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FOREWORD

¢ Two Lectures on the Historicity of Language
Families’ formed a part of the Lectures, given at the
Department of Linguistics, Annamalai University, by
Dr. Andronov of Institute of Asian Nations, U.S.S.R.
Academy of Science. These lectures were given by
Dr. Andronov on 13th and 14th January, 1968 under
the presidentship of Dr. S. P. Adinarayan, the Deputy
Vice-Chancellor of the Annamalai University. Dr.
Andronov is well known in the field of Dravidian
Linguistics and I am very glad that his lectures are
published by the Centre of Advanced Study in

Linguistics, Annamalai University.

Centre of Advanced Study

in Linguistics S. AGESTHIALINGOM
Annamalai Unlversity Direotor
Annamalainagar

May 12, 1968



Cpreﬁace*

The notion of the genetic relationship of languages has
been introduced by comparative linguistics. At first, when
language was regarded as a biological organism, the genetic
relationship was understood in its literal sense. Later the
naturalistic conception of language was discarded, and this
expression has got to be used figuratively to denote the common
origin of linguistic forms. In the course of time, as suspicion
was growing that the Proto-language and the treelike scheme
of the development of language families were nothing more
than a scholarly construction which probably never had a real
correlate in actual history, the notion of the gentic relationship
of languages started losing much of its concrete meaning. The
Situation was aggravated by the discovery of the fact that
language is a system. The new approach to the understanding
of the nature of language compelled linguists to look at the
problem of genetic relationship from a new point of view. Now
it had to be treated not in terms of the common origin of
isolated linguistic forms but in terms of the common origin of
language systems as a whole.

* I am much indebted to the authorities of the Annamalai
University and the Centre of Advanced Study in Linguistics
for having granted me an opportunity to present this paper
at a special meeting of linguists in Annamalainagar in
January 1968. My thanks are due also to the Publications
Department which brought out these lectures in a booklet
form.
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As the latter include elements of heterogeneous origin, the
modern linguistic theory, strictly speaking, rules out the possibi-
lity of tracing a language or a group of languages to one parent
language. In practice, however, the tradition is followed and
linguistic relationship (probably for the simplicity of treatment)
is generally reduced to the likeness of a small number of the
most stable and conservative elements of the language structure.
The latter, however stable they may seem within the limits of
time open for investigation, do not differ in principle from the
rest of language elements and similarly are liable to erosion
and substitution in the course of the evolution of the whole
system. In any case the historicity of linguistic relationship
is a matter of fact, and one may be expected to raise a question

of how language families are formed, develop and disinte-
grate.

24 February, 1968
Moscow M. ANDRONOV



DRAVIDIAN AND ARYAN :
FROM THE TYPOLOGICAL SIMILARITY
TO THE SIMILARITY OF FORMS

It is generally accepted at present that Dravidian
languages served as a substratum, underlying the Old Indo-
Aryan language, when the latter appzared on the Indian soil
in the first half of the second millennium B. C., and that the
whole course of the subsequent development of both Indo-
Aryan and Dravidian was largely influenced and predeter-
mined by this circumstance. Their mutual influence on each
other, most probably, took shape of bilingualism of a great
portion of the mingling peoples.® The numerical superiority
was, obviously, on the side of the indigenous population,
which is testified by the rapid change and complete dissolution
of the ethnic type of the newcomers. One can suggest also
that in the first period of this contact bilinguals were recruited
chiefly from the native population. This is supported by a
great number of borrowings from Old Indo-Aryan found in
Dravidian with a comparatively insignificant number of
borrowings from Dravidian into Old Indo-Aryan.? Mean-
while, even in the case of equal proportion of Dravidian-born
and Aryan-born bilinguals, the number of Dravidian loan-

ICf. M. B. Emeneau, Bilingualism and structural bor
rowing, PAPS, vol. 106, No. 5, 1962, pp. 430-442.

2Cf. T. Burrow, Some Dravidian words in Sanskrit, Tps,
1945; T. Burrow, Further Dravidian words in Sanskrit,
BSOAS, vol. 12, No. 2, 1948 ; T. Burrow, The Sanskrit langu-
age, London, 1955.
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words in Old Indo-Aryan should have been higher, following
substantial changes in the world of things, which surrounded
Aryans after their advent to India. This suggestion is also
favoured by the fact that at the time of the first contacts the
Indo-Aryan language was a single whole (although it showed
dialect distinctions), whereas the indigenous population spoke
various languages, since the Proto-Dravidian unity had dis-
integrated long before that.?

Quite naturally, under such conditions, the Old Indo-
Aryan language soon got out of use, and not later than in
the VII century B. C.—i.e., at the time when Buddhist prea-
chers began to address popular masses in Pali —it became a
dead language (and the appearance of Panini’s grammar in the
V century B. C. confirms it once again).

It is difficult to say now how long the direct influence of
this language contact and the state of mass bilingualism, in
particular, continued. In any case, one of the consequences
of this mixture was a sharp change in the direction of the
development of Indo-Aryan, and new elements, typologically
similar or typologically allied to those found in Dravidian,
appeared in each of these languages and gradually increased
in number. Simultaneously, the number of relationship
elements, which connected the Indo-Aryan languages with the
rest of Indo-European, gradually diminished. The decisive
moment in this process was the Late Middle Indo-Aryan
period, a period of transition from the Apabhramsa stage to
New Indo-Aryan. The essence of this transition consisted in
the fact that the continuity of development of the grammatical

SFor details cf. M. Andronov, Lexicostatistic analysis of
the chronology of disintegration of Proto-Drayidian IIJ,
vol. 7, No. 2-3, 1964, pp. 170-186.
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structure, retained by the Indo-Aryan languages before, broke
off, and the quantitative accumulation of isolated new struc-
tural elements ended in a qualitative change of the whole
structure.

Some features of similarity between Indo-Aryan and
Dravidian have been repeatedly pointed out by various
scholars.* They have been noted both in the phonology and
in the morphology and syntax of all the Indo-Aryan langu-
ages. Thus, in phonology such features include the develop-
ment of retroflex consonants, characteristic of Dravidian, the
simplification of consonant clusters in accordance with
phonetic laws, similar to those found in Old Dravidian, fre-
quent voicing, spirantization and omission of single intervo-
calic stops, which is also characteristic of Old Dravidian. In
morphology this is, first of all, a shift from inflection to
agglutination in the word-changing. So, if Old Indo-Aryan,
like other Old Indo-European languages, has various types of
nouns with special sets of terminations in each gender and
number, in New Indo-Aryan there prevails a one-type declen-
sion with the same terminations in singular and plural. This
is generally true of the verb system too, in which the conju-
gation has got simplified. It is possible to point out further
similarities with Dravidian in suffixation types of the word-
building, in the wide development of imitative words and
echo-words, in modes of expression of the passive meaning
and comparison, and in many other cases of partial coinci-
dence. As for the syntax of New Indo-Aryan, here the coin-

4Cf., e.g., S. K. Chatterji, The origin and development of
the Bengali Language, Calcutta, 1926, pp. 170-178; J. Bloch,
L’Indo-Aryan du Veda aux temps modernes, Paris, 1934,
pp- 321-331; M. B. Emeneau, India as a linguistic area, Lg,
vol. 32, No. 1, 1956, pp. 3-16.
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cidence with the Dravidian norms is almost complete. As
S. K. Chatterji notes, “it is in syntax that Indian Dravidian-
dom and Aryandom are one. A sentence in a Dravidian
language like Tamil or Kannada becomes ordinary good
Bengali or Hindi by substituting Bengali or Hindi equivalents
for the Dravidian words and forms, without modifying the
word order, but the same thing is not possible in rendering a
Persian or English sentence in a NIA language.”® The wide
spread of postpositions and absolute verbal constructions, of
the so-called participial chains and compound verbs, the
characteristic word order and other similar traits bring the
New Indo-Aryan languages close to Dravidian, setting them
off, simultaneously, against any other of the Indo-European
languages.

The Dravidian languages, in their turn, have experienced
a clearly expressed influence on the part of the Indo-Aryan
languages. It is true that the innovations in their phonetic
and grammatical systems seem not to be as deep and self-
evident as it is with respect to Indo-Aryan. Besides that, it
should be kept in mind that by the moment of the first contact
with the Indo-Aryan adstratum the Dravidian languages
had already diverged to a considerable extent, and the Indo--
Aryan influence affected each of them individually. Therefore,
typological similarities could appear in some of the languages,
or even in one of them, and could not appear in other
languages. Although this problem has never been studied or
even raised before in connection with the phonology and
grammar of the Dravidian languages as a whole, still it is
possible to point out here some traits of undoubted typologi-

°S. K. Chatterji, The origin and development of the
Bengali language, § 82.
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cal similarity. Among such features in phonology should be
mentioned the loss of short e and 0 in Brahui, which, as is
known, can be met with just in Indo-Aryan,® the development
of nasal vowels and diphthongs of the Indo-Aryan type in
Brahui, Kurukh and serveral other languages, the develop-
ment of aspirates in some of the modern Dravidian langu-
ages. A convincing example of this kind is presented by the
gradual deviation from originally strict laws of combination
of sounds in all the modern Dravidian languages without
exception. (A special investigation will be necessary, of
course, in order to determine how far in this direction each
language has moved. )

A characteristic feature in the morphology is the gradual
loss of many synthetic negative forms of the verb in some of
the modern Dravidian languages and the substitution of
special negative words of the Indo-Aryan type in their place
with the following shift to an analytical mode of expressing
negation, similar to that of Indo-Aryan, by means of com-
bining positive verbal forms with negative verbs. Consider-
able changes have taken place in the system of nominal parts
of speech, too. Personal nouns, a typical Dravidian part of
speech, frequently met with in old texts, now got out of use
in many languages. On the other hand, all of them, probably
except Kurukh and several other, have developed adjectives,
originally not known in the old Dravidian languages but
essential for the Indo-Aryan nominal system. The same seems
to be true of adverbs.

In syntax a new Dravidian feature, typologically similar
to the Indo-Aryan structure, is the gradual development of

¢For Iranian parallels cf. M. B. Emeneau, Brahui and
Dravidian comparative grammar, Berkeley, 1962, pp. 7-8.
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compound and complex sentences, alien to Old Dravidian
(with an exception of sentences with direct speech).

It is in the vocabulary that the Indo—Aryan influence on
the Dravidian languages can be seen most clearly. Here the
percentage of words borrowed from the Indo-Aryan sources
reaches in certain languages seventy and even more. Especi-
ally high the rate of such loanwords stands in minor non-
literate languages of Central India and also in the languages
of the North, i.e., in Kurukh, Malto and Brahui. But even
in such great literary languages as Tamil, Telugu, Kannada
and Malayalam the number of nominal borrowings in some
texts is not much lower. As M. B. Emeneau and T. Burrow
note, “there is a tendency for all four of the Dravidian
literary languages of the south to make literary use of the
total Sanskrit lexicon indiscriminately’.”

The mutual penetration of grammatical structures, some
elements of which have been pointed to above, gradually
resulted in the fact that both Indo-Aryan and Dravidian in
their structural and lexico-semantic aspects noticeably
drew together and it is possible to assert, they drew
to each other even nearer than each of them was to its res-
pective parent. Thus colloquial Telugu, as far as these two
aspects are concerned, has more in common with its Aryan
neighbours, Oriya and Bengali, than, let us say, with old
Tamil. On their side, the both Indo-Aryan languages are
closer in their structures to Telugu, Kannada and other
Dravidian languages, than to Sanskrit. This is more or less
true of each pair of modern Indian languages.

"™. B. Emeneau and T. Burrow, Dravidian borrowings
from Indo-Aryan, Berkeley, 1962, pp. 1.
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The problem of the causes and ways of such development
of Indo-Aryan and Dravidian is, as it seems to me, a cardi-
nal problem of paramount importance for Indian linguistics.
Its significance for the general linguistic theory can hardly be
overestimated. It is connected with every principal problem
of linguistics, such as the concept of linguistic relationship,
its essence and origin, or the problem of the origin and
development of language families and their interrelations.
The correct answer to these questions would be of principal
practical importance for the successful solution of the compli-
cated (and sometimes intentionally entangled) linguistic
problem of India.

Unfortunately, until now linguistics, chiefly comparative,
had little to do with this problem. It did not go beyond
the casual and unsystematic mention of isolated elements of
similarity in the Janguages of India and could not offer any
theory, except the substratum theory, which little explained
and justly received from L. Bloomfield an epithet of a
“mystic” one.® The theory of “language unions”, which
principally differs little from the substratum theory, also
explains nothing here. It cannot be otherwise, however: the
comparative philology is engaged in studying those elements
of language, which have been inherited from its earlier stage,
and cannot say anything definite regarding those elements,
which have penetrated into it from the outside.

It is the typological approach to the linguistic analysis
which may be expected to turn out more fruitful in this case.
First of all, it will enable us to determine more exactly the
notion of linguistic relationship and those elements of which

8 L. Bloomfield, Language, London, 1955, p. 386.
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it is formed. Thus, for instance, the postposition ko, which
serves to express the object meaning in Hindi, is traced, as far
as its material is concerned, to a certain Old Indo-Aryan word
and can be regarded in this sense as an element of relation-
ship between Hindi and other Indo-European languages (there
are offered three or four etymologies). Here it must be kept
in mind, however, that this relationship is of the lexical and
not of the morphological level, whereas it is the latter that
plays the decisive part in determining language relationship.
On the other hand, the postposition ko or any other, as a
structural element of the morphological level, is alien to the
Indo-European languages and, as an element of the morpho-
logical structure, is typologically allied with Dravidian. A
special calculation will be necessary in order to determine
exactly the percentage of modern Indo-Aryan word-changing
sutfixes which have reliable Indo-European etymologies on
the morphological level. But even now it is possible to
presume from what is known at present that it will probably
turn out considerably lower than that found in other branches
of the Indo-European family.

In this connection it will not be unexpected that in the
‘structural and typological respects, too, the Indo-Aryan langu-
ages occupy a special position among other Indo-Eropean
languages. Thus, establishing six obligatory features of an
Indo-European language N.S. Trubetzkoy marks, among
others, that “there is no Indo-European language without
prefixes” and that ““in the modern Indo-European languages
the number of such prefixes increases considerably’’.? Since
it is known that the absence of prefixation forms one of the

°N. S. Trubetzkoy, Gedanken tiber das Indogermanen-
problem, AL, vol. 1, 1939, S. 84.
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distinguishing characteristics of modern Indo-Aryan, a ques-
tion arises as to how Trubetzkoy’s assertion that “a language,
which does not possess all the above-mentioned characteris-
tics, cannot be regarded Indo-European?® should be under-
stood. References to Bangali, Sindhi, New Indo-Aryan as
a whole, etc., which are met with in Trubetzkoy’s works,™
leaves no room for questioning whether he was acquainted
with the New Indo-Aryan languages or not.!?

To my conviction, it will be more appropriate to ask
here whether the language relationship can develop in such a
way that one language or several languages belong to a certain
linguistic family, whereas their descendants do not belong to
it, lose their ties of relationship with it. If the number of
relationship elements, which connect a certain language or a
group of languages with a whole family, does not remain
constant and can vary, e.g. can diminish as in our case, there
must be such a border-line beyond which this relationship
becomes very distant and even ceases to be felt at all. If a
language or a group of languages can absorb elements, origi-
naly foreign to them and related to another group of languages
and if the number of such elements, now common to the both
groups of languages, can gradually increase, there must be
such a border-line beyond which these new common elements
begin to prevail in these languages and to determine their

relationship.

The known history of the Dravidian and Indo-Aryan
languages proves that their structural elements have been

10 jbidem, S. 85.

uCf,, e.g., N. S. Trubetzkoy, Grundztige der Phonologie,
Gottingen, 1958.

12M. B. Emeneau, India as a linguistic area, p. 8.
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developing just in this direction. Moreover, the Indo-Aryan
word-changing suffixes show an explicit tendency towards
losing their formal similarity with the respective Indo-European
terminations. Now it is left to find out whether it is possible
in principle for the word-changing suffixes of New Indo-
Aryan and Dravidian to develop new formal similarity.

Some elements of such similarity have been noted long
ago. In the absence of a better explanation, they have been
usually treated as mere borrowings from Dravidian to
Indo-Aryan and vice versa. Thus e.g., B. Mazumdar regards
as borrowings from Dravidian the objective case suffixes kus
ké in Oriya and Bengali'® (cf, similar suffixes ~ku,~ke in
Tamil, Malayalam, Kannada, Tulu and Telugu) or the void
of reliable parallels in other Indo-~Aryan plural suffixes —ra,
~gulo/-guli in Bengali* (cf. similar suffixes -r,—gal,|-gul in
Tamil, Malayalam, Kannada, Kota, etc.). Similarly, J. Bloch
belives that the infinitive suffix -n@ in Gondi and Kurukh
“is undoubtedly borrowed from Hindi” and that another
suffix of the Gondi infinitive /e is borrowed from Eastern
Marathi.'® It is possible to add here the future tense suffix
=b- (from -v-) in the eastern group of Indo-Aryan, a few
finite forms of the Marathi verb, elc.

Any possibility of the direct borrowing of word-changing
suffixes seems improbable, whether they have good etymolo-
gies or not. At the same time, certain aspects of their such

*B. Mazumdar, History of the Bengali language, Cal-
cutta, 1927, pp. 73-74.

“Ibidem, pp. 87-88. Cf. also Mazumdar’s examples of
the plural suffix —ga/ in Pali.

1. Bloch, Structure grammaticale des langues dravidien-
nes, Paris, 1946, pp. 62-63.






