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0 Introduction

In this paper, a range of possible instances of influence from Dravidian languages
on languages of the Munda family are offered. This addresses lexical, phonological, and
structural/grammatical influence at varying stages, from proto-language stages down to
modern levels.

Before beginning the discussion, a few general points need to be made. These
come in the form of disclaimers and methodological problems in the determination of
possible influence from Dravidian on Munda.

As is well-known, both the Dravidian and Munda languages are spoken in South
Asia--a well established linguistic area defined by numerous shared features found
throughout the various genetic stocks of the sub-continent (Masica 1976). Thus, it is
hardly surprising that both language groups exhibit a range of features that characterize
this SprachbundSuch features include the use of quotative constructions, morphological
causative formations, 'echo'-formation, the so-called absolute construction, etc. As is
typical in linguistic areas, it is often not possible to determine what language or language
family certain defining features may have arisen in and therefore which may have served
as potential loan sources for their appearance in other languages or language families of
the area. Thus, in many instances discussed below, it is often not possible to exclude any
other potential source and securely assign Dravidian as the donor, although in some
instances, the claim appears justified.

In addition to features of the South Asian linguistic area typical of numerous
unrelated languages of the subcontinent, Munda and Dravidian languages share a range
of typological features, including nominative/accusative alignment and a predilection to
agglutinative word structure. These too should also be borne in mind when discussing
influence from Dravidian on Munda.

While no researcher today seriously entertains the thought that the Munda and
Dravidian languages form a genetic unit, the former constituting but one sub-group of the
far-flung Austroasiatic language family, this was not always the case. Originally both
were thought to belong to a so-called Tamulian language family (Hodgson 1848). Max
Miiller (1854) first separated the two and labelled Munda the name it is known by in the
literature today. Campbell (1866) attempted to codify the name for Munda as Kolarian,
based on the root meaning 'person', 'man', variously realized as kol, kor, ho, horoetc. (cf.
the North Munda language names Ho, Kor-ku, etc.). Finally, the Linguistic Survey of
India by Grierson and Konow published at the beginning of the 20" century firmly

" This paper was originally presented at the Fourth Harvard Round Table on the Ethnogenesis of Central
and South Asia. Thanks to Professor Michael Witzel for inviting me to present this paper at this stimulating
forum.
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established once and for all the non-relatedness of the two families, and the use of the
term Munda as the standard. Schmidt (1906) established the Austroasiatic relation of the
Munda languages.

Dravidian languages have been attested for nearly two millenia. Munda languages
on the other hand were first described only in the middle of the 19" century, with
Tickell's (1840) description of Ho. Thus, the history of the Dravidian languages is much
easier to establish in many instances in comparison with the Munda languages. This too
is important to keep in mind during the subsequent discussions. However, a good deal of
comparative work on the Munda languages has appeared over the past few decades.
These range from Pinnow's (1959) comparative phonological and lexical studies to recent
works by Anderson and Zide on comparative verb morphology and to a lesser degree
comparative noun morphology (e.g. Anderson and Zide 2001, 2002; Zide and Anderson
1999, 2001, etc.).

Munda and Dravidian languages are spoken in adjacent and intermixed areas in
various parts of east-central India. Thus, for example, one finds a range of languages
belonging to both groups in the Koraput district of Orissa and in adjacent parts of Andhra
Pradesh. Further to the north, one finds Kurukh spoken adjacent to various Kherwarian
Munda languages as well as South Munda Kharia. In many of these communities, the
contact is quite intense between speakers of the various language families, and this is
likely to have been true as well in the past for some. Thus, the environment is ripe for the
exchange of features between the various languages involved.' Let us now turn to a
presentation of a representative set of these features.

1 Dravidian Influence on Munda Lexicon

Lexical elements of Dravidian origin are to be found in a range of individual
Munda languages. Frequently, these belong to the relatively recent period, although in a
couple of instances, the loan may belong to an earlier period. Dravidian loans are found
in both South Munda and North Munda languages. We briefly present each of these in
turn below.

1.1 Dravidian Lexical Loans in South Munda

The South Munda languages show a range of words deriving from one or another

Dravidian language. Thus, in the South Munda language Gta! one finds typical cultural
loans, for example the word for ‘jackfruit’ which has undergone a typical change to

conform to modern Gta! phonology, with a very un-Dravidian looking initial three-term
consonant cluster (1). The form of this word suggests a loan dating to a period before the

sound changes that triggered the characteristic phonotactics of modern Gta! ; its
motivation may have been to supplement a lexical gap in the language.

(1) Gta! plwesa‘jackfruit’

" In this paper we focus on Dravidian influence on Munda. However, there is also Munda influence on
Dravidian--a subject for a future study (in preparation).
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(Zide & Zide 1973: 14)

However, one may also find words of Dravidian origin meaning things like ‘hill’ (2) in
Gta!, an original term for which must have existed prior to the borrowing of this element,

this supplanting an original Munda term for ‘hill’. In such a case, the motivation for the
loan is not clear.

(2) Gta! konda ‘hill’
(Zide & Zide 1973: 14)

In Sora, loans are typically from Telugu and generally relate to floral or other cultural
terms.

(3) Sora munu-n‘black-gram’ < Telugu
Sora sund m- n ‘lime’ < Telugu
(Ramamurti 1931: 74, 82)

Probably the South Munda language most intensively affected by the influence of
Dravidian is Gutob (also known as Gad(a)ba). Loans in Gutob include such unusual types
as various marked numeral formations:

(4) Gutob mun-tog‘2 days after tomorrow’ muun-tog'3 days after tomorrow’
(Zide 1978: 31)

Interestingly, the form meaning ‘2 days after tomorrow’ is based on the Dravidian word
for ‘3’°. Note the very un-Munda like expressive lengthening of the vowel in the form
meaning ‘3 days after tomorrow’. Contrastive vowel length is a highly marked feature in
Munda languages.

Lexical influence from Dravidian has been so intense in Gutob, that even the
demonstrative system suggests strong interference. Compare the three term demonstrative
system in Gutob with that of the typical Dravidian system. This formal and functional
correspondence is striking indeed.

(5) Gutob demonstratives cf. Dravidian demonstrative stems
e- u- a- I- u- a-
1.2 Dravidian Lexical Loans in North Munda

North Munda languages likewise reflect various lexical elements of Dravidian
origin. Note for example, the word meaning ‘son’ in various Kherwarian languages:

(6) Asuri, Birhor, Santali kora ‘son” Mundari kora hon‘son’
(Bhattacharya 1970: 447)



Gregory D. S. Anderson International Journal of Dravidian Linguistics 32 (1): 27-48

This element may also have been borrowed into South Munda languages as well

(7) cf. Gta! gora(i) ‘boy’
(Bhattacharya 1970: 448)

Of course, this element is well attested in Dravidian, for example DED[R] 1787 Kond®
koro. Note that according to Bhattacharya (1970: 460) 10% of kin-terms in Munda are of
Dravidian origin.

2 Dravidian Influence on Munda Phonology

Apart from lexical influence from Dravidian languages on the various Munda
languages, it is also likely that there has been phonological influence as well. In this
section, various instances of possible phonological influence from Dravidian on Munda
are offered.

2.1 Retroflexion

Among the features commonly found in South Asian languages, and indeed one of the
characteristic features of the South Asian linguistic area is the presence of retroflex
consonants. As mentioned in the introduction, it is often difficult if not impossible to
isolate the ultimate diffusional source of areal features in a SprachbundAlso, as is a
well-known maxim in diachronic linguistics (or should be), multiple causality is at least
as likely an explanation of any given change as a single cause. In particular, internal and
external factors often combine as the ultimate cause of any given linguistic change. With
this in mind, let us now briefly examine the state of various retroflex consonants in the
Munda languages.

It is traditional to reconstruct an asymmetric consonant system for Proto-Munda,
contrasting plain *t and retroflex *d0Both of these are found in Munda etyma in all
Munda languages, save a few dialects of Sora. Correspondences of these sounds among
the various Munda languages are relatively easy to find and straightforwardly
reconstructed to Proto-South Munda, Proto-North Munda or Proto-Munda.>

(8) Kharia, Juang Gutob, Remo, Gta!  gloss
*bido *bido OsowO
*Peledd *bVledod OfeatherO
*dop *dop ‘come’
*lutur *1Vt'r ‘ear’
*ta)] *to] Oshare, distribute®

% All reconstructions in South Munda languages are the author’s own. In North Munda, Munda (1968-ms)
has been consulted.
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Proto-Kherwarian

*t Ohand®

*hita OseedO

*doi Ovillage, settlementO
*toudoad OdipO

However, other retroflex sounds do not enjoy such an uncontroversial status in the
Munda languages. Thus although one does find such sounds as |pronpand totheir
distribution is not like that of dOThus, tds quite marked in South Munda, and may
ultimately reflect a Dravidian origin. Note however that on occasion there are
correspondences of tan various North and South Munda languages.

(9) Gorum katd‘rat sp.” Ho katia ‘big house rat’
(Bhattacharya 1975a: 84)

Were this correspondence to be found to be an old one, it would reflect a Proto-Munda
form. Other forms with t@re not so old, but nevertheless not entirely recent either, for
example, the various North Munda languages suggest a reconstruction for the word for
‘neck’ as something like *hotdOg

A similar situation can be offered for NnOThus, while nds also highly restricted and
possibly reflects some kind of Dravidian influence in Munda, it may be found on
occasion in native vocabulary in cognate forms in various languages:

(10) Korwa gurdr  Juang guniDd fly’
Korwa kosora Korku kosra ‘rice-beer’

The former correspondence set would reconstruct back to a Proto-Munda etymon, while
the latter would go back as far as Proto-North Munda. In the particular case of the Proto-
North Munda forms, Dravidian influence cannot be excluded as a possible trigger.

Given the asymmetry in the system of Proto-Munda, and the obvious influence
that Dravidian has had at various times and in various linguistic sub-systems, multiple
causality, that is both internal and external factors, is likely to have had an effect on the
development of the use of retroflex |pronpand toalthough the latter is relatively common
in North Munda Kherwarian languages.

2.2 Loss of initial ! -

Another phonological feature of modern Munda languages that is worth noting is
the near complete lack of word-initial " -, a feature common to most of its sister
Austroasiatic languages, but one which is highly marked in the South Asian areal context.
While Proto-Munda may well have possessed word-initial " -, it is found only in a small
number of words in certain South Munda languages. In Sora, there is at least one lexical
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item with word-initial " -, while in Remo and Gta! it occurs relatively more frequently,
but here preceding a velar stop, and frequently functioning as a syllable nucleus, not an
onset.

(11)  Sora
"or-!"
‘have hairs standing erect, be thrilled’
(Zide 1968: 76)

(12) Remo Gta!
"kuy "Kkui
‘water pot’ ‘water pot’

(Bhattacharya 1975: 47)

As this last point suggests, Munda languages also differ from many of the surrounding
languages of South Asia in possessing initial syllabic nasals, and, as described for Santali
(Anderson 2000a), pre-nasalized stops as well.

2.3 Dravidianized Gadaba (Gutob)

Certain varieties of South Munda Gutob reflect heavy phonological influence
from Dravidian (Gadaba). Thus one finds forms like the following in this Dravidianized
Gutob/Gadba.

(13) Dravidianized Gadba (Gutob) (Bhaskara Rao)
tugo:lu ‘yesterday’ (not tugH) isa:lu ‘skin’ (not isal/usa)

Here we find a lengthened penultimate syllable (the original stressed syllable), lack of the
open # and a word-final —u. All of these features are categorically un-Munda looking in

these contexts, and contrast with the more Munda-like forms characteristic of less
Dravidianized varieties given in parentheses.

3 Dravidian Structural Influence on Munda

In addition to lexical and phonological influence, Dravidian languages may have
influenced Munda languages on the grammatical or structural level as well. This includes
such diverse structural subsystems as the order of constituents in clauses, the selection
and inflection of auxiliary verbs and the use of so-called 'dative subject' formations. As
with the lexical and phonological influence addressed above, there is both evidence of
more archaic and more recent periods of influence. In addition, there are phenomena that
are relatively securely attributable to Dravidian influence on Munda as well as
phenomena the ultimate source for which is not at all clear.
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3.1 VO/OV Syntax

One area where Dravidian languages may have had a pronounced impact on
Munda languages at an early period is in the order of constituents in clauses. As is well
known among typologists, one of the defining typological characteristics of a language or
language family is the relative order in which the subject, object, and verb appear with
respect to one another. To be sure, not all languages have a basic or unmarked
syntactically defined word order, the order of these elements being rather determined by a
range of discourse or pragmatic notions. In fact, it is probably safe to say that the word
order (or more accurately constituent order) of all languages is in part subject to non-
syntactic factors. However, in the case of the languages of the South Asian linguistic
area, the vast majority of these show a pronounced statistical tendency to verb-final
clause structure. Thus, they are typically characterized as reflecting basic SOV word
order. Indeed, all modern Munda languages reflect this word order (15).

(15)i. Mundari
horo-ko-m rasika-rika-aka-d-ko-a
man-PL-2 rejoice-CAUS-ASP-TR-PL-FIN
'you have made the people rejoice’
(Osada 1992)

ii. Santali
“notoeyealao-en-a
there-3 go.INTR-AOR.INTR-FIN

‘he went there’
(Bodding 1923: 27)

1ii. Korku
i—ju dukana:-toen sa:kar sasa:-b
| store-ABL sugar REDPL.bringFIN
Ol will bring sugar from the shopO
(Nagaraja 1999: 71)

iv. Kharia
ighae b&o'b-sq -dom-te
how paddy CAUS-buy-PASS-PRES
'how is rice paddy sold?'
(Malhotra 1982)

V. Juang
ai— ai—der-rusi-r m-dd
I I-self wash-RFLXV-PRES.ITR
'T wash myself'

(Pinnow 1960-ms)

Vi. Gorum
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Vii.

viil.

iX.

The comparative method compels us to conclude that the Proto-Munda was in fact an
SOV language. However, there is both external/comparative evidence and internal
Munda evidence which suggests that this may in fact be a secondary, contact-induced
situation in the history of the Munda languages, and that an SVO order with possible

kapi e-nj, tagu-r-i,-ay

coffee OBJ-1 burn-PAST-1-CLOC
'coffee burnt me'

(Aze 1973)

Gtal

n¥2 mb¥$sia$ gweb-ti-ke
I left wash-hand-PAST

'T washed my left hand'
(Sadock 1991)

Sora
kina-n —am-t-am
tiger-NOuUN seizeNPAST-2

'the tiger will seize you'
(Ramamurti 1931: 40)

Remo

a-ni, doaotr a-beO-t"-n"-ki
oB}l milk NEG-give-FUT.II-2-Q
‘will you give me milk or not’
(Bhattacharya 1968)

Gutob
kunig-lBtoam goj-gi  ui-gi-nen
old.man-old.woman die-PAST.I AUX -PAST.I-PL

Othe old man and woman died®
(N. Zide, no date)

alternate VSO order may have been the older construction.

The external comparative evidence relates to the cognate Mon-Khmer languages.
Almost all modern Mon-Khmer languages are SVO or VSO, but never show basic SOV
constituent order. Indeed, SVO is traditionally reconstructed for Proto-Austroasiatic, with
optional VSO order (the latter perhaps the original pre-Proto-Austroasiatic situation).
The internal evidence comes from the archaic process of noun incorporation. All
South Munda languages reflect evidence of an earlier system of noun incorporation,
incorporating mono-syllabic nominal 'combining' forms into the verb root. However,
these take the shape of Verb-Noun, not Noun-Verb as might be expected in an original

SOV language (15).

(15) Noun Incorporation
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Remo Gta! Sora Kharia Juang

guiti (n¥%4') mb¥$sia$ gweb-fi-ke  le:m-si-t-am gude guai
wash-hand I left wash-hand-PAST bow-hand-NPAST-2 wash-hand wash-hand
'wash hand' 'l washed my left hand' 'I bow to your hands' 'wash hands' 'wash hands'

(Anderson and Boyle 2001)

Based on these correspondences, we can even reconstruct specific combining
forms for Proto-South Munda, e.g. *=ti ‘hand’. This is in fact a much easier and more
straightforward reconstruction than the free standing form for ‘hand’, which varies
considerably among the South Munda languages; see Anderson and Zide (2002) for
details.

Were this noun incorporation formation limited to South Munda languages, we
would be left with an intriguing yet ultimately unresolvable problem of diachronic
linguistics. However, despite the fact that North Munda languages have lost this process
altogether--noun incorporation is a highly marked feature in the South Asian linguistic
area--one can still safely reconstruct this formation to Proto-Munda.’ This is in part based
on the fact that formally cognate constructions, even utilizing cognate combining forms,
may be found in other Austroasiatic languages, e.g. in Nicobarese (16). Therefore Proto-
Austroasiatic likely made use of some [Verb-Noun],,.,, constructions, or noun
incorporation.

(16) Nicobarese

tI" ‘ reach; up to’ t!" tatay ‘reach for’ (cf. !" ta ~ tnta ‘reach at’)
(Radhakrishnan 1981: 106)

Thus, while all modern Munda languages are SOV, there is internal and external
comparative evidence for considering this to be a secondary development, and therefore
there is a possibility that influence from Dravidian is at the (late) proto-Mundaievel

3.2 Case Suffixation

A further area of Munda grammatical structure that may reflect influence from
Dravidian is the use or proliferation of case suffixes. It is not the case that case is entirely
foreign or new in the history of the Munda languages. In fact, there is strong evidence
that object case was marked prefixally, originally only with pronouns, in Proto-Munda,

? Note that there are parallels to the Munda situation in which some members of the language family have a
developed system of noun incorporation while others lack it altogether--for example in Siouan (see
Anderson and Boyle 2001-ms for details).

* Bearing in mind the caveats mentioned in the introduction above, viz. that one can never be really sure
what the external source of a change may be, and that internal and external factors often reinforce one
another.
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and clearly so in Proto-South Munda. Thus, one finds the ostensible original formation in
Gorum, Gutob, and Gta! , but extended to all nouns in Remo and Sora.

(17) Gorum
md' e-ni" mo-jel-I-in
you OBJ-I 2-tell-PAST-1

‘you told (to) me’
(Bhattacharya 1975a: 161)

(18) Gutob
o-nomo-may! bsois-o-ni
OBJ-you OBJ-he show-TRANS.PAST-1

‘I showed him to you’
(Bhattacharya 1975a: 164)

(19) Gta!
mea-ni" bug-ke
he OBJ-1 beat-PAST

‘he beat me’
(Bhattacharya 1975a: 166)

(20) Sora
kuni a-tarba—-ji a-manda tiya
those OBJ-flower-PL OBJ-man give.IMP

‘give those flowers to the man’
(Bhattacharya 1975a: 162)

(21) Remo

a-yo'-dé" sun-&
OBJ-mother-RFLXV tell-TRANS.PAST
‘he told his mother’

(Bhattacharya 1975a: 165)

Note that the Austroasiatic language Tao-th has a cognate system (Solntseva 1996), with
the case prefix a- found exclusively on pronominal stems. This implies that the formation
found in Gorum, etc. appears to go back to Proto-Austroasiatic. Cases marked prefixally
and restricted to pronouns are cross-linguistically relatively marked features, especially
the former, and their presence in two genetically and geographically disparate but related
groups is striking indeed!

In addition to objective case, it is possible that this prefix may have originally
been used in adnominal, possessive constructions as well in Munda. Note the following
Sora example in this regard.

10
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(22) Sora
bab-—ena-u$
head-1 poOss-hair

‘the hair of my head’
(Bhattacharya 1975a: 169)

Were this the situation, this element may have been reanalyzed as a genitive suffix in
Juang, and in North Munda languages like Mundari, etc.

(23) Juang > genitive suffix on possessor ai—j-a ‘my’
(Matson 1964, Pinnow 1960-ms.)

(24) Mundari a—a! ‘my’ hona! ‘child’s
(Osada 1992: 48)

A similar boundary reanalysis of an original prefix is thought to have occurred in history
of North Munda subject marking as well (Anderson and Zide 2001).

However, there is some Munda evidence that various local, directional or
instrumental case suffixes may be relatively old in the Munda language family. One such
element is the instrumental in -te. This is found either as is or as a component of various
historically complex fused postpositional constructions:

(25) -teinstrumetal/societative/comitative

i. Gta! —defre

ii. Sora -batte (—en-batte with/by me’)

iii. Juang ~ -fe (aro-te ‘by him’)

iv. Ho danda-fe ‘with the stick’, am-ete‘by you’
(Bhattacharya 1975a: 177-78)

(26) Mundari
ne daru hakee-pe m&-ke-d-a
this tree axe-INS-2PL cut-ASP-TRANS-FIN

‘you cut this tree with an axe’
(Osada 1992: 47)

Another potentially old case form in South Munda is the locative/directional in -bo($).
This marks location, direction, and, on rare occasion, instrumental notions as well.

(27) -bolocative/allative (> instrumental)

i. Remo gari-bo ‘on the road’
ii. Juang bil#bo ‘in the paddy field’, nui-bo ‘to the river’, sen#r-bo ‘with a knife’

11
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(28)_Gutob Gutob

aspatalbo! ui-gi-nin da-gu biro"-bo(! ) ui-na
hospital-DIR/LOC go-INTR.PAST-1 AUX-INTR.PAST  jungle-LOC/ALL go-COND/DS
‘I had gone to the hospital’ ‘if you go to the jungle’
(Hook 1991: 186) (Bhattacharya 1975a)

While old, it is nevertheless possible that, just as the shift to SOV order, the rise of case
suffixes in Munda may be attributable to Dravidian influence at the Proto-Munda or
Proto-South Munda level.

3.3 Verb structure

Another area that may indeed reflect Dravidian structural influence on Munda,
albeit at a later level than the two previously discussed instances, belongs to the level of
verb structure. Proto-Munda probably and Proto-South Munda very likely (Zide and
Anderson 1999, 2001, Anderson and Zide 2001, Anderson 2001) had the basic verb
structure given in (29):

(29) Proto-[South] Munda
Subject-Verb-Tense-Object

This can be seen preserved as such in languages like Juang and Gorum:

(30) Juang (31) Gorum
M&j#-ki-— ne-aby-t-om
2-see-TRANS.PRES-1 1-splash-NPAST-2
'you see me' 'T will splash you'

(Matson 1964, Pinnow 1960-ms.)  (Aze 1973)

However, in certain South Munda languages, there has been a range of restructurings,
namely the loss of subject prefixes and object suffixes, and the innovation of subject
suffixes (Anderson 2001). This has occurred in both Proto-Gutob-Remo and in Kharia.
This has yielded the highly Dravidianized looking structure given in (33)-(36).

(32) new Dravidianized structure !  verb stem-tense-subject

(33) Gutob

su'-to-ni" su'-0$-nom
throw-CUST-1 throw-TRANS.PAST-2
'T throw' 'you threw'

(N. Zide 1997, field notes)

12
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(34) Remo Remo (35) Kharia
way-t-i' way-ds-ni" kol-oGbar
call-NPAST-1 call-TRANS.PAST-1 count-PAST-2DL

T call' 'T called' 'you two counted'
(Fernandez 1968, 1983) (Malhotra 1982)

Again, while it is impossible to say for sure, the resulting forms are strikingly Dravidian
looking and may in fact reflect the influence of Dravidian on Munda language structure.

3.4 Auxiliaries

Another fruitful area where the influence of Dravidian on Munda grammatical
structure seems relatively secure relates to the inflection and selection of auxiliary verbs.
Like other South Asian languages, the use of auxiliary verbs in Dravidian and Munda
languages is quite developed. However, in certain South Munda languages that have
experienced heavy influence from Dravidian, we see a shift from the constructions
typical of Munda in the direction of those typical of Dravidian.

3.4.1 Inflectional Type

With regards to the inflectional patterns seen in auxiliary verbs, one can make the
following observations. In the majority of the Munda languages, one finds the so-called
'basic' inflectional type, where the auxiliary verb indexes all of the obligatory verbal
inflectional categories (Anderson 1999). This is found for example in both North and
South Munda languages,

(36) Santali Santali
i”m baml-ke-tO-a-ko “ gu i Ot-ke-Ot-ko-a-e
eat AUX-AOR-TR-FIN-PL bring AUX-AOR-TR-PL-FIN-3
‘they are done eating’ ‘he brought them quickly’
(Bodding 1929: 277) (Bodding 1929: 277)
GtaO
co, N&t-1¥Oke

eat 1-NEG-AUX-KE.PAST
'T hadn't eaten'
(Mahapatra et al. 1989)

However, in certain South Munda languages, one finds other patterns, namely the
so-called ‘doubled-, split-, and split-doubled' inflectional types (Anderson 1999, 2000b).
As is well known among Dravidianists (cf. Steever 1988), the multiple indexing of single
inflectional categories on both the auxiliary verb element and the lexical verb element in
auxiliary verb constructions in Dravidian languages is a wide spread and ancient feature.
Thus one finds subject (and often tense) marked on auxiliary verb elements and lexical

13
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verb elements, and negative frequently (though not exclusively) on just the lexical verb
element. Note in this regard the wide range of Dravidian forms cited below:

(37) Muria Gondd

punna: atan
know-NEG-1 AUX-PFV-1

‘I didn’t know’
(Steever 1997b: 290-1)

(38) Gondd Gondd

urOe anOda nanna panjn ayOena
watch-NEG-1 AUX-IMPFV-PAST-1 I be.satiated-NEG-1 AUX-SBINCTV-1
‘I wasn’t watching’ ‘I would not get satiated’

(Steever 1997b: 290-1)

(39) Old Telugu (40) Old Tamil (41) Parji

ceppawu aytini cel-vein all-ein nil-t-en méd-an

say-NEG-1 AUX-PAST-1 20-FUT-1PL NEG-1PL stand-PAST-1 AUX-NPAST-1

‘I did not say’ ‘we will not go’ ‘I am standing, have stood up’
(Steever 1988: 60) (Steever 1988:42)  (Steever 1988: 89)

(42) Konda (43) Pengo (44) Kolami

totis-n-a si-n-a huré-a#-n-a# Si-e-t-an

show-NPAST-1 AUX-NPAST-1 see-PAST-1-AUX-1 give-NEG.1(AUX)-PAST-1

‘I will show (you)’ ‘I have seen’ ‘I didn’t give’

(Steever 1988: 73) (Steever 1988: 79)  (Steever 1988: 90)

(45) Brahui (46) Kurukh

num xalkae hinare basc-ar kerc-ar

you thrash-PAST-2PL AUX-PAST-2PL inhabit-PAST-3PL AUX-PAST-3PL
‘you have thrashed’ ‘they settled in’

(Steever 1988: 105) (Steever 1988: 98)

In the South Munda language Gorum, one finds a similar doubled marking of person and
tense (etc.) categories, strikingly like Dravidian, but not at all like the majority of Munda
languages:

(47) i. Gorum ii. Gorum

mi, ne-gaGru  ne-laGru mi, ne-adaOruO ne-k-ruO

I 1-eatPAST  1-AUX-PAST I 1-thirstPAST 1-AUX-PAST
'| ate vigorously' 'l was thirsty’

(Aze 1973: 279) (Aze 1973: 296)

Double marking of tense is also found in Gutob and Remo, which have previously been
described in various sections above as reflecting pronounced Dravidian influence,
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especially Gutob; for examples with double tense marking in auxiliary verb constructions
from these two languages (48).

(48) Remo
len-o! sune! sit
thresh-TRANS.PAST AUX-TRANS.PAST NF

‘having threshed...’
(Fernandez 1983: 45; Hook 1991: 187)

Gutob
uson golgolte nom bobrig+ berp!

today smoothly you CAUS.enter-TRANS.PAST AUX-TRANS.PAST

‘today you put it in smoothly’
(Hook 1991: 185)

3.4.2 Auxiliary Verb Selection

A further area relating to auxiliary verbs in the Munda languages that likely
reflects influence from Dravidian is the selection of the actual auxiliary verbs themselves.
Thus, while a range of auxiliary verbs are found in both the Dravdian and Munda
language families, in various South Munda and Central Dravidian languages, the same set
of verbs are used with the greatest frequency. These are verbs etymologically meaning
'give’, 'go’ and 'throw'. Some Munda examples may be seen in (49)-(53).

(49) Gtal

gte=la hun-@. ak¥an samwa baséi -ke

then child-3PL this story say AUX-PAST

‘then their child told this story’

(Mahapatra and Zide text 2 line 23; Hook 1991: 184) " ‘give’

(50) Gta!

knweb-réa gwé we-ge

wife-3PL! die AUX-PAST

‘his wife had died’

(Mahapatra and Zide text 2 line 4; Hook 1991: 184) " ‘go’

(51) Gutob
uson golgolte nom bobrig$deran$

today smoothly you CAUS.enter-TRANS.PAST AUX-TRANS.PAST
‘today you put it in smoothly’
(Hook 1991: 185) " ‘give’
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(52) Gutob
golgolte gai-giui-to
smoothly enter-INTR.PAST AUX-HAB

‘smoothly it goes in..’
(Hook 1991: 185)" ‘go’

(53) Remo
len-of sun-0$ sit
thresh-TRANS.PAST AUX-TRANS.PAST NF

‘having threshed...’
(Fernandez 1983: 45; Hook 1991: 187) " ‘throw’

It can hardly be a coincidence that these are the same three auxiliary verbs that are found
most commonly in Parji (Burrow and Bhattacharya 1953: 44) and Ollari Gadaba
(Bhattacharya 1956: 47).°

3.5 Dative Subjects

The final feature presented here is another common areal feature found among the
languages of the South Asian SprachbundThese are the use of so-called 'dative' or
'experiencer’ subject constructions. With semantic possession, and with subjects filling
the role of experiencer, oblique (or 'dative') forms of the subject (pro)noun are found,
rather than nominative/unmarked forms. This is found in most if not all Dravidian
languages, and in a range of Munda languages as well, e.g. South Munda Kharia or North
Munda Mundari, where Kurukh influence is found:

(54) Kannada (55) Kharia

yenge jamih ille horaé$-fe moloy kuna aij-ki
I-DAT land NEG.COP he-DAT/AcC five child cop-PL
‘I don’t have land’ ‘he has five children’

(Abbi 1991: 4) (Abbi 1991:5)

(56) Kannada (57) Mundari

Iv! ni-ge tumba kalleay gide li—ke bubu mena

he-DAT much ill be I-DAT fever be

‘he is very ill’ ‘I am sick with a fever’
(Abbi 1991: 15) (Abbi 1991: 15)

Attributing the development of this construction in the Munda languages to influence
from Dravidian is, as with many of the proposals adduced above, plausible, but ultimately
not securely demonstrable.

> It is worth mentioning that it is of course possible that in this instance that the direction of influence is
Munda > Dravidian, not Dravidian > Munda.
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4 Conclusions

In the preceding paragraphs we have presented a range of data from the Munda
languages and have suggested in each instance that the source is either almost assuredly
or plausibly to be attributed to influence from Dravidian languages. This involves both
relatively recent influence between particular modern languages of each family, or to an
earlier period affecting various intermediate or deep level proto-languages. This influence
belongs to the domains of lexical borrowings and phonological and grammatical
restructuring. While in many instances the phenomena examined are characteristic
features of the South Asian linguistic area, and thus securely attributing their origin to
one group is tenuous at best, in other instances, the direction of influence is relatively
clear (e.g. the inflectional phenomena pertaining to auxiliary verbs discussed in 3.4). The
most pronounced level of influence in Munda, not surprisingly, is to be found in those
Munda languages whose speakers are currently living in intimate connection with
speakers of Dravidian, for example in Gutob (Gadaba), although all Munda languages
probably reflect some Dravidian influence. Finally, it should be noted that the direction
of influence is in no sense one way, and there are numerous instances of potential or
probable influence from Munda on Dravidian as well. This, however, is the subject of a
separate study (in preparation).

Abbreviations Used

ACC  Accusative DS Different Subject OBJ Object

ALL  Allative FIN  Finite PFV perfective
ASP  Aspect HAB  Habitual PL Plural

AUX  Auxiliary IMPFV Imperfective POSS Possessive
CAUS Causative INS Instrumental PRES Present
CoND Conditional INTR Intransitive SBINCTV Subjunctive
cop  Copula LoCc  Locative TRANS Transitive
cusT Customary M Masculine 1 First Person
DAT  Dative NEG Negative 2 Second Person
DIR  Directional NF Non-Finite 3 Third Person
DL Dual NPAST Non-Past
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