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Abbreviations

A Aṣʵādhyāyī
AB Aitareyabrāhmaṇa
ĀpMP Āpastambamantrapāʵha
ĀpŚS Āpastambaśrautasūtra
ĀśvŚS Āśvalāyanaśrautasūtra
AV Atharvaveda
AVPariś Atharvavedapariśiṣʵa
BhārŚS Bhāradvājaśrautasūtra
BĀU Bʣhadāraṇyakopaniṣad
BaudhGS Baudhāyanagʣhyasūtra
BaudhŚS Baudhāyanaśrautasūtra
ChU Chāndogyopaniṣad
DrāhŚS Drāhyāyaṇaśrautasūtra
GautDhS Gautamadharmasūtra
GB Gopathabrāhmaṇa
JB Jaiminīyabrāhmaṇa
KapKS Kapiṣʵalakaʵhasaʋhitā
KāʵhGS Kāʵhakagʣhyasūtra
KātyŚS Kātyāyanaśrautasūtra
KauśS Kauśikasūtra
KS Kāʵhakasaʋhitā
KV Kāśikāvʣtti
LāʵŚS Lāʵyāyanaśrautasūtra

Abbreviations of Sanskrit Works
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M �ahābhāṣya
MaitrU �aitrāyaṇopaniṣad
Mā�ŚS �ānavaśrautasūtra
MBh �ahābhārata
MS �aitrāyaṇīsaʋhitā
MuʏɕU Muṇḍakopaniṣad
Pār	S �āraskaragʣhyasūtra
PB Pañcaviʋśabrāhmaṇa
PS �aippalādasaʋhitā
�ā� �āmāyaṇa

ʢV Ṛgveda

ʢVKh Ṛgvedakhilāni

Śāʍ�hŚS gāʍkhāyanaśrautasūtraȱ
ŚBM gatapathabrāhmaṇa (Madhyandina rec.) 

ʪB Ṣaḍviʋśabrāhmaṇa
ŚS gaunakīyasaʋhitā
SV �āmaveda
�Ā �aittirīyāraṇyaka
TB �aittirīyabrāhmaṇa
TS �aittirīyasaʋhitā
VādhŚS �ādhūlaśrautasūtra
Vai�hŚS �aikhānasaśrautasūtra
VaitS �aitānasūtra
VārŚS �ārāhaśrautasūtra
VP �ākyapadīya
VS �ājasaneyisaʋhitā
VSM �ājasaneyisaʋhitāȱ(Madhyandina rec.)
Vt �ārttika
YV Yajurveda

Sanskrit Works

AǱ S
A�MAǰ �a�a �ath ǻŗşŞŝȮŘŖŖřǼǰ The Aṣʵādhyāyīȱo�ȱ�āṇini, 6 Vols., Mun-
�hira� Ma��har�a�ǰ ��  D��hiǯ

AVPariśǱ �heȱ�ariśiṣʵasȱ o�ȱ theȱAtharvaveda, ed. by George Melville B�LL��	 
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MuʏɕUǱ ǽMuṇḍakopaniṣad] �L�V�LL�, Patrick (1998), �heȱearlyȱ�paniṣads: AnȬ
notated text and translationǰ �¡��rd U�iv�r�ity Pr���ǰ ��  ��r�ǯ

�iruktaǱ B
ADKAMKA�ǰ 
ǯ Mǯǰ a�d �ǯ 	ǯ B
ADKAMKA� ǻŗşŚŘȮŗşŞśǼǯ The 
�iruktaȱ o�ȱ�āskaȱ ǻ ithȱ�ighaṇʵuǼǯȱ�ditedȱ ithȱDurgaȂsȱ �ommentary. 2 Vols., 
Bha�dar�ar �ri��ta� ����ar�h ���titut�ǰ P���aǯ

�iruktaȬvʣttiȱo�ȱDurgaǱȱB
ADKAMKA�ǰ 
ǯ Mǯ ǭ �ǯ 	ǯ B
ADKAMKA�ǰ �d�ǯ 
ǻŗşŚŘȮŗşŞśǼǰ ��� a��v�ǯ

PS: �heȱ�aippalādaȬ�aʋhitāȱo�ȱtheȱAtharvavedaǰȱіȮіѣ, ed. by Dipak BHATTACHA-
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by Thomas ��
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Introduction
B�y��d th� v�i� �� ȃ�a�i�ȄǱ ��  p�r�p��tiv�� 
on the Atharvaveda

Marianna Ferrara, Duccio Lelli

�hi� v��u�� r�pr����t� a ęr�t aĴ��pt t� �¡p��r� th� Atharvaveda from 
beneath the veil of a century of scholarship, prompted by the aims 
�� th� pr����t  ithi�  hi�h it t��� �hap�ǰ �a���y th� P��� ŘŖŘŘ pr�-
���t ǻȃPr���Ĵi di �i��va�t� ��t�r���� �a£i��a��ȄǼ ��tit��d ȃ��ta����d 
Chr���t�p��Ǳ La��ua��ǰ P� �rǰ B�dy��ap�� a�d ���i�i�� i� th� �ir�t 
Ten Books of the gaunakaȱAtharvavedaȬ�aʋhitāȱ ǽŚSǾȄ ǻP� �i£ia�a P��-
ti���ǰ U�iv�r�ity �� Ca��iariǼǯ �h� pr����t i�v��v�d ęv� ����ar�h U�it� 
ǻCa��iariǰ 	���vaǰ Mi�a�ǰ Pi�aǰ a�d ����Ǽ a�d ���u��d �� th� tra���a-
tion of selected books from the gaunakīya recension of the Atharvaveda, 
 ith parti�u�ar aĴ��ti�� t� th� r��� �� th� ��dyǯ

�r�� th� �ut��tǰ thi� ���u�  a� u�d�r�t��d �y th� r���ar�h �r�up 
as a whole not merely in anatomical or descriptive terms, but as a way 
�� appr�a�hi�� th� ��dy a� a �u�tura��y ��diat�d ę��d thr�u�h  hi�h 
language, ritual practice, and forms of knowledge are articulated. 
Bui�di�� �� thi� �ra�� �r�ǰ th� pr����t ������tiv��y ad�pt�d �a��ua�� 
a� a h�uri�ti� d�vi�� ��r �appi�� ��th r�a� a�d i�a�i��d �����t�ǰ i�-
stitutions, ritual practices, and structures of power across the Vedic 
milieu, thereby enabling the articulation of semantic, cultural, and 
epistemic dimensions within the text.

�� thi� pr��i��ǰ th� pr����t i�v��ti�at�d h�  �i��ui�ti� a�d ritu-
al practices, social hierarchies, bodily representations, and religious 
i�a�i�ari�� i�t�ra�t�d  ithi� hi�t�ri�a��y �ituat�d ���ę�urati��� �� 
�pa�� a�d ti��ǯ �t i�  ithi� �u�h ���ę�urati��� that Atharvav�di� ritu-
ality took shape, spanning everyday and private concerns, public and 
politically relevant contexts, the mainstream tradition associated with 
the ʢ�v�di� a�d �a�urv�di� corpora, and its margins, where alternative 
pra�ti��� ��u�d ��i�it ��th �Ĝ�a�y a�d ��arǯ
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�ath�r tha� tr�ati�� th��� di����i��� a� di��r�t� d��ai��ǰ th� 
���� ����ar�h U�it appr�a�h�d th�� a� �utua��y ����titutiv� ���-
ments within a dynamic and historically situated network of mean-
i���ǯ �r�� thi� p�r�p��tiv�ǰ aĴ��ti��  a� dir��t�d ��t ���y t�  hat 
the texts say, but also to the logics and conceptual frameworks through 
which they construct relationships between bodies, environments, and 
systems of knowledge.

The aim was to move beyond the long-standing view of the Athar-
vaveda as marginal or anomalous within the Vedic canon and to recon-
sider it as an authoritative locus for exploring the dynamics of authority, 
normativity, healing practices, political symbolism, and cosmological 
speculation in early India. It is well known that Atharvavedic studies 
hav� u�d�r���� a �i��ię�a�t tur�i�� p�i�t  ith th� r�di���v�ry �� th� 
�aippalādaȱtradition, which has enabled a reconsideration of the AtharȬ
vaveda not as peripheral, but as a key site for observing processes of 
knowledge production and cultural negotiation. The present research 
thu� ��u�ht t� ���ti�u� a���� thi� tra���t�ryǯ

�ithi� thi� �ra�� �r�ǰ th� ����ar�h U�it at Sapi��£a U�iv�r�ity 
�� ����  a� ���rdi�at�d �y Maria��a ��rrara ǻA����iat� Pr������r �� 

i�t�ry �� ���i�i���Ǽǰ  h��� r���ar�h ���u��� �� V�di� ritua� traditi���ǰ 
the interplay between politics and religion, and gender approaches to 
r��i�i��ǯ �h�  �r� �� th� u�it �r�at�y ����ęt�d �r�� th� �i��ię�a�t 
��h��ar�y ���tri�uti�� �� Du��i� L���iǰ P��td��t�ra� ����ar�h �����  
ǻŘŖŘŚȮŘŖŘśǼǰ  h��� r���ar�h i�t�r��t� �����pa�� V�di� �tudi��ǰ th� 
Atharvaveda, and Indo-European linguistic and mythological connec-
ti���ǯ �h� ���v�r����� �� th��� ���p�����tary p�r�p��tiv�� Ȯ �� th� 
one hand, ritual and religious practices, and on the other, linguistic 
a�d ���parativ� appr�a�h�� Ȯ pr�vid�d th� i�t�����tua� �ra�� �r� 
��r th� ��t�r�ati��a� ��r��h�p ȃU�v�i�i�� th� Atharvaveda: Mapping 
th� Cu�tura� a�d Li��ui�ti� P��u�iariti�� �� a V�di� ��¡tǰȄ h��d at Sa-
pi��£a U�iv�r�ity �� ���� �� �a�uary řŖȮřŗǰ ŘŖŘśǯ �h�  �r��h�p 
�r�u�ht t���th�r a�� th� ����ar�h U�it� i�v��v�d i� th� pr����tǰ a���� 
with other international scholars, and the present volume constitutes 
the outcome of this collaboration.

The workshop was based on the premise that the Atharvaveda ex-
hibits distinctive features within the Vedic corpus, particularly in its 
�����ptua�i£ati��� �� th� ��dy a�d it� r��� i� ritua� pra�ti��ǯ �� thi� r�-
�p��tǰ Atharvav�di� t�¡t� �Ğ�� ���a��  ith th� vu���ra�i�iti��ǰ i�p�r-
���ti���ǰ a�d pr��ari�u� ���diti��� �� hu�a� �¡i�t���� Ȯ ��th phy�i�a� 
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and, at times, existential, in relation to the human place in the universe 
Ȯ thr�u�h ��r�� �� �¡pr���i�� that �ay app�ar �tri�i���y dir��t �r ȃvi�-
��ra�Ȅ  h�� ���par�d t� �th�r V�di� �at�ria��ǯ

Such characteristics have long contributed to shaping its reception 
in modern scholarship, where the Atharvaveda has frequently been in-
t�rpr�t�d thr�u�h �at���ri�� �u�h a� ȃ�a�i�Ȅǰ ȃ�p���Ȭ����Ȅǰ �r ȃ��r-
��ryȄǰ thu� p�a�i�� it u�d�r a p�r�i�t��t ȃv�i� �� �a�i�Ȅǰ �Ğ�� ��pha-
�i£i�� �at�ria�ityǰ th� ��dyǰ th� p�r��r�ativ� di����i�� �� r��itati��ǰ 
and explicitly harmful practices. While these interpretations have 
highlighted important features of the Atharvavedic corpora, they have 
at ti��� �v�r�had� �d �th�r di����i��� Ȯ p��iti�a�ǰ p��ti�a�ǰ p�y�h�-
���i�a�ǰ a�d phi����phi�a� Ȯ that hav� ��r� r����t�y ���� t� th� ��r�ǯ 

At the same time, recent scholarship has increasingly highlighted 
the importance of linguistic features that further contribute to the dis-
tinctiveness of the Atharvaveda, which has long been overshadowed by 
its comparison with the ʢgveda. These studies have shown that its rela-
ti���hip  ith th� ��Ȭ�a���d ȃ�ai��tr�a�Ȅ V�di� traditi�� i� ��r� ���-
plex and nuanced than previously assumed, thus calling into question 
rigid oppositions between central and marginal forms of Vedic expres-
sion. It is against this background that the workshop brought together 
national and international scholars who, by engaging with the mul-
tiple facets of the Atharvaveda, brought to light further aspects of its 
di�ti��tiv�����ǰ ���ęr�i�� th� �u�tai��d ��h��ar�y i�t�r��t i� thi� t�¡tǯ

Building on these developments, the volume is divided into three 
th��ati� ���ti��� Ȯ Linguistics, Lexicon, and Ritual Ȯ  hi�h r�Ě��t th� 
�ai� r���ar�h a¡�� �� th� pr����t a�d ������tiv��y ai� t� i��u�i�at� 
the textual, semantic, and performative dimensions of the Atharvaveda 
Saʋhitā. These sections are not isolated domains but complementary 
p�r�p��tiv�� r�Ě��ti�� a �har�d �����r�  ith th�  ay� i�  hi�h �a�-
�ua��ǰ ��dyǰ ���ia� �r�a�i£ati��ǰ a�d ritua� pra�ti�� �hap� a�d �r�a�-
i£� �¡p�ri����  ithi� th� �u�tura� h�ri£�� �� th� Atharvav�di� h�a�i�� 
tradition and the political context of early forms of sovereignty.

�h� ęr�t ���ti�� �¡p��r�� ��y �i��ui�ti� ��atur�� �� th� Atharvav�di� 
corpora, situating them within the broader history of Vedic language. 
The contributions examine verbal morphology and grammatical re-
Ě��ti��ǰ i���udi�� i��i�ht� d�riv�d �r�� Pāʏinian analysis (Maria 
Pi�ra Ca�d�Ĵi a�d �i£ia�a P��ti���Ǽǰ �y�ta�ti� �tru�tur�� ǻDavid� M��-
�iǼǰ di���ur�� �r�a�i£ati�� ǻMa��i�� VaiǼǰ a�d th� i�t�ra�ti�� ��t ��� 
��tri�a� a�d pr��� �at�ria�� ǻ��iv�r 
��� i�Ǽǯ Parti�u�ar aĴ��ti�� i� 
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devoted to the interaction between metrical and prose materials, as 
 ��� a� t� th� di�ti��tiv� ��atur�� that �hara�t�ri£� Atharvav�di� �a�-
guage in comparison with other Vedic Saʋhitās. 

The second section focuses on lexical and semantic analysis, inves-
ti�ati�� ��y t�r�� a�d ���a�ti� ę��d�  ithi� th� Atharvav�di� r����-
sions and in comparison with the ʢgvedic tradition. The contributions 
�¡a�i�� th� �ty�����y �� �p��ię� ��¡i�a� it��� ǻA��¡a�d�r Lu��t��yǼǰ 
th� ���a�ti� ra��� �� ��y t�r�� a�r��� V�di� t�¡t� ǻDu��i� L���iǼǰ a�d 
lexical domains related to healing and cosmology (Kristen de Joseph), 
a�  ��� a� ���ity a�d ���ia� �r�a�i£ati�� ǻMaĴ�� Ma��iá a�d ���a 
���£iĴiǼǰ th�r��y �h� i�� h�  th� Atharvaveda brings together a rich-
�y �tratię�d ����t���ati�� �� ���a�ti� a�d �u�tura� ����ari��ǯ 

�i�a��yǰ th� third ���ti�� tur�� t� ritua� pra�ti��� a�d r��i�i�u� r�p-
r����tati���ǰ �¡a�i�i�� th� Atharvav�di��Ȃ r��� i� �hapi�� ritua� au-
thority, Brahmanical identity, and the bodily construction of both the 
individual and the community. The contributions explore mythologi-
�a� ę�ur�� a�d ���iȬdivi�� ��i��� ǻ����rt L�a�hǼǰ ritua� ���t�¡t� r��at-
�d t� �hi�d�irth a�d th�ir t�¡tua� para����� ǻ���a�d Aǯ P��thǼǰ th� r��� 
of Atharvans and Aʍ�ira���  ithi� ritua� traditi��� ǻPa��a Mǯ ����iǼǰ 
a�d th� ritua� ��dię�ati�� �� ���ia��y di�ruptiv� ���ti���ǰ �u�h a� ��a�-
�u�y a�d ��vyǰ i� Atharvav�di� t�¡t� ǻMaria��a ��rraraǼǯ 

By situating Atharvavedic materials within an interdisciplinary 
framework, this volume has sought to highlight the features that mark 
the Atharvaveda as a distinctive text within the Vedic tradition. Its orig-
inality does not lie in the fact that its putative authors engage with the 
����tiati�� �� p� �rǰ �rd�rǰ a�d r��i�i�u� auth�rity Ȯ i��u�� that ar� 
central to the Vedic tradition as a whole and that place the Atharvaveda 
�u��y i� �i��  ith �th�r V�di� ������ti���ǯ �ath�rǰ th��� th���� ���r�� 
here according to distinctive logics, shaped by the centrality accorded 
to the body and to its vulnerability, within a vision of order that must 
nonetheless be preserved from collapse.

The inquiry thus returns to the body from which it set out, now 
 ith a �r�ad�r p�r�p��tiv� that �hiĞ� th� ���u� �r�� th� AtharvavedaȂ� 
perceived unconventionality to its richness, beyond the interpretative 
veil that has long obscured its conceptual and cultural richness.
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ŗǯ �hat �a� Pāʏini teach us
 about the Atharvavedic usages
 of the perfect tense?*

Maria Piera Candotti, Tiziana Pontillo

Abstract
The present work is based on the 107 occurrences of the indicative perfect oc-
curring in Books 1 and 4 of the gaunakīyaȱAtharvaveda. These have been taken 
a� a �a�p�� t� adva��� a ��  hyp�th��i� ��  hat �ay �� id��tię�d a� th� t � 
most general features in the use of the perfect in these Vedic sources. Alongside 
the non-dynamic feature that has already been highlighted (even though with 
varying degrees of emphasis) in contemporary scholarship, we propose to add 
a nominalising feature. Both traits work in synergy; they are common to all our 
���urr����� a�d ��u�dǰ i� ���ęr��d i� �th�r ��ur���ǰ h��p u� �v�r���� th� �¡-
treme fragmentariness in the description of the uses of the perfect that characte-
rises contemporary description of the perfect. This assumption is mainly based 
�� ���� �¡tr����y i�t�r��ti�� ����rvati��� pr�p���d �y L�ui� ����u i� ŗşŘś 
a�d �� ���� i���r�ati�� pr�vid�d �y Pāʏi�iȂ� �ra��ar i� parti�u�ar �� a ��  
intepretation of the term parokṣa used in A 3.2.115.

Keywords 
Atharvaveda language; Perfect indicative; �arokṣaǲ Pāʏini.

 Ș �hi� pap�r i� th� r��u�t �� a ��i�t  �r� di��u���d a�d �har�d �y ��th auth�r�ǯ 

� �v�rǰ Maria Pi�ra Ca�d�Ĵi i� r��p���i��� ��r ȗȗ Śǰ ŝǰ Şǰ şǰ ŗŗǰ ŗŘ a�d �i£ia�a 
P��ti��� ��r ȗȗ ŗǰ Řǰ řǰ śǰ Ŝǰ ŗŖǯ A�� tra���ati��� ar� th� auth�r�Ȃ u����� �th�r i�� ��t�dǯ 
�h� pr����t  �r� i� part�y �a��d �� �tudy �at�ria� �har�d  ith ���a�d P��th a�d 
Davide Mocci on the gaunakīyaȱ�aʋhitāȱBooks 1 and 4. In fact this contribution is part 
�� th� ȃ̈�ta����d Chr���t�p��Ǳ La��ua��ǰ P� �rǰ B�dy��ap�� a�d ���i�i�� i� th� 
�ir�t ��� B���� �� th� gaunakaȱAtharvavedaȬ�aʋhitāȄ pr����tǰ �u�d�d �y th� �ur�p�a� 
U�i�� ǻ��¡t 	���rati�� �Uǰ Mi��i�� Śǰ C��p����t ŗǰ CUP �śřDŘřŖŖŞŖřŖŖŖŜǼǯ �ur 
tha��� t� �ra�� Kãh��r ��r hi� �u����ti��� a�d i�pr�v����t�ǯ
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1. What temporal reference for perfect forms in the Vedic 
language?

In the spectrum of the time-honoured assumptions regarding the re-
construction of the function of the Indo-European perfect, its lexical 
a�p��t �r A�ti���art ha� �Ğ�� ���� u�d�r�i��d �y pr����ti��  hat i� 
partially found in Indo-Aryan and Greek evidence onto the prehistoric 
pha��ǯ �� parti�u�arǰ a���rdi�� t� Kipar��y ǻŗşşŞǰ pǯ ŘşǼ ȃSa���rit pr�-
���t� a ��a��i� �a�� �� th� �v��uti�� �� a�p��t t� t����ǯ ǽǳǾ ��r Pr�t�Ȭ��-
do-European, the aorist and perfect are reconstructed as purely aspec-
tua� �at���ri��ǰ  ith r��p��tiv��y p�r���tiv� a�d �tativ� va�u�ǯȄ1 On a 
th��r�ti�a� ��v��ǰ th� �aĴ�r �at���ry i�di�at�� a ���diti�� �� th� �u����tǰ 
 h�� �� �ha��� ���ur�ǰ iǯ�ǯ ��thi�� ȃhapp���Ȅǰ a�d it i� �����iv�d a� 
a� a�t��y� �� ȃdy�a�i�Ȅǯ 
� �v�rǰ it i� hard t� ę�d a d���ripti�� �� 
these two categories neatly recorded in the language in terms of clear 
oppositions and, despite several extensive and excellent works devot-
�d t� th� p�r���t i� ��d�Ȭ�ra�ia�ǰ �u�h a� that �y Kû���� dati�� �a�� 
to 2000, some questions remain open. 

A� i�  ��� ��� �ǰ V�di� p�r���t u�a��� hav� ���� ��a��ię�d a���rd-
ing to several categories2. Sometimes the number of distinctions and 
sub-categories scholars have assumed over time in order to explain the 
usages of the Vedic perfect seem to be almost incompatible with the 

1 As regards the proto-I�d�ur�p�a� p�r���tǰ La££�r��i ǻŘŖŗŜǰ pǯ Şǰ  ith r���r���� 
to Di Giovine 1996, pp. ŘŝŖȮŘŝŗǼ ��ari�i�� h�  th� p�r���t �u�t �p��i�i�a��y �� 
interpreted in terms of Aktionsart, what is also called ȃlexical aspectȄǱ ȃi� p�r��Ĵ� 
��� ��dię�a u� a�p�Ĵ�ǰ ����È �� �tat� d�� �����Ĵ� ������u��t� a� ���pi�r�i di u� 
processo ǻȁr��u�tativ�r StativȂ ����a d�ę�i£i��� di Kû����Ǽǰ u�a Aktionsart, dunque 
ǻȁ�a�t��tati��h� A�ti���artȂǱ Kû����ǰ ŘŖŖŖǰ pǯ ŜŞŖǼǰ d���� �t���� tip� del causativo, 
d���Ȃi�t���iv� � d�� d��id�rativ�ǯȄ

2 
�r�  � hav� ��iĴ�d ��v�ra� �th�r paĴ�r�� �� r���ar�h that ar� �ar �r�� �ur pr����t 
�i�� �� i��uiryǯ ��r i��ta���ǰ ��� i�p�rta�t �i�� �� r���ar�h �� th� p�r���t ha� tra��d 
the middle and the perfect back to a single mediopassive diathesis as opposed to 
a� a�tiv� diath��i�ǯ �� parti�u�arǰ ����u ǻŗşŘśǰ ppǯ ŗŚȮŗśǼ ��ti��d that p�r���t a�tiv� 
forms are sometimes associated with middle present forms, as in ʢV ŗŖǯŗŖŝǯŞǱ ǽǯǯǯǾ 
n¤ȱbhojāы  mamrur ǽǯǯǯǾ naȱvyathante ȁ��� �i�·rau¡ �� ��ur��t p�i�t ǽǳǾ i�� �� �u�i����t 
·�ra������tȂǰ  h�r� ȁ�� par�ait �ar�u� �Ȃ·tat a�tu��ǲ �� pr·���t �Ȃ��tr·� da�� ��t ·tatȂǯ 
�� th� �th�r ha�dǰ �i��� ���� ��h��ar� ǻ��� �ǯ�ǯ ����u ŗşŘśǰ pǯ ŗŖǲ B�rr�Ĵ��i ŗşŝŜǲ 
Strunk 1977) pointed out that some Greek or Indo-Iranian verbs lack any form of the 
p�r���tǰ d����tiv����� �����d t� �� a��� t� �ě�r a� i�t�r��ti�� ��y t� u�d�r�ta�di�� 
the more ancient aspectual value of the several verbal stems, particularly that of the 
perfect. We decided to concentrate on a single track of research, which the linguistic 
�at�ria� u�d�r �¡a�i�ati�� ����� t� i��u�i�at� ��Ĵ�rǯ
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actual common functioning of a real language3ǯ ��r i��ta���ǰ Kû���� 
ǻŘŖŖŖǰ ppǯ ŜŜȮŞŘǼ �v�� di�ti��ui�h�� ��v�� typ�� �� ��d�Ȭ�ra�ia� p�r-
���t a�d u��� V�di� �¡a�p��� t� i��u�trat� th�� a��ǯ �h� ęr�t t � typ�� 
come under the common label of �er�ektȱalsȱAktionsartkategorieȱdesȱerreȬ
i�htenȱ�ustandǯ ȃ�h� ��¡i�a�i�i�rt� P�r���t�pr§����Ȅ ǻŗǼ i� th� d��i��a-
tion of very common verbal forms such as veda ȁh� ��� �Ȃǰ pupośa ȁh� 
i� ri�h i�Ȃǰ  h�r� th� r���va�t r��ati���hip  ith th� pri�r a�ti�� r��p��-
tiv��y d���t�d �y it� v�r�a� �a��ǰ iǯ�ǯ ȁt� ���Ȃ a�d ȁt� Ě�uri�hȂ ha� ����ǰ 
�� t� �ayǰ �ry�ta��i��d ǻKû���� ŘŖŖŖǰ ppǯ ŜşȮŝŖǼǯ �� thi� �at���ry th� 
scholar also includes the perfect verb forms āha, āhuḥ ȁh� �ay�ǰ th�y �ayȇ 
whose paradigm is largely defective. The second category is the so-
�a���d ȃ�a�t��tati��h� P�r���tȄ ǻŘǼ  hi�h i�di�at�� a �tat� aĴai��d �y 
th� �u����t a� th� r��u�t �� a pri�r v�r�a� a�ti�� ǻKû���� ŘŖŖŖǰ pǯ ŜŜǼǯ 
Within a syntactical perspective, a nactostative perfect corresponds to 
a present tense and can also be used as such in a general way4. The 
third-person singular perfect indicative forms jāgāыra ȁh� i� a a��Ȃ i� 
ʢV 5.44.15 and bibhāыya ȁh� i� �ri�ht���dȂ i� ʢV 5.83.2 are two examples 
�� th� �a�y �����t�d �y Kû���� ǻŘŖŖŖǰ pǯ ŜŝǼǯ �r�� a �y��hr��i� p�i�t 
of view, most of the nactostative perfect forms have to be regarded as 
independent verbs because they only exist in a derivative relationship 
with other verbal forms from the same root. There are nevertheless 
rar� �a���  h�r� Kû���� p�i�t� �ut a� �pp��iti�� ��t ��� th� ��a�-
ing conveyed by perfect and aorist forms deriving from the same root. 
A���� Kû����Ȃ� �¡a�p���ǰ  � ę�d th� p�r���t ��r� iyāya (from iȬ 
ȁt� ����ȂǼ i� �pp��iti�� t� th� a�ri�t ��r� aiṣīt; the perfectȱāpa (from 
āpȬ ȁt� ��tai�ȂǼǰ i� �pp��iti�� t� th� a�ri�t āpat, but it is clearly stated 
that this contrastive usage is no longer fully productive in the Vedic 
�a��ua�� ǻKû���� ŘŖŖŖǰ pǯ ŝŖǼǯ B��id�� th��� t � �at���ri��  ith A�-
ti���art va�u��ǰ Kû���� id��tię�� ��ur �th�r �at���ri��  hi�h ���� 
u�d�r th� ����ra� �a��� �� ȃ���pu��at���ri� �it V�r�a����h�it���£-
u�Ȅǰ a t��p�ra� �at���ry ǻiǯ�ǯ �� �����r a�p��tua�Ǽ  ith ���� r���r���� 
to the past5ǯ �h� diě�r��t �i�d� �� r���r���� t� th� pa�t ar� d���ri��d 

3 S�� �a�i��� ǻŘŖŖŘǰ pǯ řśŘǼ �� th� �at���ri�� ��ta��i�h�d i� Kû���� ǻŘŖŖŖǼǱ ȃ��� 
sometimes feels that the author is drawing functional distinctions only because he 
i� �apa��� �� �����ptua�i£i�� th��ǰ ��t ���au�� th�y �a� �� di���r��d i� th� t�¡tua� 
�at�ria��  � hav�ǯȄ

4 A��� thi� �����d �at���ry i� r��tri�t�d �y Kû���� t� a �p��i�i� �i�t �� v�r�a� �a���ǯ
5 Kû���� ǻŘŖŖŖǰ pǯ ŝŗǼ ����id�r� that th� hi�t �� th� pa�t d�riv�� �r�� th� r��u�tativ� 

a�p��t �� �a�t��tativ�Ǳ ȃS��a��� di��� 
a�d�u�� i�p�i£i�rt  arǰ a��� £u�i�d��t 
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as follows. Category (3) is constituted by the perfect which denotes an 
�¡t��d�d pr����t t����ǰ iǯ�ǯ ȃda� P�r���t d�r �r �it�rt�� 	���� art” 
i� Kû����Ȃ�  �rd� ǻŘŖŖŖǰ ppǯ ŝŘȮŝřǼǯ �� thi� �a��ǰ th� pr�t�rit� a�ti�� 
has not been completed but is still ongoing in the present time. This 
ȃ�¡t��d�d pr����tȄ i� th� V�di� �a��ua�� �a� �� �urth�r ��arię�d �y 
adverbial expressions such as pur¤ ȁ����r�Ȃǰ nūn¤m ȁ�� Ȃ �r ś¤śvad and 
satr¤ ȁa� ay�Ȃ ǻa� a�r�ady ��ti��d �ǯ�ǯ �y D���rû�� ŗŞşŝǰ pǯ ŘŗŚǼǯ Kû�-
��� ǻŘŖŖŖǰ pǯ ŝŘǼ tra���at�� th� r���va�t �����t�d �ta�£a� p�a�i�� �p��ia� 
emphasis on when the action is performed, that is both in the past and 
in the present6ǯ M�r��v�rǰ i� �i��  ith D���rû�� ǻŗŞşŝǰ ppǯ ŘŗŚȮŘŗśǼǰ 
Kû���� �i����� �ut ȃDa� ���pr�h���iv� P�r���tȄ ǻŚǼ a� a u�� �� th� 
perfect that aims to summarise the entire past up to the limit of the 
pr����t  ith th� ��i��i�� �� th� ��atur� ȃ�a�ti�� i� th� pr����tȄ7ǯ Kû�-
���Ȃ� ǻŘŖŖŖǰ ppǯ ŝśǼ ȃ���u�tativp�r���tȄ ǻśǼ i� u��d t� ���v�y th� r��u�t 
of the designated past action which is still evident in the present state 
of the agent8ǯ �i�a��yǰ ȃDa� �i�htr��u�tativ� P�r���tȄ ǻŜǼ i� u��d  h�� 
a� a�ti�� i� a����t �������y ��u��iat�d a� a �aĴ�r �� �a�t  ith�ut a 
resultative value but rather as something more generally relevant to 
the present9. In addition to these six early-Vedic types, a seventh cat-
egory, characteristic of young Vedic prose, sanctions a preterital and 
narrative use of the perfect.

All in all, one of the most important assumptions about the early 
V�di� p�r���t �ai�tai��d �y �a�y ��h��ar� i� that it �Ğ�� ha� a pr��-

�itv�r�ta�d��  urd�ǰ  ar �� a��r �ã��iĖǰ d�� ���u� v�� r��u�ti�r��d�� �u�ta�d 
i� �iĖtu�� d�r v�r�a������ 
a�d�u�� £u v�r�Ėi����ǲ di���r V�r�a�� �§đt �iĖ a�� 
r��u�tativ� M�t��y�i� ��£�iĖ���ǯȄ

6 One of the selected examples is ʢV 8.67.16: ś¤śvadȱ dhÇȱ vahȱ sudānavaȱ āы dityaȱ ūtibhirȱ
vay¤mȱ| purāыȱnūn¤mȱbubhujm¤heȱ|| ȁ� �u�ię���t Āditya�ǰ i�d��d  � a� ay� hav� 
����ęt�d �r�� y�ur h��pǯȂ C�ǯ tra���ǯ Kû���� ǻŘŖŖŖǰ pǯ ŝŘǼ ȃD��� i���r��rt ha���ǰ 
ihr �ut�� 	���rǰ Āditya�ǰ dur�h �ur� 
i����  ir �rûh�r u�d ��t£t �ut£��ǯȄ

7 See e.g. ʢV 2.27.14ab: aditeȱmÇtraȱv¤runot¤ȱmʣɿa |ȱy¤dȱvoȱvay¤mȱ�akʣmāы ȱk¤�ȱ�idȱāыgaḥ || 
ȁAditiǰ Mitra a�d Varuʏaǰ ��r�iv� u� i�  � hav� ǻ�� �arǼ �au��d y�u a�y �ě����ǯȂ 
C�ǯ tra���ǯ Kû���� ǻŘŖŖŖǰ pǯ ŝřǼǱ ȃAditiǰ Mitra u�d Varuʏaǰ v�r£�ihǰ  ���  ir �u�h 
ǻ�i�h�rǼ ir���d�i� U�r��ht ��ta� ha���ǷȄ

8 See e.g. ʢV 1.145.1a: t¤mȱpʣ��hatāȱ s¤ȱ jagāmāȱs¤ȱveda ȩ ȁA�� thi� ���Ƿ 
� �a�� ǻa�d 
��  h� i� th�r�Ǽǰ h� ��� �ǯȂ C�ǯ tra���ǯ Kû���� ǻŘŖŖŖǰ pǯ ŝśǼǱ ȃDi���� �ra�tǷ D�r i�t 
�������� ǻu�d ��t£t daǼǰ d�r  �iđ ��ǯȄ

9 See e.g. ʢV 5.32.7cd: y¤dȱīʋȱv¤jrasyaȱpr¤bhʣtau dadāы bhaȱvÇśvasyaȱjantàrȱadham¤ʋȱ�akāraȱ| 
ȁ�h��ǰ �y �ra�di�hi�� th� ��u� at hi�ǰ h� d���at�d hi�ǰ h� �ad� hi� th� �� ��t �� 
a�� th� �r�atur��ǯȂ C�ǯ tra���ǯ Kû���� ǻŘŖŖŖǰ pǯ ŝřǼǱ ȃA�� �r ǽ��draǾ ih� ǽd�� D§��� 
Dā�avaǾ ��i� S�h��ud�r� d�r K�u�� ����h§di�t hatǰ hat �r ih� �i�dri��r a�� ��d�� 
	���hãp� ���a�htǯȄ 
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ent-time reference or that it extends through the past, including the 
ti�� �� th� uĴ�ra���ǯ S��� ��h��ar� ǻ��� �ǯ�ǯ 
�ě�a�� ŗşŜŝǰ pǯ ŗŜŖǲ 
Kû���� ŘŖŖŖǰ pǯ ŝŞǼ �v�� a���rt that th� p�r���t i�di�ativ� i� ��v�r 
used with a purely past time reference in early Vedic, while Dahl 
ǻŘŖŗŖǰ ppǯ řŚŚȮřŚŝǼ ��pha�i��� that thi� a��u�pti�� ȃru�� i�t� th� 
diĜ�u�ty that th� P�r���t i�di�ativ� i� ���� �a�� ����� t� �� ���pat-
i���  ith pr�Ȭh�di�r�a� a�d r���t� pa�t r���r���� ti���ǯȄ Dah� ǻŘŖŗŖǰ 
ppǯ řŚŞǲ řŜŜǼ ��r i��ta��� r�Ě��t� �� th� ����� i�� ��au��Ǳ

�D��ʢV ŗŖǯśśǯśd ƽ ŚS şǯŗŖǯşd
adyāы mamāыraȱs¤ȱhy¤ḥȱs¤mȱāna
Today he has died. Yesterday he was still fully breathing10.

and considers the hapax perfect form (s¤mǼȱānaȱas a piece of evidence 
that a genuine past time can be expressed by the perfect indicative in 
V�di� ��ur���ǯ ��v�rh����� h� ǻŘŖŗŖǰ pǯ řŜŗǼ a��� p�i�t� �ut that thi� 
same hymn is found in the gaunakaȱAtharvavedaȱ�aʋhitā, which means 
that it belongs to a relatively late layer of the ʢgveda ��rpu�ǯ Kû���� 
ǻŘŖŖŖǰ ppǯ şŜȮşŝǼ a��� ����id�r� th� hapa¡ ǻs¤mǼȱāna derived from the 
verbal root anȬȱ ȁt� �r�ath�Ȃ a� a ������i��ǰ �r�at�d a� a� a�t�r�a�t 
��r� t� th� ���� h�r� aĴ��t�d pr����t a�d a�ri�t ��r��  hi�h hav� 
the same durative value. On the other hand, Jamison (2002, p. 352), 
u�d�r�i��� ȃth� i�Ěu���� �� p��ti� d�vi��� a�d rh�t�ri�a� pr���ur�� i� 
th� �h�i�� �� ��rph����i�a� ��r��Ȅ a�d a�a�y��� thi� p�r���t ��r� a� 
ȃa ����� ��r�ati�� dir��t�y i��pir�d �y it� ���a�ti� �pp��it�ǰ mamāыra 
ȁdi�dȂ i� th� �a�� PādaǯȄ ����th�����ǰ  �  ��d�r  h�th�r a ��i�ht�y 
diě�r��t p�r�p��tiv� �h�u�d �� ad�pt�d ��r thi� �¡a�p��ǯ M�r� �p��i�-
ically, we propose an analysis of these two perfect forms (mamāы ra and 

10 C�ǯ Kû����Ȃ� tra���ati�� ǻŘŖŖŖǰ ppǯ şŜǲ řŝŖǼǱ ȃ
�ut� i�t �r ǻd�r M��dǼ ���t�r��� 
Ȯ �� hat �r ���t�r� ���h ��at��tǯȄ �h�  h��� ʢV �ta�£a r�ad� a� ����� �Ǳ vidhúʋ 
dadrāṇ¤ʋȱ s¤maneȱ bahūnāыʋȱ yøvānaʋȱ s¤ntamȱ palitàȱ jagāraȱ |ȱ dev¤syaȱ paśyaȱ kāыvyamȱ
mahitvāыdyāы mamāыraȱs¤ȱhy¤ḥȱs¤mȱānaȱ|| ȁ�h� ���itary ǻ����ǵǼ ru��i�� i� th� �r� d 
�� �a�y ǻ�tar�ǵǼ Ȯ th�u�h h�  a� y�u��ǰ th� �ray ��� � a��� �d hi� Ȯ ��h��d th� 
poetic skill of the god in his greatness. (In simple language): today he died; yesterday 
h�  a� ǻ�ti��Ǽ uĴ�r�y �r�athi��Ȃ ǻtra���ǯ �a�i���ǰ Br�r�t�� ŘŖŗŚǰ pǯ ŗŚŜśǼǯ �� �a�tǰ 
�a�i��� ǻi�idǯǰ pǯ řśŘ �¡p�ai�� that ȃth� ��r� d��� ��t � � it� �����tary �¡i�t���� 
t� th� �tru�tura� paĴ�r� �� th� ��r�ati��� ������i�� t� th� r��t ǻa ��atur�ǰ a� it  �r�ǰ 
�� ȁ�a��u�ȂǼǰ �ut t� rh�t�ri�a� i�pu��� i� th� i���diat� ���t�¡t ǻȁpar���ȂǼǯȄ A� �ar 
as the accent of mamāыra i� �����r��d ��ǯ ��i£ar����va ŗşşśǰ pǯ ŘśşǱ ȃ�� th� �p�a��r 
perceives even a slight degree of contraposition between the simple sentences that 
make up a complex one, that feeling entails the appearance of the accent in the verb 
�� th� ęr�t ���t����ǯȄ
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āna) which goes beyond the contrast between the present and past 
categories11 and instead takes advantage of the opposition between 
dynamic and non-dynamic verbal expressions. We are thus advanc-
ing the hypothesis that these two perfect forms work as a sort of qual-
i�yi��  �rdǰ u��d a� a pr�di�at� ��u�ǰ  ith r��p��t t� th� �u����tǰ iǯ�ǯ 
th� ����ǰ  hi�h t�day i� ȁth� ���  hi�h ha� di�dȂ iǯ�ǯ a ȃ�� Ȅ ���� 
a�d y��t�rday  a� �ti�� a ȃ a�i��Ȅ ����ǰ �a���y ȁth� ���  hi�h 
�r�ath�dȂǯ �hi� i� i� �i��  ith  hat ����u ǻŗşŘśǰ pǯ ŘśǼ a��ri��d t� 
th� p�r���t i�di�ativ� ��r�ǰ �y d�ę�i�� it ȃu�� ��r�� d� r�pr·���ta-
ti�� �t ��� d� d���ripti��Ȅǯ �� �th�r  �rd�ǰ th��� t � phra���  ith 
mamāы ra and (s¤mǼ āna seem to be equivalent to two nominal clauses, 
rather than describing a verbal action with all its perceived factual 
details.


�r�  � ai� t� r�Ě��t up�� thi� a��u��d ȃ���i�a� �a�i��Ȅ �� ��v-
eral Vedic perfect forms to try and show how this may even be of 
help in overcoming the problematic dichotomy between present and 
pa�t ti�� r���r����� ��r th� p�r���t ��r��ǯ ��  i�� ęr�t ���u� �� ���� 
discussed ʢV examples before turning to the analysis of the occur-
rences of perfect forms in two allegedly archaic books of the AtharȬ
vaveda which will allow us to put our hypothesis to the test.

2. Rediscussing some ṚV examples with an alleged past 
time meaning

L�t u� try t� ta���� thi� pr����� �y r�tur�i�� t�  hat Dah� p�i�t�d 
�utǰ ��p��ia��y ǻŘŖŗŖǰ ppǯ řŚŚȮřŚŝǼ i� hi� r�Ě��ti�� �� �a��� �� th� p�r-
fect form that coexist with an imperfect or aorist form, such as in the 
����� i�� �ta�£aǯ �� hi� �pi�i�� th� p�r���t ��r� ����� t� �� ���pat-
ible with a past time reference rather than conveying a present tense 
(Dahl 2010, p. 349).

�E��ʢV 2.15.1
pr¤ȱghāȱnvȱ¥syaȱmahatàȱmahāы niȱsatyāы ȱsaty¤syaȱk¤raṇāniȱvo�amȱ|
trÇkadrukeṣv apibatȱsut¤syāsy¤ȱm¤deȱ¤himȱÇndroȱjaghāna || 

11 M�r��v�rǰ it i� �vid��t that th� pur� v�r�a� ��r� i� it���� i� ��t �uĜ�i��t t� �¡pr��� 
time, since the temporal opposition between the two clauses relies on the two 
adverbs of time. 
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I now announce the great deeds of the great one, the real deeds of the 
real one. He drank �� th� ǻ���aǼ �ui�� i� th� �ri�adru�a�12. In his inebri-
ation Indra smashed the snake.

Although the perfect indicative form jaghānaȱdenotes a situation in the 
remote, mythical past and hence has more or less the same temporal 
reference as the coordinated imperfect form apibat, Dahl recognises 
that thi� d��� ��t ��a� that th�r� ar� �� �th�r r���va�t diě�r����� ��-
tween the two forms in such a context. He is also well aware of the fact 
that several other scholars consider that perfect and imperfect always 
���v�y a diě�r��t di���ur�� �u��ti��13ǰ �v�� th�u�hǰ a�� t�� �Ğ��ǰ �� 
a�t�r�ativ� �p��ię� �a��� i� adva���d ��r th��� �¡a�p��� �� th� p�r���t 
that coexist with imperfect and aorist, i.e. it seems that this diversity is 
stated almost apodictically.

�urth�r��r�ǰ �� th� �a�i� �� th� �a�t that �¡i�t��tia� a�d u�iv�r-
�a� �ua�tię�d adv�r�� �u�h a� s¤dāȱ ȁa� ay�Ȃǰ ś¤śvat ȁ���ti�u�u��yȂ 
are used far more frequently to modify perfect indicative forms than 
imperfect or aorist indicative ones, several scholars have pointed out 
that the perfect indicative is the regular expression of habituality in 
the past in early Vedic14ǯ ����th�����ǰ i�  � d� ��t �i�it �ur a�a�y�i� 
to a single sentence but consider the whole hymn in which this stan-
£a app�ar�ǰ  � r�a�i�� that th� p�r���t ��r� jaghānaȱǻmimāya, tasthuḥ, 
pipeṣa, jaghantha, vivideǱ �ta�£a� řǰ śǰ Ŝǰ şǼ is closely associated to a re-
frain repeated eight times as the last pāda �� �ta�£a� ŘǯŗśǯŘȮşǰ  hi�h 
also resumes the action of smashing Vʣtra; namely:

�F��ʢV ŘǯŗśǯŘdƽřdƽŚdƽśdƽŜdƽŝdƽŞdƽşd
sàmasyaȱtāы ȱm¤daȱÇndraśȱ�akāra

In his inebriation due to Soma Indra realised these deeds.

It is tempting to consider this refrain with the perfect form �akāra and 
the similar antecedent with the perfect form jaghāna as something radi-
�a��y diě�r��t �r�� th� ��u��iati�� �� a dy�a�i� a�ti�� ǻ ith aĴ��ti�� 
to all its perceived factual details). �ath�rǰ those verbal forms enunci-
ate the sheer occurrence of that action that frames the character, labels 

12 i.e. in the three Soma vessels or among the Maruts, according to Jamison, Brereton 
2014, p. 422.

13 S�� �ǯ�ǯ 
�ě�a�� ŗşŜŝǰ pǯ ŗŜŖǲ Kû���� ŘŖŖŖǰ p. 77.
14 S�� �ǯ�ǯ ����u ŗşŘśǰ pǯ Řřǲ Kipar��y ŗşşŞǰ ppǯ řřȮřśǯ
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hi� ���� a�d ��r a��ǰ a�d ����h�  ȃ�r��£��Ȅ hi� i� th� r��� �� VʣtraȂ� 
slayer and in the image of the hero who accomplished this exploit. In 
�ur �pi�i�� thi� �at���ry �� th� �r�£�� i�a�� �� a� a�ti�� that �ua�ię�� 
the agent might also explain the coexistence of present forms with a 
p�r���t i� th� ����� i�� �ta�£a �it�d �y Kû���� ǻŘŖŖŖǰ ppǯ ŝŘȮŝřǼ t� 
show a special case of the present perfect when the preterite action is 
not completed, but is still ongoing in the present, namely the so-called 
ȃ�¡t��d�d pr����tȄ15:

�G��ʢV 2.28.4cd
n¤ȱśrāmyantiȱn¤ȱvÇȱmu�antyȱet·ȱv¤yoȱn¤ȱpaptūȱraghuy¤ȱp¤rijmanȱ||

�h��� ǽ�tr�a��Ǿ d� ��t ��t tir�d ��r d� th�y �tr�t�h �utǰ �i�� �ird� th�y 
���p �� Ěyi�� � iĞ�y a�� �v�r th� p�a��16.

The notion of the continuous action of rivers is at the core of this hem-
i�ti�h a���rdi�� t� Kû���� ǻŘŖŗŖǰ ppǯ ŝŘȮŝřǼǯ ��  � ����id�r th�  h��� 
�ta�£aǰ  � �a� ��v�rth����� ��� a ��r� ���p��¡ paĴ�r� at p�ayǱ i� th� 
previous hemistich Varuʏa i� �aid t� �� th� ���  h� ęr�t ��iĴ�d ǻasʣ-
jatǼ  at�r� a�d thi� a�ti�� pr����t�d i�t� a �ythi�a� pa�t i� �¡pr����d 
�y a� i�p�r���t ��r�ǯ �h� ęr�t t � v�r�a� ��r�� ����� i�� th� a�ri�t 
ar� pr����t i�di�ativ� a�d ar� at varia���  ith th� ę�a� p�r���t i�di�a-
tive form paptuḥ which conveys a permanent feature of the rivers, en-
vi�i���d a� ȃĚyi�� �ird�Ȅǯ ��v�rth�����ǰ thi� ��atur� i� ��t ��ta��i�h�d 
outside a temporal frame, it has a precise beginning when the water 
ęr�t �pra�� ��rthǰ ���ti���d �y ��a�� �� th� i�p�r���t ��r�ǯ �h� 
opposition between the perfect form and the two present indicative 
forms, which both convey the two durative actions, seems to depend 
�� th� �a�t that th� �aĴ�r ar� ��t �ui�t up�� a ę¡�d �ra�� �� �i�i��ǯ

This use of perfect as denoting a characterisation of the agent also 
recalls what Di Giovine (1990, p. 82 fn. 171) noted for the perfect in 
Greek and sometimes in Vedic (e.g. in four occurrences of mimāya in 
ʢV 1.164.41; 3.53.15; 3.55.13; 10.27.14 from the verb māȬ ȁt� ����� ȂǼ 
 h�r��y th� p�r���t ���v�y�d a �ua�ity �� th� a�i�a�ǰ iǯ�ǯ ȁthat  hi�h 
����� �Ȃǰ rath�r tha� th� d���ripti�� �� th� �� Ȃ� v��a� a�ti��ǯ

15 ȃA�� �i�� Art S��d�r�a�� d�� pr§���ti��h�� P�r���t� �ã��t� �a� �� ��£�i�h���ǰ  ��� 
di� pr§t�rita�� 
a�d�u�� �i�ht a�����h������ i�tǰ ���d�r� i� d�r 	���� art i���r 
���h a�Ȭdau�rtǯ �� ha�d��t �i�h da�� u� di� ȁ�r �it�rt� 	���� artȁǯȄ 

16 C�ǯ tra���ǯ Kû���� ŘŖŖŖǰ pǯ ŝŘǱ ȃDi��� ǽStrã��Ǿ �r�ûd�� �i�ht ���h �pa���� �i� au�ǰ 
 i� Vã��� Ěi���� �i� ǽi���r ��h��Ǿ ��h���� i� ihr�� U��au�ǯȄ 
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3. The role of past in the characterisation of the agent: 
occurrences selected from ŚS 1 and 4

L�t u� ��  a�a�y�� a �a�p�� �� ŚS ���urr�����ǰ �����t�d �r�� th� 
whole survey of Books 1 and 4 of the allegedly most ancient books17. 
These books were chosen merely because, within the context of our 
Pr����t ǻ���ti���d a��v� i� ��ǯ ŗǼǰ th�ir a�a�y�i� a�d r�Ȭi�t�rpr�tati�� 
was assigned to our two research units. A table containing the whole 
�i�t �� ���urr�����  ith r���va�t ��a��ię�ati��� ha� ���� i���ud�dǯ �� 
will start by testing the hypothesis that in early-Vedic most occur-
rences of the perfect still retain a strong aspectual connotation char-
acterised by a non-dynamic feature. This understanding of the action 
���v�y�d �y p�r���t ��r�� Ȯ ��t ���� i� it� u����di�� �ut �i�p�y i� 
th� �a�t that it ha� ���urr�d Ȯ i� th� ��� that a��� �d u�ǰ ��r i��ta���ǰ 
to account for the uses of the imperfect and the perfect in (b) in the 
pr�vi�u� pa��a���ǯ L�t u� ��  a�a�y�� ���� t���i�� �¡a�p���ǯ

�� th� ����� i�� �ta�£a th� p�r���t ��r� tasthiṣe whose understood 
�u����t i� ¤kṣyamǰ iǯ�ǯ th� �y� �i�t���t ���ti���d i� �ta�£a ŗǰ ���¡i�t� 
with two phrases with the present asȬ. 

ǻŗǼ ŚS ŚǯşǯŘ
paripāыṇaʋ púruṣāṇāʋ 
paripāыṇaʋȱg¤vāmȱasiȱȩ
¤śvānāmȱ¤rvatāʋ 
paripāыṇāyaȱtasthiṣe ||

You are an overall protection for men, you are an overall protection for 
�aĴ��ǯ ��u ar� th� ���  h� �ta�d� ��r th� �a�� �� a� �v�ra�� pr�t��ti�� 
of horses and steeds.

�� hav� tra���at�d it a� ȃy�u ar� th� ���  h� �ta�d�Ȅ  hi�h ��a�� 
ȃth� ���  h� �t��d up a�d �ta�d�Ȅ ��r th� �a�� �� pr�t��ti��Ǳ a� 
compared to the previous present copula, the perfect seems to re-
fer to a kind of past solemn assignment (hinted at in the previous 
�ta�£a  h�r� th� ��d� ar� d���ri��d a� th� �iv�r� �� th� ��di�i��Ǽ 

17 S�� �it£�� ŗşşŝǰ pǯ ŘŞŗǱ ȃ�a�i�� a�� �� th� pr���di�� i�t� a���u�tǰ it ����� t� �� th� 
�a�� that ŚS ŗȮśǰ ŞȮŗŘ ƽ PS ŗȮŗśǰ ŗŜȮŗŝ ar� th� t � ��d�r ���ti���ǯ �h�y ��r� th� ��r� 
of the Atharvaveda texts dealing with sorcery and speculation and can be dated ad 
quem with the introduction of iron (1200 B.C.). In fact, they agree in general with 
Ma�tra p�ri�d �a��ua��ǯ 
� �v�rǰ AV ŗřȮŗŞ ƽ PS ŗŞǰ �ay ��ǰ Ȯ at ��a�t i� partǰ Ȯ �� 
a slightly later age, that of the later Saṃhitā p�ri�d ǻ�SǼǰ �r �v�� that �� ���� �ar�y 
Brāh�aʏa� �u�h a� th� ��d�r part� �� ABǯȄ
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at the origin of the current function18. While the present copula sim-
ply states the fact that the eye ointment is a form of protection, the 
p�r���t ��au�� add� th� i���r�ati�� that it a��� �ě�r�d pr�t��ti�� i� 
the past, that it was designated to do so. Thus, the phrase with the 
p�r���t ����� t� p�ay th� r��� �� a �ua�ię�r ��r th� u�d�r�t��d �u�-
���t a�d i� thi� �u��ti�� it �a� �a�i�y a�t�r�at�  ith a ���i�a� ��au��ǰ 
as if it were a nominal form rather than a verbal one. If we wish to 
�ti�� t� Kû����Ȃ� �at���ri��ǰ  � �a� �ra�� thi� a�a�y�i� �� p�r���t a� 
ȃ���Ȭr��u�tativ� p�r���tȄǰ  h�r� th� �hara�t�ri�ti� r��u�t i� th� pr��-
��t i� r�p�a��d �y a ��r� ȃ����ra� r���va��� ��r th� pr����tȄǯ �h� 
perfect thus serves to emphasise a past action as currently important, 
�� that it ����ti��� ����� t� �� ȃu��d a����tȄ �������y ǻKû���� 
ŘŖŖŖǰ pǯ ŝŝǲ ��ǯ ����u ŗşŘśǰ pǯ ŚŗǼǯ ��r i��ta���ǰ i� th� ����� i�� �ta�-
£aǰ A��iȂ� r��� i� a����iat�d  ith thr�� pa�t a�ti��� ���v�y�d �y thr�� 
perfect forms that constitute a label for the god and encapsulate his 
prestige forever in the present.

ǻŘǼ ŚS ŚǯŜǯŗ
brāhmaṇó jajñe prathamó 
d¤śaśīrṣoȱd¤śāsyaḥ |
s¤ȱsàmaʋȱpratham¤ḥ papau 
s¤ȱ�akārāras¤ʋ viṣ¤mȱ||

�h� Brah�a�Ȭ��� �r Ȯ th� t��Ȭh�ad�dǰ t��Ȭ��uth�d ��� Ȯ i� th� ��� 
 h�  a� ��r� a� ęr�tǯ 
� ǻth� �a�rię�ia� A��iǼ i� th� ���  h� ęr�t 
dra�� S��aǰ h� i� th� ���  h� �ad� th� p�i��� �ap���� ǻƽ har�����Ǽ 
ǽ��r hi�����Ǿǯ

In the following three occurrences of the perfect indicative forms, the 
r��� �� V��a ����� t� a�a����u��y �� �pit��i£�d �y th��ǰ  hi�� a ��u-
ple of imperfect forms in the same passage are actually used to depict 
a dynamic verbal action.

ǻřǼ ŚS ŚǯŗǯřȮŚ
pr¤ȱyà jajñé vidvāыnȱasyaȱb¤ndhurȱ
vÇśvāȱdevāыnāʋȱj¤nimāȱvivaktiȱȩ
br¤hmaȱbr¤hmaṇa øjȱjabhāraȱm¤dhyānȱ
nī�¤irȱu��¤iḥ svadhāы abhÇȱpr¤ȱtasthauȱȩȩ

18 ŚS ŚǯşǯŗǱ ·hiȱ jīv¤ʋ trāыyamāṇaʋ p¤rvatasyāsyȱ ¤kṣyam|vÇśvebhirȱ dev¤irȱ datt¤ʋȱ paridhÇrȱ
jīы vanāyaȱk¤mȱȩȩ ȁC��� h�r�ǰ d����di�� �i��Ƿ ��u ar� th� �y� �i�t���t ���i�� �r�� 
th� ��u�tai�ǰ �iv�� �y a�� th� ��d� a� a� ������ur� �u�t ��r �i��ǯȂ
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s¤ȱhÇȱdiv¤ḥȱs¤ȱpʣthivyāы ʣtasthāы 
mahīы ȱkṣémaʋȱràdasīȱ¤skabhāyatȱ|
mahāыn mahīы ȱ askabhāyadȱvÇȱjātàȱ
dyāыʋȱs¤dmaȱpāыrthivaʋȱ�aȱr¤jaḥ ||

�h� ���  h� ǻƽ Ba�dhu ƽ V��aǼ  a� ��r� a� ��� i�� ǽit ǻƽ Brah�a�ǼǾǰ 
ǽh�  h� i�Ǿ th� ������ti�� ǻƽ V��aǼ  ith thi� ǻƽ Brah�a�Ǽǰ r���u�t� a�� 
th� �irth� �� th� ��d�ǲ h� ǽi� th� ���  h�Ǿ �arri�d Brah�a� up �ut �� th� 
�idd�� �� Brah�a�ǲ h� ǻƽ V��aǼ ǽi� th� ���  h�Ǿ adva���d d� � ard�ǰ 
up ard� a���rdi�� t� hi� i�tri��i� �a ǯ ��r h� ǻƽ V��aǼ ������i�� t� th� 
heaven, (he) belonging to the earth, standing in the ʣta, upheld the two 
great worlds (namely earth and heaven), as his resting place. Once born 
(jātaǼ a� �r�atǰ h� ǻƽ V��aǼ uph��d th� t � �r�at ǽ �r�d�Ǿ ��parati�� 
ǽth��Ǿǰ th� h�av�� a� ǽhi�Ǿ ��at a�d th� �arth�y �pa��ǯ

Sometimes the perfect form of bhūȬȱis used as a midpoint between the 
dy�a�i� v�r� a�d ��pu�aǯ �� th� ����� i�� �ta�£a a �ai� ��au��  ith 
a second-person singular imperative verbal form āы ȱ vaha is combined 
with a causal clause with a second-person singular perfect indicative 
form babhūыvitha.

ǻŚǼ ŚS ŗǯŝǯŗ
stuvān¤mȱagnaȱāы vaha 
yātudhāыnaʋȱkimīdÇnamȱȩ
tv¤ʋȱhÇȱdevaȱvanditàȱ
hantāы ȱd¤syorȱbabhūыvitha 

Bri�� th� ��r��r�r Ki�Îdi� h�r�ǰ ǻ h�  i�� ��Ǽ a���u��i�� hi����� 
then, O Agni, because you, O god, are one who has become the revered 
slayer of the foreigner.

Here the perfect is used to introduce a habitual and stable property 
characterising th� �u����tǰ iǯ�ǯ �� ��d A��iǰ rath�r tha� t� r���r t� a pa�t 
event that happened prior to the reference time of the imperative in the 
main clause19. The action of slaying the foreigner may take place many 
times, but the title of slayer was obtained once and for all.

��v�rth�����ǰ thi� �¡a�p�� diě�r� �r�� th� pr�vi�u� ���ǰ ���au�� 
the verbal base bhūȬȱsimply accompanies the phrase which conveys the 
�hara�t�ri�ati�� �� th� �u����t ǻvanditó hantāы ȱd¤syoḥ ȁth� r�v�r�d slayer 
�� th� ��r�i���rȂǼǰ  hi�� th� v�r�a� ��r� tasthiṣe alone conveys at least 
a p�rti�� �� th� ę�a� �hara�t�ri�ati��ǯ

19 C�ǯ tra���ǯ �hit��y ŗşŖśǰ pǯ ŝǱ ȃth�u ha�t ������ ��ay�r �� th� �ar�aria�Ȅǯ
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As regards the assumed meaning conveyed by the perfect forms 
h�r� a�a�y��dǰ it i� ��t� �rthy that ����u ǻŗşŘśǰ ppǯ ŘŚȮŘśǼ ����id�r� 
the perfect tense as the verbal form that expresses the past in the most 
����ra� a�d ��a�t �p��ię�  ayǯ �h� ��h��ar �ai�tai�� that th� r�a��� 
why a poet chooses the perfect form is that he is focusing on the pres-
ent state resulting from the evocation of the past, in order to create a 
representation more than a description of the action performed by the 
eye �i�t���tǯ ����u a��� ��pha�i��� th� �a�t that �u�h a �tru�tur� i� 
found with great frequency in the Atharvaveda20.

�h� ęĞh �ta�£a a�a�y��d h�r� ha� ���� ��a��ię�d a� a ridd��ǯ �h� 
 h��� �ta�£a �a� �� ��Ĵ�r u�d�r�t��d i�  � �tart �r�� th� �����dȬp�r-
son plural imperative form brūta ȁ�ayǰ r��p��dǷȂǯ 

(5) ŚS Śǯŗŗǯś ǅ PS řǯŘśǯŚ
y¤syaȱn·śeȱyajÛ¤patirȱn¤ȱyajÛàȱ
nāыsyaȱdāt·śe n¤ȱpratigrahītāы|
yàȱviśvajÇdȱviśvabhʣыdȱviśv¤karmāȱ
gharm¤ʋȱnoȱbrūtaȱyatam¤śȱ�¤tuṣpātȱ||

ǽ�� ��� �ay�ǱǾ ��ith�r th� �iv�rǰ ��r th� ���  h� a���pt� i� �a�t�r �� th� 
��� ��  h�� ��ith�r th� ��rd �� �a�rię�� is master ��r th� �a�rię��ǯ ��-
�p��d t� u�Ǳ ȃth� h�t dri��Ȅ  hi�h i� th� ���  h� ����u�r� �v�rythi��ǰ 
��ar� �v�rythi��ǰ r�a�i£�� �v�rythi��ǰ  hi�h i� that  hi�h i� �ui�t��-
sentially endowed with four feet.

�� �th�r  �rd�ǰ th� ęr�t h��i�ti�h �ay �� r�ad i� th� ����� i�� �a�-
��rǱ ȁ�� ��� a��� y�u ǻp�ǯǼǱ ȃ�h� i� th� ��� ��  h�� ��ith�r th� �iv-
�r ��r th� ���  h� a���pt� i� �a�t�rȄǰ y�u �h�u�d a�� �rǱ ȃth� h�t 
dri��ȄȂǯ �h� d�ę�iti�� �� gharma, i.e. the key for solving the riddle, 
uses two verbal clauses with the same perfect form (īśe) and a nomi-
nal clause with three noun predicates alongside each other. The three 
������t� that �a�� up th� d�ę�iti�� �i�t th� �ua�iti�� �� th� h�t dri��ǯ 
There is no trace of a dynamic action in the perfect forms. Once again, 
the verbal form īśe i� ��ua� t� a ���i�a� ��au��Ǳ ȁh� i� �a�t�r ��Ȃǯ

20 S�� ����u ŗşŘśǰ ppǯ ŝǲ ŘŚȮŘśǱ ȃ�� u� ��rtai� ���� i� �Ȃa�it d��� dȂu�� varia�t� du 
pr·���tǰ �ai� �Ȃ��t u� pr·���t �ui ��t�rait �� �ait a�tu�� �� ta�t �u� r·�u�ta�t�ǰ ��� �� 
ta�t �u� pr��¸� durati�ǰ �t �ui p�rt�rait �� �ui d� �a³�� i�p�i�it� �� �ait pa��· �ui �Ȃa 
pr�v��u·ǯȄ ǲ ȃL� par�ait ��t �a ��r�� �ui �¡pri�� �� pa��· d� �a �a³�� �a p�u� �·�·ra�� 
�t �a ��i�� d·t�r�i�·� ǽǳǾ Mai� �� �ui ���tri�u� ¥ �� ę¡�r da�� ��� ��r�u��� ��t �u� 
�� p�¸t� diri�� ��� aĴ��ti�� �ur �Ȃ·tat a�tu�� �ui r·�u�t� d� �Ȃ·v��ati�� du pa��· Ǳ �Ȃ��t 
u�� ��r�� d� r�pr·���tati�� �t ��� d� d���ripti��ǯ ǽǳǾ C� typ� d� phra�� ��t �urt�ut 
�r·�u��t da�� �ȂAtharvav�daǯȄ 
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A� a�a����u� ridd�� �tru�tur� i� u��d i� th� r��� ��d hy�� ŚS 
4.2 that in great part matches ʢV 10.12. The perfect forms are again 
u��d t� d�ę�� th� �hara�t�ri�ti�� �� th� ��d th� d�v�t��� ar� ����i�� 
��r a� th� ���t �uita��� r��ipi��t �� th�ir d�v�ti�� Ȯ ��� ����  ǻŗŗǼ 
and (12).

A�ai�ǰ it i� ����u  h� �i����d �ut a �p��ia� �tru�tur� i�v��vi�� 
the perfect which also appeared in several of the passages from the 
Atharvaveda t�¡t�  � �¡a�i��dǰ i���udi�� th� �u�t �u�t�d �ta�£aǯ

U� typ� d� phra�� �r·�u��tǰ �t da�� ���u�� �� par�ait ��t ¥ p�u pr¸� 
constant, est celui où la proposition, introduite par un relatif neutre 
�u i�d·ę�iǰ par u�� �������ti�� yadÇ, y¤t, y¤thā, exprime un fait qui 
�� �itu� da�� �� pa��· dȂu�� �a³�� i�d·t�r�i�·� ǽǯǯǯǾ i� �uĜt �u� �a 
pr�p��iti�� �����dair� pr·���t� �i p�u �u� �� ��it �� �ara�t¸r� dȂi�-
d·t�r�i�ati�� p�ur �u� �� par�ait y apparai���ǯ ǽǳǾ CȂ��t da�� ��� 
��r�u��� d�� hy���� �a�i�u��ǰ �ui ·tai��t vrai�����a������t dȂu� 
typ� ar�haÊ�u� �t traditi�����ǰ �u� �Ȃ��t �����rv·ǰ �� v·di�u� �Ȃ��-
p��i du par�ait �� ��i�� ·��i��· d� �Ȃu�a�� pri�iti�ǯ ǽǳǾ L� par�ait �� 
trouve 259 fois après le relatif (ou une forme issue du thème du rela-
ti�Ǽ da�� �ȂAtharvav�daǯ ǻ����u ŗşŘśǰ pǯ ŘŚǼ

The following simple charm is another good example of a perfect form 
introduced by a neuter relative pronoun working as a subordinating 
����u��ti��ǯ

ǻŜǼ ŚS ŗǯŗŖǯř ƽ PS ŗǯşǯř
y¤d uv¤kthāыnʣtam 
jihv¤yāȱvʣjin¤ʋȱbahøȱȩ
rāыjÛasȱtvāȱsaty¤dharmaṇo 
muñcāыmiȱv¤ruṇādȱah¤mȱȩȩ
If you have told a crooked lie many times with your tongue, I release 
you from the King, from Varuʏa, whose laws are true.

�h� ęr�tȬp�r��� �u����t d���ar�� that h� i� a��� t� r���a�� th� i�t�r-
locutor from the risk of being caught by Varuʏa who punishes liars 
a�d a��� ���ar�y �¡p�ai�� that �� �aĴ�r h�  �a�y ti��� th� �iar �ay 
have told lies, how or even exactly when he did so, he will in any case 
release him. It is noteworthy that the clause introduced by y¤dȱdoes 
not describe the action of lying as a process, but places it in a past 
characterised by indeterminacy, as if it were merely stating that the 
interlocutor is a liar.
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In all the examples seen so far the perfect form expresses a relevant 
categorisation of the agent in the present time: the eye ointment in (1) 
is described in the present of the ritual action as characterised by the 
fact that it has been a means of protection since time immemorial, Agni 
i� ǻŘǼ i� th� ęr�t ��r�ǰ ęr�t dri���r a�d �� ��ǲ th� p�r���  h� i� a �iar 
in (6) asks for mercy from Varuʏa and so on. The past time is never 
expressed in the examples of this paragraph. It is instead implied in 
the derivation of the meaning of the characterising action itself21 which 
is presented as having a temporal dimension: in the already discussed 
examples Agni is not characterised (in the present) as drinking Soma, 
�ut a� havi�� ���� th� ęr�t dri���r �� itǯ

4. Focusing on the verbal moods associated with perfect 
forms: the perfect epitomizing the conditions for the 
dynamic action

Our analysis of this structure with a relative pronoun has allowed us 
to single out a recursive association of moods and tenses involving 
th� p�r���t i� ŚS ����� ŗ a�d Śǯ �hi� ��d u� t� r�a�i�� that ��au���  ith 
a p�r���t ��r� i�tr�du��d �y r��ativ� pr���u�� Ȯ �Ğ�� ��ut�r ��r�� 
u��d a� �u��rdi�ati�� ����u��ti��� Ȯ ar� �r��u��t�y ����� �d �y a� 
i�p�rativ�ǰ i��u��tiv� �r �ptativ� ��r�ǯ �� �a�tǰ �v�� th�u�h ǻřǼ i� a��� 
a �p��ię� �i�d �� t�¡tǰ �a���y a ridd��ǰ it a�tua��y ���tai�� thi� v�ry 
structure.

ǻŝǼ  ŚS Śǯŝǯŝ ƽ ŚS śǯŜǯŘ ƽ PS ŜǯŗŗǯŘ

¤nāptāȱy·ȱvaḥ prathamāы 
yāыniȱk¤rmāṇiȱ�akrir·ȱ| 
vīrāыnȱnoȱ¤traȱmāы dabhan 
t¤dȱvaȱet¤tȱpuràȱdadhe ||

past participle (nominal clause)
perfect
i��u��tiv�
present

��r thi� v�ry purp��� � put thi� ǽƽ �p���Ǿ ��r ardǱ ǽ�a���yǾ that ��  
th�y Ȯ  hi�h�v�r �¡������t ���� a���� y�u ar� u���ua���d22, whatev-
�r d��d�  �r� p�r��r��d ǽ�y th��Ǿ Ȯ �ay ��t har� �ur h�r���Ƿ

21 
�r�  � �¡t��d Kû����Ȃ� ��tati�� ǻŘŖŖŖǰ pǯ ŝŖǼ �� ���t �a�t��tativ�� t� th� ��tir� 
�at���ry �� p�r���t�ǯ A��ut �a�t��tativ�� Kû���� ��t�d that th�y ar� ���y i� a 
derivative relation with the other tenses and modes of the same root ǻȃdi� �ur i� 
d�rivativ�r B�£i�hu�� £u a�d�r�� V�r�a��t§���� d�r �ur£�� �t�h��ȄǼǯ

22 Litǯ ȃ h� �a���t �� r�a�h�dȄǰ thu� p��r����ǰ u���ua���dǯ
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The spell itself is preceded by two relative clauses where indeterminacy 
pr�vai��Ǳ ȃ hat�v�r d��d� ar� �r  �r� p�r��r��d �y th�� a�yȬ h�r� 
a�d a�yti��Ȅǯ �hi� �pit��i£�� th� ���diti��� at �ta��  ith r���r���� 
to the wish expressed. It goes almost without saying that the action ex-
pressed by the perfect is not seen in its dynamic aspect as the indetermi-
nacy itself suggests. Another interesting feature is that here the perfect 
i� ��t u��d t� �hara�t�ri�� th� a���t �ut rath�r th� �����t �� th� a�ti��ǯ

���� a�ai�ǰ i� th� ����� i�� �ta�£a, the imperative form alone con-
veys the action as a process.

(8)  ŚS ŗǯŘŞǯř ƽ ŚS Śǯŗŝǯř ǅ PS 5.23.3 
yāы śaśāыpaȱś¤panena
yāыgh¤ʋ23ȱmūыȱramȱādadh·ȱȩ
yāы r¤sasyaȱh¤raṇāyaȱjāt¤mȱ
ārebh·ȱtok¤mȱattu sāы||

perfect
perfect

perfect + imperative

The one (f.) who cursed with curses, who held wickedness for (her 
own) root, who took hold of a ǻ�� Ǽ��r� �hi�d ��r ��i£i�� th� �ap Ȯ ��t 
h�r �at h�r � � �ě�pri��Ƿ

In our opinion, the indeterminacy of the three relative clauses is the 
�ru�ia� ��atur�  hi�h �u�tię�� th� u�� �� th� p�r���t i��t�ad �� a��th�r 
past tense. 

ǻşǼ ŚS ŗǯřřǯŗ ǅ PS 1.25.1

hÇraṇyavarṇāḥȱśø�ayaḥȱpāvakāы    
yāыsuȱjāt¤ḥ savitāы ȱyāыsvȱagnÇḥȱȩ
yāы agnÇʋȱg¤rbhaʋ dadhiréȱsuv¤rṇās
tāы na āыpaḥȱś¤ʋȱsyonāы bhavantu

past participle (2 relative 
clauses)
perfect (1 relative clause) 
imperative

The gold-coloured, bright and purifying ones, in which Savitʣ was 
born, and in which Agni (was born), which (pl.) continue to carry Agni 
a� a� ���ry�ǰ th�  ���Ȭ����ur�d ���� Ȯ ��t th���  at�r� ������ h�a�-
i�� a�d ���y ��r u�Ƿ

Here three qualifying words (hÇraṇyavarṇāḥȱśø�ayaḥȱpāvakāыḥ) are used 
in parallel with a relative clause including a perfect form. All four 
of them together characterise the agent, i.e. the waters, and together 
�a�� up th� �u��rdi�at� part �� th� �ta�£aǰ  h��� �ai� ��au�� ���-
tains the imperative bhavantu.

23 *yāы ȱvāgh¤ʋ ǻLu�otsky 2002, p. 82).
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�h� r��� ��d ridd�� i� ŚS ŚǯŘ ��d�  ith a �u��ti�� ���v�y�d �y a� 
optative form and this verbal form is the only one that denotes a real 
process, namely the action of paying homage to a god.

ǻŗŖǼ ŚS ŚǯŘǯŗ
y¤ȱātmadāы baladāы y¤syaȱvÇśva
upāыsateȱpraśÇṣaʋ y¤sya devāыḥȱȩ
yá ’sy·śeȱdvip¤doȱy¤śȱ�¤tuṣpadaḥ
k¤smaiȱdevāыyaȱhavÇṣāȱvidhema || 

present indicative
perfect
optative

To which god should we pay homage with the oblation? To the one 
 h� �iv�� ǽhi�Ǿ �i��ǰ  h� �iv�� ǽhi�Ǿ �tr���thǵ �� th� ���  h��� pr�-
��pt �v�ry��� a�id�� �yǰ  h��� ǽpr���ptǾ th� ��d� ǽa�id� �yǾǵ �� th� 
one who is the master of the biped and the quadruped? 

�hi� �ta�£a i���ud�� ęv� r��ativ� ��au���  hi�h d�ę�� th� p�t��tia� 
god to whom the poet wonders whether he should pay homage. The 
perfect form īśe is used in parallel with upapadasamāsas (ātmaȬdaȬǰȱbaȬ
laȬdaȬǼ u��d a� �ua�ię�r� i� ���i�a� ��au��� i�tr�du��d �y r��ativ� pr�-
nouns and even with a relative clause with a present indicative form 
(upāыsate).

But the perfect seems to be such a strong instrument of nominali-
sation and subordination that it can also recur in contexts that lack an 
explicit relative and yet hint at a hierarchical relationship between the 
two main clauses. �� th� ����� i�� �ta�£aǰ ta��� �r�� th� �a�� hy�� 
ŚS ŚǯŘǰ th� paĴ�r� i� v�ry �i�i�arǰ �v�� th�u�h th�r� ar� �� r��ativ� 
clauses.

ǻŗŗǼ ŚS ŚǯŘǯŝ

hiraṇyagarbh¤ḥȱs¤mȱavartatāыgre
bhūt¤syaȱjāt¤ḥȱp¤tirȱ·kaȱāsītȱȩ
s¤ȱdādhāra pʣthivīыm ȱut¤ȱdyāыʋ
k¤smaiȱdevāы yaȱhavÇṣāȱvidhema ||

imperfect
past participle + imperfect
perfect
optative

To which god should we pay homage with the oblation? In the be-
�i��i��ǰ ǽthi� ��dǾ d�v���p�d a� th� ���d�� ���ry�ǲ aĞ�r ��i�� ��r�ǰ 
he was the sole lord of creation. He is the one who holds Earth and 

�av�� ęr�ǯ 

The contrast between the two imperfect forms (avartata and āsīt) and 
the perfect form dādhāra i� �¡tr����y i�t�r��ti��ǯ �h� ęr�t �� th� ��r��r 
two in fact conveys a dynamic action carried out by the god whom the 
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p��t id��tię�� a� th� ����ę�iary �� th� p�a���d h��a��ǰ th� �����d 
a well-determined function in progress, obtained by the god at a spe-
�ię� ti��ǰ iǯ�ǯ  h�� h�  a� ��r�ǯ �h� di����ti�uity �� th� third ��au�� 
i� ��t ���y �ar��d �y th� p�r���t ��r�  hi�h d�ę��� th� ��d a�d a�-
�i��� hi� a �tatu� ǻȁ
� i� th� ���  h� h��d� �arth a�d 
�av��ȂǼǰ �ut 
also by the initial pronoun s¤, which indicates a clear break.

The same paĴ�r� is repeated in the following two �ta�£a�Ǳ

ǻŗŘǼ ŚS 4.8.3 

ātÇṣʵhantaʋȱp¤riȱvÇśveȱabhūṣaʋ
�hrÇyaʋȱv¤sānaśȱ�aratiȱsv¤ro�iḥȱȩ
mah¤tȱt¤dȱvʣعṣṇoȱ¤surasyaȱnāыmaȬ
āы ȱviśv¤rūpoȱamʣы tāniȱtasthau ||

present participle + imperfect
present
nominal clause
perfect

A��  ��t ar�u�d ǽhi�Ǿ  h�  a� �ta�di�� ����� Ȯ t� h���ur hi�ǲ 
dressed in splendour, he moves around radiating his light; great is the 
�a��Ȧth� �a�� �� that �u�� �� a ��rdǲ da££�i��  ith a�� ����ur� h� i� ��� 
 h� �ta�d� ����� t� i���rta� ǽ �r�d�Ǿǯ

ǻŗřǼ ŚS ŚǯŞǯŚ
vyāghràȱ¤dhiȱvaÇyāghre
vÇȱkramasvaȱdÇśoȱmahīыḥ ȱȩ
vÇśasȱtvāȱs¤rvāȱvāÛ�hantv 
āы poȱdivyāыḥȱp¤yasvatīḥ ||

imperative
imperative

A� a ti��r �� a ti��rȂ� ��i�ǰ  a�� t� ard� th� �r�at �ardi�a� p�i�t�Ǳ ��t 
a�� ����u�iti��  a�t y�uǲ ǽ��tǾ th� divi��  at�r� ri�h i� �i�� ǽ a�t 
y�uǾǷ

Sta�£a ǻŗŘǼ �i�t� a ��ri�� �� ����r�t� d�tai��  hi�h a���  th� ����rv�r� 
t� �����t th� ri�ht �a�didat� ��r th� �ā�a�Āyaǯ �h� p�r���t i� ���y u��d 
in the last pādaȱ h�r� th� d�ę�iti�� �� th� �hi�Ğai� �a�didat� ta��� 
place, passing through the polyptoton ātÇṣʵhantaʋȱǳȱāыȱ… tasthau which 
means that the one who is close to the community (vÇśȬ), who assists 
th��ǰ  i�� th�� �� ����� t� th� i���rta�  �r�dǯ �hi� i� a ��ad�rȂ� pr�-
r��ativ� a�d i� h�  h� �a�a��� t� r�a�h h�av��ǯ Sta�£a ǻŗř) with its 
t � i�p�rativ� ��r�� �i��ię�� �¡a�t�y  hi�h a�ti��� ta�� p�a�� �� th� 
�a�i� �� th� ���ti���d pr�r��ativ� �� th�ir �hi�Ğai�ǯ �h� t � i�p�ra-
tives express an invitation to the leader and the community respective-
�y t� a�t i� a �p��ię� ti�� a�d �pa��ǯ

Analogous examples are represented by (14) (15) and (16). In (14) 
we actually ę�d a r��ativ� ����u��ti�� i� th� �u��rdi�at� ��au��  hi�h 
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is however characterised by an imperfect form, while the perfect ap-
pears in one of the two main clauses. 

(14) ŚS ŗǯŘśǯŗ ƽ PS ŗǯřŘǯŗ
y¤dȱagnÇrȱāыpoȱ¤dahatȱpravÇśya 
y¤trāы kʣṇvan dharmadhʣыtoȱ n¤māʋsiȱ ȩ
t¤tra ta āhuḥȱparam¤ʋȱjanÇtraʋ 
s¤ȱnaḥ saʋvidvāыnȱp¤riȱvʣʍgdhiȱtakman ||

imperfect
imperfect
perfect
perfect participle 
+ imperative

Where the law keepers paid homage (lit. made bows) when Agni 
�ur��d th�  at�r� aĞ�r havi�� ��t�r�d th��ǰ th�r�24 Ȯ th�y �ay Ȯ i� 
y�ur u�ti�at� �irthp�a��ǯ �hu�ǰ r�����i�i�� u�ǰ ��u � ��v�r25ǰ �par� u�Ƿ

The two imperfect forms describe an action carried out at a precise 
time and in a precise place without any hint of indeterminacy. The 
perfect form āhuḥ on the other hand conveys an action which is re-
peated many times. Together with the perfect participle it constitutes 
a condition, a deȱ�a�to �tat� �� aěair�ǰ a� i� ���ar�y �h� � �y th� parti�i-
ple saʋvidvāыn. The action conveyed by the imperative form vʣʍgdhi is 
�a��d �� �u�h a �tat� �� aěair�ǯ

(15) and (16) must be read together in order to fully appreciate the 
�hiĞ from the aorist and imperfect forms to the perfect immediately 
before the imperative:

ǻŗśǼ ŚS ŚǯŗŚǯŗ 

ajàȱhyȱ¥gn·rȱ¤janiṣʵaȱśàkāt
sàȱapaśyajȱjanitāыramȱ¤greȱȩ
téna devāы ȱdev¤tāmȱ¤graȱāyan
t·naȱràhānȱruruhurȱm·dhyāsaḥ ||

aorist
imperfect
imperfect
perfect

��d��d th� �i��yȬ��at ha� ���� ��r� �r�� th� h�at �� th� ęr�ǰ it �a  i� 
the beginning the one who begot himself. Through it in the beginning
th� ��d� �a�� t� ��dȬ�i�� �tatu�ǯ �hr�u�h itǰ th��� ęt ��r th� �a�rię�� 
ascend the ascents.

24 i.e. at that place and time, at that moment.
25 �hi� i� �ur aĴ��pt t� r��d�r th� i�p�i�it a�aph�ri� �u��ti�� �� s¤ḥ that takes up tǽe] 

ǽǯǯǯǾȱparam¤ʋȱjanÇtraʋ. Although t¤traȱtaȱāhuḥȱparam¤ʋȱjanÇtraʋ is formally a principal, 
its role is therefore subordinate to the imperative phrase.
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ǻŗŜǼ ŚS ŚǯŗŚǯŘ
kr¤madhvamȱagnÇnāȱnāыkam
økhyānȱh¤steṣuȱbÇbhrataḥ 
div¤sȱpʣṣʵh¤ʋȱsv¥rȱgatvāы
miśrāы ȱdev·bhirȱādhvam ||

imperative

St�p t� ard� th� ęr�a���t thr�u�h th� ęr�ǰ ��ari�� i� y�ur ha�d� 
th��� ǽęr��Ǿ ��i�� i� th� p�tǲ aĞ�r ���i�� to th� �a�� �� th� ��yǰ ǽiǯ�ǯǾ 
the sun, sit mingled with the gods

�� ǻŗśǼ  � ę�d a �i��ati� a�ri�t ǻ¤janiṣʵa), referring to something that 
happens in the ritual context, and two forms of the imperfect, whose 
past time reference is  ���Ȭd�ę��d du� t� th� r�p�at�d adv�r� ¤greǰ 
����� �d �y a �i���� ��r� �� th� p�r���tǯ �h� �aĴ�r �i��ię�� th� pr�-
r��ativ� �� th�  i�� �a�ǰ iǯ�ǯ �� th� virtu�u� �a�rię��r  h� Ȯ a� a ru�� 
Ȯ ha� a����� t� h�av��ǰ �� that i� th� ����� i�� �ta�£a th� i�p�rativ� 
form is an invitation to actually do what he is allowed, i.e. to step to-
 ard th� ęr�a���tǯ �� ǻŗŜǼ th� i�p�rativ� ��r� kr¤madhvam accom-
p�i�h�� th� u�ua� �y�ta�ti� paĴ�r�  � ar� ���u�i�� �� h�r�ǯ 

The shade of indeterminacy in examples (8), (9) and (10) is in 
fact quite common and has already been pointed out, e.g. by ����u 
(1925, p. 24). But, in actual fact, this is not the distinctive feature of 
the use of the perfect but rather a consequence of it being used to 
indicate the factual conditions for the development of the dynamic 
a�ti�� �Ğ�� �¡pr����d i� th� i�p�rativ� �r i� �th�r ���Ȭi�di�ativ� 
ways. Although rarer, in our data there is no lack of relative clauses 
 ith �p��ię� ��a�i��ǯ We have already seen a case of this in (3). In 
(17) the perfect indicative form is introduced by a relative pronoun 
a�dǰ a� u�ua�ǰ th� �hara�t�ri�ti� �� th� �u����t ���v�y�d �y th� p�r���t 
constitutes the precondition that allows the action conveyed by the 
subsequent imperative to come about, but indeterminacy is not part 
of the passage. The relative pronoun refers to two individual gods, 
�¡p�i�it�y ���ti���d i� th� �a�� �ta�£aǯ

ǻŗŝǼ ŚS ŚǯŘśǯŗ

vāyàḥȱsavitørȱvid¤thāniȱmanmahe
yāы vȱātmanv¤dȱviś¤thoȱy¤uȱ�aȱr¤kṣathaḥȱȩ
y¤uȱvÇśvasyaȱparibhūы babhūv¤thus
t¤uȱnoȱmuÛ�atamȱ¤ʋhasaḥ ||

present
present + present
perfect
imperative

�� Vāyuǰ �� Savitar  � ar� h���uri�� th� a������i��Ǳ y�u t �  h� 
enter and who defend what is endowed with ātman; you two who
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have become the ones who encompass the all — do you free us from 
a��ui�hǷ

In the analogous structure in (18), the relative pronoun clearly re-
fers to the powerful rice mess called brahmaudan¤.

ǻŗŞǼ ŚS Śǯřśǯř

yà dādhāы ra pʣthivīыʋȱviśv¤bhojasaʋ
yàȱant¤rikṣam āыpʣṇādȱr¤sena |
yàȱ¤stabhnādȱdÇvamȱūrdhvàȱmahimnāы
ténaudanénāы tiȱtarāṇi mʣtyømȱ||

perfect
imperfect
imperfect
�u��u��tiv�

That which sustained (and sustains) the all-nourishing earth; which 
ę���d th� at���ph�r�  ith �apǲ  hi�hǰ up�iĞ�dǰ ��ta��i�h�d th� ��y 
 ith �i�ht Ȯ �y that ri�� ���� ��t �� overcome death.

(19) is extremely illustrative since it has three relative clauses, all con-
taining the third-person plural perfect form �akrúḥ, which precede 
a main clause with an imperative form of a transitive verb whose 
patient is denoted by a plural noun, namely an upapadasamāsa-, 
 whose right-hand constituent is a root-noun derived from the same 
verbal base (kʣtyākʣыtȬ). In other words, this noun in the main clause 
seems to be equivalent to the relative subordinate clause with the 
perfect form.

ǻŗşǼ ŚS ŚǯŗŝǯŚ ~ PS 5.23.626

yāыʋ te �akrørȱām·ȱpāыtre
yāыʋ �akrørȱnīlalohit·ȱȩ
ām·ȱmāʋs·ȱkʣtyāыʋ yāыʋ �akrøs
t¤yāȱkʣtyākʣtˬo jahi ||

perfect
perfect
perfect
imperative

By means of that which they made for you on an unripe vessel by 
means of that which they made on that which is red and blue, by 
��a�� �� that  it�h�raĞ th�y p�r��r��d �� th� u�rip� Ě��h, kill the 
 it�h�raĞȬ�a��r�Ƿ

�i�a��yǰ ��t u� dra  aĴ��ti�� t� th� ����� i�� �¡a�p��  h�r� th� u�ua� 
r��ativ� ��au��  ith a p�r���t ��r� ����� �d �y a� i��u��ti�� d��� ��t 

26 In the PS parallel there are only two and not three relative clauses with the third-
person plural perfect form of kʣȬ.
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refer either to the agent or to the patient, but merely to an instrument 
that will allow the agents to carry out the action of reaching heaven. 

ǻŘŖǼ ŚS ŚǯŗŗǯŜ

y·na devāыḥȱsv¥rȱāruruhør
hitvāы ȱś¤rīramȱamʣы tasyaȱnāыbhimȱȩ
téna geṣmaȱsukʣt¤syaȱlok¤ʋ
gharm¤syaȱvrat·naȱt¤pasāȱyaśasy¤vaḥ ||

perfect

i��u��tiv�

May  � Ȯ  h� ar� d��iri�� ���ry Ȯ �� t� th�  �r�d �� ��rit �y ��a�� 
�� that �y  h��� ��a�� th� ��d�ǰ aĞ�r �uiĴi�� th�ir body, ascended 
to the sun, to the navel of non-death, i.e. by means of austerities, by 
��a�� �� th� ����rva��� �� th� h�t dri��Ƿ 

The perfect form āruruhør ���tri�ut�� t� d�ę�i�� th� ��a�� �y  hi�h 
th� a���t �� th� i��u��tiv� v�r�a� ��r�ǰ iǯ�ǯ th� ęr�tȬp�r��� p�ura� geṣma 
carries out the action of reaching heaven.

śǯ ��ěerent de�rees of le¡�cal�£at�on

Our analysis of the meaning conveyed by the occurrences of the per-
���t i�di�ativ� i� B���� ŗ a�d Ś �� th� ŚS a��� ��d u� t� r�a�i�� that th��� 
107 forms show a line of continuum from the unquestionably lexical-
ised usages of the perfect up to the less lexicalised ones, a continuum 
based on the relevance of the past action conveyed by the etymon in 
the construction of the meaning output of the perfect form. We came 
up with three main categories on the basis of these premises:

A  Derived perfects: when the action of the etymon does not corre-
spond to the action conveyed by the perfect. 

 �ǯ�ǯ ŚS ŚǯŗŗǯśǱ y¤syaȱn·śeȱyajÛ¤patirȱn¤ȱyajÛàȱ ȁǽ�� th� ���] of whom 
��ith�r th� ��rd �� �a�rię�� is master ��r th� �a�rię��Ȃǯ 

B A�t�r�d p�r���t�Ǳ �h� a�ti�� i� th� �ty��� i� ��dię�d ǻ���t�y �r�� 
dy�a�i� t� �tativ�Ȧ ��pu�aǼ i� ���pari���  ith th� a�ti�� �¡pr����d 
by the perfect.

 e.g. ŚS ŗǯŝǯŜǱ asmāыkāыrthāyaȱjajÛiṣe ȁy�u  �r� ��r� ��r �ur �u�i����Ȃ27.

27 �hi� ����� t� �� a �irr�rȬi�a�� pr����� t� that hi�h�i�ht�d �y La££�r��i ǻ2016, p. 18) 
i� hi� r�Ě��ti�� �� th� u�� �� ��d�� i� th� p�r���t  h�� h� p�i�t� �ut that a �tativ� 
construct can take on an ingressive (i.e. dynamic) value when declined according to 
non-indicative modes ǻa����  hi�h �u��unctive with future value): ȃTizio è vecchio 
designa uno stato permanente, aȱpo�oȱaȱpo�oȱan�heȱ�i£ioȱsar¥ȱve��hio, se il futuro non ha 
va��r� a�ti�ipat�ri� ǻvǯ ��praǼǰ ha va���£a i��r���ivaǱ ����r� ƽ div��ir�ǯȄ
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C Simple perfects. The action of the etymon is the same as the action 
expressed by the perfect.

 �ǯ�ǯ ŚS ŗǯŘŞǯřǱ yāы ȱśaśāыpaȱś¤panena ȁ�h�  h� ha� �ur��d  ith a �ur��Ȃǯ

�hi� i� d�ę�it��y a �r��h p�r�p��tiv� �� th� p�r���t i�di�ativ� ��r�� 
a�d  � ar� p�r�uad�d that thi� ��a��ię�ati�� �a� a�tua��y h��p u� i� 
a���u�ti�� ��r th� �p��ię� ���a�ti� ���t��t �� th� p�r���t ��r� v�r-
�u� th� pr����tǯ �ur thr�� �at���ri�� �ar���y �at�h Kû����Ȃ� �at���-
ries, namely A matches his le¡ikalisierteȱ�er�ektopr§sens;ȱnaktostatis�heȱ
�er�ekt, B, the naktostatis�heȱ �er�ekt and �esultativper�ekt, and C, the 
�er�ektȱderȱer eitertenȱGegen art; �omprehensiveȱ�er�ekt and nichtresulȬ
tativeȱ �er�ekt. However, our categories also make it possible to ac-
��u�t ��r th��� diě�r��t �had�� �� ��a�i�� u�i�� a �i���� �rit�riu�ǰ 
namely that of the role of the past in constructing the verbal meaning 
in the perfect tense.

The following table also summarises two other important distinc-
tive features in the occurrences analysed. �ir�t of all, we recorded 
the syntactic role played by clauses that contained the perfect forms, 
that is whether they were main or subordinate clauses introduced by 
r��ativ� pr���u�� �r �u��rdi�ati�� ����u��ti��� d�riv�d �r�� th��ǰ 
also including cases where the value of the relative items is that of 
i�d�ę�it� relative pronouns. We also singled out the main clauses 
that play a role comparable to that of subordinate clauses due to the 
semantic and logic function they convey with respect to another con-
tiguous clause. �i�a��yǰ  � r�����tru�t�d th� i���diat� v�r�a� ���-
text in such a way as to show not only the numerical relevance of the 
interplay of the perfect forms with the present and nominal forms 
of the verb but also the relevance of its position in the vicinity of a 
non-indicative mode (49 times)28.

LEGENDA
M ƽ Mai� ��au��
�u� M ƽ Mai� ��au��  ith a� a����t �u��rdi�at� �u��ti��
� ƽ P�r���t i�tr�du��d �y a r��ativ� pr���u� ǻȦ����u��ti��Ǽ
�� ƽ P�r���t i�tr�du��d �y a r��ativ� pr���u�  ith a r��ativ� i�d�ę�it� va�u� Ƹ i�d�t�r-
minacy
A ƽ D�riv�d p�r���t�
B ƽ A�t�r�d p�r���t�
C ƽ Si�p�� p�r���t�

28 B�th ��atur�� ar� a�p�y di��u���d i� ȗ Śǯ
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Nr. Occurrence Time/mode context Syntax Lexicalization 
of the past

1
2

1.2.1 vidȬ
1.2.1 vidȬ

perfect + perfect + 
imperative.

sub M
sub M

A
A

3 1.3.1 vidȬ p�r���t Ƹ �u��u��tiv� Ƹ 
imperative.

sub M A

4 1.3.2 vidȬ p�r���t Ƹ �u��u��tiv� Ƹ 
imperative.

sub M A

5 1.3.3 vidȬ p�r���t Ƹ �u��u��tiv� Ƹ 
imperative.

sub M A

6 1.3.4 vidȬ p�r���t Ƹ �u��u��tiv� Ƹ 
imperative.

sub M A

7 1.3.5 vidȬ p�r���t Ƹ �u��u��tiv� Ƹ 
imperative.

sub M A

8 1.7.1 bhūȬ imperative + perfect. sub M BȦC

9 1.7.6 janȬ imperative + perfect + 
imperative.

sub M BȦC

10 1.8.4 vidȬ perfect + imperative. �� A

11 1.10.3 va�Ȭ perfect + present. �� C

12 1.12.1 viȬkramȬ �u��u��tiv� Ƹ p�r���tǯ � C

13 1.12.3 āȬviśȬ imperative + perfect + 
imperative.

� B

14 1.13.3 vidȬ imperative + present + 
perfect + present.

M A

15 1.16.2 adhyȬāh perfect + present. M AȦC

16 1.16.3 sahȬ present + present + perfect. M AȦB

17
18
19

1.24.1 asȬ
1.24.1 kʣȬ
1.24.2 kʣȬ

nominal clause + perfect + 
perfect + perfect + aorist + 
aorist.

M
M
M

C
C
C

20 1.25.1 āhȬ imperfect + imperfect + 
perfect + imperative.

M A

21 1.27.3 dhʣṣȬ aorist + perfect + nominal 
clause.

sub M C

22
23
24

1.28.3 śapȬ
1.28.3 dā
1.28.3 ārambhȬ

perfect + perfect + perfect 
+imperative.

��
��
��

C
C
C

25 1.29.1 abhiȬvʣdhȬ perfect + imperative + aorist. � C

26 1.32.2 vidȬ perfect. M A

27 1.33.1 dhʣȬ nominal clause + perfect + 
imperative.

� BȦC

28 1.33.2 dhʣȬ nominal clause + perfect + 
imperative.

� BȦC

29 1.33.3 dhʣȬ nominal clause + perfect + 
imperative.

� BȦC
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30
31
32

ŚS Śǯŗǯř janȬ
ŚS Śǯŗǯř udȬbhʣȬ
ŚS Śǯŗǯř sthāȬ

perfect + present + perfect + 
perfect.

�
sub M
sub M

B
C
C

33 ŚS ŚǯŗǯŜ janȬ present + perfect + present. M B

34 ŚS ŚǯŘǯŗ īśȬ nominal clause + present + 
perfect + optative.

�� A

35 ŚS ŚǯŘǯŘ bhūȬ perfect + optative. �� C

36 ŚS ŚǯŘǯś ahȬ nominal clause + perfect + 
optative.

�� A

37 ŚS ŚǯŘǯŝ dhʣȬ imperfect + imperfect + 
perfect + optative.

M C

38
39
40

ŚS ŚǯŜǯŗ janȬ
ŚS ŚǯŜǯŗ pāȬȱ(pibati)
ŚS ŚǯŜǯŗ kʣȬ

perfect + perfect+perfect. M
M
M

B
C
C

41 ŚS ŚǯŜǯŘȱviȬsthāȬ nominal clause + perfect + 
aorist.

�� B

42 ŚS 4.7.7 kʣȬ nominal clause + perfect + 
i��u��tiv� Ƹ pr����tǯ

�� C

43 ŚS ŚǯŞǯŗȱbhūȬ present + perfect + present + 
imperative.

M BȦC

43 ŚS ŚǯŞǯřȱsthāȬ imperfect + present + 
nominal clause + perfect.

M C

45 ŚS ŚǯşǯŘ sthāȬ present + perfect. M C

46 ŚS Śǯşǯř vidȬ present + perfect + present. M A

47 ŚS ŚǯŗŖǯŘ adhiȬjanȬ perfect + present. � C

48 ŚS ŚǯŗŖǯŜ adhiȬjanȬ present + perfect + present + 
i��u��tiv�ǯ

M C

49 ŚS ŚǯŗŖǯŝ bhū perfect + present + present + 
imperative.

M B

50
51
52
53

ŚS Śǯŗŗǯŗ dhʣȬ
ŚS Śǯŗŗǯŗ dhʣȬ
ŚS Śǯŗŗǯŗ dhʣȬ
ŚS Śǯŗŗǯŗ āȬviśȬ

perfect + perfect + perfect + 
perfect.

M
M
M
M

BȦC
BȦC
BȦC

B

54
55

ŚS Śǯŗŗǯś īśȬ
ŚS Śǯŗŗǯś īśȬ

perfect + perfect + nominal 
clause + imperative.

�
M

A
A

56 ŚS ŚǯŗŗǯŜ ruhȬ p�r���t Ƹ i��u��tiv�ǯ � BȦC

57
58

ŚS Śǯŗŗǯş vidȬ
ŚS Śǯŗŗǯş vidȬ

perfect + present + perfect. �
M

A
A

59
60

ŚS Śǯŗŗǯŗŗ ahȬ
ŚS Śǯŗŗǯ11 upaȬvidȬ

perfect + perfect + nominal 
clause.

M
�

A
C

61 ŚS ŚǯŗŗǯŗŘ vidȬ present + present + present + 
present + perfect.

M A

62
63

ŚS ŚǯŗŘǯŝ saʋȬśʣȬ
ŚS ŚǯŗŘǯŝ hanȬ

perfect + perfect + 
�u��u��tiv�ǯ

��
��

C
C
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64 ŚS ŚǯŗŚǯŗ ruhȬ aorist + imperfect + 
imperfect + perfect.

M BȦC

65 ŚS ŚǯŗŚǯŚ viȬtanȬ present + present + perfect. � C

66 ŚS ŚǯŗśǯŗŖ bhū perfect + imperative. � B

67 ŚS ŚǯŗŜ ŗ vidȬ present + present + perfect. M A

68 ŚS ŚǯŗŜ Ř vidȬ present + present + present + 
perfect + perfect.

M A

69 ŚS Śǯŗŝǯŗ kʣȬ present + perfect. sub M C

70
71
72

ŚS Śǯŗŝǯř śapȬ
ŚS Śǯŗŝǯř āȬdhāȬ
ŚS Śǯŗŝǯř āȬrambhȬ

perfect + perfect + perfect + 
imperative.

��
��
��

C
C
C

73
74
75

ŚS ŚǯŗŝǯŚ kʣȬ
ŚS ŚǯŗŝǯŚ kʣȬ
ŚS ŚǯŗŝǯŚ kʣȬ

perfect + perfect + perfect + 
imperative.

��
��
��

C
C
C

76 ŚS ŚǯŗŞǯś kʣȬ aorist + perfect. �� C

77
78
79
80

ŚS ŚǯŗŞǯŜ kʣȬ
ŚS ŚǯŗŞǯŜ śakȬ
ŚS ŚǯŗŞǯŜ śʣȬ
ŚS ŚǯŗŞǯŜ kʣȬ

perfect+ perfect + perfect + 
perfect.

��
��
��
��

C
C
C
C

81 ŚS Śǯŗşǯŝ saʋȬbhūȬ perfect + imperative. M B

82 ŚS ŚǯŘŖǯř āȬruhȬ present + perfect. sub M BȦC

83 ŚS ŚǯŘřǯś jiȬ imperfect (causative) 
+ imperfect + perfect + 
imperative.

� C

84 ŚS ŚǯŘŚǯŘ āȬrujȬ nominal clause + perfect + 
nominal clause + imperative.

� C

85 ŚS ŚǯŘŚǯś śriȬ present + present + perfect + 
imperative.

� C

86 ŚS ŚǯŘŚǯŜ janȬ perfect + past participle + 
past participle + aorist + 
imperative.

� B

87 ŚS ŚǯŘśǯŗ bhūȬ present + present + present + 
perfect + imperative.

� B

88 ŚS ŚǯŘśǯŘ anvȬaśȬ nominal clause + past 
participle + perfect + 
imperative.

� � C

89 ŚS ŚǯŘŝǯŜ ʣ�hȬ perfect + present + 
imperative.

� B

90
91

ŚS ŚǯŘŞǯŚ āȬrabhȬ
ŚS ŚǯŘŞǯŚ īśȬ

perfect + aorist + perfect + 
imperative.

�
�

C
A

92 ŚS ŚǯřŖǯś āы ȬviśȬ present + present + perfect. sub M C

93 ŚS ŚǯřŖǯŞ s¤ʋbhūȬ present + perfect. M B

94 ŚS Śǯřŗǯř āы ruhȬ imperative + imperative + 
p�r���t Ƹ �u��u��tiv�ǯ

M C
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95
96

ŚS Śǯřŗǯś vidȬ
ŚS Śǯřŗǯś ābhūȬ

imperative + present + 
perfect + perfect.

M
�

A
C

97 ŚS ŚǯřŘǯŘ asȬ perfect (copula in nominal 
clause) + present + 
imperative.

sub M C

98 ŚS ŚǯřŘǯś hīḍȬ present + perfect + 
imperative.

M C

99 ŚS ŚǯřŚǯś āыȬviśȬ nominal clause + perfect 
+ present + imperative + 
imperative.

M C

100 ŚS ŚǯřśǯŘ pa�Ȭ imperfect + imperfect + 
p�r���t Ƹ �u��u��tiv�ǯ

� C

101 ŚS Śǯřśǯř dhʣȬ perfect + imperfect + 
i�p�r���t Ƹ �u��u��tiv�ǯ

� C

102 ŚS ŚǯřśǯŚ āpȬ nominal clause + nominal 
clause + perfect + 
�u��u��tiv�ǯ

� C

103 ŚS Śǯřśǯś bhūȬ perfect + present + nominal 
��au�� Ƹ �u��u��tiv�ǯ

� B

104
105

ŚS ŚǯřśǯŜ samȬbhūȬ
ŚS ŚǯřśǯŜ bhūȬ

perfect + perfect + nominal 
��au�� Ƹ �u��u��tiv�ǯ

� C
B

106
107

ŚS ŚǯřŝǯŗȮŘ hanȬ
ŚS ŚǯřŝǯŗȮŘ jhanȬ

perfect + perfect + 
imperative.

sub M
sub M

C
C

All in all, 54 perfect indicative forms are included in a main clause 
and 52 in a relative subordinate clause (24 of which are characterised 
by the indeterminacy commonly conveyed by a clause introduced by 
a� i�d�ę�it�Ȭr��ativ� pr���u�Ǽǯ 
� �v�rǰ it i� a��� tru� t� �ay that 
18 of the 54 main clauses play a subordinating role in the terms ex-
p�ai��d a��v�ǯ �h� v�r�a� ��r��  � hav� �a�����d a� ȃ�i�p�� p�r���t�Ȅ 
ar� pr�va���tǰ  ith śŚ ���urr�����ǰ ŗŚ ar� ȃa�t�r�d p�r���t�Ȅǲ these 
t � �at���ri�� i�v��v� a  id� ra��� �� diě�r��t v�r�a� �a���ǰ  hi�� 
th�r� ar� ŘŚ ���urr����� �� ȃd�riv�d p�r���t�Ȅǰ  h��� v�r�a� �a��� ar� 
exclusively vidȬǰȱ ahȬǰȱ īśȬ. It is not always easy to decide whether an 
occurrence belongs to category B or category C since it may be hard 
to establish the basic synchronic meaning (beyond the etymological 
��a�i��Ǽǰ  hi�h  �u�d a���  u� t� ���ęd��t�y dra  a ��u�dary 
with the meaning assumed to be altered in the form of perfect.

Therefore, the unique alteration of meaning conveyed by the per-
fect with respect to the primary meaning of the base is that resulting 
�r�� it� ���i�a�i�i�� �ě��t �� v�r�a� �¡pr���i���ǯ �h� ���� �har�d 
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p�i�t  � �a� �i���� �ut i� th� ŚS ŗ a�d Ś u�a��� �� th� p�r���t t���� 
(instead of the present or other past tenses) seems to be the non-dy-
namic trait of the verb which accounts for the role it plays at the time 
�� uĴ�ra��� a� a feature of one of the actants.

Ŝǯ ��e e��dence �n �¬ṇini’s and Vedic data

�� th� �����d part �� thi� pap�r  �  i�� ������trat� �� Pāʏi�iȂ�  �r� 
t� ���  h�th�r it �a� h��p u� i� ��Ĵ�r u�d�r�ta�di�� th� ��a�i�� 
a�d �u��ti�� �� th� p�r���tǯ �h� r��ati���hip ��t ��� Pāʏini and the 
Vedic texts has long been a topic of controversial debate and goes 
beyond the scope of this paper29. We are nevertheless convinced that, 
 ith du� di�i�����ǰ Pāʏini provides valuable evidence for the inter-
pretation of Vedic linguistic data provided that we move beyond an 
approach that limits itself to checking which textual layer (and closed 
��t �� t�¡t�Ǽ ���t r��p��d� t� Pāʏi�ia� ru���ǯ �r�� D��hpa�d� ŗşŞś 
onwards, it has generally been accepted that the Aṣʵādhyāyī was in-
t��d�d t� a���u�t ��r a �p��ię� �i��ui�ti� r�p�rt�ir� a� a  h���Ǳ thi� 
r�p�rt�ir� ǻ�tr����y i�Ěu����d �y th� r��i�i�u� a�d ritua� di����i�� 
in which the author was immersed) included both forms with archaic 
�r ar�hai£i�� ��atur��ǰ typi�a� �� th� Saʋhitās (and marked by do-
main delimitations of use such as chandasi), and features contempo-
rary t� th� auth�r  hi�h ar� d���ri��d �y a�� th� ru��� ��t �p��ię�a��y 
restricted to a certain domain. In any case, the language described by 
the grammar is on the whole a late-Vedic language30; with the excep-
tion of anything that is marked as archaic and applied to a restrict-
ed domain, the Aṣʵādhyāyī is a grammar accounting for a productive 
���p�t���� a�d �p��ię�a��y ��r th� �i��ui�ti� ���p�t���� r��uir�d t� 
p�r��r� th� a�tivity �� ��i�� a� �Ĝ�ia�tǰ  ith  hat ����� �Ǳ �����t-
ing, memorising, and possibly adapting Vedic texts to several ritual 
contexts. The next part of our paper will concentrate on the most 
general rule concerning the perfect, leaving the occurrences strictly 
restricted to the domain of chandas for future study. 

29 ��r a� i����p��t� �ut updat�d �v�rvi�  �� th� �i��i��raphy ��� Ca�d�Ĵiǰ P��ti��� 
ŘŖŘŘǰ ȗ ŗǯŗ.

30 It is well known that, for example, aorist forms and accentuation are taught without 
domain limitation.
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ŝǯ ��e �erfect as a �reter�te cate�or¢ �n �¬ṇini

As is well known, the general structure governing the description of 
pr�t�rit� t����� i� Pāʏini (excluding some purely Vedic facts which 
we will discuss in a forthcoming publication) is based on three main 
semantic traits. Most formations (verbal and non-verbal) with pret-
erite value are taught in the sense of the past tense with no further 
�p��ię�ati��Ǳ

A 3.2.84: bhūte ȁ�h�� a pa�t ti�� i� t� �� ���v�y�dǯȂ

The teaching of the aorist tense also falls under the same constraint:

A 3.2.110: ǽbhūte] luʍ ȁ�h�� a pa�t ti�� i� t� �� ���v�y�d th� LUʌ (ao-
ri�tǼ ��di��� ���urǯȂ31

The imperfect and perfect are instead taught as semantic subsets creat-
�d �y �ith�r ��� ǻ��r th� ��r��rǼ �r t � ǻ��r th� �aĴ�rǼ �p��ię� ���a�ti� 
conditions:

A řǯŘǯŗŗŗǱ ǽbhūte]ȱ anadyataneȱ laʍ ȁ�h�� a pa�t ti�� ��t r�a�hi�� th� 
pr����t day i� t� �� ���v�y�dǰ LAʌ ǻi�p�r���tǼ ��di��� ���urǯȂ32

A řǯŘǯŗŗś ǽbhūte] ǽanadyatane]ȱparokṣe liʵ Ȃ�h�� a pa�t ti�� ��t r�a�hi�� 
th� pr����t day  hi�h i� �ut �� p�r��pti�� i� t� �� ���v�y�dǰ L�ʴ Ȧ p�r-
���t ��di��� ���urǯȂ33

As far as the general structure is concerned, we can therefore say that 
Pāʏini clearly places the perfect within the preterite category, more 
�p��ię�a��y i� that �� pr�t�rit�� that hav� �� r��ati�� t� th� pr����t 
t����ǯ M�r��v�rǰ h� a��� id��tię�� it  ith th� �p��ię�ati�� parokṣe lit. 
ȁ�ut �� p�r��pti��ȁǰ a t�r� t�  hi�h  �  i�� r�tur� ����  ǻȗ ŝǼǯ �ithi� 

31 �h� �p��ię� a�ri�tȬ�a��� ar� ����tru�t�d up�� thi� a��tra�t �ra�� �y aĜ¡ati�� i� 
th� �r�up �� ru��� ���i��i��  ith A řǯŗǯŚř ǽdhātoḥ] cli luʍi ȁAĞ�r a�y v�r�a� �a�� a�d 
����r� LUʌ ǻa�ri�tǼ ��di���ǰ th� aĜ¡ CL� ���ur�ǯȂ → asicatǯ CL� i� a ��v�r t�r� ��r 
a�� th� aĜ¡�� ��r�i�� a�ri�t �t���ǯ

32 Si��� �� �p��ię� �t��Ȭ��r�ati�� aĜ¡�� ar� tau�ht ����r� i�p�r���t aĜ¡��ǰ th� 
d��au�t pr����t aĜ¡�� app�yǯ

33 �h� r�dup�i�ati�� i� a���u�t�d ��r �y A ŜǯŗǯŞǱ ǽekā�oȱ dveȱ prathamasya ŜǯŗǯŗǾ ǽajāderȱ
dvitīyasya 6.1.2] liʵiȱdhātorȱanabhyāsasya ȁAĞ�r a�y v�r�a� �a��  ith�ut a r�dup�i�ati�� 
�y��a��� a�d ����r� L�ʴ ǻp�r���tǼ ��di���ǰ t � �y��a���� ���� i� th� p�a�� �� th� ęr�t 
syllable of a monosyllabic verbal base or in the place of the second syllable of a 
v�r�a� �a�� ���i��i��  ith a v� ��ǯȂ
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a purely semantic perspective, rather than opposing the aorist, the 
perfect is thus constructed in comparison with the imperfect. This 
interpretation makes the domains of the imperfect and the perfect 
mutually exclusive sets: the aorist therefore does not apply in the 
domain of application of either the imperfect or the perfect and sim-
ilarly the imperfect does not apply in the domain of application of 
the perfect. These rules have traditionally been interpreted against 
the background of the relationship between a general rule and a spe-
�ię� ru��ǰ  hi�h th�� ��u�d a ����i�� d���ripti�� i� ���hiǰ Kipar��y 
(2005) who postulated an implicit meta-rule favouring the maximisa-
tion of interactions between rules, stating that if a rule can bleed or 
feed another rule it will34ǯ ��v�rth�����ǰ pr��i���y  hi�� a�a�y�i�� th� 
reciprocal interactions between the three aforementioned rules, Ki-
parsky (2009, p. 38) actually notes that the determination of whether 
th� ����ra� ru�� i� ������d �y th� �p��ię� ru��� i� th� �a�� at ha�d i� 
a ȃth�r�yȄ �u��ti��ǯ �hi�� h� �iv�� �� r�a��� ��r thi� diĜ�u�tyǰ h� 
���� �� t� �tat� that ȃǽaǾ���rdi�� t� th� ��r�a� pri��ip��� �� i�t�r-
pr�tati�� �� Pāʏi�iȂ� �ra��arǰ th� ���p�titi�� ��t ��� thr�� i����-
patible morphological elements should induce blocking. The perfect 
should block the imperfect, and the imperfect in turn should block 
th� a�ri�tȄǰ a�d add� that ȃǽ�Ǿ�v�ra� �p��ię� ��r�u�ati��� �� Pāʏi�iȂ� 
ru��� a��� pr��upp��� �u�h a �����i�� r��ati��Ȅ35ǯ �� �a�tǰ  hat at ęr�t 
sight seems a sharp and clear picture is complicated by the presence 
�� a ��taȬru�� that a��� � th� �pti��a� app�i�ati�� �� ���Ěi�ti�� ru��� 
�p��ię�a��y i� th� �a�� �� pri�ary aĜ¡ati��ǯ �h� diě�r��t �u���t� �� 
abstract endings are in fact taught under the provision of metarule 
A 3.1.94 vāȱ ’sarūpoȱ ’striyām  hi�h �tat�� that th� aĜ¡�� u�d�r thi� 
h�adi�� app�y �pti��a��y ǻiǯ�ǯ a�t�r�at�  ith th� aĜ¡�� tau�ht i� a 
general way) provided that they do not have the same form and that 
th�y ar� ��t aĜ¡�� ��r d�rivi�� ���i�i�� �t���36. This would imply 

34 ���hiǰ Kipar��y ŘŖŖśǰ pǯ ŚǱ ȃ�h�  ay t� �a¡i�i£� siddha relations is to apply rules 
i�  hat�v�r �rd�r yi��d� a r��u�t that i� diě�r��t �r�� th� r��u�t �� app�yi�� th�� 
simultaneously. In other words, rules apply in that order in which they interact as 
�u�h a� p���i��� ǻ hi�h �a¡i�i£�� ���di�� a�d ����di��ǼǯȄ

35 �u���  ith th� ��Ȭ�rdi�ativ� parti��� ca, for example, as in A 3.2.116 haśaśvatorȱlaʍ ca 
ȁi� ��Ȭ���urr����  ith th� parti���� ha and śaśvatȱa��� LAʌ (imperfect) endings occur 
ǽi� th� ��a�i�� �� a ����ra� pa�tǾȂǰ �h�  that a �p��ię� t��� i� ������ary i� �rd�r 
to grant the optional application of two rules (in the example, of the rules teaching 
aorist and imperfect endings) since the blocking would otherwise apply.

36 Kipar��y ŗşŝşǰ pǯ ŘŝǱ ȃ�h� ru�� �tipu�at�� that �p��ia� ru��� ǻapavādas) between 3.1.94 
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that th� diě�r��t �u���t� �� pr�t�rit� ��di��� ǻi�p�r���t a�ri�t a�d 
perfect) were optional, i.e. that in addition to the perfect forms, the 
aorist and imperfect forms were also in use in the parokṣe semantic 
domain, while, in the anadyatane domain, the aorist could be used 
alongside the forms of the imperfect. This is undoubtedly an unwant-
�d �ut���� a�d Kātyāya�a a�r�ady pr�p���d that th� app�i�ati�� �� 
A 3.1.94 is prohibited in the case of the substitutes of abstract subsets 
of verb endings.

M II p. 79 l. 26 vt. 6 ad A 3.1.94
prayogeȱ�elȱlādeśeṣu pratiṣedhaḥ ǽŜǾ

If the criterion lies in the usage then it is necessary to teach a prohibi-
ti�� i� th� �a�� �� �u��titut�� ��r th� a��tra�t ��r�� i� LAǯ

A�d PataÛ�a�i ǻM �� pǯ ŝş �ǯ ŘŜ Ȯ pǯ ŞŖ �ǯ Ř ad A 3.1.94 vt. 6) comments on 
thi� VārĴi�a a� ����� �Ǳ

prayogeȱ�elȱlādeśeṣu pratiṣedhoȱvaktavyaḥ. hyoȱ’pa�adȱityȱatraȱluʍȱapiȱprāpnotiǯȱ 
śvaḥȱpaktetyȱatraȱlʣḍȱapiȱprāpnotiǯ naiṣa doṣaḥǯȱā�āryapravʣttirȱjÛāpayatiȱnaȱ
lādeśeṣuȱvāsarūpoȱbhavatītiȱyadȱayamȱhaśaśvatorȱlaʍȱ�aȱityȱāha.
If the criterion lies in (the idioms of) usage, then it is necessary to 
teach a prohibition in the case of substitutes for the abstract forms 
i� LAǯ �� th� phra�� hyoȱ’pacat ȁy��t�rday h� �����d ǻi�p�r���tǼȂ th� 
LUʌ (aorist) could also be used37; in the phrase śvaḥȱpaktāȱȁt���rr�  
h�  i�� ����Ȃ ǻp�riphra�ti� �utur�Ǽ th� �i�p�� �utur� ǻLʢʴ)38 could also 
be used. There is no such defect; an act of the teacher makes it clear 
that i� th� �a�� �� th� �u��titut�� �� th� a��tra�t ��r�� i� LA th�r� i� 
�� �pti��a�ity ��r th� d��i������ havi�� a diě�r��t ��r� a�d it i� th� 
fact that he says haśaśvatorȱlaʍ ca (A 3.2.116)39. 

a�d řǯŚǯŗŗŝ ar� a�� �pti��a�ǰ a�d �p��ię�a��y, all constitute preferred options (vā). 
That is, they do not block the general rules obligatorily but as it were preferentially: 
th� ����ra� ru��� �a� �� app�i�d i��t�adǰ a�th�u�h th� �p��ia� ru��� ar� pr���rr�dǯȄ  

37 �h� vari�u� t����Ȭ��di���ǰ �u��titut�� �� LAǰ ar� �upp���d t� �� di���r��t i� a�tua� 
u�a�� �i��� th�y ���� �r�� di�ti��t �u�typ�� �� LAǯ The aorist, taught by A 3.2.110 
in the meaning of generic past, as already mentioned, could also be used in the 
�p��ię� ��a�i�� �� a pa�t that d��� ��t r�a�h th� pr����t  hi�h i� �p��ię�a��y ǻa�d 
preferably) taught for the imperfect in A 3.2.111. 

38 The rules involved are A 3.3.13: lʣtȱśeṣe ca ȁLʢʴ (future) endings occur in the sense of 
future when co-occurring with an action having as an aim another action and in the 
r��ai�i�� �a���ǰȂ a�d A řǯřǯŗśǱ ǽbhaviṣyati] anadyataneȱluʵ ȁLUʴ (periphrastic future) 
���ur� i� th� ��a�i�� �� a �utur� a�ti�� ��t �¡t��di�� t� th� pr����t dayǯȂ

39 Example discussed in footnote 35.
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On the other hand, we consider that while it is true that the semantics 
of the three tenses is constructed with a increasing set of constraints, 
this does not entail that the three mentioned main rules are in a re-
�ati���hip �� th� ����ra�Ȧ�p��ię� �i�dǯ �� �a�tǰ bhūte A 3.2.110), bhūteȱ
anadyataneȱ(A 3.2.111), and bhūteȱanadyataneȱparokṣe (A 3.2.115) are three 
���p��t��y diě�r��t ��a�i�� ����trai�t�  hi�h th� �p�a��r i� �up-
p���d t� ta�� i�t� a���u�t i� �����ti�� th� d��ir�d t���� aĜ¡  ith�ut 
any possible overlapping. 

�hi� ��ad� u� t� d��i��at� th� pr�t�rit� �y�t�� d���ri��d �y Pāʏini 
as already being constructed upon time constraints and character-
ised by a fundamental division between the generic past (aorist) and 
th� ���Ȭa�tua� pa�t ǻi�p�r���t a�d p�r���tǼǰ th� �aĴ�r �urth�r di�ti�-
guished according to whether the action is parokṣa or not40ǯ Pāʏini 
does account for present or atemporal usages of the perfect but only 
in restricted domains. We will concentrate on these very general 
rules, while an analysis of the restricted rules will be dealt with in a 
future paper.

8. What is parokṣa? Patañjali establishes the traditional 
interpretation

The restriction parokṣe �itǯ ȁ�ut �� p�r��pti��Ȃ i� thu� �ru�ia� ��r u�d�r-
standing the productive dimension of the perfect. Since the term is 
v�ry rar��y u��d �y Pāʏini, we are forced to interpret it also in the light 
of its possible technical usages in contemporary late-Vedic literature.

�h� traditi��a� i�t�rpr�tati�� �� th� t�r� ǻ hi�h ę�d� partia� �up-
port in several commentaries) considers that the locative limits its ap-
plication to those cases of the non-hodiernal past in which the speaker 
has not directly witnessed the events he or she is narrating. This in-
terpretation is commonly found in most well-known translations and 
studies of the Aṣʵādhyāyī:

Bãht�i�� ŗŞŞŝǱ ȃǽǳǾ 
a�d�u��ǰ ��i d�r �a� �i�ht £u�����  arȄǯ

Va�u ŗŞşŗǱ ȃǽǳǾ u�p�r��iv�d �y th� �arrat�rȄǯ

40 �hi� d���ripti�� �ay  ��� �uit ���� �ta�� �� th� pr�t�rita� �y�t�� Ȯ ���ǰ �ǯ�ǯ Dah� 
ŘŖŗŖǰ ppǯ ŘŜŚ a�d ěǯ Ȯ �ut it i� rath�r pr�����ati� ��r th� �at�r V�di� �ay�r�ǯ S�� 
Kipar��y ŘŖŖşǰ pǯ řŞǱ ȃ�� p��tȬPāʏinian usage, the aorist can refer to any past event, 
whereas the imperfect and perfect are restricted as described above. Apparently, 
�i��ui�ti� �ha��� ha� u�d��� th� �ri�i�a� �����i�� r��ati���hipǯȄ
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����u ŗşŜŜǱ ȃǻǽǳǾ pur �¡pri��r ���hǼ h�r� d� �a vu� ǻdu �u��t par�a�tǼȄǯ

Katr� ŗşŞŝǱ ȃ��y��d th� p�r��pti�� �� th� �p�a��rȄǯ

�hi� i�t�rpr�tati�� �� th� ru�� ha� a��� had a ����id�ra��� �ě��t �� 
the interpretation of linguistic facts concerning the perfect. The most 
�tri�i�� �¡a�p�� i� ����uǰ  h� d�di�at�� a� ��tir� �h�rt �hapt�r �� 
his volume on the perfect to Leȱpar�aitȱetȱlȂe¡p·rien�eȱpersonelleǯȱHe be-
gins by stating that in the most ancient Vedic literature, 

U�� di�ti��ti�� ��tr� �Ȃi�par�ait �t �Ȃa�ri�t�ǰ dȂu�� partǰ �t �� par�aitǰ 
d� �Ȃautr�ǰ ǽǯǯǯǾ ��t �u� ��Ĵ� d�r�i¸r� ��r�� ��t ·vit·� �¥ �ù �Ȃ�� aĴ��d 
u�� pr��i¸r� p�r����� au ��ur� dȂu�� �arrati�� pa��·�ǯ ǻ����u ŗşŘśǰ 
p. 82) 

��v�rth�����ǰ th�r� ar� a�r�ady ��v�ra� tra��� i� th� ������tari�� i�-
dicating that the term parokṣa was considered problematic for a num-
��r �� r�a����ǯ �� th�  a�� �� Kātyāya�aȂ� vārttika�ǰ aĞ�r di��u��i�� 
the phonic form of the term, PataÛ�a�i r�Ě��t� ��  hat i� �ua�ię�d a� 
being beyond perception and in particular he considers four possible 
candidates: tense (kāla), verbal base (dhātu), the meaning of the verbal 
base (dhātvartha) or actants (sādhanaǼǯ �h� ęr�t �� th��� i� di��ard�d 
since it cannot descend by anuvʣtti. The second (which obviously de-
scends from A 3.1.81) is likewise discarded because the opposition 
pratyakṣa vs. parokṣa is not relevant as regards the form of the words41. 
At thi� p�i�t PataÛ�a�i pr�p���� a �����dary ��a�i�� ��r th� t�r� 
dhātuǰ iǯ�ǯ ȃ��a�i�� �� th� v�r�a� �a��Ȅ iǯ�ǯ th� kriyā action. 

M �� pǯ ŗŘŖ �ǯ ŝȮŗŖ ad A 3.2.115
śabdeȱ’sambhavādȱartheȱkāryaʋȱvijÛāsyateǯȱparokṣeȱdhātauȱdhātvarthaȱitiǯȱkaḥ 
punarȱdhātvarthaḥǯȱkriyaǯȱkriyāyāʋȱparokṣāyāmǯȱyadyȱevaʋȱhyoȱ’pa�adȱityȱ
atrāpi liʵȱprāpnotiǯȱkiʋȱkāraṇam |ȱkriyāȱnāmeyamȱatyantāparidʣṣʵānumānaȬ 
gamyāśakyāȱpiṇḍībhūtāȱnidarśayituʋȱyathāȱgarbhoȱnirluʵhitaḥ.

Si��� ǽi� dhātuǾ ��a�� a �i��ui�ti� ��r�ǰ ǽth� �p�rati��Ǿ i� i�p���i���ǰ 
th� �p�rati�� �u�t �� u�d�r�t��d ����id�ri�� that ǽdhātu] means a lin-
guistic meaning: when a verbal base is beyond perception, i.e. when the 
meaning of a verbal base is beyond perception. And what is the mean-
ing of a verbal base? Action. When an action is beyond perception. If 
thi� i� ��ǰ th�� a��� i� th� ���t���� ȃ���t�rday h� �����d ǻi�p�r���tǼȄ 

41 M �� pǯ ŗŘŖ �ǯ ŜȮŝ ad A 3.2.115: dhāturȱvaiȱśabdoȱnaȱ�aȱśabdasyaȱpratyakṣaparokṣatāyāʋ 
sambhavo ’sti.



1. What can Pāṇini teach us 53

one uses perfect endings. Why? What is called action is something 
 hi�h �a���t a����ut��y �� ����Ȧp�r��iv�d �ut �u�t �� i���rr�dǱ it �a�-
not be revealed once it obtains a material body as if it were an embryo 
which has been discarded42.

PataÛ�a�i thu� r����t� th� p���i�i�ity �� r�adi�� parokṣa as a feature 
of the action, on the basis that an action can never be grasped as an 
action by direct perception precisely because it does not have the sta-
tu� �� a �at�ria� �����tǯ �hi� i� �ar �r�� ��i�� a� id�� r��ar�ǰ �ad� 
�u�t ��r th� �a�� �� th� ar�u���tǰ ���i�� that it i� a��� a���rt�d i� 
almost the same words in the lengthy commentary on the term dhātu 
(A 1.3.1)43. Overall, the whole argument we are discussing here is 
developed much more in depth under the above-mentioned sūtra44. 
�� ǰ th� p�i�t i� thatǰ i� a� a�ti�� i� i�tri��i�a��y ��y��d p�r��pti��ǰ 
it� a������ i� ��t a u���u� ��atur� t� a���u�t ��r th� �p��ię� u�a�� �� 
the perfect. 

This leads us to the last possibility, namely that it is the actants45 
Ȯ pr�vid�d that th�y ar� u�d�r�t��d a� �at�ria� a�d p�r��iva��� ��-
titi�� Ȯ  h� �u�t �� �ut �� p�r��pti�� i� �rd�r t� �u�ti�y th� u�a�� �� 
the perfect. 

M �� pǯ ŗŘŖ �ǯ ŗŖȮŗŘ ad A 3.2.115
evaʋȱ tarhiȱ sādhaneṣuȱparokṣeṣuǯȱsādhaneṣu ca bhavataḥȱ kaḥȱ sampratyayaḥ. 
yadiȱ tāvadȱ guṇasamudāyaḥȱ sādhanaʋȱ sādhanamȱ apiȱ anumānagamyamȱ | 
athānyatȱ guṇebhyaḥȱ sādhanamȱ bhavatiȱ pratyakṣaparokṣatāyāʋ sambhavaḥ.

�� it i� ��ǰ th�� ǽ��t u� i�t�rpr�tǾ ȃ h�� th� a�ta�t� ar� ��y��d p�r��p-
ti��Ȅǯ �hat d� y�u ��a� �y ȃa�ta�tȄǵ �� a� a�ta�t i� a ��u�t�r �� �ua�i-
ties, then the actant must also be inferred. Then the actant is something 

42 A variant reading yathāȱgarbhoȱ’nirluʵhitaḥ has been suggested already by Kaiyaʵa. 
The meaning would be that an action is never perceptible exactly as an embryo not 
yet released form the womb. See Ogawa 2005, p. 104 fn. 6 and Cardona 1991, p. 453 
fn. 47.

43 M � pǯ ŘśŚ �ǯ ŗśȮŗŜ ad A 1.3.1 vt. 2 kriyāȱnāmeyamȱatyantāparidʣṣʵāǯȱaśakyāȱkriyāȱpiṇḍībhūtāȱ
nidarśayitumȱyathāȱgarbhoȱnirluʵhitaḥǯȱsāȱasāvȱanumānagamyā. 

44 S�� ��a aȂ� ǻŘŖŖśǼ d���� �����raphy �� thi� t�pi�ǯ  
45 �h� a�ta�t� ar� ����id�r�d �u�h a �ru�ia� ������t i� th� d�ę�iti�� �� a� a�ti�� that 

i� th� a��v�Ȭ���ti���d ������tary �� A ŗǯřǯŗ PataÛ�a�i �a��� th�� a� a ��a�� 
t� i���r a� a�ti�� �r�� a �u��ta���Ǳ ��� M � pǯ ŘśŚ �ǯ ŗŝȮŗŞ ad A 1.3.1: iha sarveṣu 
sādhaneṣu saʋnihiteṣuȱkadā�itȱpa�atītyȱetadȱbhavatiȱkadā�inȱnaȱbhavatiǯȱyasminȱsaʋnihite 
pa�atītiȱ etadȱbhavatiȱ sāȱnūnaʋȱ kriya ȁ�� �v�ryday u�a��ǰ  h�� a�� th� a�ta�t� ar� i� 
p�a��ǰ ����ti��� it i� ǽętǾ t� �ay Ȅh� �����Ȅ a�d ����thi��� it i� ��tǯ �hat �ituati�� 
i�  hi�hǰ ���� ��ta��i�h�d it i� ęt t� �ay ȃh� �����” that i� th� a�ti��ǯȂ
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diě�r��t �r�� th� �ua�ity46: in this case there is the possibility of being 
both pratyakṣa and parokṣa47.

The condition of being beyond perception is, moreover, completely 
disconnected from the temporal dimension. As the following exam-
ples show, an action can be parokṣa and have occurred in the distant 
past, in the near past or even outside a temporal dimension.

M �� pǯ ŗŘŖ �ǯ ŗŜȮŗŝ ad A 3.2.115
kathaʋjātīyakaʋ punaḥȱ parokṣaʋȱ nāmaǯȱ ke�itȱ tāvadȱ āhurȱ varṣaśatavʣttaʋ 
parokṣamȱitiǯȱaparaȱāhuḥȱkaʵāntaritaʋȱparokṣam iti | aparaȱāhurȱdvyahavʣttaʋ 
tryahavʣttaʋ ceti.

��  hat �i�d i� th��  hat i� �a�����d a� ȃ��i�� ��y��d p�r��pti��Ȅǵ 
Some say thus: parokṣa is what happened a hundred years ago. Some 
others say: it is what is separated by a mat. Some others say: also what 
happened two or three days ago. 

To sum up, there are some interesting linguistic points that emerge 
�r�� thi� ���� di��u��i��ǯ �ir�t �� a��  � �ay ��ti�� that th� �p�a��r 
and the time of speech are the points of reference on which the pret-
erite system in general and the perfect in particular are construct-
ed. Moreover, the cognitive rather than linguistic dimension of the 
opposition between pratyakṣa and parokṣa i� PataÛ�a�iȂ� di��u��i�� i� 
extremely intriguing. This is a surprising gnoseological turn in the 
grammatical sphere since it may entail that it is not possible to lin-
guistically signify action qua action. Such a position is unacceptable 
�i��� PataÛ�a�i hi����� �ay� ǻ��� ��t� ŚŜǼ thatǰ ���� a�� th� a�ta�t� ar� 
i� p�a�� ǻa�d p�r��iva���Ǽǰ a� a�ti�� i� �p��ię�a��y  hat �a��� ��� 
use a verb (like pacati) to convey the meaning of a process. As can also 
be seen in BhartʣhariȂ� d�ę�iti�� �� kriyā, what is at stake here is the 
fact that verbal bases are capable of signifying something as being 

46 �� a p���i��� Sāṃ�hya �ri�i� �� thi� t�r�i�����y ��� ��£��r ǻŗşŞŜǼ  h� d��� ��t 
quote our passage but cites M II p. 366 l. 26 ad A 5.1.119: guṇasaʋdrāvoȱdravyamȱand 
M II p. 200 l. 14 ad A 4.1.3: guṇasamudāyoȱdravyam. 

47 ��t�r��ti���yǰ PataÛ�a�i ǻM �� pǯ ŗŘŖ �ǯ ŗŘȮŗś ad A řǯŘǯŗŗśǼ �urth�r �p��ię�� that ���y 
a�ta�t� i� th� �i��ui�ti� a�d r��tri�t�d ��a�i�� ar� at �ta�� h�r�Ǳ it i� ��t �uĜ�i��t t� 
��� th� ri��  at�r ��i�� thr� � a ay aĞ�r ����i�� a�d Ě� i�� a���� th� r�ad �r t� 
hear some typical sounds of water boiling to make an action pratyakṣa (athaȱyadānenaȱ
rathyāyāʋ taṇḍulodakaʋ dʣṣʵaʋȱkathaʋȱtatraȱbhavitavyamǯȱyadiȱtāvatȱsādhaneṣuȱparokṣeṣu 
papā�etiȱbhavitavyamǯȱbhavantiȱhiȱtasyaȱsādhanāniȱparokṣāṇiǯȱathaȱyaȱeteȱkriyākʣtāȱviśeṣāśȱ
�ītkārāḥȱphūtkārāśȱ�etiȱteṣuȱparokṣeṣuǯȱevamȱapiȱpapā�etiȱbhavitavyam).
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endowed with a sequence (krama) whether that sequence is directly 
perceptible or inferred:

VP 3.8.1
yāvatȱsiddhamȱasiddhaʋȱvāȱsādhyatvenābhidhīyate|
āśritakramarūpatvātȱtatȱkriyetiȱpratīyateȱ||

Whatever, be it brought to accomplishment or not48, is expressed 
through the condition of having to be brought to accomplishment be-
cause of its being founded on a sequential form is understood as an 
action (kriyā).

As we have seen, the condition of being atyantāparidʣṣʵa- is a crucial 
������t i� PataÛ�a�iȂ� �����pti�� �� kriyā but this does not however 
prevent him from considering the fact that language is capable of ex-
pressing an action conceptualised as an action even if it is not direct-
�y p�r��iv�d a� �u�hǯ �h�r���r�ǰ PataÛ�a�iȂ� diĜ�u�ty i� �ur pa��a�� 
����� t� �i� �p��ię�a��y i� hi� i�t�rpr�tati�� �� parokṣa with reference 
t� th� a��u��d i��apa�ity �� th� �p�a��rȂ� part t� p�r��iv� a�ti��� a� 
such. This leads to the consideration of the condition of being parokṣa 
a� ��i�� pr�p�r t� a�� �i�d� �� a�ti��� a�d thu� �� �iĴ�� u�� i� id��ti-
�yi��  hat i� �p��ię� t� a� a�ti�� �¡pr����d  ith th� p�r���tǯ PataÛ�a-
�iȂ� ���uti��ǰ a�  � hav� ����ǰ i� t� �hiĞ th� ���diti�� �� ��i�� parokṣa 
to the actants49. 

şǯ ��Ĝcult�es �n deal�n�  �t� parokṣatā: proposals of 
�nte�rat�on toȦ mod�ęcat�on of t�e te¡t

Moreover, this interpretation of parokṣa a� ȁ��y��d th� p�r��pti�� �� 
th� �p�a��rȂ ha� rai��d ���� i��u�� ��r �ra��aria��ǯ A ęr�t pr����� 
 a� a�r�ady rai��d �y PātaÛ�a�i50 in the context of A 3.2.115 itself, re-

48 �hu�ǰ �v�� ���p��t��y a����p�i�h�d pa�t a�ti��� �ay ��v�rth����� �� �i��ię�d a� 
actions.

49 Si��ię�a�t�yǰ KV ad A 3.2.115 accepts dhātvārtha, i.e., the meaning of a verbal base, as 
that which must be characterised as being beyond perception.

50 And the need for an integration or specific interpretation is also highlighted in the 
Kāśi�ā  ith a����t th� �a��  �rd�Ǳ KV ad A 3.2.115: uttamaviṣayeȱ’piȱ�ittavyākṣepātȱ
parokṣatāȱsambhavatyȱevaǯȱtadȱyathāǯȱsuptoȱ’haʋȱkilaȱvilalāpa ȁ�h�r� �ay �� th� ���diti�� 
�� ��i�� ��y��d p�r��pti�� a��� i� th� ęr�t p�r��� ���au�� �� a di�tra�ti�� �� th� 
�i�dǯ ��r �¡a�p��Ǳ ���� �a���� a����p �ǰ �� th�y �ayǰ ���a� t� ��a�ǯȂ 
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�ardi�� th� u�a�� �� th� ęr�t p�r��� �� th� p�r���t  hi�h �h�u�d i� �a�t 
not be possible within this semantic framework:

M �� pǯ ŗŘŖ �ǯ ŗŝȮŘř ad A 3.2.115
sarvathottamaḥȱ naȱ sidhyatiǯȱ suptamattayorȱ uttamaȱ itiȱ vaktavyamǯȱ suptoȱ
’hamȱ kilaȱ vilalāpaǯȱ mattoȱ ’hamȱ kilaȱ vilalāpaǯȱ suptoȱ nvȱ ahamȱ kilaȱ vilalāpa.  
mattoȱ nvȱ ahamȱ kilaȱ vilalāpaǯȱ athavāȱ bhavatiȱ vaiȱ kaś�ijȱ jāgaradȱ apiȱ  
vartamānakālaʋȱ nopalabhateǯȱ tadȱ yathāǯȱ vaiyākaraṇānāʋȱ śākaʵāyanoȱ  
rathamārgaȱāsīnaḥȱ śakaʵasāʣthaʋȱyāntaʋ nopalabhateǯȱ kiʋ punaḥȱ kāraṇam 
jāgaradȱ apiȱ vartamānakālaʋȱ nopalabhateǯȱ manasāȱ saʋyuktānīndriyāṇyȱ  
upalabdhauȱkāraṇāniȱbhavanti manaso ’sānnidhyātǯ 

�h� ęr�t p�r��� i� r�a�i£�d �� h�r�Ǳ it i� ������ary t� �ay that th� ęr�t 
p�r��� �� �������  h� i� ����pi�� �r i� ����u��d ǽi� r�a�i£�dǾǱ ȃa����pǰ 
it seems (kilaǼǰ � ��a���dȄǲ ȃ����u��dǰ it ����� ǻkilaǼǰ � ��a���dȄǲ ȃ��  
asleep, it seems (kilaǼǰ � hav� ��a���dȄǲ ȃ��  ����u��dǰ it ����� ǻkila), 
� hav� ��a���dȄǯ �r i�d��d it �ay happ�� that ������� �v��  h�� 
a a�� d��� ��t u�d�r�ta�d  hat i� ��i�� ��ǯ ��r �¡a�p��Ǳ Śā�aʵayā�a 
�iĴi�� ǻ�itǯ pppǼ �� th� �d�� �� th� �arria�� ay i� th� �id�t �� th� 
grammarians does not perceive the multitude of chariots which are 
going by. How can it be that even when awake one does not perceive 
what is going on? The organs of sense become causes in the percep-
tion of things (only) in connection with the mind: thus because of 
their lack of connection with the mind.

M�r��v�rǰ a�r�ady Kātyāya�a pr�p���d t� i�t��rat� ���� t�a�hi��� t� 
the general rule concerning imperfect forms (A 3.2.111) in order to ac-
count for some parokṣa usages of it:

M II 119 l. 3 vt. 2 ad A 3.2.111 
parokṣeȱ�aȱlokavijÛāteȱprayokturȱdarśanaviṣayeǯ
A��� i� th� ��a�i�� �� ����thi�� �ut �� th� �p�a��rȂ� vi�  �ut v�ry 
 ��� ��� � i� th�  �r�d a�d ��i��  ithi� th� �p�a��rȂ� ra��� �� �i�htǯ 

 hi�h PataÛ�a�i ǻM �� ŗŗş �ǯ ŚȮŝ ad A 3.2.111 vt. 2 ) comments on as 
follows:

parokṣeȱ�aȱlokavijÛāteȱprayokturȱdarśanaviṣayeȱlaʍȱvaktavyaḥ. aruṇadȱyavanaḥ 
sāketamǯȱ aruṇadȱ yavanaḥȱ madhyamikāmǯȱ parokṣaȱ itiȱ kimȱ arthamǯȱ udagādȱ  
ādityaḥǯȱlokavijÛataȱitiȱkimarthamǯȱ�akāraȱkaʵaʋ devadattaḥǯȱprayokturȱdarśanaȬ 
viṣayaȱitiȱkimȱarthamǯȱjaghānaȱkaʋsamȱkilaȱvāsudevaḥ. 

The imperfect must also be taught in the meaning of something out of 
th� �p�a��rȂ� vi�  �ut v�ry  ��� ��� � i� th�  �r�d a�d i� th� ra��� �� 



1. What can Pāṇini teach us 57

�i�ht �� th� �p�a��rǱ ȃ�h� 	r��� ���i���d ǻi�p�r���tǼ Sā��taǲ th� 	r��� 
���i���d Madhya�i�ā ǻi�p�ǯǼȄǯ �hy th� ���ti�� �� ȃ�ut �� p�r��p-
ti��Ȅǵ ��r �a��� �u�h a� ȃ�h� �u� �u�t ar��� ǻa�rǯǼȄ51. Why the mention 
�� ȃ ���Ȭ��� � i� th�  �r�dȄǵ ��r �a��� �u�h a� ȃD�vadaĴa ha� �ad� 
ǻp�ǯǼ a �atȄ52ǯ �hy th� ���ti�� �� ȃ ithi� th� ra��� �� �i�ht �� th� 
�p�a��rȄǵ ��r �a��� �u�h a� ȃVā�ud�vaǰ th�y �ayǰ �i���d Kaṃ�a ǻp�ǯǼȄ53. 

La�t�yǰ th� Kāśikāvʣtti requires an integration that accounts for the us-
age of the perfect in the context of absolute negation:

KV ad A 3.2.115
atyantāpahnaveȱ�aȱliḍȱvaktavyaḥǯȱkaliʍgeṣu sthito ’siǵȱnānaʋȱkaliʍgaÛȱjagāmaǯ 
dakṣiṇāpathaʋ praviṣʵo ’siȱǵȱnāhaʋȱdakṣiṇāpathaʋȱpraviveśa. 
One should teach the perfect endings also in the meaning of complete 
d��ia�ǯ ȃ��r� y�uȦ hav� y�u ���� a���� th� Ka�iʍgas? I have nev-
er been among the Kaliʍ�a�Ȅǲ ȃ
av� y�u ��t�r�d th� ��uth�r� pathǵ � 
hav� ��v�r ��t�r�d th� ��uth�r� pathȄǯ

10. The linguistic meaning of the opposition pratyakṣa/ 
parokṣa: focus on the late Vedic technical literature

����ur�� t� th� ��a�i�� �� parokṣa as witnessed in the exegetical 
late-Vedic literature would allow us to solve not all, but at least a 
number of these issues. As is well known, the term is used, particu-
larly within nirvacana literature, to indicate non-segmentable forms 
and meanings which cannot be analysed and broken down into lesser 
u�it� �� ���p��iti��a� ��a�i��ǯ L�t u� r��a�� h�r� th� �¡tr����y  ���Ȭ
known passage from the gatapathaȬBrāhmaṇa:

gatapathaȬBrāhmaṇa 6.1.1.2
yadȱ aÇnddhaȱ tasmādȱ Çndhaḥǯȱ Çndhoȱ haȱ vaiȱ tamȱ Çndraȱ ityȱ aˬű�akṣateȱ paràkṣaʋ 
paràkṣakāmāȱhÇȱdevāḥ.

51 The restriction parokṣe blocks the usage of the imperfect in cases where only the 
aorist is allowed as in the quoted example where the rising of the sun has been 
witnessed by the speaker.

52 The restriction lokavijÛāte again blocks the usage of the imperfect in cases where only 
the perfect is allowed as in the quoted example where the action of making a mat is 
not well known.

53 The restriction prayokturȱ darśanaviṣayeȱ blocks the usage of the imperfect in cases 
where only the perfect is allowed as in the quoted episode of the killing of Kaṃsa by 
Kʣʫʏa which is outside th� �p�a��rȂ� ra��� �� �i�ht. It is placed in a mythical past.
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Since he kindled, then he is Indha: indeed Indha is called Indra in an 
opaque (out of perception) way, since the gods love what is beyond 
perception.

Inȱ�irukta 9.20, the term ulūkhalaȱǻȁ��rtarȂǼ i� ������t�d i� a pa��a��ǰ 
���� a�ai� aĴri�ut�d t� a Brāhmaṇa-text, with a syntax that is almost 
identical to the gatapathaȬBrāhmaṇa passage.

uruȱ meȱ kurvȱ ityȱ abravītǯȱ tadȱ ulūkhalamȱ abhavatǯȱ urukaraʋśȱ �aȱ etatȱ tadȱ  
ulūkhalamȱityȱā�akṣateȱparokṣenaȱitiȱ�aȱbrāhmaṇam.


� �aidǰ ȃ�a�� �� �r�adȄ ǻuruȱkʣ-). It became the mortar (ulūkhara): 
that which is the urukara ȁa�ti�� �� �a�i��  id�Ȃ i� �pa�u��y �a���d 
ulūkhala: thus it is also said in a commentary.

Durga, �iruktaȂ� ������tat�rǰ �hara�t�ri��� th� a�t �� �p���i�� �ut th� 
meaning that is at the basis of the nirvacana activity as making analysa-
ble what was not:

�iruktaȬvʣtti o�ȱDurgaȱŗŘŗǰ ŗŚȮŗś
apihitasyārthasyaȱparokṣavʣttāvȱatiparokṣavʣttauȱvāȱśabdeȱniḥkʣṣyaȱvigʣhyaȱ
vacanaʋ nirvacanam | 

A spelling out is the explanation (vacana) of a meaning which was con-
cealed in a word whose formation is either beyond perception or totally 
��y��d p�r��pti�� ǽ��tai��dǾ aĞ�r dra��i�� �ut ǻniḥ-) and taking sepa-
ratedly (viȬǼ ǽth� ��a�i�� ����titu��t�Ǿǯ

�t i� i�t�r��ti�� t� ��t� thatǰ a���it i� a diě�r��t ���t�¡tǰ �ā��a hi�-
self also uses the opposition between pratyakṣa and parokṣa, to create 
a thr�����d ��a��ię�ati�� �� th� v�r��� ǻʣc) depending on whether the 
praises (stuti) are expressed indirectly (parokṣa �itǯ ȁ��y��d p�r��p-
ti��ȂǼǰ dir��t�y ǻpratyakṣa �itǯ ȁp�r��iva��yȂǼ �r ar� addr����d t� ������� 
i� th� ęr�t p�r���ǯ �h� i�dir��t �¡pr���i�� �� prai�� i� �hara�t�ri��d 
as follows:

�irukta ŝǯŗȮŘ
tatraȱparokṣakʣtāḥȱsarvābhirȱnāmavibhaktibhirȱyujyanteȱprathamapuruṣaiśȱ�aȱ
ākhyātasyaǯȱindroȱdivaȱindraȱīśeȱpʣthivyāhǯȱindramȱidȱgāthinoȱbʣhat. indreṇa ete 
tʣtsavo veviṣānāhǯȱindrāyaȱsāmaȱgāyataǯȱnendrādȱʣteȱpavateȱdhāmaȱkiʋcana. 
indrasyaȱnuȱvīryāniȱpravo�amǯȱindreȱkāmāȱayaʋsata iti.

A���� th��ǰ �ta�£a� ǽi�  hi�h prai��Ǿ i� �iv�� i�dir��t�y ar� ������t-
ed with any nominal ending and with the third person of the verb; e.g. 
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ȃ��dra ǻ���ǯǼ i� th� �a�t�r �� h�av��ǰ ��dra i� th� �a�t�r �� �arthȄ54; 
ȃ��dra ǻa��ǯǼ ��Ği�y th� �ha�t�r� ǻhav� prai��dǰ anūṣata a�rǯǼȃ55ǲ ȃ ith 
Indra (str.) these Tʣt�u ar� a�tiv�ȃ56ǲ ȃ�ay y�u ǻp�ǯǼ �ha�t th� hy��� 
t� ��dra ǻdatǯǼȄ57ǲ ȃ�� r��id���� i�d��d i� pur�  ith�ut ��dra ǻa��ǯǼȄ58; 
ȃ�  i�� �i�� ��rth th� h�r�i� d��d� �� ��dra ǻ���ǯǼȄ59ǲ ȃi� ��dra th� 
d��ir�� r��tȄ60.

The verses in which praise is instead directly expressed, that is ones 
where praise is directly perceivable, are characterised by the use of 
the second-person of the verb and the second-person pronoun in the 
vocative (tvamȱitiȱ�aitenaȱsarvanāman)61, e.g. tvamȱindraȱbalādȱadhi ȁy�u 
� ��dra ǻ �r� ��r�Ǽ �r�� �tr���thȂ62 or vi na indra mʣdho jahi ȁ� ��-
draǰ ��ay �ur ����i��Ȃ63ǯ M�r��v�rǰ �ā��a hi�h�i�ht� th� �a�t thatǰ i� 
some verses, it is the praisers (stotʣ) who are directly addressed while 
the praised ones (stotavya) may not be acknowledged. He gives the 
following examples: māȱ �idȱ anyadȱ viśaʋsata ȁ���ri�y ǻi�p�rativ� řrd 
p�r��� p�ǯǼ �� ��� ���� ǻ� �ri��d�ǼȂ64; kanvāȱabhipragāyata ȁ� Ka�va�ǰ 
�i�� ��rthȂ65 and upapretaȱkuśikāśȱ�etayadhvam ȁ̄ppr�a�h � Ka�va�ǰ �� 
�ar��u�Ȃ66. 

54 ʢ9 10.89.10.
55 ʢ9 ŗǯŝǯŗǲ ŚS ŘŖǯřŞǯŚǲ ŚŝǯŚǲ ŝŖǯŝǲ SV ŗǯŗşŞǲ ŘǯŗŚŜǯ
56 ʢ9 7.18.15.
57 ʢ9 ŞǯşŞǯŗǲ ŚS ŘŖǯŜŘǯśǲ SV ŗǯřŞŞǲ Řǯřŝśǯ
58 ʢ9 10.69.6; SV 2.720.
59 ʢ9 ŗǯřŘǯŗǲ ��ǯ ŚS Řǯśǯśǯ
60 U�tra��d �u�tati��ǰ ��ǯ ��th ŗŞśŘ ǽŗşŝŜǾǰ pǯ ŗŖŖǯ 
61 The sentence tvamȱ itiȱ �aitenaȱ sarvanāman describing the second feature of direct 

praise does not merely signify that this is characterised by a second-person pronoun 
�ut rath�rǰ ��r� �p��ię�a��yǰ that pr���u� �u�t ���ur i� th� �p��ię� ��r� i�  hi�h it 
i� �u�t�d iǯ�ǯ ���i�ativ�Ȧ v��ativ�ǯ �hi� �at�h��  ���  ith th� pr���di�� �tat����t 
that id��tię�d th� ���urr���� �� th� �a�� �� th� prai��d ��� i� a�� ��di��� a� a 
�p��ię� ��atur� �� i�dir��t prai��ǯ

62 ʢ9 10.153.2; ŚS 20.93.5; SV 1.120.
63 ʢ9 10.152.4; ŚS 1.21.2; SV 2.1218; VS 8.44; 18.70.
64 ʢ9 Şǯŗǯŗǲ ŚS ŘŖǯŞśǯŗǲ SV ŗǯŘŚŘǲ ŘǯŝŗŖǯ ��dra a� the praised one is quoted in the 

immediately following hemistich.
65 ʢ9 1.37.1: here again the praised one, i.e. the cohort of Maruts is expressed in the 

pr���di�� v�r��� �� th� �a�� �ta�£aǯ 
66 ʢ9 3.53.11. Here it is only inferable that the one who is praised is the horse mentioned 

in the following hemistich introduced by the second-person plural imperative 
pramuñcata.
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We thus actually have four ways of expressing praise namely (a) 
ātmastuti: (b) direct praise in which the meaning of the verbal base 
in the second person directly addresses the praised one, (c) partially 
direct praise in which the praiser is addressed in the second person 
and the praised is only mentioned, and (d) indirect praise in which 
the praised is mentioned without being addressed. As can be seen, 
the term parokṣa in no way indicates the absence or non-perception 
of a word signifying the praised one in c) and d): rather, the term 
i�di�at�� that th� p�r��� ��i�� prai��d i� ���y i�dir��t�yȦ ���i�u��y 
characterised as such. The real point is that the grammatical and syn-
tactical structure of the sentence does not directly convey the fact that 
it is praise since the praised one is not expressed in the vocative and 
the verb is not in the second person67.

�� �a� �u��ari�� th� a��v� ę�di��� �y �ayi�� that i� th� 
Lat�ȬV�di� t��h�i�a� �it�ratur� th� t�r� parokṣa id��tię�� diě�r��t �i�-
guistic occurrences in which the meaning is not directly conveyed by 
th� �ur�a�� ��v�� uĴ�ra��� a�d i� thi� ����� th� ��a�i�� i� �aid t� �� 
beyond perception. Of course, this begs the question of whether this 
meaning of the term is applicable in our case. In what sense does the 
perfect convey an action in a way that is beyond perception, indirect, 
opaque? 

11. An action not directly conveyed as an action

�� ar� ���vi���d that i� A řǯŘǯŗŗś Pāʏini does not feel the need to 
d�ę�� th� t�r� parokṣe liʵ since he uses it with a meaning that corre-
sponds to its meaning in the remaining technical Vedic literature. If 
the rule is interpreted in this way, it teaches to use the perfect to con-
vey the meaning of a pre-hodiernal past action which, however, is not 
directly meant as an action, i.e. as consisting of a sequence (krama).  
Perfect forms are undoubtedly full verbal forms (tiʍ i� Pāʏinian 
terms) but the meaning they convey is not that of an action as char-
acterised by a sequence (krama), which is the prototypical form of an 
action. The relevant action is thus only indirectly expressed by the 
v�r�a� ��r�ǰ �u�t a� th� �ur�a�� ��r� ulūkhalaȱȁ��rtarȂ ���y i�dir��t-
�y ���v�y� th� ȃr�a� ��a�i��Ȅ iǯ�ǯ th� ��rtar a� th� ���  hi�h �aid 

67 The direct expression of praise does not mandatorily involve the use of a mode other 
than the indicative.
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uruȱmeȱkuruȱȁ�a�� �� �r�adȁ a�d �u�t a� th� v�r�� indroȱdivaȱindraȱīśeȱ
pʣthivyāḥ ȁ��dra ǻ���ǯǼ i� th� �a�t�r �� h�av��ǰ ��dra i� th� �a�t�r �� 
�arthȂ ���y i�dir��t�y ���v�y� it� r�a� ai�Ȧ��a�i��ǰ  hi�h i� t� ad-
dress praise to Indra. In all these examples the surface linguistic form 
does not account for the true nature of what they denote.

One wonders how an action can be conveyed in an indirect way 
and, conversely, in what sense the usage of full verbal forms may be 
considered as directly conveying this. In this regard, one cannot fail to 
recall how in the �irukta there is an awareness of the fact that the ac-
tion or condition (bhāva) can be expressed in two ways, either through 
a verbal form or through a more noun-like form:

�iruktaȱ1.1
tatraȱ etanȱ nāmākhyātayorȱ lakṣaṇamȱ pradiśantiǯȱ bhāvapradhānamȱ ākhyātamȱ  
sattvapradhānāniȱnāmāniǯȱtadȱyatraȱubheȱbhāvapradhāneȱbhavataḥȱpūrvāparīȬ
bhūtamȱbhāvamȱākhyātenā�aṣʵeȱ vrajatiȱ pa�atītiǯȱ upakramaprabhʣtyapavargaȬ 
paryantamȱmūrtamȱsattvabhūtamȱsattvanāmabhirȱvrajyāȱpaktirȱiti.

�� thi� p�i�t th�y i�di�at� thi� d�ę�i�� �hara�t�ri�ti� �� a �u��ta�tiv� 
and of a verb: the verb has an event as its main meaning, while the sub-
stantives have an entity as their main meaning. And when both have 
an event as their principal meaning, an event developing from a former 
t� a �at�r �ta�� i� �¡pr����d  ith a v�r�Ǳ ȃh� ����Ȅǰ ȃh� �����Ȅ68. An 

68 �� thi� r��ardǰ h�r�  � d� ��t �����  Card��aȂ� ŘŖŗş pr�p��a� t�  hi�h  � r���r 
for an updated presentation of the various elements and the bibliography cited 
therein. Cardona proposes a punctuation of the paragraph that renders yatraȱubheȱ
bhāvapradhāneȱbhavataḥ as an independent sentence which he interprets as meaning 
that where both (noun and verb) occur (i.e. in the context of a sentence) then it is 
the action that is the main element for both. Moreover, although it is not clear to 
u�  h�th�r th� t � a�ti��� ar� i�t�r������t�dǰ h� aĴri�ut�� th� �y�ta�� upakramaȬ
prabhʣtyapavargaparyantaȬȱ to both verbal and nominal forms. The construction he 
pr�p���� a��� ę�d� �upp�rt i� �u��r�u� �u�tati��� ad�pt�d i� �at�r ������tari��ǰ 
as well as in the use of the syntagm in other contexts. However, we have chosen to 
disagree with him on this point and therefore remain with the punctuation and 
i�t�rpr�tati�� ad�pt�d ęr�t �y 	�d� a�d th�� �y Sarupǯ La�� �� �pa�� pr�v��t� a 
full explanation of our reasons here, but let us advance three brief observations to 
�u�ti�y �ur �h�i��Ǳ aǼ Card��a �tat�� that th� r�adi�� h� ��d�r��� ǻ hi�h a��u�t� 
t� a r�Ě��ti�� �� th� �tatu� �� ���t�����Ǽ i� p�r���t�y ����i�t��t  ith th� ����ra� 
ar�u���t �� th� para�raphǯ But th� r�adi��  � �����t�d ǻthat i� a r�Ě��ti�� �� th� 
��a�� �� r�pr����ti�� a� a�ti�� �y ��a�� �� a ��u�Ǽ a��� ęt� i� v�ry  ���  ith th� 
assertion that nouns generally have essence as their main element; b) the choice of 
aĴri�uti�� upakramaprabhʣtyapavargaparyantaȬȱto both nouns and verbs weakens the 
�tru�tur� �� th� �pp��iti�� ��t ��� th� t �  ith�ut addi�� a�ythi�� �i��ię�a�t t� 
th� d�ę�iti�� �� th� v�r� �Ǽ th� u�� �� th� dua� t� i�di�at� a ���t���� i� ��u��yǱ i�  � 
stay with the fourfold division we should say that what characterises a sentence is 
the usage of the four types of words; and if we consider only the basic couple verb-
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event embodied from the beginning to the end and having acquired the 
�tatu� �� a� ��tity i� �¡pr����d  ith ��tityȬ�a���Ǳ ȃa�t ��  a�d�ri��Ȅǰ 
ȃa�t �� ����i��Ȅǯ

L�t u� r��a�� that ti�� ����trai�t� i� Pāʏi�iȂ� �y�t�� ar� ��t �i�it�d 
to full verbal forms but may also be conveyed by primary nominal 
d�rivativ��ǰ a� �h� � �y ru��� �u�h a� A řǯŘǯŞś ǽbhūte] karaṇeȱ yajaḥ 
that teaches to form the upapadasamāsaȱagniṣʵomayājinȱ ȁ���  h� ha� 
performed a ritual with the Agniʫʵ��aȂ �y addi�� th� �uĜ¡ Ȭin aĞ�r 
the verbal base yajȬin the meaning of an agent who has accomplished 
th� a�ti�� i� th� pa�tǯ �t i� thu� ���p��t��y ��u�dǰ i� Pāʏi�iȂ� �y�t��ǰ 
to equate a perfect form to a quasi-nominal form (with included past 
meaning) in which actions are conveyed not in their sequential di-
����i�� �ut a� �r�£�� ��titi��69. Analogously, an action mentioned 
through a perfect verbal form does not convey either its development 
i� ti�� �r th� r��� �� th� diě�r��t a�ta�t�ǰ �ut th� pur� a�d �i�p�� 
�a�t that it ha� happ���dǯ �� th� ęr�t part �� thi� arti���ǰ  � di��u���d 
th� �a�t that i� ŚS ŗǯŝǯŜǰ ��r �¡a�p��ǰ th� a�ti�� �� ��i�� ��r� �¡-
pressed by means of a perfect form is not conveyed in its dynamic as-
pect but simply in its having happened in the past in order to create 
the condition in the present: asmāы kāыrthāyaȱjajÛiṣe 'you were born for 
our business'. Similarly, the action of a fever penetrating the human 
��dy i� ŚS ŗǯŗŘǯř (p¤ruṣȬparurȱāviv·śā) is conveyed not as a sequence 
of actions (as the usage of a verbal form would suggest) but as an 
event leading to a result (the fever is everywhere).

If we accept this interpretation of the term parokṣa, we are however 
at the same time also obliged to admit that this meaning had proba-
��y a�r�ady ���� ���t �y th� ti�� �� th� ęr�t ������tat�r�ǯ �hi�ǰ �� 
th� �th�r ha�dǰ �i�ht a��� �u�ti�y th� diĜ�u�ti�� th�y ����u�t�r�d i� 
accounting for the uses of the perfect. More particularly, within the 
proposed interpretation of parokṣa, th� u�� �� th� ęr�t p�r���  �u�d �� 
possible even without the need for supplementary vārttika70. Similarly, 

noun there is no reason to consider that a kind of minimal syntagm was meant to 
represent the sentence in the �irukta.

69 Interestingly, as will be discussed in the second part of this research, some rules 
teach that the perfect verbal forms may be substituted, sometimes even preferably, 
by the corresponding perfect participles.

70 �h� ��  �r��u���y �� th� ęr�tȬp�r��� p�r���tǰ �r��u��t�y �v���d �y ����uǰ  �u�d 
i� a�y �a�� �� �u�tię�d �iv�� it� ad���tiva� di����i�� that i� i��Ȭ�uit�d t� typi�a� ęr�tȬ
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it  �u�d ��t �� ������ary t� �upp�����t th� Pāʏinian text to account 
for supposed parokṣa uses of the imperfect understood in the sense 
of the narrative imperfect that the speaker did not witness. In fact, 
having or not having witnessed the action is not what is at stake. Sim-
i�ar�yǰ th� u�� �� th� p�r���t i� th� �a�� �� ���ati���ǰ  hi�h �� pu££��d 
the authors of the Kāśikā, turns out instead to be perfectly consistent 
with the interpretation we propose: an action that is not performed 
but only mentioned in order to be negated falls perfectly under the 
category of the perfect.

12. Conclusions

At the end of this two-pronged approach to the perfect usages we thus 
 i�h t� r�it�rat� Ȯ �i�it�d t� th� �vid���� i� th� t � ����� �� th� AtharȬ
vaveda a�a�y��d h�r� Ȯ that  hat th� diě�r��t u�a��� hav� i� ������ 
ǻa�d  hi�h �ay ����titut� th� tri���r ��hi�d th� �p�a��rȂ� �h�i�� t� 
u�� th� p�r���tǼ ęr�t �� a�� i� th� ���Ȭdy�a�i� r�pr����tati�� �� a�y 
action (and not only the ones expressed by inherently stative verbal 
bases). Such a non-dynamic representation is at th� h�art �� th� Pāʏin-
ian description too, provided one accepts a late-Vedic interpretation of 
the term parokṣa. And it is precisely the relevance of this non-dynamic 
feature that makes the perfect particularly suitable in a series of con-
t�¡t� that  � hav� tri�d t� ��u���at�Ǳ ȁ���i�a�Ȃ u�� ǻȗ řǼ t� �hara�t�ri�� 
an actant by means of an action that characterises it, him or her, and 
a� i�d�ę�it� u�� t� i�di�at� a� a�ti�� that �r�at�� a pr����diti�� i� 
th� pr����t ǻȗ ŚǼ. As regards temporal reference, in our occurrences, 
th� p�r���t a� ay� r���r� t� th� �p�a��rȂ� pr����t t���� �r a di����i�� 
completely detached from the temporal context. This does not mean 
that th� pa�t t���� d��� ��t p�ay a r��� i� th� ę�a� ����tru�ti�� �� th� 
verb, but that its role focuses on the derivation of the lexical meaning 
of the base. In the forms in which this meaning is completely lexical-
i��dǰ a� Kû���� ha� a�r�ady p�i�t�d �utǰ th� ����uri�� �� th� pa�t 
tense is almost completely lost, but prior to these forms there are vari-
ous gradations in which the past tense can be more or less perceptible 
at the level of the derivation of meaning.

p�r��� �arrativ� ���t�¡t�ǯ M�r��v�rǰ ęr�tȬp�r��� p�r���t�  ith a ���i�a� va�u� ar� 
possible, see, eg. ʢ9 10.125.6 (āviveśa) and 8 (saʋbabhūva).
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Studi e Ricerche
Ricerche sull’Oriente

Long regarded as a marginal text, overshadowed by its associa-
tion with “magic” and “incantation”, the Atharvaveda is emerging 

as one of the most intriguing and conceptually rich corpora of ear-
l` Indian tOouNOt. -ar Mrom beinN a peripOeral collection� it offers a 
unique window into the ways in which ancient societies confronted 
vulnerability, disorder, and the uncertainties of human existence.

Bringing together insights from linguistics, philology, the history of 
religions, and anthropology, this volume invites readers to reconsider 
the Atharvaveda as a d`namic Äeld ^Oere lanNuaNe� tOe bod �̀ ritual 
practice, and power intersect. Here, healing, protection, and harm 
are not merely themes, but processes through which knowledge is 
produced, authority is negotiated, and the boundaries of the human 
are continuousl` redeÄned.
Structured around three interconnected domains – language, lexi-
con, and ritual – the essays collected in this volume illuminate the 
distinctive logic of the Atharvaveda: a text deeply rooted in tradi-
tion, yet marked by a striking originality. By moving beyond reductive 
categories, this book presents the Atharvaveda as a central site for 
exploring the entanglement of body, knowledge, and power in the 
religious world of ancient India.

Marianna Ferrara is Associate Professor of History of Religions at 
Sapienza University of Rome. Her research focuses on Vedic ritual 
traditions and the intellectual history of ancient India, with particular 
attention to the relationship between ritual language, the body, gen-
der, and authority in Vedic texts.

Duccio Lelli holds a PhD in the linguistic history of Eurasia from the 
University of Macerata and a second PhD from Leiden University, 
where he prepared a critical edition, with translation and commentary, 
oM tOe ÄMteentO booR oM tOe Atharvaveda Paippalāda. His research fo-
cuses on the philological, linguistic, and comparative dimensions of 
Vedic literature within the Indo-European context.


