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1 Introduction
The Indo-Aryan (IA) language family is the branch of the Indo-European language family that is
spoken in the northern half of the Indian subcontinent. By consensus estimates, the modern Indo-
Aryan family contains the largest number of languages out of all the Indo-European branches, and
yet the historical development of Indo-Aryan is relatively understudied. Indo-Aryan has undergone
widespread restructuring of its morphosyntax, from non-configurational syntax and synthetic mor-
phology to more rigid word order and analytic inflection. For example, the large case system of Old
Indo-Aryan (OIA; c. 1700 BCE–600 BCE) was gradually degraded in Middle Indo-Aryan (MIA; 600
BCE–1000 CE) and largely replaced by case markers and postpositions in New Indo-Aryan (NIA;
1000CE–present). This process has been studied in previouswork, including Butt andAhmed [2011],
Reinöhl [2016], Kulikov [2006]. A unique feature of the NIA case system is that it largely retains the
original semantic distinctions of the OIA system despite its radical restructuring.

In this paper, I will zoom into the historical development of the strategy to indicate the comita-
tive case, i.e. the semantic notion of accompaniment. The semantics and polysemous usage of the
comitative postposition in NIA has already been studied to an extent by Khan [2009]. I will exam-
ine the diachronics of comitative marker development in Indo-Aryan, and analyse patterns in the
grammaticalisation of such forms. This necessitates an overview of the relevant overarching mor-
phosyntactic changes from OIA to NIA, as well as defining what the comitative is, both of which I
will now turn to.

1.1 Case to no case and back again
Vedic Sanskrit had numerous tools at its disposal to mark spatio-temporal relations and semantic
roles. For the latter, it had an extensive system of 8 cases, indicated morphologically on nominals.
These were semantically bleached; the exact semantics are licensed by the argument structure that
is lexically encoded in the governor.

Case Form
Nominative deváḥ
Vocative déva
Accusative devám
Instrumental devéna
Dative devā́ya
Ablative devā́t
Genitive devásya
Locative devé

Table 1: Declension of devá ‘god’ in Vedic Sanskrit in the singular.

Formore concrete spatio-temporal relations, Vedic Sanskrit used preverb particles (listed in table 2),
which function similarly to adverbs. In Classical Sanskrit, most of these are lost as independent
words and only retained as derivational prefixes on verbs, or syntactically pattern as adverbs and
are not confined to preverbal position. Preverb particles are indeclinable, and thus belong to a third
morphological class of word besides verbs and nominals.

Concurrent with the degradation of this case system and morphological inflection in general,
the overarching post-Sanskrit syntactic change across Indo-Aryan was the rise of configurational-
ity [Reinöhl, 2016]. Vedic Sanskrit was a truly non-configurational language; besides the argument
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Figure 1: Indo-Aryan languages.
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Preverb Meaning
ati beyond, over
adʰi above, besides
anu after, along, alongside
antar interior, within
apa down, off, back
api unto, close upon or on
abʰi to, towards, into, over, upon
ava off, away, down, down from
ā near, near to, towards- change of direction
ud up, upwards, upon, on, over, above
upa towards, near to, by the side of, with
ni down, in, into
nis out, forth
parā away, forth
pra forward, onward, forth, fore
prati back to, in reversed direction
pari round about, around
vi apart, asunder, away, out
sam along, with, together

Table 2: Vedic Sanskrit preverbs [Papke, 2010].

ordering flexibility (SOV preferred but all attested), all clauses show extreme levels of permissible
discontinuity, to the point that there is no canonical NP-internal structure. For example, genitive-
case NPs do not have to be continuous with their governors, even in prose texts without metrical
constraints:

(1) manṓ
mind.acc.sg

ha
prt

vaí
prt

dēvā́
god.nom.pl

manuṣyasya
man.gen.sg

ā́jananti
know.3pl

‘The gods know themind of man.’ (Sanskrit, Śatapatʰa Brāhmaṇa 1.1.1.7)

A confluence of factors led to the rise of configurationality in NIA, which have developed internally-
structuredNPs andPPswhile permitting argument ordering flexibility at theVP level. NIA is farmore
rigid than Sanskrit, dispreferring discontinuity besides limited sentence-fronting topicalisation.

(2) Hindi:
a. us

3sg.obl
kā
gen

cʰōṭ-ā
little-m.sg

bʰāī
brother.nom

āy-ā
come-pfv.m.sg

tʰ-ā
be-pst.m.sg

‘His little brother had come.’
b. *us kā bʰāī cʰōṭā
c. *bʰāī cʰōṭā us kā

A concurrent development in modern Indo-Aryan is the rise of postpositions, which head the newly
structured PPs [Butt and Ahmed, 2011]. These serve as a new layer of the lexicon, replacing Sanskrit’s
morphologically-fused cases (e.g. genitive -asya), preposition–adverbs (pári ‘around’), and some spa-
tial nouns (mádʰya ‘middle; inside’). As a result, NIA has three layers of lexical material that convey
relational semantics [Masica, 1993]:
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• Layer I: Morphological case, greatly degraded from the large inventory of Sanskrit (to a mini-
mum of 2 cases, nom and obl).

• Layer II: Case markers/clitics, which indicate theta roles and other core arguments, generally
with predicate-licensed semantics.

• Layer III: Complex postpositions, which govern a case clitic or morphological case and are
often transparently derived from nouns or other POS categories.

The boundary between Layer III and PPs governed by other categories can be fuzzy (not unlike En-
glish outside of, inside of, or German dative-licensing adpositions). For example, the Hindi Layer III
postposition ke andar ‘inside of’ can be analysed as a complex PP or a noun governing a genitive PP:
(3) a. vo

3sg
[pānī
water

ke
gen.obl.m

andar]PP
inside

hai
cop.3sg

‘He is underwater.’ (Hindi)
b. vo

3sg
[[pānī
water

ke]PP
gen.obl.m

andar]NP
inside

se
abl

nikl-ā
exit-pfv.msg

‘He came out from under the water.’ (Hindi)
Also, like nouns the content part of the complex PP also is marked for gender, reflected on the case
marker it licenses (e.g. andar in ke andar ‘inside’ is masculine, whereas taraf in kī taraf ‘towards’ is
feminine). However, distributionally the complex PPs behave like Layer II case-marked PPs: both
can occupy verb-adjunct positions and the complement slot of motion verbs. It should be apparent
now that postpositions are a complicated category in IA, at the unstable edge between nominals and
case markers.

1.2 What is a comitative?
The comitative relation is usually described in English as ‘togetherwith’ [Haspelmath, 2009]; a comi-
tative case marker indicates the secondary co-participant of an event. Arkhipov [2009] more for-
mally defines the comitative as ‘pluralising’ participants, noting its semantic equivalence to coordi-
nation and plurals:
(4) a. Tom camewith Anna. (comitative)

b. Tom and Anna came. (NP-coordination)
c. They came. (plural)
d. Tom came, and Ana came. (clausal coordination)

A comitative participant is defined to be non-core and thus non-obligatory no matter the predicate.
Arkhipov is careful to drawadistinctionwithpolyadicparticipants, which can take comitativemark-
ing on core, obligatory arguments in many languages. Compare the following:
(5) a. Tommetwith Anna. (polyadic)

b. → *Tommet.
(6) a. Tom camewith Anna. (comitative)

b. → Tom came.
Thus, whether the comitative-marked participant is obligatory is a test for true comitatives that is
effective cross-lingually, unlike the informal semantic definitions many previous works relied on.
Arkhipov acknowledges that it is not perfect, since some predicates really are semantically ambigu-
ous (e.g. English fight can take both comitative or polyadic with-participants).
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2 Drawing isoglosses
Having clearly defined a true comitative as marking a non-obligatory and secondary co-participant
in an event, we canmove towards examining the diachronic and synchronic variety of formsmarking
such an argument in Indo-Aryan languages. For reference, in Hindi, the comitative is indicated with
the complex genitive-licensing postposition ke sātʰ:
(7) rām

Ram
kabīr
Kabir

ke
gen

sātʰ
com

ga-yā
go-pfv.m.sg

‘Ram went with Kabir.’ (Hindi)
The overall story of comitative marking over the history of Indo-Aryan turns out to be very compli-
cated, as summarised in the diagram below (Modern NIA innovations without any older history are
not shown). The complex situation depicted in the diagram asks us to consider the semantic range
and history of each of these forms—for example, how did multiple comitative forms coexist in the
same stage?

OIA MIA NIA
Vedic Classical Early Middle Late Early Medieval Modern
sa, sám
sākám

[ins]
samám samaṁ samaü saveṁ sauṁ, syūṁ sā̃, se
sahá saha sahu(ṁ), saü, saï saha × ↑

sārdʰam saddʰiṁ
sahita sahiya saheta sīh̃

sarisa sariseṁ
sattʰihi sātʰe, -iiṁ sātʰ(e)

saṁgeṁ saṁge, -ā saŋg
nāli nāl

2.1 OIA
Briefly, let us examine how Sanskrit expresses the comitative using data from the Digital Corpus of
Sanskrit [Hellwig, 2010–2021]. Vedic Sanskritmost commonly uses the instrumental by itself tomark
accompaniers; animate nouns likely bear too much agency to be interpreted as actual instruments.
This strategy is attested in the earliest Vedic compositions.
(8) dev-ó

god-nom.sg
dev-ébʰir
god-ins.pl

ā́
toward

gam-at
go-aor.sbjv.3sg

‘...the God, come hither with the Gods.’ (Vedic Sanskrit; RV 1.1.5)
Vedic Sanskrit also attests the use of the preverbs sa and sám, both meaning ‘together’ or ‘with’, as
well as the verbal root sac- ‘to accompany, follow’.
(9) sám

with
uṣád-bʰiḥ
dawn-ins.pl

a-jā-yathāḥ
ipfv-be.born-ind.med.2sg

‘...wast born together with the Dawns’ (Vedic Sanskrit; RV 1.6.3)
(10) sác-asvā

be.with-prs.imp.med.2sg
naḥ
1pl.acc/dat/ins

svast-áye
health.dat.sg

‘...be with us for our weal’ (Vedic Sanskrit; RV 1.1.9)
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Late Vedic Sanskrit andClassical Sanskrit usually expresses the comitative using the adposition sahá,
which is derived from the Vedic preverb sá + dʰā ‘to place’, and thus builds on the older comitative
strategy.

(11) ahaṁ
1sg

mama
1sg.gen

kuṭumb-ena
family-ins.sg

saha
com

gatavān
go.pst.ptcp

‘I went with my family.’ (Sanskrit)

Lexical equivalents for sahá proliferate beginning with late Vedic Sanskrit, when the preverbs begin
to fossilise into verb prefixes and a vacuum opens for comitative markers to be enlisted into. The
Rigveda attests sākám < sá + añc ‘to move’ for temporal simultaneity, which secondarily serves as a
comitative marker. Also found in the Rigveda is samám ‘in like manner, similar’ which is an adver-
bial derivation from the preverb sám and like sākám develops a comitative sense in late Vedic. The
Śatapatʰa-Brāhmaṇa (c. 7th century BCE) has the first use of sārdʰam ‘together’ < sá + árdʰa ‘half ’,
which is an interestingly literal indicator of accompaniment given it is an adverbial derivation from
sārdʰa ‘plus a half ’, i.e. plus an additional participant. Classical Sanskrit frequently uses sahita < sahá
+ the -ita adjectivaliser. All of these sá-derived adpositions license the instrumental case on their
object.1

The varying distributions and semantic differences between these strategies is worth investigat-
ing further, but it suffices for this paper to note the use of the instrumental case for accompaniment
along with alternative adpositions which all have forms beginning in sa-.

2.2 MIA
Pali and the Prakrits. In Pali (starting in the 3rd century BCE), the Sanskrit strategies of the plain
instrumental and the instrumentalwith saha, sahita, or saddʰiṃ (< Skt. sārdʰam) continue to beused
to indicate accompaniment [Wijesekera, 1936]. The Dramatic Prakrits (3rd century CE onwards)
havebasically the same situation, excepting the soundchangeof sahita> sahi(y)a [Sheth, 1923–1928].
There is no pressure to innovate newmarkers given the relative preservation of the case system and
the postpositions from late Vedic and Classical Sanskrit.

Apabʰraṁśa. The late Middle Indo-Aryan languages (c. 6th–13th centuries CE) are collectively
known as Apabʰraṁśa to Indian grammarians. Bubenik [1998]’s grammar describes no less than
five known strategies to express accompaniment, which I attempt to etymologise below:

ins + samaü, samāṇu < Skt. samám
(ins) + sahu(ṁ), saü, saï(ṁ) < Skt. sahá
sattʰihi < Skt. sārtʰa ‘shared goal→ caravan’
gen + saṁgeṁ < Skt. saŋgá ‘contact’
ins + sahiya < Skt. sahita

The first two strategies dominate all historical stages of Apabʰraṁśa. The variant samāṇu proba-
bly reflects Sanskrit samānám ‘like’ which is often synonymous with samám. The third and fourth
strategies are innovative grammaticalisations of nouns into new postpositions which increase in use
in late Apabʰraṁśa. The first four are also polysemous; besides marking the comitative, they also
mark polyadic arguments and instruments. The last one is probably an anachronistic usage due to
its rarity, reflecting a formal register.

1This grammatical rule is covered in the Aṣṭādʰyāyī, sūtra 2.3.19: sahayukte ’pradʰāne, i.e. ‘sahá (and its synonyms)
license the third case’.
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The instrumental as a separate morphologically-indicated case is no longer used to mark ac-
companiment at this point. We also encounter the first instances of true case clitics in this stage
of Indo-Aryan; late Western Apabʰraṁśa (centered around Gujarat), represented by the Saṁdeśa-
Rāsaka (c. 13th century), attests saü and sattʰihi as non-case licensing clitics which attach directly to
the noun, like the Layer I case markers of NIA which they are a predecessor to.

(12) viviha-viakkʰaṇa
various-clever

sattʰihi
com

jai
if

pavas-ii
enter-3sg

ṇiru
continuously

‘If in the company of clever persons one takes a stroll in the city’ (Saṁdeśa-Rāsaka 43)

Since saü is attested continuously from Vedic sahá, this means it was a Layer III postposition before
being grammaticalised into a Layer II case clitic. On the other hand, sattʰihi is not attested previous
but found to be a like a Layer II clitic, in that it does not license a morphological case or clitic. The
form sattʰihi is actually an oblique derived from the noun sārtʰa ‘shared goal→ caravan, company’
< sa ‘same, together’ + artʰa ‘goal, aim’. It is attested in this Sanskrit form in the Campaka-śreṣṭhi-
kathānaka, a late Sanskrit prose textwith knownmanuscripts fromc. 1500 [Turner, 1962–1966,Hertel,
1911]. This suggests two separate pathways to developing a Layer II case marker in NIA; either it can
be grammaticalised from a historical Layer III postposition, or it can be integrated directly from a
noun.

2.3 NIA
I found equivalents in a representative sample languages from all subfamilies of Indo-Aryan; below
I discuss the historical development of these.

2.3.1 Sanskrit samám × sahá
Until Late MIA, the reflexes of the comitative postpositions samám and sahá were kept separate as
samaü and sahu, each with a plethora of variants. Beginning in Early NIA, the situation gets messier.
Old Marathi (up to 14th c. CE) attests saveṁ and saha as separate comitative markers, but the latter
could be a learned reborrowing from Sanskrit [Tulpule and Feldhaus, 1999]. The Old Bengali Caryā-
pada (10th–12th c. CE) attests sama aswell as sane, sayeṁwhich are claimedbyChatterji [1926, p. 774]
to be both derived from samám. Meanwhile, inMedieval Hindi (15th c.) one strategywhich indicates
the comitative is sauṁ and its variants so, soṁ, and syūṁwhich can be argued to derive from either
Sanskrit samám or sahá [Strnad, 2013, p. 355].

In general, Early andMedieval NIA show conflation of samám × sahá due to phonological degra-
dation. Nevertheless, the resulting form continues to serve as a comitative postposition. However,
its semantic breadth expands significantly. In Old Bengali andMedieval Hindi it is already primarily
an instrumental and polyadic argument marker. Modern Hindi has the instrumental/ablative case
clitic se as the direct descendant of this form, and it has entirely lost the comitative sense. In essence,
we observe this chain of grammaticalisations:

1. OIA: comitative
2. Late MIA and Early NIA: comitative > instrument
3. Modern NIA: comitative > instrument > ablative

Nevertheless, someNIA languagespreserve this formas a comitativemarker, including Shina,Mewati,
Sadri, and Sindhi. The geographically spotty continuation of its use points to these being archaic re-
tentions rather than shared innovations.
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Figure 2: An overview of comitative markers in the modern Indo-Aryan languages.
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(13) mo
1sg

śahra-źṍõ
city-abl

ẓava-sẽ́y
brother-com

áalus
come.pfv

‘I came with my brother from the city.’ (Gurezi Shina)
(14) ke

who
ke
who

mo-r
1sg-gen

sāẽ
com

jāvegpo
go.fut

‘Who all will go with me?’ (Mewati)
(15) mõe

1sg
tor
2sg.gen

se
com

jā-e
go-lnk

rihi
pfv.pst.1pl

‘I went along with you.’ (Sadri)
(16) hun-ani

3pl-obl
sā̃
com

‘with them’ (Sindhi)

2.3.2 Sanskrit sāŕtʰa
In theGangetic plain spanning fromWesternHindi to Bengali, most languages use a reflex of Sanskrit
sārtʰena ‘in the companyof’ as amonosemous comitative casemarker.2 However, as discussedabove,
its use as a postposition is not attested until late Middle Indo-Aryan, in a Western Apabʰraṁśa text
from the 13th century and a Sanskrit prose text from c. 1500. Therefore, it must be a relatively recent
development.

InNIA, its first attestion is in theOldGujarati Upadeśamālābālāvabodʰa (1487CE) as sātʰiiṁ. Gu-
jarati is the only major NIA language that does not attest any other comitative markers in its history;
apparently sātʰiiṁ has had no competition and has persisted until modern Gujarati sātʰe, under-
going semantic broadening to a polyadic argument marker (but not an instrumental). Curiously,
Medieval Hindi does not attest any reflex of sā́rtʰa, and neither does even Middle Bengali (16th c.).
It is found in the Medieval Punjabi Guru-Grantʰ-Sāhib (16th c.) as sātʰi, which does not conform to
expected sound changes in Punjabi (where geminates are preserved, i.e. *sattʰi) and thus is likely
borrowed.

Amongmodern Indo-Aryan, it is continued as a comitative casemarker (fromeast towest) in the
Hindi belt, the Bihari languages, and Bengali. The Kashmiri comitative marker sɋt̄ʰʸ may also fall in
this isogloss, but the vowel does not fit expected sound changes. The late attestation of this form and
its limited geographical range suggests that it was lexically diffused northwards from Gujarat. This
is not surprising, given the similar history proposed for the ergative marker ne by Butt and Ahmed
[2011] and others.
(17) āmi

1sg
mā-r
mother-gen

sātʰe
com

jābo
go.fut

‘I will go with my mother.’ (Bengali)
(18) larkā

boy
mā̃i
mother

ke
gen

sātʰe
com

bajāra
market

gail
go.pfv

‘The boy went to market with his mother.’ (Bhojpuri)
(19) mʰɛ̃

1sg
tʰā̃-rɛ
2sg-gen

sātʰɛ
com

kām-sū̃
work-to

jāū̃lā
go.fut

‘I will go to work with you.’ (Marwari)
2As Gumperz [1957] notes, the Indus and Gangetic plains together form a dialect chain: “the local dialects form a

continuous chain from Sind to Assam, the speech of each area shading off into that of the adjoining one.” The portion
from Bengal to Haryana (i.e. the core Gangetic plain) shares reflexes of sārtʰena.
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(20) bɨ
1sg

gōs
go.pfv

aslam-as
Aslam-dat

sɜt̄ʰʸ/sɜt̄ʸan
com

cakr-as
walk-dat

‘I went for a walk with Aslam.’ (Kashmiri)

2.3.3 Sanskrit saŋgá
In various (discontinuous) regions acrossnearly the entire Indo-Aryan-speaking Indo-Gangetic plain,
the comitative marker is indicated with reflexes of Sanskrit saŋgá ‘battle’→ ‘contact with’. The se-
mantic change in saŋgá from a concrete noun meaning ‘battle’ (attested in the oldest Sanskrit text,
the R̩g-veda) to a more abstract contact relation, is already found in the Vedic Sanskrit Taittirīya-
Saṁhitā recension of the Yajur-veda dated to the early Indian Iron Age (c. 1200–800 BCE; Witzel,
2001).
(21) vr̩śced

cut.opt.3sg
yad
if

akṣa-saŋgaṁ
axle-contact.acc.sg.n

‘If he were to cut it so that it would touch the axle...’ (Sanskrit, TS 6.3.3.4)
While modern standard varieties of Hindi, Punjabi, and Marathi do not use it, it is found in older
varieties of all three (pre-16th century).
(22) so

3sg
tana
body

jar-ai
burn-prs.3sg

kāṭʰa
wood

kai
gen

saṁgā
com

‘This body will burn down together with the firewood.’ (Old Hindi; Kabīr)
(23) kah-u

say-3sg
nānaka
Nanak

piru
husband

merai
1sg.gen

saṁge
com

tā
then

mai
1sg

nava
nine

nidʰi
treasure

pā-ī
obtain-3sg

‘Says Nanak, when my Husband Lord is with me, I obtain the nine treasures.’ (Old Punjabi;
GGS)

All NIA languages that use a derivative of Sanskrit sā́rtʰa also attest a derivative of saŋgá for the
comitative. In some cases (e.g. Hindi), saŋgá is seen as archaic or poetic, while other languages
(e.g. Bengali) use both saŋgá and sā́rtʰa regularly and interchangeably. Generally, saŋgá has not
undergone as much grammaticalisation to the instrument relation, but some languages (such as
Nepali) do use it for polyadic argument marking.
(24) tū̃

2sg
kī ̃
what

gɛ̃
gen

sagɛ
com

ga-yo
go-pfv.m.sg

ho
cop.pst

‘Who did you go with?’ (Bagri)
(25) āmi

1sg
mā-r
mother-gen

sɔŋge
com

jābo
go.fut

‘I will go with my mother.’ (Bengali)
(26) me-re

1sg-gen
saŋg
com

kōn
who

ā-ygo
come-fut

‘Who will come with me?’ (Braj)
(27) ek

one
ʣaṇ-e-re
Jana-obl-gen.pl

dev-ā
god-obl

sɛŋge
com

eʣ-a
come-ipfv

si
cop.prs.pl

‘...the other comes from Jana with the deity.’ (Kullui)
(28) mʰɛ̃

1sg
tʰā̃-rɛ
2sg-gen

sāgɛ
com

kām-sū̃
work-to

jāū̃lā
go.fut

‘I will go to work with you.’ (Marwari)
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(29) báab-a
father-obl

saŋgí
com

śáhr-a
city

tʰe
city-obl

ba-áa-nu
to go-prs-m.sg

‘I am going to the city with my father’. (Palula)
(30) tai

2sg
hu
emph

mir
1sg.gen

saŋ
com

bʰāʣ
run

paʦʰʦʰu
behind

se
abl

‘You run with me behind me.’ (Rana Tharu)
(31) hun-ani

3pl-obl
sāṇu
com

vañu
go.imp

‘Go with them.’ (Sindhi)

2.3.4 Indo-Aryan *nāla
In the northwestern fringe of the Indo-Aryan family, some languages attest a comitative form phono-
logically derivable from *nāla. It is unclear what attested Sanskrit form could correspond to this;
Turner [1962–1966] suggests Sanskrit aŋkapāli ‘embrace’ but this is phonologically difficult due to
the velar cluster. The oldest attestion of the form is in the holy texts of Sikhism, written in an early
form of Punjabi in the 16th century CE.

(32) jitʰai
where

bahi
sit.cnv

samajʰāi-ai
explain-prs.3sg

titʰai
there

koi
anyone

na
neg

cal-io
go-?

nāli
com

‘He sits and examines the accounts, there where no one goes along with anyone.’ (Old Pun-
jabi; GGS)

Among modern Indo-Aryan languages it is found in Punjabi, Saraiki, Hindko, and Gurezi Shina; it is
very likely that other languages in the upper Indus attest it as well.

(33) mo
1sg

śahra-źṍõ
city-abl

ẓava-sẽ́y
brother-com

nalá
com

áalus
come.pfv

‘I came with my brother from the city.’ (Gurezi Shina)
(34) salīm

Salim
sāḍ-e
2pl.gen-sg.m.obl

nāḷ
com

ā-ve-g-ā
come-sbjv.3sg-fut-sg.m

‘Salim will come with us.’ (Punjabi)

2.3.5 Other

Many languages attest idiosyncratic forms for the comitative, which undoubtedly are recent innova-
tions. I will loosely group these by the grammaticalisation paths they fall under.

Assamese and Dameli have the development ‘contact’ > com. For Assamese this is from the
Sanskrit root lag- ‘to stick, touch, contact’ and for Dameli it ismil- ‘to meet, encounter, touch’.

(35) mo-r
1-gen

tā-r
2-gen

logot
com

nāsibor
dancing

mon
wish

‘I wish to dance with him.’ (Assamese)
(36) sapun

all
sootii
together

aśtrakaa
women

mili
com

nanavaat
mercy

ɡe−n
take-inf

‘they all [went], with their women, to seek mercy’ (Dameli)

Someof theWestern Pahari languages, an extremely diverse branch of Indo-Aryan, use forms derived
from Sanskrit karṇe ‘ear.loc’ to indicate the comitative: Churahi kanē, Pangwali kēṇī, Dogri kannē,
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Chambeal kanē, etc. In other NIA languages karṇe is usually the source of the accusative or ergative
cases [Bailey, 1908].

Marathi and Odia both use loanwords with the development ‘together’ > com. For Marathi, the
loan is from Persian bar-ā-bar ‘equal’ and for Odia it is from Sanskrit sahita ‘together’ (which is his-
torically attested as a comitative marker as well).
(37) lili

Lili
āpl-yā
self-gen.m.sg

mul-ā
son-obl

barobar
com

ā-l-ī
come-pfv-f.sg

‘Lili came with her son.’ (Marathi)
(38) pue-ti

boy-clf
tā
def?

mā
mother

sɔhitɔ
com

bājār
market

gɔlā
go.pfv

‘The boy went to market with his mother.’ (Odia)
The remaining forms I found are of uncertain origin. Sinhala ekkamay be from Sanskrit éka ‘one’ but
the semantics are hard to explain. Garhwali dahgṛā is suggested by Montaut [2022] to be derived
from a grammaticalisation ‘path’ > ‘companion’ > com, with the last step similar to Skt. sārtʰena.
(39) buhḍṛī

old.woman
gɔ̃
village

kī
gen.f

lɔhṛiū̃
girl.pl

dahgṛā
com

dāḷ
daal

pihsṇū̃
grind.for

jāli
go.fut

‘The old woman will go with the girls of the village to grind daal.’ (Garhwali)
(40) te

3sg
asta
along

gri
with

par-au
go-pfv.3sg

‘He left with them.’ (Kalasha)
(41) apē

1pl.gen
puta-t
son-?

ekkə
com

ennə
come

‘Come with our son.’ (Sinhala)

3 Putting it all together
As I established earlier, the rise of configurationality inMiddle Indo-Aryan completely reworked the
syntax of Indo-Aryan languages, and the concurrent erosion of case morphology led to the develop-
ment of new layers of case clitics (Layer II; marking core arguments) and postpositions (Layer III;
more spatio-temporal and adjunct uses).

Having seen a large amount of cross-lingual data, we can move on to the actual questions that
began this paper: how did these comitativemarkers develop, andwhy do they straddle the boundary
between Layer II and Layer III?

To summarise the descriptive parts of this paper, I showed that there while there are threemajor
isoglosses (sārtʰena, saŋgá, *nāla), there are many more regional innovations (and even loans) with
no apparent relation in form to each other. I also showed that saŋgá has a much wider reach in
early New Indo-Aryan languages (e.g. Old Hindi). In terms of the semantics of these developments,
we can look to the known cross-linguistic grammaticalisation pathways for the comitative marker
[Heine et al., 2002].

Putting it all together, this is the story I construct for the history of comitatives in Indo-Aryan.
First, configurationality gradually arose inMiddle Indo-Aryan in conjunctionwith the erosion of

themorphological case systemand increasing grammaticalisation of newpostpositions (e.g.madhye
‘inside’). The instrumental case was more resilient than some of the others so Pali and other Middle
Indo-Aryan language continued to keep it for the comitative. But, sahawas also available to express
the comitative.
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Second, the instrumental case was entirely lost by late Middle Indo-Aryan. A profusion of forms
were enlisted as comitative markers. All of these etymologically contain the prefix sa- or saṁ- ‘with’,
and undoubtedly the phonological similarity among all of these aided their adoption. Semantically,
common grammaticalisations here are comrade > comitative and accompany > comitative.

Stage Form Sanskrit Etymology
OIA ins + sahá < sahá < sa- + dʰa
Early MIA ins + saddʰiṃ < sārdʰám ‘jointly’ < sa- + árdʰa ‘half ’
Late MIA samau < saṁmukʰá ‘facing’ < saṁ- ‘together’ +mukʰá ‘face’
Late MIA sattʰihi < sārtʰena < sa- + ártha ‘aim; wealth’
Late MIA gen + saṁgeṁ < saŋgá < sañj- ‘cling’ × saṁ- + ga ‘come’
Late MIA ins + sahiya < sahita < sa- + dʰita ‘placed’

Thirdly, some languages (mostly on the fringes of the Indo-Aryan-speaking area) innovated en-
tirely different forms for the comitative that lack the sa- commonality of Middle Indo-Aryan. There
is no clear reason for this; innovations could have occurred for many reasons (incl. social differenti-
ation, substratum influence) which are not easily accessible now. One driver may be grammatical-
isation of the comitative into other uses which necessitated a new, semantically-narrower form to
replace the old one. Nevertheless,manyof the innovations share theprevious semantic development
of comrade > comitative. Garhwali’s unique form has the cross-linguistically attested grammati-
calisation follow > comitative.

Finally, some languages underwent the next step in the grammaticalisation chain of comita-
tive > instrument > ablative [Narrog and Ito, 2007], which moved this case form into the role of
marking core arguments. This explains why the comitative is a Layer II casemarker in languages like
Punjabi, and doesn’t have to license the genitive. Compare Punjabi and Hindi’s way to express the
instrumental:

(42) mɛ̃
1sg

ne
erg

ām
mango

ko
acc

cākū
knife

se
ins

kā-ṭā
cut-pfv.m.sg

‘I cut the mango with a knife.’ (Hindi)
(43) mɛ̃

1sg
ne
erg

amb
mango

nū̃
acc

cākū
knife

nāl
ins

kaṭṭ-iā
cut-pfv.m.sg

‘I cut the mango with a knife.’ (Punjabi)

Hindi uses a different case marker for the instrumental than that of the comitative. Punjabi has
the same form for both the comitative and the instrumental. Both use Layer II markers for the in-
strumental, since it is a core argument; it just so happens that Punjabi uses this for comitatives too.
That concludes the story of the comitative in Indo-Aryan languages—a story of language innovation
trying to keep up the grammaticalisation treadmill and phonological degradation.
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