend from it, given that the language of CKD 661 is characterised by
innovative features that do not occur in Niya Prakrit. Most importantly,
Khotan Prakrit has undergone vowel raising of -e- to -i- and -o- to -u-, of
which there is barely a trace in Niya Prakrit (Burrow 1934: 515; 1936: 430).
In addition, the language of CKD 661 shows a development of word-final -am
to -u (also -o0), e.g. avhifianu ‘recognition mark’ < abhijianam (1.3),
whereas -am became Niya Pkt. -g, as, for instance, seen in the dir.sg. which
goes back to the OIA acc.sg. in -am (LKD: §53). Neither feature allows for Niya
Prakrit being a descendant of the Khotan Prakrit as found in CKD 661.

According to Burrow (1936: 430-434), the linguistic differences between
Niya Prakrit and CKD 661 are principally due to (i) the Khotan variant being
more archaic than the Niya one and (ii) both dialects having undergone a
different type of substrate interference within the Tarim Basin. A Khotanese
substrate would, amongst other things, account for the vowel raising and the
nom.sg. and acc.sg. endings in -d (-d) and -u (-0) in Khotan Prakrit. A
Tocharian substrate would, in Burrow’s opinion, help explain the
phonological and morphological idiosyncrasies of Niya Prakrit, e.g.
confusions between voiced and unvoiced stops. Both dialects would
nevertheless still originate from the same source.

Pulleyblank 1968: 254f.; Hitch 1988a; 2009) and from the competing “migration
theory” according to which people would have migrated from Bactria and
Gandhara to the Tarim oases when the Kusana empire declined (e.g. Lin 1996:
188-190; Hansen 2004; 2012: 25-55; Bertrand 2012: 3-5; Baumer 2014: 52f;;
157). The main problem with the domination theory is that there is insufficient
evidence in Chinese historical sources for a direct Kusana control over the Tarim
Basin, making its exact dating quite tricky. Also for the migration theory,
conclusive evidence from Chinese literary sources seems lacking. Numismatics
and archaeology moreover suggest that the influence is to be dated to the
heydays of the Kusana empire during the reigns of Kaniska and Huviska in the
2nd century AD and not to the later period of decline.

853 As long as we do not have more evidence for Khotan Prakrit than CKD 661
(and the poorly understood CKD 843), taking the language of CKD 661 to be
representative is the only methodologically justified option. In what follows, only
the relevant linguistic features of CKD 661 will be commented upon. For a more
detailed overview, see Appendix 3 (p. 525).
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If one now combines Burrow’s account?8s* with Barchi and Peschl’s
proposal that Niya descends from Khotan Prakrit, one ends up with a
scenario whereby the last common ancestor of the two dialects is to be
located in a Khotanese-speaking area. This common ancestor would already
have undergone the alignment shift in the preterite due to Khotanese
substrate interference. Yet, vowel raising, the nom.sg. and acc.sg. endings
in -a (-d) and -u, and other linguistic features of CKD 661 attributable to a
Khotanese substrate would have to be dated after the split of Niya Prakrit
from the common ancestor of the two dialects. Otherwise, one would run into
the same type of problems when assuming that Niya Prakrit is a direct
descendant of the type of Khotan Prakrit found in CKD 661.

While theoretically possible, I see some difficulties with this chronology.
It, for instance, dates the alignment shift in the preterite before the more
obvious morphological influence of Khotanese on the nom. and acc.in Khotan
Prakrit. In addition, it implies that the Niya-type preterite existed in a
common ancestor of Niya and Khotan Prakrit.

However, none of the five verbal adjectives in -ta- in CKD 661 (see the
passage in (5.54)) can be taken as conclusive proof that this type of preterite
was as developed in Khotan as in Niya Prakrit, because we are left in the dark
as to “whether the application of the personal endings to the past participle
had taken place in the Khotan dialect as it has in Niya”, for “no example
happens to occur” (Burrow 1936: 433). Moreover, most verbal adjectives
in -ta- in CKD 661 are construed with an agent in the ins. or gen., thus
agreeing with the syntax of OIA and most MIA languages.

(5.54) CKD 661 obverse 4-7

tasya utasya kida Vagiti Vadhaga niravasiso mulyo masa dhitu
Khvarnarsasya grahidu sudhi uvagadu aji uvadayi so utd Vagiti
Vadhagasya tanuvagd samvritd yathagama garaniyd sarva kica karaniyd
... maya dhalavagu Bahudhiva likhidu Khvarnarsasya ajisanaysi.

“On behalf of that camel Vagiti Vadhaga paid (dhitu) the whole price in
mdsa. Khvarnarse received (grahidu) it [the price] and (thus) obtained
(uvagadu) his payment. From now on this camel has become (samvritd)
the property of Vagiti Vadhaga, to do as he likes with it, to do everything

854 Except that I do not accept the existence of a Tocharian substrate in Niya
Prakrit (see Chapter 6), Burrow’s account seems consistent with the available
evidence. See, however, below for a still different interpretation of the data.
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he likes. ... By me Bahudhiva this document (?) was written (likhidu) at
the request of Khvarnarse.” (after TKD: 137).855

As often with derivatives of VIikh ‘to write’ in Gandhari (cf. the examples in
Baums 2022), the agent of likhidu ‘written’ is in the ins.sg., i.e. maya, with
which the nom.sg. Bahudhiva stands in apposition in some form of group
inflection. The agent of grahidu ‘received’ and potentially also uvagadu
‘reached, obtained’ stands in the gen.sg., i.e. Khvarnarsasya, the case most
commonly used for patient-oriented sentences in Niya Prakrit (cf. §5.4.2.3).
Only dhitu ‘given’ is constructed with an agent in the nom.sg., i.e. the Sogdian
PN Vagiti Vadhaga, and it seems best not to draw far-reaching conclusions
from one stray example of this kind.

Furthermore, transitive and intransitive verbs are, in contrast to Niya
Prakrit, morphologically differentiated in CKD 661. The transitive verbs, i.e.
dhitu ‘given’, grahidu ‘received’, uvagadu ‘reached, obtained’, and likhidu
‘written’, all end in -u < neuter -am (Burrow 1936: 432; cf. also the Old
Persian mana krtam construction). The one example of an intransitive verb,
i.e. samvriti ‘been’, agrees in gender, number, and case with its subject
nom.sg. so utd ‘this came]’.856

[ find it difficult to decide whether this distinction between transitive and
intransitive verbs in Khotan Prakrit is an archaism, or if we should compare
it to the existence of two types of preterite in Khotanese, one for transitives
and one for intransitives. Yet, irrespective of this, one can conclude that there
are too many doubts about the preterite in Khotan Prakrit to confidently

855 ] have adapted Burrow’s translation of sudhi uvagadu. He renders this phrase
as “the matter has been settled”, but there is no need for a passive interpretation.
Burrow writes elsewhere (LKD: 126 s.v.) that Niya sudha, the equivalent of
Khotan sudhi, has a more specific meaning, i.e. “cleared off, clearing off (of
payments, debts, obligations)”. Therefore, I take the gen.sg. Khvarnarsasya to be
the agent of both uvagadu ‘reached, obtained’ and grahidu ‘taken’. sudhi
‘payment’ would then be the object of uvagadu, whose morphology suggests it to
be transitive (cf. below on the difference with samvritd ‘been’). This analysis
admittedly does not work for all examples of Niya sudha + derivatives of OIA
upagata-, but note the parallel asti sSramamna Dharmaladha nama se vikrida
bhuma eka milimi tivira Lyipatgasa yamti gida muli masu khi 10 agisdha 3 sudha
uvagada (CKD 652 under-tablet obverse 2-5), which I would translate (after
TKD: 135) as “there is a monk called Dharmaladha. He sold land (with a capacity)
of one milima to the scribe Lyipatga. He received as price ten khi of wine and
three agisdha. He obtained his payment”.

856 The same is true about the (transitive) gerv. garaniyd / karaniyd.
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reconstruct the existence of a Niya-type preterite for a potential common
ancestor of Niya and Khotan Prakrit.

As an alternative to his proposal that Niya and Khotan Prakrit shared an
ancestor, Burrow (1936: 433) briefly considered the possibility that the
divergent linguistic features of Khotan and Niya Prakrit resulted from
“original dialect differences in their Indian sources”. He thought this to be an
unnecessary assumption, however. While not enough to prove Burrow
wrong, some linguistic features make one still wonder whether the two
variants really derive from a common source.

Burrow (1936: 432) regretted that CKD 661 does not contain conclusive
evidence for the development of OIA -ah, a crucial criterion in classifying
dialects of MIA (and Gandhari in particular; cf. also Barchi & Peschl 2022:
424f). The Niya abl.sg. in -ade (-dde) < *-atah and the nom.sg. of the
demonstrative pronoun se < sah ‘this’ leave little doubt that Niya Prakrit is a
so-called e-dialect. As discussed above, the Khotan Prakrit nom.sg. ends
in -a/-d (some e-sound), which is, however, likely due to influence from the
Khotanese nom.sg. in -d, and hence unusable for establishing the outcome of
OIA -ah in Khotan Prakrit (Burrow 1936: 433f.). There are also no examples
of an abl.sg. in CKD 661.857 Yet, there are at least two occurrences of the
nom.sg. of the demonstrative pronoun, which, in contrast to Niya Prakrit, is
not se but so < OIA sah.858 Thus, we have some evidence, however flimsy,
that -ah may have developed to -o in the Khotan Prakrit used in CKD 661 and
not to -e as in Niya Prakrit.

The final -0 in the demonstrative pronoun is not the only linguistic feature
of CKD 661 that could point to Khotan and Niya Prakrit being derived from
different dialects of South Asian Gandhari. Elsewhere (Schoubben in prep.), I
will argue that the synthetic locative case in Niya Prakrit can,
notwithstanding a few exceptions, only be used with inanimate nouns. For
animates, the scribes of the Niya documents used a locative postposition
vamti ‘in, at, to’ < OIA loc.sg. upante ‘in the proximity of’. In Khotan Prakrit,
the postposition sagaji is used instead (cf. already Noble 1931: 453). As sagaji
is derived from the OIA loc.sg. sakdse ‘in the proximity of’, it would have

857 As noted by Burrow, an adverbial form like puradu ‘in front of’ < puratah (CKD
661, line 7) is of little significance in establishing the outcome of -ah because such
adverbs can end in -o even in e-dialects. Contrast, however, purade < puratah in
Bajaur fragment 15, line 12 (CKM 278).

858 There is also one instance of so as an acc.sg. [ agree with Konow (1936: 236
fn. 1) that this so is most likely a mistake for **to < OIA tam.
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undergone the same type of grammaticalisation process as Niya vamti, but
the animate locative case would be formed differently in the two dialects
under discussion.85?

There are also minor differences in vocabulary between the two variants
of Central Asian Gandhari. Note, for instance, doublets such as Khotan Pkt.
kida ‘on account of < loc.sg. krte vs. Niya ins.sg. kritena / kridena ‘idem’ or
Khotan Pkt. puradu ‘in front of < puratah vs. Niya puratha ‘idem’ <
purastat.860

Are morphosyntactic and lexical differences of this kind all due “to recent
developments in their Central Asian environment”, which is how Burrow
(1936: 434) proposes to explain all divergences between Niya and Khotan
Prakrit?861 This question cannot be conclusively answered with the data at
hand. Yet, it is at least worth keeping in mind that Niya and Khotan Prakrit
could derive from separate sources that had undergone contact influence in
different places at different times so that there would be no need for Niya
being a descendant of Khotan Prakrit.

If correct, one would still need to work out in more detail a historical
scenario of when, why, and from where more than one dialect of Gandhari
would have been introduced to the Tarim Basin. I cannot do so here for
reasons of time and space, but the following point seems worth making.
According to Peyrot (2018b: 276f), “we might conceive of the legendary
foundation of Khotan in the time of ASoka as referring to the arrival of
Indians in the southern Tarim Basin, possibly speakers of Gandhar1.” This
proposal is mentioned by Barchi and Peschl (2022: 422), but they reject it in
favour of Hgiseeter’s account. In my view, Peyrot’s idea is not necessarily
excluded by Hgisater’s exchange networks during Kusana times; if there
were two (or more) dialects of Gandhari introduced to the Tarim Basin, they
could have come at different periods in time.

859 Another noteworthy morphological distinction between Niya and Khotan
Prakrit is that the latter has gen./dat.sg. mayi ‘I' < OIA mahya(m) and not mahi as
in Niya. One can, however, argue that the common ancestor of both had *mahi,
which could have developed in Khotan Prakrit to mayi due to loss of
intervocalic -h- (cf. LKD: §28). The -y- in mayi would then be a hiatus filler.

860 For more lexical differences between CKD 661 and the Niya documents, see
Appendix 3 (p. 525).

861 The palaeography of CKD 661, described by Noble (1931: 445) as “very stiff
and archaic”, needs to be re-examined from this perspective as well, now that we
have much more data on the historical development of the Kharosthi script.
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In case Gandhari and the Kharosthi script were first introduced to Khotan
in ASokan times, one could moreover draw a parallel with the spread of
(Sinhala) Prakrit and the Brahmi script to Sri Lanka. According to Buddhist
legends, Asoka and his family would not only have brought Buddhism to
Khotan but also to Sri Lanka, and inscriptions in Sinhala Prakrit dating back
to the 3 century BC can be seen as proof that MIA literacy was already
introduced to the island by Buddhist missionaries of the Mauryan empire (cf.
e.g. Geiger & Jayatilaka 1935; Salomon 1998b: 79f.; 150f.). Accordingly, the
same may be true of Khotan.

In brief, the exact relationship between Niya and Khotan Prakrit is a
complex topic, and the data are insufficient to come up with definitive
answers. It is, however, clear enough that Niya Prakrit is not easily
interpreted as a descendant of Khotan Prakrit. Due to linguistic innovations
of CKD 661, Niya Prakrit cannot descend from the type of Khotan Prakrit as
attested in this document. Possibly, Niya and Khotan Prakrit derive instead
from a common source (so Burrow). Yet, if so, Barchi and Peschl’s substrate
theory needs this ancestor language to have already undergone substrate
interference in Khotan to account for the alignment of the preterite. For their
scenario to work, this influence on the preterite would have to be dated
before vowel raising and other contact-induced changes visible in CKD 661
but not in Niya Prakrit. While not entirely impossible, this chronology seems
hard to accept. In my view, Khotan and Niya Prakrit may also descend from
different dialects of South Asian Gandhari, although this hypothesis needs
further testing. 862 With this scenario, the assumption of a Khotanese
substrate in Niya Prakrit would be superfluous.

5.4.8 Summary: counterarguments against Khotanese influence

Based on §§5.4.4-5.4.7, four counterarguments can be formulated against
Barchi and Peschl’s idea of a Khotanese substrate influence on the formation
and alignment of the Niya preterite.

Counterargument 1 (§5.4.4): there are morphological discrepancies
between the Khotanese and Niya preterite and even their alignment systems,
Barchi and Peschl’s key argument, are no one-to-one match.

862 One could, for instance, investigate whether the Gandhari loanwords in
Khotanese continue some linguistic features which are typical of Khotan Prakrit,
but not of Niya Prakrit.
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Counterargument 2 (§5.4.5): linguistic differences between Niya Prakrit
and South Asian Gandhari, including the formation and alignment of the
preterite, may have more to do with text types than with geography. In other
words, one of Barchi and Peschl’s main reasons to opt for Khotanese
influence on the Niya preterite is based on an argument from silence.

Counterargument 3 (§5.4.6): the phonological arguments adduced by
Barchi and Peschl to support their claim of a Khotanese substrate are not
compelling, and the alignment of the Niya preterite cannot bear the burden
of proving a Khotanese substrate on its own.

Counterargument 4 (§5.4.7): Barchi and Peschl take their sociolinguistic
scenario, itself based on Hgisaeter’s idea of long-term interregional exchange
networks during Kusana times, to imply that Niya Prakrit would be a
descendant of Khotan Prakrit. When, however, taking the linguistic
differences between Niya Prakrit and the Khotan Prakrit of CKD 661 into
account, it is difficult to see in which way Niya Prakrit could descend from
the Khotan variant without having to resort to ad hoc assumptions.

5.4.9 Arguments in favour of a Bactrian source

In light of these four issues with Barchi and Peschl’s proposal, it seems worth
examining whether Bactrian rather than Khotanese influenced the Niya
preterite. In this section, I argue that this alternative hypothesis is indeed
supported by morphological arguments. How to account for the syntactic
alignment of the Niya preterite vis-a-vis its Bactrian counterpart forms the
topic of the next section (§5.4.10).

5.4.9.1 Two general arguments

[ start with two general arguments why Bactrian seems a more plausible
source of influence than Khotanese.

The first argument is an application of Ockham'’s razor. In the preceding
parts of this book, we have seen that there is not only a substantial amount
of Bactrian loanwords in Niya Prakrit, but there is also evidence that two
derivational suffixes were borrowed from Bactrian into Niya Prakrit (§5.2).
Therefore, it would be a less costly hypothesis to ascribe the morphosyntax
of the Niya preterite to this already known form of contact rather than having
to postulate a Khotanese substrate for which there is not much decisive
evidence otherwise.
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Second, assuming Bactrian influence on the preterite bypasses two of
Barchi and Peschl’s questionable premises. On the one hand, the Niya-type
preterite need in this alternative scenario not be the result of a development
occurring solely in the Tarim Basin, as Bactrian influence can have been
exerted before the spread of Niya Prakrit to its new habitat. As the ancestor
of Niya Prakrit was, as [ argue in §§7.3-7.4, conceivably used as a chancellery
language of the Kusana empire, a possible reason why Niya-type preterites
have not yet been found in South Asian Gandhari may be that language
contact with Bactrian was more intense or at least more visible in
administrative documents than in other text genres. On the other hand, we
would be freed from the assumption of Niya Prakrit being a descendant of
Khotan Prakrit because, as argued in §5.4.7, these two dialects may derive
from different South Asian sources not necessarily influenced by Bactrian to
the same degree.

5.4.9.2 Morphological similarities with the Bactrian preterite

The key reason to suspect Bactrian and not Khotanese influence concerns the
many morphological similarities shared by the Bactrian and Niya preterite.
The paradigm of the latter has been presented in §5.4.2.1. For the Bactrian
paradigm, see below.863

Copula
1sg. -nuo (-po)

Intransitives

ayad(8)npo (-wpo)

Transitives

Aad(8)npo (-tpo)

‘Tam’ ‘I came’ ‘X gave (to) me’
2sg. -nto ayad(d)nto Aad(d)nto
‘you are’ ‘you came’ ‘X gave (to) you’
3sg. -l0TO; KOTO ayado Aado
‘(s)he is’ ‘(s)he came’ ‘X gave (to) him/her’
VIOTO VIoTO ayado VIoTO A0S0

‘(s)he is not’

‘(s)he did not come’

‘X did not give (to) him/her’

1pl. -aLpo ayadapo Aadapo
‘we are’ ‘we came’ ‘X gave (to) us’
vapo Voo ayado vapo Aado
‘we are not’ ‘we did not come’ ‘X did not give (to) us’

863 The paradigm is an idealisation; not every form given occurs in actual texts.
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2pl. -néo ayad(d)ndo Aad(8)ndo
‘you are’ ‘you came’ ‘X gave (to) you’
3pl. -wdo; aotwdo  ayad(d)wdo Aad(8)wdo
‘they are’ ‘they came’ ‘X gave (to) them’
vivéo vivéo ayado vivéo Aado
‘they are not’  ‘they did not come’ ‘X did not give (to) them’

ad 1sg. In Kusana sources, there are some archaic forms in -nut / -npe, viz.
otadnut / otadnue ‘I was’ (NPlate 1; 3) and wotadnut ‘X established me’
(NPIlate 2); cf. Sims-Williams (2015: 259f.).

ad 3sg. There is one example of an archaic negated pret.3sg. with vioti < *nai(d)
asti,i.e.viotLxoto ‘it was not needed (?)’ in SK4B 5f. (the parallel versions
SK4A 4 and SKsM 3 have vioto xoto).

ad 1pl. The only occurrence of a negated pret.1pl. is vapo puado ‘we were not
able’ (P 13).
ad 3pl. In Kusana Bactrian, there are occasional examples of archaic pret.3pl.
in -8y, like aydwdt ‘they followed (?7)’ (DilTs 11) or @poyoptivdt ‘X
brought them away’ (SK4B 8). There is also one instance of a negated
pret.3pl. with viv8L < *nai(d) hanti, i.e. vivdtL pato ‘X did not call them’
(DilTs 11).
Like Niya Prakrit but unlike Khotanese, Bactrian makes, when forming
preterites, no morphological distinction between transitives and
intransitives or between masculine and feminine gender. The endings of the
Bactrian preterite are except for the 3sg.—as in Niya Prakrit, an unmarked
form—synchronically still analysable as enclitic forms of ‘to be’. Yet, these
endings are, very much in the same way as in Niya Prakrit, clearly
univerbated with the preterite stem and practically identical with the
present endings 1sg. -nuo (and variants), 2sg. -no, 1pl. -apo, 2pl. -ndo, and
3pl. -wébo.

In addition, the Bactrian and Niya Prakrit endings resemble each other
phonetically. In the 1sg., Niya -emi is identical to early Kusana Bactrian -nut
/émi/ (later -nuo /éma/) and in the 1pl., Niya -ama matches Bactrian -apo
/ama/. While not an exact fit, one also cannot deny a certain resemblance
between the 2pl. -ndo /éda/ and Niya -etha / -etu and the Kusana 3pl. -tvét
/indi/ (later -wvéo /inda/) and Niya -amti. Another noteworthy feature is
that, when the ending in Bactrian starts with -n- /&/, the Niya ending starts
with -e- as well; in the 1pl., the Bactrian ending begins with -a- /a/ and Niya
has likewise -a-.
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The only noticeable difference in morphology between the Bactrian and
Niya preterite is the way they are negated. In Niya Prakrit, one only has to
put na ‘not’ in front of the relevant verb form. In Bactrian, there is a specific
construction whereby 3sg. vioto ‘(s)he is not’, 1pl. vapo ‘we are not’, and 3pl.
vwvdo ‘they are not’ are placed in front of the 3sg. form of the preterite (cf. BD
II: 47). The fact that this construction does not occur in Niya Prakrit is no
forceful counterargument against the assumption of Bactrian influence on
the morphology of the Niya preterite, as at least the Bactrian 2sg. vaviptnto
‘X did not let you go’ (F 16) structurally agrees with how preterites are
negated in Niya Prakrit.864

5.4.9.3 “Contact-facilitated grammaticalisation” and the Niya preterite

At a diachronic level, I propose to interpret the morphological similarities
between the Bactrian and Niya Prakrit preterite as an instance of “contact-
facilitated grammaticalisation”.86> Following Burrow (LKD: §§105f.), §5.4.2.2
argued that, when taking the Niya outcome of OIA -sm-, -ah, and -am into
consideration, all singular forms and the 1pl. of the preterite can be derived
straightforwardly from the combination of the OIA nom.sg. or pl. of the verbal
adj. in -ta- plus the verb ‘to be’ used as a copula. This historical process can
be seen as an instance of grammaticalisation, whereby (i) the verb ‘to be’ lost
its lexical semantics (desemanticisation ~ semantic bleaching); (ii) the
auxiliary got reinterpreted as a verbal ending (decategorialisation); and (iii)
certain phonological developments facilitated the univerbation of the verbal
adj. in -ta- with the copula (erosion ~ phonetic reduction).86¢

864 Also the Niya cognate of Bactr. vioto, i.e. nasti ‘(s)he is not’, can at times be
used to negate another verb form (cf. Balbir 1990: 25f.). While vaguely similar to
the Bactrian construction, I doubt that there is a historical connection between
the two, because (i) not only nasti, but also Niya asti ‘(s)he is’ can be added in
front of another verb form; (ii) this use of nasti is not restricted to the preterite;
and (iii) nasti only combines with other forms of ‘to be’, whereas vioto (and
vapo; vivéo) can be put in front of any verb.

865 The inspiration for this term comes from Heine and Kuteva’s (2003; 2005:
79-122) concept of “contact-induced grammaticalisation”, which is a type of
grammaticalisation that is “due to the influence of one language on another”
(2003: 533 = 2005: 80). I use “contact-facilitated” here because contact with
Bactrian need not have initiated, but only furthered the grammaticalisation
process that led from a periphrastic construction consisting of the verbal adj.
in -ta- and a copula to the synthetic preterite found in Niya Prakrit.

866 For these grammaticalisation mechanisms, see e.g. Kuteva et al. (2019%: 3).
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To account for the form of the 2pl. and 3pl. of the Niya preterite, Burrow
(LKD: §105) hypothesised analogical influence from the presents with a stem
in -e-. This type of analogy would indeed explain why the 2pl. ends in -etha
(and -etu) and not in **-astha as expected from OIA -ah stha. Yet, it is not
entirely clear, as Burrow admits, why the 3pl. still ends in -amti (rather than
**_emti) if there has been analogical influence from the e-class presents.

The assumption of Bactrian influence on the grammaticalisation of the
Niya preterite allows for an alternative scenario involving three steps.

First, regular sound changes can have initiated the grammaticalisation of
the periphrastic past tense in (the ancestor of) Niya Prakrit, resulting in
forms such as 1sg. *ditte ‘mi < *ditte 'smi < *dittah asmi.

Subsequently, bilingual speakers may, due to the similarities between the
two formations, have identified the morphology of Niya forms, such as 1sg.
*ditte’ mi, with Bactrian preterites such as 1sg. *Aadn (later -npo).867 These
speakers were moreover likely aware that the Bactrian preterite is also
based on the combination of the verbal adj. in -ta- with forms of the verb ‘to
be’ (cf. supra). This could have given an extra impulse for the
grammaticalisation of the originally periphrastic past tense in Niya Prakrit
into a synthetic preterite.

In a third phase, the morphology of the Niya preterite can have been
influenced by that of its Bactrian counterpart. An analogy with e-class
presents is one way to account for the 2pl. in -etha (and -etu), but the Bactrian
2pl. in -ndo /éda/ could also have been a contributing factor. Contact with
Bactrian could likewise help explain the formation of the 3pl. The analysis of
a Bactrian 3pl. form such as *Aadwét as *Aas- plus enclitic copula -8t ‘they
are’ could have facilitated the univerbation of *dittah santi over something
like *ditta anti to the attested ditamti. This explanation admittedly needs an
abnormal loss of the initial s- of santi to have occurred, but this type of
irregular phonological development is not untypical of clitics such as santi
and grammaticalisation processes in general.

5.4.9.4 A Bactrian source for the verbal adjective in *-taka-

Contact with Bactrian can also help to account for the form and function of
the Niya verbal adjective in *-taka-. At a language-internal level, this verbal
adj. can be explained as an allomorph of the verbal adj. in -ta- that eventually

867 For more discussion on potential bilingualism between Bactrian and (the
ancestor of) Niya Prakrit, see Chapter 7.



410

became specialised as a patient-oriented adj. and a component of compound
tenses (see Jamison 2009: 317f,; cf. also Balbir 1990: 31).

However, the absence of a grammaticalised verbal adj. in *-taka- in other
MIA languages suggests that the Niya formation is once again the result of
language contact, and there is indeed a likely model for it in Bactrian.
Formally, the Niya verbal adj. in *-taka- can be compared to the Bactrian
verbal adj. (“ppp”) in -doyo / -toyo (and variants; fem. in -100) < *-taka- with
cognates in other Middle Iranian languages.8¢8 Also functionally, the Niya and
Bactrian verbal adjectives in *-taka- resemble each other closely, as I will try
to show below.869

First, these verbal adjectives can in Bactrian, as in Niya Prakrit, be used
either attributively or as a noun: for the former option, compare, for
example, -po kipdSiyo 6nBoappo “the deyadharma made (kipddtyo) by me”
(TiS 4f.) and for the latter, @pntoyo ‘messenger’ < *fra-ista-ka- ‘sent’ (cf. MP
frestag, Parth. frestag).

Second, both languages use these verbal adjectives to make compound
tenses. In Bactrian, the perf.3pl. is, for instance, made by adding the enclitic
3pl. -wvdo ‘they are’ to the verbal adj. in *-taka-, e.g. vaBytiywdo ‘they are
written’ (archaic form viffiyytiyev8t). There is also one occurrence of a
plpf.3pl. kipddiyo actadivdo ‘they had been made’ (M 4f.) consisting of the
verbal adj. kip86tyo ‘made’ and the pret.3pl. actadwvdo ‘they were’.870

Third, the verbal adj. in *-taka- can, without the addition of a copula, be
used as a perf.3sg. This can be best exemplified by vafiytoyo (and variants)
‘written’.871 In (5.55), vaBytoyo ‘written’ is the main verb of a subordinate
clause introduced by the conjunction caywvdo ‘as’ and functionally largely
equivalent to the passive 3sg. vafioldo ‘it is written’872 more frequently

868 See e.g. GW (§354; §506) for the Middle Persian and Parthian cognates of
Bactr. -6oyo / -toyo.

869 For the morphosyntactic usage of the Niya verbal adj. in *-taka-, cf. §5.4.2.4.
For Bactrian, see also Jiigel (2015: 91f.,; 2020: 288-290).

870 On k1p8dLyo aotadvdo, cf. also Jiigel (2020: 289), who interprets it as a past
stative.

871 Regarding this last point, my analysis of Bactrian verbal morphology differs
slightly from that of Sims-Williams, as he writes that the perf.3pl. is “the only
form attested” (BD II: 46).

872 Etymologically, “it is not clear whether it [vaf3io180] represents a middle form
(*ni-pinsatai) or is derived from a distinct passive pres. stem (e.g. *ni-pisya-)” (BD
II: 236). For the argument made here, it is sufficient that vafioi8o can be
synchronically analysed as a passive.
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found in this type of context; see example (5.56) and note that affo paoko
‘herein’ is used in both sentences.

(5.55) C19f. ~C21f.
oto @paoco po AapvoBwotoyo xolo 0do oaoapado caywvdo affo
HaoKO VoL Toyo.
“And may (this) document, this deed of gift be (considered) good and
valid as (it is) written herein.” (BD 1% 34).

(5.56) N 26ff. ~ N 18'ff.
010 Baco Tapco ToySo TAoAVO TLTAVOBWOTLYO HOApAYyO X0J0 0a0apo
apodnio cayovdafo paocko vafioido acwaoafo teondavo {opryo.
“And so, after the fine has been paid, may (this) guarantee-contract
(this) sealed document, be (considered) good and valid as (it) is written
herein, from now to eternity.” (BD I1%: 70).

In my opinion, the functional equivalence between vafiytoyo and an
inflected form such as vafiol8o counts as an argument that the former can
also be an unmarked perf.3sg. and not only a “ppp” as it is labelled in Sims-
Williams’ glossary (BD II: 237).873

The following examples provide still more evidence for this conclusion. In
(5.57), vifyytiyo ‘written’ is the main verb of a relative clause introduced by
the inanimate relative pronoun o8t ‘which’, itself dependent on the singular
antecedent eipo knpt ‘this work’.

(5.57) NPlate 3f.
TadL €10 KnpL pavo oapo kipdfo] ... ot affo paldnyyo viiytiyo.
“Then I performed there this work [...] which (has been) written in the
records(?).” (Sims-Williams 2015: 257).

The animate relative pronoun k8t ‘who’ has a plural antecedent obl.pl.
Bayavo ‘gods’ in (5.58) and dir.pl. faye ‘idem’ in (5.59), and here the verb
viBytiyevdi ‘they are written’ is used in the relative clause. As viSyytiyevliis
a perf.3pl., one can thus easily interpret vi3tytiyo in the same type of context
as a perf.3sg. (or perhaps more precisely a resultative).

873 Niya lihitaga ‘written’ (~ Bactr. vaftxtoyo) can also interchange with passive
3sg. lihyati ‘it is written’ (~ Bactr. vafioid0) in the same type of context, as can
be seen from a comparison between CKD 701 reverse 1 potge ra[ksam[na jamna
lihitaga “the people guarding the potge were written down.” (TKD: 141) and CKD
224 reverse 1 S(*u)namta Bimna uvatae jamna lihyati “Beginning with Sunamta
and Bimna the people are written down.” (TKD: 42).
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(5.58) Rab.11
elpoavo Bayavo KISt paoka viBiytiyevdt.
“... of these gods who are inscribed hereupon ...” (Sims-Williams 2008c:
56).

(5.59) Rab.17
eludBa Baye KISL papo viuytiyevol.
“May these gods who are inscribed here ...” (Sims-Williams 2008c: 57).

This use of the unmarked form in *-taka- as a perf.3sg. (resultative) is
another parallel with Niya forms such as lihitaga ‘written’ and therefore one
more indication that Bactrian did not only influence the morphology of the
Niya preterite, but also that of the closely related verbal adj. in *-taka-.

5.4.10 The alignment of the Bactrian and Niya preterite compared

Barchi and Peschl’s main argument not to opt for Bactrian influence on the
Niya preterite was the difference in alignment between the two languages
(cf. §5.4.3): the Bactrian preterite is patient-oriented and characterised by
ergative patterns, whereas the Niya preterite “lurched” away from ergativity
and is agent-oriented. Drawing on cross-linguistic evidence, this section tries
to show that this difference in alignment is not too strong an obstacle to the
assumption of a Bactrian influence on its formation.

In a recent article, Meyer (2019) contrasted three instances of pattern
replication of an ergative structure in the past tense from an Iranian into a
non-Iranian language, viz. (i) the qtyl I- construction in Achaemenid Official
Aramaic and its Old Persian origin (2019: 581-586); (ii) the structural
influence exerted by the Parthian preterite on the Armenian periphrastic
perfect with the verbal adjective in -eal (2019: 586-594); and (iii) the
transfer of past tense constructions with postverbal clitics from Kurdish into
North-Eastern Neo-Aramaic (2019: 595-599). 874 These cases have in
common that the ergative structure is not copied without change: the three
recipient languages all “lurch” away from ergativity.

According to Meyer (2019: 572; 577; 599-601; cf. also 2023: 233), there
are essentially three factors at work here: (i) the frequency of the borrowed
element (centrality); (ii) a decline in the intensity of contact with the donor

874 For Aramaic qtyl I-, see also Gzella (2004: 184-194), Ciancaglini (2008: 30-
37), and Coghill (2016: 162ff.). On the Armenian periphrastic perfect, see
additionally Meyer (2021; 2022; 2023: 80-104; 126-169). For alignment in Neo-
Aramaic, cf. e.g. Coghill (2016: 55ff.) and Noorlander (2021).



413

language (constancy); and (iii) language-internal pressure from more
dominant patterns (consistency).

To my mind, the last factor is often the most crucial one. In Armenian, for
instance, the change from ergative over tripartite8’s to nom.-acc. alignment
coincides with the decrease in contact with Iranian languages after the fall of
the Sasanian empire in the 7t century. Nonetheless, the alignment shift is
probably in the main due to pressure from the nom.-acc. patterns found in
other tenses and the fact that nom. and acc. are morphologically not
distinguished in many paradigms. Phrased differently, “replicated patterns
are adapted to fit the grammatical categories and material available in the
replica language” (Meyer 2019: 570 fn. 2).

Inspired by this cross-linguistic evidence, this section argues that
morphological and syntactic differences between Bactrian and Niya Prakrit
were responsible for the alignment shift of the Niya preterite. The
investigation will start with a discussion of the alignment of the Bactrian
preterite and its relationship to developments in the case system and the
adoption of differential object marking (DoM). Subsequently, I will compare
the alignment patterns of the Niya preterite with those of its Bactrian
counterpart to determine where exactly the differences lie and to see which
factors may have motivated the alignment shift in Niya Prakrit. The focus will
be on three elements: (i) developments in the Bactrian case system; (ii) the
absence of pronominal clitics in Niya Prakrit; and (iii) an analogical influence
of the Niya present tense on the alignment of the preterite.87¢ At the end of
this section, [ will additionally draw a parallel with the Persian preterite and
attempt to reconstruct the history of the Niya preterite.

875 Tripartite alignment means that the subject, agent, and patient of a sentence
are all marked differently. See (5.67) for a Bactrian example of such a structure.
876 There are surely more factors to consider, e.g. tense/aspect oppositions
between the new preterite and the resultative in *-taka-, so my investigation lays
no claim to exhaustivity. Another topic worthy of future research is how the drift
towards agent-orientation of the Niya preterite relates to sporadic examples of
such a change in other Indo-Aryan languages. In a note added to his copy of LKD,
Burrow e.g. compared the agent-oriented Sanskrit form vijaatdasmi ‘I recognised’
in a line from the Ubhayasarika: cirena vijiiatasmi bhavantam. abhivadayami. “It
took long before I recognised you, sir. (Now) I salute you with reverence.” (tr.
mine; cf. the syntactic notes in Dezs6é & Vasudeva 2009: 436). See further Ollett
(2022) on the use of mhi ‘1 am’ < OIA asmi in the meaning ‘by me’ in the
Maharastri Lilavai (he compares Niya Prakrit on pp. 283f.).
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5.4.10.1 Bactrian cases, DoM, and the alignment of the preterite

What follows is a synchronic description of the alignment patterns of the
Bactrian preterite, with a focus on Kusana Bactrian, the stage of the language
most pertinent to the comparison with Niya Prakrit. Also included are brief
notes on the case system and differential object marking (DoM) because they
help to explain how the alignment works.

[t will be argued that the alignment of the Bactrian preterite is not strictly
ergative but a mix of different patterns. On this point, I basically follow
Gholami (2009), but her analysis can be simplified.877 Where she posits ten
types in total, i.e. an ergative + neutral type with seven subtypes and a
tripartite + nominative type with three subtypes (see p. 139), [ will divide the
data into three categories: (i) ergative alignment; (ii) direct alignment; and
(iii) semantic alignment (manifesting itself as a nom.-acc. or a tripartite
pattern). Structuring the data in this way makes it also more easy to see in
which contexts the alignment of the Bactrian and Niya Prakrit preterite
correspond and where they diverge. In turn, this will point to possible
language-internal reasons why there are these syntactic divergences
between the two types of preterite.

Due to the gradual loss of final vowels, the Bactrian case system was
simplified over time. In Kusana Bactrian, there was still a distinction between
adir.sg.in -o and an obl.sg. in -€ (sometimes -1) and between a dir.pl. in -€ and
an obl.pl. in -avo. In later Bactrian, the system consisted of an unmarked
singular in -o and a plural in -avo, without further case distinctions.878

877 On the alignment of the Bactrian preterite, see further BD II (46f.) and the
relevant parts of Jiigel (2015; see also his data pp. 579-594). Barchi and Peschl
(2022: 417 fn. 33) mention Gholami’s (2009) study, but they do not openly
consider the possibility that the existence of non-ergative patterns in Bactrian
could be significant for the alignment of the Niya preterite.

878 On the Bactrian case system (including pronouns and clitics), see also BD II
(40f); SFBG (73-76; 99-105); Jugel (2015: 167f; 182-185; 219-222); and
Michetti (fthc.). There are occasional remnants of feminines in -a, e.g. Ao
‘fortress’ or AoySa ‘daughter’, but gender distinction is lost early on. Some words,
mainly kinship terms, preserve traces of archaic types of inflection, e.g. obl.sg.
mopo ‘father’ < gen.sg. *piBrah next to dir.sg. mda (later mdo) < nom.sg. *pita
(Sims-Williams 2015: 259). In addition, there are traces of a nom.sg. in -t /i/ <
*-ah (Michetti fthc.: §5) and an abl.-ins.sg. in -« /a/ in Kusana Bactrian. The latter
can be used after prepositions or as the agent of a transitive preterite (Sims-
Williams 2015: 258; Halfmann et al. 2024: 27f.; Kreidl 2024; Michetti fthc.: §5).
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1sg. and 2sg. personal pronouns continued to differentiate between a dir.
and an obl. form, i.e. alo vs. pavo and too (and variants) vs. taoo (and
variants). In the plural, no differentiation is made between dir. and obl. The
1pl. form is apoayo (payo), the 2pl. twpayo (and variants).

In addition to these orthotonic pronouns, Bactrian had a range of
pronominal clitics used in the functions of an oblique: 1sg. -opo
(MBactr. -wm); 2sg. -6nwo (archaic -60); 3sg. -nwo (also -nie, -no, -mto, -uo;
MBactr. -yh, -yyh, -'yyh, -y); 1pl. -unvo; 2pl. -nvo; and 3pl. -nvo (also -mvo).

Bactrian treats intransitive and transitive preterites differently. For
intransitive preterites, the agent (= subject) of the sentence agrees with the
verb. In (5.60), for example, the 1sg. agent is marked both by the dir.sg. alo
‘" and the 1sg. verb ending -nptin intr.pret.1sg. otadnut ‘I was’.

(5.60) NPlate 1
Tadno ao o VOKOVILKO L TILOPO Lapn Yo oTadn L apfoukao.

“I, Nukunzik, his father’s servant, was then amboukao.” (Sims-Williams
2015: 257).

In the case of transitive preterites, the verb does not agree with the agent but
with the patient of the sentence. In many instances, an enclitic pronoun takes
up the role of the agent. In (5.61), the 1sg. ending -nut in the tr.pret.1sg.
wotadnut X established me’ marks the patient and not the agent of the
sentence—as it did with the intransitive verb otadnut ‘1 was’ in (5.60). The
agent is instead marked by the 3sg. pronominal clitic -no ‘(by) him’, hence
the translation with ‘he established me’.

(5.61) NPlate 2
TadN0 A0 L TTLOPLPTELYtVO 080 OAO L VIAYOPTNYAVO HOPTYOVO QLGRGOYO
WOTASMHL A0 L @apSapyavo.
“he [Kanishka] established me [Nukunzik] (as) equal(?) with (his)
father’s and with (his) grandfather’s servants, with the foremost
(people).” (Sims-Williams 2015: 257).

In (5.62), the verbs mopoyato ‘surveyed (?)’, kavéo ‘dug’, o(ooacto ‘brought
out’, and olipdo ‘fitted’ agree with the patients po Ao ‘the citadel’, elo cado
‘this well’, and af3o ‘water’, all of them being dir.sg. The 3sg. clitic -nto ‘by him’
functions once again as the agent of the sentence.

(5.62) SKsM 11-13
TadnLo po Allo mopoyato tadnto o cado kavdo otnio afo 0{ooacto
otnto Tdo acayye Lo oApdo.
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“then he [Nukunzuk] surveyed(?) the citadel, he dug this well, and he

brought out the water, and he fitted it with stones.” (Sims-Williams
2012b: 79).

When nouns and certain demonstrative pronouns fulfil the role of the agent,
they are, at least in early Kusana Bactrian, put in the oblique case. For
orthotonic 1sg. and 2sg. personal pronouns, this pattern holds throughout
the attested history of Bactrian.

In example (5.63), the dir.sg. €10 fayoAayyo ‘this sanctuary’ is the patient
of the sentence and thus in agreement with the verb, the tr.pret.3sg. kipdo
‘made’. The obl.sg. pa@ape kapaApayye ‘Shafar the lord of the marches’ takes
up the function of the agent.

(5.63) Rab.15
TadtL pagape kaparpayye kipdo 10 Bayorayyo.
“Shafar the lord of the marches made this sanctuary.” (Sims-Williams
2008c: 57).

The preceding examples are prototypically ergative: the patient equals the
subject of the sentence and is put in the direct case, while the agent is an
oblique form of a (pro)noun or an enclitic functioning as an oblique.

Yet, the situation is different with 1pl. and 2pl. pronouns, as these do not
distinguish between direct and oblique forms (cf. supra). In (5.64), neither
the agent of tr.pret.3sg. Aado ‘gave’, i.e. payo ‘we’, nor the patient (= subject),
i.e. Bovo oapQlao ‘the farming of the estate’, are overtly marked for case.

(5.64) U e6f.
Tado poxo woo Aado afo@ayo Bnko fovo oapliao.
“So now we gave the farming of the estate to you, Bek.” (after Gholami
2009: 136).

In other words, the agent, patient, and subject are not morphologically
distinguished, and we are dealing with an instance of neutral alignment (so
also Gholami 2009: 139).879

The loss of case marking in nominal morphology created a second
environment where neutral alignment was possible. One such case is (5.65),

879 “Wenn die Aktanten gar nicht oder nur durch unverdnderliche Worter
ausgedriickt werden, ist die ergativische formal nicht von der aktivischen
Konstruktion zu unterscheiden.” (GW: 396). Cf. also Nyberg (1974: 282f.).
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where to xono ‘this lordship’, the agent of tr.pret.3sg. @optado ‘sent’, and t
yaoko ‘the concubine’, the patient, are not differentiated morphologically.

(5.65) «cf7
Ta8opOo VIyato kooado L yaotko to xono afo pwPo obtasdo.
“I have heard that your lordship sent the concubine to Rob.” (BD II: 78).

In examples of this type, the context is our primary guide in distinguishing
between agents and patients.

Often, contextual information is indeed sufficient to do so, but the lack of
a fixed word order880 could still create ambiguities in discriminating subjects
from objects or agents from patients. Such ambiguities were avoided by
using DOM, which means that speakers of Bactrian put the preposition «f3o
‘in, to, etc.” < *abi in front of direct objects that were both animate and definite
(cf. Gholami 2009: 137; Sims-Williams 2011b; Jiigel 2015: 332f.).881

(5.66) and (5.67) exemplify the consequences which the use of boM had
on the alignment patterns of the Bactrian preterite. The unmarked form t
xono ‘the lord’ is the agent of sentence (5.67). At the same time, it is
interpretable as the subject of tr.pret.3sg. @optado ‘sent’, because the patient
tappootaro Bopvikavo (a PN) is overtly marked as the direct object of the
sentence by the addition of the boM marker af3o.

(5.66) ca3-5
otdo Lxono afo tappoomaio fopvikavo tapo afido kapavo @optasdo.
“Moreover, the lord has sent Yamsh-spal Burnikan thither to you.” (BD
II: 68).

(5.67) shows a similar, although still distinct, pattern. In this example, the
1sg. oblique pronoun -opo functions as the agent, the preposition affo marks
the patient pwftyo ‘men of Rob’ as the direct object of the sentence, and the
3pl. subject encoded in the verbal ending -wvdo (tr.pret.3pl. faoctivéo X
bound them’) does not agree with either the agent or the patient.

(5.67) cmof.
tadopo Tdo tapayo oax[oavo] [aBo plwBiyo ... BacTvo.
“Because of your sta[tement], [ bound the men of Rob.” (BD II: 90).

880 For Bactrian word order, see SFBG (201-215).
881 Most examples of DOM come from later Bactrian, but there are indications that
DOM was already in use in Kusana Bactrian (Sims-Williams 2011b: 36).
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[ concur with Gholami (2009: 137) that (5.66) would be an example of
nom.-acc. alignment and (5.67) one of tripartite alignment. As the presence
or absence of DOM is, however, determined by semantic factors such as
animacy, one could also classify such sentences under the heading of
semantic alignment (cf. §5.4.2.3 for similar patterns in Niya).

From the above, one can conclude that the alignment of the Bactrian
preterite is not consistently ergative.882 As in many other Middle and New
[ranian languages (cf. e.g. Haig 2008: 117), the alignment of the Bactrian
preterite is rather a mixed system.

First, there is ergative alignment, whereby the agent is marked in the
direct case and the patient (= subject) in the oblique. This pattern holds for
pronominal clitics, for 1sg. and 2sg. orthotonic pronouns, and, until the case
distinction between direct and oblique was lost, also for nouns.

Second, direct alignment could occur. In this case, there is no
morphological distinction between the agent, patient, and subject of a
sentence. This structure is possible with 1pl. and 2pl. orthotonic pronouns
and nouns no longer distinguishing between a direct and oblique case form.

A third possibility is semantic alignment, which can manifest itself in two
ways: either the patient became, due to DoM, explicitly marked as the direct
object, and the agent could be reinterpreted as the subject, i.e. a nom.-acc.
type of structure, or the agent, patient, and subject of the sentence were,
because of DoM, all treated differently, resulting in a tripartite pattern.

5.4.10.2 The loss of ergative patterns in Niya Prakrit

With the revised analysis of the morphosyntactic alignment of the Bactrian
preterite above, the question arises how its adaption to fit the typological
structure of the recipient language, i.e. Niya Prakrit, could have caused the
loss of ergative patterns in the latter.

To facilitate the discussion of this point, the three alignment patterns of
the Niya preterite detailed in §5.4.2.3 are given again below:

882 Alleged cases of agent-oriented preterites in the Bactrian documents jh and O
(BD II: 47) have been explained differently by Jiigel (2015: 808-810), so they
cannot be used as further evidence for this conclusion. The same is true about
some Kusana Bactrian forms in -8avi/-Save (paodavt ‘kingship’ in Rab. 2;
pbaodave in DN1 6; xoadnodavt ‘lordship’ in NPlate 1) which have been argued to
be obl.sg. used as the patient of agent-oriented preterite verb forms (cf. Sims-
Williams & Cribb 1996: 89f.) but probably belong to a special declension with
dir.sg. in -1/-€ (see Michetti fthc.: §5).
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(1) neutral or “direct” alignhment

- default pattern

- agent and patient both marked in the dir. case
(i) nom.-acc. alignhment

- for demonstrative pronouns

- agent in the nom. and patient in the acc. case
(iii) semantic alignment

- agent and patient are both animate

- differential agent marking in the ins. case

Accounting for the alignment of the Niya preterite vis-a-vis its Bactrian
counterpartin essence boils down to addressing the following two questions.
First, is there a direct connection between the prominence of neutral /direct
alignment in Niya Prakrit and the existence of such a pattern in Bactrian? In
other words, did the dir. and obl. case in Bactrian fall together early enough
to have impacted the way in which the Bactrian type of preterite and its
alignment were taken over in Niya Prakrit? And second, could we identify
language-internal reasons why the ergative patterns of the Bactrian preterite
had to be given up to comply with the typological profile of Niya Prakrit? In
what follows, I will take up these two topics in turn.883

Above, it was pointed out that once nouns and certain pronouns did no
longer distinguish between the dir. and obl. case, the alignment of the
Bactrian preterite was in certain sentence types no longer ergative but
neutral. For the Niya preterite, neutral (or “direct”) alignment is the default
pattern. Therefore, one could hypothesise that, when replicating the Bactrian
type of preterite, speakers of Niya Prakrit generalised the neutral alignment
patterns because these fitted better into the typological structure of their
language than the ergative ones (cf. infra).

The viability of this hypothesis crucially depends on how old neutral
alignment with transitive preterites is in Bactrian. Chronological questions
as these obviously cannot be answered very precisely. Yet, there is at least
circumstantial evidence suggesting that neutral alignment patterns did exist

883 Niya Prakrit’s nom.-acc. and semantic alignment do not require further
discussion. The first type of alignment merely results from the fact that
demonstratives, unlike nouns and most pronouns, still distinguish between nom.
and acc. case and is hence not too relevant for the comparison with Bactrian. The
second type avoids ambiguities when the agent and patient of a sentence are
both animate and thus shares its raison d’étre with Bactrian’s boM and the
alignment patterns caused by it.
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early enough in Bactrian, so that they may have played a role in the historical
development of the Niya preterite.

To start with, there are no longer any traces of case distinctions in the
Bactrian administrative documents. The earliest texts in this corpus date
back to the first half of the 4t century AD (SCBD: 82f.), consequently
providing us with a firm terminus ante quem for the reduction of the Bactrian
case system.

In addition, Sims-Williams (1989b: 234f.) observed that the interchange
between dir. and obl. case forms started for the first time on coins from the
reign of Huviska. By the time of Huviska’s successors, only uninflected forms
in -o were still used. If we take these data at face value, the loss of case
distinctions could therefore have happened already in the second half of the
2nd century AD, perhaps even slightly earlier, given that written
manifestations of linguistic change usually lag behind their first occurrence
in speech.

The earliest known example in Bactrian of a non-overtly marked nominal
agent of a transitive preterite also dates back to the reign of Huviska: it occurs
in the colophon of version B of the Surkh Kotal inscription (Tremblay 2003:
128 fn. 23), here cited as (5.68). The different versions of the Surkh Kotal
inscription still distinguish dir. from obl. case forms, as also shown by the
obl.sg. koGyapkt ‘of Kuzgashk’ and vokovqikt kaparpayyt ‘of Nukunzuk the
lord of the marches’ in (5.68). Yet, the agent of the pret.3sg. kipSt ‘made’, i.e.
the PN Boplopiopo, is morphologically not distinguished from the patient of
the sentence, i.e. po cado ‘this well. The nouns in apposition with
Boploplopo, i.e. m[o]upo ‘son’, vaotidyav{[e]tyo ‘inhabitant of Hastilgan’, and
poapnyl ‘servant’, are, except the last one, likewise not marked in the expected
obl. case.

(5.68) SKa4B 24-27
otf[o Juo cado Bopopopo kipdi L kolyapxt [o]upo vaoTdyavi[e]yo
VOKOVIIKL KapaApayyt HapnyL do xoadno @pouayvo.
“And Burzmihr the son of Kuzgashk, the inhabitant of Hastilgan, the
servant of Nukunzuk, the lord of the marches, made this well according
to the lord’s command.” (tr. mine, cf. Sims-Williams’ 2012b: 79
translation of SKsM 20-25).
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The above fragment is accordingly one other indication that already in
Kusana times neutral alignment patterns were possible for the Bactrian
preterite.884

If the chronology suggested above is correct, prototypically ergative
structures were, at the time Bactrian influenced the Niya preterite,
essentially limited to sentences in which the agent was either an orthotonic
1sg. or 2sg. pronoun or a pronominal clitic. Of these, structures with a 1sg. or
2sg. pronoun most likely did not significantly influence the development of
the Niya preterite.

First, the use of such orthotonic pronouns as the agent of a preterite tense
verb was probably not so frequent in Bactrian. Jiigel (2015: 583) records only
six examples of a 2sg. pronoun used in this function in the Bactrian corpus.
For 1sg. pronouns, he lists 49 instances. Yet, this number is slightly skewed
because it includes formulaic examples of the type pavo vafiyto ‘1 have
written’ or pavo ayytto / méopofdo ‘T have received’.

Second, these Bactrian pronouns were most commonly combined with a
3sg. verb form. Consequently, they are formally comparable to the pan-Indo-
Aryan construction with a personal pronoun in the ins. (or gen.) and the
verbal adj. in -ta-. The aforementioned pavo vafiyto < Olr. *mana nipixstam,
for instance, matches, except for the case of the pronoun, with Niya maya
lihita (and variants) < OIA mayd likhitam ‘I have written’. Being still
preserved in high-register portions of the Niya documents, e.g. in royal
proclamations and colophons (Jamison 2000: 74), formations of this kind
may have been ousted from the language relatively late. Put differently, if
phrases such as maya lihita were still in everyday use at the time of the
Bactrian influence on the Niya preterite and seen as translation equivalents
of pavo vafiyto, there would have been no substantial difference in
alignment between Bactrian and (the ancestor of) Niya Prakrit in the case of
1sg. and 2sg. pronouns.88s

884 An attentive reader may object that this scenario potentially contradicts the
suggestion made in §4.2.1 that some of the Bactrian loanwords in Niya Prakrit
may have been adopted when final vowels had yet to be lost entirely in Bactrian.
As structural borrowing typically requires more intense contact over a
prolonged period, it is not unlikely that the structural influence on the preterite
postdates the adoption of (some of) the Bactrian loanwords, so there need not
be a contradiction.

885 The replacement of maya lihita and similar forms by synthetic, agent-oriented
1sg. and 2sg. preterites could be a later inner-Prakrit development. For the
mechanism behind such replacements, see below.
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Pronominal clitics present us with a different story. Jiigel (2015: 584)
counted 136 examples of clitics used as the agent of a preterite tense verb, so
they are, in contrast to orthotonic pronouns, quite frequently used in this
function.886 Moreover, “clitics were ... on their way to becoming ... agreement
forms for cross-referencing person features” (Haig 2008: 106), and “in
ergative Iranian languages without case inflection”, such as later Bactrian,
“they are the only way to maintain the ergative pattern” (Scheucher 2019:
15). Without the clitics, ergative structures would have become
indistinguishable from neutral alignment patterns in which the agent,
patient, and subject of a sentence are morphologically marked in the same
way (cf. supra).

This crucial role of clitics in retaining the ergative alignment of the
Bactrian preterite gives us an idea of why the Niya preterite “lurched” away
from ergativity: pronominal clitics do not exist in Niya Prakrit.887 For ditemi
‘I gave’ to keep the same type of alignment as its supposed model *Aadnpu
(later Aadénuo) X gave (to) me’, speakers of Niya Prakrit had to find a
functional equivalent for the Bactrian clitics, e.g. in the form of orthotonic
pronouns. Else, they needed to find a different solution to accommodate the
Bactrian-type preterite into the typological makeup of their language.

One way of fitting the new preterite into Niya Prakrit’s typological
structure was by aligning its alignment with that of the present tense, which
in my view is what actually happened. As said in §5.4.2.2, Burrow (LKD:
§105) already suggested that the agent-orientation of the Niya preterite was
due to an analogical influence from the present tense, whose endings were,
except for the 3sg., basically the same as those of the preterite.888

886 Cf. also Haig (2008: 95), whose observations on Middle Persian and Parthian
generally also hold for Bactrian: “Throughout Middle Iranian, the use of
pronominal clitics is by far the most frequently employed strategy for expressing
an A-past [the agent of a past tense verb]”. For other functions of the pronominal
clitics in Bactrian, see Jiigel (2015: 222ff.; 588-590).

887 There was a general, although not entirely consistent, tendency in the history
of Indo-Aryan to lose the enclitic pronouns inherited from OIA. In Apabhramsa,
for instance, these clitics had also all but disappeared from the language (cf. e.g.
Scheller 1967: 41f.).

888 Burrow’s analogy is also typologically plausible, as there is a cross-linguistic
“tendency to generalize a particular type of case and/or agreement pattern to all
verbal predicative constructions in a language” (Dahl 2021: 422; cf. also Haig
2008: 193). The preterite was moreover morphologically less opaque in Bactrian
than in Niya Prakrit. In Bactrian, the endings of the preterite were still
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In Burrow’s language-internal approach, the diachronic origin of the Niya
preterite leads one to expect ergative alignment for transitive verbs, while
systemic pressure from the present and the intransitive preterite caused the
non-fulfilment of these expectations. In the contact linguistic approach
advocated here, the alignment of the Bactrian preterite is a further reason to
expect ergatively aligned transitive verbs, whereas the presence of neutral
alignment patterns with certain (pro)nouns in Bactrian and the absence of
pronominal clitics in Niya Prakrit are additional motives why ergative
alignment did not survive in the end. The mechanism behind the alignment
shift is the same in both approaches: an extension of the alignment of the
presents and intransitive preterites to the transitive preterites.88°

5.4.10.3 A comparison with the Persian preterite

The Paradebeispiel of a language which analogically extended the alignment
of its present tense to the preterite is Persian.

As in Bactrian, the Middle Persian preterite was formed by adding enclitic
forms of the verb ‘to be’ to the descendant of the Old Iranian verbal adj.
in -ta-, i.e. 1sg. kard ham ‘X did (to) me’; 2sg. kard hé ‘X did (to) you’; 3sg. kard
‘X did (to) him/her’; 1pl. kard hém ‘X did (to) us’; 2pl. kard héd ‘X did (to) you’;
and 3pl. kard hénd ‘X did (to) them’. Transitive verbs were characterised by
ergative alignment (cf. the translations), in which pronominal clitics played
apivotal role, e.g. 1sg. =m kard ‘1 did’; 2sg. =t kard ‘you did’; 3sg. =§ kard ‘(s)he
did’; 1pl. =man kard ‘we did’; 2pl. =tan kard ‘you did’; and 3pl. =San kard ‘they
did’.

By the time of New Persian, the loss of h- and the univerbation of the
enclitic forms of the copula with the verbal adj. had resulted in a synthetic
preterite, i.e. 1sg. kard-am ‘1 did’; 2sg. kard-i ‘you did’; 3sg. kard ‘(s)he did’;
1pl. kard-im ‘we did’; 2pl. kard-id ‘you did’; and 3pl. kard-and ‘they did’. As
the translations make clear, the New Persian preterite is, unlike its Middle
Persian predecessor, no longer ergative for transitive verbs like kardan ‘to
do’. Instead, transitive preterites adopted the same type of alignment as

synchronically analysable as enclitic forms of the verb ‘to be’ (cf. §5.4.9.2),
whereas such clitics did not exist in Niya Prakrit, making it easy to
reanalyse -emi, -esi (-esi), etc. as being the same endings as in the present tense.
889 For more notes on this type of analogical extension, cf. Harris & Campbell
(1995: 251) and Coghill (2016: 28f.). As briefly noted in §5.4.2.3, the neutral
alignment of the Niya present was, at the time of our evidence, also spreading
towards other originally patient-oriented constructions, especially gerundives.
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intransitive preterites and present tense forms such as 1sg. kun-am ‘1 do’;
2sg. kun-1 ‘you do’; 3sg. kun-ad ‘(s)he does’; 1pl. kun-im ‘we do’; 2pl. kun-id
‘vou do’; and 3pl. kun-and ‘they do’.

This Persian development provides an instructive parallel for the loss of
ergativity in the Niya preterite tense, as the same sort of factors seem to have
operated in both cases.8%0

First, the loss of case endings and the adoption of DOM in Persian enabled
the reanalysis of originally ergative patterns as neutral or nom.-acc.
alignment (cf. what happened in Bactrian). As neutral and nom.-acc.
alignment were also the default patterns for present tense verbs and
intransitive preterites, the morphosyntactic structures of present and past
were harmonised. In other words, the ergative pattern of past transitive
verbs went out of use (cf. e.g. Noda 1999; Jiigel 2015: 462).

Secondly, as in Niya Prakrit, the univerbation of the copula with the verbal
adj. in -ta- probably played a role in the loss of ergativity in Persian (cf. e.g.
GW: §841; Maggi & Orsatti 2018: 36f.). Due to this univerbation, the endings
of present and past were, except for the 3sg. (cf. Niya!), more or less identical
to each other, thereby facilitating a transfer of the alignment patterns of the
present tense to the past tense.

Third, pronominal clitics changed their scope in the history of the Persian
language. In contrast to Niya Prakrit, these clitics continued to exist in
Persian. They, however, ceased to be used as the agent of a sentence (cf.
Bubenik 1994: 113), and here lies the parallel with Niya Prakrit: due to this
syntactic change, Persian clitics lost their function as the maintainers of
ergative alignment, comparable to how the absence of clitics in Niya Prakrit
may have played a role in the ousting of ergative alignment.

5.4.10.4 The history of the Niya preterite

Building on the preceding discussion, I would like to close this section with a
reconstruction of what I think are the broad outlines of the history of the Niya
preterite.

At an early stage in its development, (the ancestor of) Niya Prakrit
inherited a periphrastic construction consisting of the verbal adj. in -ta- and
inflected forms of the verb ‘to be’. For transitive verbs, this construction was

890 Burrow (LKD: 50) already briefly compared New Persian when discussing the
Niya preterite. For some notes on the loss of ergativity in Persian and Parthian,
see now also Meyer (2023: 121f)).
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patient-oriented with an agent in the ins. or gen. case. Due to phonological
developments and in tandem with the loss of more archaic types of
preterites, the forms of the copula started to merge with the verbal adj. to
form a new type of synthetic preterite.

Subsequently, intensified bilingualism with Bactrian891 may have led to
the identification of the Niya preterite with its morphologically similar
counterpart in Bactrian, in turn further facilitating the grammaticalisation of
the originally analytic construction into a synthetically formed tense.
Concomitantly, an innovative verbal adj. in *-taka- took over the resultative
function from the verbal adj. in -ta-. Here too, bilingualism with Bactrian
seems to have played a role, as it is unlikely to be a coincidence that this
verbal adj. in *-taka- overlaps in both form and function with the Bactrian
verbal adj. in -8oyo / -toyo (and variants; fem. in -100) < *-taka-.

Because of their diachronic origin and the alignment patterns in Bactrian,
one would expect transitive preterites to align ergatively in Niya Prakrit. Yet,
this expectation is not fulfilled, and, at some point in its development, the
Niya preterite must have “lurched” away from ergativity. Several factors
could have motivated this change. First of all, it is possible that when
bilingualism with Bactrian influenced the course taken by the Niya preterite,
ergative patterns were already becoming less prominent in Bactrian due to
developments in its case system. Probably, a still more determining factor
was that Bactrian ergativity was largely dependent on clitics, a class of
pronouns missing from the grammatical arsenal of Niya Prakrit.

Faced with this typological discrepancy between Niya Prakrit and
Bactrian and out of a desire to harmonise syntactic patterns across various
tenses, transitive preterites became agent-oriented in Niya Prakrit. The
process behind this change was probably an analogy with the syntactic
alignment of the morphologically comparable present and the
morphologically identical intransitive preterite. The last remnants of
patient-oriented constructions with transitive verbs were to be
combinations of a pret.3sg. and a pronoun in the ins. case, e.g. maya lihida ‘1
have written’ ~ Bactr. pavo vafixto ‘idem’.

5.4.11 Conclusion

In the preceding sections, the synchronic and diachronic analysis of the Niya
preterite formations formed the principal topic of investigation. The

891 See Chapter 7 for further discussion on Bactrian-Niya Prakrit bilingualism.
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examination started in §5.4.2 with a language-internal approach that
focussed on the morphology and syntax of the agent-oriented preterite tense
and the patient-oriented verbal adj. in *-taka-. §§5.4.3-5.4.10 were devoted
to a contact linguistic approach to the preterite formations because it had
been suspected before that the morphosyntactic differences between these
formations and comparable ones in other MIA languages are to be attributed
to foreign influence.

According to Barchi and Peschl (2022), the agent-orientation of the Niya
preterite would be due to a substrate interference from Khotanese, where
preterites are likewise agent-oriented and characterised by nom.-acc.
alignment (§5.4.3). In my view, their hypothesis needs to be rejected for the
reasons detailed in §§5.4.4-5.4.7 and summarised in §5.4.8. Morphological
mismatches between the preterite formations in Niya Prakrit and Khotanese
make a syntactic influence from the latter rather unlikely (§5.4.4). It also
remains to be proved that Niya Prakrit acquired most of its distinctive
linguistic features due to language contact in the Tarim Basin (§5.4.5). Barchi
and Peschl’s rather far-reaching hypothesis of a Khotanese substrate in Niya
Prakrit is moreover not supported by additional linguistic arguments
(§5.4.6) and chronologically not easily reconciled with the Khotan Prakrit
evidence from CKD 661 (§5.4.7).

When approaching the Niya preterite from a morphological point of view
and taking the verbal adj. in *-taka- into consideration too, Bactrian presents
itself as a more likely source of influence than Khotanese (§5.4.9). Yet, it
would probably be a mistake to attribute the defining features of the Niya
preterite formations to language contact alone. More likely, the
morphological makeup of these formations results from a mix of language-
internal developments and contact-induced change, in other words, from
“contact-facilitated grammaticalisation”.

Language-internal developments were probably also the driving motor
behind the alignment shift that the Niya preterite underwent (§5.4.10).
Drawing on cross-linguistic evidence, I have argued that the agent-
orientation of the Niya preterite is due to developments in the nominal
morphology of (Kusana) Bactrian, the absence of enclitic personal pronouns
in Niya Prakrit, and generalisation of the alignment pattern of the agent-
oriented presents to the preterites.



