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Leonid Kulikov

The Sanskrit -yet-Optative
A Formation Not Yet Recorded in Sanskrit Grammars®

To my first guru of Sanskrit,
Prof. T.Ja. Elizarenkova

1. INTRODUCTORY REMARKS

“Kann ksipyet iiberhaupt eine richtige Form sein?”
(Bohtlingk 1897: 92)

In the individual verbal systems of a few Sanskrit verbs which can build
only middle -ya-presents, or no -ya-presents at all, we find isolated forms
in -yet, which at first glance cannot be anything but 3sg. active optatives
of -ya-presents (class IV): ksipyel, -Sisyel, sicyel, etc. Such forms are
extremely rare and first appear in late Vedic and post-Vedic texts, and
therefore are generally regarded as instances of late and erroneous dia-
thesis replacement (middle — active). Accordingly, editions usually con-
jecture middle (passive) optatives instead (*-Sisyela, “sicyela, etc.). One
should note, however, that in most such cases there are no other (non-
optative) active forms based on a -ya-stem (**ksipyati, **sisyati, etc.);
in other words, forms like ksipyel and -Sisyel prove to be isolated and
their explanation as resulting from diathesis confusion seems unconvine-
ing. This account is even less probable if the root in question has no

* 1 am much indebted to A. Lubotsky, Ch.H. Werba, F. Kortlandt. W. Knobl,
T. Goudriaan, A. Griffiths, J. Houben, T. Oberlies, H. Tieken, N. Nicholasand Ya. Vasil’kov
for their criticism and valuable comments on earlier drafts of the paper. 1 also would like
to take this opportunity to express my thanks to the audience of the Second Interna-
tional Vedic Workshop (Kyoto. 1999). in particular to W. Knobl, T. Goto, H. Falk and
A. Parpola, for suggestions and critical remarks. I am also grateful to the participants
of the Leiden Seminar on Indo-Kuropean linguistics (“donderdaglezing”), guided by
R.S.P. Beekes, where an early version of this paper was discussed in 1998 — in particular,
to R.S.P. Beekes, J. Houben, M. Oort, T. Zehnder and M. de Vaan. I acknowledge grant
275-70-009 (VENI-project) received from the Netherlands Organization for Scientific
Research (NWO), and financial support from the Alexander von Humboldt-Stiftung.
— The superscript symbol * shows that the following form is a conjecture; the double
asterisk (**) indicates that the form does not occur in the texts and has probably never
existed. ™ and " after the siglum of a Vedic text indicate that the passage in question
appears in the mantra or prose portion of this text, respectively.
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28 Leonid Kulikov

-ya-presents (active or middle) or -ya-passives at all, as is the case with
ksip. All these facts require us to reconsider the paradigmatic status of
such forms. To begin with, I will discuss a few such forms attested in
Vedic prose.

2. -YET-OPTATIVE: A PRELIMINARY HYPOTHESIS

2.1. The form -$isyet occurs in the late GB (1.2.14: 47.11-12): na devayajo-
namatram purastat paryavasisyet. The same sentence also appears (with
minor modifications) in the 8B (2.10.12): tasya na purastad devayajana-
matram atisisydat. Bollée (1956: 63f.) translates:
East of it (the place of sacrifice) no space, wide enough for laying out
another place of sacrifice, must be left.!
The form -$isyat® is likely to be a root aorist optative,® often also called
“precative”.* The root §is has no root aorist indicative forms beside the
optative -sisyat, but, as Narten (1982: 128f. [= 1995: 255]) rightly points
out, many roots build precatives, but lack indicatives and other non-
optative forms of the root aorist.

The parallelism of the two passages above, GB 1.2.14:47.11-12 and SB
2.10.12, clearly indicates that -sisyet has the same value as the root aorist
optative -sisyat. In turn, the latter is probably functionally equivalent
to the optatives based on the present stem with the nasal infix (also at-
tested in late Vedic), which belong together with the transitive nasal
present Sindsii, simsaty Br. +, and thus can only be employed transi-
tively,” as in SB 7.4.2.18:

s yad amiim evopadadhyal, némam apasimsydl, ksipré hasmal lokad ydja-
manah préyat “Now were he only to lay down that (golden man), and not
to let this dviyagus (brick) remain.® the Sacrificer surely would quickly
pass away from this world” (Eggeling 111/382).

Intuitively, -sisyet, -$isyat and -$imsyat all belong together, but their exact
relationship is unclear. Let us put -sisyet aside for a while and pass on

' On this prescription, see Caland — Henry 1906: 7 with n. (9.3).
? Mentioned by Eelsingh in the introduction to his edition of the SB (p. xxxiv)
among “merkwaardige verbaalvormen”.

# Unless it is a scribal error for the present optative -sirsyat (Ch.H. Werba, p.c.).

* For this formation, see, for instance, Whitney 1884: 286ff. (= 1971: 294ff.); Bloch
1927; Burrow 1954; Hoffmann 1967; Narten 1982.

> Cf. also Sayana’s gloss -Sesayet.

% This part of the passage should probably be understood as “Wiirde er dann/aber
nur den (Ziegel) dort anlegen. ohne den hier tibrigzulassen ...” (Ch.H. Werba, letter of
26.06.2006).
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to another form in -yet, attested in the SA (8.2): yad va rte pranad retah
sicyet, tat piyen, na sambhavet. Keith (1908: 51) translates: “If without
breath seed were effused, it would decay, it would not be productive.”

Both ed. AnSS and ed. Keith read sicyet, but the active -ya-present
*sicyati does not exist in Vedic; we only find the -yd-passive sicydte. Cor-
respondingly, in his translation, Keith (1908: 51, n. 4) notices the ir-
regularity of the form;” ed. Bhim Dev and VWC-Br. 11/1590a (with n. a)
conjecture *sicyeta, apparently following the passive interpretation sug-
gested by Keith.

As in the case of the parallel forms -sisyet and -$isyat, sicyet can hardly
mean anything different from the root aorist optative (precative) sicyat,
which occurs, for instance, in JUB 1.1.3.8 [ed. Oertel 1.3.8]: ... yathd ksire
kstram asicyat ..® “... as one would pour milk into milk ...” (Oertel).

The syntax of the context poses no difficulties. The form asicyat, derived
from the fundamentally transitive verb sic “pour”, is undoubtedly tran-
sitive, and sicyet must be such as well. Likewise, one may suppose that
both the unclear -$isyet and its precative pendant -$isyat are employed
transitively. This immediately raises a number of questions: are Bollée’s
and Keith’s passive translations of -$§isyat (in SB 2.10.12) and sicyet (in
SA 8.2) correct? Do we actually have sufficient reasons for taking the
passages in question as (unambiguously) intransitive? If not, why have
Keith and Bollée interpreted these constructions intransitively (pas-
sively)?

In fact, the aforequoted sentences in which the forms -$isyet, -sisyat and
sicyet oceur are syntactically ambiguous — by virtue of the morphologi-
cal ambiguity of the nouns retah and devayajonamatram (nominative/ac-
cusative); i.e. all three can be interpreted either intransitively (“no space
... should be left”, etc.) or transitively (“he should leave no space”, etc.).
Apparently, both Keith and Bollée have associated -y- in -§isyat and
sicyet with the present (passive) suffix -ya-. Since y in the optative has
nothing to do with the passive suffix -ya-, this analysis is certainly im-

T “Sicyeta seems most probable, as sicyet is very irregular. Sicyat, a precative form,
is just possible, but not likely.”

8 Narten (1964: 267, n. 845) conjectures an optative of the athematic nasal present
(“wahrscheinlich Schreibfehler fiir sonstiges sificyat”); for this and other athematic forms
of this nasal present, see Werba 1997: 254 ; for the athematic present optatives see also
§ 6.2 below. Oertel (p. 227, n. a.l.) hesitantly conjectures *asificet. Bohtlingk (apud Oertel
1895: cexliii [= 1994: 1/27]), Caland (apud ed. Limaye — Vadekar, p. 380, n. i) and Sharma
(see also p. 227, n. a.l.) suggest *°sicyefa. In my view, neither of these conjectures is in
fact required.
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possible for the root aorist optative -sisyat and should be likewise re-
jected for -$isyet and sicyel: as it seems, -y- in -yel is of the same nature
as in -yat.

On the other hand, there are no good reasons to suppose that precatives
(and “precative-like” forms) could not be employed transitively. Gener-
ally, root aorist optatives show the same syntactic pattern as other
(primary) derivatives of the verb. In particular:

(i) root aorist optatives of fundamentally transitive verbs are em-
ployed transitively, cof. d@-bhriyat (SB 1.5.1.20) “he should bring” (not
*“he should be brought”), vadhyat (Yajurveda) “he should slay”, and
other examples given by Narten (1964);

(i) root aorist optatives of intransitive verbs are employed intransi-
tively, cf. pusyasam “may 1 prosper”, gamydis RV “he should come”, etc.

Thus, since transitive interpretations are syntactically possible and even
preferable for -sisyet, -sisyat and sicyel, the corresponding passages
should be translated transitively, contra Keith (1908: 51) and Bollée
(1956: 63f.), i.e.: “Kast of it ... he should leave no space ...” (for GB and

SB), and “If he were to pour seed without breath, it would decay ...” (for
SA).

2.2. While the aforequoted passages containing sicyel and -Sisyel are
syntactically unclear, by virtue of the morphological ambiguity of the
nouns involved (nominative/accusative), in the case of -dihyel, attested

in the BharSS, the syntactic context leaves no choice. -dihyet can only
be interpreted transitively (BharSS 11.17.10):

yadi bhidyeta, vidhum dadranam iti samdhaya, yani drdharthe samslesanana,
tair enam abhidihyed, yad anyan masebhyo mamsac ca, yad rte cid abhisrisa
it “If [the Mahavira-vessel| would break, he should unite [its parts| with
[the verse|: [The grey-haired one has swallowed] the deadly hit [moon]|
which was walking [in the fight of many ones ...|” (RV 10.55.5 = TA™
4.20.1, etc.) and besmear it with [things] which make [other things] cling
together to [remain| (firmly) fixed (for some time), except beans and
meat, with [the verse|: “When [the one who unites| without ligature ...”
[TA™ ib.]”.

The parallel passage in ApSS 15.17.8 clearly shows that abhi-dihyet in

the BharSS replaces the optative abhi-dihyat:

yadi bhidyeta, vidhum dadranam iti samdadhyat, tato yani drdharthe samsle-
sandant syus, tair enam abhidihyat ...

9 For this mantra, see Caland 1924: 76, n. 3 ad ApSS 9.4.1; see also Tichy 1993: 15f.
for the meaning of the hapax vidhi- (“todlich getroffen”).
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The form -dihyat may belong to the system of the root present (degdhi,
ete.); however, in formal terms, this form can also be taken as an instance
of the root aorist optative (precative), a formation which has become
functionally (almost) equivalent to present optatives by the late Vedic
period (see Narten 1982: 129 [= 1995: 256]).

Thus, the preliminary conclusions on the function and status of the
forms -dihyet, -sisyet and sicyet (hereafter labelled -yet-optatives) can be
recapitulated as follows:

(i) -dihyet, etc. do not belong with -ya-presents, nor with -yd-pas-
sives;

(i) these forms are employed in the same usage as root aorist opta-
tives (precatives) in -yat (sicyat, ete.);

(iii) like the corresponding root aorist optatives, they can be employed
transitively if the base verb is transitive.

3. ArrEsTED FORMS
In what follows I will discuss forms in -yet which cannot be explained as
optatives of active -ya-presents and thus may represent -yel-optatives.

ksip “throw”: ksipyet
ChU 8.6.5 |ksipyet, ed. Bohtlingk *kstyeta. Bohtlingk (1876: 640) “kstyet,
VWC-Up. 1)261b *ksipet]

The form ksipyet, attested in an unclear ChU passage (8.6.5), has drawn
the attention of Bohtlingk (see p. 27 above) and other interpreters. The
passage runs:

atha yatraitad asmac charirad utkramaty, athaitair eva rasmibhir ardhvam
akramate. sa om iti *vaho *dvaram “ryale.'’ sa yavat ksipyen manas, lavad
adityam gacchati.

Since neither (active) -ya-presents, nor -ya-passives can be derived in
Vedic from ksip,'" the form ksipyet appears even more irregular than

" Conjectures by K.F. (Geldner; see Morgenroth 1981: 289ft. and Olivelle 1998: 569
(with bibliographical references) for a discussion of the initial part of the passage.

""" The passive of ksip appears in post-Vedic texts. In particular, we find ksipyanti
(with the abnormal active inflexion, see Bharadwaj 1982: 113; VWC-Sa. 11/953. n. 1 con-
jectures the metrically impossible middle form *ksipyante) in VisSmr. 43.42¢d: kvacit
ksipyanti banaughair ' wtkrtyante latha kvacit || “In some place they are shot (lit. thrown)
with many arrows; in some place they are cut in pieces” (from a description of hell). Cf.
also Epic Skt. part. act. aksipyant- “being pulled, thrown” (Mbh. 1.16.15b); see Kulkar-
ni 1943: 239 and Oberlies 2003: 265, 411.
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sicyet and -sisyet discussed above. Bohtlingk (1889) conjectures “ksiyeta,
but the meaning “disappear” makes little sense in the context (in Boht-
lingk’s translation: “Wéahrend das Denkorgan verschwindet, gelangt
man zur Sonne”);"? ¢f. ed. Senart 1930: 113, n. 3. In his edition Mor-
genroth (p. 506) accepts no emendation and interprets the form in ques-
tion intransitively (“Der — wie schnell ein Gedanke ausschieBt, so
schnell gelangt er zur Sonne” [p. 368]), which is hardly possible for the
fundamentally transitive verb ksip.

In my view, the normal (transitive) interpretation of ksip (“throw”)
better suits the sense of the passage (VWC-Up. 1/261b reads “ksipet)
which can be tentatively rendered as follows:

Now, when one exits from this body, then with those same rays one rises
upwards. With the word “Om” this charioteer (?) drives to the gate. So
long as he can direct [lit.: throw, send]|" his mind [thither|, he comes
to the sun.

Most likely, the form ksipyet cannot be grouped with -ya-presents,' nor
with -ya-passives. The interpretation of this form as an instance of -yet-
optative renders conjectures suggested by Bohtlingk (“kswyet, “kstyela)
and VWC-Up. 1/261b (*ksipet) unnecessary.

grh “seize, grasp”: grhyet
KausS™ 82.21 [grhyet, v.l. grhet, grivyot, duhyed)]
The form grhyet occurs in an unidentified mantra quoted in the KausS
82.21:
yad-yat kravyad grhyed yadi " kravyada nante “paredyuh |
divo nabhah $ukram payo ' duhana isam wrjam pinvamanah ||

Padas cd are found (with some modifications) in Atharvaveda-Paippala-
dasamhita 19.52.1-3 (see Griffiths 2004: 77);'% the source of Padas ab is

' The conjecture *kstyet, earlier suggested by Bohtlingk (1876 [= Mélanges asia-

tiques, p. 640]), retains the active ending, but the present ksiya-“ occurs with active in-
flexion only exceptionally (twice in TA 1.14.2).

¥ “Je n’ose pas décider quelle est la lecture exacte : ksipyet n’est guére satisfaisant, et
je crois moins encore & ksiyeta qu’a conjecturé BOHTLINGK. Je traduis donc un peu au ha-
zard, d’apres le sens que le contexte parait suggérer avec beaucoup de vraisemblance.”

" Thus already Deussen (1897: 194): “... rasch wie man den Geist darauf richtet”
— the interpretation which Bohtlingk (1897: 92) rejected. Cf. also Olivelle’s (1998: 279)
translation: “No sooner does he think of it than he reaches the sun.”

" Although the influence of the synonymous -ya-present asyati “throws” cannot be
ruled out (W. Knobl, p.c.).

5 Cf. also RV 9.74.4a: atmanvin ndbho duhyate ghyrtim payah “The animated cloud
is milked [for] ghee [and| milk.”
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unknown. Pada b is obscure and may require emendations, but the sense
of Pada a seems clear in the context of the funeral ritual to which this
part of KausS is devoted: “Whatever the flesh-eater (i.e. funeral fire)
would grasp ....”

dih “(be)smear”: -dihyet
BharSS 11.17.10 [abhi-dihyet] (= ApSS 15.17.8 [abhi-dihyat])
The form -dihyet “he should besmear” has been discussed above (p. 30f.).

dhya “think of, reflect, meditate”: dhyayét
RVKh. 3.10%.16 [dhyayét, VWC-Sa. 111/1744a *dhyayet] (=~ BD 6.145)

The form dhyayét (transmitted with a final accentuation, which is impos-
sible for the class TV present dhydya-* attested for this root) occurs in
RVKh. 3.10%.16; the verse is also quoted (with minor modifications) in
BD 6.145:

pavamanim pitin *devin ' dhyayéd *yas ca *sdrasvatim |

*pitfrs *idsyopa tistheta ' ksrdm sarptr madhadakdam ||

“And who meditates on the Pavamani (stanza), on the fathers, on the

gods, and on Sarasvati, his fathers (only) milk, ghee, honey, (and) water
may approach.”

The verse is based on the rgvedic stanza 9.67.32, which has undergone
essential changes, however:
pavamanir y6 adhyéty ' fsibhih sémbhriam résam |
tdsmai sarasvalt duhe ' ksirdm sarpir madhadakdm ||
“Who knows by heart the Pavamani [verses], the sap brought together
by the Rsis, Sarasvati gives him milk, ghee, honey, water.”

dhyayéd yas seems to originate in rgvedic yé adhyéti, and the awkward
form dhyayét undoubtedly results from misunderstanding rgvedic adhyé-
ti, to which it may owe its unusual accentuation. Although the passage
contains a few words with clearly corrupt accentuation (ya$ ca, sards-
vatim, dévan, pitfms), and the final accent in dhyayét might be treated
likewise, it cannot be ruled out that introducing this accent placement
could have been supported by the morphological model of the -yet-opta-
tive, which might inherit its final accentuation from precatives in -ydt.
Under this analysis, the accent emendation (*dhyayet)'” becomes unne-
cessary.

" YWC-Sa. 111/1744a and n. g (with question mark).
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This analysis is indirectly confirmed by the parallel of the root aorist
optative in -yat (dhyayat “he should think™), attested in Vedic prose — for
instance, at KB 8.7.6 and 9.5.19.

pad “fall”: *-padyet

ArsU 7,14 [vi ... *padyet (corr. Tsuji 1957: 21f.); ed. Belvalkar, ed. Shas-
tri °padyat; VWC-Up. 11/773a *°padyan|

A -yet-optative may underlie the unclear form -padyat attested in the
post-Vedic Arseya-Upanisad (ed. Belvalkar, p. 7, 13-14): ... viva padyad
artim rechet ... he would perish, he would run into misfortune.”

Instead of the morphologically impossible -padyat,'s VWC-Up. 11/773a
hesitantly conjectures act. part. “-padyan. An optative form is more ap-
propriate in the context, however (cf. the adjacent rechet), and, corres-
pondingly, Tsuji’s (1957: 21f.) emendation “padyel seems more likely.

bhaij “break”: -bhajyet
ManGR 2.15.6 [prabhajyet, ed. Sastri °bhajet, Falk (1994: 323) *°bhujet ]

The -ya-present bhajya-" (the intransitive counterpart of the nasal tran-
sitive present bhandkti) first appears in post-rgvedic mantras (AV,
RVKMh.). By virtue of its semantic, syntactic and paradigmatic features,
it seems to belong with the non-passive middle -ya-presents with fluctu-
ating accentuation (cf. esp. bhidyd-" and chidyd-"; see Kulikov 1998 and
2001: 361, 533, 543). The earliest active occurrence is the post-Vedic
optative -bhajyet attested in the ManGS (2.15.6):

yady arca dahyed va nasyed va prapated va prabhajyed va prahased va

pracaled va ... “If the image of a god burns, or disappears, or falls down,

or breaks." or laughs or trembles ...” (a list of omens).
Instead of -bhajyet (as in ed. Knauer), Sastri reads °bhajet (thus reckon-
ing this form to the root bhaj “share, distribute”), but the meaning of
pra-bhaj (“execute, accomplish”) makes no sense in the context. Falk
(1994: 323, with n. 31) rejects both readings and hesitantly conjectures
*Dhugjet (“[falls ein Verehrungsobjekt ...| sich beugt ...”), but his emen-
dation seems too drastic; note also that the rare compound pra-bhuj
occurs in the Sttras only in the absolutive (prabhujya). In my view, the

% Taken as an augmentless imperfect by Renou (1957: 129): see Tsuji’s (1957: 21)

objections.
' Rather than “is crushed” (passive) in Dresden’s (1941: 165) translation.
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meaning of prd-bhaiij (well-attested from the RV onwards) perfectly
suits the context and the reading adopted in ed. Knauer is most likely.

Although the active inflexion of the form prabhajyet can readily be
explained as emerging under the influence of the adjacent active opta-
tives (cf. the similar case of manyet discussed below), it cannot be ruled
out that -bhajyed represents a -yel-optative; note especially the lack of
other (non-optative) active forms built on the stem -bhajya- in the Sa-
tras.

bhrj(j) “roast”: bhrj())yéyur

MSP 1.10.11: 151.6 [bhrjyéyur| ~ KSP 36.6: 73.1 [bhrjjyéyur| (PW V/398,
Hoffmann 1985: 173, Werba 1997: 213 “bhyrjjéyur)

The plural optative form bhyj(j)yéyur is attested in two Samhitas of the
Black Yajurveda (MS 1.10.11: 151.6 ~ KS 36.6: 73.1-2):
yad bhyjyéyur |KS bhrjjyéyur|, danavestam damhah syat “1f they would
roast [the grain], dmhas (narrowness) would not be removed by sacrific-
ing.”
The form in question cannot be the optative of an active -ya-present?
(otherwise unattested) because of the suffix accentuation. Already Roth
(PW V[398) had conjectured the class VI present optative *bhyjjéyur (for
the Kathaka occurrence). Renou (1940: 7) noticed the secondary char-
acter of -y- in this form; Hoffmann (1985: 173 [= 1992: 814]) explained
*bhrjyale as a hypersanskritized substitute for the class VI present
bhrjjati (see also Werba 1997: 213).
Although the class VI analysis of this form is possible, it cannot be ruled
out that bhrj(j)yéyur is the plural pendant of the -yet-optative “bhyj(j)yét
— which renders the emendation *bArjjéyur unnecessary.

0

my “die”: mriyet
AmrtU 38 [mriyet (Weber 1865: 37f., ed. Apte, ed. Mahadeva Sastri =
ed. Acarya 39)]
The form mriyet occurs in the concluding verse of the late Amrtanada-
Upanisad:
yatra-yatra mriyed vapi ' na sa bhayo “bhijayate || (AmrtU 38cd = [ed.

Acarya]| 39cd) “Wherever [this adept| would die, he is not born again”
(see Varenne 1971: 121f. and 156, n. 32).

# Thus Bartholomae 1925: 34 (followed by KEWA 11/520 and EWAia 11/278), ac-
cording to whom bhyjj can be traced to bhrj-y- (cf. Av. -barajiia-).
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The irregular character of the form was noticed by Weber (1865: 38).

myj “wipe off, destroy”: -mrjyet

GB 1.4.13: 104.13 [nir-mrjyet, ed. Gaastra *nir-mrityet] (=~ SBM 12.1.3.23
[vi-mrityét])

The form nir-mrjyet occurs in the GB, probably replacing the original
-yet-optative of mrit, vi-mrityét (attested in the parallel passage of the

SB). For a detailed discussion of the relevant passage, see below, s.v. mrit
(p- 37, n. 27).

mrit ([mlit, mrt)? “decay, rot; dissolve”: -mri/rtyét, -mrityeyur?

SBM 3.2.1.31 [*dpa ... mrityet] ~ SBK 4.2.1.22 [dpa-martyet (v.1N. dpammitye®,
dyammitye®, dpamitye®)]; SBM 12.1.3.23 [vi-mrityét, vi-mrityeyur] (=~ GB
1.4.13: 104.13f. nir-mrjyet, nir-mrjyeran, ed. Gaastra *nir-mrtyet, *nir-
mrtyeran); SBM 9.5.2.14 [vi ... mrityet] =~ SBK [vi ... mrityé® (vl
omrtyeO)]M

The isolated optative forms mrityét and -mrityeyur, which do not occur
outside SB,” are treated in PW V/932 as forms of the intransitive ac-
tive -ya-present *mritya- (“zerfallen, sich auflosen”). After Bohtlingk
and Roth’s dictionary (PW), this analysis has been followed by all gram-
mars and dictionaries®® and adopted in Indo-Iranian and Indo-European
scholarship; cf. Mayrhofer, KEWA 11/695f.; EWAia 11/387 (“zerfallen,
sich auflésen™). In Avestan studies this intransitive -ya-present is taken
as the counterpart of Avestan frediieite; of. Geldner 1896: 52; Kellens
1984: 120f. (“se décomposer”); Werba 1997: 220 (“verfaulen/rotten, sich
auflosen™).

The semantics and syntax of mrityét and mrityeyur pose no difficulties
in the following two passages:

2 “mriyet ist eine ungewshnliche Form, Passivum mit der Endung des Activs.”

22 For the relationship between the root variants mrit and myt, see, in particular,
Oertel 1926: 240ff.; 1927: 106 [= 1994: 1/565].

% T have greatly benefited from discussing the interpretation of the relevant pas-
sages with W. Knobl and Ch.H. Werba. Of course all responsibility for possible mistakes
and misinterpretations is mine.

% Qee ed. Caland TT/470; for the numeration, see ed. Caland 1/117 (SBM 9.5.2 ~ SBK
11.7.2).

% TFor occurrences in GB 1.4.13 (which is likely to be based on SB 12.1.3.23; see GB,
ed. Gaastra, Einleitung, p. 21), see below, n. 27.

% Thus Whitney 1885: 127 (though with a question mark); Delbriick 1888: 340; 1897:
33 (with the tentative accent emendation *mrityati); Uhlenbeck 1899: 233; Monier-Wil-
liams 837 (“decay, be dissolved”); Werba 1997: 220.
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atha yé w hainam dapy etarhi tathopeyir, yathamapatram wdakad dasikte vi-
mrityéd, evdm haivd té vimrityeyuh (SB 12.1.3.23 [= GB 1.4.13: 104.12-14
ya enam adya tathopeywr, yathamapatram udaka asikte nirmyjyed, evam
yajamana nirmyjyeran]®) “|Blut if nowadays any (sattrins) were to per-
form it [sc. the rite] on this wise, they assuredly would c¢rumble
away?® even as a jar of unbaked clay would crumble away if
water were poured into it.” (KEggeling V/144).

nd tatha kuryad, yatha Siskan sthanim udakénabhisificét tadik tat, piiyed
va vdi sa vi va mrityet (SB 9.5.2.14). “He should not act that way, [for] it
would be as if one were to besprinkle with water a withered trunk; it
would rotorfall to pieces (dissolve?).”

More problematic is the third occurrence of this formation, at SB 3.2.
1.51:

Yo vai garbhasya kasthéna va nakhéna va kandayéd dpasyan mrityet “and
were any one to scratch an embryo either with a chip of wood or his nail,
thereby expelling it, it would die” (Eggeling 11/33).

This translation suggests quite an odd syntax in the complex sentence
(“who scratches ..., [it = the embryo (?)] dies”). The postposition of
°asyan, interpreted by KEggeling as participle of as “throw” in spite of
30 3

the lack of accent on the verbal form,* is also unusual.

o
27

id. Gaastra conjectures in both cases “°mrity® (‘nirmrityet, “nirmrityeran) for the
reading °myjy° (nirmyjyel, nirmrjyeran) attested in mss. and adopted in ed. Mitra. The
reading attested in the GB must be secondary, based on the replacement of the forms of
the rare root *°mrit® with those of the much more common mrj (see Oertel 1926: 241 and
1927: 106 |= 1994: 1/565]; Patyal 1973: 255), which is most frequent with the preverb
nir-, meaning “wipe off, destroy” (Ch.H. Werba’s p.c., letter of 16.07.2006). Such replace-
ment could trigger the concomitant adjustment in the morphology and syntax of the
passage. Specifically, while nirmrjyet may represent a -yet-optative of nir-mrj (“one would
destroy (it)”), nirmyjyeran cannot be anything but the 3pl. pass. opt. form of the same
compound, replacing the original 3pl. form of the -yet-optative of vimrityeyur. The fun-
damentally transitive syntax of (nir-)mrj may be responsible for the passive syntax of
the resulting construction, replacing the original non-passive intransitive sentence. Ac-
cordingly. the variant of the SB passage attested in the GB can be tentatively trans-
lated as follows (Ch.H. Werba, ibid.): “Wenn man heute an ihn so heranginge, wiirden,
wie [wenn man| ein rohes (Ton-)Gefill mit Wasser begosse und es so vertilgte, so die
Opferherrn vertilgt werden™ (emphasis is mine — LK).

* The compound with the preverb vi- should rather be translated as “crumble asun-
der, fall to pieces”.

# Likewise, Delbriick (1888: 340): “diejenigen aber, welche auch jetzt noch so zu ihm
kommen sollten, wiirden zerfallen, als ob ein rohes Gefiss zerfiele, nachdem Wasser hin-
eingegossen ist”; Oertel 1926: 240; Minard (1956: 178 [441]): “ceux qui, aujourd hui en-
core, accompliraient ainsi ce (rite), comme un vase (d’argile) crue se déliterait si I'on (y)
versait de 1'eau, tout ainsi se déliteraient-ils.”

# In order to explain away this abnormal accentuation, Eggeling 11/33, n. 2 suggests
a plausible conjecture, 3sg. opt. *dpasyet “he would force it out”.
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A different syntactic analysis of mrityet has been suggested for SB
3.2.1.31 by Caland (as well as by Lindner, in his unpublished translation
of the SB, also quoted by Caland) in his “Kritisch-exegetische Bemer-
kungen zu den Brahmanas” (1912: 116 [= 1990: 204]). Caland’s inter-
pretation is based on the Kanva recension (4.2.1.22): ... kandayéd apa
mrtyed® asya ... (cf. SBK, ed. W. Caland, Introduction, p. 42 [§9¢]).

Caland conjectured *apasyamrityetfor dpasyan mrityetinthe Madhyandina
recension and translates both versions as “so wiirde er ihm schaden (?)”

2

or “die Haut desselben abschaben (?)”.

A more attractive interpretation of this passage has been suggested to
me by W. Knobl (p.c., letters of 27.08.2001 and 20.01.2005), who adopts
Caland’s conjecture *dpasya mrityet for both recensions of the SB and
translates the whole passage as follows: “Wer etwa das Kind im Mut-
terleib mit einem Stiick Holz oder mit dem Nagel kratzen wiirde, dem
(I) wiirde es abgehen (d.h. als Frithgeburt missraten).” Thus, the com-
pound dpa-mrit is taken as synonymous with sriv or dpa-pad “be ab-
orted”. Still, the syntactic structure of the passage remains not quite
clear.

Finally, Ch.H. Werba (p.c., letter of 16.07.2006) suggested a plausible
correction to the interpretation of the compound dpa-mrit, rendering it
in the sense of German ab-faulen, i.e. “solange verfaulen/verrotten, bis
der Embryo dann auch abgeht”. Accepting the above-mentioned conjec-
ture “dpasya mrityet, he offers the following interpretation of the passa-
ge in question (which, incidentally, accounts for the genitive gdrbhasya
in the subordinate clause): “Wiirde man an der Eihaut des Embryo
schaben oder kratzen und diese damit beschiadigen, so wiirde sich einem
diese Kihaut und damit der Embryo selbst auflosen und schliel3lich als
Totgeburt abgehen ....”

Another formation which belongs to this verb (made from the [-variant
of the root, mlit) is the absolutive derived from the causative stem mle-
taya-. a-sammletya “without chewing [it]”, attested in the Srautasitras
(ApSS 3.19.7 = VaikhSS 7.1: 69.6. etc.).

The final accentuation of vimrityét in SB can be accounted for under the
assumption that mrityét does not belong with the -ya-presents, but re-
presents a separate morphological formation, parallel with and functio-
nally equivalent to the root aorist optative (precative) in -yt and adop-

VAL apammityet, dyammityet, apamityet. Note that the SBK has preserved the root
variant mrt.
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ting its final accent. The form -mrityeyur can be identified as the plural
counterpart of mrityét.

ram “stop”: -ramyet

BaudhSS 24.7: 190.15 [vi-ramyet (ed. Caland, ed. Kashikar), v.1l. ®ramgye-
ta, °rasyeta

The optative vi-ramyet occurs in BaudhSS 24.7: 190.14-15: na karmano
hetor mantro viramyet “The mantra should not stop for the sake
of the rite.”*

Caland (1903: 42) noticed this form as “merkwirdig”, mentioning that
Venkatedvara’s commentary glosses it as na viramet. Since active -ya-
presents are not derived from this root,*” the form in question is likely
to represent a -yel-optative.

vid “know”: vidyet
JabU 4: 66.6 [vidyet, v.1l. vidyat, vindel, veda, ed. Schrader vindet|

The form widyel appears among variant readings in the late Jabala-

Upanisad:
yady agnim na vinded apsu juhuydat. apo vai sarva devatdh. sarvabhyo de-
vatabhyo juhomi svaheti hutvoddhytya prasniyat sajyam havir anamayam.
moksamantras trayt. evam vidyet (JabU 4: 66.3-6). “If he cannot obtain
fire, he should offer [the oblation] in the waters. All the deities verily are
the waters. He should offer the oblation with the words ‘I offer to all the
deities, hail!’, take [some from it] and eat that salubrious oblation mixed
with clarified butter. The triple [Veda] is the mantra of liberation. Thus
one should know” (cf. Olivelle 1992: 144).

Schrader adopts the reading vindet (attested in a number of mss.), but
in Vedic the nasal present can only be derived from the homonymous
root 'wid “find, obtain” (vinddti, etc.), not from *vid “know”. Although
in post-Vedic texts (in particular, in Epic Skt.), when both roots become
confused, the nasal present of *vid “know” does occur, in our passage
the form vindet seems to have been triggered by the present optative
vinde[t] “he can(not) obtain” at the beginning of the passage. Among
the attested readings only vidydat (precative) can belong to *vid “know”
as a correct form, and vidyet may have arisen as its secondary variant

# For this prescription, see Gonda 1977: 510.

3 Middle -ya-presents are rare, late and secondary, attested in the imperative abhi-
ramyatam (KausGS 3.14.16 ~ SGS 4.2.6 ~ GautPS 2.6.13, for which see Caland 1895:
108, 112 [= 1990: 18, 22]; but Hultzsch’s ms. reads °ramate; see Appendix to Caland’s ed.
of the GautPS, p. 132); the parallel passage VisSmr. 73.26 reads abhi-ramantu.
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(on the relationship between precatives and optatives in -yel-, see below
§5-6).

’ . 3 . 2 ’
sams “recite : -sasyel

SSS 17.9.6 [ san-sasyet|

The transitive -yet-optative -sasyet is attested in SSS 17.9.6: ubhe sukte
pacchah samsasyel “He should recite together both hymns by verse-
quarters.”

sis “leave, remain”: Sisyel

GB1.2.14: 47.12 [(tr.) paryava-sisyet] (= VaitS 11.5); VaikhSS 21.4: 325.2
[(intr.) $isyet]; BharSS 7.3.9 [(intr.) uc-chisyet, VIWC-Sa. 1/628b *°yela]
In contrast to the transitive -yet-optative paryava-sisyet “he should [not]
leave” (GB 1.2.14: 47.12), discussed above (p. 28ff.), both occurrences of
Sisyel in the Srautastitras are intransitive:

yat proksaninam ucchisyet ... (BharSS 7.3.9) “What of the sprinkling-

waters remains ...”; yadi ... alpasomah Sisyet ... (VaikhSS 21.4: 325.1-2)

“If ... a little Soma remains ....”

For BharSS 7.3.9 ucchisyet, VWC-Sa. 1/628b (with n. h) conjectures
*yeta (with a question mark): likewise, in VaikhSS, ed. Caland (Preface,
p. xviii), Sisyet is considered a secondary replacement of the regular
middle optative $isyeta. Under the assumption that Sisyel is a -yel-opta-
tive, both conjectures, albeit quite plausible per se, are unnecessary. The
syntactic variability (transitive/intransitive) can be explained by the
fact that both transitive and intransitive usages are equally basic for
this verb (cf. Simsdti, $indstr “leaves” and Sisyate/sisydte “is left, re-
mains”*), which makes both transitive and intransitive usages of -yet-
optatives possible.

safj ([sajj) “hang, attach”: M-sajjet
ManSS 1.1.3.6 [Yava-sajjet (« *°sajy® [?]). v.1., ed. van Gelder ava-srjet]

A -yet-optative may underlie the form -sajjet attested as a v.1. in ManSS
1.1.3.6, which van Gelder reads as follows: darbhamayam pavitram tri-
gunarajju sSakhayam anulomam avasrjed, granthim akurvan. The meaning
of srj (“release, set free”) does not suit the context, however, and, in fact,
van Gelder has translated the passage differently: “On (the top of) the

# On the accent fluctuation in this present, see Kulikov 1998.
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branch he shall fix three Darbha blades as a strainer, their tips on the
top of the branch; he shall not make a knot.”

The original reading (on which van Gelder’s interpretation is appar-
ently based) could have been preserved in one of the ms. sources used
by Knauer, abbreviated in the critical apparatus as Kc (fragments from
the Manava-, Kathaka- and other Sttras collected by A. Weber from the
commentary on the KatySS). Kc reads the form in question as avasajjet,
which can only be derived from the root saij (/sajj). This reading is
hesitantly adopted by Caland (1902: 124 [= 1990: 604])* and mentioned
by van Gelder (in crit. app.), who surmises a sporadic gemination (“per-
haps °vasaje® is right”). In my view, the gemination can be readily ex-
plained as the Prakrit-like reflex of the cluster -jy-, attested, in particu-
lar, in pres. sajjate (< pass. sajydte),* which occurs, for instance, in SB
14.6.9.28 (v.1.)," NidanaS 9.8: 163.12, 18, 25, in some late Upanisads,
Epic and Class. Skt. Although sajja- does occur with the active inflexion
(from the Srautasiitras onwards), and we cannot rule out that the form
in question is the optative of the secondary present sajjali, an analysis
in terms of -yef-optatives seems very likely; note that a non-optative
form of this present occurs in the Srautasitras only once (VaikhSS
18.6: 256.16 a-sajjatz).

sic “pour’”: sicyet
SA 8.2 [sicyet, ed. Bhim Dev, VIWC-Br. 11/1590a *sicyeta]

The form sicyet “|if] one were to pour” has been discussed above, p. 29f.

sit “beget”: siyel
AVPar. 71.7.1 [sayet]
The form sayet occurs in the Paridistas of the Atharvaveda:

yonivyalikaram yatra ' kurywr evamvidham striyah | gawr va siwyet tathanya-
ni tatra rajyam vinasyate || (AVPar. 71.7.1) “Where females produce such
[freaks| as a result of confusion of wombs, or a cow gives birth to
other [kinds of offspring], there the kingdom perishes.”*

st vielleicht die Lesart von Ke richtig, da dem avasajjet oder avasajet bei
Baudh. pravestayati entspricht.”

36 Cf. Goto 1980: 27 and 35, n. 47; 1987: 322, n. 779; Kiimmel 1996: 119 with n. 232;
Werba 1997: 250; Kulikov 2001: 208-210.

3 Mss. read sdjyate and sdjjale; see ed. Weber, crit. app.

# 1 am grateful to Ch.H. Werba for valuable clarifications on the meaning of this
passage.
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The transitive -ya-present siiya-" “beget” (competing with the old root
present site RV +) first appears in the post-Vedic period, in particular,
in VisSmr. and AVPar.;* cf. pra-sayante at AVPar. 71.7.4, i.e. just a few
verses after the aforequoted passage, siyate at AVPar. 71.11.1, and, es-
pecially, the middle optative prasiiyeta employed in a similar context
(gaur asvam ... prasiayeta) at AVPar. 71.5.2. However, forms with active
inflexion do not occur until Epic Skt.; Goto (1991: 698) mentions only
one attestation in Mbh. Although active forms frequently substitute for
the regular middles in AVPar. (dipyati for dipyale, vasyati for vasyale),
the lack of non-optative forms (¥*sayali, etc.) makes the analysis of
siyel as a -yel-optative very likely. It is worth mentioning that the
AVPar. quite often employs optative forms in indicative usages, in par-
ticular, in indefinite relative clauses (see Modak 1993: 467); the above-
quoted passage (mentioned by Modak, ibid.) is a typical example of such
a usage.

sna “bathe, swim”: snayet, -snayeyur

GB 1.5.2:114.4, 6, 9, 12, 15 [pra-snayeyur| (= SB 12.2.1.11f. |pra-sndi-
nti]*); Manavanugrahikasttra 23 [sndayet |

The plural optative form -snayeyur occurs a few times (in the same syn-
tactic context) in a GB passage:

gadham pratistha catuwrvimsam ahar yathopakaksadaghnam va kanthadagh-

nam va yato visramya prasnayeyus, ladrk tat (GB 1.5.2: 114.3f. = 5. = 8f.

= 11f. = 14f. [= SB 12.2.1.2=4 ydthopapaksadaghndim va kanthadaghndm

va yato visramya prasndnti]) “The Caturvimsa-day is a ford, a foothold.

As if having rested [where the water] reaches (only) to the arm-pits or

to the neck, one would swim forth from there, so it is.”
Werba (1997: 329) records this form as the optative of the secondary
-ya-present. Note, however, that, apart from one isolated middle form in
a late mantra (ManSS™ 8.20.8 snayasva; see Kulikov 2001: 593), the -ya-
present snaya-" only occurs in post-Vedic texts (see Werba, ibid., and,
for attestations in Epic Sanskrit, Oberlies 2003: 194, 538). Rather, the
form -snayeyur instantiates a -yet-optative (pl.), parallel to the root
present optative snayat (which might equally be a precative), attested,
in particular, in GB 1.2.2: 34.3 and TA 1.26.7.

- See Goto 1991: 698.
* The form pra-snayir attested in SB 12.2.1.1 corresponds to the optative pra-
tareyur at GB 1.5.2: 114.2.
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The corresponding singular form occurs in Manavanugrahikasitra 23
(quoted from Caland 1896: 83, n. 304), probably emerging under the
influence of the adjacent active optatives:
Sucivasda notsavesu gachen, nakale snayen. na hrsyet “[His wife], clothed in
pure garments, should not go to festivals, should not bathe at the
wrong time, should not rejoice.”

4. THE MORPHOLOGY, SYNTAX AND SEMANTICS OF -YET-OPTATIVES
A RECAPITULATION

4.1. Morphology

The -yet-optative can now be safely posited as a separate morphological
type. albeit late, marginal and rare. Correspondingly, the forms in -yet |
-yeyur discussed above need not be emended.

The rules of derivation are essentially the same as for the regular root
aorist optatives (“precatives”), apart from ¢ instead of a; i.e. -yét is at-
tached to the zero grade root. The plural form in -yéyur is probably made
by analogy with class IV present optatives. Thus, unaccented -yet-opta-
tives are formally indistinguishable from 3rd person active optatives
derived from -ya-present stems; in other words, a form in -yet can be
identified for certain as a -yet-optative only in the cases where there are
no active -ya-presents derived from the root in question.

Unlike root aorist optatives in -ydat, etc., the -yel-optative seems never to
have developed a full paradigm, thus being similar to other isolated
formations with defective paradigms, such as passive -i-aorist. | was un-
able to find forms beside 3sg. and 3pl. (for instance, a hypothetical 2sg.
form might be *ksipyés).

4.2. Syntax and Transitivity

-yet-optatives follow the syntactic pattern which is typical of the base
verb. 1t should be emphasized once again that y in -yel-optatives has
nothing to do with ¥ in (intransitive) -ya-presents and/or -yd-passives,
so that transitive verbs do not become intransitive in -yel-optatives.
That is, if a verb is (fundamentally) transitive, its -yel-optative is em-
ployed transitively: ksipyet “he should throw”, bhrj(j)yéyur “they should
roast”, -Sasyet “one should recite”, sicyet “one should pour”, etc. On the
contrary, if a verb is intransitive, its -yef-optatives are employed intran-
sitively; cf. mriyet “he should die”, and -ramyet “he should stop”. The
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-yel-optative sisyel can be employed both transitively (“one should
leave”) and intransitively (“it would remain”), since both syntactic pat-
terns are well attested for the verb $is.

In addition, one should note that the majority (approximately two-
thirds) of -yet-optatives are transitive. This ratio does not necessarily
represent a syntactic feature of -yet-optatives,*' but it may have influ-
enced the choice of syntactic pattern in those cases where both transi-
tive and intransitive usages were possible; see below, p. 52, § 7.1 on the
post-Vedic optative trudyeyur. Incidentally, an unusual syntax (particu-
larly, higher transitivity) may be the only criterion distinguishing unac-
cented -yet-optatives from the regular present optatives in the cases
where active -ya-presents can be derived from a given root.*”

4.3. Semantics

Lvidence is too scant to assume any specific meaning for -yet-optatives,
in contrast with the corresponding (far more common) regular present
optatives. It seems that this formation is employed in the same usage as
precatives in -ydt — which, in turn, have become functionally (almost)
equivalent to present optatives by the late Vedic period (Narten 1982:
129 [=1995: 256]) and, eventually, almost disappear by that time (Hoff-
mann 1970: 66f. [= 1976: 517f.]. n. 2).*

5. PARADIGMATIC FEATURES AND THE ORIGIN
OF THE -YET-OPTATIVE

In order to trace back possible sources of the -yef-optative, I give a
synopsis of all forms in -yet | -yeyur, together with the corresponding

* This disproportion can be partly accounted for by the fact that a good many
fundamentally intransitive verbs build active -ya-presents, the optatives of which are
indistinguishable from -yet-optatives in unaccentuated texts.

2 Such may be the case with the optative form krudhyet, constructed with the ac-
cusative in VaikhSS 12.11: 141.4 (anyam na krudhyel: see VaikhSS, ed. Caland, Preface,
P. Xix), in contrast to the forms of the -ya-present kridhya-", typically constructed with
the dative.

# Hoffmann’s claim that the precative totally disappears in late Vedic seems too
categorical. However, some rare forms (such as the aforementioned -sisyat SB 2.10.12
and -sicyat JUB 1.1.3.8 [ed. Oertel 1.3.8]) still occur in late texts; see also the list in
Renou 1940: 13f., n. 1 and cf. the examples from Epic Sanskrit in §7.1.
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present formations attested for the same root, and, for comparison, a
selection of root aorist optatives (precatives):

yel-optatives present formations

thematic athematic
ksip ksipyet ksipati
gr(b)h grhyet (grhnate. gr(b)hndti
ete.)™
dih -dihyet — degdhi
dhya dhyayét dhyayati
pad “-padyet padyate
bhaiij -bhajyet bhajyate
bhrj(j) bhyj()yéyur — bhrjjati
my mriyet mriydte
mrj mrjyet -
mrit -mrityét -mrityeyur -
ram -ramyelt ramate, -ti
vid vidyet viddti
Sams -Sasyet Samsati
Sis -Sisyet Svmsdate Sindsti
sayj H-sajjet sdjati
sic sicyet siicati
stiyet siyet siyate siite
Sna snayet -snayeyur — Snéti
precatives (a selection)
ad adyat, — attu
adyasam
as asyas - asnoti
ap apyas - apnoti
rdh rdhyds fdhyate | rdhnoti,
rdhydte rndaddhi
kr kriyat - krnoti, kardte
gam gamyas gdcchati
bha bhuyas bhavati
bhr -bhriyat bharati bibharti
yuj yujydtam, - yundkti
yujyat, ete.
Sak Sakyam - Saknoti

* Thematic present formations are secondary and late (grhnate MundU, -grhasva
AgnivGs, -grahet AgnivGs, late Up.; see Goto 1987: 85f. with n. 53f.).
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The main difference between the two lists is evident. All roots for which
-yel-optatives are attested have thematic (classes I, VI, IV) presents
(except dih and sna), whereas many roots of the second group do not.
This correlation suggests the following simple explanation: -yel-opta-
tives result from a contamination of precatives (root aorist optatives)
(sisyat, sicyat, ete.) and thematic present optatives (simsel, siiicet, ksipél,
etc.), thus being, in a sense, ‘thematic precatives’. To put it differently,
the rebuilding of the original root aorist optatives sisyat, sicyat, etc. has
been triggered by the thematic present formations of the same root.

The identification of -yat and -yet could be further supported by the
parallelism of precatives and class IV present optatives derived from a
roots, noticed by Hoffmann (1967: 26ff. [= 1976: 466ff.]); cf. such pairs
as -vayat (KS, KausS) : -vayet (Taittirtya-Samhita, Taittiriya- Brahmana)
(Vva “become extinguished, vanish”) and dhyayat : dhyayet.

6. -YET-OPTATIVES AND PARALLEL FORMATIONS

There are two optative formations which are, in some ways, parallel to the
-yel-optative and important for understanding its paradigmatic status.

6.1. -yet-Optatives and the Type gamema

The rare aorist type gamema has been discussed and explained by Insler
(1975: 6ft.); see also Renou 1940: 6ff. and Hoffmann 1955: 91 (= 1976:
386). As is well known, alongside athematic root aorist optatives like
gamyas, we find gaméma (RV) and games (Vajasaneyi-Samhita), along-
side rdhyas, rdhyama (RV) — rdhema (AV), rdhet (SB), ete. As Insler
shows, these formations result from thematicization of the root aorist
optatives.

In my view, -yel-optatives have arisen due to the same tendency, i.e. due
to thematicization. Like the type gamema, -yet-optatives have adopted
the accentuation of the underlying root aorist optatives (¢f. Hoffmann
1955: 91 [= 1976: 386]; Insler 1975: 11f.). Both of these morphological
types have been created on the basis of forms in -yat, -yama, ete. The
difference between the type gamema and -yel-optatives is, in particular,
of a chronological nature. While the type gamema arises already in the
Mantra period, -yel-optatives appear in Vedic prose and post-Vedic texts
(late Brahmanas, Upanisads, Stutras).

Once these morphological types were rooted in the verbal system as
separate formations, they could probably be derived without the inter-
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mediary stage of the root aorist optative. Thus, for instance, we do not
find the root aorist optative **ksipyat alongside ksipyet, etc.

It should be noted that 3sg. forms like labhét and rdhet may both repre-
sent formations of Insler’s type gamema and — under the assumption
that -yel-optatives could lose the suffixal y (see §7.2) — betray unat-
tested -yet-optatives (¥labhyét, *rdhyet).

6.2. -yel-Optatives and Athematic Infixed Nasal (Class VII)
Present Optatives

There is yet another late Vedic formation closely related to the preca-
tives in -yat, represented by such forms as nindyat, vindyat, siiicydt. This
type has been briefly discussed by Hoffmann (1970: 66f. [= 1976: 517f.],
n. 2).* From the formal point of view, such forms can only be treated
as optatives derived from athematic presents with the nasal infix (class
VI1I). The main problem about such an analysis is the absence of non-
optative forms based on athematic stems (**vindtti, **sindkte, etc.). We
only find thematic forms (vinddli, sificali), and the corresponding 3sg.
optative must be vindét and siiicét, while vindydat and sificydat prove iso-
lated. Hoffmann was absolutely right in pointing out that vindyat, ete.
cannot belong with the unattested athematic nasal present (**vinditi,
etc.), but his characterisation of such forms as “analogische Neubil-
dung” does not clarify their origin. In my view, forms like nindyat,
vindyal and siiicyal exemplify yet another replacement of the regular
root aorist optatives (precatives) with hybrid forms based on the infixed
present stems. Obviously, the root aorist optatives had become unfamil-
iar by the late Vedic period and tended to be replaced by formations
based on more common stems. Although the easiest option — thematic
present optatives (vindet, sificel, etc.) — was of course available, the au-
thors/redactors of the texts may have been looking for forms more
similar to root aorist optatives, thus creating athematic “pseudo-present”
optatives of the type siiicydt and -yet-optatives of the type sicyet (both
incorporating y after the root) — in imitation of the authentic root aorist
optatives in -yat.

Thus, strictly speaking, forms like siiicyat should also be regarded as a
separate formation, built on the same model as root aorist optatives (and
functionally equivalent to these), but based on present stems — “present
precatives”. This analysis is also supported by their defective paradigms:
like -yet-optatives, they lack other forms besides 3rd person singular — we

+ See also Oberlies 2003: 210 with n. 1.
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do not find **sisicyam, ete. Neither formation can belong to the present
system, for neither athematic nasal presents (of the type **sindkt), nor
active -ya-presents (of the type **sicyati) are derived from the roots in
question. In a sense, -yel-optatives are even less regular than athematic
nasal present optatives like sificydt: the latter form is based on the nasal
present stem, which is attested for this root — at least in its thematic
variant; whereas (active) -ya-presents are not derived from the roots
ksip, Sams, sic, ete. at all. Moreover, the final accentuation of mrityét and
bhrjyéyur shows that -yet-optatives cannot be grouped with -ya-presents
even from the purely formal point of view.

6.3. The Paradigmatic Domain of Aorist Optatives in Late Vedic

The paradigmatic domain of aorist optatives in late Vedic and its origins
can now be schematized as follows:

root aorist optative: rdhyat. E} type gamema: rdhet, ete.

(precative) sicyat, ete. [“them. precative”|
\ -yel-optatives: sicyel, ete.

athem. pres. opt.: sificyat, ete. |“pres. precative”|

present stem: sifica-, ete. -

7. FURTHER DEVELOPMENT AND PoOsSIBLE TRACES OF -yET-OPTATIVES

7.1. Evidence from Epic and Classical Sanskrit

A number of forms in -yet can be found in the Mahabharata and Ra-
mayana:*’

vandac ca vayuh surabhil pravayet [v.. *vayat]* (Mbh. 1.65.42a) “And let
a fragrant wind blow forth from the wood ...”

1 Most of the relevant Mbh. forms I owe to Thomas Oberlies (see also Oberlies 2003:
143, 230f. et passim); a few forms (among which Mbh. 1.147.8 vyucchidyet) are mentioned
by Holtzmann (1884: 25, §774): most of the Ram. forms are taken from Sen 1949: 102.

* In formal terms, the form -vayet might also be taken as a regular class IV present
optative. In early Vedic the root 'va “blow” has only a class 1T present (vati, etc.), being
paradigmatically opposed to the root *v@ “become deficient, extinguished, vanish”, which
forms the class TV present vaya-ti. However, from the late Vedic period onwards, vaya-"
is also attested in the sense “blow™ (in particular, in the SB, AA, JUB; see Kulikov 2001:
460), and Mbh. 1.65.42 -vayet could belong with this secondary class IV present (see Sil
1961: 43; Oberlies 2003: 194, 510). The most important argument against this analysis
is the precative form -vayat. attested as a variant reading in a number of mss. (see crit.
app. ad loc.), which indirectly supports the interpretation of -wvayel as a -yel-optative
(= precative).
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tate “pi hi gate svargam ' vinaste ca mamanuje | pindah pitFpam vyucchidyet
“tat tesam apriyam bhavet [/ (Mbh. 1.147.8)

“Since, when [my| father has gone to heaven and my younger brother
has perished, the offering to the fathers will be interrupted, [and] that
will be unpleasant for them.”*®

katham jayan (v.1. jayen) mamodare || (Mbh. 3.13.62d) “How (else) could
he (sc. my husband) be born (again) from my belly!”*

na canusisyed (v.1. °Sisyad) rajanam ' aprcchantam kada cana | (Mbh.
4.4.12ab) “One should never instruct a king who does not ask (for it).”

yo hy adriyed (v.1. °driyad) bhaksyam iti svamamsam ' manye na lasydasti
viwarjaniyam [/ (Mbh. 12.139.83¢d) “Since for the one who would accept
dog’s meat as edible there will be nothing, I think, which should be avoid-
ed.”ﬁﬂ

api cel ... sarvan vedan ... | ... adhiyet (v.. adhiyat) ... (Mbh. 13.36.15)
“Even if he will learn all the Vedas...”"!

navamanyed abhigatam ' na prapudyat (v.1. *nudyetl) katham cana | (Mbh.
13.62.13ab) “One should never despise or drive away a visitor.””

nakirtayitva gah supyat (v.1. supye®) (Mbh. 13.77.15a) “One should not go
to bed without having recited [the names of the] kine.”

yas trayet tridasan apt || (Ram. 3.57.11d) “(the one) who could protect all
thirty (gods)”?

setur atra yatha badhyed™ " yatha pasyema tam purim | tasya raksasardjasya
(Ram. 6.2.9abc) “that a bridge is bound up here, so that we could visit
the city of the Raksasa king.”

raghavasya yaso hryet (v.1. hiyat) (Ram. 5.35.57¢) “Raghava’s glory would
be diminished.”

* This form is taken by Oberlies (2003: 240 and 430) as a passive with the active
inflexion.

# See Oberlies 2003: 430.

" Oberlies (2003: 449) prefers a precative analysis of this form, and, accordingly.
the reading °driyat. For another post-Vedic attestation of the form adriyet, in Vara-
hamihira’s Yogayatra, see below, p. 51.

> See Oberlies 2003: 208f., 392.

2 See Oberlies 2003: 143, 460. — For another post-Vedic attestation of the form
(-)manyet in Dharmasttras (Smrtis), see below, p. 50f.

% See van Daalen 1980: 95; Oberlies 2003: 442,

* VAL badhyetatha yatha setwr; setur badhyela hi yatha. For this form see Sen 1964:
201 (where it is explained as “due to MIA [= Middle Indo-Aryan] influence”) and Ober-
lies 2003: 241, 469.
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Strictly speaking, the argumentative validity of the lipic forms in -yet
is somewhat weaker than for the evidence from Vedic. While in Vedic
and (early) post-Vedic texts middle -ya-presents (passives) with the ir-
regular active inflexion are exceptional, in Ipic Sanskrit they become
more common (albeit still fairly rare), and some forms quoted above can
be explained as replacements of regular middle present (passive) opta-
tives (i.e. "trayeta, *badhyela, etc. — which are indeed attested in some
cases as variant readings) — sometimes for metrical reasons. Yet, this
explanation does not work for all such forms. The strongest evidence for
Epic -yet-optatives is furnished by occurrences for which mss. attest the
regular precative form in -yatl alongside a form in -yel, as is the case with
adhiyet || adhiyat, jayet || jayat, adriyet || °driyat, pranudyat || *nudyet,
pravayet || “vayat, °sisyel || °Sisyat, supydt || supyel, hiyet || hiyat; cf. also
Mbh. 4.47.9 khyayet, v.1. khyayat.

Next to these supposed Epic -yet-optatives, there are a few forms in -yet
attested in the Smrti literature, which thus belong to approximately the
same chronological level and can equally be explained as replacements
of regular middle forms for metrical reasons:

samwviset turyaghosena ' pratibudhyet tathaiva ca | (YajiSmr. 1.330ab [ed.

Pandey 1.331ab]) “He should go to bed to the music of instruments, and

so should he wake up.”

The middle -ya-present budhya-te “wake” is well attested from the RV
onwards. Apart from the unclear atharvavedic form *buadhyema (Roth —
Whitney’s conjecture for AV 19.67.3, mss. bit(d)dhema, bidhrema), which
may have emerged under the influence of the adjacent active optatives
pasyema, bhivema, ete.,” active forms of the -ya-present bidhya-te do
not occur in the Vedic period. In the Sttras we only find the active par-
ticiple pra-budhyant- in ManSS 2.1.3.11.

Another Smrti form in -yel which is relevant for our discussion is man-
yel:

tam vai manyet pitaram mataram ca ' tasmai na druhyet krtam asya janan
/] (VisSmr. 30.47¢d ~ VasDhS 2.10 = HirDhS 1.1.18)* “[The student],
indeed, should consider him (sc. his teacher) as (his true) father and
mother; he should not grieve him, acknowledging what he (sc. his teach-
er) has done [for him].”

? See Insler 1975: 7, n. 13; Goto 1987: 220.

% The parallel verses in the VasDhS and HirDhS use the corresponding middle form
instead (lam manyeta ...; see, for instance, Olivelle 2000: 356 and 637), and this reading
is adopted by Krishnamacharya.
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The -ya-present mdnya-" “think” is well attested from the RV onwards,
but does not occur with the active inflexion until the Upanisad and Sttra
period (see Gotd 1997: 1016).7

Although both -budhyet and manyet could be explained as built under
the influence of the adjacent active optatives (-viset and druhyet, respec-
tively), we cannot rule out that they are -yet-optatives.

One more form, which may represent a -yet-optative, and is also at-
tested in a post-Vedic metrical text, Varahamihira’s Yogayatra (ed. H.
Kern), is -driyet:

daivajiiamantrisuhrdaptavacamsi raja ' yo nadriyet svamalicestitadustabud-
dhih | (Yogayatra 2.9ab; see Kern 1868: 168 [= 1913: 104]) “Ein Konig,
der die Worte seiner Astrologen, Minister, Freunde und Vertrauten nicht
beachtet, indem er eigensinnig verfihrt und unrichtig urtheilt ...” (Kern
1868: 183 [= 1913: 126]).
Kern (1868: 201 [= 1913: 156]) noticed the irregularity of the active
ending in d-driyet. Although one of the mss. has the middle optative
instead (°yeta mati®), the editor has adopted the reading °driyet, since
the absence of sva® in the following word renders the whole compound
meaningless.

On the Epic attestation of adriyet (Mbh. 12.139.83), see above.”

” The two active forms attested in the Upanisads and Stutras are abhimanyanti
MundU 1.2.9 “they think, imagine” (see Salomon 1981: 97: Olivelle 1998: 441) and part.
ava-manyant- BaudhSS 29.8: 380.13. The form ava-manyet, quoted in VIWC-Sa. 1/394b
as attested in VaikhDhS 3.3.6 and mentioned by Bharadwaj (1982: 108), may be based
on a misunderstanding. Kd. Caland (3.3: 134.12) has the regular middle optative (devan
vedan rajagurumalapitin vidvadbrahmanan navamanyela na nindet “He should not des-
pise, nor blame the gods, the Vedas, the king, his teacher, his mother and father, learned
Brahmanas”), with no variant readings (note that in Bharadwaj’s [1982] bibliography
only Caland’s ed. is mentioned). The two Indian editions used by Caland, as well as the
Madras edition, to which VWC-Sa. refers, were unavailable to me. Active forms of
manya-"I" become more common in Epic Sanskrit (see Gotd 1997: 1016; Oberlies 2003:
163); cf., in particular, Mbh. 13.62.13 avamanyet quoted above, p. 49.

™ Yet another form attested in a metrical text, which may be worthy of discussion,
is 3pl. opt. -lzyeyur met with in the relatively late Markandeya-Purana: lasmac chyenadayo
yasya ' niltyeyuh Sirasy atha (MarkP 51.69¢d) “therefore he, on whose head a hawk and
other [birds] would alight”. Although active forms of the -ya-presents 'liya-"'") “adhere,
cling” and liya-"") “dissolve, disappear” (see Werba 1997: 315) do occur from the post-
Vedic period onwards (on one attestation in the “principal” Upanisads, MundU 3.2.2
pra-vi-ltyanti, see Salomon 1981: 98: a few forms occur in later texts, e.g. Ram. 6.102.33a
ava-liyantt “hiding oneself”, and MarkP 61.19b vi-ltyata “with melting [snow|”), they
remain very rare. Furthermore, -liyeyur cannot be explained as a replacement mefri
causa of the middle optative -liyeran (which has the same metrical scheme). Note, inci-
dentally, that both active forms of the -ya-present of the compound ni-li quoted in PW
VI1/551 are 3rd person optatives: ni-ltyeyur, ni-liyet.
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Besides a few forms from metrical texts listed above, worthy of mention
is 3pl. opt. vi-trudyeyur, with which an indigenous commentator glosses
the transitive virujeyur at KatySS 22.3.22 daksinakale kantakair ena
virwjeyuh “[the priests| should prick them (sc. the cows) with thorns at
the time of daksinal-distribution|”. The active -ya-present of the late
(Class. Skt.) root truf is employed intransitively (“break, come into piec-
es”).”™ The transitive syntax of -trudyeyur (derived from the root variant
trud) can be explained under the assumption that this form belongs with
the -yet-optatives, not with the -ya-presents; see §4.2.%

7.2. Possible Indirect Reflexes of -yet-Optatives

Both in late Vedic and post-Vedic periods, -yef-optatives remain ex-
tremely rare. Most likely, this formation was considered too awkward to
become a productive morphological type. Being morphologically indis-
tinguishable (in unaccentuated texts) from -ya-present optatives and
lacking any specific function different from that of present optatives, it
had little chance to survive. What could become of these forms? On the
one hand, some -yet-optatives may have been replaced with much more
familiar and productive -ya-passives, with the concomitant restructuring
of the syntax of the corresponding sentence; cf. the discussion of the
passive optative form nir-mpjyeran in GB 1.4.13: 104.13f., where the
passive construction yajamanda nirmrjyeran “the sacrificers would be
wiped off” is based on SB 12.1.3.23 té vimrityeyuh “they would fall to
pieces” (see above, s.v. mril [p. 37, n. 27]). On the other hand, in some -
yel-optatives, the segment y could have been assessed as a secondary
insertion, especially if the root in question also formed class VI presents
(as in the case of bhyj(j)yéyur || bhrjjdati; see s.v. bhrj above, p. 35). The
co-existence of -yet-optatives (N-yét, N-yéyur) with forms without y (i.e.
class VI present optatives: N-ét, N-éyur) could favour the secondary as-
sociation of -yel-optatives with class VI presents. The V-yét |/ V-ét mod-
el could probably trigger the loss of % also in the individual verbal
systems where, originally, class VI presents were lacking. In particular,
traces of -yef-optatives can possibly be found among active optatives

* For this present, see PW 111/451f.; Tedesco 1953: 80f.; Balbir 1982: 66.

% The very rare irregular forms in -yet in Classical Sanskrit, mostly attested as
variant readings (for instance, Panc. 2.118: 154.18 na parityajyet, for the correct -tyajet
“|he| should not quit ...”, see Hertel 1912: 143 and Sternbach 1956: 124; KubjT 23.134
prap@jyet |ms. D], for the correct prapujyeta, see ed. Goudriaan — Schoterman, p. 81), are
likely to result from scribal errors.
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built on thematic root present stems (classes I and VI) which are unat-
tested or exceptional with the active inflexion; cf. the list of such forms
in Goto 1987: 396f. This may be the case for graset SVB 2.3.11 (~ middle
pres. grasate), saheyur SA™ 12.7 (32) (~ middle pres. sdhate), which may
betray unattested -yet-optatives (*grasyet, *sahyeyur).%

In some cases the loss of y in hypothetical -yel-optatives may have
given rise to secondary thematic root presents (class VI).” Such may be
the origin of the class VI present -usa-" “burn”, which appears in late

‘edic (GB) and in the Satras alongside the old class [ present dsa-". Gotd
(1987: 109f.) accounts for this formation as resulting from the reanalysis
of imperfect forms in compounds with upa (Fuposat << upa-ausat). This
assumption is plausible but does not explain why the majority of the
attested forms are 3sg. and pl. optatives in -ef and -eyur. Assuming that
-usel, -useyur go back to hypothetical -yel-optatives (*-usyel, *-usyeyur),
we are able to account for this imbalance of moods.

7.3. Evidence from Middle Indo-Aryan

Although -yet-optatives have not become a productive formation, it
makes sense to look for their traces in later texts and in Middle Indo-
Aryan. In particular, here probably belongs the much debated form
hamiieyasu/hamiieyu, attested in the famous Asokan Rock Edict XII1
(N). Most interpreters noticed the morphological irregularity of this
form and translated the end of the sentence (in the Shahbazgarht ver-
sion: ... na ca [halmieyasu)® as a passive construction: “in order that

" Some of the 3sg. forms in -ét, such as RVKh. 3.17%2.2 labhét (which cannot be a
correct optative form of the middle class I present ldbhate; note especially the abnormal
final accentuation, see Goto 1987: 262), can be accounted for otherwise — as belonging to
Insler’s type gamema (see above, §6.1). In general, this analysis is more probable for forms
attested in the mantras, where the type gamema first appears; on the contrary, for late
Vedic and post-Vedic forms an explanation in terms of -yel-optatives seems preferable.

% The loss of y before e is also attested (from the Sttras onwards) in 3sg./pl. opta-
tives of syali (\/sd “bind”) and asyati (\/as “throw”); cf. -set (in adhyava-set BaudhSS
21.11: 88.18-19, KausS 137.1, Mbh.), -aset (e.g., in ny-aset ManSS 10.3.5.22, 11.7.1.6>,
ManuSmr. 6.46, YajiSmr. 2.103, 3.35, BhagP 7.12.24; abhy-aset ApDhS 1.27.8 [= HirDhS
1.7.33 abhy-asyel, cf. Renou 1947: 193]; etc.): see also Bohtlingk 1896: 249f.; Leumann
1968: 58; Biswas 1968: 74, 171. The loss of y in compounds has probably been supported
by dissimilation processes after preverbs in -i/-y; see Leumann 1968: 58, Goto 1987: 85,
Oberlies 2003: 197 with n. 3, and Kulikov 2005: 307f. for details. In Epic Sanskrit we also
find non-optative forms for both of these newly-built class I presents; see Whitney 1885:
5. 185 and Oberlies 2003: 197, 202, 390, 531.

% For a synopsis of versions, see Schneider 1978: 75 and 116.
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they may not be killed” (Hultzsch 1925: 69)% — which makes little sense
in the context, however. Caillat (1991: 11; 1992) has convincingly dem-
onstrated that Bloch’s (1950: 129) transitive translation “qu’ils cessent
de tuer” is more attractive, and that hamiieyasu/hamneyu is a “mixed”
optative form. Thus, the gemination betrays y of the optative suffix (cf.
Skt. hanydat), not of the -yd-passive, while e must be yet another mark
of the optative (whence Caillat’s term “double optative suffix”). In my
view, Sanskrit -yel-optatives can further clarify the morphological status
of the Asokan form in question, which can readily be explained as a
trace of (or a formation parallel to) the plural -yet-optative of han, i.e.
Skt. *hanyeyur. The most direct reflex of the supposed Old Indo-Aryan
form would be hamneyu (hamiieyu), which seems to have been preserved
in two versions (Erragudi and Kalsi) and is adopted by Schneider (1978:
75 and 116) for the prototext. To the same morphological type must
belong Pali optative haiiiie (< Skt. *hanyet) “one should kill”, which thus
supports the transitive analysis of ASokan hammneyu/hamiieyasu. The
Pali 3sg. optatives pakampiye “he will bend”, maddiye “he shall crush”
and haifie “he should kill” have been correctly evaluated already in CD
1/517, s.v. asndti as “mixed pot.|ential|s”; see also Smith 1951: 4 (“formes
contaminées du type -kampiye (< -kampel X -kampyat)”) and Oberlies
2000: 227f. In my view, these forms point to the Pali formation, corres-
ponding to the Skt. -yet-optative.%

8. Syxorsis oF ForMs AND CONCLUSIONS

For the sake of convenience I list all forms discussed above as well as
hypothetical -yet-optatives:

i Likewise Kdgerton (1952: 117), contra Bloch (1950: 129) and Schneider (1978:
117): “damit sie ... nicht getotet werden”; cf. also Schneider’s comments on p. 150.
% 1 would like to thank Thomas Oberlies for having drawn my attention to these

Pali and Asokan forms.
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21.
22.
24.
25.

27.
28.
29.
30.

31.
32.

33.

34.
35.
36.
37.
38.

i “go
ksip “throw”

chid “break, hurt”

grh “seize”
lra “rescue”

trut (trud) “break”

dih “besmear”
dr “heed”
dhya “think”
nud “push”
pad “fall”
bandh “bind”
budh “wake”
bhaj “break”
bhrj(j) “roast”
man “think”
my “die”
myj “wipe off,
destroy”
mrit “decay”
ram “stop”
7 “adhere”
va “blow”
vid “know”
Sams “recite”
sas “teach”
sis “leave”

saij “attach”
sic “pour”

s “beget”
sna “bathe”

svap “sleep”
ha “abandon”

us “burn”

kamp “tremble”
gras “devour

myd | mard “crush”

sah “prevail”
han “kill”
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I. Attested Forms

-7yel Mbh.
ksipyet ChU
chidyet Mbh.
grhyet KausS™
trayet Ram.
-trudyeyur KatySSBh.
-dihyet BharSS
-driyet Mbh., Yogayatra
dhyayét RVKh.
-nudyet Mbh.
“-padyet ArsU
badhyel Ram.
-budhyet YajiSmr.
-bhajyet ManGS
bhrj(j)yéyur M/KS
manyet VisSmr., Mbh.
mriyet AmrtU
-mrjyet GB
-mrityét SB (= GB) -mrityeyur SB
-ramyet BaudhSS
-loyeyur MarkP
vayet Mbh.
vidyet JabU
-Sasyet SSS
-$isyet Mbh.
sisyet GB (= VaitS), Vaikh/
BharSS
“-sajjet ManSS
sicyel SA
sayet AV Par.
snayet Manavanugrahika
sutra
supyet Mbh.
hiyet Ram.

-snayeyur GB

I1. Hypothetical Forms
*usyet (— uset, class VI pres.
usati GB, Su.)
*kampyet (> Pali pakampiye)
*grasyet (— graset SVB)
*mydyet (> Pali maddiye)
*sahyeyur (— saheyur SA)

*hanyet (> Pali haniie) *hanyeyur (> Asoka

hammneyu, etc.)
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Let us recapitulate the main arguments pro and contra -yet-optatives as
a separate morphological formation. Of course, from the formal point
of view, forms in -yel- could be regarded simply as active optatives based
on class IV presents; but in most of the cases discussed above this an-
alysis is impossible.

The strongest evidence for positing -yel-optatives as a separate forma-
tion is furnished by the verbs which have no non-passive (class IV) -ya-
presents at all: forms like -Sasyet or ksipyel can by no means be grouped
with -yd-passives and therefore prove to be isolated within the corres-
ponding verbal systems.

Lvidence for -yet-optatives of those verbs from which class IV (non-pas-
sive) presents do derive — albeit with the middle inflexion — is somewhat
weaker. Forms like -driyet, manyet, mriyet and sayet can of course be
(and usually are) explained as instances of diathesis confusion (middle/
active) in late Vedic and post-Vedic texts — i.e. as replacements of the
original middle optatives “manyeta, “mriyeta, *siayela, etc. Such an ex-
planation is possible, particularly, in the cases where non-optative forms
are attested already from the late Vedic or early post-Vedic periods on-
wards.% However, this analysis does not account for the total absence of
other active forms (**mriyati, **sayati; part. **mriyant-, **sayant-, etc.)
from the paradigm or the unusual imbalance of moods.

Finally, positing -yel-optatives as a separate formation renders a number
of emendations unnecessary:

* “kstyela or *ksiyet (Bohtlingk) and “ksipet (VWC-Up. 1/261Db) for ChU
8.6.5

 *dhyayet (VWC-Sa. 111/1744a) for RVKh. 3.10°.16

« “padyan () (VWO-Up. 11/773a) for ArsU

* “-bhajet (ed. Sastri) or “-bhujet (Falk) for ManGS 2.15.6

* “bhrjjéyur (PW) for MSP 1.10.11: 151.6 ~ KSP 36.6: 73.1

o “mrity° (Delbriick) for SB -mrityét

« *Sisyeta (Caland) for VaikhSS 21.4: 325.2

« *Sisyeta (VWO-Si. 1/628b) for BharSS 7.3.9

% Thus I do not include into my corpus the form dahyet (ManGS 2.15.6, late Up.),
which belongs with the middle present dakya-", since the active non-optative forms are
attested from the late Brahmanas onwards (dahyanti SB 5.9.2) and become quite com-
mon in Epic Skt.: see Holtzmann 1884: 25f.; Kulkarni 1943: 239. Likewise, vasyet (mss.
vasy®) in APrayasc. 2.4 (cf. also Caland’s conjecture *wasye|t| for JGS 2.7: 32.7 [ms.|
*vasapec®), which corresponds to the middle optative vasyeta (viasya-" “low, bellow™) in
the parallel Brahmana passages SB 12.4.1.12 ~ AB 5.27.6 = 7.3.3, occurs adjacent to the
indicative form vasyati, being therefore of lesser value for our purpose.
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* *-sajet (ed. van Gelder) for ManSS 1.1.3.6
* *sicyeta (Keith, ed. Bhim Dev, VIWC-Br. 11/1590a) for SA 8.2.

To sum up, evidence for -yet-optatives appears rather scant: thus far 1
have found about 30 forms. It should be noted, however, that the un-
usual morphological character of -yet-optatives may have caused editors
and interpreters of texts to emend most such forms, treating them either
as class IV optatives with the irregular active ending, or as class VI
optatives (with a secondary y). Thus, some -yet-forms may merely have
been emended, leaving no traces in editions with minimal critical ap-
paratus. A thorough search into the ms. sources and into variant read-
ings adduced in critical apparatuses will probably furnish further evi-
dence for -yet-optatives.
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