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Introduction 

In ancient Iranian languages, verbs were accompanied by different types of 
complements in various inflected forms. Depending on the case and the verb used in the 
sentence, these complements determine the implied semantic role. However, there has 
been little attention paid to the representation of these complements and their functions 
with different verbs, except for some brief references. Therefore, this article aims to 
explore the complements associated with the root “dāˮ which is one of the most widely 
used and frequent roots in the Avestan language. The research thoroughly investigates the 
complements and dependents of this root, the cases in which they appear, and the semantic 
roles they imply, to shed light on one of the important debates in the study of Avestan and 
Old Persian languages. 

 
Materials & Methods 

Various Avesta texts, including Yasens, Hafts, Yashts, Vandidads, and Old Persian 
inscriptions, have been used to collect sentences containing the root “dāˮ (non-preverbal). 
However, there is currently no comprehensive research on verb valency and the semantic 
roles of cases in Old Persian and Avestan. Nevertheless, some significant studies have 
been conducted on the functions of each of the eight cases. Reichelt (1909), Skjærvø 
(2009), West (2011), and Jügel (2017) have researched Avestan, while Kent (1953), 
Skjærvø (2009), and Jügel (2017) have researched Old Persian. None of these researchers 
have classified the functions of cases based on the valency of the verb. For instance, 
Reichelt divided the function of the genitive case into three main categories: with a verb, 
with a noun, and indicating time and place. Genitives with nouns have other subgroups, 
such as a partitive genitive, which can replace the nominative and accusative cases and 
even the accusative cases of referring to the destination. However, all of these subgroups 
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are placed under the dependents of the verb in the division based on the valency verb. By 
classifying cases according to the valency verb, it is possible to identify that the genitive 
cases can also be among the dependents of the verb. The primary issue in this research is 
to determine what complements the root “dāˮ carries and in what cases these 
complements appear, as well as what semantic roles each one implies. 

 
Results & Discussion 

Verbs derived from the root dā may take one or two complements depending on their 
meaning and context, especially when used metaphorically or figuratively. In Avesta, the 
root dā has several meanings, but the most widely used one is “to giveˮ. As 
aforementioned, verbs derived from this root may have one or two complements 
depending on the context. The first complement can be in the accusative case, referring 
to the semantic role of the theme or patient. The second complement can be in the 
accusative, dative, or genitive case, indicating the semantic role of the recipient or 
beneficiary. The existence of multiple cases to indicate the same semantic role suggests 
that there are different interpretations of a single event. However, the exact semantic 
difference between these sentences is unknown. It is worth noting that sometimes 
sentences or infinitives are used instead of some complements. 

In Old Persian, the root dā means to give or bestow, and is accompanied by the 
accusative and the dative case to denote the theme or patient and the recipient or 
beneficiary. 

The root “dā-ˮ is commonly used in Avesta with the meaning “to createˮ. Verbs that 
are derived from this root, in both Avesta and old Persian, require a complement that 
serves as the theme or patient of the sentence. Sometimes, the complement of the verb is 
expressed by an enclitic pronoun in the genitive-dative case that represents the semantic 
role of the theme or patient. 

In Avestan, the root “dā-ˮ is used to indicate the act of putting something in. 
Generally, these complements take the form of an accusative case, which shows the 
semantic role of the patient or theme. In some cases, there can be double accusative cases 
that indicate both the patient/ theme and the object complement. Additionally, the 
accusative and locative cases can be used to indicate the patient/ theme and location. 
Lastly, the accusative and dative cases are employed to express the patient/ theme and 
location. Itʼs important to note that the semantic role of location can refer to temporal and 
spatial positions, abstract situations, or the state of an object. There is only one sentence 
with a double accusative and a dative case referring to the patient/ theme, object 
complement, and recipient/beneficiary semantic roles. The dative case is an optional 
complement. 

 
Conclusion 

Verbs derived from the root “dāˮ in Old Persian have two common meanings: “to 
createˮ and “to giveˮ. When used to denote “to giveˮ, it is a bivalent verb that takes both 
the accusative and dative cases for the theme/ patient and the recipient/beneficiary, 
respectively. On the other hand, when used to represent “to createˮ, it is a monovalent 
verb that only takes the accusative case for the theme/ patient.  

However, in Avestan, the root “dāˮ has three meanings – “to giveˮ, “to createˮ, and 
“to putˮ. These meanings have complements that come in different cases and imply 
multiple semantic roles. Sometimes, the infinitive or the sentence can also replace the 
complements. 



In the Avestan language, the root “dāˮ means “to giveˮ. This root has two 
complements. The first complement indicates the role of the theme or patient, which is 
shown by the accusative and sometimes genitive cases. The second complement indicates 
the role of the recipient or beneficiary, which appears in the accusative, dative, and 
genitive cases.  

The difference between the accusative and genitive cases in the semantic role of the 
theme/ patient is based on the quantity of the subject. The genitive case refers to a part of 
the subject, while the accusative case refers to the whole part.  

The difference between the accusative and dative cases in the semantic role of the 
recipient/beneficiary can also be based on their degree of influence. The dative case has 
a lower degree of effectiveness than the accusative. However, the use of other cases in 
the same role, such as the genitive in the recipient/beneficiary role, is not very clear. 

The Avestan root “dāˮ means “to createˮ and is a monovalent verb similar to Old 
Persian. Its complement indicates the semantic role of the patient or theme. However, 
unlike in Old Persian, the complement appears in both the accusative and genitive cases.  

In Avestan, “dāˮ is used exclusively to mean “to putˮ. Depending on the context of 
the sentence, it can have one complement in the accusative case, indicating the semantic 
role of the patient or theme. Alternatively, it may have two complements, with the second 
complement appearing in the accusative case and representing the object complement, or 
in the locative or dative case to refer to a real or abstract situation or place. However, the 
difference between these two cases is not fully understood. 
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