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§ 1 Introduction.

In these days when classical Scholars are bestowing
deserved attention on the Graco-Indian problem*, and are
proving the indebtedness of either the one country
or the other, it may not be amiss to do a little side-
work and consider the close similarities of the Greek
and Sanskrit languages. The Graco-Indian problem is
a matter of peculiar interest. The striking similarities of
the pre-Socratic cosmogonies of Greece and the Paurinic
cosmogonies of India, of Neo-Platonic mysticism and
Yogic ecstasy, of the legend-conceptions in the Iliad and
the Ramayana, of astronomical names and conceptions
like Jamitra and Swuerpor, and in general the analogies
of sculpture and dramaturgy in Greece and India--all
these and more have turned the attention of classical
Scholars to the question of ¢ priority ’ in all these depart-
ments of human activity. Various theories have been
advanced to prove the indebtedness of either the one coun-
trv or the other. In our present Essay, however, we are
immediately concerned with the very close resemblance
existing between the two noblest languages of the world-
Greek and Sanskrit. We shall notice fkis especially in
this Essay, leaving the problem of philosophical resem-
blance to some future date.

* I refer to such valuable attempts as Prof. H. G. Raulinson’s forth-coming
book on ¢ The Intercourse between India and the Western world " publighed by
Qxford University Press.
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Indeed, there have been enthusiasts even here, cer-
tain critics maintaining that the Sanskirt language
“ surpasses the Greek in all those perfections of form which
have been hitherto considered the exclusive property of
the latter 7' (Bopp), others holding that Sanskrit does but
make poor show in comparison with Greek and going
even to the length of saying that it is an unworthy
¢ forgery " of the Greek language (Duguld Stewart). To
both we answer that the worth of a language is not to be
judged from the many grammatical ¢ forms ™ which it can
keep in service, but from the /iterature it embodies. It
is merely admiring the rind, and not the kernel, to say
that such and such a language can command such a
lengthy list of forms. It isthe soul and not the body
which is worth loving, and he must be a poor admirer
who loves the graces of the body, and not the beanty of
the soul.

And considered from the point of view of literuture,
it is very difficult to say which of the Literatures bears
away the palm. That is a question which I leave to more
competent critics to decide. 1 shall be here directly
concerned with the extremely close resemblances to
Sanskrit language which can be observed even in a partial
study cf Greek. It is not without significance that when
Western Scholars flrst began the study of Sanskrit, they
should have deemed that an entirely new and unoccupied
field had opened up before them ; and it is to the European
study of Sanskrit that the origin of Comparative Philology
is to be traced. Indian Scholars, on the other side, may
have the same kind of feeling wlen they begin the study
of the Greek language and it is their duty to contribute
their quota to the study of Comparative Philology. Indeed,
Philology has been generally supposed by people to be a
subject almost as dry as dust; and as much of this censure
is due to their own ignorance of other languages than
their own, as to the usual habit of Philologers of not
clothing their thoughts in flesh and blood, I shall, there~
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fore, try to place before my readers as clearly and simply
as possible the many points of resemblance between the
two Languages; but I cannot help feeling that in the
present attempt I may not be able to enlist the sympathies
of those Greek Scholars who do not or will not learn
Sanskrit, and also of those Sanskrit scholars who do not or
will not learn Greek.

My apology for this Essay is that, in the first place
when so much labour has been spent on showing the
resemblances of Greek and Latin, comparativelv little has
been done to show the not less wonderful resemblances
of Greek and Sanskrit. In the second place, though the
problens of Common Koofs has been handled ably in such
books as Baly’s Eur-Aryan Roots, not much has been
«done to note the points of Grammar. Thirdly, there is no
concise statement of the resemblances of Greek and Sans-
krit. Bopp has intermixed reflections on so many other
languages, that a scholar who wants to note the resembla-
nces ofGreek and Sanskrit only, does not know the wood
for the trees in Bopp. I thought therefore that a concise
and clear statement of the salient points might interest
both Greek and Sanskrit scholars. [ may add that the
essay is based on an independent study of the languages.
Indian Scholars have been standing too much on other
people’s legs, especially on the legs of Germans. And
an independent wayv of thinking will give the needed
corrective to the there-is-a-lion-in-the-path policy of
Indians.

I will muke one or two more remurks before I come
to the subject proper. I have throughout used the Greek
and Deventigari characters instead of the usual Roman. It
is as bad a policy to print Devan@gart in Roman charac-
ters as, for example, to write Greek in Roman characters
{which is, by the way,sometimes dyne by printers for want
of type). If Luropean scholars cannot read Devanagari
fluently, why, they must cultivate the habit of reading
the same. Do not Indian scholars at first find it difficult
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to read the German or the Greek alphabet? Kuropean
scholars must pay the pirce of learning a new alphabet,
before they begin the study of a language. The second
remark that I wish to make is that it is only the Classical
Sanskrit Grammar that is being mainly compared in
this Kssay with the Greek and not the Vedic Grammar
(except in the treatment of accents, which donot exist
in classical Sanskrit). The Vedic Grammar was only a
Grammar in the making ; and we cannot compare the
established forms of Greek with those of a Grammar
which was only in the making.

§ 2 Alphabet,

The alphabets of the two languages may be set
forth in the following comparative scheme :—

AATE T HF WHRITSE TT& AT A e
{-..)'.\r_..._..)-.__.-.—.\ P, A-A-—-\

Vox Lon 1 € Xt 0,0y Oy con

£ £ w E3 4

£ X Vi ‘s Y

g
q aq g g 1

Same as :above
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i
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O P e R

¥ L) q e 4 q
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d L = T A ¥ 4 =
P A r .o o -
=, Ry 5
' ¢ ¥
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The four Sanskrit vowels % = = = appear inno
other language, for the simple fact that they are not
needed. Speaking from the purely utilitarian point of
view, their place can well be taken by % and g res-
pectively., Every European knows by experience how
hard it is for him to accustom himseif to the pronuncia-
tion of these strange vowels, Hence, it is meet that they
do not appear in Greek.

¢ and ar} ought to be merely diphthongs as they are
treated in Greek, and not pure voweles.

Y can be rendered into Greek by o or w, but more
properly by the latter; and there is no vowel sound
corresponding to the o in Sanskrit.

:7 and 37 : are no vowels at all, and are not recognised
by Panini; their places can be taken by the nasal and the
aspirate respectively.

Among the consonants, it may be noticed that there

is no consonant in Greek except the {=%@, to take the
place of the soft aspirates in Sanskrit viz. %, 7. g %, 9.

In Greek, no difference is made between the dentals
and the linguals and they are fused together.

It may be noticed that - before «, vy, ¥ or £ cor-
responds to the Sanskrit &.
No palatal exists in Greek except the (.

In Greek, there are no semi-vowels answering to the
Sanskrit @, W, ¥, %, and the double consonant #. The
Digamma of Greek (F) corresponds to the Sanskrita, the
aspirate breathing ° does the work of s. The double
consonant £ ( =« + o) is exactly the ¥ (& + &) of
sanskrit, And though there is no conjunct consonant in
Greek for g, it has got a v, for which, except a coinable
o, there is no recognised conjunct consonant in Sanskrit.

One may notice by comparing the two sets of alpha-
bets, how very near the Greek alphabet is to the
Sanskrit, muchnearer than it is for example to the Latin,
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German and French alphabets. The division into Gutturals,

.Linguals, Labials etc. exists naturally in Greek, and can
only be artificially imposed upon the Latin alphabet ;
and thus it greatly resembles the divisions of Sanskrit
.Alphabets in the same groups. |

§ 3 Accents

We now come to a very fundamental part of the Greek
system viz. the accents. And the similarity and the differ-
ence of the Greek and Sanskrit accents bave not been, to
the best of my knowledge, previously noticed in detail.
All, who have even a tolerable knowledge of the
Vedas, know how integral a part the accents form in
the Vedic system. The accents gradually dropped out of
use ; and what we have now is an accentless Sanskrit. It
may be noticed that though it is customary even now to
‘mark the accents in Greek composition (otherwise it
would not be a scholary composition at all), in pro-
nunciation (e. g. in the English pronunciation of Greek)

‘the accents are entirely ignored. And the time will
surely come when the accents will be considered a mere
encumbrance, a mere lumber,and will drop out of use
even in composition. This seems to be what has happened
in the evolution of the sanskrit language, and writers like
Mammata, the author of the Kavya-Prakasa, have said
qF a7 q FeF @0 @FHagancEd ( Ullasa 11): “In the
Vedas only and not in Classical literature are accents to
make us conscious of a particular meaning.”

But both in Greek and Sanskrit, the origin of the
accents is to be sought for in the necessity of showing to
the unlettered many the particular pitch at which a letter
was to be uttered. The Greeks actually did this for the
sake of the ¢ barbarians’ ; the Indians might have done
it for the untutored inlanders. Another reason for the
Indian accent was the prevention of text-corruption, by
compelling a particular accent for a particular word,
especially, when the Literature could only exist on the
lips of people. -
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This soon degenerated in India, and we find a cir-
cumflex uttered at a higher pitch than the acute! This
never was so in Greece, The acute retained its proper
dignity and supremsacy.

It may also be noticed that logically there can be
only three accents, the acute with a high pitch, the grave
with a low pitch, and the circumflex, representihg a fusion
of thetwo. This was what happened both in Greece
and India. In Greek, the acute was marked '; in Sans-
krit, it was curiously left unmarked. [ By the bye, it may
here be mentioned that Whitney has done real service to
the cause of Sanskrit accents by maerking them in the
Greek fashion throughout his very learned grammar ]. In
Greek, the grave was marked '; in Sanskrit, it was marked
with a line below. The circumflex in Greek was marked’;
in Sanskrit, it wasmarked with a vertical stroke above.
It was this latter method of marking a circumflex with a
vertical stroke in Sanskrit, that must have led to the
undesirable higher pitch of the circumflex, to which re-
ference has been made above.

But while the Greeks did not divide the circumflex
into different varieties, this was what actually happened
in India. The Indian circumflex was first divided into
two varieties, the independent or organic circumflex, and
the dependent or accessory circumflex. Then, each of
these was divided into different sub-varieties ; and these
are too complicated to mention.

One point, however, which is common t¢ the Greek -
circumflex and the Indian organic circumflex may be
mentioned. The Indian organic circumflex, which main-
tained its character in all situations, could be on a /ony
vowel or on a short vowel; thus @Y i mF: or weex 3 =4

in the former case the numeral 3 was put, in the latter,

the numeral 1. The Greek circumflex could, exactly like

the Indian organiccircumflex of the variety 3,exist only on
6 [Sk. R. §, 2.)
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a vowel Jong by nature or a diphthong. To the variety 1
of the organic circumflex, and to the dependent cir-
cumflex, there is no parallel to be found in Greek.

Logically, again, in either language, there could be
only one acute accent in a word. This was what happened
both in Greek and Sanskrit. But there might be skort
forms, which might not claim their due of an acuate.
accent. This also is the same in both lauguages, and in
the case of identical forms. Thus while the Greek
pronominal forms ue, wov, uot, ze, 7ov, cor, are entirely ac-
centless, in the sense that they throw their accent on to
the preceding word, their equivalent pronominal forms in
Sanskrit are also accentless e. g. AT. &, AT, ALT AL T
While the short Greek words wov, wot, wote, ye, 76, vor,
o 1 ot are also accentless, the shorf Sanskrit words
=T, I, T, T, 8T, {44, § are also without accent. The Greek
Enclitics and Proclitics merge in the Sanskrit Atona
proper.

But there is one psculiarity in Sanskrit which must
be noticed. No word in Greek can have fwo acute accents.
There are words in Sanskrit, especially the dual com-
pounds, and infinitive datives in @2 which have two acute
accents, simply for the fact that the words take time in
pronunciation ; e. g. =rATIRIT, srewda.  Just as the ab-

]

normally short forms have no accent, the abnormally long
forms might claim two ! [his is an accent with a revenge.

In both languages, there is a change of accents, one
into another, according to the necessities of declension,
conjugation, or position in a sentence involving crasis or
contraction. But while in Sanskrit, the acute never
changes and holds always its imperial place, in Greek it
changes into circumflex and even into grave. It changes
into circumflex when e. g. 7iuy becomes 7wie and Ty
i. e. in Genitive and Dative. It changes into grave when
e. g. « 76 Tourov becomes wwo 7ourov. The only accents
which change in Sanskrit are the grave and the cir-
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cumflex (dependent). They both change into one
another ; and never do they become acute or vice versa,
In ¥+ for example, the grave & becomes circumflex ; and
in gw @ the circumflex 7 of the former becomes again

grave, by the necessities of position, into the details of
which we need rot enter in this place.

In crasis, however, there is an important difference
in Greek and Sanskrit. In Greek, when crasis takes
place, the accent of the first word disappears, and that
of the latter takes its place; as «ei for vet /. In Sans-
krit, the acuteis always powerful irrespective of posi-
tLion.

The Verbs and Vocatives do retain an acute accent
in Greek ; in Sanskrit, both lose their acute account. It
seems that while Greek is right in the case of the verb,
it is wrong in the case of the Vocative, which being
treated like an interjection, ought, as in Sanskrit, to have
no acute accent. Similarly, the Sanskrit usage for the
verh seems to have no justification.

Moreover, the general process of the Greek acceut
may be described as a movement backwards, just as that
of the Sanskrit accent is a movement forwards. The
tendency in Greek, asis well-known, is to throw the
accent as far back as possible; as Aeyo and Aeyer ;.
«v@pimou, and c:v('?pw?rm; the tendency in Sanskrit is to
throw the accent as much further as possible; e. g.
azar (the gy being accented). To this same tendency is
to be traced the phenmenon of each of the later enclitics
in Greek to throw the acute accent on to the preceding
syllable, as & ric wmot ¢pyot more, and the phenomenon
of monotone (or as Panini calls it gFggfa) of preceding
grave accents in Sanskrit throwing the burden on to the
later graves ¢. ¢. wgsfigdssx, in which & throws its

burden on tog, and & to g, until a halt comes as ni
gzshwdsimw. There is only one exception to the
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‘above in the case of the possessive compounds in Sans-

krit where accent is thrown backwards 7. ¢. on the first
member of the compound ; thus, for example, the posses-
sive compound gaawe ‘“possessing the brightness of
the Sun” has the acute accent on & ; while the same com-
pound, if genitive, has the accute on =.

§ 4 Sandhi.

The so-called Elision, Contraction and Crasis in Greek
are but different aspects of the same phenomenon, which
is most appositely described by the Sanskrit word Sandhi
(= combination). 1t is remarkable that this combination
takes place both in the case of vowels and in the case
of consonants in both languages, and the combinations
also are identical. Thus, the student of Sanskrit may see
remarkable coincidences to Sanskrit in the following
‘Greek contractions :—

« + ¢ =« cf qT+EE = q¥E
X + 5 = & cf. H¥+§ﬂi=ﬂhi
« + 0 = cf. @&F+ goes =Y%Fﬁ'qaﬂi
« + = cf. a7+ {E = qawT:

e + 5 =gy cf. A+ Fw = W

These are vowel-combinations. The consonantal com-
binations we shall have due occasion to notice further on,
while we shall have to speak of consonantal declension

and conjugation. The coincidences there will be found
still more remarkable.

§ 5 Article

It is the duty of a philologer mnot only to

notice the resemblances, but also the differences in the
case of the languages under consideration. In so doing,
he gives due attention to the respective genius of the
languages, which made them develop in a particular way.
Such a difference presents itself in the case of the Article.
Out of the three classical languages, Sanskrit, Latin and
Greek, it is only the Greek which shows the existence of
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the article ; the first two have no article. Thus, while
the function of the article is served in Sanskrit by the
demonstrative pronoun, and while the Latin mensa =
table, a table, and the table, there is a distinct Definite-
Article in Greek, and has all the three genders: o # 7o,
and all the cases of the noun. But, even Greek does not
show the existence of the Indefinite article, which isa
particular feature of the modern languages of Europe:
German, French and English. One does not know how
to account for the existence of the Definite Article in
Greek, while it is not to be found in the sister classical
languages, Sanskrit and Latin.

§ © Declension

(1) We now come to the first of the two pillars of
any Grammatical System, namely, the Declension of
nouns, and the Conjugation of verbs. And here we might
begin with the consideration of cases. Of all the langua-
ges of the world, Sanskrit shows the largest variety of
cases ; other languages show a comparatively smaller
number. Thus, while Sanskrit shows 8 cases, Latin shows
6, Greek shows 5, and German and Freach only 4 ; while
there is absolutely no declension proper in English, and
there are no cases (the Noinative case in English is the
so-called designation of the Subject, and the Accusative, of
the Object ; but because, there is no variation of form
in these, we might either say that there are no cases in
English, or if at all, only one case). It may be noticed
that in whatever language the cases are lacking, the

function of these is served by prepositions. The Sans-
krit cases are :—

Nominative. I Ablative,
Accusative. Genitive.
Instrumental. t Locative.
Dative. | Vocative.

Of these, the Instrumental and Locative are lacking
in Latin ; (though there formerly existed a Locative in
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Latin, it has now dropped out). These together with the
Ablative are lacking in Greek. These three together
with the Vocative are lacking in French and German.

We see from the above that a language retains only
those cases which are vital to its existence, and we also
see that the unused cases, following the law of Natural
Selection, drop out in course of time. The four funda-
mental cases, therefore, seem to be the Nominative,
Accusative, Dative and Genitive. The Vocative is pro-
perly no case; it is an interjection, often identical in
form with the Nominative. The Instrumental,as in Greek,
may safely merge in the Dative; e. g. the sentence “he
kills the man wit/ & stone” may be rendered by the Da-
tive ; 7ov «Bpomor A «moxtelvee. The Ablative may
safely merge in the Genitive, as it has actually done in
Greek, and as it already shows a tendency in Sanskrit to
be often identical in form with the Genitive, ¢. g. gzz:
is both Ablative and Genitive Singular. The Locative
again may be identical with the Genitive, as in Greek and
Latin. In the latter, the Locative forms XKomae and
Corinthi are the same as the Genitive forms. One very
interesting consequence follows from this merging of the
Locative in the Genitive in the Greek Ilainguage. As
we shall notice later on, the Genitive Absolute in
Greek has striking similarities to the Genitive Absolute
in Sanskrit; but, it may be noticed that there is a Loca-
tive Absolute also in Sanskrit. Now as there is no Locative
in Greek, there is no Locative Absolute also ; and as the
Locative has merged in the Genitive, the Locative Abso-
lute of Greek merges in the Genitive Absolute.

(a) With regard to Number, it may be noticed that
Greek and Sanskrit areat one in having a Dual, and in this
respect they differ from all other languages. Thus, there
is no dual in Latin, German or French ; and eve P3li and
Prakrit, which are otherwise so similar to Sanskrit, in
this case follow the Latin in refusing to admit the dual. -
The origin of the dual in both Greek and Sanskrit is to be
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traced to the necessity of characterising things which
necessarily go in pairs, as the eyes, the ears, the hands
and the feet ; and as these cannot be pluralised ( unless it
were in the case of Siva who had got three eyes, and in
the case of Ravana who had got 20 eyes, 20 ears, zo hands
and 20 feet, and to boot, 10 heads ), it was found nec % -
sary to invent a new kind of number altogether. The
dual has existed even from the times of the Veda, where
a prominent use seems to have been made of it e.g.
AT, fraraer, ararefrdt, the last once more illustrating
what we have said above that the dual necessarily was
used about things like “ the heaven and the earth ” which
went in pairs in human thought.

Another thing to be noticed both in Greek and Sans-
krit is that when once the dual was intreduced in thé case
of nouns, it was necessary to introduce it in the case of
verbs also, as otherwise a dwa/ subject might have a
plural verb. Hence, we find the dual even in the case of
verbs beth in Greek and Sanskrit,

(3) Coming to Declension proper, we might divide
it into vowel daclension and consonantal declension,
according us ik stem ended in a vowel or in a consonant,
In either case, in the latter possibly more than in the
former, the resemblances between Greek and Sanskrit are
very remarkable.

In the former case, as well as in the latter, the case
terminations are almost identical with those in Sanskrit :—

¢ for Nom : Sing corresponds to g

v for Acc : T ys TR ¢
os for Gen: ,, ’ w T Ory
0*( or (.0 fOI‘ Dat . 3 13 3 U.' oT q

So far in the case of Masculine nouns.

The f~zinine consonantel nouns are to be exactly

5
¥

declined L._& the masculine consonantals, both in Greek
and Sanskrit, thus ¢ ¢ptA<€ and 5 udo7e€ are to be similar.
1y declined, as well as wirgg m and 393 /.
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The vowel feminines of the 1st deci?;nsion in Greek
end in < or y as yépx and 7wy, corresponding exactly to
the vowel feminines of Sanskrit ending in aqrand § as
arat and €y, the Paninian terminations being arr and
1y or iy .

The Neuter of the second declension in Greek ends
in » (both for Nom:and Acc:) as 7o ddpoy, 70 ddpov,
corresponding exactly to the neuter of Sanskrit ending
in &, (both for Nom : and Acc:) as 4, 74.

The Neuter consonantals of the third declension in
Greek take no termination for Nom: Voc: Acc:, and in
other cases are similar to the Masculine, corresponding
exactly to the neuter consonantals in Sanskrit, which take
no termination for Nom: Voc: Acc: and in  other cases
are similar to the masculine. Thus roux, coux, Fdux,
T uxTos, swuxtc correspond to w=gg, wezd, wezq, NSTA:
and =g,

But more striking than any of the above resemblan-
ces are those which consonantal stems display in both the
languages while fusing with succeeding consonatal termi-
nations. Thus—

Kkt Yyt xtse=¢
{a."-!-a, THE, " T =
PUA«l, uxaTifty o correspondma to ey
THEH I BT ET
as in ¢preyr and arcg
But while
(™ ¢ and § are dropped before ¢ in Greek,

{‘;T—!-g, Bt ¢o+e=

2 q is , after 1, ¥, 3 in Sk. in
the Nom:

and not ,, . ' in the

Loc:

Thus Axunxe and Axumxs: may be contrasted with

gy and IV the @ being dropped in the ﬁrst case and
not dropped in the latter.
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Other consonantal fusings we shall have occasion to
notice under the heading Conjugation.

§ ¥ Comparatives and Superlatives.

In the comparison of adjectives again, we meet
with resemblances which are extremely notéworthy:

The general terminations in Greek for forming Come
paratives and Superlatives are rtepos and 7xvos correse
ponding to the Sanskrit avr and gg (how the g in the
latter came to take the place of = is a mystery !). Thus

FoPos 0P TEPOS TOPWTXTOS
=i fag= A,
But in Sanskrit, the terminations gr and &% are not

restricted to adjectives as in Greek ; they are sometimes
applied even

(a) to substantives :—

T TAT TR
&1 ST STAAT

(&) to verbs (in the form of arr and amm) :—
T qIRATH THTATHATH
cooks cooks better cooks best

(¢) to pronouns:—

[ FAT FAHR
which,  which of the two, which of the many

(d) to nouns with case inflections :—

e Tt qITRAR
(¢) and to adverbs, which finds a parallel in
Greek :—
Lk g ATIEATTH ATHEARTH
Fopos FodwTEpOr TOPWTHTX
rwdpovs TRDPOYETTEPOY  TRPPOVETTXTx

Then, there is a second method of forming compa-

ratives and superlatives in Greek by adding the termina-
7 [Sk. R. i, 2]
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tions wv and «ros, corresponding exactly to g and
TY ; thU.S,
1}3129 ;}&"m, 5}510-7'09_
TE AT Qite:s
These in hoth langua;ges are special comparatives and
superlatives.
It: addition to the two methods above, there is a
third arbitrary method of forming degrees of comparison
quite irresponsibly: thus,

3

o’qyxé’c;s‘ ( UELVGT XPLTTOS

1 BenTiaw BéATirTos
Ig 5 ?BTW&{ T

| sa1ad, Y

It may be noticed in these that it is not the termi-
nations that are arbitrary, but only the sfem assumed in
either language, to which the terininations are applied,

§ 8 Numerals
We next come to the Numerals. The similarities
noticed in the pronunciation of Numerals has been one
of the stock arguments of philologists in favour of point-
ing out the common origin of languages. Thus, for
example, the similar forms pointed out in the three
languages, namely,

Sanskrit: =g TETZI LG FYTTE

of i -
Greek: Sk €y €K o O€kx TpEt ¢-0fKkx
Latin: decem undecim duodecim tredecim

have been one of the chief foundations of comparative
Philology. These similarities are not interesting gram-
matically, but, as I said, historically. One can scarcely
deny the common origin of the Indo-European languages
after a consideration of these.

But it is not this aspect that I want here to lay
chief stress on ; it is neither that ordinals corresponding
10 these cardinals are similar in all the languages; Dbut it
is rather the fact that the human mind is seen in its con-
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structive activity in the formation of the adverdial nu-
merals. But this mind can go no further in this case
than three or four paces, and then it leans on a crutch. '
Thus for example compare the following :—

Greek. Sanskrit. Laiin. German. French,

ATXE qaFd semel - ein  mal une fois
St & bis zwei ,, deux ,,
rpls =3 ter drei ,, trois ,,
TeT pxcts I quater vier quatu ,,

' . . . e .
mevTxkis  qwEer:  quinquies-eus fiinf ,, cing
corresconding respectively to the English : —

once, twice, thrice, four times, five times. In
Greek, the human mind takes three paces and then
leans on the crutch of xeo; in Sanskrit and Latin it
takes four paces, and then leans on swag: and ews respect.
ively ; in German and French, it is absolutely lame and
reclines on the crutch (mal and fois) from the beginning ;
in English, as in Greek, it goes thres paces and then sub-
stitutes the ever-recurring ‘‘times.” The reason for this
phenomenon is obviously that it is only the first 3 or 4
forms which are in constant wse in any language ; and in
further forms, there is the grammatical red tape !

§ 9 Conjugation.

(1) When we come to Conjugation, we come to even
greater similarities than have been noticed in the forego-
ing pages.

The Auxiliary verb in both languages is identical,

the stems being ¢r and sy respectively. The forms also
which it undergoes are very often the same. For example

etut is equivalent to afeg.

2 ! LS
€aTTI 1) T

3 !

CTUEY ’ ™" .

Ll

Ny 1Y) HATHT .,

In other forms, there is a difference.
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(2) In Greek, as in Sanskrit, there are z4ree voices -
the active, the middle, and the passive, corresponding
respectively to qmu9y, M@AweT and what Whitney calls
the g-class. Whitney, however, takes the passive not to
be a Voice but a Conjugation ; and in his opinion there
are two voices in Sanskrit “as in Greek’ ( Whitney's
Grammart P. 200) ! However that might be, the passive of
Greek is exactly the ¥-class of Sanskrit.

Now, exactly as in Greek, there are many roots in
Sanskrit which belong to both the active and the middle
voices ; while there are others which belong to only the
middle (i. e. srreqagx ).  These latter in Greek are well-
known as Deponent verbs, in as much as they have ¢ laid
. aside” their Active forms.

Now, a peculiarity of Sanskrit must here be noticed.
Particular prepositions in combination with particular
verbs change the voice of the verb altogether ; e. g. wx
which is Active becomes Middle when the preposition
& precedes ; on the other hand, ¥w which is Middle be-
comes Active when the prepositions 1%, a1 and q¥ precede.
Thus we see how prepositions have the power to deprive
verbs of their original voice.

It may also be noticed that in Greek, as in Sanskrit,
the terminations of the Middle and the Passive are exactly
and alwavs identical. Nay, most of the forms themselves
are identical in many cases. Scholars may recall to mind
the manyv cases of the identity of the Middle and Passive
forms of both Greek and Sanskrit roots.

Not only this, even the senses that are meant to be
conveved by the Active und the Middle Voices in Greek
and Sanskrit are identical. Thus, in either language, the
Active was meant to have a transitive meaning, as throw-
ing the action on to others, and the Middle was meant to
have a reflexive meaning, as throwing the action back to
oneself. This meaning is absolutely clear in the
very significant epithets qr#isd ( = W& vg ) and srewags
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{= =rer® q2) that were invented by Sanskrit grammarians.
This seems to have been the original foundation of the
difference between the two kinds of voices in both langu-
-ages ; but while Greek has very nearly retained even now
this important difference, it has been almost entirely
effaced in Sanskrit, especially in the Epics, where the
necessities of versification have often compelled the use
of a wrong voice. [he difference of voice, compeliing a
difference of meaning, can be beautifully illustrated from
two Greek infinitives: While 78évxt ronovs (Active =gemggs)
can be used of a despot who enacts laws for others, we
can only use 7(Berdx rouovs (Middle = syregagz ) of a self-
governing nation, which enacts laws for itself. Thus we
see that the original difference between Active and Middle
has been retained in Greek.

There is again another difference between Greek and
Sanskrit. In Sanskrit, the difference of voice in the case
of Roots is extended in part to the participles, but never
to the infinitives; in Greek, it is extended tothe participles
and even to the infinitives. Thus

Pr.p. P.p. Infin.
mx (Active) w=gs§ T T,
W (Middle)  owaToT € g
while,
At (Active) Aver AvTxg Aty
Al (l\’Iiddle) Avoueros Avswueroy AveaBxt

wrvg and ¢7g must always end in & ; but Averr and Avesfx do
not both end in ew.

(3) In Greek, there are two varieties of Future, two
varieties of Perfect and two varieties of Aorist ;in Sans-
krit, similarly, we have two varieties of Future, two
varieties of Perfect, but c/assically speaking, the appalling
number of 7 varieties of Aorist. The beginner may well
e confused at this menacing number of 7 varieties, and
Whitney has done excellent service to the cause of Aorist
by simplifying the varieties, and grouping them undex



156 Sanskrit Research [ Oct. 1915

only three heads : the simple, the reduplicative, and the
sigmatic (=sibilant). The cause for this large number
of specialised tenses is to be found in the fact that the
languages were widening, and 1t was necessary to restrict
and group the tenses under different classes cach with a
common feature.

{4) DButthereis one tense in Sanskrit which does not
occur 1n any other language including Greek and Latin,
except perhaps in German : and it is the Conditione! (7).
It is used when things might have, but have not happened.
It stands to the future as the Imperfect stands to the
present. The classical evample of Conditional in Sans-
krit 18 :—ggE@TaEsgaTr gTIaaaw:aq - —

¢1f there had been abundant rain, there would have
been plenty,” indicating that there was nof/ abundant
rain, and therefore there was nof plenty.

A similar use of the Conditional is to be found in
German, ¢. ¢. “The soldiers would have beeun killed in
the first battle” might be transiated : —

“Die Soldaten wiirden in der ersten Schlacht gethd-
tet worden sein,” implving that they were nof killed.

In this case, Greek does not present us with a pa-
rallel to the Sanskrit usage.

(5) It is a custom with Greek grammarians to divide
the majority of Greek verbs into two Conjugations, those
ending in » and «¢, and to put down the other Greek verbs
as Irregular verbs. This entirely obscures the proper
classification of verbs. No attempt has Dbeen hitherto
made, so far as the present writer knows, of bringing the
Greek classification in a line with the Sanskrit classifica-
tion into 10 Ganas or classess. The conjugations in Greek
have been hitherto divided on the fundamentum divisionis
of the terminations » and u«« ; we have in the present essay
divided them according to the signs like ¢, nil, reduplica-
tion, »v etc., that the verbs take, thus bringing the Greek
system in a line with Sanskrit. To verbs of the 1st con-
jugation in Sanskrit, whose sign is w (g7y) are similar such
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irregular verbs in Greek as yxuéw, doxéw, Whose sign ise.
To verbs of the znd conjugation in Sanskrit, whose sign
is nil’, are similar the majority of Greek verbs which
take terminations directly, such as o¢=uyw, wetfo, Aermo.
To the 3rd conjugation in Sanskrit, whose distinctive
sign is the Reduplication even in the present, correspond
such verbs as 70w cnd  $idwexe.  The 4th and the
6th conjugation in Sunskrit are so very similar to the
1st, for ull Conjugational purposss, that one mav not
attempt to classity Greek verbs under these heads,
when similar verbs have been there shown to exist,
corresponding to the 1st conjugation in Sanskrit. To the
sth conjugation in Sanskrit whese sign is g (41), corresnond
many such Greek verbs as Setcrvur, whose sign is exactly
the same, (rw==.) The 7th and oth conjugations in Sans-
krit, which have the sign & or 7, (s7), F or a7 (sg7), may
correspond to such irregular verbs in Greek as take r,e and
« alter the stem, such as 532{:’:.0, {.'Trw‘xz‘éo,(,c-xt, and «iodxroux.
The 8th conjugation in Sanskrit whose sign is 3 has sofew
roots belenging to it that Greek may be excused if it
does not show a parallel. And the 1oth of Sanskrit Con-
ugjation is too much like the 1st, 4th and 6th to demand
a different class of roots from Greek. Indeed, if we were
to hunt down the Greek roots, we can find lists of roots
corresponding to each of these four Conjugations.

Moreover, Greek presents us with verbs such as
mxoye ald evpioke, and  Bi3pw rce and yiyrooce, the first
two unreduplicated, and the latter two reduplicated, but
all having the distinctive appendage o«, which marks such
roots as being very close to the Sanskrit Desideratives, in
form at least, if not in meaning, the latter being also re-
duplicated, and having the mark @&, as fxfnfR, Twiwm,
even unreduplicated desideratives being found in Sanskrit
as ficad, and fgcwfa, corresponding to the first two Greek
verbs mentioned above, while verbs like #miga are also
to be found in Sanskrit, which have a reduplicative form,
but no reduplicative sense.
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(6) We have said above that the consonantal combi-
nations that take place in the Conjugation of Greek verbs
are very similar to the consonantal combinations in
Sanskrit. Thus:—

(a) Before all terminations beginning with x, a
labial becomes u,and a guttural becomesy;

€. g § YEYPXpU from stem ypx¢
{ wremy from oty + wr
Also, ( TETAEY Ut from stem mhex

o (y=worg)
{ TITEW, oI yrgw from qrg + w1
But while, a dental before « in Greek becomes o, in
Sanskrit, it becomes the nasal 7:—
5 ¢. ¥o  Témewouot from stem wd
( contrast gewg  from @9 + gy
Occasionaily, however, before & and g, the dental =
becomes & in Sanskrit, of. gegy, and sgwia.
(/) With all terminations beginning with o, as in
the consonantal declension, a guttural
becomes &, and a labial becomes y» :—

€. & \ ménhefxt from stem whex
qreg from gr% + g.
And | Yéypxfpou from stem ypxgp
3 Heq from sy + @
But, while in Greek, a dental is dropped before o,
it is not dropped in Sanskrit :—
e, g. ( mémewrw for memeilboux
| zwg forgwe + 3
(c) Before , in both languages, a guttural be-
comes k, and a labial becomes # :—

Frsara for ara + al®

And ( veypxmTwt for YEYPXPTX
{aat'ﬁ’sm’“r for atw + ¥y

€. 4. %Té‘?txl{'}"o{l for TETXYTXL

(d) Before 6, in both languages, a guttural becomes
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x, and a labial becomes ¢ (which are the
corresponding aspirate letters), a usage
which is contrary to Sanskrit :—

¢. 4. mémhexOe for wemhexOe

And AéneipBe  for AenernOe

In both the cases considered in (¢) and (d), as in
(@), the dental in Greek is ¢lways changed to o, a usage
which is contrary to sanskrit ;

€. g. § TETETTL for wemetBru
And ) wémecfe for memelbe

It may be noticed that only in the case (4), that is
before o, the dental is entirely dropped; Greek would not
allow two “s"" s to come together; in every other case, the
dental, by a strange affinity, becomes o ; fromthis conver-
sely, it may be argued that the Greek o itsell is dental in
nature, as has been recognised by Panini in calling q “geex.”

In Sanskrit, not merely is a dental not dropped
before &, but if possible, another dental is added : thus
the elision in Greek 1s avenged in Sanskrit; ¢. ¢. a3 + |/ga
becomes, in addition to gwey, also qreegzd. It may be
seen from the latter that another s is added, thus again
corroborating that o is dental in nature.

(7) We now come to the most striking similarities
of all in the two languages. No one, who considers the
following with a little attention, can fail to observe that
Sanskrit and Greek musé have had a common origin.

In both the languages the Imperfect and the Aorist
‘are formed by the augment ¢, corresponding exactly to
the Sanskrit st. And again, in both languages, ihe Per-
fect is formed by Reduplication, a feature which marks
Greek and Sanskrit as cognate with each other as apart
from other languages.

(4) Inthe case of roots beginning with a con-
sonant, the e or st is regularly added as a sign
of the Imperfect or Aorist ¢. ¢. emvrnrev (Imp.)
and é\va« (Aorist). In the case of a root begin-

8 [Sk. R. i, 2.3
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ning with a vowel, in either language, long vo-
wels and diphthongs are substituted for the
combination of the augment and the vowel;

e. o.
{ XY nyor (Imp).
Ta WISa
{ef-pit‘rfcw HUpLaioY (Imp).
L g Caa

Then again, in either lanouage, verbs compounded
with a Preposition have the dugmen: beiween the Prepost-
tion and the Verb: (this incidentally shows that Preposi-
tions are really of the nature of ¢d-verhs and do not ferm
an organic part of the verb, a point which will be noticed
later on):—

ELT~(hE o1 eEo*—e-d)ép-ov

TPoT Xy TPOT =i 0r

TS+ WEIE SN - AT = gTEg
TR+ g T+ TR = TR

ik, nal vowel ot yosition 1s elidec
In Greek, the final vowel of the prepesition is elided
before the Augment; but in Sanskrit, it combines with
the Augment; . £,

XTO-PEpw X Tr=E~he pov
IT+ Tege IqaTq

In Greek wepe are =po are exceptions to the above
rule, and never elide their vowels, but as in Sanskrit,
combine them with the Augment .—

! o
€. T pof3xitvm 7 povSxtvoy

(=7 po-é=LBxtvov)

(33 We next come to the phenomenon af Redupli-
cation. The genesis of Reduplication is to be
found in its utility as a mark of completed ac-
tion, which is the meaning given to the Per-
fect in both the languages. Hence, Redupli-
cation and the Perfect tense go hand in hand
in the two languages.
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Reduplication in either languuge consists
in the repetition of the first consonant of
the root, p/us the radical vowel in Sans-
krit, and a uniform ¢ in Greek. Thus gy
when reduplicated becomes gz, and the
stem Av when reduplicated becomes Aehv.
In Attic Reduplication, however, we do find
as in Sanskrit the first Sv//«ble repeated:

AxUI'D — é:\::j}\x.'{x

ENéY Y — EARAEY UL
In either language, the hurd aspirates are
represented in  reduplication by their
corresponding hard unaspirates ; thus ¢. ¢.
gbyz,m by == and = by a; and @by
7y ¥ DY k, ¢ by 7: (it may be noticed that
the substitute of =z for & is arbitrary: the
proper substitute ought to have been z-.
But it may be remembered that s and a-
are both hard unspirates). lhus, &a—
hecomes =zgra and Gus becomes Téfuex.

In Sanskrit, the soft aspirate takes the
soft unaspirate, as rwz becomes 1zfyz.. In
Greek, no soft aspirates exist except the
{ (see Section §2 albove); andthis takes
an Augment instead of a Reduplication,
¢. ¢. (yre becomes ¢fyrwx.  We may here
COMPAre qIIuNa’s svgTy =&T F¢: |

When verbs begin with two consonants
instead of one, or with a double conso-
nant, the general practice in Greek is to
use the Augment instead of Reduplica-
tion, as éoraikx from stem arer ; of Sans-
krit to repeat sometimes the first conso-
nant and sometims the second ¢. g. farg—~
= ; TA~ATYT.
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But the Greek practice of reduplicating
a mute when followed by a liguid (in the
case of two consonants coming together)
find as exact parallel in Sanskrit :—

YPxP® YEYPxPx

In both languages, when roots begin
witha vowel, the genecral practice is to
have the dwugment instead of the Re-
duplication ;
. ¢. 0pfiw in Perfect be comes o pfurx

AT 3 ALY

There are further rules in Sanskrit on this point, and
they only indicate a greater “differentiation.”

(&)

()

When a preposition comes before a verb,
then the reduplication like the augment,
comes between the preposition and the
verb: and this rule is identical in Greek
and Sanskrit.

T px ="y pokhe T PR -YE-Y pxox

EICED gTa-F—H
The reduplication of the Perfect is re-
tained in both languages even in the Per-
fect Participle :—

ypxpe  yéypxpx  yeypxdws

the termin

T AR HATE

ations we and g& being identical.

Unfortunately, the Pluperfect, the Perfect Subjunc-
tive, the Perfect, Optative, the Perfect Infinitive are
lacking in Sanskrit; otherwise, as in Greek, they would
have also retained the reduplication. By the bye, we do
here find the superiority of Greek to classical, if not Vedic,
Sanskrit in the construction of a variety of forms, which
are not even contemplated in Sanskrit.

(1)

In general, it may be said that the 1st
Greek perfect has no parallel in Sanskrit,
as its peculiar sign isx. The 2nd Greek
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perfect corresponds to the 1st Sanskrit
perfect, as in these the terminations are
applied directly. And again, the 2nd
Sanskrit perfect has no parallel in Greek,
as it is formed in combination with s
HI] O Ty,

(8) We thus see that in Greek as in Sanskrit, the
Reduplication isan essential element of the Perfect. But
in either language it accompanies even the present tense
of some verbs ; ¢. £. a3 in Greek 79yu¢, Sidwu. These have
been shown above (5) to correspond to the 3rd conjuga-
tion in Sanskrit, which also forms its present by Redupli-
cation, ¢. g. g7 becomes wFzma, ¥ becomes fgwiw. Then
again, it, is a sign of such other verbs in Greek as 8i8pwokw
and ytywore, which because they have both a reduplica-
tion, and the mark o«, may be said to exactly correspond
to Sanskrit Desideratives, as fg#isra, ¥sarg, which have
both a reduplication and the mark .

Beyond the three instances mentioned above, the
Reduplication in Sanskrit Aorist for a variety of verbs,
and in Sanskrit Frequeniatives does not find a parallel in
Greek, e. ¢. sifiqs, w@taw®; szafa and sEex. It
may be noticed that the Frequentative Reduplication is
very arbitrary and corresponds to the Attic Reduplication
in Greek.

It may be seen that the Reduplication is peculiarly
expressive of frequence: hence, it is very suitable for the
Frequentatives ; thus, srzr=rq may be significantly used of
wandering frequently, and ceaselessly ; smaga of re-
membering frequently and so on. There are no Frequen-
tatives in Greek, hence the Reduplication is not to be
met with in Greek in this connection.

(9) This prepares us to make a few more supple-
mentary remarks on the subject of conjugation, before
we finish this part of the subject.
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(@) We have seen that there are Desideratives in
Greek, we may now observe that there are even Deno-
minatives in Greek. We know what an important part
Denominatives play in Sanskrit. One very often meets
with such forms as g=vaf@, TdEarg®, c|aga, TR
which have the sense of behaving or being like the per-
son or thing expressed by the noun. The Greek Deno-
minatives do not seem to have this meaning: they are
ouly verbs formed from corresponding nouns; thus,
anuxire=to signify comes from the noun shux (v~)==sign;
dux{o=to judge from the noun dixy=justice.

(5) To the Causal of Sanskrit, there does not seem
to be any parallel formation in Greek. Indeed, the Sans-
krit Causal itself is so very like the 1oth Conjugation,
that one of the two has no right to exist separately.
But because the Causal conveys a peculiar meaning—that
of an action being cawsed by another—we had rather
drop out the 1oth Conjugation, so far as the Conjuga-
tion of verbs is concerned.

(¢) We have seen that there are no Frequentatives
in Greek ; similarly there is not also the so-called Bene-
dictive mood of Sanskrirt. Indeed the Benedictive mood
also has no right to exist in Sanskrit, seeing how very
similar in meaning, and also in formation, it is to the
Potential or Optative. Indeed, Panint himself seems to
have recognised this in as much as he combined the Opta-
tive ( fargigre ) with the Benedictive (or as Whitney calls
it the Precative) (=rdfifz) under the common ap-
pellation of f@z. Moreover the extreme similarity of
the terminations involved might well enable us to argue
for its non-requirement. Hence, it is no wonder that
Greek does not show it: it can do with the Optative.

(4) But, on the other hand, as we have mentioned
above, Sanskrit does not show the Pluperfect, the Perfect
Subjunctive, the Perfect Optative, the Perfect Infinitive,
and also the Aorist Imperative, the Future Optative, and
the Perfect, Future or Aorist Infinitive of Greek.
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(¢) However, one important thing remains to be
noticed. There is a Subjunctive in Sanskrit, corres-
ponding to the Greek Subjunctive, but it is only to be-
found in the Vedas (g=). In classical Sanskrit literature, it
has almost disappeared ; but in Greek, it retains its
full vitality. Moreover, it may be noticed that the ter-
minations of the Subjunctive both in Greek and Sans-
krit are almost exactly similar to the terminations of the
Present : (in Sanskrit, the first personal terminations
of the Subjunctive are, hcwever, more akin to those
of the Imperative than of the Present).

(/) There is again a similarity between Greek and
Sanskrit in making o the distinctive sign of the future;
e.g. Moo the future of Aw, and sftsarfd the future of =,

(¢) This » again occurs in the 1 Aorist of Greek
and the Sicmatic Aorist of Sanskrit, but in this case, the
root Is preceded by an Augment (¢in Greek and z7in
Sanskrit—the same as the Imperfect Augment);e.g.
ehvox is 1st Aorist of Mw and srmfia is the Sigmatic
Aorist of .

(4) Lastly, the present, future and perfect parti-
ciples both of Greek and Sanskrit are declined like corres-
ponding adjectives; e. g. Aver like ekdv ; and siSrys like
faga.

§ IO Syntax.

(1) We now come to the subject of Syntax; and;
here also, we find a great deal of resemblance.

(¢) In Greek as in Sanskrit, we very often find
adjectives, used simply with the article and without the
noun, to denote a general class of persons. [ In Sanskrit,
however, the article, being non-existent, is not found. ]
We may, translate «“the good men” as simply ot xy«xfot
in Greek and wsw : in Sanskrit. In either case, there is no
noun. -
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(5) In either language, the duration of time is ex-
pressed by the Accusative. Thus ¢ He remains for three
days” may be translated in Greek Tpels nuepxs uéver, and
in Sanskrit sif® a3 faszr@, in either case the accusa-
tive being used.

(¢) The examples quoted in (&) may also incident-
ally show that the nominatives of the personal pronouns
are seldom used in both the languages. In either lan-
guage, again, they are used when emphasis is required
to be shown. Thus, “he says he is writing ”, when it is.
without any emphasis, mayv be translated in Greek ¢yot
yaoxperr simply, and fEweTa ar® in Sanskrit, in either
case the personal pronouns being omitted. On the other
hand, “/ gave the money to the man”, when there is
emphasis on “ 1" is to be translated eyw édwxx 7« ypnuxTx
o «vépt, and in Sanskrit also the srz cannot be omitted.

() It seems thatit isto the above fact that the
entire disappearance in Greek of the Nominative of the
third personal pronoun is due. Thus, there are properly
speaking, no equivalents to “he, she, it” in Greek. In
Sanskrit, we have equivalents for these w:, &, g, and
they can be used when required.

(¢) Speaking of the pronouns, we might next notice
that éyw in its declension takes double forms viz :

caé, ué; euol, uov; tuot, wot in the Accusative, Geni-
tive and Dative cases respectively. And in Sanskrit,
although there are other cases, such as the Instrumental,
Ablative, and Locative, the pronoun =g, equivalent to the
Greek éyw, takes double forms which are strikingly similar
to the above only in the Accusative, Genitive and Dative
exactly as in Greek, viz :

AL AT; W, A AL R

(/) The next things to be noticed about these double
forms are, that the first set of forms, viz: éué, cuob,
tuot and gi. wa and gsy are more empbhatic than the se-
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cond -set of forms viz: ué, mo?, uot and =, Hand ¥y ;
and that in either language, the latter set of abbreviated
forms are not grammatically allowed to come, at the
beginning of sentences, or éven at the beginning of
any quarter of a verse;e.g. ¥ &= would not be allowed
at the beginning of a sentence. It has been again already
observed, while speaking of accents (§ 3), that all these
shorter forms are enclitics and lose their accent in both
languages.

(¢) Then again, in Sanskrit, the particles 7. g. /@
cannot begin a sentence; similarly in Greek, their exact
equivalents e, d¢, yxp, must also come second.

(k) We must also notice one or two striking differ-
enices between the usages of Greek and Sapskrit. In
Sanskrit, the verb always agrees with its subject in num-
ber ; thus a plural subject has a plural verb, and a sin-
gular subject a singular verb. In Greek, the usage is
often reversed. A subject in the neuter pluiral takes
very curiously a singular verb, except when living things
are indicated ; e. g. ‘‘the gifts are praised " must De trans-
lated 7x dwpx emwrverTx, While “the children run” is to
be translated v« 7écrx Tpéxovaw. While, a singular collec-
tive noun may take a plural verb as in English : thus,
““the majority voted for war” may be translated o
TARBos erpptoxeTo Toreueiv. We may coiupare the English
usage : “ Government c¢re very sorry to learn this .

(!) One more difference may be noticed by way
of illustration. In Greek, price and value are always
expressed by the Genitive. ‘I value reputation highly”
is to PBe translated 8ofxr woAhot 7w, while contrast
fdar gsqw Aid TE®. = At what price was the book
bought”? where the Instrumental is used.

(/) In Greek, there are no compotitids as in Sans.
krit. If we go back to the Veda, we will find as few and
as simple compounds as pessible. It is in the later Sans-
krit that the compounds Become more and more nurde-

Y [Sk.R. 1, 2.}
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-rous and more and more complex and we find such long
strings of words joined together as have been the parti-
cular characteristic of works like the K&dambari. While
‘the compounds have this virtue in them, that they
enable writers to express themselves very briefly, they
have also this grave defect that they impede the course of
narration, by applying the brake every time and in gen-
eral dam the flow of prose. If not much prose is to
be found in Sanskrit, it is to be attributed specially
to the large importance attached to the use of com-
pounds. The compounds may be serviceable within a
certain limit; but there is always the danger that the
limit may be passed, and the writer may produce ¢ cob-
webs of learning, admirable for their fineness of struc-
ture, but of no substance and profit .

It is very meet that Greek does not show compounds :
it is better that a language should have no compounds,
than that it should have compounds which would stop the
progress of the language. Indeed these compounds are
not to be met with in any other language except possibly
German, where we occasionally meet with genitive
and possessive compounds. The reader will easily recall
to mind such genitive compounds in German as Friihlings-
lied=spring-song, where the ‘s’ is retained, and may
compare such compounds with gfrsrg® compounds in
Sanskrit like gregnga:

(k) But though, there are not &%, THwwT and
ag i3 compounds in Greek, which form a peculiar fea-
ture of Sanskrit, we often meet Greek prepositions com-
pounded with verbs as in Sanskrit. But as we have seen,
these prepositions are only of the nature of ad-verbs,
and they always yield before the Augment or Redupli-
cation e.g. gur-e-heyor and mpxa-ye-ypxgpx, Thus it is only
incidentally that they have come to be compounded with
verbs, as they may also go with nouns and pro-nouns
(#Rgxadtr). That they are only contingently attached to
verbs may be seen from the fact that even when they go
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along with verbs, they govern the very case of the nouns,
which they would have governed if they had not been
attached to the nouns; e. g. in Ilxpexoutforro Thw’Irahixy
we find the Accusative, which we would have found if
" the preposition had been used alone. Again, we find in
Greek as in Sanskrit, that particular prepositions must
always govern particular cases. Thus, ets must take
Accusative, kxt«x Genitive or Accusative, and mept Geni-
tive, Dative, or Accusative. Similarly == takes Accusa-
tive, @ Accusative and Ablative, and @ Accusative
Instrumental or Ablative. But there is a special use of
prepositions in Sanskrit which must be noticed. When
they go along with verbs, they often change the voice
of the verb altogether, as has been already pointed
out; we cannot, for example, say ®w=z1d@. And in such
cases, they cannot be put apart from the verbs. In all
other cases, we find the preposition used apart from the
verb, very often in the Veda (cf. wwm@fa=yswwr:) but
very rarely in classical Sanskrit, especially when the
preposition has once been acknowledged as an organic
part of the compound verb. |

(2) We now come to some important matters. We
have seen that there is an Imperfect, two Perfects, and
two Aorists in Greek, corresponding to an Imperfect, two
Perfects, and 3 ( Whitney ) or 7 (orthodox ) Aorists in
Sanskrit. Now when any languige has so many different
tenses to express merely the pastness of an action, it is
natural that the grammarian’s mind should work on
these and find out subtle differences. Now in both langu-
ages, we find the Perfect used exactly in the same sense :
that of completed action: “l1 have come”. But both
languages find out subtle differences in the use of the Im-
perfect and the Aorist. Greek distinguishes thy Imperfect
from the Aorist, the first signifying the non-fulfilment of
an action: I was coming”; the second showing the
immediate fulfilment of it : «“I came’”. When this fulfil-
ment itself becomes a matter of the past, and some time
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has.clapsed after it, we have the Perfect. Sanskrit dis-.
tinguishes the Imperfect from the Aorist. in almost the
same way, the first showing a matter of yesterday.
(ATORE- HRE-TF) €. g. AEAWUFTF: Wwd, the second show-

ing & matter of to-day (aiwas JARH FE) e. g. TF- UH-
“srdta. When some time has clapsed after this, we have.

in Sanskrit alsp the right of using the Perfect (adrer faz )

€. £. TIHWIT YTTIHATS -

But though, in Sanskrit, such subtle distinctions were
made by grammarians, what we find in actual use is &
promiscuous huddling up of the tenses. They have all
been suppased to be exchangeable with one another for
all praetical purposes. Nay, even the Sanskrit past
pagticiple can take the place of any of these, and Sans-
krit writess are generally found to use the past participle
in preference to any of the tenses, the principal reason
being that it is formed more easily, and more easily
remembered.

(5) Next, we must proceed to explain certain verbal
forms in Sanskrit, which often cause confusion to a Greek
Scholar. Let us consider the following forms :—

n%gq ag SR £ weg. et
Present parti- Past parti- Perfect parti- Infinitive : Absolu-
ciple: going ciple:gone ciplethas gone  to go tive:

having gone

To the first correspsnds the pressnt participle
in Greek e. g. Aver ; to the second, the Aorist participle
Aio«s ; to the third, the perfect participle Aehvkas; to the.
fourth, the Gregk Infinitive ; but for the last, the Absolu-
tive, we have no paxallel formation in Greek; it may be.
expressed either by the present participle, or more gram-
matically, by the.perfect participle.

(4) We must make a note of the Greek and Sans-
krit Infinitives. While the Greek Infinitive has often the
senge of a verbal noun and can be used both as subject
and object of a verb, the Sanskrit Infinitive can be very:
rargly. used in this way ; more often than not, it is no¢
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used-in this way. For example, while we have 584 woAhotg
exBpols Exew ; = is it pleasant to have many enemies ?,
and Bovherxi Tovs TONTxg Todeuikors elvt = he wishes the
citizens to be warlike, the Sanskrit Infinitive has always
a dative sense, and therefore, cannot be used as subject
or object; e. g g. QITHIEEaAL a‘a gty tgaeRwH( here g=in
order to conquer ). Butif we hunt down the Sanskrit
usages, we can sometimes alight on such constructions :
q T [AATET AIAITRA ArETd="1t is not proper to kick
the As'oka tree with the left foot ", where the-sense of
arg¥ag is that of subject ; and 7 gQTATTHIT W FrArwETIRE-
saaerer =" O best of self-controlled. men, you do nat,
deserve to fall a prey to grief like an ordinary man”
where 7§ has the sense of an object. But this use is rare
in Sanskrit. It may, however, be remembered that when
the Infinitive is used in the sense of a subject in Greek, it
may be preceded by the neuter article (thus cleaely
showing that it is treated as a verbal noun), but the.
article must not be prefixed when used in the sense.of an
abject, e. g. 70 mxrBxveww xx?\em;y ecTw=to learn is difficult ;
and Botherxt eéABetr=he wishes to go.

(5) It may also be noticed that there is a great
similarity in Greek and Sanskrit in the treatment of nega-
tives. The Greek words to express negations are uyand
oi the Sanskrit are grand . w» is exactly the same as
wr, not merely in its form, but also in its use. It is very
curious to observe that the proper use of uy and gy in
both 1anguarres is with the [mperative and Subjunctive,
while that of o and & is with the Indicative; but while
the genius of the Greek language would extend the use
of un with Optatives expressing a wish, and with Sub-
stantival Infinitives, Sanskrit would extend the use of gt to
the Optative and Future in the sense of ¢ lest’, and with
the present participle to express a ‘curse’. On the whole,
the use of the two particles is exceedingly similar. Scholars
in either language may reeall instances where uz and
®T are used in the senses above indicated. :
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We may however note one peculiar use of the parti-
cles. They are both used with the Aorist Sudjunctive in
the sense of Imperative ; the use of gy in this sense is
only to be found in the Veda, as the Subjunctive exists
only there ; ( with the simple Aorist, however, its use is
common enough in classcial literature, cf. ar ﬁqra; qs3t

NN qn-»qeﬁ gaT: ). For example, ar w1y and wy chérne
ToUro To xpyvptos both express prohlbltlon, and have the

sense of Imperative.

(6) We have next to notice the peculiarities of
Indirect construction in the two languages. In Greek,
the particle used to signify Indirect construction is ore
corresponding exactly to the Sanskrit particle gf, which
is also used to signify Indirect construction. But we may
notice the following differences :—

(¢) In Greek, the Indirect construction can very
often be brought about by the help of the mere Infini-
tive ; in Sanskrit the particle /@ is necessary.

(5) In Greek, the particle 6t precedes the verb
reported ; in Sanskrit, it must follow it. Thus ‘ he says
that he is writing “is to be translated in Greek Aéye
ére ypxper, and in Sanskrit Ik RFEATA, om preceding
vexgpe, and gi7 following fawrd. Compare also &1 TaTaw.

(¢) In Greek, after primary verbs, the mood and
tense of the verb reported /s retained; while after se-
condary verbs, it may either be retained or changed to
the corresponding tense of the optative mood. In Sans-
krit, it must always be retained. Thus, ¢ he says that he
wrote "' is to be translated in Greek Aéyer or¢ éypxyrer, and
in Sanskrit agi® wfs@ AT the original tense being re-
tained. While, ‘ he said that he was writing " =he said
¢“] am writing "’

—either feyer o7t yp“dot
= or é\eyer Sre ¥ PxpEL }
and = wggy [FWIANA, the original tense being
retained in Sanskrit, but being optionally changed in -
Greek.
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(d) Lastly, it may be noticed that the person re-
ported also changes in Greek but not in Sanskrit. Thus,
from the last two examples, we can see

Eheyer 07t ypxder = he said : « ke is writing ”.
wags fewrdile = he said: « [ am writing "

(7) One more striking usage may be noticed,
before we finish the subject of Syntax. This is the
phenomenon known as the Genitive Absolute in both
Greek and Sanskrit. We have seen that there is no Loca-
tive in Greek : hence, there is not also in Greek, what is
called in Sanskrit grammar, tha Locative Absolute. But
the Greek Genitive Absolute performs the functions
of both the Genitive and the Locative Absolutes in Sans-
krit. Hence, one need not be sorry not to find the
Locative Absolute in Greek. The Genitive Absolute
then in Greek has principally the following two senses :—

(@) the sense of ‘although”, < in spite of ”;
“Although many soldiers were present, nothing was being
done” = woA\dr oTpxTiwTOY TWxporT@r ovder émpxksaere. In
this sense, the Greek Genitive Absolute is identical with
the Sanskrit Genitive Absolute :—‘ Notwithstanding that
Rakshasa wus looking on, the Nandas were slaughtered
like beasts”’ — aeqy: oI T3 AT TIYAT TarHEQ!

(6) the sense of “ when” :—fwhen the victory was
announced, the citizens rejoiced” == 17 rikng *yyerBetays,
ot moAiTxt éxxipor. In this sense, the Greek Genitive Ab-
solute is identical with the Sanskrit Locative Absolute :—
« when thou art king, how can evil befall the sub.

jects’ P — ATy FawATTWH AT |
§ 11 Conclusion.

Any one who has followed us throughout the dis-
cussion of the points of grammar hitherto treated must
be struck by the great resemblances which the two langu-
ages show. There have been indeed differences ; and we
have been careful to note these along with the resemblances.



£74 Sanskrit Research | Oct. 1915

1t is impossible to argue or to prove that any two langu-
ages in the world are entirely identical: in fact, they
would, in such a case, cease to be #wo languages. Our
treatment has been entirely genefic, at the same
time it has been critical. We have always inquired
into the genesis of grammatical usage, and have often
tried to shew how any particular usage stands to reason.
The comparative treatment of Greek and Sanskrit under-
‘taken in this-essay will not fail to impress the reader that
Greek and Sanskrit are by no means less siiilar than
Greek and Latin, This was the point that we wanted to
prove. A comparative grammar, in extenso, of Greek
and Sanskrit remains to be written. Let us hope that
anybody who undertakes the task will find at least some
things in this essay which will be helpful to him. We
believe we have for the first time drawn out af yreat length
the striking amalogies of Accents and Conjugaiions in
Greek and Sanskrit,

But it is not seldom that people look askance at the
philologist. The resemblances which he shows are supposed
tobe merely accidental ; the diffterences which he may
‘point out are supposed to be vital. In spite of such
-‘eensiire, we may say that it is the philologist alone who
can do some useful work in illuminating the pages of
ancient history, no record of which is left to us except
‘mere language. He brings to light the history which
remains shrouded in language, and thus the philologer is
the exponent of the customs and manners of nations, of
which history proper has nothing to tell.

The mast important service, however, which Com-
parative Philology has done to the cause of research has
been to show the common origin of nations and languages,
.80 far removed in these davs as Greek and Indian. The
striking similarities in language exhibited by Greek: and

Sanskrit,; for example, cannot be explained except on the
hypothesis of commen origin. (1) The plagiarism theory
_of Dugald Stewart need only-be mentioned to be refuted.
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(2) The theory of independent parallelism, though applic-
able in part to philosophy,can hardly be supposed to suit
the similarities of the languages. (3) The theory of occasional
contact, wherever that might have been, in Alexandria,
Babylon, Bactria, or the Punjab, might serve to explain
only a few similarities of vocabulary as sxwrxdov and <%,
swéov and Satin, 'T«Fer and g, dpxyun and gH, Sixuerpor
and @Ay, but does not touch the grammatical substruc-
ture of the languages. (4) It is to the credit of Comparative
Philology that it first showed beyond dispute, that the great
similarities of many of the Indo-European languages can
not be explained except on the hypothesis of a prolonged
and continued common stay together of the natious, which
seem to have now parted for ever. Thus it reinforces
from an altogether different standpoint the conclusion of
common origin reached by Geologic and Vedic scholars.
Philology may be laughed at by those who pride them.
selves on their absolute ignorance of languages: those who
do know languages can not consistently deny the histori-
cal importance of philology: while those who may newly
take to the study of the difterent languages will begin
to see things in a new perspective, and to quote the
words of Charles V, with every new-learnt language,
they may even “ win a new soul,””*

* It is to the great credit of the Aryabhushan Press that they, of all the
Indian presses, have achieved the feat of casting GreeZ type for this article for
the first time in India. When no other press could offer Greek type, the
Aryabhushan voluntarily undertook to cast entirely new type-—a matter which is
extremely creditable to them.—R. D, R.

10 [Sk. R. i, 2.]



