ARYAN AND NON-ARYAN
IN SOUTH ASIA:

n

" Bvidence, Interpretation
and Ideology

Proceedings of the
International Seminar
on Aryan and Non-Aryan in South Asia
University of Michigan
Ann Arbor
25-27 October 1996

Edited by
Johannes Bronkhorst
&

Madhav M. Deshpande

Cambridge 1999

DEPARTMENT
OF SANSKRIT AND INDIAN STUDIES,
HARVARD UNIVERSITY
DISTRIBUTED BY
SOUTH ASIA BOOKS, COLUMBIA, MISSOURI



ii ARYAN AND NON-ARYAN IN SOUTH ASIA

be wished out of existence. Therefore, to be truly helpful scholars need to
join in an effort of informed reconstruction, and not be content with an act of
deconstruction under the illusion that criticism of texts can make things in the
real world go away. The conference “Aryan and Non-Aryan in South Asia:
evidence, interpretations, ideologies” invited participation in that effort.

The outcome of the conference is presented in the following pages.
The contributions fall into several groups. There are those which deal with
the presumed migration of Aryans into South Asia. In this category belong
the contributions by N.J. Allen, H.H. Hock, S.F. Ratnagar, J.G. Schaffer &
D.A. Lichtenstein, G.L. Windfuhr, and M. Witzel, who discuss the linguistic,
literary and archacological evidence. One recurrent theme is the biased man..
ner in which earlier research interpreted the evidence, presenting a simple
picture of historical events which must have been a great deal more complex.
Other contributions present an assessment of current and past debates. E.F.
Bryant evaluates the arguments of those who reject the Aryan immigration
theory altogether, and T.R. Trautmann studies the way in which nineteenth
century British scholarship viewed India and the Aryan invasion theory. The
remaining articles deal with the opposition between Aryan and Non-Aryan in
post-Vedic India, from the centuries preceding the common era right into the
present century (J. Bronkhorst, S.L. Caldwell, M. Deshpande, L. Gémez, A.
Parpola, Pashaura Singh).

Some papers presented at the conference were not available for
inclusion in the present volume. They are: “Some notes on Burushaski” by
J.C. Catford, “Who creates language as an identity symbol? An Indian case
study” by Jayakumar Manickam, and “Dravidian place-names in Maharastra”
by Franklin C. Southworth. It is hoped that they will be published indepen-
dently. The first paper by H.H. Hock, on the other hand, was written after the
conference at the special request of the organizers.

Thomas R. Trautmann has been particularly active in helping to make
arrangements for the conference. Special thanks are due to him. Thanks are
also due to various institutions that provided support for the conference: the
International Institute, the Dean of Rackham Graduate School, the Office of
the Vice-President for Research, and the Center for South and Southeast
Asian Studies, all at the University of Michigan; and the Faculty of Letters

and the Département Interfacultaire d’Histoire et de Sciences des Religions at
the University of Lausanne.

Madhav M. Deshpande

Johannes Bronkhorst
University of Michigan

University of Lausanne
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Hans Henrich Hock
Out of India? The linguistic evidence

Introduction

As is well known, Hindu nationalist publications, including FEUERSTEIN,
KAK & FRAWLEY 1995, FRAWLEY 1994, and RATARAM 19_95. as well as
most of the papers in DEO & KAMATH 1993,! reject the traditional hypothe-

- sis of an dryan migration to India and instead consider both #ryas and désas/

dasyus to be indigenous to India. L

To be credible, such a claim must not only be defensible on a¥cheo-
logical and textual grounds, it also must be shown to be .compati.ble with the
purely linguistic evidence which links Indo-Aryan genetlc:?lly with the ot_her
Indo-Iranian and Indo-European languages outside of India. Many publ_mia-
tions (including FRAWLEY 1994) try to belittle the value of_ this linguistic
evidence, claiming that it consists of just a few lexical similarities and there-
fore is far from probative; others simply ignore the problem.

The evidence for genetic relationship between the Indo-European lan-
guages, however; is so massive that the relationship can onl_y l?e rejecfe.d nt.the
cost of denying the possibility of establishing any linguistic relationships,
beyond the mundane connections between dialects of the same language or
relationships in close-knit families such as Indo-Aryan.

The claim that the aryas are indigenous to India can therefore be
reconciled with the relationship of Indo-Aryan to the rest of Indo-European
only under one of two hypotheses: Either the other Indo-European languages
are descended from the earliest Indo-Aryan, identical or at least close to
Vedic Sanskrit, or Proto-Indo-European (PIE), the ancestor of all the Indo-
European languages, was spoken in India and (the speakers of) all the Ind.o-
European languages other than Sanskrit/Indo-Aryan migrated out_of Indxa.‘
For convenience, let us call the first alternative the “Sanskrit-origin
hypothesis, and the second one, the “PIE-in-India” hypothesis.

In either case, we would have to assume that the speakers of the otl?er
ancient, non-Indo-Aryan members of the Indo-European language family
moved out of India. .

While apparently distancing himself from the political goals of the
Hindutva movement, Satya Swarup MISRA presents a monograph—length
argument in favor of the “Sanskrit-origin” hypothesis (MISRA _1292) .whxch
would seem to provide formidable support for the “Out-of-India” claims _of
Hindu nationalists. Given that MISRA has credentials as an Indo-Europeanist

1. Exceptions are the papers by MEHENDALE and MUKHERJEE.
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(see especially MISRA 1968) and that he provi
vides -
and show a certain degres p arguments that are explicit

of linguistic sophistication, his claims ¢
. - - . aIln
szr.:}ply be dismissed but must be subjected to critical evaluation. This is tl'?et
major thrust of. the present paper. Toward the end I briefly consider the much
more complex issue of the “PIE-in-India” hypothesis.

As I show, the “Sanskrit-origin” hypothesis runs into insurmountable

difficulties, due to the irreversible nature inguisti
_ r of relevant lin iffi-
culties whose magnitude is not SRA, While s

fully appreciated by MISRA. While the likelj

hood of the “PIE-in-India” hypothesis ca . e the likeli-
90 th nnot :

similar robust evidence, 1 d ypP ot be assessed on the basis of

| _ emonstrate that the hypothesis uns i
difficulties as regards plausibility and simplicity. - ke

The “Sanskrit-origin” hypothesis of S. S. MISRA

II\,/IISﬂRA supports his San§klit-0ﬁgin hypothesis by several types of arguments.
lar y the-se arguments involve alleged contacts between Sanskrit and other
anguages; partly they are based on a somewhat idiosyncratic perspective on

the nature of linguistic change; and partly they consist of an elaborate reinter-

pretation of the linguistic evidence that, since the end of th

e lin e 19th cen , h
been taken to indicate Ehat Sanskrit (and Indo-Tranian in general) hal;ml.l};ldef
gone c_han_ges whose irreversible nature makes it impossible to identify
Sanskrit with the Proto-Indo-European ancestor language.

One set of arguments centers around the evidence for the presence of

the Indo-Iranian “Mitanni” in the Near East by 1500 B.C.2 Based on the shape
?f the numeral ‘one_', aika- (see Skt. eka- ‘one”), this variety of Indo-Iranian
1s commonly considered to be specifically Indo-Aryan, since the extant
Iranian languages have reflexes of a different form, *aiwa-3

2, Althc_)ugh the term “Mitanni” originally refers to a kingdom of the non-Indo-European
Hurrians, it is conv.erﬁem to use the term to refer to the Indo-Iranian or Indo—AEyan
o_verl?rds of that kingdom. COwGILL 1986 provides a convenient summary of th
situation, together with references to earlier literature, - :

3. AsfarasIcan see, this is the only piece of evidence which comes close to establishing

ﬂ':ra; lheblanguagc was Indo-Aryan, rather than Indo-Iranian.
e absence of specificall i y
St mdﬁympne: cally Iranian developments, such as *s > b, in words gnch as

‘Nasatyas’, can be explained by assuming th
come f’mm a period prior to these changes in Iramgu. just asia.?:mu;;ai??g;e?bti
Zh:mot » appears to reflect a stage prior to the change of pre-Indo-Aryan voiced aspirate
1(d)z’h >h, assuming that the word corresponds to Skt vahanasya (see MAYRHOFER
986-, 5.v. vah-). (Without stating so openly, MISRA tries to avoid the problem posed
by wa_.}'a‘nafaya by identifying wasana- as Skt. vasana- and glossing it as ‘stadium’;
but this interpretation cannot be reconciled with the meanings of Skt. vasana- or of th :
roc_nt(@ from which the word can be derived.) ;
Similarly, the appearance of names of deities which are absent in the later Iranian
pantheon (such as Varuna in the form dNomMes arunalil furuwanasil) may be attributed
to t_hc fact that the documents belong to a time prior to the “Zoroastrian revolution™
which eliminated (or demoted) many of the old, common Indo-Aryan Gods.
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Accepting this identification, MISRA argues that the Mitanni form of
10-Aryan must be later than Vedic Sanskrit and must have been imported to
lear East from India. According to MISRA, the period at which Vedic
iskrit was spoken must therefore be assumed to have been about 5000
;'; much earlier than the usunally assumed time of about 1500 B.C. and also
h earlier than any other Indo-European language.
~  MISRA’s argument that the language of the Mitanni is later than Vedic
iskrit rests on the fact that the Mitanni numeral for ‘seven’ is fatta, a form
h looks much more like Prakrit safta than like (Vedic) Sanskrit sapta,
which therefore may-suggest that this langnage is at the relatively late
onological stage of Middle Indo-Aryan. However, as shown already by
FRIEDRICH (1940), the Mitanni form $atta may owe its tf to Sinta/$itta, the
word for ‘seven’ in the non-Indo-European Hurrian language of the subjects
f the Mitanni. There is thus no compelling reason for considering the
itanni word for ‘seven’ a Prakritism, and MISRA’s linguistic argument for
placing Vedic Sanskrit around 5000 B.C. evaporates.
MISRA, to be sure, sees additional support for his claim in a paper by
BRENTIES (1981) which finds archeological evidence for diffusion of pea-
ock motifs from India to the Near East. However, even if BRENTIJES’s inter-
pretation of the evidence should be correct, the archeological record does not
seem to permit us to state with confidence how the peacock motifs reached
the Near East, whether they were brought by Indo-Aryans, by speakers of
other languages of India, or through diffusion via intermediate populations of:
unknown linguistic affiliation.
“ MISRA finds further linguistic support for his very early chronology
of Vedic Sanskrit and for a migration out of India in the claim that “Uralic”
* [read: Finno-Ugric] has many borrowings from Indo-Aryan and that these
borrowings go back to about 5000 B.C.

MISRA’s discussion does not make it possible to discern on what
grounds he claims that the borrowings go back to about 5000 B.C. Moreover,
he fails to indicate clearly the criteria which in his view determine whether
given borrowings are Indo-Aryan, Iranian, or Proto-Indo-Iranian. In fact,
statements such as ‘Only when forms cannot be explained as a form from Old
Indo-Aryan, we should go for the reconstructed Indo-Iranian stage’ suggest

Notice that the language of the Near Eastern variety of Indo-Iranian appears to predate
the earliest attested stages of both Indo-Aryan (which has changed (d)Zh to h) and
Iranian (with 5 > k). This fact, in my opinion, renders the evidence of *aika- ‘one’ less
probative; for we cannot be certain about the distribution of words for ‘one” at that
early stage of Indo-Iranian and thus cannot exclude the possibility that the later
distribution of IAr. *aika- vs. Ir. *aiwa- results from secondary, divergent
developments, and that both forms existed in Proto-Indo-Iranian, with perhaps some
degree of incipient differentiation in terms of dialect and/or semantics. Support for this
alternative view comes from the fact that *aiwa- is perhaps not limited to Iranian but
has also an Indo-Aryan reflex, in the form of Skt. evd ‘indecd’ (see MAYRHOFER
1986-, s.v. evd).
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that his interpretations are biased toward Sanskrit (or “Old Indo-Aryan™), a
fact which raises serions questions about his methodology.

Most important, however, even if the words in question were of Indo-
Aryan, rather than Iranian or Indo-Iranian origin, they would at best indicate
that there was contact between some Indo-Aryan speakers and (some) Finno-
Ugric speakers outside India. They do not prove migration of Indo-Aryans
out of India, for the traditional view that the contact took place prior to
migration into India is equally possible, and so is the view that the Indo-
Aryans in question were the ancestors of the Mitanni, whatever their chrono-
logical, geographic, and genetic relationship to Indian Indo-Aryan may have
been (see MALLORY 1989: 42 for a summary of various possible perspectives
on this issue, but see also note 3 above). In fact, yet another possibility exists:
Rather than resulting from direct contact, the borrowings may have diffused
into Finno-Ugric through intermediaries, much as Skt. farkara and khanda

have spread to English (sugar and candy) and other European languages
throngh the mediacy of Persian and Arabic.

Can Vedic Sanskrit be identified with Proto-Indo-European?

Most important for present purposes is MISRA's attempt to demonstrate that
Vedic Sanskrit (or “Old Indo-Aryan™) is identical to Proto-Indo-European
and that late-19th-century arguments to the contrary are mistaken and biased
against Sanskxit.

To understand and evaluate MISRA’s arguments on this count, it is
helpful to start with a brief summary of the evidence which, to the minds of
Indo-Europeanists, establishes beyond doubt that Sanskrit/Indo-Iranian is a
daughter language of Proto-Indo-European, and not identical to the proto-
language.

As is well known, in the early days of comparative Indo-European
linguistics, Sanskrit was considered the most archaic of the Indo-European
langnages and closest to Proto-Indo-European, or even virtually identical to
it. As a consequence, linguists postulated an Indo-European sound system
which, like Sanskrit, had three basic vowels, i, a, 1, and the richer vowel
systems of other languages, especially of Greek and Latin (with i, e, a, o, 1),
were considered to result from linguistic innovations. It was only toward the
end of the 19th century that a different perspective began to prevail; and this
new perspective was consonant with the neogrammarian hypothesis that sound
change is regular. 5

The new perspective has often been referred to as the “Law of the
Palatals” and the evidence on which it was based is as follows. (For a more
detailed discussion with references see COLLINGE 1985: 133-142.)

First, the correspondence of Sanskrit (and general Indo-Iranian) a-
vowels to Latin and Greek e-, a-, and o-vowels cannot be explained by means
of a regular sound change that “split” the a of Sanskrit/Indo-Iranian into the
e, a, o of the other languages. The only type of regular sound change which
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can explain the relationship is one through which the e, a, 0 of .the other lan-
guages, and of Proto-Indo-European, “merged” into Indo-Iranian a; see [1]
and the illustrating examples in [2].4

1)

[2] a *dekm >  dafa‘l0’ (Gk. déka)
*es-ti > -as-fi ‘is’ (Gk. esti)
*ag-eti >  aj-a-ti ‘drives’ (Gk. 4go)

c. *okto(w) >  astan ‘eight’ (Gk. oktd)

Ol gt I
poIc

This type of change, however, is irreversible — we can derive t:he vov:'els of
Sanskrit from those of PIE, but not vice versa. Thus, while it is possible to
state that, say, every PIE e will correspond to an Indo-Iranian a (as in [2a]),
it would be impossible to state under what conditions the a-vowels of Indo-
Iranian would correspond to an e in the other Indo-European lan-gu‘ages [2a],
or to an a [2b], or to an o [2c]. In this sense the situation is similar to the
relation between Sanskrit and Prakrit, where Skt. tt, pt, kt merge into tr,_and
Skt. § and s merge into s; see [3]. Here, too, the changes involved are irre-
versible — we can derive Prakrit from Sanskrit but not vice versa.

[3] Skt. satta-S Pkt. satta- ‘having sat’
sakta- satta- ‘followed’
Sakta- satta- ‘able’
§apta- safta- ‘cursed’

Second, this “merger” interacted with another Indo-Iranian sound charige,
which palatalized PIE velars and labiovelars, see [4]. (Note that Pﬂ?‘. velars
and labiovelars merged into plain velars in the prehistory of Indo-Iranian.)

(4] *kv, g g*h

} *k, g, gh > *&, J, jh (before y and “front” vowels)

*k, g, gh

Significantly, palatalization is a process which is n'amrally‘triggered by y and
the front vowels i and e, while vowels such as a and especially o do not nata-

4. The fact that the “richer” PIE vowel system (with e : a : 0) may itself be speculatw:*:ly
derived from an earlier more restricted system with only one vowel (e or 4, dapend.ln.g
on the extent of one’s speculation; see e.g. HoCK 1986/1991 with rcfc::cnccs) is
immaterial for present purposes. Even if these speculations should be on the nght‘ traf:k.
the comparative Indo-European evidence and the evidence of Indo-Iranian palamhmq?n
(see below) establish beyond a doubt that the (late) PIE system underlying Indo-Iranian
must have had the richer systemof e : a : 0.

5. An alternative to the more common form sanna-.
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ra]ly_tngger the change. As a consequence, the fact that the first occurrence of
*g» in example [5a] below has the palatalized outcome j, but not the second
occurrence (where we find non-palatalized g instead) can be given a natural
explanation only under the assumption that the first *g» was originally
followed by a front vowel (e), while the second one was followed by non-
front 0.6 .By c_:ontrast, if we were to start with the uniform a-vocalism of
Ir}do-Iraman, it would be impossible to state any phonetic conditions for the
different outcomes, since both palatalized and non-palatalized outcomes occur

before a-vowels (see [Sa] and especially [5b] where both j and f
by Sanskrit short a). j and g are followed

[5] a. Proto-Indo-European * gve-prom-¢
Velar-Labiovelar merger: * ge-gom-e
Palatalization: * je-gom-e
Vowel merger: ja-gam-a’

b. Proto-Indo-European * gve-gvom-tAe ‘you went (2 sg.)’
Velar-Labiovelar merger: * ge-gom-tha
Palatalization: * je-gom-tha
Vowel merger: ja-gan-tha

‘he, she, it went’

Palatalization, thus, provides significant additional support for the view that
Proto-Indo-European had a vowel system with e-, a-, and o-vowels, and that
the Sanskrit/Indo-Iranian system with only a-vowels must be scconda}y_

As a consequence, since the end of the 19th century Indo-Europeanists
have considered it established beyond doubt that the Sanskrit/Indo-Iranian
vow;l system must be derived from a “richer” PIE vowel system by the irre-
versible change in [1], that Sanskrit/Indo-Iranian must therefore be a daughter
language of Proto-Indo-European, just like Greek, Latin, and the other Indo-
European languages, and that Sanskrit thus cannot possibly be the ancestor of
the other Indo-European languages.

: MISRA presents a comulative argument against this view which, to his
mind, settles the issue in favor of considering Vedic Sanskrit, or “Old Indo-
Aryan”, to be the Indo-European ancestor language and of claiming that the
(speakers of the) other Indo-European languages migrated out of India.

Part of the argument consists in an attempt to show on linguistic

6. In fact, the evidence of Greek shows that in structures of this type (the so-called

redupllicated perfect) the first syllable regularly had an e-vowel, and the second an o-
vowel.

The long a of this form is atiributable to lengthening by “Brugmann’s Law" in open
syllable (on which see COLLINGE 1985: 13-21). Note that the two relevant changes,
palatalization and merger, had to take place in the order given in [5]. If the changes had
t:fkr.n place in the opposite order, the correct Sanskrit outcome would fail to materialize,
since the trigger for palatalization no longer exists by the time palatalization can apply;

see [5']. -
[5'] Proto-Indo-European * pve-grom-e ‘went’
Merger: * ga-gam-a
- Palatalization:

ga-gam-a (unchanged)
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grounds that all other Indo-European languages must be younger than
Vedic/Old Indo-Aryan. Underlying this approach is the idiosyncratic notion
that if a given language exhibits the results of changes which are found in
Prakrit/Middle Indo-Aryan, but not in Sanskrit, then the language must be
chronologically at the same level as Prakrit, and therefore younger than Old
Indo-Aryan. Thus, MISRA argues that ‘Iranian is to some extent like an early
MIA’ because ‘(c)onjuncts were assimilated often in Iranian, sm > hm > m,
Av mahi = Sanskrit smasi < IIr. smasi’ (p. 42). Similarly, he claims that
Ancient Greek is at the stage of Prakrit, because ‘Greek like MIA drops the
final vowel sometimes in vowel sandhi, e.g., Gk stémmat’ekhon for stémmata
ekhén in Homer’s Iliad, canto 1, compare MIA gainda for gaa inda (=
Sanskrit gaja + indra)’ (90).

MISRA’s approach is idiosyncratic first of all because of its implicit
assumption that all languages evolve according to the same pattern of
development. This assumption clearly is contrary to the insights provided by
some 200 years of historical linguistic research and can easily be falsified (see
below).

The approach also is idiosyncratic from the empirical perspective.
MISRA selectively cites examples in other Indo-European languages with
changes which are absent in Vedic but have Prakrit counterparts. He fails to
cite examples where the innovation is clearly found in Vedic, not in the other
Indo-European languages that he examines. For instance, both Avestan and
Greek retain final consonant groups much more faithfully than does Sanskit,
which loses all but the leftmost consonant in the group; see example [6].

[6] PIE Avestan, Greek (Vedic) Sanskrit
*wokv-s  vax-§ Gp-s8 vak-¢ ‘speech, voice’
Moreover, while Iranian differs from Vedic Sanskrit by changing s to h in
certain contexts, it manages to preserve the distinction between the PIE
palatals and the (labio-)velars that were secondarily palatalized by the change
in [4] above. Indo-Aryan, by contrast, loses the distinction in the voiced and
voiced aspirated stops; see the examples in [7]. And Nuristani even preserves
the stop articulation of the original voiceless palatals, where both Indo-Aryan
and Avestan show sibilants instead; see [8]. (On the other hand, the examples
also show that Sanskrit preserves the distinction between voiced and voiced

aspirated stops, while Iranian and Nuristani lose that distinction.)

M Palatals Secondarily palatalized (labio-)velars
PIE  *k g gh *k(*), g(*), g(h
Pllr.  *¢, j, jh *£, 3, jh
Skt. &j.h ¢, j, h
Avest. s§,%Z,2 c, J» ]

8. With short vowel through paradigmatic leveling.
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[8] PIE *deEm 110:
PIIr. *daéa
Skt. dasa
Avest. dasa
Nurist. duc

Beside showing that there is no “lock-step” pattern of linguistic ¢ i
h_olds for all languages, these examples also dcmonstraf:that S:ﬁﬁ:i:vi]:‘;g
liable to undergo change as the other Indo-European languages. MISRA’s
attempt to show that Sanskrit is systematically more archaic than all other
early Indo-European languages, therefore, is not supported by the evidence

A second line of argument consists in MISRA’s casting aspersions'on

scholars who do not consider (Vedic) Sanskrit to be th
e ancestor of the oth
Indo-European languages. Compare the following quote: sy

The dlscov'ary 9f _Sanskxit opened the door of a new discipline [of comparative Indo-
El.lmpean Imguasucs]. But the ungrateful nature was working in some of the scholars to
make immediate efforts to show that the importance of Sanskrit is cowed down

 JESPERSEN and several others who in their heart of hearts were rather envious of the
importance of Sanskrit in Indo-European comparative grammar were happy at the dis-
covery of th_e _iuw of palatalization which proved that Greek g, ¢, o represents Indo-
European original g, e, 0 and Sanskrit a which was formerly considered to be the origi-

nal Indo-European a and source for Gk g, e, 0 was in fact i
, & itself a product
of Indo-European g, e, o into a. (88) i e

MISRA then proceeds to try to cast doubt on the validi
d
palatals, by claiming that validity of the law of

... there are many exceptions to palatalization ..., e.g., Sanskrit i -
European g'“’hmos which has no palatal vowel and tﬁe pa]atalizahgc:?i,ui‘;uj:;tz;:sn::s
been explained as generalization from forms like Sanskrit hanti, Av janti. Similarly
there are exceplions in other languages. With a reconsideration of the whole situation ii
may be said that the exceptions which are also too many might be pointing out the fact

that this law was hasti i : P el A
scholars. (88) as hastily formed to satisfy the anti-Sanskrit inferiority feeling of some

MISRA is certainly correct in noting that forms like Skt. hata- exhibit the
outcome o_f a palatalized labiovelar in a context where we would not expect
palatalization. He is also correct in stating that such “exceptional” forms are
normally expla:_ned as the result of analogical changes which extend the out-
come of palatalization to new contexts. However, he is wrong in claiming that
therefore tht.z law of palatalization is suspect. As has been known since the
1870s, the time of the neogrammarians, analogy is a potent counterforce to
sound che_mge anq can affect all languages, at all times: In fact, comparative
Indo-lrlaman ft{rmshes evidence of the type [9] below, where Vedic Sanskrit
analoglcglly‘ehminatcs alternations created by palatalization (by extending to
Lhe_nommatxve the palatalized j of oblique cases such as the instrumental)

while thha—Avestan still preserves the original alternation (betweet;
unpalatalized g in the nominative and palatalized j in the instrumental).

- 9] PIE PIIr.
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Gath.Avest. Vedic Sanskrit
Nom. sg. *awgos *awgas aogd ojas ‘strength’
Instr. sg. *awgeseE *awjasa aojagha ojasa

Most significant, whatever the difficulties in detail, Sanskrit and all of Indo-

- Tranian offer clear evidence of palatalization. The traditional account in terms
* of the sound change in [4] followed by analogical extensions provides a satis-

factory explanation for this fact and is compatible with the empirical
evidence. MISRA’s approach, by contrast, fails to provide an explanation,

. either for the forms that exhibit palatalization or for the forms that don’t.

Under the circumstances, there is no justification for rejecting the “law of
palatals” — or for denying or ignoring the fact that, as noted earlier, this sound
change requires a prehistoric contrast between the front vowel e and the non-

front vowels a and o.

MISRA’s major effort is directed at discrediting the traditional view
that the Indo-Tranian a-vowels resulted from a merger of an earlier PIE triad
of e-, a-, and o-vowels. To this end he first makes the following claim:

If we take the ‘number of languages, most of the Ianguages (Sanskrit, Av, OP, Luwian,
Palaic, Hieroglyphic Hittite) show a. Many languages (the Germanic, the Baltic and
Hittite) show la, e, Slavonic o, e and a few (Hellenic, Italic) need the reconstruction of g,
e, 0. One question has never been solved. Why should a, e, 0 become a in Sanskrit? ...
In Balto-Slavic there are so many similarities. But Baltic shows a < Indo-European g, 0
and Slavic shows o < Indo-European g, o. It is easier to explain if both would be
derived from Proto-Indo-European a only. There are many such problems which need
detailed discussion and this is not the proper place for the same. Therefore, law of
palatalization should in no way be used as a triumph [sic] card to show that Sanskrit has
lost its importance ... (89)

While the linguistic facts alluded to are generally correct,? MISRA’s interpre-
tation does not agree with well-established principles and practices of compar-
ative reconstruction. What is important is not the number of languages which
exhibit a given phenomenon, but the question whether a particular recon-
struction can explain the range of phenomena found in the various languages.

Reconstructing PIE e-, a-, o-vowels makes it possible to account for
the vowel correspondences of the Indo-European languages by means of
straightforward — and regular — sound changes; moreover, it explains other
phenomena which are indirectly linked to the vowel system, such as the Indo-
Tranian palatalization (see [4] and [5] above). The fact that many languages or
groups of languages have simplified the system through one type of merger or
another should be of no consequence. (For instance, the merger of Skt. #f, pt,
kt into Pkt. tt does not invalidate the well-established fact that Sanskrit had a
contrast between #, pt, and kt.) On the other hand, if we start with a single
vowel a, then it is not possible to account for the Indo-European correspon-
dences by means of regular sound changes; moreover, such an approach fails
to explain phenomena such as the Indo-Iranian process of palatalization.

9. But after velar, e (and possibly & as well) merged with i in Luwian, not with a; see
MELCHERT 1985; notes 19. 33. and 36.
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Now, MISRA claims to actually have evidence that supports the view

that non-Indo-Iranian e, g, o can be accounted for by regular sound changes. R I B A

)

This evidence consists in the fact ‘that the Gypsy [Romany] dialects of
E}Irope change Indo-Aryan a to e specially in open syllables. Other Gypsy
dialects retain Indo-Aryan a as a.’ (79) In a few words we even find the
c[:llag.;lge of a to 0. Some supporting examples cited by MISRA are given in

(10] a. a unchanged in (originally) checked syllable and in monosyllabics:
Skt. angustha- ‘finger’ : Eur. Rom. angu3t
gharma- ‘heat’ kham ‘sun’
na ‘not’ : na
b. a > e in (originally) open syllable:
Skt. khara- ‘donkey’ Eur. Rom. kher

jana- ‘person’ : jeno
dasa ‘ten’ . des
c.a>o:
Skt. $madm- ‘beard’ Eur. Rom. $o¥a ‘mustache’

§asa- ‘hare’ 50501
MISRA further points out that European Romany changes the voiced aspirates
of Sanskrit into voiceless aspirates, as in the second item under [10a], and he
sees in this change a parallel to the fact that ‘other historical Indo-European
languages’ likewise have voiceless aspirates (81). MISRA here evidently is
thinking of Greek (cf. Skt. bhar- ‘carry’ : Gk. pher-).

On the basis of the combined evidence of the Romany split of Skt. a

into ¢ a, and o, and of the Romany devoicing of the voiced aspirates of
Sanskrit, MISRA reaches the following conclusion:

'I:husz tl}is leads to the assumption that the Gypsy languages show a repetition of the
linguistic change, which occurred in a remote history of Indo-European, when the

original groups, speakers of various historical languages, left their original homeland
(India) and travelled to Europe etc. (82)

Now, as MISRA, admits, examples with a > o are rare. It is therefore difficult
to determine the conditions under which the change took place and, more
important, whether we are dealing with a sound change or with some kind of
low-level analogical changes.

By contrast, the evidence for the change of a > e in open syllables
(except in monosyllabic words), and for the retention of ¢ in other contexis
appears to be robust enough to suggest regular sound change. This evidence,
therefore, may appear to provide strong support for MISRA’s position, and
against the traditional view that reconstructing PIE just with a-vowels (rather
than e-, a-, o-vowels) makes it impossible to provide a regular sound change
explanation for the Indo-European vowel correspondences.

However, interesting as the European Romany development may be, it
fails to provide a parallel that would justify returning to the view that Vedic
Sanskrit is (virtually) identical to Proto-Indo-European.

A e
o R

phonetic condition under which a changed to e (open syllables in words of
more than one syllable); the change therefore is regular. By contrast, the
triple contrast e : a : o of languages such as Greek and Latin cannot be
derived from an original a-vocalism by regular sound changes; for it is
simply not possible to identify phonetic contexts in which an original a would
have changed into e, @, or 0. For instance, both Skt. dasa ‘10" with ¢ in open
syllable and asti ‘is’ with a in checked syllable correspond to Greek words
with e, déka and esti (see [2a] above).

Second, and even more significant, Indo-Iranian palatalization can
only be explained if we reconstruct an earlier stage with contrasting e- and a-
or o-vowels. As noted earlier, it is this evidence which provides crucial
support for reconstructing Proto-Indo-European with a triple contrast e : a : @
and for assuming that the corresponding single a-vocalism of Indo-Iranian
results from the merger in [1]. MISRA’s attempt to argue for an alternative
interpretation falters especially because of his failure to provide a satisfactory
explanation of palatalization. '

It may be worth noting that there are numerous other arguments that
can be raised against MISRA’s identification of Vedic Sanskrit or Old Indo-
Aryan with Proto-Indo-European. Consider for instance the discussion of
examples [6]-[9] above, where in each case even the earliest Sanskrit can be
shown to have innovated, rather than having preserved the original Proto-
Indo-European or even Proto-Indo-Iranian forms. ‘

These arguments, however, would only provide further support for the
conclusion that can be reached merely by critically examining MISRA’s
arguments: Vedic Sanskrit cannot be identified with Proto-Indo-European.

Rather, Vedic Sanskrit is a daughter language of Proto-Indo-European
(and of the intervening Proto-Indo-Iranian), on a par with the other (early)
Indo-European languages. Just like these other languages it may preserve
highly archaic aspects of the proto-language and simultaneously exhibit
highly innovative changes. While MISRA deplores that Sanskrit is no longer
considered most archaic and (virtually) identical with Proto-Indo-European,

linguists can learn as much from its innovative changes as they can from its
archaic aspects.

How cogent is an alternative “PIE-in-India” hypothesis?

A priori, there is a possible alternative to MISRA’s failed attempt to identify
Vedic Sanskrit with Proto-Indo-European and in so doing to establish that the
Indo-Aryans did not migrate to India from the outside. This alternative would
consist in claiming that Proto-Indo-European — as usually reconstructed and
thus distinct from Vedic Sanskrit — was originally spoken in India, that the
speakers of Indo-Aryan remained in India, and that the speakers of all other
Indo-European languages migrated out of India. (Something close to this
hypothesis is mooted in FEUERSTEIN, KAK & FRAWLEY 1995: 155, but
without supporting arguments.)
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The hypothesis might be considered to be supported by the fact that
Ipdt}Europeanists have not been able to agree on an area that might be iden-
tified as the original home of Proto-Indo-European.!%:11 A priori it might
well be argued that given this lack of agreement, any area is as good a candi-
date for being the original home as any other — so why not India?

Moreover, the outward migration of the Romany is not the only
kno.wn instance of speakers of Indo-Aryan languages moving north and out of
Indli?.. As noted in HOCK 1996 (with references), both Gandhari Prakrit (in
medieval Khotan and farther east), and Parya (in modern Uzbekistan) have
been transplanted out of India through migration; and Dumaki (close to
prese‘nt-day Shina) has moved to the outer northwestern edge of South Asia.
In principle, then, there would be even more precedent for outward migration
than argued for by MISRA (who only considered Romany).

Xt The “PIE-in-India” hypothesis is not as easily refuted as the “Sanskrit-
origin” hypothesis, since it is not based on “hard-core” linguistic evidence.
such as sound changes, which can be subjected to critical and deﬁnitive:
analysis. Its cogency can be assessed only in terms of circumstantial argu-
ments, cspecially arguments based on plausibility and simplicity.

Right at the outset, however, it should be noted that the two preceding
arguments in favor of “PIE in India” are not sufficient to prove the hypothe-
sis — at best, they merely suggest that there are no obstacles to the hypothesis.

In fact, however, the “PIE-in-India” hypothesis encounters severe dif-
ficulties.

Pne of these concerns the “equine argument” — the issue of the
df)mfeshcated horse and, even more important, the cultural and religious
31gmﬁc§mce of the horse in early Indo-European society, as well as its
connection with the two-wheeled battle chariot. To be sure, there has been
some controversy over whether the introduction of domesticated horses (and
of hors.e-drawn battle chariots) preceded or followed the separation of the
Anatolians from the rest of the Indo-Europeans (see HOCK & JOSEPH 1996:
§l4-515 with discussion and references!?). However, this controversy ié
irrelevant for present purposes, since Vedic Sanskrit and all of Indo-Iranian
belong to the Indo-European languages with clear evidence for the domesti-
cated horse, as well as for the horse-drawn two-wheeled battle chariot.

While disagreeing on minor details, those familiar with Indo-
Eureran linguistic paleontology and with the archeological evidence in
Eurasia agree that the use of the domesticated horse spread out of the steppes
of the Ukraine, and so did the horse-drawn two-wheeled battle chariot, as

10. Fg; a recent discussion with references to literature see HOCK & JOSEPH 1996: 516-
523. y
11

l(VIiing:\))m fact, employs this argument in favor of his “Sanskrit-original” hypothesis
p. 100).

12. On rereading MELCHERT 1985 I am now even more convinced than before that

Anatoli.an offers no cogent evidence against the assumplion that the introduction of
domesticated horses preceded the separation of the Anatolians.
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* well as the great significance of the horse in early Indo-European culture and
~_religion. Indo-Europeanists and specialists in general Eurasian archeology are

therefore convinced, too, that these features spread into India along with the
migration of Indo-Aryan speakers. (See for instance RATNAGAR’s and PAR-

~ POLA’s contributions to this volume.)

Those who advocate the “Out-of-India” view try to counter this per-

. spective by claiming that there is evidence for horses in Harappan India and

even earlier. For instance, MISRA argues that ‘... the evidence of horse in the
form of terracotta figures or equine bones have proved that there is a greater

i possibility for considering the Indus Valley civilization to be Aryan’ (58).

The question whether the archeological evidence supports the view

that domesticated horses were a feature of the Harappan civilization is still
" being debated; see the summary of arguments in CHENGAPPA 1998. Signifi-

cantly, however, to my knowledge no archeological evidence from Harappan

. India has been presented that would indicate anything comparable to the

cultural and religious significance of the horse or the important role of the
horse-drawn two-wheeled battle chariot which can be observed in the
traditions of the early Indo-Buropean peoples, including the Vedic aryas.

On balance, then, the “equine” evidence at this point is more compat-
ible with migration into India than with outward migration.

There are also certain linguistic problems with the claim that the non-
Indo-Aryan Indo-Europeans moved out of India. To.support this claim it
would be necessary to establish a scenario of migrations that would account
for the dialectological relationships between the early Indo-European lan-
gnages. As is well-known, these relationships cannot be fully accounted for in
terms of a family tree diagram along the lines of Figure 1, with different sub-
families and sub-sub-families neatly differentiated from the other (sub-) sub-
families by features that can only be explained in terms of periods of exclu-
sively shared common linguistic history. Rather, there are both chronological
and geographical factors which make such a tree diagram unrealistic.

First some chronological issues: As has been known for a long time, a
large amount of linguistic evidence indicates that the Anatolian languages
(Hittite, Luwian, etc.) separated earliest from the rest of the Indo-European
languages. Further, recent arguments make it highly plausible that the
Tocharian languages were next in line to separate (see WINTER 1997).

As is also well known, the early Indo-European languages exhibit
linguistic alignments which cannot be captured by a tree diagram, but which
require a dialectological approach that maps out a set of intersecting “iso-
glosses” which define areas with shared features, along the lines of Figure 2.
While there may be disagreements on some of the details, Indo-Europeanists
agree that these relationships reflect a stage at which the different Indo-
European languages were still just dialects of the ancestral language and as
such interacted with each other in the same way as the dialects of modern

languages. See for instance HOCK 1986/1991: 450-455 for discussion and
references.
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Figure 1: A tree-diagram view of Indo-European s Indo-Iranian and Armenian, while Baltic and Slavic form a transition
4 into which the change has diffused only incompletely. Roughly the same
ribution is found for another change, whereby s changed to § etc. after
, a group of sounds which includes r, u, k, and i (as in PIE *dwis- >
> Skt. dvis- ‘hate’).

Proto-Indo-European

Celtic Italic Germanic “Greek Armenian  Balio-Slavic Anatolinn Indo-Iramian Tocharian s
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The features that define the different isoglosses in Figure 2 can be briefly l‘\ Luwian "
summarized as follows. (For more details on many of these features see i -
HOCK 1986/1991: 450-455.) pretecital sugment i ' merger of velar and Iabiovelar
A group of dialects, including Greek, Armenian, and Indo-Iranian A e ;

share the feature of the “preterital augment”, as in Gk. é-pher-e : Skt. a-bhar- m-cases; merger of @ and 0 E - .: merger of velar and palatal
a-t ‘he, she, it carried’. o BRI i I

! . =8 ! ’ :
A different group of dialects, consisting of Germanic, Baltic, and

Slavic shares at least two innovations. One of these consists in the fact that the
bh of the “bh-cases™ of (most of) the other Indo-European languages (as in
Skt. mati-bhis ‘with thoughts’) has been replaced by m (as in Old Church
Slavic gosti-mi ‘with guests’).!3 The second feature is the merger of PIE a
and o (to o in Slavic, a in Baltic and Germanic), as in Goth. akrs ‘field’,
ahtau ‘eight’ from PIE *agros, *okta(u).

The same group of dialects also has merged the genitive and ablative
cases into a single “genitive” case. But within the group, Germanic and Old
Prussian agree on generalizing the old genitive form (as in Goth. wulfis ‘of a
wolf’ < *wlkve-s(y)o [genitive]), while Lithu-Latvian and Slavic favor the
old Ablative (as in Lith. vilko ‘of a wolf’ < wikwve-Ad [ablative]).14

A major phonological development is the “satem-assibilation”, a
change of PIE palatals to assibilated stops which themselves may become
sibilants (see [8] above for some examples). The core area for this change

dividing line, Gen./AblL. merger i:::} > Lt> st

Ruki, satem-assibilation, core area 1> tst> s> 55

Ruki, satem-assibilation,
transition area

1> tst > 1t (or 2t reintroduced)

“ ) tt> st (remains)

Other dialectal areas are defined by the fate of the three “velar” (or “tectal”)
= series of Indo-European. In many of the “satem” languages the labiovelars
- merge with the plain velars (see [4] and [5] above); a few of these languages
- however, including Armenian, seem to have retained some distinctions. In
otlier languages, including Hittite (but not Luwian), Greek, Italic, Celtic, and
Germanic, as well as Tocharian, the velars and palatals merge instead.
Finally, there is a set of isoglosses regarding the fate of PIE *# which
hanged to *tst even in Proto-Indo-European times. In some languages
e (Germanic, Celtic, Italic) the ultimate outcome is ss; in others (Baltic, Slavic,

13. See also the discussion in HOCK 1986/1991: 585-586, 590-591. Greek, Armenian, Iranian) it is st; in Indo-Aryan it is #, either by regular

14. For some complications in Slavic see HOCK 1986/1991: 454.
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sound change or through some kind of analogical reintroduction;!s and in
Anatolian (or at least in Hittite) it remains as tst.

What is interesting, and significant for present purposes, is the close
correspondence between the dialectological arrangement in Figure 2 (based on
the evidence of shared innovations) and the actual geographical arrangement
of the Indo-European languages in their earliest attested stages. (One possible
exception is Tocharian, for which it is difficult to find uncontroversial evi-
dence for dialectal affiliation; see also RINGE 1991.16) True, the dialectologi-
cal arrangement is relative and could a priori be turned around or flipped in
many different directiens. However, the relative positions of the dialects can
be mapped straightforwardly into the actual geographical arrangement if we
assume that there have been no major realignments and that the relative posi-
tions were generally maintained as the languages fanned out over larger terri-
tory. Any other original arrangement of the dialect map of Proto-Indo-
European would require the assumption of a major realignment in later times,
which curiously would leave the relative position of the dialects unchanged. A
hypothesis which would postulate such an alternative scenario would have to
be justified by compelling empirical evidence; but such evidence does not
seem to exist at this point.

If the relationship between the Indo-European languages were of the
kind modeled in Figure 1, the hypothesis of a migration of the non-Indo-
Aryan languages out of India would be relatively easy to maintain. All we
would have to assume is that the different sub-families of Indo-European
moved out, one after the other, in whatever order may be suggested by other
evidence (such as the noted archaism of Anatolian and Tocharian).

Even under this perspective, however, it would be considerably
simpler to envisage only one migration into India (of Indo-Aryan) than a
whole series of migrations out of India (of all the other languages). More-
over, the archeological lack of evidence for inward migration often cited by
proponents of the “Out-of-India” hypothesis would have to be balanced with
the lack of archeological evidence for the presumably much more massive and
prolonged outward migration required under this hypothesis.

The complex dialectological relationships modeled in Figure 2 signifi-
cantly increase these difficulties and make an inward migration by far the
simpler and more plausible scenario.

To be able to account for these dialectological relationships, the “Out-
of-India” approach would have to assume, first, that these relationships reflect
a stage of dialectal diversity in a Proto-Indo-European ancestor language
located within India.

While this assumption is not in itself improbable, it has consequences
which, to put it mildly, border on the improbable and certainly would violate
basic principles of simplicity. What would have to be assumed is that the

15. See MAYRHOFER 1985: 110-111 vs. SZEMERENYI 1989: 109.

16. SCHMIDT’s arguments (1997) for a close prehistoric affiliation of Celtic to the satem-
languages require a fuller critical examination.
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arious Indo-European languages moved out of India in such a manner that
they maintained their relative position to each other during and after the
igration. However, given the bottle-neck nature of the route(s) out of India,
it would be immensely difficult to do so. Rather, one would expect either
sequential movement of different groups, with loss of dialectological align-
ent, or merger and amalgamation of the groups, with loss of dialectal
distinctiveness. Alternatively, one would have to assume that after moving out
of India, the non-Indo-Aryan speakers of Indo-European languages realigned
in a pattern that was substantially the same as their dialectological alignment
 prior to migration — a scenario which at best is unnecessarily complex and, at
~worst, unbelievable.
J The “PIE-in-India” hypothesis thus runs into severe difficulties as
egards plausibility and simplicity.
By contrast, there is no problem if we accept the view that Proto-
Indo-European was spoken somewhere within a vast area ‘from East Central
urope to Eastern Russia’ (HOCK & JOSEPH 1996: 523). As suggested
- earlier, all we need to assume is that the Indo-European languages by and
+ large maintained their relative positions to each other as they fanned out from
the homeland.

In that case, however, the speakers of Indo-Aryan must have migrated
! out of an original Eurasian homeland and into India.

& Conclusions
e :
£ Neither the “Sanskrit-origin” variant nor the “PIE-in-India” variant, thus,
* turns out to provide credible support for the “Out-of-India” hypothesis.
" Rather, the linguistic evidence still favors the prevailing Indo-Europeanist
| perspective that the speakers of Indo-Aryan migrated into India.
It is important to note that this conclusion holds in spite of the fact
» " that the controversy over the precise position of the Indo-European homeland
within the ‘vast area from East central Europe to Eastern Russia’ has not been
¢ settled and may, in fact, never be settled. Moreover, it holds in spite of the
= fact that archeologists have not been able to find any skeletal evidence for
" Indo-Aryan migration into India. On this latter count, note that there is simi-
lar lack of skeletal evidence for later, historically attested migrations into
¢ India, or for outmigrations from India (whether historically verified, as in the
¥ case of Romany, or merely postulated, as under the “Out-of-India” view).
5 Perhaps future archeological work will make it possible to narrow the gap

* between the linguistic and the skeletal (and cultural) evidence, but perhaps
. this, too, is an issue which may never be settled.

y6 asyddhyaksah pardme vyoman-t-sé angd veda yddi va na véda
(RV 10.129.7cd)

“Who is the overseer of this (world) in highest heaven, he knows —
unless he does not know.’
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o Adga

Nicholas J. Allen

Hinduism as Indo-European:
Cultural Comparativism and Political Sensitivities

The idea of Sanskrit as an Indo-European (I-E) language is relatively unprob-
lematic. There is plenty of scope for specialists to disagree about the details of
contact between Sanskrit and indigenous Indian languages, but the essential
continuity from proto-I-E via proto-Indo-Iranian to Sanskrit and on to
modern Indo-Aryan languages is widely recognised and regularly brought to
bear on relevant historical questions. But when one turns from language to the

. ideas expressed in it — that is, to ideology, agreement abruptly decreases.
. Presumably no serious student goes so far as to deny any continuity at all

from Proto-I-E times via Vedic and classical Indian religions to their contem-

. porary forms, but many apparently think that such continuity as exists is too
- tenuous or too undemonstrable to contribute much insight.

On this view, even if one accepts that ‘Hinduism’ is sufficiently uni-

.~ tary to be worth envisaging as such, to envisage it as I-E is unprofitable.
- When a proto-language spreads and diverges over time and space according to
- the Stammbaum model, it does not necessarily carry an ideology along with
~ it; the two aspects of culture can change independently and at different rates.
- In sum, the sceptic might say, what works well for language is of little use for

ideas.

On the other hand, parallel transmission of language and ideology is
not an unreasonable hypothesis, and the question is not whether Hinduism has
I-E roots but how important they are. Indeed the topic so obviously calls for

' investigation that a considerable literature exists aiming to identify similarities
¢ between ideas from Indian tradition and ideas from other parts of the I-E

speaking world, and attributing them to common origin. Sir William JONES
wrote ‘On the gods of Greece, Rome and India' in 1788, and this sort of
coltural comparativism continues and is unlikely to disappear. But what can
be said of the results achieved so far? How I-E is the Hindu tradition? And in
any case, what are the implications of posing the question?

Indo-European comparativism

. 1 cannot tackle the whole field. Thus I barely allude to the lengthy history of
. the topic, or the contribution of archaology, or the development qf ‘classical
. Hinduism’ after the Mahabharata. I neglect that whole important line of work

which comes at ideology primarily via the lexicon and poefic_phraseology,

~ work represented hv RENVERNIETE /4 vem s -




