
The Sanskrit (Pseudo)Periphrastic Future

Abstract

The paradigmatic status of the Sanskrit periphrastic future is widely taken for granted. I argue
that all the criteria for distinguishing the periphrastic future as a paradigmatic tense formation
from a syntactic collocation of agent noun plus copula are problematic, except in one small set of
Sanskrit texts. The evidence requires a nuanced diachronic approach: in early Vedic Prose we may
reasonably speak of a paradigmatic ‘periphrastic future’ (though it may not be periphrastic), but
outside this period the formation is merely a special use of the agent noun.

1 INTRODUCTION

According to traditional Sanskrit grammar, including standard Western accounts, the Sanskrit verbal
paradigm includes a finite tense formation known as the ‘periphrastic future’.1 This formation is of
interest from both diachronic and synchronic perspectives. According to conventional wisdom, it is not
found in the earliest attested stage of the language, R. gvedic Sanskrit, but develops by the early Vedic
Prose period (perhaps one to three hundred years later) from a collocation involving an agent noun
and a copula. In synchronic terms, points of research include its semantic distinction from the other
Sanskrit finite future tense, the ‘synthetic future’ in -sya-, and the formal make-up of the periphrastic
future paradigm, since it is not a morphologically straightforward periphrasis. A simple example of
the periphrastic future is given in (1).2

(1) kartā
do.FUT.3SG

bhavān
you.HON.NOM.SG

karma
deed.ACC.SG

na
not

sam
˙
śayo

doubt.NOM.SG

’sti
is

‘You will do the deed, there is no doubt.’ (MBh. 3.180.37)

The development and functionality of the Sanskrit periphrastic future have been investigated e.g. by
Delbrück (1888: 289–296), Renou (1938), Gonda (1957), Campanile (1969), Hara (1987), and Tichy
(1992), besides studies on the nouns in -́tr

˙
- and -t́r

˙
-, from which the periphrastic future developed, e.g.

by Benveniste (1948), Tichy (1995), and Kiparsky (2016). A recent morphological analysis of the
periphrastic future has been undertaken by Stump (2012). In this paper, I discuss the paradigmatic
status of the periphrastic future. The crucial question is whether, or to what extent, the periphrastic
future construction can be distinguished from a syntactic collocation of agent noun plus copula. If it
cannot, then the periphrastic future does not exist as a distinct part of the Sanskrit verbal paradigm.
A close relationship is widely recognized between the periphrastic future and the agent noun in -tr

˙
-

which gave rise to it, but I argue that the close relation and interaction between the two formations has
been severely underestimated. Crucially, all the criteria for distinguishing the periphrastic future as

1I am very grateful to Elizabeth Tucker, John Brockington, and three anonymous reviewers, for insightful comments on
an earlier version of this paper. All remaining errors are my own. I was able to undertake this work due to a generous grant
from the Jill Hart Fund for Indo-Iranian Philology at the University of Oxford.

2The pronoun bhavant-, nom.sg.masc. bhavān, is an honorific 2sg. pronoun which shows 3sg. agreement.
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distinct tense formation from a sequence of agent noun plus copula are problematic, except in a small
set of Sanskrit texts. I argue that a nuanced diachronic approach to the status of the periphrastic future
is required: in early Vedic Prose, there is evidence for an incipient ‘periphrastic future’ formation,
although it remains somewhat in flux. Excepting this period, which attests a number of other linguistic
peculiarities not continued in later Sanskrit, the formation is not a true periphrasis (in the sense to be
defined below), but merely a special use of the agent noun. This special use is not without parallel
even in the R. gveda, which is not thought to attest the periphrastic future.

This reassessment of the periphrastic future has a number of important consequences, including
regarding the diachronic dialectology of Sanskrit, the date of Pān. ini, the definition of periphrasis, and
the contrast between traditional grammatical assumptions and the evidence of texts.

2 PERIPHRASIS

As a descriptive label for the construction in question, the term periphrastic future is by no means
inappropriate. The question is whether, or to what degree, this descriptive label correlates with a mod-
ern linguistic understanding of periphrasis. Before tackling the Sanskrit data, therefore, it is necessary
to establish an adequate definition of periphrasis. I adopt a paradigmatic, fundamentally morpho-
logical, approach to periphrasis, building on a wealth of research on the topic in recent years, e.g.
by Börjars et al. (1997), Börjars & Donohue (2000), Sadler & Spencer (2002), Stump (2001, 2002),
Spencer (2003, 2006, 2012), Ackerman & Stump (2004), Bonami & Samvelian (2009, 2015), Acker-
man et al. (2011), Stump & Hippisley (2011), Bonami & Webelhuth (2012), Popova & Spencer (2012)
and Spencer & Popova (2015).

In certain ways, a morphological approach to periphrasis runs counter to the traditional assump-
tion that periphrasis is fundamentally a syntactic phenomenon.3 Descriptively, periphrasis does involve
syntax: a periphrastic formation typically involves two distinct words, which appear in a syntactic re-
lation in a sentence. The question is in what way, or whether, periphrasis is different from an ordinary
syntactic relation between two words. From a paradigmatic perspective, the difference is morphologi-
cal: a periphrastic formation typically involves two words, but together these two words fill one slot in
the inflectional paradigm of a lexeme. For example, Kiparsky (2005) provides the following paradigm
illustrating the tense and voice distinctions in the Latin verb system:4

(2) Non-perfect Active Passive
Present laudat ‘praises’ laudātur ‘is praised’
Past laudābat laudābātur
Future laudābit laudābitur

Perfect
Present laudāvit laudāt-us/-ā/-um est
Past laudāverat laudāt-us/-ā/-um erat
Future laudāverit laudāt-us/-ā/-um erit

Under this analysis, Latin distinguishes three tenses (present, past, future), two aspects (perfect,
non-perfect), and two voices (active, passive). All twelve theoretically possible tense/aspect/voice
combinations are expressed; nine of these are expressed using synthetic verb forms, but the perfect

3For a recent argument in this direction, see Kiparsky (2005).
4Kiparsky’s ‘Non-perfect past’ is traditionally labelled the imperfect, his ‘Perfect present’ the perfect, and his ‘Perfect

past’ the pluperfect.
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passive tenses are expressed using two word sequences of past participle plus copula. On a paradig-
matic approach, a true periphrasis necessarily fills a slot in a paradigm in just this way.

Ackerman & Stump (2004) propose three sufficient, but not necessary, criteria for identifying
periphrasis: I. featurally intersective distribution; II. morphosyntactic non-compositionality; III. dis-
tributed exponence. These three criteria have been hugely influential, although none is without its
difficulties.

Featurally intersective distribution is essentially what we have seen in (2): intersecting feature
systems imply a paradigm consisting of a number of logically possible slots, and if a particular cell
is not filled by a single word form, it may either be left unfilled (a defective paradigm), or else the
cell may be filled by a periphrastic expression, i.e. an expression involving two (or more) words which
stand in a syntactic relation to one another when employed in a sentence. This is argued to be the
prime criterion for identifying periphrasis by Spencer & Popova (2015). Spencer & Popova (2015)
adopt a strict view of the term periphrasis, seeking to define it in terms of a paradigmatic approach
to inflection. They acknowledge that there are many types of construction which are in one way or
another on the borderline between syntax and morphology, and there may be constructions which are
more, or less, periphrastic than others. The most canonical periphrasis, however, necessarily involves
featurally intersective distribution. Spencer & Popova (2015) label this “intersective periphrasis”.5

As a sufficient criterion for periphrasis, featurally intersective distribution is relatively unproblem-
atic. As a necessary criterion, however, it would rule out certain constructions which are typically
labelled ‘periphrastic’. For example, according to Spencer & Popova (2015), the English progressive
and perfect aspect verb categories, e.g. is X-ing, has X-ed, would not qualify as periphrastic expres-
sions, because in English aspectual contrasts are never marked by synthetic morphology, meaning that
there is no clear evidence for aspect as part of the English verbal paradigm.

Bonami & Samvelian (2015), who broadly accept the criteria of Ackerman & Stump (2004), pro-
pose an additional criterion, ‘obligatoriness’: “If the construction is necessary for some morphosyntac-
tic feature value to be expressed, then the construction is periphrastic.” Bonami & Samvelian propose
this criterion with reference to the Persian progressive construction: in Persian, progressive aspect can
be expressed either by a progressive construction involving two word forms (a form of the verb ‘have’
with a finite lexical verb complement), or by a synthetic imperfective verb form. Bonami & Samvelian
(2015) argue that the lack of obligatoriness means that the progressive construction is not necessarily
periphrastic. In other words, the progressive construction involving ‘have’ is not the way of expressing
progressive aspect in Persian, so it is not a periphrasis: it is a syntactic construction which happens to
express an aspectual value. This criterion extends Ackerman & Stump’s (2004) criterion I beyond the
bounds of a paradigmatic feature system: the morphosyntactic feature value need not necessarily be
a part of the intersecting feature system of a language. This might allow us to admit the English pro-
gressive and perfect aspect as periphrastic expressions, since these aspect values cannot be expressed
synthetically. A problem with such an extension, however, is that it potentially expands the range of
the term periphrasis to the point where it loses meaning. For example, we might then allow the term
to apply to any multiword construction which expresses a grammatical feature, even if no values of
that feature are expressed synthetically/morphologically. Haspelmath (2000: 655–656) terms this ‘cat-
egorial’ periphrasis, but notes that this would mean any construction containing function words would
be classed as periphrastic, even in languages without morphology. For example, English noun phrases
with definite articles, the dog, a cat, etc., would be periphrastic constructions, since the articles express
a purely grammatical feature which cannot be expressed synthetically.

The second criterion proposed by Ackerman & Stump (2004) is morphosyntactic non-compositionality:
5This corresponds to Haspelmath’s (2000) “suppletive type (a)”.
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if the construction as a whole expresses some feature which is not specified by the individual parts,
then the construction is a periphrasis. Brown et al. (2012: 253) note that non-compositionality here can
refer to two distinct phenomena, ‘idiomaticity’ and ‘feature-clash’; in the former case, the construction
expresses a property which is not a property of any element, while in the latter case the two elements
of the construction clash in regard to a feature. In both cases, however, the criterion is problematic.
As discussed by Spencer & Popova (2015), the criterion depends on a prior definition of morphosyn-
tactic features and their combinations. For example, we will see below that it is at least theoretically
the case that certain person/number combinations of the Sanskrit periphrastic future involve a singular
form of the agent noun combined with a plural form of the copula. Assuming that singular and plural
are incompatible features (NUM=SG vs. NUM=PL), we are dealing with a feature clash. However, if
singular number is treated as an unspecified, default value, then a combination of singular and plural
does not clash, but would unproblematically resolve to plural (NUM=PL + ∅ ⇒ NUM=PL). Kiparsky
(2005) argues against non-compositionality as a criterion for periphrasis on the grounds that idiomatic
expressions are necessarily non-compositional, yet are syntactic. Brown et al. (2012) argue that non-
compositionality may be a feature of periphrasis, but in their view canonical periphrasis is in fact
compositional, in the sense of expressing a transparent relationship between meaning and form.

Bonami & Samvelian (2015) accept non-compositionality as a criterion for periphrasis, but propose
a slightly more nuanced definition:

Mismatch between morphological exponence and phrasal features
If the features of a phrasal combination do not match the features that are expected given
the exponents carried by the pieces of the construction and independently established
general principles of feature transmission, then the combination is periphrastic. (Bonami
& Samvelian 2015: 375)

Bonami & Samvelian’s point is that the relation between the elements of a periphrastic construction
is not symmetrical: one element is the head (whether understood syntactically or morphologically),
the other a non-head. Under general principles of feature transmission, features of a non-head are not
necessarily expected to be features of a construction. For example, the Persian passive construction
involves a perfect participle, but does not express perfect tense, yet this is not problematic since the
participle is not the head of the construction.

The third criterion proposed by Ackerman & Stump (2004) is distributed exponence. This crite-
rion is the least intuitive of the three and, Spencer & Popova (2015) argue, the least successful. By
distributed exponence Ackerman & Stump mean constructions in which features that might ordinarily
be expressed together on a single word form (e.g. person and number on a verb) are expressed on dif-
ferent words in the putatively periphrastic construction. However, Spencer & Popova (2015) show that
in the Macedonian ‘have’-perfect lack of distributed exponence is in fact evidence for the periphrastic
status of the construction. A preferable way of viewing this criterion is as referring to constructions
in which the distribution of morphosyntactic properties goes against the ordinary morphosyntax of the
language (Spencer 2008, 2012). Whatever the best way of approaching this criterion from a typologi-
cal perspective, it will not be relevant for the discussion of the Sanskrit periphrastic future, so I do not
discuss it further.

Two additional criteria for periphrasis are proposed by Spencer (2006: 291): ‘underexhaustivity’
and ‘overexhaustivity’. The former term applies where a function word in a periphrastic expression has
fewer inflected forms than expected, the rationale being that arbitrary feature restrictions are more typi-
cal of morphology than syntax. For example, as discussed below the copula in the Sanskrit periphrastic
future is largely restricted to indicative present forms, and past tense forms of the copula cannot be
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used. The term ‘overexhaustivity’ applies where a periphrastic expression gives rise to more combina-
tions than might be expected given the ordinary rules of syntax in a language. This phenomenon is not
found with the Sanskrit periphrastic future, so will not be discussed further.

A somewhat different approach to defining periphrasis is taken by Brown et al. (2012). Their
aim is not to provide necessary or sufficient criteria for periphrasis, but to define ‘canonical’ pe-
riphrasis. This means that even if the criteria they propose are not met, a construction might still
be analysable as periphrasis, though not a canonical one. As such, their criteria are of somewhat lim-
ited value for the question of whether something is or is not a periphrasis. Brown et al. (2012) argue
that non-compositionality and distributed exponence are sometimes diagnostic of periphrasis, but are
not canonical properties of it. They propose the following criteria:

(3) i. a periphrastic construction is a canonical functional syntactic construction;

ii. a periphrastic construction realizes a (canonical) grammatical feature;

iii. a periphrastic construction (like canonical syntax and canonical morphology) will exhibit
a transparent relation between form and meaning;

iv. a periphrastic construction will occupy a cell in an otherwise inflected paradigm.

Brown et al.’s criterion (i) illustrates the limitations of their approach in the present context: a
canonical periphrasis involves canonical functional syntax, i.e. the construction is not syntactically
irregular. Yet syntactic irregularity is key evidence for morphological status in many situations. Brown
et al. do not deny this, but they argue that any periphrastic construction identifiable by means of
syntactic irregularity is not a canonical instance of periphrasis. Criterion (ii) means that canonical
periphrasis is an obligatory means of expressing an inflectional grammatical feature (similar to Bonami
& Samvelian’s 2015 criterion ‘obligatoriness’). Criterion (iii) has been discussed above, in relation
to Ackerman & Stump’s non-compositionality criterion, and criterion (iv) is essentially the same as
Ackerman & Stump’s criterion I.

A valuable discussion of the diversity of periphrastic expression is provided by Bonami & Samvelian
(2015) in their analysis of Persian verbal constructions. Modern Persian makes use of five different
multiword verbal constructions; Bonami & Samvelian (2015) show that different formal analyses are
appropriate for different constructions.

The passive voice can only be expressed constructionally in Persian, i.e. there are no synthetic
passive voice forms. Bonami & Samvelian (2015) argue therefore, in line with Ackerman & Stump’s
(2004) criterion I, that the Persian passive construction is not a periphrasis, because voice is not an
inflectional category in Persian; in addition, the configuration of the passive construction is an inde-
pendently existing syntactic configuration in Persian, i.e. there is no irregular or non-standard aspect
to the construction in syntactic terms.6 On the other hand, Bonami & Samvelian (2015) argue that the
Persian perfect construction is periphrastic. Most forms of the perfect in Persian are multiword, but
the present perfect is synthetic, and also syncretic with the past indirect perfective. The relevant parts
of the Persian verbal paradigm are shown in (4), from Bonami & Samvelian (2015: 357), based on the
verb xaridan ‘buy’.

(4)
6This would be a positive feature of a canonical periphrasis, according to Brown et al. (2012).
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BOUNDED UNBOUNDED PERFECT

PRESENT - simple present
mi-xar-ad

complex present
xarid-e-ast

PAST DIRECT bounded past
xarid

unbd. past
mi-xarid

complex bounded past
xarid-e bud

PAST INDIRECT complex present
xarid-e-ast

complex unbd. past
mi-xarid-e-ast

complex perfect
xarid-e bud-e-ast

SUBJUNCTIVE simple subjunctive
be-xar-ad

complex subjunctive
xarid-e bâš-ad

Since the present perfect is synthetic and syncretic with another part of the paradigm, there must
exist slots in the Persian verbal paradigm for the present perfect. But this entails that the perfect is an
inflectional category in Persian, i.e. that it participates in the feature system of the verbal paradigm,
and consequently the perfect forms which are not synthetic do fill slots in the Persian verbal paradigm
(as shown in 4), and hence are periphrastic. Bonami & Samvelian’s analysis of the Persian passive and
perfect constructions illustrate the crucial importance of paradigms to the status of a construction. As
we will see, the existence (or otherwise) of synthetic forms alongside multiword constructions is one
of the most important pieces of evidence for the status of the Sanskrit periphrastic future.

Bonami & Samvelian (2015) propose a formal analysis of periphrasis within the framework of
Head-driven Phrase Structure Grammar (HPSG: Pollard & Sag 1994, Sag et al. 2003).7 They propose
that in the case of a periphrastic slot in a verbal paradigm, the form of the verb is specified as a form
of the copula, but with an additional subcategorization for e.g. a participle form of the verbal lexeme
concerned. That is, in terms of the verbal paradigm, each slot is filled by at most one word, but in the
case of a periphrastic slot, the word which fills the slot is not a form of the lexeme concerned, but a
form of the copula (or other functional verb). This form appears with a subcategorization requirement
such that it must appear alongside a (e.g.) participial form of the verbal lexeme in the syntax. Bonami
& Samvelian (2015) argue that their approach has a number of advantages: it is a kind of syntactic
exponence, but is not phrasal in the sense that it is licensed by word-level properties; in addition, it
is a fundamentally morphological rule, which can interact with other morphological rules, but which
results in a multiword exponent with a syntactic relationship between the words.

Stump (2012: 130–136) provides a formal analysis of the Sanskrit periphrastic future based on the
proposals of Bonami & Samvelian (2009, 2015). There are a number of questions that might be raised
in regard to the details of Stump’s analysis, but only one issue will concern us here: Stump’s analysis
depends first and foremost on the assumption that the Sanskrit periphrastic future is a true periphrasis
in the sense defined in this section. If it is not, then a wholly different analysis will be required. It is
this issue to which we now turn.

3 THE SANSKRIT PERIPHRASTIC FUTURE: THEORY AND PRACTICE

In this section I present the main facts regarding the form and function of the periphrastic future,
contrasting the standard account with the more complex evidence of actual usage. Before doing so, I
provide a summary of the historical development of the Sanskrit language, in order to introduce the
main varieties and periods of Sanskrit, the differences between which will be important below.

7Their proposal, originally in Bonami & Samvelian (2009), has also been employed by e.g. Stump & Hippisley (2011)
and Popova & Spencer (2012); it is further developed by Bonami & Webelhuth (2012) and Bonami (2015).
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The R. gveda preserves the oldest substantial corpus of Indo-Aryan, composed perhaps c. 1500–
1200 B.C. Its language undoubtedly reflects an already somewhat archaizing sociolect, utilized by
religious poets during the migration of the Indo-Aryans across the Indus valley into the Ganges plains.
Even in the R. gveda, there is evidence of non-Sanskritic dialects in certain word forms, attesting to a
range of Indo-Aryan dialects contemporary with R. gvedic Sanskrit, and there is also some evidence
of diachronic development within the R. gveda, the tenth and latest book appearing in several respects
linguistically more similar to the Sanskrit of the Atharvaveda. The Atharvaveda is the second oldest
collection of Sanskrit works, and is clearly later than the core of the R. gveda, but earlier than the
majority of the next oldest body of literature, Vedic Prose. Vedic Prose is a cover term for a huge
body of diverse and chronologically varied literature, which is all in one way or another concerned
with describing, interpreting, and explaining Vedic ritual practices, as well as the earlier Vedic texts
(including R. gvedic texts) used in Vedic rituals. There are three main divisions of Vedic Prose text:
Brāhman. as, Āran. yakas and Upan. is.ads. The Brāhman. as are in general older than the Āran. yakas, and
the Āran. yakas older than the Upan. is.ads, but these three stages represent a gradual evolution of a
single genre (mainly towards increasingly esoteric concerns), and it is not always possible to securely
distinguish them. The dating of all early Sanskrit literature is problematic, but Gonda (1975: 360)
tentatively suggests that the main Brāhman. a texts may date to between the 10th and 7th centuries
B.C.8

The end of the Vedic period merges into what may be called the Post-Vedic period. A variety
of texts exist which are not Vedic, but which are not written in standardized ‘Classical’ Sanskrit.
These include the Vedāṅga, ancillary texts to the Vedic corpus, and most importantly the two great
Sanskrit epics, the Mahābhārata and the Rāmāyan. a. The origins of the Sanskrit epics lie in Proto-Indo-
European pre-history (Watkins 1995), but the texts as we have them are unlikely to contain material
much older than c. 400 B.C., and reached their final form by around 400 A.D. (Brockington 1998:
25–26). The Sanskrit epics, as well as other post-Vedic literature, are written in a form of Sanskrit
which shows evidence of a slightly different dialect mix from the earlier Vedic Prose period, and
which is closer to that of Classical Sanskrit. There are even certain features of Epic Sanskrit, and
other closely related post-Vedic dialects, which do not continue developments found in Vedic Prose,
but show a different path of development from the earlier R. gvedic Sanskrit situation.9 That is, there is
evidence that the Vedic Prose dialect/sociolect represents not the direct precursor of later post-Vedic
Sanskrit, but more of a separate branch which developed in its own ways and was not directly continued
in post-Vedic times. The subsequent development of the Sanskrit language is fundamentally tied to
Pān. ini, whose grammatical work the As. t.ādhyāyı̄ became the basis of a standardized learned language.
‘Non-standard’ Sanskrit survived into the early centuries A.D., but ultimately Sanskrit became a fixed
language, learned and used with reference to a prescriptive grammatical tradition.

8The main chronological divisions of Vedic literature are controversial. Narten (1968: 115, fn. 13) distinguishes five
periods: the R. gveda; the Atharvaveda and Yajurvedic mantras; prose portions of the Yajurveda sam. hitās; most Brāhman. a
prose, including a few earlier Upanis.ads; late Vedic prose, including the Gopatha Brāhman. a, Āran.yakas and later texts.
Kulikov (2013) divides the Vedic period broadly into three: the Early Vedic period, including the R. gveda and Atharvaveda;
the Middle Vedic period, including the Yajurveda mantras and early Brāhman. as, the Late Vedic period, including the late
Brāhman. as and Āran. yakas; Kulikov classifies the Upanis.ads as Early Post Vedic.

9For example, Jamison (1990) shows that in respect of the development of the predicated past passive participle, some
changes between R. gvedic and later Vedic are not found in Epic and Classical Sanskrit, rather Vedic Prose and Epic/Classical
Sanskrit show divergent developments from the R. gvedic situation. Similarly, Renou (1938: 124) argues that accusative
object government by nouns in -tr

˙
- in Epic and Classical Sanskrit is a feature inherited from R. gvedic Sanskrit which was lost

in Vedic Prose.
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3.1 Theory

The Sanskrit periphrastic future is known to have developed from an agent noun formation in -tr
˙
-. In the

earliest Sanskrit text, the R. gveda, there are two agent noun formations in -tr
˙
-, one accented on the root,

-́tr
˙
-, the other accented on the suffix, -t́r

˙
-, e.g. kártr

˙
- ‘maker’ and kart́r

˙
- ‘id.’. The differences between

these two formations have been discussed by a number of authors, most recently Kiparsky (2016).
Semantic differences are hard to pin down, but there is at least one relatively clear syntactic distinction:
logical objects of nouns in -́tr

˙
- usually appear as dependents in the accusative case, the same case as

verbal objects, whereas logical objects of nouns in -t́r
˙
- occur overwhelmingly in the genitive case,

the standard case for nominal dependents. There is some disagreement over which agent noun gives
rise to the periphrastic future. On the one hand, the standard accentuation pattern of the periphrastic
future corresponds with the accentuation of -t́r

˙
-; on the other hand, it is tempting to see a connection

between the verbal object government of -́tr
˙
- and the verbal construction of the periphrastic future. In

addition, -́tr
˙
- begins to drop out of use in the post-R. gvedic period, and shows barely any productivity

in early Vedic Prose, at exactly the period where the periphrastic future first appears. The issue has
been recently discussed by Stump (2012: 121–130), who follows the view of Gonda (1957) that both
accentual types contributed to the periphrastic future. Stump makes the important point that verbal
properties of the periphrastic future, including accusative object government, can unproblematically
have developed subsequent to the reanalysis of the agent noun formation as a verbal formation, so the
similarity with the accusative object government of -́tr

˙
- may be coincidental. I therefore assume for

the present that the periphrastic future developed, at least formally, from -t́r
˙
-. The regular declension

of the agent noun in -t́r
˙
- is given in ex. 5.10

(5) Paradigm of kart́r
˙
- ‘maker’:

Masculine Feminine Neuter
Nom.sg. kart´̄a kartŕ̄ı kart́r

˙
/kartár

Acc.sg. kart´̄aram kartŕ̄ım kart́r
˙Ins.sg. kartr´̄a kartry´̄a kartr´̄a(/kart́r

˙
n
˙
ā)

Dat.sg. kartré kartryái kartré(/kart́r
˙
n
˙
e)

Abl./gen.sg. kartúr kartry´̄ah
˙

kartúr(/kart́r
˙
n
˙
ah
˙

)
loc.sg. kartári kartry´̄am kartári(/kart́r

˙
n
˙
i)

voc.sg. kártar kártr̄ı kártr
˙
/kártar

Nom./acc.du. kart´̄arau kartŕ̄ı (later kartryàu) kart́r
˙
n
˙
ı̄

Ins./dat./abl.du. kart́r
˙
bhyām kartŕ̄ıbhyām kart́r

˙
bhyām

Gen./loc.du. kartróh
˙

kartryóh
˙

kartróh
˙

(/kart́r
˙
n
˙
oh
˙

)
voc.du. kártārau kártr̄ı (kártryau) kártr

˙
n
˙
ı̄

Nom.pl. kart´̄arah
˙

kartŕ̄ıh
˙

(later kartryàh
˙

) kart́̄r
˙
n
˙
i

Acc.pl. kart́̄r
˙
n kartŕ̄ıh

˙
kart́̄r

˙
n
˙
i

Ins.pl. kart́r
˙
bhih

˙
kartŕ̄ıbhih

˙
kart́r

˙
bhih

˙Dat./Abl.pl. kart́r
˙
bhyah

˙
kartŕ̄ıbhyah

˙
kart́r

˙
bhyah

˙Gen.pl. kart́r
˙
n
˙
ām kartŕ̄ın

˙
ām kart́r

˙
n
˙
ām

Loc.pl. kart́r
˙
s
˙
u kartŕ̄ıs

˙
u kart́r

˙
s
˙
u

Voc.pl. kártārah
˙

kártr̄ıh
˙

(later kártryah
˙

) kárt̄r
˙
n
˙
i

10The full paradigm is specified in grammatical works, but several forms, in particular the neuter, are extremely rare in
texts.
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The periphrastic future is evidently based on a construction involving nominative masculine forms
of the agent noun together with a copula. The present indicative of the copula

√
as ‘be’ is given in (6),

and the active paradigm of the periphrastic future is given in (7).

(6) sg. du. pl.
1. ásmi svás smás
2. ási sthás sthá
3. ásti stás sánti

(7) sg. du. pl.
1. kart´̄asmi kart´̄asvas kart´̄asmas
2. kart´̄asi kart´̄asthas kart´̄astha
3. kart´̄a kart´̄arau kart´̄aras

The 1sg. and 2sg. forms of the periphrastic future are unproblematic: the nom.sg.masc., e.g. kart´̄a,
followed by e.g. the 1sg. copular ásmi, results in the sequence kart´̄a asmi (with the copula regularly
unaccented in a main clause), which by the regular rules of Sanskrit sandhi surfaces as kart´̄asmi. The
third person forms are also as expected: the copula is usually null in the third person, so the form of
the periphrastic future is identical with that of the nom.masc. agent noun, in the appropriate number.
Note this means that in the third person, the periphrastic future is only periphrastic underlyingly, since
it surfaces as a single word. The 1du., 1pl., 2du. and 2pl. forms are more problematic: they appear to
derive from a sequence of nominative singular masc. agent noun followed by the appropriate form of
the copula. That is, in these person/number combinations, the agent noun part of the periphrasis does
not display the appropriate number agreement.

There is evidence that the 1sg. and 2sg. forms consist of two distinct word forms, even though this
is obscured in the paradigm above by the application of sandhi. So, words may occasionally intervene
between the agent noun and the copula, e.g. kartā cāsi ‘and you will make’ at Rāmāyan. a 7.70.8b.
Stump (2012: 111) assumes that the same applies to the 1du., 1pl., 2du. and 2pl. forms, e.g. 1du.
kart´̄asvah

˙
is merely the sandhi form of a two word sequence kart´̄a svah

˙
. However, I am aware of

no examples of 1/2.du/pl. forms ever being separated. In manuscripts and printed texts, where the
nāgarı̄ script permits a distinction to be made between a single word such as kart´̄asvah

˙
and a two word

sequence kart´̄a svah
˙

, the standard convention is to write such forms as single words.11 The question
is an important one, not only because it affects Stump’s formal analysis of the periphrastic future, but
more importantly because the status of these sequences is highly relevant to the question of whether
this really is a periphrasis at all. The matter will be discussed in detail below, but for present purposes
I assume that the 1/2.du/pl. forms are single morphological words. Note this means that only two of
the nine cells in the paradigm are periphrastic in the sense of being realised by more than one word.12

11The only examples of separated forms I have found are in the transliterated edition of the Bhat.t.ikāvya by Fallon (2009).
However, this is clearly an (erroneous) artificiality of the transliteration conventions used in the Clay Sanskrit Library series;
no nāgarı̄ editions of the Bhat.t.ikāvya split the relevant forms, including the edition on which the Sanskrit text of Fallon
(2009) is based.

12It is worth noting that the single word status of all person/number combinations of the periphrastic future is assumed
in Pān. ini’s As. t.ādhyāyı̄. Pān. ini treats the periphrastic future as an inflectional verbal formation, formed by means of an
underlying tense suffix -tā(s)-, to which person/number suffixes are added (in some person/number combinations the -s- of
-tās- is dropped before the suffix, and while some endings are the same as for other tenses, e.g. 1sg. active -mi, others are
specific to this paradigm, e.g. 3pl. -rah

˙
). For Pān. ini, even the 1sg. and 2sg. forms are synthetic: so the 1sg. is a single word

analysed as e.g. kar-tās-mi. This means that for Pān. ini, and in strictly Pān. inian Sanskrit more generally, the ‘periphrastic
future’ is undoubtedly paradigmatic, but not periphrastic. Pān. ini’s analysis is followed e.g. by Cardona (2003: 130–131).
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Beside the active paradigm, there exists also a mediopassive paradigm. The very existence of
mediopassive forms is significant for the status of the construction. The independent copula does not
have mediopassive forms, so there is no way that the first and second person forms of the mediopassive
paradigm can derive from a syntactic sequence of agent noun plus copula. Rather, the mediopassive
has evidently been formed analogically after the active, on the basis of the finite present indicative.
For example, the four-part analogical comparison 1du. pácā-vah

˙
‘we two cook’ – kart´̄as-vah

˙
‘we two

will make’ : pácā-vahe ‘we two cook for ourselves’ – X produces kart´̄as-vahe ‘we two will make for
ourselves’.

(8) sing. du. pl.
1. kart´̄ahe(/kart´̄ase) kart´̄asvahe kart´̄asmahe
2. kart´̄ase kart´̄asathe kart´̄adhve
3. kart´̄a kart´̄arau kart´̄arah

˙

The only form in the paradigm which is not simply based on the active is the 1sg. in -he. The
expected ending is -se, which is attested once in early Vedic Prose (ex. 33 below), but is identical
with the 2sg. The ending -he is based on an alternative means of expressing the 1sg. active, using the
1sg. personal pronoun ahám in place of the copula (or alternatively marking person/number using the
pronoun, together with a null copula); for example, kart´̄aham ‘I will make’, sandhi form of kart´̄a aham.
The ending -am is identical to the 1sg. imperfect active ending, e.g. ápacam ‘I cooked’, which in class
1 verbs has a corresponding middle in -e, e.g. ápace ‘I cooked’, and it is on this basis that kart´̄ahe was
created.

The sequence kart´̄aham ‘I will make’ exemplifies what is usually taken to be an alternative means
of forming active forms of the periphrastic future, strictly irregular but well-attested, particularly at
certain periods (as we will see below). In particular, the 1/2.du/pl. active forms may be formed using
the nominative of the agent noun and either the relevant personal pronoun or a form of the copula
separated from the agent noun; crucially, this formation requires the agent noun to appear in the correct
number, e.g. 1pl. kart´̄arah

˙
smah

˙
or kart´̄aro vayám ‘we will make’ in place of kart´̄asmah

˙
. I refer to such

forms as ‘analytic’ forms of the periphrastic future, in opposition to ‘synthetic’ forms such as 1pl.
kart´̄asmah

˙
.

Even more clearly than the active 1/2.du/pl., the first and second person mediopassive forms cannot
be analysed as two word sequences, since mediopassive copular forms like *ase or *svahe do not
exist.13 We are therefore dealing with single morphological words, and the mediopassive paradigm
contains no two-word sequences. In the third person, the lack of explicit copula in the active meant
that distinctly mediopassive forms could not be analogically created, so the middle forms are identical
to the active.

3.2 Practice

Stump (2012) discusses the status of the Sanskrit periphrastic future in relation to the criteria for pe-
riphrasis proposed by Ackerman & Stump (2004). He concludes very clearly that the construction is
a periphrasis in the technical sense defined above. And even just on the basis of the paradigms intro-
duced above, in particular the mediopassive, that seems to be the most obvious conclusion. However,

13Stump (2012) does not address this question explicitly, and does not deal with the middle in the formalization he
provides, but in citing examples he uses the same mark to distinguish stem and suffix with the mediopassive as with the
active, which is the same mark used to indicate sandhi conjunction, e.g. yas

˙
t
˙
ā̆ smahe ‘we will sacrifice’ beside ěantā̆ asmi ‘I

will go’, implying that he takes the mediopassive forms as two word sequences.
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all of the evidence in favour of treating the periphrastic future as a true periphrasis is problematic in
one way or another.

Before addressing Stump’s arguments for the paradigmatic status of the periphrastic future, it is
necessary to address one argument which could speak against such a status. Stump (2012: 116) states
that “there are occasional instances in which the deverbal noun in a periphrastic future construction is
a nominal derivative in -in rather than in -tr

˙
”, giving the following example:14

(9) surāsura-vimardo
god-demon-conflict.NOM.SG.M

bhāv̄ı
be.DERIV.NOM.SG

‘There will be a conflict between the gods and demons.’ (Vikramorvaśı̄ V)

It is hard to see how the periphrastic future could be a paradigmatic formation and yet optionally
make use of different derivatives in its formation. If the form in question were a genuine instance of
the periphrastic future, it would surely prove that the periphrastic future was a syntactic construction
involving some (morphologically unspecified) agent noun/adjective formation, i.e. that the construc-
tion was not a properly systematized or grammaticalized periphrasis. However, all the example shows
is that -tr

˙
- is not the only agent noun/adjective which could display future sense. It is worth noting that

the example as given by Speyer and Stump may not be a full sentence, and the form in question may
not be a clausal predicate.15 The text has a number of variant readings, but as given by Shankar (1879:
159) the text runs as follows:

(10) tri-kāla-darśibhir
three-world-seeing.INSTR.PL

munibhir
sage.INSTR.PL

ādis
˙
t
˙
ah
˙foretell.PST.PTC.NOM.SG

surāsura-sam
˙
ěaro

god-demon-conflict.NOM.SG.M
bhāv̄ı
be.DERIV.NOM.SG

‘The sages that behold the three worlds have foretold of the coming battle between gods and
asuras.’ (Vikramorvaśı̄ V, p. 159)

Crucially, there is no iti at the end of the clause, and ādis
˙
t
˙
ah
˙

is masculine, meaning that surāsura-
sam

˙
ěaro bhāv̄ı cannot be read as quoted speech and consequently bhāv̄ı cannot be taken as a main

predicate. Rather surāsura-sam
˙

ěaro is the subject, and bhāv̄ı must be interpreted adjectivally, with the
sense ‘coming, future’.16

Turning now to arguments in favour of the periphrastic status of the construction, the first argument
made by Stump (2012: 112) relates to Ackerman & Stump’s (2004) criterion of non-compositionality:
“because the copula in the Sanskrit periphrastic future construction is inflected for the present tense,
this construction is non-compositional”. As discussed above, non-compositionality is a problematic
criterion for periphrasis: uncontroversially syntactic idioms are non-compositional, and whether a
construction is non-compositional depends on a prior account of morphological features and their
combination. Most obviously, if the tense value PRESENT is taken to be the unmarked default, then the
future tense of the construction does not necessarily imply non-compositionality. The default status of
present tense in Sanskrit is a more than reasonable assumption, given the omissability of the present
tense copula (as evidenced in the paradigm of the periphrastic future itself). Even if PRESENT is not

14Stump gives the second word as bhāvi, which must be an error: he takes the example from Speyer (1886: 258), who
gives bhāv̄ı as expected.

15Note that Speyer (1886: 258) gives this example merely as an instance of other suffixes indicating a future sense, not
necessarily as an instance of the periphrastic future per se; the latter claim is Stump’s.

16Some variant readings do end the clause with iti, and read neuter ādis
˙
t
˙
am
˙

for ādis
˙
t
˙
ah
˙

, so the reading is possible, but not
necessary.
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taken as the unmarked tense value, this does not necessarily exclude its appearance in the periphrastic
future, since it would have to be clearly established that the latter expresses specifically future tense,
rather than say a posterior aspect or a modal sense. For example, Lowe (2015) argues that the paradig-
matic R. gvedic Sanskrit future in -sya- in fact expresses present tense in combination with posterior
aspect, which results in reference to a future event from the perspective of the present. Setting aspect
aside, future tense is often difficult to disentangle from modality (see Ultan 1978). If the ‘future’ sense
of the periphrastic future could be interpreted modally, then it would not clash with present tense.

Whatever the grammatical feature expressed by the periphrastic future, however, whether future
tense or something else, there must be an account of where it comes from. Since it is not expressed
by the copula, it must be expressed by the agent noun. Despite the agent noun not being the ‘head’
of the construction in Bonami & Samvelian’s (2015) terms, such a feature could be inherited by the
construction as a whole if the present tense of the copula is unmarked. However, it is usually assumed
that the agent noun (either accentual type) does not have future or future-like reference. The following
are particularly clear examples of -t́r

˙
- from the R. gvedic period.

(11) yó
who.NOM.SG

no
us.DAT

dāt´̄a
giver.NOM.SG

vásūnām
wealth.GEN.PL

ı́ndram
˙Indra.ACC

tám
˙him.ACC

hūmahe
invoke.1PL

vayám
we
‘He who is the giver of wealth to us, Indra, him we invoke.’ (RV 8.51.5ab)

(12) nicet´̄aro
observer.NOM.PL

h́ı
for

marúto
Maruts.PL

ěr
˙
n
˙
ántam/

singer.ACC.SG

pran
˙
et´̄aro

leader_forth.NOM.PL

yájamānasya
sacrificer.GEN.SG

mánma
thought.ACC.SG

‘For the Maruts are the observers (of) the singer,/ the leaders forth (of) the thought of the
sacrificer.’ (RV 7.57.2ab)

In the R. gveda, it is uncertain whether future sense is necessarily shown by either -́tr
˙
- or -t́r

˙
-. The

recent translation by Jamison & Brereton (2014) interprets some examples of both types with a future
sense, e.g. prayant́r

˙
- at RV 1.51.14d, and ěántr

˙
- at RV 1.9.9d. However, all such examples can also

be interpreted with a more timeless sense, referring to a characteristic action (usually of a god) which
can be expected to continue into the future. For later periods, however, future sense is often taken
as the prime criterion for distinguishing the periphrastic future from the agent noun in syntactically
ambiguous cases. For example, the nom.sg.masc. upanidhāt´̄a occurs at ŚB 1.1.2.18, governing an
accusative object and functioning as the main predicatory element in the clause:

(13) pūs
˙
´̄a

P.NOM

bhāěaduěhó
portion-distributor.NOM.SG

’śanam
food.ACC.SG

pān
˙
ı́bhyām

hand.INSTR.DU

upanidhāt´̄a
placer_before.NOM.SG

‘Pūs.an is the distributor of portions, he places food before (the gods) with his hands.’
(ŚB 1.1.2.18)

In all syntactic respects this looks like a good example of the periphrastic future. However, the
form is noted by Gaedicke (1880: 187) and Renou (1938: 121) as an example of the agent noun in
-t́r
˙
-, unexpectedly governing an accusative object, rather than as an instance of the periphrastic future.

The only possible rationale for this analysis is the lack of clear future sense. Yet at the same period,
and later, there are examples of agent nouns in -t́r

˙
- which unambiguously show a future or future-like

sense. This is recognized by Renou (1961: 491), who grants -tr
˙
- a “nuance future” in some instances.

For example, at ŚB 10.1.1.4 abhinet́r
˙
- ‘bringer’ is used with a clear sense of intentionality.
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(14) tád
so

yát
when

tátra
there

yájuh
˙Yajus..NOM.SG

purástād
in_front

éti
go.3SG

abhinetàıva
bringer.NOM.SG=indeed

tád
that.NOM.SG

eti
go.3SG

‘So when the Yajus. goes in front here, it goes so as to fetch (something).’ (ŚB 10.1.1.4)

The agent noun is not a predicate here, but is used appositionally, so this cannot possibly be an
instance of the periphrastic future. In later Epic Sanskrit, there is one example of an accusative form
of the agent noun with future sense, a form of udyantr

˙
- ‘bearer’ at MBh. 12.29.38:

(15) nodyantāram
˙not=bearer.ACC.SG

dhuram
˙burden.ACC.SG

tasya
that.GEN.SG

kam
˙

cin
anyone.ACC.SG

mene
think.PF.3SG

prajāpatih
˙P.NOM.SG

‘Prajāpati thought that no one would be able to bear the burden of that.’ (MBh. 12.29.38ab)

The agent noun appears as the predicate inside the indirect discourse governed by mene ‘he
thought’. It is almost as if the periphrastic future has been converted into the accusative so as to
be licensed within the indirect discourse. However, this is not a grammatical possibility in Sanskrit:
the periphrastic future exists only in the forms provided in (7) and (8), based on the nominative of the
agent noun.

In ex. (16), the context implies a sense of possibility or ability: the addressee (Kumbhakarn. a)
has not yet slain (and indeed will not slay) the referent of tasya (Rāma). The form nihantāsti would
be irregular for a periphrastic future, since the copular should be absent in the 3sg., and the genitive
object further suggests that we are dealing with the agent noun. Yet a simple agent noun interpretation,
with no modal or future sense, would imply that the slaying had already taken place (‘you alone are
his slayer’ > ‘you alone have slain him’). In this case, then, a clear form of -tr

˙
- must be interpreted

with at least something approaching future sense.17

(16) tasya
him.GEN.SG

nānyo
not=other.NOM.SG

nihantāsti
slayer.NOM.SG=be.PRS.3SG

tvad
you.ABL.SG

r
˙
te

without
śatru-karśana
enemy-harmer.VOC.SG

‘There is no one apart from you who can slay him, O harmer of enemies.’ (MBh. 3.270.25cd)

In some instances it becomes almost impossible to tell the difference between agent noun and
periphrastic future. So, Skt. ced ‘if’ can be construed with the future (‘if he will. . . ’) or with a noun
(‘if he is. . . ’). At MBh. 12.228.5 the form anudras

˙
t
˙
ā occurs as the main predicate in a clause headed by

ced. The form governs a genitive case object, which is irregular, but not impossible, for the periphrastic
future, but regular for the agent noun. It is an open question whether this should be interpreted as a
periphrastic future because of the future sense inherent in the clause, or as an agent noun because of
the genitive government (the future sense deriving entirely from ced).

(17) etes
˙
ām

˙these.GEN.PL

ced
if

anudras
˙
t
˙
ā

seer.NOM.SG/see.FUT.3SG

purus
˙
o

man.NOM.SG

’pi
even

sudārun
˙
ah
˙cruel.NOM.SG

‘If even a cruel man will see these.’ (MBh. 12.228.5)
17A similar example appears at MBh. 6.103.92. This use of -tr

˙
- to refer to someone who should or may do something,

but who has not yet, is paralleled even in the R. gveda, e.g. at RV 1.32.14 where yāt́r
˙
- refers to a potential, rather than actual,

avenger.
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Finally, the semantic interpretation of a form is often a subjective matter. For example, the instance
of tyaktr

˙
- ‘abandoner’ in ex. (18) is listed by Whitney (1896: 91) as an example of transitive -tr

˙
- which

cannot be taken as a periphrastic future. However, the form is a predicate in its clause, and could,
formally, be a periphrastic future, so the only criterion on which to reject a future interpretation is
semantic. In context, the sense of the form is not a certain future, but a potential one: it is not that they
will necessarily lose their lives, but that they are willing to do so. But since the future is inherently
uncertain, this potential sense cannot be excluded for the periphrastic future.

(18) ete
this.NOM.PL

cānye
and=other.NOM.PL

ca
and

bahavo
many.NOM.PL

yes
˙
ām

whom.GEN.PL

arthāya
sake.DAT

sam
˙
jaya

S.VOC

tyaktārah
˙abandon.FUT.PL

sam
˙
yuěe

battle.LOC.SG

prān
˙
ān

life.ACC.PL

kim
˙what.NOM.SG

tes
˙
ām

them.GEN.PL

ajitam
˙unconquered.NOM.SG

yudhi
battle.LOC.SG

‘What remains unconquered in battle, O Sam. jaya, for those for the sake of whom these men
and many others will lay down their lives in battle?’ (MBh. 7.9.70)

There are therefore some certain examples of the agent noun in -t́r
˙
- (later -tr

˙
-) with a future, or

at least future-like, sense.18 And given the potential ambiguity between agent noun and periphrastic
future in some contexts, there may be many more which have been incorrectly assigned to the future.
Returning to the non-compositionality of the periphrastic future, then, it cannot be denied that the agent
noun may have a future, or future-like, sense, and thus there is nothing to prevent us from assuming
that the periphrastic future construction is fully compositional in regard to its tense reference.

There is a second way in which the periphrastic future might be non-compositional: the singular
forms of the agent noun in the 1/2.du/pl. forms do not reflect the number of the construction. Here
there are three difficulties with assuming non-compositionality: firstly, if singular number is default,
there is no clash; secondly, following Bonami & Samvelian (2015), the agent noun is not the head of
the construction, so its number feature is not necessarily expected to be a feature of the construction;
thirdly, the problem only arises if one assumes, following Stump (2012), that the 1/2.du/pl. are two
word sequences, rather than single morphological words. As argued above, there is no positive evi-
dence that a form such as kart´̄asvah

˙
is anything other than a single word. As a single morphological

word, kart´̄asvah
˙

is clearly based on the singular form of the agent noun, but need not itself express a
SINGULAR feature.

A second piece of evidence for the periphrastic status of the periphrastic future is its accusative
object government, which according to Stump (2012: 112) shows that we are not dealing with an “ordi-
nary predicate nominal construction”. It is true that for the most part, nouns in Sanskrit cannot govern
objects in the accusative, and that accusative object government is the preserve of verbal formations.
However, there are a subset of lexical noun and adjective categories in Sanskrit which can govern
accusative objects.19 The phenomenon may be unusual, but is not irregular in Sanskrit terms, and
is licensed by the authoritative Sanskrit grammarian Pān. ini, whose grammar the As. t.ādhyāyı̄ became
the prescriptive basis for the Classical language. One of the transitive noun formations in Sanskrit is
the agent noun in -́tr

˙
- in the R. gveda, which is found governing accusative objects in more than one

quarter of its occurrences. In later Sanskrit too, -tr
˙
- does occasionally govern the accusative, as illus-

trated by some of the examples given above. In the following example, the four transitive forms are
unambiguously agent nouns, since the copula (which occurs in the previous verse) is past tense:

18Lowe (2017) discusses several additional examples not given above.
19See Lowe (2016, 2017) and further on this phenomenon in related languages Lowe (2013a,b, 2014).
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(19) hetu-vādān
reason-word.ACC.PL

pravaditā
pronouncer.NOM.SG

vaktā
speaker.NOM.SG

sam
˙
satsu

assembly.LOC.PL

hetumat/
having_reason.ACC.SG

ākros
˙
t
˙
ā

scorner.NOM.SG

cābhivaktā
and=insulter.NOM.SG

ca
and

brahmayajñes
˙
u

recitation.LOC.PL

vai
PCL

dvijān
brahmin.ACC.PL

‘[I was. . . ] a pronouncer of words based on reason (rather than faith), a speaker of
reason/reasonably in assemblies, a scorner and insulter of brahmins at recitations.’
(MBh. 12.173.46)

Besides -tr
˙
-, a number of other noun and adjective categories can govern objects in Sanskrit at all

periods. Most categories are agent nouns or agentive adjectives, but it is even found occasionally with
abstract nouns, for example the noun jiěhām

˙
sā- ‘desire to slay’:

(20) sa
he.NOM.SG

ros
˙
a-vaśam

anger-power.ACC.SG

āpannah
˙obtained.NOM.SG

karn
˙
am

K.ACC.SG

eva
indeed

jiěhām
˙
sayā

desire_to_slay.INS.SG

avaiks
˙
ata

look.IMF.3SG

vivr
˙
ttābhyām

˙whirling.INS.DU

netrābhyām
˙eye.INS.DU

kuru-pum
˙
ěavah

˙K.-bull.NOM.SG

‘Filled with rage and through a desire to slay Karn. a, the bull of the Kurus looked at (him)
with whirling eyes.’ (MBh. 4.54.17)

Thus object government cannot be taken as sufficient evidence for a verbal formation in general,
nor can object government be taken as evidence for a periphrastic future construction in any par-
ticular instance. At the same time, there are passages in which a form traditionally assigned to the
periphrastic future (primarily for semantic reasons) governs an object in the genitive case (noted by
Stump 2012: 116). In ex. (21), the future context is very clear: the sentence is one of a sequence
of threats; it is immediately followed in the next verse by a clear periphrastic future with accusative
object hantāsmi. . . tvām ‘I will kill you’.

(21) kartāham
˙do.FUT=1SG

karman
˙
as

deed.GEN.SG

tasya
this.GEN.SG

kuru
do.IMP.2SG

kāryān
˙
i

to_be_done.ACC.PL

sarvaśah
˙completely

‘I will do the deed (of killing you); so finish what you need to do (before then).’
(MBh. 2.68.40cd)

Hara (1987: 210) notes this as the only instance of the future governing the genitive in the MBh.,
explaining it as “a remnant of the old nomen agentis”. However, there are a number of other instances
which can be so interpreted. In ex. (22), the periphrastic future, prativaktāsmi, governs a genitive; the
future context is relatively clear, in particular given the synthetic future form in the second line.

(22) avahāsasya
insult.GEN.SG

vo
you.GEN.PL

’syādya
this.GEN.SG=today

prativaktāsmi
answer.FUT.1SG

pān
˙
d
˙
avāh

˙
/

P.VOC.PL

ěamis
˙
yatha

go.FUT.2PL

hatāh
˙slain.NOM.PL

sadyah
˙immediately

sapāñcālā
with-P.NOM.PL

yamaks
˙
ayam

underworld.ACC.SG

‘I will answer back this insult of yours today, O Pān.d. avas: together with the Pāñcālas you will
go slain to the underworld right away.’ (MBh. 9.31.44)

Genitive government is also clear in the Mahābhārata with apparent periphrastic futures at MBh. 9.31.44
(avahāsasya. . .prativaktāsmi), MBh. 7.39.6 (śāsitāsmi. . . te), MBh. 3.173.19 (dras

˙
t
˙
ā tavāsmi), MBh. 8.46.37
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(aham
˙

hantā phalěunasya). All the forms in question are main clause predicates, and have future sense,
yet they govern objective genitives as if they were nouns.

Except with a few classes of verbs, such as verbs of ruling, the genitive is not a possible object
case. Thus the fact that apparently clear cases of the periphrastic future can govern objects in the
genitive, when corresponding present, perfect, future etc. finite forms would necessarily govern the
accusative, raises a serious question mark over the status of the formation as a verbal construction.
Since accusative object government is not sufficient evidence for a verbal construction, and genitive
government is relatively good evidence against a verbal construction, we can at least conclude that the
evidence of object government is not telling either way.

Further evidence cited by Stump (2012: 113–114) in favour of treating the periphrastic future as
a verbal formation, distinct from the agent noun, is the existence of forms such as 3sg. vras

˙
t
˙
´̄a ‘it will

rain’ and 3pl. bhavit´̄arah
˙

‘they will become’. Stump claims that forms such as these prove that the
interpretation of the formation cannot be that of an agent noun, since the verbs

√
vr
˙
s
˙

‘rain’ and
√

bhū
‘become’ are not agentive and do not form agent nouns; the former, in particular, takes an expletive
subject (according to Stump 2012). However, the term ‘agent noun’ is a traditional term, which is
something of a misnomer in modern linguistic terms. ‘Agent’ in ‘agent noun’ really means ‘subject’:
the characteristic of the formation is that it denotes the subject of an event denoted by the verb from
which it is derived, and it is not restricted to agents in semantic role terms.20 There are countless
examples of agent nouns which refer to roles other than agent; for example, the referent of dras

˙
t
˙
ŕ
˙
-

‘seer, one who sees’ is an experiencer, not an agent.
It might still be the case that verbs such as ‘rain’ and ‘become’ are particularly inappropriate for

an agent noun formation. In English, it is true, we can say seer (experiencer) and sufferer (patient),
but *becomer, *be-er, and *rainer seem far less acceptable. Yet in Sanskrit there is no such restric-
tion. In fact, agent nouns to both

√
vr
˙
s
˙

‘rain’ and
√

bhū ‘become’ exist. várs
˙
t
˙
r
˙
- ‘rainer’, is used to

refer to the rain god Parjanya in Vedic Prose (TS 7.5.20.1);21 bhavitr
˙
-, meaning ‘future, (that which

is) coming to be’, occurs e.g. in Epic Sanskrit at MBh. 7.172.70, where it is used as a noun in the
nom.sg.masc. alongside bhūtam ‘that which has been, the past’ and bhavyam ‘that which is now, the
present’. Other ‘agent’ formations are also attested to these roots, for example the ‘agentive’ adjective
formation in -uka-, expressing likelihood: várs

˙
uka- ‘likely to rain’ and bh´̄avuka- ‘likely to become’.

There is clearly no restriction against such formations in Sanskrit. Similarly,
√

bhū can be used in
passive-like constructions in Sanskrit, something which is impossible for English become.

The case of vras
˙
t
˙
´̄a ‘it will rain’ is worth dwelling on, because it illustrates the dangers of transfer-

ring common assumptions from English to ancient languages like Sanskrit. In English, the verb rain
is impersonal, taking an expletive subject (it is raining). Many examples of

√
vr
˙
s
˙

in Sanskrit lack a
subject, but Sanskrit is a pro-drop language, so it is at least possible that the subject is not expletive,
but a permanently available topic, such as ‘god’. As noted, the agent noun várs

˙
t
˙
r
˙
- ‘rainer’ is used of

Parjanya, the rain god, in Vedic Prose, and the same is true of the ‘agentive’ adjective várs
˙
uka- ‘likely

to rain’:

(23) tásmād
thus

diś́ı
region.LOC.SG

parjányo
P.NOM.SG

ná
not

várs
˙
uko

likely_to_rain.NOM.SG

yátraité
where=these.NOM.PL

bhávanti
become.3PL

‘Thus Parjanya is not likely to rain in the region where these are.’ (ŚB 7.5.2.37)
20This point is made by Fassi Fehri (1993: 258), who labels the equivalent Arabic formation the ‘subject nominal’; it is

also emphasized by Lowe (2017), who uses the term ‘subject(-oriented) noun’ in preference to ‘agent noun’.
21Later Sanskrit also attests vars

˙
itr
˙
- ‘rainer’ (Nirukta).
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Examples of the finite present vars
˙
ati ‘(he/it) rains’ with Parjanya as subject abound (e.g. TS 1.6.10.5,

TS 2.1.7.3, TS 2.4.1.10, TS 3.4.3.3, TS 5.2.7.2, TS 7.2.7.5, TS 7.5.18.1, to give examples from just one
text); the verb can even occur in the causative, with Parjanya as object, e.g. parjányam

˙
vars

˙
ayanti ‘they

make Parjanya rain’ (TS 2.4.10.3). Thus it was at least possible for the verb
√

vr
˙
s
˙

‘rain’ to take an
explicit, animate subject in Vedic Sanskrit. The fact that in English the sentence *God is raining is not
possible does not mean that verbs of raining and other natural phenomena are necessarily subjectless
in other languages.

It is not therefore the case that the formation of the periphrastic future encompasses more roots than
the formation of the agent noun, and forms such as 3sg. vras

˙
t
˙
´̄a ‘it will rain’ and 3pl. bhavit´̄arah

˙
‘they

will become’ do not provide evidence for a separation of periphrastic future, as a verbal formation,
from the agent noun as a non-verbal formation.

Further evidence for the status of the formation might conceivably come from the criterion of ‘un-
derexhaustivity’ proposed by Spencer (2006: 291): function words in periphrastic constructions may
show arbitrary restrictions of form. If the periphrastic future is simply a syntactic collocation of agent
noun plus copula, the copula ought in principle to be able to appear in all possible forms, including past
tenses and non-indicative moods. The fact that it cannot appear in past tense forms, however, is not
surprising, since if we assume the agent noun contributes a FUTURE tense feature in this construction,
this would clash with the tense feature of a past tense copula. As for non-indicative moods, there are
rare examples of optative copulas in apparent periphrastic perfect constructions. For example, Oberlies
(2003b: 239) assigns yoddhā syām at R. 1.19.25, with 1sg. opt. syām, to the periphrastic future. The
irrealis sense of the optative, however, means that it is less clear whether the future sense derives from
the fact that we are dealing with a periphrastic future construction, or merely derives from the copula,
in which case we could be dealing with an ordinary use of the agent noun. In ex. (24), there is little
difference between an interpretation in which pratiyoddhā is a form of the future and one in which it
is a form of -tr

˙
-.

(24) pūrvadvāre
gate.LOC.SG

tu
PCL

laṅkāyā
L.GEN.SG

n̄ılo
N.NOM.SG

vānara-pum
˙
ěavah

˙
/

monkey-bull.NOM.SG

prahastam
˙P.ACC.SG

pratiyoddhā
fight.FUT/fighter.NOM.SG

syād
be.OPT.3SG

vānarair
monkey.INSTR.PL

bahubhir
many.INSTR.PL

vr
˙
tah

˙surrounded.NOM.SG

‘Before the gate of Laṅkā Nı̄la, bull among monkeys, may become the fighter against / may
be going to fight Prahasta, surrounded by many monkeys.’ (MBh. 6.28.25)

This uncertainty may explain the relative infrequency of periphrastic futures with optative copulas.
Thus the copula can appear in all the forms we might expect it to be able to appear in, and there are no
arbitrary restrictions which might support the periphrastic status of the construction.

If it were the case that the mediopassive forms of the periphrastic future consisted of two words,
one nom.sg.masc. of the agent noun, the other a mediopassive form of the copula, then we might have
the converse of ‘underexhaustivity’: the copula would appear in more forms than would be possible
in an ordinary syntactic construction, since mediopassive forms of the copula do not occur indepen-
dently.22 However, as argued above there is no evidence that forms such as kart´̄asvahe are two word
sequences, and I treat them as single words. Even as such their existence provides evidence for the
periphrastic nature of the construction; this will be discussed further below.

22This would not be the same as the ‘overexhaustivity’ criterion of Spencer (2006: 291).
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A final point in favour of a morphological analysis of the periphrastic future is the usual lack
of gender agreement between agent noun and subject. According to the regular paradigm, the agent
noun shows invariant masculine gender, regardless of the gender of the subject. If the periphrastic
future were nothing more than a syntactic collocation, the agent noun ought perhaps to appear in
the feminine with feminine subjects, and in the neuter with neuter subjects. However, nouns do not
regularly make morphological gender distinctions in Sanskrit. Most nouns have one inherent gender,
which is used regardless of the gender of the referent. At least in origin, -tr

˙
- would have been the same:

the neuter forms are rare and largely artificial, easily formed by analogy with adjectival paradigms,
while the feminine in -̄ı- is originally a derivational category. Some feminine agent nouns reveal
their independence of the masculine through their different sense, e.g. dhātr

˙
- ‘establisher, supporter’,

but dhātr̄ı- ‘nurse’; such independent developments attest to the derivational status of the feminine
agent noun. The existence of the feminine -̄ı- derivative permitted the agent noun to make gender
distinctions, but does not in principle enforce it. Some examples of the periphrastic future in fact show
gender ‘agreement’ with a feminine subject (25).23 At the same time, some examples of unambiguous
agent nouns do not show gender agreement: in ex. (26) ākhyātuh

˙
can only be gen.sg.masc. or nt. of

ākhyātr
˙
- ‘teller’, but the addressee of the sentence is female (Mantharā, the servant who turns Kaikeyı̄

against Rāma).

(25) ati
beyond

dānāni
gift.ACC.PL

sarvān
˙
i

all.ACC.PL

pr
˙
thiv̄ı-dānam

land-gift.ACC.SG

ucyate/
say.PS.3SG

acalā
immovable.NOM.SG

hy
for

aks
˙
ayā

imperishable.NOM.SG

bhūmir
earth.NOM.SG

doědhr̄ı
produce.FUT.3SG

kāmān
desire.ACC.PL

anuttamān//
unsurpassed.ACC.PL

doědhr̄ı
produce.FUT.3SG

vāsām
˙
si

clothes.ACC.PL

ratnāni
jewel.ACC.PL

paśūn
animal.ACC.PL

vr̄ıhi-yavām
˙
s

rice-barley.ACC.PL

tathā
also

‘The gift of land is said to be the best of all gifts. For the earth is immovable, and imperishable;
it will produce one’s unsurpassed desires, it will produce clothes, jewels, animals, and rice
and barley too.’ (MBh. 13.61.2–3)

(26) etan
this.ACC.SG

me
me.GEN.SG

priyam
dear.ACC.SG

ākhyātuh
˙teller.GEN.SG

kim
˙what.ACC.SG

vā
or

bhūyah
˙more.ACC.SG

karomi
do.PRS.1SG

te
you.GEN.SG

‘What more can I reward you with, you who tell me something so pleasing.’ (R. 2.7.29cd)

Thus it is necessary to admit that gender ‘agreement’ with -tr
˙
- is not obligatory, and so lack of

gender agreement in the periphrastic future does not mean it is necessarily periphrastic. Nevertheless,
the agent noun does usually show the expected gender, while the periphrastic future only rarely shows
non-masculine forms with non-masculine subjects, so although it is problematic, this may be the best
evidence so far for a syntactic distinction between the periphrastic future and a sequence of agent noun
plus copula.

In this section I have discussed a number of properties of the periphrastic future which might
provide evidence for its status as a true periphrasis and I have argued that none of them stand up to

23It is possible that doědhr̄ı- could be analysed as a transitive form of the agent noun, rather than a periphrastic future,
but the analysis proposed here is preferable since the agent noun doědhr̄ı-, feminine of doědhr

˙
- ‘producer’, has an adjectival

sense ‘productive’.
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scrutiny. However, the most important property remains to be discussed. Criterion I of Ackerman &
Stump (2004) was argued above to be the most important criterion for periphrasis: if a multi-word
construction fills a slot in the intersecting feature system of a language’s grammar, i.e. if it is part of a
paradigm, then it is a periphrasis. It is to this question that I turn in the next section.

4 PARADIGMATICITY

There are two respects in which the question of paradigmaticity is relevant to the status of the pe-
riphrastic future. The first question is whether the periphrastic future expresses a particular gram-
matical feature which intersects with other grammatical features in the constitution of the Sanskrit
verbal paradigm. The second question relates to the status of the apparently ‘synthetic’ forms of the
periphrastic future, i.e. those forms which are not two words but one: if e.g. 1du. kart´̄asvah

˙
is a single

word, and if it contrasts in person and number features with 2pl. kart´̄astha, then a paradigm is implied.
That is, the existence of synthetic forms actually serves to prove the periphrastic (paradigmatic) status
of the construction, since they cannot be derived from a syntactic sequence of agent noun plus copula.
I will treat these two issues in turn.

4.1 The verbal feature system

The periphrastic future is not the only, or even the primary, means of expressing future tense in San-
skrit. In the earliest period, before the development of the periphrastic future, the main formation for
future tense expression is the subjunctive mood. This falls out of use during the Vedic Prose period,
when the periphrastic future is first found. From the earliest period there is also another formation,
the finite indicative tense in -sya-, which is often called the ‘synthetic future’ to distinguish it from the
periphrastic future.24 The -sya- future is rare in R. gvedic Sanskrit, and may not be a simple future tense
formation. As discussed in Lowe (2015), the -sya- future may originate in a desiderative type forma-
tion, and its function in R. gvedic Sanskrit may be as much modal as aspectual or marking tense.25 By
the Vedic Prose period the -sya- future is the main means of referring to future time, and this continues
into later Sanskrit.

If both -sya- and periphrastic future formations express exactly the same grammatical features,
whether simply FUTURE tense, or some combination of tense/aspect/mood features, then it is ques-
tionable whether the periphrastic future counts as a true periphrasis, from a paradigmatic perspective.
It would not be an ‘obligatory’ means of expressing any grammatical feature, and so would not fulfill
Bonami & Samvelian’s criterion of ‘obligatoriness’, and it would be difficult to argue that the forma-
tion filled the paradigmatic slot for future tense, given that -sya- is the more frequent formation. Other
criteria not withstanding, the periphrastic future could, therefore, be merely a syntactic collocation of
agent noun and copula which happened to express the same grammatical feature as the paradigmatic
future tense.

The first question, then, is whether there is a semantic or grammatical difference between the -sya-
and periphrastic futures. The traditional answer to this question is yes. There are two main features
usually attributed to the periphrastic future which allegedly distinguish it from the synthetic future (see
e.g. Delbrück 1888: 295, and for a recent summary Stump 2012: 118–121 with references). Firstly,
there may be a temporal difference: the periphrastic future frequently occurs with temporal adverbs,

24The synthetic future is morphologically entirely distinct from what I have labelled the ‘synthetic’ forms of the pe-
riphrastic future.

25On future expression in the R. gveda, in particular the subjunctive, see also Tichy (2006).
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usually referring to a time later than the present day (most commonly śvah
˙

or prātar ‘tomorrow’).
Pān. ini’s As. t.ādhyāyı̄ specifies the periphrastic future as referring to future time not on the present
day (anadyatane). Thus a difference may be assumed between a non-hodiernal future tense, the pe-
riphrastic future, and an unspecified future tense, the synthetic future. Secondly, a greater degree of
certainty is often attributed to the periphrastic future, suggesting there may be a difference in modality
between the two: the synthetic future is used for standard reference to future events as necessarily
uncertain, whereas the periphrastic future expresses the certainty of the speaker that the future event
will certainly occur.

As regards the temporal difference, it is true that the periphrastic future frequently occurs with
temporal adverbs, often referring to a time following the present day. However, it is also the case that
the periphrastic future is frequently used without temporal adverbs, as in all the examples given above,
and may in fact refer to a future event taking place on the same day. In ex. (27), the periphrastic future
even occurs with the adverb adya ‘today’.26

(27) tam
him.ACC.SG

adya
today

karn
˙
am

˙K.ACC.SG

hantāsmi
slay.FUT.1SG

‘Today I will kill that Karn. a.’ (MBh. 8.52.18c)

If the periphrastic future were merely a syntactic collocation of agent noun and copula, which could
in context refer to a future event but need not necessarily (since the agent noun does not always have
a future sense), then the frequent occurrence of the construction with temporal adverbs, in particular
those referring to a non-hodiernal future, would be entirely expected: a temporal adverb with the
sense ‘tomorrow’, for example, would disambiguate the temporal reference of the construction in
cases where both future and present interpretations were possible. This would not mean that such
adverbs were always necessary, but that they were used only when the speaker felt the need to rule
out the present interpretation. On the other hand, a temporal adverb like ‘today’ could not be used
to disambiguate between present and hodiernal future, so it would likely be less frequent, though still
possible. Thus the tendency for the periphrastic future to occur with temporal adverbs, and to express
non-hodiernal future tense, can be fully explained without assuming the formation is a paradigmatic
non-hodiernal future.

The claim that the periphrastic future expresses a more certain future event than the synthetic future
likewise does not hold consistently. Oberlies (2003b: 158) notes that there is very often no semantic
difference between the periphrastic future and the synthetic future. In ex. (28), a periphrastic future is
coordinated with a synthetic future from the same root, and the two seem to be equivalent in terms of
their temporal reference. Ex. (29) shows an almost identical verse from later in the same section as ex.
(28), but here we find two periphrastic futures coordinated, again suggesting (in comparison with ex.
28) the temporal equivalence of periphrastic and synthetic futures.27

(28) hantā
slay.FUT

vāsmi
or=bePRS.1SG

ran
˙
e

battle.LOC.SG

karn
˙
am

˙K.ACC.SG

sa
he

vā
or

mām
˙me.ACC

nihanis
˙
yati

slay.FUT.3SG

‘Either I shall slay Karn. a in battle, or he will slay me.’ (MBh. 8.34.8cd)
26This example is given by Stump (2012: 119) as MBh. 8.74.29; in most cases, Stump takes verse numbers directly from

Speyer (1886) or Whitney (1896), who were writing before the publication of critical editions of the epics. All such citations
here are from the online critical editions by BORI (1999) and Smith (2014), based on Sukthankar et al. (1933–1966) and
Bhatt et al. (1960–1975) respectively.

27Hara (1987) finds a similar equivalence between periphrastic and synthetic futures in the context of oaths in the
Mahābhārata.
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(29) hantāham
slay.FUT=I

arjunam
˙A.ACC.SG

sam
˙
khye

battle.LOC.SG

mām
˙me.ACC

vā
or

hantā
slay.FUT(3SG)

dhanam
˙
jayah

˙Dh.NOM.SG

‘Either I shall slay Arjuna in battle, or Dhanam. jaya will slay me.’ (MBh. 8.34.26cd)

It is by no means clear, then, that the periphrastic future expresses different grammatical features
from the synthetic future. In many, if not most, cases, they appear equivalent. For the sake of argument,
however, let us assume that there is a grammatical difference between the two future expressions. Such
a difference is not enough to demonstrate that the construction is a true periphrasis in the paradigmatic
sense, unless it can also be demonstrated that the grammatical feature combination specific to the
periphrastic future is a part of the Sanskrit verbal paradigm, in the sense of being implied by the
logically possible set of combinations of features which are grammatically expressed in Sanskrit.

The alleged modal difference between the futures is not a good candidate for a paradigmatic dis-
tinction. The Sanskrit verb system distinguishes a number of moods, but there is no paradigmatic
modal contrast which is systematically found across different tense categories. In post-Vedic Sanskrit,
modal categories are all but entirely restricted to present tense stems; finite past and future tense stems
do not regularly distinguish moods, being restricted to the indicative. Even in Vedic Sanskrit, where
past tense modal forms are found, they appear obsolescent and clear systematic oppositions between
modal formations to the different tenses are not found.28 As shown above, the periphrastic future is
not incompatible with an optative auxiliary, showing that any modal sense specific to the periphrastic
future does not stand in paradigmatic opposition to the non-indicative moods of the Sanskrit verbal
system. While it is possible, therefore, that there is some kind of modal difference between synthetic
and periphrastic future, there is no reason to assume that such a difference is part of the paradigmatic
oppositions that constitute the Sanskrit verbal paradigm.

When it comes to the difference between hodiernal and non-hodiernal future time reference, a
grammatical distinction appears less unlikely. For Classical Sanskrit, Pān. ini uses the hodiernal/non-
hodiernal distinction for both past and future tenses. While the inherited aorist tense is specified for
general past time, much like the synthetic future is specified for general future time, the inherited
‘imperfect’ tense is specified for non-hodiernal past time. Thus two clearly distinct, and clearly in-
flectional, past tense categories mark the same remoteness distinction which is marked by the contrast
between synthetic and periphrastic future, according to Pān. ini. There is also a third past tense, the per-
fect, which contrasts with the aorist and imperfect in terms of evidentiality: it is specified by Pān. ini for
use when the event was not witnessed by the speaker. As discussed by Lowe (2015: 340), in Pān. ini’s
As. t.ādhyāyı̄ the parallelism between the aorist/imperfect and synthetic future/periphrastic future tenses
goes beyond the simple hodiernal/non-hodiernal distinction; there is a further blocking relation, by
which the imperfect and periphrastic future are blocked from non-hodiernal use in the context of
temporal proximity or imperfectivity/iteration. It is therefore plausible that in Pān. inian Sanskrit the
remoteness distinction between hodiernal and non-hodiernal tense is a paradigmatic distinction, inter-
secting with the tense feature, and implying a future non-hodiernal tense parallel to the non-hodiernal
past tense.29

The question is how widely across the range of Sanskrit literature the remoteness distinctions
specified by Pān. ini can be assumed to apply. It has already been shown that it does not apply con-
sistently in the case of the future. In the case of the past tenses, the situation is different at different
chronological periods. In R. gvedic Sanskrit and earlier Vedic Prose, the past tenses are not primarily
distinguished by remoteness or evidentiality. Authors such as Kiparsky (2002), Dahl (2010) and Lowe
(2015) propose slightly different accounts of the grammatical differences between the three past tenses

28This is clearly shown by Jamison (2009, forthcoming a,b).
29In the present, of course, the hodiernal/non-hodiernal distinction is not possible.

21



in early Vedic, but for all the primary differences are tense/aspect distinctions. Crucially this includes
the period where the periphrastic future first developed. In the epics and other ‘non-standard’ Classical
Sanskrit, the three past tenses are all used, but there is usually no clear difference between them (Ober-
lies 2003b: 152–155), suggesting that the three tenses have survived distinct in form, but functionally
they are mere formal (often metrical) alternatives. In Classical Sanskrit, the inherited past tenses are
rare, and tend to be concentrated in particular texts, where their use is primarily stylistic. The usual
means of expressing past tense in Classical Sanskrit is by means of the ‘past passive participle’, which
is all but grammaticalized as a finite past tense. Thus in post-Vedic Sanskrit, the evidence suggests
that there was only really a single past tense, in paradigmatic terms, but that the three inherited finite
past tenses remained morphological possibilities for expressing past tense alongside the past passive
participle construction, the formation that replaced them. Their survival in the epics is clearly an in-
heritance from the earlier stages of the Epic tradition, while their survival in Classical Sanskrit is due
solely to their prescription in Pān. ini’s As. t.ādhyāyı̄.

Thus, besides Pān. ini’s grammar and the Vedic dialect on which it was based, there is little evidence
for a remoteness/evidentiality distinction in the Sanskrit verbal system. Moreover, to the extent that
evidence for the distinction does exist, this evidence relates exclusively to the past tenses: outside
Pān. ini’s grammar and Pān. inian Sanskrit there is essentially no evidence for a remoteness/evidentiality
distinction between the synthetic and periphrastic future tenses.

In conclusion, then, it is possible but not necessary that there was a genuine grammatical distinction
between hodiernal and non-hodiernal tense in the Sanskrit dialect described by Pān. ini, but through
most of the history of Sanskrit this distinction is not in evidence. Where this distinction is in evidence,
there is paradigmatic support for the periphrastic status of the periphrastic future, but where it is not,
there is not.

An alternative possibility is advanced by Tichy (1992), who argues that the development of the
periphrastic future was dependent on a gap opening up in the verbal paradigm, due to the narrowing
of use of the subjunctive in main clauses. Tichy argues that the periphrastic future construction was
integrated into the verbal paradigm to provide an indicative counterpart to the ‘future imperative’ in
-tāt, contrasting with the synthetic future, which functioned as indicative counterpart to the present
imperative. This argument is certainly attractive, although the rarity of the future imperative makes it
uncertain itself as a part of the Sanskrit verbal paradigm. But even granted that, it is important to note
that the argument works only for the early Vedic Prose period (which Tichy focuses on). The future
sense of the future imperative has been established for early Vedic Prose (Delbrück 1878: 2–6), but in
later Sanskrit the construction is extremely rare, and does not show specifically future sense.30 As with
the hodiernal/non-hodiernal distinction, then, there may be some support for a paradigmatic opposition
which might support the periphrastic status of the periphrastic future, but only at one specific period
of Sanskrit.

4.2 ‘Synthetic’ forms

The second type of paradigmatic evidence provides the only incontestable evidence for the periphrastic
status of the periphrastic future, yet as we will see even this is problematic at most periods.

The morphological status of the 1/2.du/pl. forms of the active periphrastic future paradigm, and
of all 1st/2nd. person forms of the middle, was discussed above. The main question was whether the
forms concerned, e.g. 1du. kart´̄asvah

˙
‘we two will make’, are single words or sequences of nom.sg.masc.

agent noun plus copular. Stump (2012) is one of the few authors who assume that all forms involve
30Pān. ini specifies the future imperative for use only in benedictions (As.t.. 7.1.35), with no more specifically future sense

than the standard ‘present’ imperative.
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two words, so e.g. kart´̄a svah
˙

. As noted above, there is no positive evidence for such an analysis, even
with the active forms, where the two parts would at least be real words. In the case of the middle, there
is actually positive evidence against the two word analysis, since the resulting copula forms, e.g. 1sg.
*he, do not exist as independent words.

I take the single word status of sequences like kart´̄asvah
˙

to require no further argument. However,
whether single words or two words, the sequences in question are problematic for the claim that the
periphrastic future is nothing but a syntactic collocation of agent noun and copula. If the forms are
two word sequences, then they are problematic for a purely syntactic analysis on two grounds: the
singular form of the agent noun even in the dual and plural, and the use of middle forms of the copula,
forms which do not exist as independent words. These problems might just about be surmountable, but
they would require special syntactic rules and morphological forms not used outside the construction,
which would imply an at least partially morphological status of the construction.

If the forms in question are single morphological words, on the other hand, then a periphrastic
analysis of the formation is unavoidable. A word such as kart´̄asvah

˙
could only be a finite verb form.

There would therefore be a verbal paradigm expressing future tense, with most person/number slots (all
but 1/2.sg.) filled by single words. The 1sg. and 2sg. forms are most naturally analysed as sequences
of agent noun plus copula (due to the possibility of separation, or absence of the copula), so would
constitute periphrastic expressions of the (e.g. non-hodiernal) future paradigm. In essence, if single
word forms of the periphrastic future exist, then a paradigm must exist, and therefore the formation
must be part of the inflectional system of the Sanskrit verbal system.

Given the existence of forms like kart´̄asvah
˙

, then, it would appear the case is closed: the pe-
riphrastic future is indeed a part of the Sanskrit verbal paradigm, and at least two person number
combinations (1sg. and 2sg. active) are realized periphrastically. However, a detailed search of a con-
siderable volume of Sanskrit literature reveals a surprising fact: the crucial ‘synthetic’ forms of the
periphrastic future are unattested throughout a considerable period in Sanskrit history.31 The distribu-
tion of ‘synthetic’ forms across the history of Sanskrit suggests that it was the innovation of a specific
sociolect which was not continued in later mainstream Sanskrit but which, through its acceptance by
Pān. ini, did survive as a learned feature of later Classical Sanskrit, long after Sanskrit ceased to exist
as a living language.

As mentioned above it is usually assumed that in the earliest Vedic text, the R. gveda, there is no
sign of the periphrastic future. It is very clearly present in the oldest Vedic Prose texts, however. Most
importantly, in early Vedic Prose we do find middle and 1/2.du/pl. active forms of the periphrastic fu-
ture, i.e. the crucial ‘synthetic’ forms. Ex. (30) shows a 1pl. active form of the periphrastic future from
the Aitareya Brāhaman. a; ex. (31) shows a 2sg. mediopassive form from the Śatapatha Brāhman. a; ex.
(32) shows a 1sg. mediopassive form from the Taittirı̄ya Āran. yaka.

(30) prajāyām
offspring.LOC.SG

enam
him.ACC

vijñātāsmo
know.FUT.1PL

yadi
if

vidvān
knowing.NOM.SG

vā
or

juhoty
sacrifice.PRS.3SG

a-vidvān
NEG-knowing.NOM.SG

vā
or

‘In his offspring we will know him, whether he sacrifices with knowledge or without
knowledge.’ (AB 5.30.15)

(31) tán
then

ma
me.GEN

ékām
˙one.ACC

r´̄atrim
night.ACC.SG

ánte
near

śayit´̄ase
lie.FUT.2SG.MED

31The data presented in the rest of this section comes primarily from electronic searches of a wide range of Sanskrit texts,
as specified below, all accessed, except where indicated, via the Göttingen Register of Electronic Texts in Indian Languages
(GRETIL) at http://gretil.sub.uni-goettingen.de/; texts were last accessed on 20 July 2016.
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‘Then you will lie near me for one night.’ (ŚB 11.5.1.11)

(32) yaje
sacrifice.1SG

’yaks
˙
i

sacrifice.AOR.1SG

yas
˙
t
˙
āhe

sacrifice.FUT.1SG.MED

ca
and

‘I perform a sacrifice, I performed a sacrifice, and I will perform a sacrifice.’ (TĀr. 1.11.4)

In the early Vedic Prose language, then, the periphrastic future uncontroversially exists: we must
reckon with a full active and middle paradigm integrated into the verbal system. Whether the paradigm
is truly periphrastic is another question: I am aware of no examples from early Vedic Prose in which the
copula is separated from the ‘agent noun’ component, i.e. examples which would prove that the 1/2sg.
forms of the paradigm, at least, were formed from two-word periphrases. That is, it is possible that
early Vedic in fact attests a fully synthetic paradigm, just as we find specified in Pān. ini’s As. t.ādhyāyı̄
(cf. fn. 12).

It is worth noting also that there are a few irregular forms of the paradigm which suggest it was
only recently grammaticalized and still in flux. So, the earliest example of a 1sg. mediopassive (ex.
33) does not show the later ‘regular’ ending -āhe, but an ending -āse, which is in some sense the
expected 1sg. med. form. There is also at least one form with ‘irregular’ accent: yás

˙
t
˙
āsmahe (ex. 34),

for expected yas
˙
t
˙
´̄asmahe. This form suggests there may have been some fluctuation in whether the

periphrastic future was treated as formed to the agent noun in -́tr
˙
- or the agent noun in -t́r

˙
-.

(33) saptápadām
˙seven-footed.ACC.SG

te
you.DAT.SG

śákvar̄ı ˙̆m
Ś.ACC

śvó
tomorrow

yajñé
sacrifice.LOC.SG

prayokt´̄ase
use.FUT.1SG

‘I will use seven-footed Śakvarı̄ for you at the sacrifice tomorrow.’ (TS 2.6.2.3)

(34) tám
him.ACC

ālábhyópāvasan
take.ABS=wait.IMF.3PL

prātár
tomorrow

yás
˙
t
˙
āsmaha

sacrifice.FUT.MED.1PL

ı́ti
QUOT

‘Having taken him (Prajāpati in form of a beast) they waited, thinking ‘we will make sacrifice
tomorrow’.’ (TB 3.9.22.1)

The ‘synthetic’ forms of the paradigm, which alone prove the existence of the paradigm as distinct
from a collocation of agent noun plus copula, are rare. In the Taittirı̄ya Sam. hitā, one of the very oldest
Vedic Prose texts, there is only the single 1sg. form given in ex. (33), beside two 2sg. actives in -´̄asi,
and one 3pl. (TS 7.3.1.3). In the Taittirı̄ya Brāhman. a there is again only a single ‘synthetic’ form,
that given in ex. (34); all other forms are 3sg. The Śatapatha Brāhman. a likewise attests only a single
‘synthetic’ form (ex. 31). In the Kaus. ı̄taki Brāhman. a there is a single 1pl. active, and there are two 1pl.
actives in the Aitareya Brāhman. a. There are none at all in the relatively early Pañcavim. śa Brāhman. a,
and none in the late Gopatha Brāhman. a.32 Nevertheless, despite the rarity of such forms, it remains
the case that early Vedic Prose unambiguously attests a ‘periphrastic future’ paradigm.

In the later Vedic Prose period, the crucial ‘synthetic’ forms of the paradigm are at best extremely
rare, and perhaps unattested. I am aware of no forms from the later Brāhman. as; there is at least
one form in the Taittirı̄ya Āran. yaka (ex. 32), but the only Āran. yaka available in searchable form,
the Śāṅkhāyana Āran. yaka (Kümmel 2015), contains no periphrastic future forms which are not 3sg.
Likewise the twelve Upanis.ads available on GRETIL contain no periphrastic future forms which are
not 3sg. Together, the Śāṅkhāyana Āran. yaka and Upanis.ads on GRETIL amount to around 62,000

32Stump (2012: 120) cites a form prāptāsmah
˙

, apparently 1pl. periphrastic future, at Gopatha Brāhman. a 1.1.28, but the
form is better corrected to prāptāh

˙
smah

˙
, as in the electronic texts (e.g. Griffiths 2005–2006), since the context does not

support a future sense.
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words. In early Post-Vedic, too, there are no ‘synthetic’ forms, and very few periphrastic futures
altogether. An electronic search of all the Vedāṅga texts available on GRETIL, which together amount
to 290,000 words, finds only a couple of 1/2sg. forms, beside 3sgs.

It may well be, of course, that periphrastic futures are better attested in other late and post-Vedic
texts which are not currently available in electronic form. The likelihood of finding any significant
number of ‘synthetic’ periphrastic future forms seems low, but cannot be excluded. At the very least,
it appears to be the case that the periphrastic future was a marginal construction in late Vedic and
Vedāṅga texts. It cannot be ruled out that it was a rare but nevertheless genuine part of the language,
and that ‘synthetic’ 1/2.du/pl. and middle forms were grammatical, meaning that the construction must
be considered a part of the verbal paradigm. However, it also cannot be taken for granted.

While the lack of data from late Vedic and Vedāṅga texts cannot be considered definitive, the data
from the Sanskrit epics is much more telling. The two great Sanskrit epics provide the most important
body of post-Vedic, but non-Classical, Sanskrit, and chronologically overlap with the very late Vedic
Prose period and the post-Vedic period. The Mahābhārata runs to roughly one million words, while
the Rāmāyan. a runs to somewhere over 200,000 words. It has not previously been recognized that in
this relatively large corpus there is not a single ‘synthetic’ form of the periphrastic future. 1sg. and 2sg.
active forms are not uncommon, and active 3rd person forms are common. For example, according to
Brockington (1967, 1969), the periphrastic future is a late feature in the Rāmāyan. a, but there are 60
instances in total: 15 1sg., 13 2sg., 30 3sg., and two 3pl forms.33 In the Mahābhārata there are more
than 100 1sg. forms.

The rarity of mediopassive forms of the periphrastic future outside early Vedic Prose has been
widely recognized, so let us consider only the active ‘synthetic’ forms, i.e. the 1/2.du/pl. active forms.34

Of course, we would not expect such person/number combinations to be particularly common,
particularly the duals. Considering the figures for the synthetic future paradigm in -sya-, in the
Mahābhārata there are more than 1700 1sg., 600 2sg., 1300 3sg., and 300 3pl. forms, but only 163
1pl., 14 1du., 88 2pl. and 6 2du. forms. That is, for -sya-, 1/2.du/pl. forms make up only 6.5% of
attested forms. But despite this low proportion, if we assume it is equally applicable to the periphrastic
future we might still expect around twenty 1/2.du/pl. forms to occur in the epics.

The complete absence of 1/2.du/pl. forms like kart´̄asmah
˙

from the epics is therefore unexpected,
but if this were all it might still be possible to argue that this is simply an accidental gap. Crucially,
however, 1/2.du/pl. periphrastic future forms are attested in the Mahābhārata, if one includes unam-
biguously analytic formations such as kartārau svah

˙
‘we two will make’. The Mahābhārata attests

33These figures are as counted by Brockington, partly in Brockington (1967) and partly in unpublished lists generously
made available to the author. Of the 28 1/2sg. forms in the Rāmāyan. a, 13 are unambiguously ‘analytic’, in the sense that
they are not the ‘regular’ forms involving agent noun directly followed by copula. We find copula preceding the agent noun,
personal pronoun indicating person with no copula, and clitics separating agent noun from following copula.

34There are no mediopassive periphrastic future forms in the epics. According to Speyer (1896: 258), distinctive (i.e.
1/2 person) mediopassive forms are not found after the Vedic Prose period, but this is not accurate, as discussed below.
Speyer (1886: 258) gives two examples of 3rd person forms with mediopassive sense, one from the Classical Kirātārjunı̄ya
(3.22), another from the Rāmayan. a. If the latter example were genuine, it would be problematic for the argument made in
this section, since one would have to reckon with a voice distinction, and therefore a paradigmatic voice opposition, for the
periphrastic future in the Epic period. However, the form in question, dhars. itā ‘attacked’, is clearly to be interpreted as a past
participle (it agrees with a feminine subject). The Kirātārjunı̄ya example is also problematic: Speyer, followed by Stump
(2012: 118), reads the forms in question as unmūlayitārah

˙
‘they will be eradicated’, based on the transitive stem unmūlaya-

‘eradicate’; however, the text by Godabole & Paraba (1885: 49) reads unmūlitārah
˙

‘will be eradicated’, which is not passive
but intransitive, based on the class VI stem unmūlati ‘is eradicated’. The electronic text by Isaacson (n.d.) gives the form as
unmı̄litārah

˙
‘will appear’, again intransitive rather than passive. It is therefore far from certain that this is a genuine example

of a 3rd person form used passively. The only sure examples I have found are from the Bhat.t.ikāvya, mentioned below, where
they are clearly artificial.

25



fourteen such sequences, not far off the expected the number of 1/2.du/pl. forms. There are two 1du.,
nine 1pl., and three 2pl. forms.35 Seven of the fourteen examples involve a copula, while seven have
a personal pronoun indicating person and no explicit copula. Eight order the copula/pronoun after the
agent noun element, while six show the copula/pronoun preceding the agent noun element. Impor-
tantly, in all instances the agent noun shows number agreement: plural with a plural copula/pronoun,
dual with a dual copula/pronoun. This is exactly what we would expect if the periphrastic future were
a syntactic collocation involving a predicated agent noun.

The absence of ‘synthetic’ 1/2.du/pl. periphrastic future forms from the epics is therefore no ac-
cident: they were not part of the Epic Sanskrit grammar. Instead, a syntactic collocation of predi-
cated agent noun, with subject pronoun or copula indicating person, was used. As argued above, the
‘synthetic’ periphrastic future forms are the only forms which prove the paradigmatic status of the
periphrastic future. Thus we may reasonably conclude that the periphrastic future was not a part of the
verbal paradigm in Epic Sanskrit, but was a purely syntactic construction. Once we acknowledge this,
the absence of mediopassive forms is no longer remarkable: mediopassive forms are only possible if
the construction is paradigmatized. While this appears to have been the case in early Vedic Prose, it
was not the case in Epic Sanskrit.

This remarkable difference between the grammars of Epic Sanskrit and early Vedic Prose Sanskrit
has never been recognized, and many discussions of the periphrastic future, including that by Stump
(2012), provide a false view of the construction by treating the Epic and Vedic Prose data together.
The question is now whether other varieties of Sanskrit correspond more closely to early Vedic Prose
or Epic Sanskrit. As discussed above, late Vedic Prose and the Vedāṅgas are unclear, since the pe-
riphrastic future seems all but absent. This seems more likely to correspond to a grammar in which
there is no paradigmatic periphrastic future than one in which there is, but the question must remain
open.

The Purān. as are a voluminous collection of texts whose origins lie in the latter half of the first
millenium B.C., but which were composed in the form in which we have them over a number of
centuries after about 400 A.D. The Purān. as are known to be consciously imitative of the epics, and
indeed the evidence of the Purān. as for the status of the periphrastic future is almost identical to that
of the epics. The Purān. as available on GRETIL provide an electronic corpus of around two million
words.36 In general, the periphrastic future is rarer than in the epics. There is one brief passage
in the Agni Purān. a (AP 357.24–25) which contains six ‘synthetic’ forms of the periphrastic future,
including three mediopassives, but the passage in question is explicitly grammatical in scope, and
cites the relevant forms merely as examples of correct tense formation. The use of Pān. ini’s code
label for the periphrastic future, lut

˙
, shows that the author was doing nothing more than reproducing

Pān. inian forms.
Discounting these forms, there are no ‘synthetic’ 1/2.du/pl. or mediopassive forms in the Purān. as.

There are however five 1/2.du/pl. active analytic forms, i.e. forms with number agreement on the agent
noun and separate copula/pronoun indicating person.37 Thus the Purān. as show exactly the same as

35The forms are: kartārau sva(h
˙
) (MBh. 1.215.19), dātārau svah

˙
(MBh. 3.194.20), kartārah

˙
sma(h

˙
) (MBh. 1.53.21),

yūyam. . . āěantārah
˙

(MBh. 1.189.26), kartārah
˙

sma vayam (MBh. 7.16.14), yūyam. . .ucchettārah
˙

(MBh. 16.2.9), stha
patitārah

˙
(MBh. 1.41.8), ěantāro vayam (MBh. 1.88.10), vijetāro vayam (MBh. 13.142.6), aham. . . (+PN+PN). . . kartārah

˙(MBh. 14.71.3), āěantārah
˙
. . . sma(h

˙
) (MBh. 3.242.15), vayam

˙
ks
˙
amitārah

˙
(MBh. 7.169.53), dras

˙
t
˙
ārah

˙
sma(h

˙
)

(MBh. 3.238.3), vayam. . .dras
˙
t
˙
ārah

˙
(MBh. 3.84.15). On the ‘irregular’ forms of the 1pl. and 1du. copulas, sma and sva

respectively, see Oberlies (2003a: 170–172, 206–207): this is a common irregularity in the epics, its origin may be metrical
convenience.

36In addition, the Harivam. śa, which is sometimes classified as a Purān. a, runs to 170,000 words but contains no ‘synthetic’
forms.

37These are: ěantārah
˙

stha (BndP. 3.4.42), yūyam pratiseddhārah
˙

(BhP. 6.1.32), yūyam bhavitārah
˙

(BrP. 158.19), ěantāro
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the epics: there is no evidence that the periphrastic future was a paradigmatic formation in Purān. ic
Sanskrit, rather than a syntactic collocation involving the agent noun in -tr

˙
-. Imitative of the epics

though the Purān. as are, this is remarkable given that the Purān. as were composed considerably later
than the epics, at a period where standardized Pān. inian Sanskrit was well known. The Agni Purān. a
passage discussed above shows that the periphrastic future was known to the authors of the Purān. as
as a paradigmatic formation in Pān. inian Sanskrit, but it was not used as such by the authors of the
Purān. as themselves.

In Classical Sanskrit texts, ‘synthetic’ forms are found, but this is not surprising since it is to
be expected that Classical authors would make use of the full range of the Sanskrit language made
available to them by Pān. ini. Forms are still rare, and usually late. The Sanskrit texts listed on GRETIL
as Vaiśnava or Śaiva religious texts come to about 1.1 million words. There is only a single ‘synthetic’
form (vs. about 6 1sgs.), a middle, ı̄ks

˙
itāsmahe ‘we will see’ (the root is medium tantum), in a 14th

century text. The texts listed under the headings of Kāyva, Drama, Narrative and Subhās.ita texts
(under the main heading of Poetry) on GRETIL run to over 1 million words. These include a number
of the most famous works of Sanskrit literature, in particular several works by Kālidāsa. Here we find
fourteen ‘synthetic’ forms. However, eleven of these occur in the final section of Bhat.t.i’s Bhat.t.ikāvya;
this section is part of the Tiṅanta Khan. d. a of the Bhat.t.ikāvya, which is devoted to illustrating the
Pān. inian finite verb categories, the last of which is the periphrastic future. Thus these eleven forms,
and indeed all the examples of the future in this section, can only be taken as exemplars of Pān. inian
grammar.38

The Bhat.t.ikāvya is dated to the 7th century A.D. The remaining three forms from the Poetic corpus
are later: two are from Buddhasvāmin’s Br. hatkathāślokasam. graha (BKS 10.273, 21.67), dated to the
9th cent., the other is in Jı̄va Gosvāmin’s Gopālacampū (fllg. GC 1.21.63), from the 16th century. All
three forms are mediopassives. Clearly such occasional forms in such late texts may be nothing more
than sporadic Pān. inisms. At the same time, there are at least two analytic 1/2.du/pl. forms: one occurs
in Ks.emendra’s Bhāratamañjarı̄ (BhM 19.174), a retelling of the Mahābhārata and likely therefore
imitating epic phraseology; the other occurs in the play Svapnavāsavadatta, attributed to Bhāsa, of
uncertain date.

In general, then, mediopassive and 1/2.du/pl. active forms of the periphrastic future are avoided in
later Sanskrit, and the few occurrences identified in the corpora analysed for this paper tell us relatively
little. The rarity of such forms may attest to an uncertainty on the part of Classical Sanskrit authors,
despite their certain familiarity with the formation as prescribed by Pān. ini. Overall, there is no clear
evidence to refute the claim that the periphrastic future as a (periphrastic or synthetic) part of the verbal
paradigm was something of an artificiality in Classical Sanskrit, deriving entirely from its specification
by Pān. ini (based on the early Vedic Prose language) and not reflecting the more natural, colloquial use
of the language as attested in the Sanskrit epics and inherited by the Classical tradition.

vayam (MatsP. 42.10), śāsitāro vayam (ViP. 1.17.50).
38The artificiality of the language in this part of the Bhat.t.ikāvya is clear from the heavy use of the passive construction,

which is otherwise almost never found with the periphrastic future. For example, at BhK 22.6 ‘you(sg.) will see’ is the
‘expected’ dras

˙
t
˙
āsi, but at BhK 22.4, BhK 22.7 and BhK 22.10 the same sense is rendered by 3rd person forms interpreted

passively, respectively darśitāras tvayā lit. ‘(pl) will be seen by you(sg)’, tvayā sam
˙

darśitārau lit. ‘(du) will be seen by you(sg)’
and bhavatā darśitā. . .dras

˙
t
˙
āraś ca ‘(sg) and (pl) will be seen by you(sg.hon)’. Even the periphrastic future of ěam ‘go’ is

used passively: ěantāyodhyā tvayā lit. ‘Ayodhyā will be gone to by you’.
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5 A DIACHRONIC ACCOUNT

It must therefore be acknowledged that the periphrastic future has a rather uncertain status for the
majority of the history of Sanskrit, and crucially its status is not uniform following its appearance in
the Vedic Prose period. In early Vedic Prose the periphrastic future is undoubtedly a paradigmatic
part of the Sanskrit verbal paradigm.39 This may be best understood, following Tichy (1992), in terms
of the ongoing obsolescence of the subjunctive and the paradigmatic opposition between present and
future imperative in Vedic Prose.

But there is little or no evidence that the early Vedic Prose paradigmatization of the periphrastic
future was continued in later Vedic and post-Vedic, and in Epic Sanskrit and the Purān. as the pe-
riphrastic future is indistinguishable from a sequence of agent noun plus copula. This suggests that
the paradigmatization of the periphrastic future was a development peculiar to the early Vedic Prose
dialect, not shared with the more colloquial contemporary dialects which fed into the later language.
The early Vedic Prose paradigmatization was adopted into Pān. ini’s grammar, however, from where it
became available for use in the Classical language, although even there unambiguously paradigmatized
forms are rare.

According to standard accounts, the periphrastic future does not exist in the R. gveda, being un-
ambiguously attested only from the early Vedic Prose period.40 However, once we acknowledge that
the periphrastic future as a paradigmatic tense formation was an innovation peculiar to the early Vedic
Prose language, and that for the most part in the history of Sanskrit the ‘periphrastic future’ was merely
a syntactic construction involving a form of the agent noun in -tr

˙
- with (usually) future sense, it is worth

considering again whether there are any traces of this syntactic construction in the earliest period. As
mentioned above, Jamison & Brereton (2014) assign a future sense to some instances of the agent noun
in the R. gveda, but such a semantic development is not necessarily dependent on any syntactic devel-
opment which could be associated with the later periphrastic future. That is, the issue is not whether
there is any semantic development towards the periphrastic future in the R. gveda, but whether there is
any syntactic development in that direction.

As discussed above there are two accentual variants of the -tr
˙
- agent noun in the R. gveda, and there

are strong tendencies in their object government: -́tr
˙
- usually governs accusative objects, while -t́r

˙
-

usually governs its logical object in the genitive. On grounds of accent, it is likely that the periphrastic
future is based on -t́r

˙
-, not -́tr

˙
-, which is unexpected given the regular genitive government of the

former in the R. gveda. However, even in the R. gveda there are up to thirteen examples of -t́r
˙
- governing

accusative objects. Most of these cannot be connected with the later periphrastic future, but are directly
related to the transitivity of -́tr

˙
-: Kiparsky (2016) shows clearly that there are morphological restrictions

on the formation of nouns in -́tr
˙
-, and that -t́r

˙
- could serve as a proxy for -́tr

˙
- where necessary. So, -́tr

˙
-

can only attach to a bare root in the R. gveda; prefixed forms such as ńıcetr
˙
- ‘observer’ were formed by

prefixation of the resulting noun. That is, with -́tr
˙
- e.g. [ńı- [ce -tr

˙
]-] is possible but [[ńı- ce] -tr

˙
]- is not.

In place of the latter, a -t́r
˙
- formation was used: [[ni- ce] -t́r

˙
]-. This accounts for most of the stems in

-t́r
˙
- which are found governing accusative objects in the R. gveda: nicetŕ

˙
- ‘observer’ to ńı-

√
ci, pranetŕ

˙
-

‘leader forth’ to prá-
√

n̄ı, upaśrot́r
˙
- ‘hearer’ to úpa-

√
śru, the possibly transitive apavakt́r

˙
- ‘exorciser’

to ápa-
√

vac, prayant́r
˙
- ‘provider’ to prá-

√
yam, prahant́r

˙
- ‘smasher’ to prá-

√
han, apavart́r

˙
- ‘opener’

39Though it is not necessarily a periphrasis, as noted above, since there is no evidence that any forms of the paradigm
necessarily consisted of two words in early Vedic Prose.

40The existence of the periphrastic future in the Atharvaveda is uncertain. There are no clear examples in the Śaunaka
recension, but Lubotsky (2002: 68, 139) finds two examples in the Paippalāda recension (AVP 5.12.4a and AVP 5.31.5d);
both are intransitive and 3sg., and so could arguably be forms of the agent noun.
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to ápa-
√

vr
˙
, abhisvart́r

˙
- ‘sounder’ to abh́ı-

√
svar .41

However, there remain two transitive stems in -t́r
˙
-: yant́r

˙
-, transitive in two instances (exx. 35 and

36), and avit́r
˙
-, transitive once (ex. 37).

(35) tvá ˙̆m
you.NOM.SG

soma
S.VOC

tanūkŕ
˙
dbhyo

self-made.ABL.PL

dvés
˙
obhyo

hostility.ABL.PL

’nyákr
˙
tebhya

other-made.ABL.PL

urú
wide.ACC.SG

yant´̄asi
provider.NOM.SG=be.2SG/provide.FUT.2SG

várūtham
protection.ACC.SG

‘You, Soma, provide wide protection from hostility, whether of our own making or of others.’
(RV 8.79.3)

(36) dádhir
establishing.NOM.SG

yó
who.NOM.SG

dh´̄ayi
establish.PS.AOR.3SG

sá
he

te
you.DAT

váyām
˙
si

power.ACC.PL

yant´̄a
provider.NOM.SG

vásūni
wealth.ACC.PL

vidhaté
worshipper.DAT.SG

tanū-p´̄ah
˙body-protector.NOM.SG

‘He establishes powers for you, who is established, he, protector of bodies, provides wealth to
the worshipper.’ (RV 10.46.1cd)

(37) inó
mighty.NOM.SG

vásu
wealth.ACC.SG

sá
he

h́ı
for

vód
˙
hā//

conveyor.NOM.SG

sánitā
winner.NOM.SG

v́ıpro
poet.NOM.SG

árvadbhir
horse.INS.PL

hántā
slayer.NOM.SG

vr
˙
trám

˙V.ACC.SG

nŕ
˙
bhih

˙man.INS.PL

ś´̄urah
˙
/

hero.NOM.SG

satyò
true.NOM.SG

’vit´̄a
helper.NOM.SG

vidhántam
worshipper.ACC.SG

‘For he is the mighty conveyor of wealth; (he is) the winner, poet, with his horses, slayer of
Vr.tra, hero with warrior-men; true helper of the worshipper (/truly he helps the worshipper).’
(RV 8.2.35c–36)

In all three examples, there is no necessary future sense, but the reference in all examples is to
a characteristic action of the subject which is implied to continue into the future. The context of the
R. gvedic hymns, invoking the gods for support, gives an inherently present-future orientation. Thus
the sense of these forms does not seem far distant from the use of the periphrastic future at later
periods, particularly given that not all examples of the periphrastic future at later periods show a clear
future sense (cf. ex. 13). But syntactically, these forms correspond precisely to the syntax of the later
periphrastic future, while they do not correspond to a regular construction involving -t́r

˙
- plus copula.

At this early period, we are certainly not dealing with a true periphrasis in the sense defined above,
but we could perhaps be dealing with a specialized syntactic collocation of agent noun plus (null)
copula, for which accusative case objects were licensed, which could be the direct forerunner of the
constructions labelled periphrastic future at later periods.

6 CONCLUSION

The traditional analysis of the periphrastic future, as recently updated by Stump (2012), treats it as a
paradigmatic tense formation from the early Vedic Prose period onwards. Bonami & Samvelian (2015)

41Transitive instances: nicet́r
˙
- x1 (RV 7.57.2a), pranet́r

˙
- x2 (RV 5.61.15b, RV 7.57.2b), upaśrot́r

˙
- x1 (RV 7.23.1d), possibly

apavakt́r
˙
- x1 (RV 1.24.8d), prayant́r

˙
- x2 (RV 7.19.1d, RV 4.21.9b), prahant́r

˙
- x1 (RV 10.27.1c), apavart́r

˙
- x1 (RV 4.20.8b),

abhisvart́r
˙
- x1 (RV 10.78.4d).
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propose a five-point scale between syntactic construction and synthetic formation in the context of their
analysis of periphrasis in Persian:

(38) analytic combination (ordinary head-complement structures) > quasi-analytic (head
complement structure with some distributional idiosyncrasies) > true periphrasis (limited
syntactic flexibility, paradigmatic integration) > quasi-synthetic (no syntactic flexibility, two
lexemes involved) > synthetic combination (ordinary synthetic morphology).

At no period in the history of Sanskrit do we find evidence for a true periphrasis. In early Vedic
Prose the construction is clearly paradigmatic, but there is no clear evidence that the construction
involves two lexemes, i.e. that it is anything other than a synthetic combination, even in the 1/2sg.
Pān. ini’s grammar explicitly treats the construction as fully synthetic, and the same therefore applies
to later Classical texts which follow Pān. inian prescriptions. On the other hand, in Epic Sanskrit, the
Purān. as, and later texts imitative of the epics, there is no positive evidence for paradigmatic integration,
and it appears we are dealing with either a purely analytic, or perhaps quasi-analytic, construction. The
usual, but not consistent, lack of distinct feminine/neuter forms of the agent noun with non-masculine
subjects is the strongest evidence for quasi-analytic status in this form of Sanskrit, but it does not
provide evidence for any degree of paradigmatic integration. Finally, in the R. gveda we may see the
beginnings of a quasi-analytic combination in the unexpected transitivity of three instances of the -t́r

˙
-

agent noun.
These findings have a number of significant consequences. They add further evidence in support of

the idea that Vedic Prose represents a dialect/sociolect which did not directly feed into the development
of post-Vedic Sanskrit (Jamison 1990). The innovation of a periphrastic future paradigm sets early
Vedic Prose apart from both R. gvedic and post-Vedic Sanskrit. These findings are also of interest
from the perspective of the Sanskrit grammatical tradition and the dating of Pān. ini. The common
assumption is that Pān. ini’s grammar reflects a late Vedic or early post-Vedic dialect.42 The fact that
Pān. ini’s treatment of the periphrastic future corresponds closely and only to the situation attested
in early Vedic Prose, however, supports the arguments of Bronkhorst (1982) that Pān. ini’s grammar
is based on a dialect closer to that of the early Vedic Prose period. This correspondingly suggests an
earlier date for Pān. ini than is usually assumed. Most importantly, the findings of this paper demonstrate
the dangers of ignoring potential variation between different diachronic states of a language. Taking
the evidence of early Vedic Prose and later (particularly Epic) Sanskrit as a homogenous whole does
lead to the conclusion that the periphrastic future is a true, paradigmatic, periphrasis. But it is clear
that such a uniform approach cannot account for the diachronic data, which attests to a construction
with different degrees of paradigmatic integration in different periods of Sanskrit.
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Mankad, 1965; vol. V, Sundarakān. d. a, ed. by G. C. Jhala, 1966; vol. VI, Yuddhakān. d. a, ed. by P. L.
Vaidya, 1971; vol. VII, Uttarakān. d. a, ed. by U. P. Shah, 1972–1975.

BONAMI, OLIVIER 2015. ‘Periphrasis as collocation’, Morphology 25, 63–110.

BONAMI, OLIVIER & SAMVELIAN, POLLET 2009. ‘Inflectional periphrasis in Persian’, in Stefan
Müller (ed.), Proceedings of the 16th International Conference on Head-Driven Phrase Structure
Grammar, Stanford, CA: CSLI Publications, 26–46.

BONAMI, OLIVIER & SAMVELIAN, POLLET 2015. ‘The diversity of inflectional periphrasis in Per-
sian’, Journal of Linguistics 51(2), 327–382.

BONAMI, OLIVIER & WEBELHUTH, GERT 2012. ‘The phrase-structural diversity of periphrasis: a
lexicalist account’, in Marina Chumakina & Greville Corbett (eds.), Periphrasis: The role of syntax
and morphology in paradigms, Oxford: Oxford University Press/The British Academy, 141–167.

BORI, (THE BHANDARKAR ORIENTAL RESEARCH INSTITUTE) 1999. ‘The Mahābhārata’, Au-
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