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2 MORPHOLOGY

In order to address the questions whether the subjunctive can be seen as a second
present and to what extent the preterite stem is identical with the subjunctive stem,
the morphological markers and stem patterns of the verb need to be analysed.

2.1 INTRODUCTION

The Tocharian verbal system is complex. The verb expresses person and number of
the subject, tense, aspect, mood, and voice; the direct or indirect object may be
expressed by a clitic attached to the verb. In addition, there is a system of derived
transitive and intransitive verbs, which is so productive that it can without reserve be
called a part of the grammar rather than the lexicon. The principal formal pillars of
the verb are five different basic stems: present, subjunctive, preterite, preterite
participle and imperative. From these basic stems, some additional stems and many
infinite forms are derived.

The main reason for the complexity of the verbal system is the existence of
different classes for each of the five basic stems. In my analysis, a verb can take only
one class for a particular stem, but on the basis of a given stem it may be difficult or
impossible to predict the class of another stem of the same verb. The set of stems of a
particular verb is its stem pattern; the way in which different stem classes combine
into stem patterns is one of the main topics of this chapter, as well as one of the
recurrent issues in the whole book.

2.1.1 TRADITIONAL ANALYSIS

The traditional stem analysis of the Tocharian verb is that of the Elementarbuch
(Krause and Thomas 1960), in many respects a step backwards compared to the old
classification of the Tocharische Grammatik (Sieg, Siegling and Schulze 1931). With a
stricter synchronic view and better linguistic insights, this old classification is often
superior to that of the Elementarbuch. Unfortunately, the 1931 classification has
passed into disuse, and since their class numbers interfere in a confusing way with
the Elementarbuch system generally used nowadays, I will refrain from further
reference to the old stem analysis.

The basic assumptions of the Elementarbuch classification are simple: 1) Tochari-
an A and Tocharian B are almost identical, 2) present and subjunctive are almost
identical, 3) preterite and imperative are almost identical. The principles of their
classification are based on the assumptions that: 1) Tocharian A and B should be
classified in the same way, 2) present and subjunctive should be classified in the
same way, 3) preterite and imperative should be classified in the same way.
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Additional principles are: 4) all stems are formed from the root by means of a suffix,
and, according to traditions of Sanskrit grammar, 5) complex suffixes follow simple
ones in the system of class numbers. Further, the idea that Tocharian A and B are
more or less the same leads to the bias that Tocharian B is the better candidate for
showing the “Tocharian” situation because it is more archaic. This method has
yielded a class system with 12 present classes, 11 subjunctive classes (numbered 1 to 7
and 9 to 12 with number 8 lacking), 6 preterite and 6 imperative classes. A number of
blanks for Tocharian A attest the preference for Tocharian B.3

stem suffixes of the Tocharian verb

present subjunctive preterite imperative

cLass TA TB TA TB cLass TA TB TA TB CLASS
1 0 0] 1) () 1 a a base verb 1
2 i, e i, e 2 RED CaCa caus CaCa 2
3 a € a ¢ 3 Oz 9Plsa Ols  9fsa 3
4 a 0 - ?y 4 s& ssa sa s 4
5 a a a a 5 ffa fifla Afa Afd/e 5
6 na na na na 6 iy e irregular 6
7 v a d/, n°/e 7

8 $4/ s $/se - - 8

9 - 999/ gke 4/, 999/ gke 9

10 nd%¥, No% e ndti/, noR/gke 10

1 siy¥/sg sa%9/gke Sy $38/ge 11

12 nid/, Af/e  And/,  fnde 12

There are a number of minor problems, some of which are caused by the restricted
size of the scheme. For instance, Tocharian A seems to have two present classes in -a
(3 and 4), but the actual difference is found in the vocalism of the root. The

3 The classification of Sieg, Siegling and Schulze (1931) is still highly interesting, since it gives a
completely synchronic analysis of Tocharian A. For instance, the imperfect has its own classes
because it is not as predictable as it is in Tocharian B, and the subjunctive is discussed under
the preterite, to which it is indeed very closely related (closer than in Tocharian B). The table
below gives their classes (“sss”) compared to those of Krause and Thomas (1960, “TEB”).

SSS  TEB SSS  TEB SSS TEB SSS  TEB SSS TEB
present preterite

1 1 6 6 (na) 10 10 (nas) 12 1(a) 4b 5

2 3 7a 6 (na) n nun b 1(a) 4c  1(=ipf)

3 4 7b 7 12 12 2 2 5 6

4 2 8 10 (nds) 3 3

5 5 9 8 4a  1(Ca-roots)
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imperative, which is difficult to classify because only few forms are attested, is
presented in a very confusing way in the Elementarbuch, and it can hardly be
rendered in an adequate manner here. More serious is the doubtful status of
especially present and subjunctive 11 in both languages and subjunctive 7 in Tochari-
an B — classes that simply do not exist.4

However, the real problems are more basic. First, this scheme gives a very
unrealistic and unnatural picture of the verb because it implicitly suggests that stems
can pattern in 12 X 11 X 6 X 6 = 4,752 ways, or if the 4 classes of the preterite participle
are added, 19,008. Of course, this is nonsense: the total number of verbs in both
languages lies around 650. Admittedly, the number of different patterns is high, but
many of the classes pattern in a predictable and logical way: there are much less
possibilities than suggested by the scheme. An example of a logical pattern that is
obscured in the scheme is that of a stem in -4, which is to be found under subjunc-
tive 5 and preterite 1, whereas it is in fact the same stem.

Second, a large part of the stem classes in the Elementarbuch classification is not
based on suffixes only, but on elements of the root, too: the suffixes have been
separated wrongly. The same stem in -g, for example, is in many cases a root in -a
without suffix: the recognition of such disyllabic roots ending in -a drastically
simplifies the system. In addition, a number of other distinctions are actually due to
properties of the first syllable of the root: for instance, preterite classes 2 and 4 are in
complementary distribution, verbs with a-vocalism in the first syllable taking
preterite 2, and the ones with a-vocalism preterite 4.

Third, the principle that stems are formed from the root is in many cases
demonstrably wrong and complicates matters unnecessarily: all preterites 4 are in
fact a-preterites derived from subjunctives of class 9; likewise, all preterites 5 are
derived from subjunctives 12.

Fourth, the system has no place for identical formations, a phenomenon
especially frequent with presents and subjunctives. This failure leads to pointless
statements like “subjunctives 9 pattern with presents 9”; well, they don’t — it is just
the same stem.

In sum, the assumptions and principles of the Elementarbuch classification are
not only impractical and difficult to learn, they are in many respects simply false. As
the class number system is confusing and difficult to memorise, I will always cite the
suffix in order to refer to stems, only occasionally accompanied by the class number.

2.1.2 PROBLEM
The two central questions of this chapter are 1) whether the subjunctive can be seen

as a second present and 2) whether the subjunctive stem can be equated with the
preterite stem. While these questions lead to a large number of smaller questions

4 Tocharian B subjunctive class 7 was eliminated by Hilmarsson (1991b).
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about the formation of the subjunctive, they are both essential for the understanding
of the verbal system as a whole. If the verb could grosso modo be characterised as a
two stem system with a present, a preterite, and a mixed formation (a present from
the preterite), this would simplify the description of the verb enormously. The idea
of a basic two stem system will turn out to be a key concept in the historical account
of the Tocharian subjunctive as well.

As they have identical endings, the present and the subjunctive can only be
distinguished by their stems, and indeed they are in most cases. Therefore, as far as
the endings are concerned, the subjunctive can be called a second present without
reserve. The problem to be addressed in this chapter is whether the stem inventory
of the present and the subjunctive is also the same. If the two stems are different, the
present is in principle characterised by an extra suffix and it may be difficult to tell
from a form in isolation whether it is a present or a subjunctive. Are those present-
forming suffixes also found with subjunctives, or are they different? Are certain
formations specific for presents and others for subjunctives? If there is an overlap in
the suffix inventory, can those suffixes be combined?

The second question is intimately related to the first. There is little resemblance
between the present and the preterite, neither in stem formation nor in the endings.
Thus, if the present and the subjunctive make use of the same suffix inventory, the
subjunctive and the preterite stems can hardly be identical. If, on the other hand, the
formations of the subjunctive are different from those of the present, the preterite
stem could theoretically be identical to that of the subjunctive.

2.1.3 METHOD

Although in this chapter a systematic inventory is made of various morphological
markers such as palatalisation, accent, gradation, reduplication, and so on, the
analysis is first and foremost based on suffixation, in which I follow the
Elementarbuch (Krause and Thomas 1960). Unlike the Elementarbuch, and, for that
matter, unlike most of the scholarly tradition, which is based on it, three other
principles are applied: 1) suffixes are analysed according to their function, 2) stems
may be derived from one another, and 3) stems may be identical.

One of the reasons for the wide variety of verbal suffixes in the Elementarbuch is
that Krause and Thomas identify the function of a stem with the function of its
suffix: if a stem is a subjunctive, its suffix is a subjunctive suffix. For instance, to
explain the Tocharian B 3sg.prs. aksassim ‘(s)he announces’ next to the 3sg.sbj.
aksdm, they posit a root ak- with a suftix -s259/- for the present stem, which would
imply that the subjunctive has a suffix -#/s.-.5 However, as it turns out, there are no

5In fact, they have analysed the present in this way, whereas the subjunctive is assigned to
class 2 with ?/-suffix (1960: 215). Evidently, such an analysis leads nowhere, since it leaves us
with a miraculous difference between a root ak- for the present and a root aks- for the
subjunctive (a notation ak-s- is no solution for this problem).
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forms of the verb ‘announce’ without -s-, so that the root can easily be posited as
aks-. Consequently, there is no need for a subjunctive suffix -5?/s- (which, in fact, is
not found elsewhere): the subjunctive stem can be analysed as aks-?/.-. Likewise, the
present can now be segmented as aks-ass-dm with a suffix -59/g.- that surfaces
as -ass-. This suffix -$9/gq.- is the only distinction between the subjunctive and the
present: its function is to form a present and therefore it is a present suffix.6

If the analysis of the Elementarbuch were to be carried through, the preterite aksa
‘(s)he announced” would have to be a sa-preterite. Such a sa-preterite is a direct
consequence of the principle that all stems are derived from a root ak-. However, the
element s was also seen in the subjunctive dksdm, where m is the ending, so that the
only element that distinguishes the preterite from the subjunctive is a. Thus, as soon
as derivation among stems is allowed, the number of stem-forming elements can be
reduced: the element a is found in a large number of other preterite classes as well.

In another verb, we find the element -55/k,-, which was just analysed as a present
suffix, in a subjunctive: akldssim ‘(s)he will teach’. However, since the present is also
akldssdm ‘(s)he teaches’, it is not clear what the function of the #9/y.- suffix is in this
form. In principle, two analyses are possible: 1) -#9/s- has two functions because it
forms presents and presents with identical subjunctives, or 2) since we know
that -59/g.- is a present suffix, we suppose that it distinguishes the present here as
well. In the latter case, the subjunctive must be a secondary extension of the present,
but without the explicit marking with a suffix. We can call such a derivation “zero-
derivation™ the present is formed with the suffix -%9/g.- and the subjunctive is
formed from the present without a suffix or with a “zero suffix”.

In the Tocharian verb, both the analysis of a suffix like -5/~ as a present-sub-
junctive suffix and the analysis of the subjunctive as “zero-derived” can be fruitful. In
some cases, for instance, it seems that all verbs need to have a subjunctive because a
certain category is derived from it; in others, the present-subjunctive category seems
to be a real category, for instance because its suffixes are limited in number and zero-
derivation is not possible with all present suffixes.

2.1.4 STRUCTURE

As an introduction to my morphological analysis, I present the categories of the verb
in 2.2 (p 26), whereas the principles of the stem pattern are given in 2.3 (p 39). The
different root types, which play an important role in verbal stem formation, are
presented in 2.4 (p 44), and 2.5 (p 47) is devoted to the different types of morpholog-
ical markers. Then, the system of stem derivation is analysed for the three most
important stems — present, subjunctive and preterite — for Tocharian A in 2.6 (p 94)

6 On the basis of this example alone, it cannot be excluded that the same suffix distinguishes a
subjunctive elsewhere. As it turns out, this suffix only forms presents, but there are other
suffixes that may form presents in one category and subjunctives in another.
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and for Tocharian B in 2.7 (p 117). The remaining formation patterns of the
imperative (2.8, p 137) and the preterite participle (2.9, p 146) are followed by a short
summary of the main findings in 2.10 (p 152).

2.2 CATEGORIES OF THE VERB?~

Categories expressed by the verb are person and number of the subject (2.2.1, p 26),
tense (2.2.2, p 31), aspect (2.2.3, p 32), mood (2.2.4, p 33), voice (2.2.5, p 36), and
valency (2.2.6, p 37). Phonologically, a pronoun clitic is also part of the verb (2.2.7, p
38).

2.2.1 PERSON AND NUMBER OF THE SUBJECT

In the Tocharian languages, person and number of the subject are expressed in the
finite verb. Both languages have a nominative-accusative system and so the agent of
a transitive clause is marked in the same way as the subject of an intransitive clause.
The subject can always, but need not be expressed explicitly elsewhere in the clause.
Persons distinguished are the first, which is the speaker, the second, which is the
person addressed, and the third, which is any subject outside the speech setting.
Numbers distinguished are the singular, the dual and the plural. However, the dual is
rare and not obligatory: apart from imperatives, only third person dual forms are
attested, and normally the plural is used with dual subjects.

In neither language is the expression of person independent of that of number:
the main locus of expression is the personal ending, which denotes person and
number combined. However, the personal ending not only combines person and
number, but it also expresses voice (see 2.2.5, p 36) and tense (see 2.2.2, p 31, and also
2.2.3, p 32 and 2.2.4, p 33). Thus, the personal ending carries a heavy functional load
and the expression of person and number is not constant, but varies according to the
other categories that are simultaneously expressed by the personal ending. If we
disregard the dual for the moment, we can distinguish three sets of endings, which
all distinguish the two numbers singular and plural, and the two voices active and
middle. Two of these, the present set and the preterite set, distinguish all three
persons; one, the imperative set, does not express person. Generally, the imperative
always refers to the second person, but the Tocharian A imperative plural may also
refer to the first. In Tocharian B, the present set is divided into three, where
differences are confined to the singular active: the endings of the present and the
subjunctive, those of the imperfect and the optative, which are identical formations,
and those of the present-preterite, a formation that functions as a preterite but has
the endings of a present. In both languages, the preterite set is divided into two: a-
preterite endings vs s-preterite endings.

7 Cf in general Winter (1994a: 286-287).
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The endings are given in the schemes below:

Tocharian A

present
active middle
-m -mar
-t -tar
- -tar
-mds -mtdr
-Cc -cdr
-fic, -y -ntdr
preterite
active middle
a-prt. s-prt. a-prt.
-a, -wa -wa, -w -e, -we
-st -st -te
-0 -0 -t
-ynes
-mds -mds -mdt
-s -s? -C
-r -r -nt
present
active
prs.-sbj. ipf.-opt.
-w -m
-ta -ta
-n -0
prs. -ten; sbj. -ys?
-ma -ma
-cer -cer
-n -n

imperative
active
s-prt.
-e
-te -0
-t
-(y)nes
-mdt
-C -s
-nt
prs.-prt.
-w
-0
-0
-ma
-s99
-n

27

middle

middle

-mar
-tar
-tor
-ytar
-mtard
-tor
-ntor

8 The variants -mttar and -mtte, often cited, are in fact late; probably, they have to be
read -mntar and -mnte respectively (Peyrot 2008a: 155-156).
9 Attested is only latso B33a8.
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Tocharian B preterite imperative
active middle active middle
a-prt. s-prt.

1sg. -wa -wa -may

2 -sta -sta -tay -0 -r

3 -0 -0 -te

2du. -yt

1pl. -ma -ma -mte8

2 -s9 -592 -t -$9 -t

3 -re -r -nte

Peculiarities are the following:

dual

In both languages, the number of dual forms attested is limited and their analysis is
far from certain. In Tocharian B, the ending -ys is attested in 3du. stamais to sbj.
{st#/sma-} ‘stand’ and 3du. ltais to prt. {ls%/te-} ‘go out’, probably {stdma-ys} and
{loté-ys}, respectively. Apparently, -tem is used for presents and -ys for subjunctives,
which would mean that the present-preterite of lat- ‘go out’ follows the subjunctive
pattern instead of the present pattern. The 3du.mid. ending is attested in tasaitdir of
tas- ‘put’, which probably is to be analysed as {tasé-ytar} because the stem must be
alternating: {ta%®/s-}. The imperative ending is attested in arch. pyamttsait to the
stem {pa-yam-sa-} to ‘do’, probably {pa-yam-sa-yt}. In Tocharian A, only two forms
are attested: 3du.prt. taken(e)s to {taka-}, probably {taka-ynes}, and du.ipv. pines ‘go!’.
Since the root y- for ‘go’ contains a y, pines is ambiguous: it could either be
{p(8)-y-nes}, or it could have the same ending as takenes: {p(2)-y-ynes}.

TA 1sg.prt.

The distribution of the Tocharian 1sg.prt. forms is not easily presented in a scheme.
In the s-preterite, the normal active ending is -wa, which has a rare relic variant -u
{-w} (partly attested with the same verbs). In the preterite in - the normal active
ending is -4, which has a variant -wa that is attested only in imperfects and in
reduplicated preterites (but for all verbs where it is attested, the more regular variant
in -a is always attested next to it). The long middle ending -we is only attested as a
variant in imperfects. Additionally, we find -we in yamwe ‘T did” (~ yampe), the only
1sg. (middle) form of the sd-less preterite (next to the regular s-preterite ending -e in
yamtse ‘id”); perhaps -we is regular in this subcategory (on these forms, see Winter
1965b: 206-209; Schmidt and Winter 1992).

a or e to the ending

In both languages, there are some endings that are difficult to separate from the
preceding suffix. This ambiguity arises in x|@-root presents or subjunctives, and in
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presents or subjunctives with the suffix TA {#/,}, TB {?/c}, where we find the a (TA)
or e (TB) of the %/,- or ?/e-suffix also in some endings of the x|@-root presents or
subjunctives. The endings concerned are the 1sg., 1pl., and 3pl. active.
“mobile” 4 in TA

In Tocharian A, there is variation between @ and a (or weakened a) in the preterite,
where only the suffixed 3sg.act. ends in -a@ (or weakened a), e.g. unsuffixed tak it
was’ vs suffixed takam ‘it was to her/ him’. Since the final a is found in all other
forms of taka-, it seems preferable to analyse takam as taka-m and take tak as a
special form of underlying {taka-@}; forms such as the 2sg. takast, 3pl. takar would
then be {taka-st} and {taka-r}, respectively. The alternative would be to set up the
stem as {tak-} and analyse tdkast and takar as {tak-ast} and {tak-ar} instead. The
former analysis, with the a or 4 as a part of the stem and not of the ending, has the
advantage that the endings of the s-preterite are the same as those of the a-prt., e.g.
2sg. yamdst {yam-st} ‘you did’ and 3pl. yamdr {yam-r} ‘they did’. This analysis also
takes the -s of the unsuffixed 3sg.act. of the s-preterite as a shortened form of the sa-
suffix found before a suffixed pronoun and in the middle, e.g. yamds {yam-sa-Q}
‘(s)he did)’ vs yamtsa-m {yam-sa-n} ‘(s)he did it or ‘(s)he did for her/ him’ and
3sg.mid. yamtsat {yam-sa-t} ‘(s)he did for herself/ himself’.

The only category where this analysis encounters problems is the imperative (see
e.g. Winter 1994b: 405; 1994a: 304). Whereas the singular pdkras of krdsa- ‘know’
could still be {p-krasa-@} with the same deletion rule as for the preterite, the plural
pkdrsds clearly shows that the stem is {p-krés-} with an ending -s, so that the singular
must also be {p-kras-@}. This implies that the middle endings are {-ar} and {-ac} (not
{-r} and {-c}), but the analysis of the suffixed singular becomes difficult. For instance,
we find pkanani and pyamam, which have to be analysed as {p-kan-a-ndy} and
{p-yam-a-n} with an extra 4, or as {p-kan-andy} and {p-yam-an} with special
imperative variants for the suffixed pronouns. Probably, an analysis with an extra 4
is preferable, since we even find one set of variants of this type: pyamsii without a vs
pyamam with a (without distinguishable difference in meaning). The special
character of the 4 in the endings of the imperative is also shown by its stability, i.e. it
is never weakened to a or d as in the preterite or subjunctive.

TA 3pl.prs. -y

By far the most frequent 3pl.prs. ending in Tocharian A is -7ic, which changes a
preceding a or a to e, and an d to <i>, e.g. takesic {taka-iic} ‘they will be’ or trdnkiric
{trank(d)-nic} ‘they say’. Next to the 7ic-endings, we find endings without 7ic, but with
the colouring that it brings along, so that the only possible analysis is y (as it is
presented in the table above), e.g. take {taka-y} and tranki {trink(4)-y}.

Apart from the personal ending, person and number may be expressed additionally
by changes of the stem. For instance, TA 3sg.prs.mid. emtsdstir {ents-si-tr} ‘(s)he
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takes” and 3pl.prs.mid. emtssantrd {ents-sa-ntr} ‘they take’ are not only distinguished
by their different endings -tdr and -ntrd, but also by a difference in the present
suffix: 3sg.prs.mid. -sd- vs 3pl.prs.mid. -sa-. Likewise, TA 3sg.sbj. kalkas {kalka-s}
‘(s)he will go” and 3pl.sbj. kilkeric {kélka-fic} ‘they will go’ are distinguished both by
the endings -s and -7ic, and the difference in vowel grade of the stem: kalka- vs kdlke-
or kalka-.

The same situation is found in Tocharian B, and there it plays an even more
important role. Although some Tocharian A endings are homophonous, as for
instance the 2sg.prs.act. and the 3sg.prt.mid, which are both -t, the endings of one set
are always neatly distinct. In Tocharian B, however, homophonous endings are also
found within sets: the 3sg.prs. and the 3plprs. in -u, the 3sg.prs.mid. and the
2pl.prs.mid. in -for and the 1sg.ipf.-opt. and the 1plipf.opt. in -m(9).° In some cases,
these forms are indistinguishable indeed, but in others, the additional stem changes
can make the difference. In Tocharian B, these changes are therefore not always
additional in the literal sense: they distinguish different persons and numbers, i.e. in
practice only singular forms from plural forms with homophonous endings. For
instance, tdrkanam must be a third person present form of ‘take’, but the number is
ambiguous. In the corresponding subjunctive forms, the numbers are distinguished
by the vowel grade of the root: 3sg.sbj. tarkam {tarka-n} vs 3pLsbj. tarkam {térka-n}.
In many cases, it is the present suffix that makes the difference: 3sg.prs. wessdm
‘(s)he says’ vs 3pl.prs. weskem ‘they say are distinguished only by the present
suffix -ssa- vs -ske-. The homophonous m-endings for the first person are only found
together in the imperfect-optative and in ya- ‘go’. In the imperfect-optative, the 1pl.
ending always combines with the suffix variant -aye-, whereas the 1sg. is found
after -ay-, so that they could alternatively be analysed as -m and -em, respectively. In
the verb for ‘go’, they are distinct because the 1pl. has a special root variant: the 1sg. is
{ys-m}, the 1pl. {yone-ma} or {yon-ems}. The endings -tar of the 3sg. and 2pl. middle
always yield homophonous forms because the stem alternations in the root and the
suffix that sometimes disambiguate the other homophonous endings are not found
among the two variants of -for. Since the distinctions between homophonous
endings of different sets are fully dependent on the stems they are used with, these
are not discussed here, but in 2.5 (especially 2.5.2, p 56 and 2.5.4, p 64), and in 2.6 (p
94) and 2.7 (p 117).

In both languages, the main verb of a clause can also be a nominal (or infinite)
form; principally a gerund or a participle. As nominal forms, they express relations
totally different from finite verb forms. The gerunds, for instance, agree with the
subject when intransitive and with the object when transitive, whereas the preterite
participle may agree with the subject or the object; the present participle expresses

1° On the basis of the variants of the first person endings elsewhere, we should probably posit
the 1sg. as -m and the 1pl. as -ma, since only the latter may receive a mobile -o. As far as I
could check, this longer 1pl. ending -mo is not attested for the imperfect-optative.
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no agreement. If agreement is expressed, it conforms to the categories of the
nominal system: the preterite participle and the gerunds are inflected for number,
gender and case.

2.2.2 TENSE!

Tense, aspect and mood are all correlated in Tocharian and the meaning of the
different categories is highly dependent on their syntactic function. The aim of this
section and the following about aspect and mood is to give the general impression
that is needed for a rough understanding of the verbal system; details can be found
in chapter 3.

In both languages, tenses distinguished are present and past as well as future, as
argued in chapter 3. Present tense is expressed by the present; past tense by the
preterite and the imperfect. The subjunctive denotes future events, but it also has
other functions, notably in subclauses. The present tense is hardly used to denote
future or past events, but it may refer to “tenseless” events in general statements. The
preterite may sometimes have present reference; the difference with the category
present is then one of aspect.

As concerns the formal expression of tense, the two languages diverge. In To-
charian A, both preterite and imperfect take the preterite endings, which are
exclusively used in these two categories. Thus, there is a one-to-one correspondence
between the preterite endings and past tense. The contrast between the subjunctive
(in future function) and the present is expressed by a difference in stem: the endings
of present and subjunctive are identical, so that one could say that they have non-
past reference.

In Tocharian B, the situation is more complicated. In this language, the preterite
endings are exclusively used with the preterite, so that they are clear markers of past
tense. However, the imperfect takes different endings and therefore there is no one-
to-one correspondence between the preterite endings and past tense. The endings of
the imperfect belong to the present set and within that set to the imperfect-optative
subgroup, used with the imperfect and the optative. Although the optative is some-
times used in past contexts, this is clearly not the core meaning of that category.
Accordingly, the imperfect-optative endings are no tense markers: in the case of the
imperfect, tense is expressed by the combination of the endings and the imperfect-
optative suffix on the one hand, and the difference in stem between the imperfect

Tt is very difficult to find good examples showing whether the tense of a complement clause
is defined by the time of utterance (absolute tense, e.g. Du. ik wist [prt.] dat hij ging [prt.] ‘I
knew he went’) or by the time of reference (relative tense, e.g. Gm. ich wufte [prt.], dass er
geht [prs.] id’). With verbs of saying, thinking etc the content is in Tocharian normally
expressed as direct speech, i.e. the typical complement clauses are simply not there. For
comparison clauses in Tocharian A that seem to have relative tense, see 3.3.9 (p 208); for a
complex construction in Tocharian B where the tenses seem to be relative, see 3.7.1 (p 276).
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(formed from the present stem) and the optative (formed from the subjunctive stem)
on the other. Since the present and the subjunctive stem need not be formally
distinct, imperfect and optative may be identical in form, too.

The expression of tense is in Tocharian B further blurred by the existence of
marginal mixed categories. The first is best termed the present-preterite because it
functions as a preterite, but it has morphological features of the present-subjunc-
tive.22 The endings are those of the present set, even though the 2sg. has a unique
zero ending and the 2pl. is taken from the preterite set; however, the stem is clearly
not the present stem, although it is difficult to say what other stem it resembles most
because of the small number of forms. The second mixed formation is even more
hidden: it is the copula 3sg. ste, 3pl. skente. The copula has a stem that looks like a
present stem, i.e. {$/ske-} (with ssa- turning into s-), while the endings are the ones
of the preterite middle, i.e. 3sg.mid. {-te}, 3pL.mid. {-nte}.

The nominal forms may have tense reference, too. The preterite participle may
denote past events, although it seems to be used with present reference even more
often than the finite preterite. In principle, the present participle denotes present
events, but in subclauses it also expresses contemporaneity with the event of the
main clause. The subjunctive gerund mostly refers to future events, but the core
meaning of this form is possibility: the future notion is derived from it through
inference. The present gerund expresses necessity, which may be close to the notion
of present tense in the sense that according to the speaker the event should follow
shortly after the moment of speaking, but taken by itself the present gerund does not
have present tense reference.

To sum up, both languages have a difference between present and past tense, but
the expression of this distinction is straightforward only in Tocharian A: in Tochari-
an B there are several different kinds of morphological marking. There are no
different degrees of remoteness of the past tense. Future tense is expressed by the
subjunctive, which is also used in other functions in subclauses.

2.2.3 ASPECT®

In Tocharian, the most important expression of aspect is found in the past tense.
Both languages have two past tenses, namely a preterite and an imperfect, and the
difference between the two is one of aspect. However, it is difficult to draw a sharp
distinction between the two. First of all, the preterite is used much more often than
the imperfect and it seems to have a certain default value, whereas the imperfect is
the marked variant. The imperfect has two uses which can be defined as
imperfective: it is used to describe backgrounds and states of affairs, and it may

2 One may compare the Germanic preterite-present, which functions as a present but has
preterite features in its morphology.
13 For the syntax of the past tenses, cf Thomas (1957).
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denote a repeated event. In contrast, the preterite is preferred for isolated and
foreground events and consecutive actions. If the two are used together in a
narrative, background information is in the imperfect whereas focal events are in the
preterite.

An additional value of the preterite is resultative, i.e. it may depict a given
present situation as still relevant although it is the result of a past event. This
resultative use blurs the distinction between past and present tense: since the focus is
on the present situation, the resultative preterite has present tense reference. In
resultative use, the preterite differs from the present on the aspectual level: the
present denotes a present event with indefinite boundaries, whereas the preterite
denotes a present state resulting from a recent change. In contrast, the imperfect is
never used to denote present events. With the preterite participle, the resultative
meaning is even more salient than with the finite preterite. If the preterite participle
is used with an imperfect copula, it denotes a state that prevailed in the past.

The morphological expression of the distinction preterite versus imperfect is
primarily made by means of different stems. In Tocharian A, imperfect and preterite
have the same endings (see also 2.2.1, p 21), so that the two are distinguished only by
a difference in stem. In Tocharian B, however, the endings are taken from different
sets. Next to the different endings, the two categories are also distinguished by
different stems. In both languages, the preterite and imperfect stems are not
distinguished by a simple morphological contrast, but by a double one: the preterite
is formed from the basic preterite stem, whereas the imperfect is formed from the
basic present stem extended with an extra suffix. In Tocharian A, a marginal
category is formed by imperfects that are derived from the root by means of internal
stem change.

2.2.4 MOOD

There are two primary modal categories in Tocharian: the imperative and the
optative, which are both deontic in principle. That is, the imperative and the optative
denote irreal events that the subject should actualise according to the speaker, a third
person or external circumstances, comparable to English do!, may (s)he do or (s)he
should do. Principally in subclauses, the optative has epistemic functions, too: it may
express the probability or possibility of an irreal event, comparable to English (s)he
may do or (s)he could do.

With the imperative, the deontic source is the speaker: it is a command or a
request of the speaker. The subject of the imperative is always the addressee, but it is
not explicitly expressed. Thus, there are only second person imperative forms, and it
is not necessary to indicate person when citing imperative forms. The only exception
is found in Tocharian A, where plural imperatives can be used for the first person
too, thus not only denoting more than one addressee, but including the speaker him
or herself. However, the first person plural imperative has no special formal person
marking, as it is a normal plural imperative form. The imperative cannot be negated:
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with a negation, the present or the subjunctive is used. The present is used when the
event has already started and should stop (INHIBITIVE), whereas the subjunctive is
used for a future event (PREVENTIVE).

With the optative, the deontic source is either the speaker or external circum-
stances. If the deontic source is the speaker, the difference with the imperative is that
the claim is less strong. In other words, the imperative is closer to a command and
the optative closer to a wish, i.e. literally OPTATIVE. If the deontic source is formed by
external circumstances, we can call its function OBLIGATIVE. In OBLIGATIVE function,
the speaker plays an important role too. In the first place, the external circumstances
that require the subject to carry out a certain action are reported by the speaker, and
in this way it is the speaker who directs the subject, although the fundamental
motives are external. In the second place, it is of course the speaker who selects and
interprets these external motives, so that the influence of the speaker on the
pragmatic end result may in fact be considerable. However, this influence is not part
of the core meaning of the optative. Next to its deontic function, the optative has
epistemic functions, which will be discussed below.

In main clauses, the subjunctive denotes future tense and it is not modal. How-
ever, its uses in subclauses could perhaps be analysed as instances of epistemic
modality: the subclause subjunctive denotes decreased certainty about the truth of a
proposition as evaluated by the speaker. Examples of these uncertainty uses are REAL
CONDITIONAL, i.e. if he does, CONCESSIVE, i.e. even though he does and ITERATIVE, i.e.
each times he does; for a detailed discussion of these subclause uses, see chapter 3,
especially 3.2 (p 166) on Tocharian A and 3.6 (p 250) on Tocharian B.

The non-deontic, epistemic uses of the optative are best seen as extensions of the
subclause subjunctive system. Like the subjunctive, its main functions in subclauses
are hypothetical, concessive and iterative. With conditionals, the truth claim of the
optative is weaker than the subjunctive: instead of a real conditional it denotes an
IRREAL CONDITIONAL, i.e. if he did in conditional clauses. Likewise, the optative in
main clauses does not denote future, but an uncertain future event: DUBITATIVE, i.e.
he could do. The concessive and iterative optative is limited to past tense use and it is
parallel to the subjunctive: while the subjunctive is used with present tense main
clauses, the optative is used with past tense main clauses.

Apart from the primary modals listed above, there are also modal nominal forms
and compound modals. The modal nominal forms are the present and the subjunc-
tive gerunds.4 Although the finite present is not a modal category, its gerund
definitely is (even though a relationship with present tense is imaginable): the
present gerund denotes that an event is to take place on external, mostly objective
grounds. The grounds can be moral, but according to generally accepted principles,
and in most cases the event is to the benefit of the agent, or at least the consequences
of the event will benefit the agent. As pointed out above, the gerund may morpho-

4 For the gerunds, cf in particular Thomas (1952).
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logically agree with the patient; indeed, it seems that the deontic value is also
directed towards the patient: the focus is on the event that should be carried out, not
on any particular agent.

The subjunctive gerund is also modal, but not deontic: it denotes the possibility
of an event. This possibility is defined as favourable circumstances for the agent to
carry out the event, or rather favourable circumstances for the event to be carried
out. If the agent is explicit, possibility and ability may be difficult to distinguish, but
the ability of the agent to carry out the event is certainly a special case of favourable
circumstances. Permission does not belong to the semantic core of the subjunctive
gerund, as it can be seen as a special case of favourable circumstances.

There are many combinations possible of modal nominal forms with a copula or
nominal forms with a modal copula, but most of them are not real compound tenses,
aspects or moods (see chapter 3, especially 3.4, p 216, for Tocharian A and 3.7, p 276,
for Tocharian B). There is only one frequent and important mood, which is formed
by a combination of the subjunctive gerund with an imperfect copula. This
construction is to be compared syntactically with the conditional subjunctive and
optative. While the subjunctive denotes a probable condition, and the optative a
possible, but not probable one, the subjunctive gerund with an imperfect copula in
principle expresses a purely theoretical conditional that is not possible. The impossi-
bility of the conditional is usually caused by its situation in the past and it is in
principle contrary to fact, i.e. COUNTERFACTUAL; however, there is at least one ex-
ample where the construction expresses only a very low probability, not counter-
factuality (see 3.7.1, p 276).

deontic epistemic
(main clause) (subclause)
imperative IMPERATIVE
(command)
optative OPTATIVE (wish); DUBITATIVE IRREAL CONDITIONAL;
OBLIGATIVE (doubt) PAST ITERATIVE
(obligation)
subjunctive PREVENTIVE FUTURE REAL CONDITIONAL;
(negative CONCESSIVE;
command) PRESENT ITERATIVE
present INHIBITIVE
(negative
command)
prs.ger. NECESSITY
sbj.ger. POSSIBILITY
sbj.ger. + ipf.cop. COUNTERFACTUAL ~ COUNTERFACTUAL

or LOW PROBABILITY CONDITIONAL



36 2 morphology

To sum up, the optative, being both deontic and epistemic, denotes wishes and
obligations (OPTATIVE and OBLIGATIVE), and non-actual and improbable events
(DUBITATIVE, IRREAL CONDITIONAL, PAST ITERATIVE); the imperative is deontic and is
used for commands; the subjunctive denotes future tense in main clauses, while in
subclauses it is used for uncertain but probable events (such as REAL CONDITIONAL,
CONCESSIVE and PRESENT ITERATIVE), which could be classified as epistemic
modality.

The morphological marking of mood is straightforward. The imperative has its
own stem and its own set of endings; the subjunctive has its own stem and present
endings; the optative is derived from the subjunctive basic stem by means of a suffix
and has present endings (in Tocharian B of the imperfect-optative subset). The
gerunds are formed from the present and subjunctive basic stems respectively, by
means of the gerund suffix.

2.2.5 VOICE?®

In Tocharian, all finite verb forms are marked for voice, which has a binary
opposition: active versus middle. In contrast, all infinite forms have no such
marking. Most verbs do not have contrastive voice, as they are either active only,
middle only, or medio-active. The medio-active is a special morphological category
where some stems are active only (mostly subjunctive, preterite and imperative;
otherwise preterite and imperative) and some are middle only (mostly the present;
otherwise present and subjunctive). Only in a small group of verbs do we find a
contrast between active and middle for the same stem.

Although transitivity and voice interfere in many ways, they do not exclude each
other: all four voice types, i.e. active only, middle only, medio-active, and active and
middle, may be intransitive or transitive. However, among verbs with contrastive
voice, intransitive verbs, i.e. verbs that have an intransitive active inflexion, are
extremely rare, see ‘come’ below. In verbs with contrastive voice, the middle is
mostly a passive or an indirect reflexive; we also find MIDDLE, i.e. intransitive events
without agent, like ‘perish’. In some cases, the semantic difference between active
and middle is not evident from the texts, but a close relationship between the event
and the subject seems to be a constant element. The reflexive is mostly indirect, but
it can also be direct, or it can express a genitive relation between the subject and the
object — this range of relations is reminiscent of the situation with the pronoun
clitics, which are discussed below.

It is important to distinguish simple verbs from phrasal verbs, i.e. verbs that
combine with an invariable element, in Tocharian usually an (almost) incorporated
object. For instance, TB tarka- ‘let go’ is active only, whereas the phrasal verb wiyai
tarka- ‘frighten’ (?) is middle only. TB kala- and the phrasal verb epiyac kala- have

15 For the middle in general, cf Schmidt (1974).
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both contrastive voice, but with a different function: kala- has a semantic difference
between ‘bring’ in the active and ‘bring along’ in the middle, whereas epiyac kala- has
a valency difference between transitive ‘remind’ in the active and intransitive
‘remember’ in the middle.!® Probably, the middle of the only certain example of an
intransitive verb with contrastive voice, ‘come’, is to be analysed as a (different)
phrasal verb, too: it always combines with TB se, sesa, TA syak to mean ‘come
together’.

In the other categories, i.e. active only, middle only and medio-active, it seems
that only some tendencies can be observed. Active only verbs are more often
transitive, and middle only verbs are more often intransitive, but as indicated above,
all combinations are possible. That the voice type is at least to a certain extent
independent from the syntax and semantics of the verb, is for instance shown by
‘stand’, which is suppletive in both languages: TA present kdl-, other stems stima-,
TB present kal-, other stems stama-; the root that supplies the present is middle only,
but the root that supplies the other stems is active only. The reverse is found with TB
‘carry’, which has the active only present par-, but the middle only preterite kama-.
Thus, voice is not (purely) grammatical when it is not contrastive, but rather part of
the lexicon.

2.2.6 VALENCY

In the Tocharian verb, valency plays an important role. However, it has no simple
expression, but is reflected in a number of other distinctions, which I will mention
briefly here. Valency may be marked on three levels: it may be marked on the stem,
on the ending, or by means of derivation. Stem marking is the most complicated of
the three because there are several different types of marking that are not obligatory
on the one hand, and not exclusive on the other; since stem marking presupposes an
analysis of the stem system, it is not discussed here. Ending marking of valency
functions by means of voice, i.e. valency is not directly marked by the endings, but
voice is correlated with valency: the middle, for instance, may — but need not —
decrease valency (see above for more details).

An important feature of the Tocharian verbal system is derivation marking,
which may be described as a fourfold system. In the traditional analysis,'7 derivation
marking is a system of a base verb with up to two fully-fledged derived causative
verbs, namely s-causatives and sk-causatives. It was thought that the base verb is
intransitive and the causatives increase its valency, without there being a clear dis-
tinction between s-causatives and sk-causatives (in TA, s-causatives with redupli-
cated preterites). However, it seems that the actual derivation patterns are more

16 Tn Dutch and German, for instance, this set is transitive vs reflexive, e.g. Du. herinneren
‘remind’ vs reflexive zich herinneren ‘remember’.
17 Cf Sieg, Siegling and Schulze (1931), Krause (1952), Krause and Thomas (1960).
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complicated. First of all, many “base verbs” are of the same regular type and so they
are clearly part of the derivation system, but perhaps not the starting point, the base:
instead, they could be derived intransitives. Second, although the sk-causatives must
be derived indeed, it is not obvious that the s-causatives are. Third, some of these
causatives and intransitives are related to verbs of different types, which yields the
fourfold system: s-causatives, sk-causatives (TA s-causatives with reduplicated
preterites), intransitives and other verbs.

2.2.7 PRONOUN SUFFIX18

The Tocharian pronoun suffixes are different from all categories discussed up to
now because they are not part of the verb proper, but of the pronoun system. How-
ever, they are closer to the verb than to any other category because they are part of
the argument structure of the verb, and they can only be suffixed to the finite verb,
so that they form one (accentual) word with the finite verb.

Whereas the endings of the finite verb agree with the subject, the pronoun
suffixes agree with an object. There is only one set, in which the two functions of
indirect and direct object are left undistinguished. Since in Tocharian there is no
difference between genitive and dative, the indirect object must be understood as
covering genitive relations, too, the most important being possession and agency
(with passives). Although an event may have up to two arguments other than the
subject, only one can be marked with a pronoun suffix. Thus, it may be impossible to
tell on the basis of the form only what a pronoun suffix refers to.

The shapes of the pronoun suffixes are the following (person is not distinguished
in the plural number):

1sg. 2sg. 3sg.  pl
Tocharian A -7ii {-fdy} -ci{-cdy} -n -m
Tocharian B -7 -C -ne  -me

The plural form stands out within Tocharian because it has no distinction for
person: for this asymetry there is no parallel either in the verb nor in the pronominal
system. To stress the possible ambiguities of this system, it may be helpful to note
that TA -m, TB -me may be translated with ‘us’, ‘you’, ‘them’, or ‘to us’, ‘to you’, ‘to
them’, or ‘of us’, ‘of you’, ‘of them’.

The pronoun suffixes differ from the personal endings in that they are not
obligatory and their referents are not normally explicitly expressed elsewhere in the
clause, whereas personal endings may be combined with explicitly expressed
subjects. There seems to be a certain functional overlap between the pronoun
suffixes and the middle endings, since the middle endings may express the same

18 On the syntax of the pronoun suffix, cf Carling (2006).
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relations: direct object, indirect object and possessive. There are also differences,
however: the middle endings cannot refer to the agent of a passive and they are of
course coreferential with the subject, whereas the pronoun suffixes are used exactly
for non-subject referents. Pronoun suffixes can be combined with middle endings as
the direct object when the verb is transitive (principally with middle only verbs), or
as the agent when the verb is passive (this applies mainly to verbs with distinctive
voice), or as the indirect object with intransitive and passive middles.

2.3 THE STEM PATTERN

In this section, I describe the morphological lay-out of the Tocharian verb in general;
particular stem classes are discussed in sections 2.6-2.7 (p 94). First the basic stems
are discussed (2.3.1), then the derived stems and forms (2.3.2, p 40).

2.3.1 BASIC STEMS

The five basic stems are the present, subjunctive, preterite, preterite participle and
imperative stems. These can be called basic stems because they are not derived by
simple morphological patterns, but make up a complicated system of different stem
patterns themselves. The derived stems and forms, on the other hand, are formed
from the basic stems with invariable suffixes following predictable patterns.

The basic stems are named after the basic categories formed from them. Thus,
the present is formed from the present stem, the subjunctive from the subjunctive
stem, the preterite from the preterite stem, the preterite participle from the preterite
participle stem and the imperative from the imperative stem. An example of a
complete set of stems is TA krdsa-, TB karsa-, both ‘know’:

TA TB
present krisna- karséna-
subjunctive krasa-, krdsa- kdrsa-, kirsa-
preterite Srdsa-, krasa-, krdsa- Sarsd-, karsd-
preterite participle krdso karsaw-, karsos-
imperative -kras-, -krds- -karsa-, -karsa-

The finite forms are obtained by adding the endings, and the imperative prefix in the
imperative in addition, e.g.: 3sg.prs. TA {krdsna-s} kdrsnas, TB {korsdna-n}
kdrsanam; 3sg.sbj. TA {krasa-s} krasas, TB {karsa-n} karsam; 3sg.prt. TA {$risa-Q}
sdrs, TB {$arsa-Q} sarsa; sg.ipv. TA {pé-kras-@} pikras, TB {pa-karsa-@} pkarsa. The
preterite participle is a nominal form: nom.sgm. TA {krdso-@} kdirso, TB
{karsaw-Q} kdrsau; obl.sg.m. TA {krdso-nt} kdrsont, TB {karsos-Q@} kdrsos.

If we look at the shape of the stems, we see that the affinity between subjunctive,
preterite and imperative is much larger than that of any of these to the present. Al-
though each of the three non-present stems — subjunctive, preterite and imperative
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— has its peculiarities, there are several overlaps: the root shapes krasa- and kdrsa-
occur in all three in TA, and karsa- in all three in TB. Moreover, TA kdrs- and TB
kars- recur in the preterite participle. The present stands out in having a nasal n that
is not found in the other stems.

This rough dichotomy between present stem on the one hand and subjunctive,
preterite, imperative and preterite participle stems on the other is found with many
verbs. It is also found, for instance, in suppletive verbs such as ‘stand”:

TA TB
present kald/,- kal*/-
subjunctive stama-, stdma- stama-, stdma-
preterite sdma-, stama- Scamd-
preterite participle stdmo stamdw-, stamos-
imperative -stam-, -stam- -stama-*, -stama-*

In this case, the present deviates in having its own root, whereas all other stems are
formed from one other root. The exceptions to the general pattern that all non-
present stems go together form a current theme throughout this study; the interplay
of the non-present stems and their relation to the present stem are discussed in this
chapter (sections 2.6-2.7, p 94).

2.3.2 DERIVED STEMS

From the five basic stems all other verbal forms can be derived. The derived stems
are the imperfect and the optative stems, from which — naturally — the imperfect and
the optative are formed.

In Tocharian B, there is one suffix for the imperfect and the optative, which is
{-’ay-}. The ipf.-opt. suffix is added to the basic present stem to form the imperfect
stem, and to the basic subjunctive stem to form the optative stem, e.g. prs. {karsdna-}
— ipf. {karsdna-’sy-}; sbj. {kdrsa-, kdrsa-} — opt. {kdrsa-’sy-}. A few morphophono-
logical rules are needed to obtain the ultimate outcome, one of which is a’ay — oy.
Accordingly, the 3sg. forms are ipf. kdrsanoy {korsdna-’sy-@} and opt. karsoy
{kdrsa-’ay-@}. The other rules are e’ay — gy and 0’ay — sy (the * denotes morphologi-
cal palatalisation, a phenomenon that is discussed below in 2.5.4, p 64). If the sub-
junctive stem has two variants, it is normally the weak variant, i.e. the variant with o-
vocalism in the root, that is taken as a basis for the optative stem. There are two
irregular imperfects that are discussed further below.

In Tocharian A, imperfect and optative are formed differently. The optative is
formed according to a regular pattern that is similar to the one observed for Tochari-
an B. The optative suffix {-’dy-} is added to the subjunctive stem, and likewise to the
weak variant, if there are two variants. The morphophonological rules of Tocharian
A are comparable to Tocharian B, but not identical: a’dy and a’dy both combine to
give simple (non-palatalising) dy.
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As in Tocharian B, the Tocharian A imperfect is mostly formed from the present
stem. The most frequent type is formed with the suffix {-’a-}, the only
morphophonological rule being that any a or a of the present stem is deleted, or: a’a
- ’a and a’a — 4. If the present stem has an alternating suffix like {-%/s,-}, the result
ise.g. -sa-.

Next to this frequent type, there is a rare type that could be called “strong”
because it is formed by root-internal changes. It has initial palatalisation if possible, a
root vowel 4, and a suffix a (certainly a weakened 4), and it seems to be formed to
the root (or to the subjunctive or the preterite; at least typical present markers are
not found): ipf. {carka-} to tdrka- ‘let go’ (prs. {tirna-}, sbj. {tarka-, tarka-}, prt.
{cdrka-, tarka-}). The only examples of a strong imperfect formed to the present are
{para-} to pér- ‘carry’ and {laka-} to lika- ‘see’, both suppletive: ‘carry’ has the sbj.
{kama-}, ‘see’ has the sbj. {pdlka-} etc). There are also some formations that function
as imperfects, but are formally identical to preterites. As these occur only in
suppletive systems, their formation is analysed as if they were preterites.

In both languages an aberrant type is attested in two verbs, namely ‘be’ and ‘go’.
In the case of ‘go’, there is obviously a formal relation between the present and the
imperfect, but the imperfect of ‘be’ is suppletive; the root is not attested otherwise.
The present stems of ‘go’ are TA {y-}, TB {y-}, and the imperfect stems are TA {ye-},
TB {yey-}; apparently, the suffix is {-e-} in Tocharian A and {-ey-} in Tocharian B. In
Tocharian B, it inflects as a normal imperfect, but in Tocharian A it takes present
endings, whereas all other imperfects take preterite endings. In both languages, ‘be’
is exactly parallel: TA {se-}, TB {sey-}.

2.3.3 DERIVED FORMS

The inventory and the distribution of the infinite forms is nearly the same in To-
charian A and Tocharian B; the only exception is the infinitive, which is derived
from the present stem in Tocharian A, but from the subjunctive stem in Tocharian
B.

From the present stem are derived:

— the present gerund, which is formed with the suffix {-1} in TA, with {-lle} in TB,
from the TA d- or TB a-variant of presents with an alternating suffix in 4/, or 7/,
respectively;

— the present participle, which is formed with the suffix {-man} in TA, with
{-mane} in TB, from the TA a- or TB e-variant of presents with an alternating
suffix;

— several different agent nouns, all formed from the TA d4- or TB a-variant of
presents with an alternating suffix;

— a verbal adjective in TB -mo, from the s-variant of presents with an alternating
suffix;
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— the TA infinitive with the suffix {-tsdy}, formed from the d-variant of presents
with an alternating suffix.

From the subjunctive stem are derived:

— the subjunctive gerund, which is formed with the suffix {-1} in TA, with {-lle} in
TB, from the TA d- or TB a-variant of subjunctives with an alternating suffix,
and from the 2- or d-grade variant of subjunctives with two root variants;

— the verbal noun, which is derived from the subjunctive gerund, in TA with the
suffix {-une}, in TB with {-fifie}, combining to {-lune} and {-lhe} (rarely
{-llanifie}) respectively;

— the agent noun in {-awca} in TB, from the a-variant of subjunctives with an
alternating suffix;

— the privative in TA and TB, which is formed with a circumfix consisting of a
prefix TA {an-}, TB {en-} (which undergoes heavy changes to TA {a-, a-}, and TB
{e-, on-, an-, a-}), and a suffix TA {-t}, TB {-tte}, from the TA d- or TB s-variant
of subjunctives with an alternating suffix;

— the TB infinitive with the suffix {-tsay}, formed from the a-variant of subjunctives
with an alternating suffix, and from the a-grade variant of subjunctives with two
root variants.

From the preterite participle is derived:

— the abstract in TA {-r}, TB {-r}, in TB from the stem found in e.g. the obl.sg.m.
The abstract is often used with the ablative suffix in both languages, and also with
the perlative in TA, to form an absolutive construction.!

No forms are derived from the preterite or the imperative stem.

2.3.4 OVERVIEW

For the analysis of the stem patterns, all forms mentioned above may play a role, as
they could help identify a certain stem. For convenience, an overview of the basic
stems and their derivations is given below (from the basic preterite and imperative
stems no other stems are derived).

9 For the usage cf Thomas (1960).
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present stem subjunctive stem preterite ptc. stem
Tocharian A_______| infinitive __ strongimperfect
Tocharian A and B | present subjunctive abstract

(weak) imperfect  optative

present gerund subjunctive gerund

present participle verbal noun

agent nouns privative
______________________ verbal adjective
Tocharian B infinitive

uca-agent noun

The most important morphological relationships between the different stems are
expressed in the scheme below.

I TB imperfect }74{ optative ‘
||| |

present }—{ subjunctive ‘
||| ||

‘ TA imperfect }74{ preterite )={ preterite participle
||

| imperative |

In this scheme, the basic and derived stems are represented in boxes, while the
affinities between the stems are represented by different types of lines. The threefold
line indicates strong affinity, which is found between the derived stems and their
basic stems; double lines are used to indicate the subjunctive-preterite-imperative
complex (including the preterite participle) hinted at above; the simple line denotes
the weaker connection between present and subjunctive, or between the present and
the subjunctive-preterite-imperative complex. The dotted lines indicate the con-
nections between the TB imperfect and the optative (both in the endings and the
suffix), and those between the TA imperfect and the preterite (only in the endings).
If the imperfect had to be described in terms of the other stems, one could call it the
optative of the present stem in Tocharian B, and the preterite of the present stem in
Tocharian A.

As remarked above, the scheme is simplified, and the subjunctive-preterite-
imperative complex is explained in the remainder of the chapter (especially 2.6-2.7, p
94). Hopefully, it can serve as a guideline for sections 2.6-2.7.
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2.4 THE ROQT?°

In both Tocharian languages, there are different root types, which are essential to the
formation of the basic stems. Four main types as well as some marginal subtypes can
be distinguished. The most important dichotomy is between roots ending in TB -a,
TA -4 (or weakened -a or -d) and roots without root-final -a or -a; both types are
further divided into a grading type with basic root vocalism TA 4, TB 2 and a non-
grading type with basic root vocalism TA a, TB a (or, in some cases, TA and TB e or
0, and marginally TA a).

The importance of distinguishing different root types is easily demonstrated with
some examples from Tocharian B. In this language, there are four basic types of
preterite participles, which do not fully agree with the root types, but nevertheless
have a strong correlation with them. The fourth preterite participle type is found
with all roots with a-vocalism in the root and a root-final -a, e.g. taka- ‘be’, prt.ptc.4
tatakau, tatakas; the third participle type is found with all roots with a-vocalism in
the root and root-final -a, e.g. karsa- ‘know’, prt.ptc.3 kdrsau, kirsos. Participle types
1 and 2 cannot be predicted on the basis of the root type alone, but all verbs without
root-final -a form these types, and for instance the reduplication vowel of type 2 is
determined by the root vowel (i.e. mainly 2 or a). Another example is the formation
of the preterite stem of causatives, which follow the basic rule that if the root has -
vocalism, it is strong, i.e. derived from the root, e.g. kars- ‘let know’, prt. {$arsa-},
whereas with a-vocalism in the root it is derived from the subjunctive stem, e.g.
karp- ‘let descend’, prt. {kdrpassa-}.

I denote the four root types with the symbols 2|@, a|@, 3|a, and ala, respectively,
i.e. for example “2|@-roots” or “roots of the a|a-type”. When speaking of Tocharian
A only, I will use the symbols d|D, d|@, d|a, and a|a:

root types without root-final a with root-final a
with a-vocalism in the root TA d|@ TB 2|@ TA dl|a TB 2|a
with a-vocalism in the root TA a|@ TB a|@ TA ala TB ala

To denote larger groups of roots, for instance all roots with root-final a or all roots
with a-vocalism in the root, the cover symbol “x” will be used, e.g. “x|a-roots” and
“a|x-roots”, respectively.

If the final 2 or d — which may but need not be there — is not counted as a
separate syllable, most Tocharian x|@-roots are monosyllabic, e.g. TA yam-, TB
yam- ‘do’, whereas most x|a-roots are disyllabic, e.g. TA krdsa-, TB karsa- ‘know’.2!

20 See in general Hackstein (1995: 16).

' Admittedly, this has the disadvantage that the accent of some preterite (and a couple of
subjunctive) stems is not placed on the stem itself, but on an intervening shwa, cf {prek-}, prt.
of prak- ‘ask’, or {yam- '}, sbj. of yam- ‘do’. With a final shwa, the accent could be noted as
{preks-} and {yams-}, respectively.
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There is a small number of disyllabic roots ending in a consonant, principally roots
that are built on a present formation such as TA wdyndas-, TB waynask- ‘honour’.
Only in Tocharian B do we find a small set of trisyllabic x|a-roots (including the
root-final a), e.g. sanapa- ‘anoint’.

2.4.1 X|@-ROOTS

A verb has an x|@-root or a root without root-final a if it has at least one stem
without root-final a where it cannot be lost by regular morphophonological rule. If a
verb with an x|@-root has a stem ending in 4, this a must be analysed as a suffix and
the stem itself is secondary. Thus, TA yam- ‘do’ and TB yam- ‘id” have an x|@-root
because they never show a stem variant TA yama-** or TB yama-**. At the same
time, the preterite stem of ‘say’, TA weria-, TB wefia-, does not suffice to posit an x|a-
root wefia- because a shorter root variant wefi- is found in the subjunctive TA
wefi%/q-, TB wefi?/e-: the preterite is secondarily derived with the suffix a and the root
is of the x|@-type.

2.4.2 X|A-ROOTS

A verb has an x|a-root or a root with root-final a if all its stems end in root-final a.
In some cases this analysis is straightforward because the a is clearly visible in all
stems, but in many cases there is one stem that is in need of an explanation, mostly
the present stem. The most important formations that need special comment are the
e-, 0-, and na-presents of Tocharian B, and the a-and na-presents of Tocharian A.

Tocharian B e-presents are formed to roots that have root-final a in all stems, but
this a is not visible in the e-presents themselves, for example prs. wayke- ‘perish’ vs
prt. and sbj. wayka-. The problem with the o-presents is completely parallel, for
example prs. korpo- ‘descend’ vs prt. and sbj. karpa-. In the case of the o-presents, a
morphophonological rule ao > o could account for the lack of the root-final a in the
present, but a similar rule can hardly be motivated for the e-presents, although o-
present verbs are otherwise exactly parallel to e-present verbs. The reason to take e-
present roots to be of the x|a-type as well is the parallelism to the o-presents.

In Tocharian A, a-presents are also paired with other stems with root-final 4, for
example prs. wdyka- ‘perish’ vs prt. and sbj. wdyka-. Although there are no parallels
for a change d.a > a, a-present roots are analysed as x|d-roots because this makes the
analysis of the other stems much easier.

Tocharian B na- and Tocharian A na-presents are easier to account for because
in this case we could say that na or na is not a suffix, but the root-final a or a
preceded by an infix . Thus, compared to the prt. and sbj. stems TB torka-, TA
tdarka- ‘let go’, the present stems TB torkna-, TA tirkna- ‘let go’ contain an infix -n-,
not a suffix -na- or -nd-; the notation of the infixed stems is e.g. TB tork«wa-, TA
tarkana-.
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2.4.3 9|X-ROOTS

a|x-roots form the heart of the Tocharian verbal system because they can bear mor-
phological distinctions that a|x-roots cannot, but, the other way round, they have all
the possibilities of a|x-roots, too. The morphological distinctions exclusive for a|x-
roots are gradation (see 2.5.2, p 56) and initial palatalisation (see 2.5.4, p 64), and in
that order, because some roots have gradation, but no initial palatalisation, whereas
the opposite is exceedingly rare. Because gradation in a|x-roots is rarely lacking
where it would be expected according to a certain morphological pattern, the term
“gradable” would in many cases be suitable.

Since some morphological categories are dependent on gradation or (less
frequently) palatalisation, a|x-roots may be excluded from these categories (cf the
example of the causative preterites above in the introduction to 2.4, p 44).

A special, but marginal, category is formed by roots with stable e- or o-vocalism.
In most respects, they behave like a|x-roots, since they have no gradation. In some
cases, however, they go together with the a|x-roots, especially with reduplication or
weakening of the suffix vowel.

2.4.4 A|X-ROOTS

alx-roots, or roots with a stable root vowel a, are clearly secondary to a|x-roots
within the Tocharian verbal system, since they are not liable to gradation (see 2.5.2, p
56) and palatalisation (see 2.5.4, p 64), both essential morphological distinctions. As
a consequence, certain morphological categories are not “open” to a|x-roots. In
addition, alx-roots are more prone to weakening processes than a|x-roots, especially
in Tocharian A, because they may have a very heavy structure; for instance, TA
kakmu ‘carried’ is all that rests from underlying {ka-kama-w}.

Especially in x|a-roots, a kind of secondary a|a-roots may arise, i.e. roots that are
in fact a|a-roots but have certain stems with stable a-vocalism, generally in the sub-
junctive and preterite stems. These roots will be treated as a|a-roots and the a-
vocalism of the other stems will be described as a morphological pattern.

On roots with a stable root vowel e or o, cf 2.4.3 (p 46).

2.4.5 VC-ROOTS AND CV-ROOTS

Most Tocharian roots have the structure C(C)VC(C) or C(C)VC(C)a: only rarely do
we find roots with the structure C(C)V-, and the ones we find all have something
irregular (cf Sieg, Siegling and Schulze 1931: 380). Examples are TA y-, TB y- ‘go’, TB
kwa- ‘call’, TA kna- know’ (next to kfias-), ta- ‘put’ (next to tds-), ya- ‘go’, la- ‘wipe
off, wa- ‘lead’ (suppletive to dk-).22 Tocharian A roots like e- ‘give’ and o- ‘hit; start’

22 On the alleged verb pla-, see the discussion in Peyrot (forth.d).
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are better set up as ay- and aw- because of e.g. 1sg.opt. ayim ‘may I give’ or 1sg.prt.
awu ‘T hit’. The Tocharian B copula root sk- consists of two consonants only.

There are also some roots with a vowel onset. These roots mostly behave like
normal roots, but they resemble a|x-roots in having no gradation, and, of course, no
initial palatalisation. In addition, they cannot be reduplicated.

2.4.6 WEAK CONSONANT ROOTS IN TOCHARIAN A

In Tocharian A there are some “weak consonant” roots that display irregular
patterns, mostly with an alternation w ~ @. In most cases, the w is original, so that
the stems where it is not found are irregular, but sometimes the w is secondary.

Although it is not evident synchronically, the w is original in vn mewlune vs
3sg.prs. mes ‘trembles’, 3pl. meyeric — there is no reason why it should have been
inserted in the subjunctive stem (incidentally, this is corroborated by the Tocharian
B cognate mayw-). Likewise, it is unlikely that the w of 3pl.prs. klawantr ‘they fall’ vs
3pl.prt. klar is epenthetic (cf Winter 1965b: 203-205), nor that of 3sg.prs. piwas vs
prt.ptc. papeyu.

In at least two instances w is lost after the imperative prefix p-, compare plesar
‘work!” with 3sg.prs.-sbj. wlestrd and pem ‘say!’, pl. pends with 3sg.sbj. werids.

The w is certainly secondary in 3sg.opt. tawis ‘may he put’ in view of the 3sg.sbj.
tas: normally the optative is formed from the subjunctive with the suffix dy which
would in the case of tas have yielded a phonologically impossible **tais or an overly
short **tis, so that w is most probably a hiatus-filler (cf e.g. Winter 1962: 32-33).

2.5 MORPHOLOGICAL DISTINCTIONS

In this section, an inventory of the morphological distinctions is given, which can be
understood as an equivalent of “Die grammatischen Bildungsmittel” of Sieg, Siegling
and Schulze (1931: 325-350). However, the aim is not to describe the whole verbal
system, but only the distinctions important to the stem patterns; for the personal
endings, the derived infinite forms and the imperfect and optative suffixes, see above
(2.2, p 26, and 2.3, p 39, respectively).

2.5.1 AFFIXATION

The most salient morphological distinctions are made by means of affixes. In To-
charian, affixation regularly proceeds by means of suffixes, but there is one prefix,
too, as well as one infix.

The only prefix both languages have is the imperative prefix: TA {p-}, TB {p-}. In
Tocharian A, the prefix is regular in all imperatives, except ‘see’, which is a
suppletive verb with the roots ldka- and pdlka-. The regular imperative would have
been {p-pilka-}, while we find {pélka-}; possibly, pdlka- is to be analysed as {p-ldka-}
instead of {@-pilka-} (i.e., formed with the prefix p-, but from the present root lika-
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rather than the subjunctive root pdlka-). In two cases, the prefix has obscured the
root, as the initial consonant of the root has disappeared: sg. pem {p-wen-@}, plL.
pends {p-wen-is} to trink- ‘speak’ and plesar {p-wlays-ar} to wldys-23 ‘carry out’ (see
also 2.4.6, p 47). All other alternations of and with the prefix are phonological (i.e. p-
~ pé- ~ pu-).

In Tocharian B, the situation is a bit more complicated. First of all, the prefix is
never found before p-, i.e. the imperative of loka- ‘see’, {D-p?3/.lka-}, is regular.
Second, the prefix is lost before obstruents in later stages, some examples being
attested in classical texts already (Peyrot 2008a: 62).

If the p-prefix is there, it unambiguously identifies imperative forms. If it is
lacking for some reason or other, the imperatives may still be recognised through the
endings and the shape of the stem, but in some cases they merge with other forms. In
Tocharian B, the most frequent merger is that of the 3sg.prt. and the sg.ipv., e.g. taka
‘(s)he was; be!” (with late loss of p- in the cluster pt- in the imperative form). In To-
charian A, the only merger is that of the 2pl.prt. and the plipv.mid. of ‘see’: pdilkac
‘you (pl.) have seen; look (pl.)!" (Sieg, Siegling and Schulze 1931: 346).

There is one infix, -n-, which is found in both languages. It exclusively forms
present stems. Because of its prominent role in stem derivation, the nasal infix is
discussed with the suffixes below, noted as “a»”.

A more structural form of affixation is suffixation. Suffixes are much more
frequent than prefixes in Tocharian; in the noun, for instance, it is the principal way
of derivation. In the verb, too, suffixes are frequent. Below, a scheme of the attested
suffixes — including the nasal infix x> — is given:

Tocharian A Tocharian B
present subjunctive | preterite present subjunctive | preterite
{$4/sa} {nak} {a} {e} {9/} {9/}
{nas/sa} {R%/a} {9/sa} {o} {ay}
{ndsd/ s} {a%d/sa} {$9/se}
{infid/a} {599/ ske} {a}
{)ﬁ/a} ({naSSa/ske})
{a} {na%%%/gke}
{av} {nn/e}
{a} |
{2/}

The suffixes will be presented in some more detail below, arranged by their functions
(for convenience, the class numbers of Krause and Thomas’ 1960 Elementarbuch are
indicated as well, but they will not be used systematically throughout this work). In
my analysis, a suffix is not the stem minus the root, i.e. the elements that derive a

23 The vocalism dy instead of e is needed for the preterite participle wawlesu.
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stem from the root, but an element that distinguishes one stem from another: in To-
charian, stems are not always formed from the root, but also from one another.
Thus, for example, there is no preterite suffix {ssa} in Tocharian B because it does
not distinguish the preterite: in fact, the element ss is evidently the same as in the
present suffix {$9/gie},24 to which the preterite marker {a} is added.

In both languages, some stems have no suffix. In the above list, these are not
represented exactly because there is no suffix. Unsuffixed stems are found in TA and
TB presents, subjunctives, and preterites.

A complicating factor in examining the suffix inventory of the Tocharian verb is
that roots may have a final TA 4, TB a, which also occurs as a suffix in exactly the
same shape. In my analysis, the d or a is a suffix when it is not found in all stems (for
a discussion of different root types, cf section 2.4, p 44).

The suffixes of Tocharian A are:

{-%8/5a-} present (TEB prs. class 8)

This is by far the most frequent present suffix. The same element is found in the
combined suffixes {-na%/g,-} and {-ndsd/g,-}, while {-#9/5,-} seems to be composed of s
and {-#/,-} itself. It is also frequent in subjunctives, but it does not distinguish these
subjunctives from another stem, since the present has the same {-%/s,-} suffix, while
the subjunctive is marked by an additional {-a-} before it: e.g. sbj. {lim-a-%/s,-} vs
prs. {lam-%3/5,-} of ldm- ‘place’ (the combination as#/y, is analysed as a separate suffix,
see further below). The suffix may conflate with the 3sg.prs. ending, cf es prs.
{ay-sd-s} ‘(s)he gives’ or sbj. {ay-s} ‘(s)he will give’, but before a suffixed pronoun the
double s is preserved: es-dm {ay-s-n} ‘(s)he will give it to him/ her’ vs ess-dm {ay-sa-
s-n} ‘(s)he gives [it] to him/ her’.

{-nasd/g,-} present (TEB prs. class 10)

This present suffix is very rare. It is obviously composed of -na- (in turn from a
before a root-final -d) and -#4/,-, but in two instances there is no bare nd-stem next
to it: prs. {pdknasd/s,-} of ‘intend’ and prs. {ydknasd/s-} of ‘be careless’ next to sbj.
{paknak-} and {yaknak-}, respectively. Since the subjunctive stem does not show na
only, but an extended nda-k, it is difficult to analyse the present as {-na-%i/s,-}. If the
subjunctive received another explanation, the presents could be analysed as
“normal” #4/s,-presents. The combination -nasi/s,- is certainly composed of -na-
and -$4/- in prs. {yomnas/s,-} of ‘reach’ because the sbj. is {yomna-}.

24 The preterite is actually derived from the subjunctive; the subjunctive is identical to the
present because it is zero-derived.
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{-ndsd/s,-} present (TEB prs. class 10)

This present suffix seems to contain a {-%/g,-} suffix, too; however, since the first
element n does not occur independently as a suffix, there is no doubt about the
status of this suffix. In one instance, the # is assimilated to a preceding I: wallds4/s,-,
i.e. {willas/s,-} or {wil-nd%/s-} of ‘die’. The resulting geminate Il is sometimes
simplified to a single [, always together with syncope of the first 4, so that we get
{wldsd/g,-}. For a discussion of the morphological status of geminates, cf 2.5.8 (p 90).

{-’4/a-} present and subjunctive (TEB prs. and sbj. class 2)

This suffix functions as a present and subjunctive suffix; however, in the first
function its distribution is limited, since the three certain cases are all from
suppletive verbs. The 4/,-suffix may be difficult to recognise because some forms of
the paradigm may become indistinguishable from other classes. On the one hand,
the d-variant forms may merge with root stems if the root-final is not palatalisable;
on the other hand, the a-variant forms may merge with forms with an invariable a-
suffix, or the a-vowel may be syncopated. Clear indications for the 4/,-suffix are the
alternation of palatalised and unpalatalised forms and the alternation of d- and a-
variants.

{-a-} present and subjunctive (TEB prs. and sbj. class 3)

The invariable a-suffix is not to be confused with the alternating 4/,-suffix discussed
above. The a-suffix is attested in present and subjunctive function, but it is much
more frequent in the former. In both functions, it is exclusively middle. The a-suffix
may merge formally with the %/,-suffix (see above) or with the g-suffix, when the
latter is reduced to a. Only in relatively few cases does a merger of the a- and a-
suffixes lead to a complete merger of the stems, however: often there is still a
difference in the vowel grade of the root. In finite forms, the a-suffix can be excluded
if the forms are active, but middle forms are no sufficient positive indication for the
a-suffix, since 4/,- and d-presents and subjunctives may also be middle. A
complication with this suffix in subjunctive function is that there is one active form
that shows d instead of a: 2sg.sbj. nakdt. On the basis of this form alone, we should
actually set up the subjunctive as {-3/,-} and the present suffix as {-a-}; the question is
whether this one form is sufficient proof to change the entire analysis.

{<n>} prs. and sbj. (TEB prs. and sbj. class 6, prs. class 7)

The n-infix has two variants: in most cases, it is infixed before a root-final -4, which
yields a sequence na (traditionally class 6), but in a small subgroup of verbs with
roots ending in a consonant cluster with final -k it is infixed before the -k, which
yields a sequence rika (traditionally class 7). The nd-variant of the infix principally
forms presents, but there is one certain subjunctive attested, too: {yomna-} of ‘reach’.
Two other verbs look like nd-subjunctives, but they have an unexplained k-extension
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(see at {-nak-} below). After strong root vowels (4, 4, e, 0), {-na-} is reduced to na
(the only exception being {yomna-}), and after strong vowels and before endings
with the same vowels it is even further reduced to n(d), e.g. skenmam, prs.ptc. of ‘try’
{skay-na-man} (see 2.5.2, p 56). The #ika-variant of the infix forms only presents, and
because infixing yields an extra d-syllabe, the root-final a is never weakened, e.g.
katka- ‘rise’ has a present stem {katawka-} that is always trisyllabic katdnka-.

{-And/,-} present and subjunctive (TEB prs. and sbj. class 12)

This suffix certainly forms subjunctives, but whether it also forms presents is not
clear: there are not enough forms attested. The geminate 7i#i may be reduced to
simple 7 before consonants, and before ¢, which is quite frequent in the endings, it is
reduced to n. If 7ifi%/, is preceded by d, this d is always coloured to i, i.e. the most
frequent surface form of the suffix is i7iAié/,-.

{-nak-} subjunctive (TEB sbj. class 6)

This suffix is attested only twice, i.e. in two verbs one time each, and it is isolated in
the system. It is further striking that no subjunctive forms are attested, but only two
optative forms. In view of the na-sbj. {yomna-}, which is otherwise partly parallel, we
would rather expect a subjunctive stem in {-na-} as well, to which the optative would
probably be -ni-; possibly, the complex -nassi- or -nasi- contains a hiatus-filling § (or
$5). However, § is not a normal hiatus-filler and therefore we can only analyse the
complex as containing a subjunctive suffix {-nak-}.

{-f4/4-} subjunctive (TEB sbj. class 7)

This subjunctive suffix is rather frequent; unlike the 774/,-suffix, it is not normally
reduced to n before t. In some forms, e.g. rifimar ‘I will abandon’, the a-vowel is lost
although the normal rules for vowel weakening (see 2.5.2, p 56) do not apply.

{-a%4/5,-} subjunctive (TEB sbj. class 8)

This suffix exclusively forms subjunctives and it is always found next to $4/g,-
presents. It is clearly composed of a and #%/s4, but it is not attractive to analyse it that
way because a would have to be an infix (see also below).

{-a-} subjunctive and preterite (TEB prs. and sbj. class 5)

The problem with this subjunctive and preterite suffix is that there are also roots
ending in a; however, there are very clear cases of an a-suffix, like in prs. {silp-} of
‘glow’, sbj. {sdlpa-}. Whether verbs with an a-present are to be analysed as having a
root in d is unclear: these verbs behave like roots in 4 in all other stems, but it is
uncertain whether the addition of the present suffix a to a root-final 4 would yield a.
Nevertheless, I will analyse verbs with a-presents as having a root-final a. The a-
suffix may be reduced to a after strong root vowels (g, 4, e, 0); if it is in addition
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followed by an ending with a strong vowel (including the vn suffix -lune), it is
reduced to 4 or @. There is one suffix that is clearly composed of 4 and ##/y,, the sub-
junctive suffix {-a$#/s,-}. Since that suffix is found next to $4/y-presents, an
alternative analysis could theoretically take the a of the subjunctive suffix as an infix,
which would be unique within the system (see also above).

{-9/sa-} preterite (TEB prt. class 3)

This preterite and imperative suffix is alternating. In the preterite, the zero forms are
found in the active except the 3sg., and the sa-forms are found in the middle and in
the 3sg.act. In the imperative, decisive forms are lacking, but the assumption that the
sg.act. is a zero form, whereas the other forms are sa-forms — parallel to the situation
in Tocharian B — is not contradicted by the attestations. Next to preterites with the
9/s-suffix, there is also a preterite that is similar, but lacks the suffix sg; I will call
the latter preterite “sa-less preterite”.

The suffixes of Tocharian B are:

{-e-} present (TEB prs. class 3)

This present suffix is exclusively middle; it may be confused with e-forms of the
alternating ?/,-suffix. The e-suffix is in complementary distribution with the o-suffix:
the former is found in roots with a-vocalism (including ay, aw) and some roots with
e-vocalism, whereas the latter is found in roots with a-vocalism (alternating with o-
vocalism before the o-suffix).

{-o-} present (TEB prs. class 4)

Like the e-present, this present suffix is exclusively middle. It is in complementary
distribution with the e-present: the latter occurs in roots with a- and e-vocalism,
whereas o-presents are found in roots with a-vocalism (including the diphthongs
/ay/ <ai> and /aw/ <au>). Through mutation, the root-a of o-presents changes to o
in non-diphthongal roots; ai and au remain unchanged. In most cases, o-presents
can be identified easily, but there are a few instances where they merge with the
imperfect-optative. In the imperfect-optative, the 3pl. of na-present stems and a-sub-
junctive stems is sometimes -om instead of -oyem, and sporadically we find the same
phenomenon in middle forms, i.e. -ontrd instead of -oyentri (Peyrot 2008a: 142-144).
Since the o-present occurs in roots with a-vocalism only, forms like wdrpontrd
B284bs are unambiguously optative: the root has s-vocalism. However, a form like
laikontdir-i B241b6 could theoretically be ambiguous because the root has a-
vocalism.
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{-$2/se-} present (TEB prs. class 8)

This alternating present suffix is usually easy to identify. The a-variant of the $9/g,-
suffix may be reduced to s, but since it has a variant s before t, #/s-forms are still
distinct in that context: $7/s.-presents have st whereas $%/sk.-presents or subjunctives
have st.

{-nas$?/ske-} present (TEB prs. class 10)

This present suffix is obviously composed of -na- and -$9/gq.-, and most of the
instances of the element -nas/g.- can be explained as #?/s-presents derived from
na-subjunctives, e.g. sbj. {paknd-} of ‘intend’ vs prs. {paknas®®/s.-}. However, there
are also instances of na%%/k.-presents to a-subjunctives, so that these cannot be
analysed as #9/ge-presents. Since these nas?/se-presents are only found with roots
ending in a resonant that is assimilated to a geminate, an alternative analysis could
take the gemination as a morphological marker instead of the n: prs. {kalld$%/gce-} of
‘bring’ next to sbj. {k#/sla-} could be analysed as {kolld-$%/q-} instead of
{kal-ndss®/ge-}. If the geminate is analysed as a morphological marker, or perhaps
just a morphological irregularity, all remaining instances of -na’*?/ge- can be
explained as composed of {-na-} and {-$/g-}, and there would be no independent
suffix {-nas®/ge-} (on gemination, see 2.5.8, p 90).

{«<n>} prs. and sbj. (TEB prs. and sbj. class 6, prs. class 7)

The n-infix has two variants: in most cases, it is infixed before a root-final -a, which
yields a sequence na (traditionally class 6), but in a small subgroup of verbs in -k is it
is infixed before the k, which yields a sequence ik (traditionally class 7).

The na-variant of the infix principally forms presents, but it occurs a couple of
times as a subjunctive suffix, too. In three of its occurrences, it obscures an element
of the root: in {malla-} to mal- ‘oppress’ it causes gemination of the I, just as in
{kalla-} to kalpa- ‘obtain’, where the p is lost in addition, and in {kerna-} to karya-
‘buy’ it does not cause gemination, but the y is lost. In two other cases, however,
there are no root changes and the n is clearly a subjunctive marker: {pakavd-} to
paka- ‘intend’ and {yskava-} to yoka- ‘be careless’. There are three presents where
the n-element has caused gemination: {talld-} of ‘lift’, {palla-} of pala- ‘praise’ and
{skarra-} of skara- ‘scold’. Whether these are to be analysed as containing an n-infix
or as having morphological gemination is discussed in 2.5.8 (p 90).

The rk-variant of the infix forms only presents. It is mostly found after clusters
with final -k, such as katka- ‘cross’, prs. {katavk-}, i.e. kdttankd-, but it is also attested
before single -k in payka- ‘write’, prs. {payavk-}, i.e. pirikd-, and before -t in kata-
‘strew’, prs. {kaavta-}. Although it is evident that the #7k-variant of the nasal infix is
an infix, its behaviour is difficult to describe because the rik-forms have no root-final
-a. Since all other stems of the sik-presents do have a root-final -a and they are
otherwise completely parallel to na-presents, it is preferable to take the absence of
the a as a special feature of the rik-presents. rik-presents are predominantly found
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with tk-roots, which regularly show gemination of the f, as in the example
mentioned above: katka- ‘cross’, prs. kdittariki- (see 2.5.8, p 90).

The distribution of the na-variant and the rnk-variant is not perfect: except for
payka- ‘write’, all rik-presents either have na-present forms beside them, or the
number of attested forms is so small that na-variants are probably not attested by
chance. In addition, there are also well-attested verbs with roots in -k, including
roots in k-clusters, that form only na-presents, such as plaska- ‘think’, prs.
{plask«ava-}. On this distribution and its historical explanation, see 4.6.4 (p 435).

{-no%%2/5ke-} present (TEB prs. class 10)

This present suffix is not frequent, but its existence is certain: it occurs at least in
three different well-attested verbs. However, in all three cases the root undergoes
changes because of the suffix: in {kanmd%%/gje-} to kam- ‘come’ and {tanm3s%/se-} to
tam- ‘be born’, metathesis of mn to nm has taken place; in {yonma$#/gke-} to yap-
‘enter’, p was first assimilated to m, after which metathesis took place.

Yet a fourth possible instance, {lonnd®®/s.-} to Iat- ‘go out’, is a difficult case
altogether. Since the basic root is [at-, it is tempting to connect the double nn found
in the subjunctive {lonn-} and the present {lonnd%®/ske-} with the n9%9/sk-suffix.
However, strictly synchronically, the present is derived from the subjunctive root
lonn- with the present suffix {-%%/se-}; the relationship to the root lot- found in e.g.
the preterite is simply irregular.

There is one possible case of a 1n9%9/se-present-subjunctive: {tdnma®®/ge-}, caus.
of tam- ‘be born’. However, on the evidence of the prt.ptc. {tetinmassaw}, the n has
spread throughout the causative verb, so that the root must be set up as tonm-
‘beget’, which makes {tdnma®%/s.-} rather a $59/-present.

{-$%9/5ke-} present (TEB prs. and sbj. class 9)

This present suffix is certainly the most frequent suffix with this function. It is found
in other stems, too, but it never distinguishes those stems; the ssa-preterite, for
instance, is clearly built on the present in {-#%/s-} by means of the preterite suffix
{-a-}.25 The suffix undergoes a remarkable change before t: instead of the expected st
from sso-t (after syncope; with degemination of ss to s before a consonant), we find
st. This peculiarity enables us to distinguish $9/g.-forms with st from $7/s.-forms with
st.

{-nfi*/e-} present (TEB prs. and sbj. class 12)

This alternating suffix forms presents. The same element is sometimes found in the
preterite, but these preterites are clearly built on the corresponding present, enlarged

5 Below, I will argue that the preterite is in fact derived from the subjunctive, which was
identical to the present because it was zero-derived from it.
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with the preterite suffix {-a-} (cf above about {-#%/ge-}).25 The 7#i?/,-suffix may
sometimes be difficult to recognise because it disappears almost completely in the
3sg., where {-Aifia-n} combines to simple /-n/. However, the obscured suffix of these
forms is shown by the accent (if the latter can be determined): 3sg. kdskam ‘(s)he
strews’ must have the structure {kaskdnfa-n} because otherwise it would not be
possible to explain the final accent /kaskén/. In the middle, the 3sg. looks exactly like
a 3pl,, and if the form is isolated (and the number is not known), there is nothing to
decide the matter; without context, kwipentrd can only be identified as a 7if?/,-
present instead of an e- or ?/,-present because of the 3pl.mid. kwiperifientrd beside it.

{-’2/c-} prs., sbj. and prt. (TEB prs. & sbj. class 2, prt. class 6)

This alternating suffix shows most functional variety of all suffixes: it may form
presents, subjunctives and preterites. It is rather frequent as present and subjunctive,
but there are only three verbs with an ?/,-preterite. These preterites further stand out
in having present endings, which makes them unique within the system.

{-9/c-} subjunctive (TEB sbj. class 3)

The 9/,-suffix is very similar to the a/,-suffix. However, the distribution of the @-
and e-variants is totally different: in ?/.-stems, a-variants are found in the 2sg., 3sg.
and 2pl. in both active and middle, but in 9/.-stems, @-variants are found
throughout the active and e-variants throughout the middle. There is a striking
resemblance between the middle only present suffix {-e-} and the middle variant of
the 9/.-suffix; the only reason to keep them apart is the difference in function and
the existence of active @-forms next to the middle e-subjunctives.

{-’ay-} subjunctive (TEB sbj. class 4)

This subjunctive suffix is formally almost identical to the imperfect-optative suffix;
there is often no way to distinguish optative and subjunctive on formal grounds in
this category. An exception is the 1sg., which is {-’ay-ew} in the subjunctive and
{-’ay-m} in the optative.

{-a-} subjunctive and preterite (TEB sbj. class 5, prt. class 1)

The a-suffix is frequent as subjunctive and preterite suffix, but it is not attested in
present function. The problem with the a-suffix is that there are also roots ending in
a. In my analysis, the a belongs to the root when it is found in all stems, and it is a
suffix when it is lacking in one stem or other (for details see 2.4.2, p 45).

{-9/sa-} preterite (TEB prt. class 3)

This preterite and imperative suffix has two variants: a zero or a-variant and a sa-
variant. The @-variant is found in the active of the preterite, except the 3sg., and in
the active of the imperative, whereas the sa-variant is found in the 3sg.act. of the
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preterite and the whole middle of preterite and imperative. On the accent pattern of
the formations with this suffix, see 2.5.7 (p 85).

2.5.2 GRADATION

The gradation patterns of Tocharian A and B must be discussed separately because
of the differences in their vowel systems and other points of divergence specific to
gradation.

In Tocharian A, vowel weakening causes a kind of secondary suffix gradation,
which will not be treated as such, since it is largely predictable (see Winter 1994b).
As arule, a cannot be preceded by a strong vowel such as g, 4, e, o; it is automatically
weakened to a. If one of the strong vowels g, 4, e, o is followed by a strong vowel two
or three syllables further, the syllable directly following the first strong vowel syllable
can only contain d, e or o; a medial a or 4 is weakened to d. In practice, the first
strong vowel syllable is mostly the first syllable of the word, and the weakened
syllable is the second. Since vowel weakening is always progressive, the first syllable
is never affected; it is only the vowel of medial syllables that may disappear or merge
with others. Weakening may occur twice in the same word, i.e. a heavy sequence
a_a_a_V may be weakened to a_d_d_V (this applies especially to preterite
participles, see 2.9.1, p 146).

There is one phenomenon that is parallel to affection as it is found in Tocharian
B. In Tocharian B, a suffix vowel o affects a preceding a to become o, too. In Tochar-
ian A, a similar process takes place, but since the “affecting” vowel a is not in any
way distinct from other suffix vowels a, the change of 4 to a in the root can hardly be
called affection in the synchronic sense. This “affection” will be analysed as a special
type of gradation.

The basic gradation vowels of Tocharian A are d, a, 4. However, the analysis of
the Tocharian A gradation system is complicated by the fact that in roots with i and
u the morphological equivalents of both 4 and 4 are e and 0. Whereas i and u can be
analysed phonologically as d followed by y and w, respectively, the analysis of e and o
as ay and aw or dy and aw leads very far away from the graphic forms that are
actually attested. However, as far as morphology is concerned, such analyses allow
for a thorough simplification of the system, and therefore that analysis is adopted
here (it has great advantages for the description of reduplication as well; see 2.5.6, p
81).

A minor complication is the alternation between rd and dr, where dr-spellings
form a vast majority, even when full grade forms of the root have ra or ra. On the
phonological level, dr and rd are clearly not distinctive, and whether they are to be
analysed as /dr/, /rd/ or syllabic /r/ is of no relevance to us; morphologically, dr and
rd-spellings will be treated alike, analysed as dr next to full grades ar or ar and as rd
next to full grades ra or ra. The different types of gradation vowels are represented in
the scheme below:
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root type d-grade a-grade a-grade
plain <d, @26>  [a/ {a} <a> fa/ {a} <a> /al {3}
-y- <i> /ayl  {ay} | <e> e/ fay} | <e> Je/ {ay}
-w- <u> /aw/ {aw} | <o> /o/ f{aw} | <o> Jo/ {aw}
-dir- <dr,ra> /Jar/ {ar} | <ar> /ar/ {ar} | <ar> Jar/ f{ar}
-dl- <al,la>  /al/  {al} | <al> /al/ {al} | <al> J/al/ {al}
-rd- <dr,ra> Jar/ {ra} | <ra> /ra/ {ra} | <ra> /ra/ ({ra}
-lg- <al,la>  /al/  {la} | <la> /la/ {la} | <la> /la/ {la}

Gradation does not mark one morphological distinction in particular and it is only
rarely the sole distinction between two forms; generally, gradation is co-distinctive.
Gradation may distinguish or co-distinguish different forms of one stem, or one
stem from another.

Gradation that distinguishes different forms of one stem is exclusively of the type
d : a, but the distribution of these grades differs.

In the dl|a-root subjunctive, a-grade may distinguish the singular active forms
from the other forms with d-grade of the active and middle paradigms, for instance
2sg. katkat {katka-t} (with weakening of root-final 4 to a after a) of kditka- ‘cross’ vs
apl. kdtkac {kitka-c}, or 3sg. krasas {krasa-s} of krdsa- ‘know’ vs 3pl. kdrseric
{krdsa-fic}, 3sg.mid. kdrsatdr {krdsa-tir}. In this type, gradation is never distinctive
by itself because the endings sufficiently mark person and number. A similar pattern
is found in the imperative of the same verbs, where the pattern is a in the singular
active and 4 in the plural active and the middle, cf sg. pikras {p-kras-@} of krdsa-
‘know’ vs pl. pkdrsds {p-krids-ds}. The only middle form attested is sg.mid. piklar
{p-kal-ar} of kdla- ‘bring’, but because of the parallels with the subjunctive pattern,
the pl.mid. probably had d-grade, too.

In the closely related d|d-root preterite, a-grade may distinguish the plural active
forms from the other forms with d-grade, whereas initial palatalisation may
distinguish the singular active from the middle, for instance 3pl. kalar {kala-r} of
kdla- ‘bring’ vs 3sg. sal {$dla-0} and 3sg.mid. klat {kila-t}, or 3pl. mrasar {mrasa-r} of
mrdsd- ‘forget’ vs 3sg. mdrs {mrésa-@}. Again, gradation is only co-distinctive, as the
endings mark person and number.

In the s-preterite, gradation is also found, but only in two verbs; it is certainly a
relic. It distinguishes the active paradigm with a-grade from the middle paradigm
with d-grade: cf of tds- ‘put’ 3sg. casds {cas-sa-@}, 3pl. casdir {cas-r} vs 2sg.mid. tsdte
{tés-(s)a-te}, 3pl.mid. tsant {tds-(s)a-nt} and of prdik- ‘ask’ 3sg. prakds {prak-sa-@} vs
3sg.mid. priksat {prik-sa-t}. Obviously, the difference between active and middle is
not only marked by gradation, but by the endings, too; in tds- ‘put’, it is additionally
marked by initial palatalisation in the active.

26 G is regularly syncopated in open syllables.
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Gradation is also found in suffixes: the gradation in the suffix {-%/,-} and its
derivatives {-$/s-, -na%/sy-, -nd%/s,-, -Nfid/,-, -N3/,-} does not distinguish different
stems, or active from middle paradigms, but co-distinguishes certain forms of a
paradigm: the palatalising d-variant is used with the 2nd and 3rd person singular and
the 2nd person plural (all both active and middle), and the non-palatalising a-variant
is used with the 1st person singular and the 1st and 3rd person plural (all both active
and middle). This type of gradation may be blurred by vowel weakening because the
a of the alternating suffixes is sometimes weakened to d. In most alternating suffixes,
the alternation is still recognisable after vowel weakening because the palatalisation
is co-distinctive — the suffix may become e.g. -%/s;-. However, for the suffixes
{-nfi¥/,-} and {-0¥/,-}, and {-%/,-} after palatalisation-neutral consonants (see 2.5.4, p
64), this results in total merger of the alternating variants. A further complication
with suffix gradation is that the gradation vowel is directly followed by the ending,
and there are some endings that have enlarged variants, i.e. 1sg.prs. -m has a vari-
ant -am, which after palatalisation-neutral consonants makes the d- or @-sulffix in-
distinguishable from the %/,-suffix in these forms (see 2.2.1, p 26).

In an indirect way, stem-internal gradation also distinguishes forms from each
other that belong to different stems, namely when endings are identical: 3sg.prt. and
sg.ipv. -©; 2sg.prs. and 3sg.prt. -t; 1pl.prs. and 1pl.prt. -mds; 2pl.prs., 2pl.prt.mid. and
plmid.ipv. -¢; 2pl.prt. and plipv. -s; 3pl.prt. -r and sg.mid.ipv. -ar are indistinguish-
able after 4. Since many forms are lacking, the gradation distinctions will be shown
with deduced forms of ‘know’ (the subjunctive forms have present endings, of
course): 3sg.prt. Sirs with d-grade vs sg.ipv. pdkras with a-grade; 2sg.sbj. krasat with
a-grade vs 3sg.prt. kdrsat with d-grade; 1pl.sbj. kdrsamds with d-grade vs 1pl.prt.
krasamds with a-grade; 2pl.prs. and 2pl.prt.mid. kdrsdc and pl.mid.ipv. pkdrsac all
with d-grade; 2pl.prt. krasas with a-grade vs pl.ipv. pkdrsds with d-grade (but the ipv.
also has a different stem without final @); 3pl.prt. krasar with a-grade vs sg.mid.ipv.
pkdrsar with d-grade (morphologically, the difference is larger: {krasa-r} vs
{p-krds-ar}). In other words, with the exception of the 2pl. in -¢, all forms with
identical (or nearly identical) endings are disambiguated by their root grade.

The remaining gradation types, and d-gradation in general, only serve to
distinguish stems from each other. Distinctive a-grade is found in a few infrequent
present classes, in one frequent present class, and in one frequent preterite class.

There seem to be three present classes with a-grade alternating with d-grade
elsewhere, but in total only eight verbs are attested, and some of them only
fragmentarily:

4/,-present: certain for {pafiwi/y-} of ‘pull’; deduced for three other verbs:
{wasi/g-} of ‘dress’ (otherwise ##/s;-present), {malwd/,-} of ‘grind’,
{wal#/,-} of ‘cover’ (both otherwise d-present);

a-present:  certain for {$ama-} of ‘grow’, {$alpa-} of ‘be redeemed’; deduced for
{$alca-} of uncertain meaning;

si/sa-present: only attested for {praksd/s,-} of ‘ask’.
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In the 4/4-presents, the a-grade alternates with d-grade or stem-internal gradation
elsewhere, and this is the main argument to add the verbs for which an ‘4/,-present is
not totally certain: their gradation would otherwise be without parallel. In the a-
presents, there is a whole category of verbs that also have a-grade in the root (see
directly below); however, these differ in having stable a-grade elsewhere, whereas the
Sama-type has d-grade or stem-internal gradation elsewhere, and characteristic
initial palatalisation. The combination of initial palatalisation and a-grade in the
root is the reason why salca- is added here. $4/g-presents to roots with gradation
normally have d-grade, so that praksi/s,- clearly stands out, cf its stem-internal
gradation in the s-preterite, matched only by tds- (cf below).

Further, there is one present class with distinctive a-grade: a-presents with a-
grade elsewhere. In fact, gradation has a heavy functional load in this class, since it
distinguishes the present from the subjunctive, categories that would otherwise be
identical because the endings are the same. The a-grade in this class is different from
the gradation of the classes discussed above because it alternates not with d-grade,
but only with d-grade: a unique pattern in Tocharian A. Roots with y- or w-vocalism
cannot carry this distinction, since e.g. {aw} and {aw} are both /o/; thus {pota-} of
‘honour’ may be both prs. and sbj. It would certainly be too artificial to analyse pota-
as representing two different underlying stems, prs. {pawta-} and sbj. {pawta-}, as
there is simply no difference between the two.

In the preterite, the only class that has distinctive a-grade is the s-preterite. How-
ever, the s-preterite may also have stable d-grade or another stable root vowel (for
the two verbs with stem-internal gradation see above). If a verb has stable d-grade in
the s-preterite, all other stems have d-grade, too; if a verb has a-grade in the s-
preterite, the other stems always have d-grade. To this distribution there is only one
exception, in a verb which shows other irregularities as well: k7ias- of ‘know’ has a-
grade alternating with d-grade in the other stems, e.g. prs. {knana-}, and no stem
with d-grade. The grading s-preterites {cas-9/g-, tis-(s)a-} of ‘put’ and {prak-9/s;-,
prik-sa-} of ‘ask’ have different grades in other stems, too: prik- has a-grade in the
present and fds- has d-grade elsewhere. a-grade in the s-preterite normally, but not
always, goes together with initial palatalisation of non-palatal consonants (see 2.5.4,
p 67).

The remaining gradation type is d : 4. This type is found in three patterns: the
strong imperfect, two minor present classes, and two irregular verbs. The strong
imperfect is straightforward: it has a-grade, is formed from a d|x-root, and non-
palatal initial consonants are palatalised (see 2.5.4, p 66). d-grade presents are of at
least two different types: one has root-final 4, the other has not; both have d-grade
elsewhere, cf:

d|a-type: sbj. and prt. pala- vs prs. pdlla- of pila- ‘praise’;

sbj. and prt. manta- vs prs. mdnta- of mdnta- ‘disturb’;
d|D-type: sbj. and prt. pekd- vs prs. pdyk- of payk- ‘write’;

sbj. and prt. leka- vs prs. ldyk- of ldyk- ‘wash’.
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The two irregular verbs that have g-gradation have both been mentioned above: kna-

‘know’ and tds- ‘put’ have a-grade and a : d-gradation in the s-preterite, respectively,

and g-grade elsewhere.

To sum up the most important characteristics of Tocharian A root gradation:

d:a: the most frequent. a-grade distinguishes the active singular from the active
plural and the middle in suffixless subjunctives; the active plural from the
active singular and the middle in the corresponding preterites; and some s-
preterites and three small present classes from other stems;

a:a: 1is found in one category, where a-grade distinguishes x|a-root presents from
the other stems that have g-grade;

d:a: not very common. d-grade is found in the strong imperfect, and in some
verbs it distinguishes all other stems from the present stem.

In Tocharian B, the types of gradation show many similarities to Tocharian A, but
there are some essential differences, and there are more different patterns in general.
The basic grading vowels are 2, e and a; exceptionally, we find 0. As in Tocharian A,
there are complications with roots containing a resonant r or [ or a semi-vowel y or
w; again, these complications are not identical to Tocharian A. In Tocharian B, mor-
phological ay and ey both surface as /ay/, but in archaic texts, there is a difference
between aw and ew, whereas in classical and late texts both aw and ew surface as
/aw/. The resulting /ay/ and /aw/ are special in being real diphthongs, i.e., the a in
these combinations does not undergo the effects of stress (and so stress is not
detectable in these combinations); for morphological reasons it is best to analyse
these diphthongs as composed of a gradation vowel e or a plus a semi-vowel y or w.
The a-grade of re, er or ra, ar is always /or/ (never /ra/), and of le, el or la, al it is
always /3l/ (never /15/), compare the following scheme:

root type a-grade e-grade a-grade
plain <a, &> sl {a} <e> lel {e} <a, a> /a/ {a}
-y- <i> fayl  {ay} | <ai>  /ay/ {ey} | <ai> lay/  {ay}
-w- <u> low/ {ow} | <au>; /Jaw/; {ew} | <au> Jaw/  {aw}
<ey>, [lew/*
<ew>
-ar- <ar,ar> Jfor/ {ar} | <er> /er/ {er} | <ar,ar> /ar/ {ar}
-al- <al,al> /o) {31} | <el>  /el/ {el} | <al,al> /al/ {al}
-ro- <ar,ar> Jor/ {ra} | <re>  /re/ {re} | <ra,ra> /ra/ {ra}
-lo- <al,al> /al/  {la} | <le>  /le/ {le} | <la,la> /la/ {la}

Another peculiarity of the Tocharian B gradation system is a-affection, which blurs
the gradation system. g-affection is a morphological change of e-grade to a-grade

27 The diphthong /ew/, written <e,>, <ew>, is confined to archaic Tocharian B.
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before an a in the following syllable. It is a morphological change because the
sequence e_a is by no means impossible or even rare in Tocharian B; however, it is
not morphologically distinctive, since there is no morphological contrast between
forms with a-affection and forms without: a-affection is a morphological regularity
that is concomitant with e-grade followed by a in certain classes. a-affection blurs
the gradation system because it may leave e- and a-grade indistinct before a, so that
structural arguments must be adduced to view surface a-grade before a as either real
a-grade or as concealed e-grade.

Apart from a-affection, we also find o-affection in Tocharian B verbal morphol-
ogy. o-affection does not interfere with the gradation system because an o-suffix is
found in one present class only, where there is no gradation, neither stem-internal
nor between stems. o-affection changes a preceding a to o before o, and in some rare
cases it can proceed further back: in a sequence a_a_o both a’s are affected, so that
o_o_o is the outcome (subsequently, the third o is syncopated, see 2.5.3, p 64). Like a-
affection, o-affection is morphological, as a_o is an acceptable sequence in the
language. o-affection is not morphologically distinctive, perhaps with the exception
of a small class of verbs discussed in 2.5.3 (p 64), where it may be co-distinctive.

In stem-internal gradation patterns,  : e is the basic type; all instances of 2 : a
gradation occur before a following a, and can thus be seen as derived from the basic
pattern 2 : e through a-affection. Stem-internal gradation is basically found in root
subjunctives (both 2|@- and 3|a-roots) and in the s-preterite, and the corresponding
imperatives of both.

a: e gradation is found in a number of 2|@-root subjunctives, whereas the derived
gradation 2 : a is found in a number of 3|a-root subjunctives, one a|a-root present-
subjunctive, and in some a-subjunctives. The two types of gradation seem to
represent the same basic type because they are in complementary distribution over
root types with and without root-final g, and the gradation pattern is exactly the
same. Both exhibit e- or a-grade respectively in the active singular, and s-grade in all
other subjunctive forms.

In forms derived from the subjunctive stem, a-grade is also regular: the inf.
tarkatsi /tarkatsay/ B21as of torka- ‘let go’ is certainly a mistake in view of frequent
and regular tarkatsi /tdrkatssy/ (Lane 1959: 169; Cowgill 1967: 158).

The functional load of these gradation patterns is different from Tocharian A.
First, the two most frequent forms of the subjunctive paradigm, the 3sg. and the 3pl.,
have the same ending -n and their distinction in the grading subjunctives is fully
dependent on the vowel grade of the root; in Tocharian A, on the other hand, there
are no identical endings within paradigms. Second, with other identical endings,
within or between paradigms, the decisive distinction is never made by means of
gradation: either there is another difference, for example in the accent or in a suffix,
or the forms are really identical. I would expect a gradation difference between the
2pl. of the s-preterite and the corresponding pl. imperative, but the imperative must
have had the prefix pa- as the main distinction between the two, and probably there
was a difference in accent, too. Unfortunately, no such pair is attested — the 2pl. of
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the s-preterite is not attested at all —, but the forms may have been: 2pl.prt. tesas*
[tesds/ {tesd-sa} vs pLipv. ptasds* /ptisas/ {pa-tdsa-sa} (attested is arch. ptdisso /ptésso/
with mobile o for /ptdssa/). Gradation is certainly co-distinctive in the contrast
between 2sg.sbj. and 2pl.prt.mid., e.g. 2sg.sbj. kalat {kala-t} of ‘carry’ vs 2pl.prt.mid.
klat* {kala-t}.

The other stem-internal gradation pattern is found in a number of s-preterites,
where the whole active has e-grade and the whole middle 2-grade. The functional
load of this gradation type is low, since the endings are marked for voice, and the s-
preterite has an alternating suffix that sets the active (except for the 3sg.) apart from
the middle (and the 3sg. active). Although the number of attested forms is small, the
same pattern seems to be found in the corresponding imperatives: the active forms
have e-grade and the middle ones a-grade.

One of the three present-preterites also has e : 2 gradation. However, the pattern
is similar to the gradation pattern of the a|@-root subjunctive rather than that of the
s-preterite, even though there is possibly a salient difference in the first person
singular. The 1pl. kmem {komé-moa} and 3pl. kamem {komé-n} (/kdmen/) of ‘come’
with a-grade in the root and the homophonous 2sg. and 3sg. sem {$ema-Q} with e-
grade conform to the general 2|@-root subjunctive pattern; however, the 1sg. kamau
{komé-w} (/kdmaw/) seems to have a-grade instead of the regular e-grade. The
problem with this form is that it is attested only once in a fragmentary text, where its
meaning and function cannot be verified; still, it is very likely to be a form of ‘come’
and the morphological pattern of this verb strongly suggests that it is a 1sg.prt.

Seemingly, a pattern derived from stem-internal e : 2 gradation is o : 2 gradation.
The distribution of the grades is exactly the same, both in the a|@-root subjunctives
and in the s-preterite. However, it is not clear why the verbs that have o-grades do
not have “regular” e-grades instead. We find {yop-} ~ {ysp-} of yap- ‘enter’, which
has o-grade in its s-preterite, but since the preterite has no middle, no a-grade of the
preterite is attested there; in {otk-}, the preterite stem of watk- ‘decide’, likewise with
o-grade for expected e-grade in the s-preterite, the initial w- seems to be lost
additionally (on the prehistory of these forms, see 4.5.10, p 429).

A different pattern with o-grades does not combine with a-grade, but with a-
grade instead. This pattern is attested in only two verbs, apparently both of the a|®-
root type, that is, the type that normally does not show gradation at all. We find
{kow-} ~ {kaw-} ‘kill’ with the 3sg.sbj. kowdn and the 3sg.prt. kowsa, forms where we
would expect e-grade in 2|@-roots. The o-grade variant of {or-} ~ {ar-} ‘give up’ is
attested in the 3sg.sbj. ordfi-c and the prt. 1sg. orwa, 2sg. orasta, 3sg. orsa, where we
would expect e-grade in a|@-roots; however, the a-grade in the 3pl.prt. arar is
unexpected (see 4.5.10, p 429).

All other gradation patterns distinguish stems. We find 2 : e, 3 : a (before a), and
marginally e : a (before a) and o : a.

The 2 : e pattern distinguishes some ?/c-presents and s-preterites. The /.-
presents that are distinguished by this pattern have stable e-grade, whereas the other
stems have either e : 2 gradation or 2-grade, e.g. ?/e-present {ce$/ke-} of tok- ‘touch’
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vs sbj. {t¢/sk-}. The s-preterites distinguished by this pattern have stable e-grade. Of
course, such a distinction can only be established with middle forms, since active s-
preterite forms may have e-grade because of stem-internal gradation. All s-preterites
with distinctive e-grade combine with the rare 9/.-subjunctive with 2-grade and a
present with a-grade, e.g. prt. {nek-sa-} of nak- ‘destroy; perish’ vs sbj. {naké-}. In the
verb nak-, the subjunctive has a grading active {n¢/,k-} beside it, but the other verbs
of this class have only middle subjunctive forms with a-grade: {comé-} of tam- ‘be
born’, {paké-} of pak- ‘boil, ripen’ etc.

The 2 : a pattern is only found before a. It is most frequent in the causative
preterite, where it combines with initial palatalisation and distinctive initial accent.
However, this class is also attested in verbs with palatalisation-neutral initials, and
the accent is not distinctive in the 3sg. act., the most frequent form. Thus, the a-
grade may be an important distinction between the causative and the non-causative,
e.g. 3sg.prt. Sarsa /$3rsa/ {$arsa-O} ‘(s)he knew’ of karsa- ‘know’ vs 3sg.prt. Sarsa
/$arsa/ {$arsa-@} ‘(s)he let know’ of $ars-caus. ‘let know’. Four verbs show a slightly
different pattern: {plawa-} to plow- ‘complain’, {laka-} to lok- ‘see’, {lawa-} to low-
‘wipe off’ and {$awa-} (with non-distinctive palatalised $- throughout) to saw- ‘eat’.
The only difference with the causative pattern is that the causative has root (initial)
accent. The similarity between the two patterns is shown by the irregular causative to
loka-: it is the only causative with a-vocalism where the preterite {l3kassa-} is formed
from the present-subjunctive, apparently because an a-grade preterite {laka-}**
would have been too close to the corresponding non-causative {laka-}.

In all remaining cases of 2 : a gradation the present stem is distinguished by a-
grade versus a-grade in all other stems. This pattern seems to be regular in 7i#?/,-
presents (not fifi?/,-present-subjunctives), and in some cases I have assigned
ambiguous forms with this gradation pattern to the same class. Since the present is
marked not only by gradation, but also by a special suffix, gradation is generally only
co-distinctive in this class. However, in the 3sg. the present suffix may be concealed
and become similar to the corresponding subjunctive, at least in the script, so that
the root grade becomes the only distinction: 3sg.prs. nittam {naytdfifia-n} /nayttdn/
vs 3sg.sbj. naittam* {naytta-n} /nayttan/. Nevertheless, the forms were certainly
distinguished by a difference in accent, too, so that in real speech the root grade was
only co-distinctive. 2 : a gradation is further found in the verb pala- ‘praise’, where it
is also only co-distinctive because the present has a distinctive geminate I/ in
addition. Since with the 7#1%/-presents and pala- ‘praise’ a-grade combines with
consistent root-final a, we may be dealing with original e-grade changed to a
through a-affection.

e : a gradation is very rare and its a-grade only occurs before a: it is attested with
certainty only for klep- ‘touch’, tresk- ‘chew’, mens- ‘be sad’ (see 4.7.1, p 454). The e-
grade is found in the present stems, e.g. tres?/sk.- and mens?/s.- of the verbs tresk-
and mens-, whereas a-grade combined with an a-suffix is found in the subjunctive
and the preterite, e.g. traska- and mantsa-. The rarity of the pattern may have
instigated the creation of variants following other patterns that are more frequent,
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which sets mens- apart from mantsa- {mansa-} with a new present mantsana-
{mansdna-}. The verb tresk- is rare altogether, so that it may be a coincidence that
secondary forms of the type {traskdna-} are not attested.

o : a gradation occurs in one verb only: ‘drink’. It has a present-subjunctive with
o-grade and a present-preterite and preterite participle with a-grade. The gradation
was in most forms only co-distinctive, but the nom.sg.m. of the prt.ptc., yaku,
differed only in the vowel grade from the 1sg.prs.-sbj. yoku; the 1sg.prs.-sbj. must
have been very similar to the unattested 1sg.prt., but probably there was still a
difference in the suffix: 1sg.prs.-sbj. yoku {yoks-w} vs 1sg.prt. yakau* /ydkaw/
{yak-é-w}.

2.5.3 AFFECTION

Affection is only found in Tocharian B. Historically, a : a gradation in Tocharian A,
which distinguishes a class of presents with a-grade from subjunctives with d-grade,
goes back to affection, but synchronically, it is rather to be analysed as gradation. In
the Tocharian A preterite participle we find a-reduplication before an 4 in the root,
which could be called affection, but since there is also a correlation between absence
of reduplication and d in the root, it need not be (cf 2.9.1, p 146). In Tocharian B,
affection is principally a non-distinctive morphological phenomenon.

In Tocharian B, affection comes in two forms: 1) e becoming a before a, and 2) a
becoming o before o. Since the a or o remains, and there are no other e before a or a
before o to contrast with, both types of affection are not distinctive.

There is one small subcategory where the affecting o disappears: o-presents to
trisyllabic roots. In these presents, a sequence CaCaCa is affected by a following o,
but this o is apocopated, so that the result is CoCoC instead of CoCoCo: {kolok-} to
kalaka-, {porok-} to paraka-, {wolok-} to walaka- and {sonop-} to sanapa-. Strictly
speaking, o-affection is not purely distinctive here either, since the difference
between a_a and o_o is not the only one between e.g. the present and the subjunctive
stem: the subjunctive stem is also longer, as it ends in a.

In view of the marginal variant -ontr for the optative ending -oyentr (see also 2.5.1,
p 52), we would expect another instance of contrast there: a 3plopt. /arontr/*
{ara-’ay-entr} vs a 3pl.prs. /orontr/* {oro-ntr}. Since these short optative endings are
very rare in the middle (in contrast to the active), it can have been a very marginal
contrast at most.

2.5.4 PALATALISATION

Apart from one or perhaps two secondary instances, there are no palatalising vowels
in Tocharian. Phonetically, the front vowels of both Tocharian A and B are [i] and
[e]. In Tocharian B, there are some cases of palatalisation in front of [i], which
belong to the late language; the only consonants affected are n and I, cf asariike
‘arhat’” for asanike and klyiye ‘woman’ for kliye (Peyrot 2008a: 90-91; 109). The
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existence of a parallel phenomenon for e is less clear: there are doublets of the type
pleksa ~ plyeriksa, but here the chronology rather seems to be reversed, and since
such doublets are isolated, it might also be a morphological phenomenon. In To-
charian A, there is some variation between /i and lyi, too; although the texts do not
seem to display clear chronological differences, the palatalised variant is probably
secondary compared to the non-palatalised variant. In all other cases, palatal
consonants occur freely before all vowels, including back vowels, and all front vowels
occur after all consonants, palatal and non-palatal.

In Tocharian, palatalisation is a morphological phenomenon: it is not a palatal
feature added to a consonant, but it is a system of morphological alternations of
non-palatal and palatal consonants. In some cases, one could argue that there are
palatalised consonants on the phonological level, like <p> ~ <py>, but in the
majority of cases palatal consonants are independent phonemes, not a non-palatal-
ised consonant with a palatal feature added. This is fully in line with the fact that
many consonants have no palatal variant, like 7, and some share the same palatal
variant, like s and k in Tocharian A, which both alternate with s.

A further argument for a morphological rather than a phonological analysis of
palatalisation is that in some cases the palatal variant of a certain consonant or
consonant group is specific for the morphological pattern. For instance, the palatal
variant of Tocharian B nk is 7ic in some categories, but ms in others, whereas py, the
palatal variant of p, occurs in specific morphological patterns only. If palatalisation
had been a phonological phenomenon, the palatalised variants would always have
been the same.

As a morphological phenomenon, palatalisation is widespread. However, it is not
fully independent: it is often associated with gradation. The relationship with
gradation is not constant: certain vowel grades sometimes go together with palatali-
sation, but gradation may also occur without palatalisation, or palatalisation without
gradation. Even if palatalisation and gradation are found side by side, the relation-
ships may vary, cf nom.sg. pacer ‘father’ with palatal ¢ before e-grade, obl.sg. patdr
with non-palatal t before a-grade or the present suffix {$%/se} with palatal ss before
a-grade and non-palatal sk before e-grade. Although it is frequent and important,
palatalisation is subject to two important types of restrictions. Even in categories
where it is regular, palatalisation cannot affect certain consonants or consonant
groups, and in roots of the a|x-type, i.e., those without gradation, initial
palatalisation never occurs.

Thus, a description of palatalisation in Tocharian must address the following
questions:

1) which consonants and consonant groups have palatal variants?

2) which palatal variants have these consonants and consonant groups?

3) which roots are affected by initial palatalisation and which are not?

4) in which categories do we find palatalisation and in which is it distinctive?
5) what is the correlation with gradation?
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Roots that cannot undergo palatalisation (point 3) are of the a|x-type, as
mentioned above, and they are discussed in 2.4.4 (p 46). Below, the other points are
systematically treated, first for Tocharian A and then for Tocharian B: although the
palatalisation systems have many similarities, differences are considerable, also
structurally.

First, an inventory of palatalisation patterns is given: all verbal categories where
palatalisation is found are discussed. Second, a list is presented of palatalisable
consonants and consonant groups with their palatal variants, with references to the
category where these variants are attested. Third, the system of palatal, non-palatal
(but palatalisable) and neutral (non-palatalisable) consonants is briefly recapitulated.
Fourth, an overview of the vowel grades following palatal consonants is given.

INVENTORY OF TOCHARIAN A:

initial palatalisation in the strong imperfect

There are only few strong imperfects; most have palatalised initials, and {para-},
which has not, certainly has an unpalatalisable initial: [+pal]: {carka-} (tdrka- ‘let
go’), {$aka-} (tsdka- ‘pull out’), {$arsa-} (krdsa- ‘know’), {$alpa-} (kdlpa- ‘obtain’),
{laka-} (lika- ‘se€’); [-pal]: {para-} (pdr- ‘bring’).

initial palatalisation in the d|d-root preterite

Palatalised initials in the active singular are attested for the following verbs: {§awka-}
(yok- + tsiwka- ‘drink’), {cdrka-} (tdrka- ‘let go’), {$arsa-} (krdsa- ‘know’), {$4ma-}
(ka’f- + stama- ‘stand’), {$dla-} (kdla- ‘bring), {lama-} (sdam- + ldma- ‘sit’), {lawa-}
(ldwa- ‘send’). One verb does not fit the pattern, since it has medial palatalisation
instead, next to one uncertain case of initial palatalisation; remarkably, the preterite
participle, which should never be palatalised in this class, is attested with a palatal-
ised variant, too: prt.ptc. kditko, sitko next to {kdcka-} (kdtka- ‘cross’) and a frag-
mentarily attested (but regular) 3sg. sti(k) {$itka-@}. Many other verbs must belong
to the same regular pattern, but their 3sg.act. forms are not attested, either by chance
or because they are middle only. However, some verbs whose initial is certainly
palatalisable (because they occur in the verbs listed above) have no palatalisation, so
that we have to assume that there was an additional class without palatalisation,
probably with intransitive verbs (see Winter 1980b: 553-555), e.g. {kdlka-} (y- +
kilka- ‘go’) and ({tsdlpa-} (#dlpa- ‘be freed’). This complicates the search for
unpalatalisable initials. Some examples of verbs without initial palatalisation where
we would actually expect it on the basis of the morphological pattern are: {pélska-}
‘think’, {pawtka-} ‘divide’, {mértka-} ‘shave’, {mawka-} ‘give up’, {mawsa-} ‘lift,
{mrdsa-} ‘forget’. Accordingly, the initials p-, m- and mr- can be classified as
unpalatalisable. Unclear is {tsdyta-} ‘touch’ because it seems to be transitive, while its
initial is certainly palatalisable.
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initial palatalisation in the s-preterite28

Palatalisation is attested in the following verbs (all without attested preterite middle):
{lawck-2/s3-} of ldwtk- ‘turn into (tr.), {khas-2/(a-} of knd- ‘understand’,
{cank-9/s3-} of tink- ‘check’, {crak-9/sz-} of tirk- ‘dismiss’, {fak-9/s-} of ndk-
‘destroy’, {plawck-?/s;-} of pliwtk- ‘arise’, {$ark-9/s-} of kdirk- bind’, {$0-9/sa-} kdw-
‘pour’, {Iayp-@/sa-} of liyp- ‘leave behind’, {lawk-9/s-} of liwk- ‘shine’. On the basis
of the middle preterites {tamd-} ‘be born’, {nakd-} ‘perish’, {tsakd-} ‘burn (intr.)’,
which are sa-less preterites with certainly palatalisable initials, this sub-class has no
initial palatalisation. ({lawk-9/-}, which is the only sa-less preterite with an active
inflexion next to it, has a palatalised initial in the middle, perhaps because of the
regular palatalisation in the active?)

Apart from unpalatalisable initials there are more subcategories where palatalisa-
tion is lacking. There is one verb with an alternation between palatalised and unpala-
talised initials, where the unpalatalised variant is found in the middle, so that the
lack of initial palatalisation in some verbs with only middle forms may be regular
(see below): {/iz5-@/(s)a-} of tds- ‘put’ with an active {cas-9/s;-} and a middle
{tds-(s)a-}. Another difference between the palatalised and unpalatalised variants is
that the former is followed by a-grade, just as all palatalised preterites listed above,
and the latter is followed by d-grade.

Preterites with unpalatalised initials, a-grade, and active forms are: {pal-9/s-} of
pdl- ‘extinguish’, {mayt-9/s;-} of mdyt- ‘set out’, {mark-9/g-} of mdrk- ‘take away (?)’
(Malzahn forth.b), {rak-9/s-} of rdik- ‘stretch’, {wack-9/s;-} of witk- ‘decide’. Since
they all have initials of which it is rather likely that they are unpalatalisable on the
one hand, and they occur in a category where we would certainly expect initial pala-
talisation on the other, we can safely classify these initials as unpalatalisable. The
following verbs lack initial palatalisation and have d-grade: {triyk-9/s;-} of trdyk- ‘be
confused’, {srawk-9/g;-} of srawk- ‘kill’, {spirk-2/;-} of spirk- ‘disappear’,
{sdyn-9/s-} of sdyn- ‘satiate’, {trink-9/g-} of frink- ‘cling’. Of these, {sdyn-9/s-}
certainly has a palatalisable initial, so that palatalisation must be absent for structural
reasons — perhaps because it is middle only; {trink-9/s;-}, also middle only, could be
parallel. {triyk-9/s;-} is attested with one problematic form only; {srawk-9/s;-} may
have an unpalatalisable initial and {spark-2/s;-} is unclear: it is active and we would
expect sp (but it has d-grade instead of a-grade). The remaining s-preterites are of
the unpalatalisable a|@-type or they have unpalatalisable initials.

The two imperfects {crank-9/s;-} of trink- ‘say’ and {$ayp-2/ss-} of #sdyp- ‘dance’
perfectly conform to this pattern; on their being imperfects, see 2.6.7 (p 105).

A peculiarity of s-preterites is that we sometimes find medial palatalisation, in
two cases combined with initial palatalisation, and in two other cases with unpalatal-
isable initials: {plawck-9/s-} of plawtk- ‘arise’, {pyawck-9/s-} of pydwtk- ‘come into
being, {lawck-9/i-} of liwtk- ‘turn into (tr.)’, {wack-9/a-} of witk- ‘decide’.

28 Cf e.g. Ringe (1990: 185-186).
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Although a restored palyd(st) A3o3a4 is often adduced to prove a stem {pal-9/g-} of
pil- ‘extinguish’, this restoration is very uncertain and the palatalised /I/ is not
supported by the other verbs with medial palatalisation because these all have tk ~ ck.
It is implausible that the ck in these verbs compensates for the impossibility of initial
palatalisation:29 {Tawck-2/s;-} and {plawck-9/s-} have in fact palatalised initials, so
that such an explanation could only work for {pyawck-9/s;-} and {wack-2/g-}. In my
view, the key to this phenomenon is the cluster tk because that is what the four verbs
have in common (strikingly, the d|a-root preterite of kdtka- also shows an
alternation tk ~ ck).

initial palatalisation in the reduplicated preterite

In the reduplicated preterite, we find initial palatalisation in a few verbs, medial pala-
talisation in two isolated cases (both with I ~ [), and no palatalisation in the bulk of
the instances. With initial palatalisation we find: {ca-cdla-} (til- ‘lift"), {fia-fidwa-}
(ndw- ‘roar’), {la-lima-} (lim- ‘establish”), {$a-$ima-} (tsdm- ‘promote’), {$a-$ira-}
(tsdr- ‘separate’), {$a-$§dma-} (stdm- ‘put’). On the basis of the preterite participles
cacpuku and Saspinku, we can assume that the relevant verbs formed a reduplicated
preterite {ca-cpawka-} (tpdawk- ‘hide’) and {$a-$panka-} (#*pdnk- ‘skin’?). Two verbs
clearly exhibit initial palatalisation, but this palatalisation is found in the other stems,
too: {$a-$drsa-} (sdrs- ‘let know’, base verb krds- ‘know’), {sa-sdrpa-} (sdrp- ‘point
out’; see Winter 1980b: 555). In one verb, spirk- ‘let perish’, we find a similar
phenomenon, with palatalised sp- at least in the sbj. {sparka®d/s,-} and the prt.ptc.
saspdrku, while it is lacking precisely in the preterite {sa-spirka-} if we are to base
ourselves on 3pl.mid. saspdrkant A3io0a4.

With medial palatalisation we find: {ka-kilpa-} (kélp- ‘make obtain’) and
{pa-pilka-} (pdlk- ‘torment’). Many of the verbs without palatalisation have
unpalatalisable initials, but some have certainly palatalisable ones, e.g. {ka-kila-},
{ta-tatka-}, {sa-satka-}. In two verbs, the present suffix has spread to the preterite, in
its palatalised variant: {ta-tdmsa-} and {la-ldksa-}. Although they look like imperfects,
they must be preterites because of their reduplication.

initial palatalisation in the present and the subjunctive

Systematic initial palatalisation in the present seems to be attested only with # ~ § in
O-presents with distinctive a-grade: {$ama-} (#dma- ‘increase’), {$alpa-} (#ilpa- ‘be
freed”), and with additional irregularities possibly {$alca-} and {Serté-}, for which see
2.6.10 (p 115). Apart from verbs with initial palatalisation throughout, the following
isolated cases can be mentioned: {cd%/i,-?} ‘touch’, if 3pl. ckeric is indeed from such a
stem and at the same time related to tkalune; {$4méd/,-} ‘come’, sbj. to the root k"dm-;

29 As argued by Ronald Kim (Poznan) in a lecture at the 2008 Fachtagung of the Indo-
germanische Gesellschaft in Salzburg.
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{sdm?/,-} ‘sit’, which has only a present, so that it cannot be seen whether the palatal-
isation belongs to the root or is characteristic of the present only.

medial palatalisation in present and subjunctive

All instances are found with the 4/;-suffix, which forms both presents and subjunc-
tives. We find palatalisation in the following verbs: {a%/ia-} ‘lead’, {kackd/y,-} ‘be
glad’, {klos#/sa-} ‘hear’, {triy%é/ko-} ‘be confused’, {pasi/s-} ‘protect’, {paléé/k,-} ‘tor-
ment’, {pro¥i/s,-} ‘fear’, {yir$/s-} ‘honour’, {wlays#/s,-}3° ‘work’, {t5arsd/i,-} ‘separate’,
and the frequent #4/s;-suffix and its derivatives. We do not find palatalisation in the
following: {kawd/,-} ‘kill’, {cAmp?/,-} ‘can’, {pérd/a-} bring’, {$awd/,-} ‘live’, {$dm?/,-}
‘come’, {sdm?¥/a-} ‘sit’, {yam?/,-} ‘do’, {laficd/a-} ‘go out’, {wefid/s-} ‘say’ (nas- is a
special case, on which see 2.6.8, p 108). A special present type with a palatalised
medial throughout the present, but not in other stems, is ascertained by {panw?/,-}
‘stretch’, with possible parallels in {malw?/,-} ‘grind’, {wald/,-} ‘cover’ (cf under 2.6.9,

p 110).

medial palatalisation in the imperfect

The medial palatalisation of the imperfect follows regular patterns. We mostly find n
~ 7, nk ~ 7i$, s ~ s in e.g. (imperfect stems cited): {kefia-} ‘call’, {katdnsa-} ‘rise’, {aysa-}
‘give’. In addition, there are isolated cases like: {pdl$a-} ‘shine’, {méica-} ‘hurt’ and
{silpa-} ‘glow’. The following have an unpalatalisable medial: {yipa-} ‘do’, {$awa-}
‘live’, {sdma-} ‘sit’, {sarya-} ‘sow’, and possibly {yawa-} ‘strive for’. In addition, we
find palatal consonants such as [in {kila-} ‘stand’, cf prs. {kil#/,-}, and the cluster Iw
in {malwa-} ‘grind’, cf prs. {malwi/,-} (see 2.6.9, p 110).

overview

[-pal] [+pal]

k $ ipf. (initial); d|a-V-prt.; d|@-V-prt.; red.prt.; /a-sbj. (initial); /-
prs. (medial)

kn kit d|@-V-prt.

t ¢ ipf. (initial); d|a-V-prt.; d|@-V-prt.; red.prt.; 4/4-prs. (initial)

tk ck d|a-\-prt. (medial); d|@-V-prt. (medial); #/4-prs. (medial)

tp cp red.prt. (inferred)

tr cr d|@-V-prt.
tw cw /,-prs. (medial)
n il d|@-V-prt.; red.prt.; ipf. (medial)

nk ns ipf. (medial)
nt nc ipf. (medial)

3¢ The vocalism dy instead of e is needed for the preterite participle wawlesu.
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[-pal] [+pal]
nw fiw red.prt.; 4/,-prs. (medial)
pl pl d|@-V-prt.
rk r$ /,-prs. (medial)
rs rs 4/ ,-prs. (medial)
l [ ipf. (initial); d|d-V-prt.; d|@-V-prt.; red.prt.; /,-prs. (medial)
Ik Ik red.prt. (medial)
I$ 4/,4-sbj. (medial); ipf. (medial)
Iw Iw 4/,-prs. (medial)?
Ip Ip red.prt. (medial); ipf. (medial)
st NE) da-V-prt.; red.prt.
s s 4/,-prs. (medial); ipf. (medial)
sp sp red.prt.
£ $ ipf. (initial); dd@-V-prt.; d|@-V-prt. (ipf. function); red.prt.; @-prs.

(initial)
5p sp red.prt. (inferred)

Distinguishing palatal, non-palatal, and neutral consonants and consonant groups, it
is best to start with the single consonants. Neutral consonants, which are never pala-
talised, are p, m, r, w; non-palatal consonants, which can undergo palatalisation, are
k, t, n, I s, t5; palatal consonants are c, i, Lss. According to its behaviour, y should
be classified as a neutral consonant — although it is itself palatal, of course —, since it
cannot be palatalised and it is not the palatalised variant of another consonant. It is
not surprising that combinations of neutral consonants are also neutral, and
combinations of non-palatal consonants are non-palatal. In the latter category we
generally find palatalisation of one of the consonants only: the first in tk, the second
in kn, both in nk, nt (where the palatal nasal is not contrastive before s and c). Of the
cluster Jk normally the second consonant is palatalised, but sometimes rather the
first. Only st is palatalised to something different from its parts: § or $s, whereas ¢
normally palatalises to ¢ (as a palatal consonant, s has no palatal counterpart). In
clusters with combined neutral and non-palatal consonants, palatalised variants are
attested for tp, tr, tw, nw, pl, Ip, Iw, sp, £p; in all cases, the non-palatal consonant is
palatalised in the normal way and the neutral one remains unchanged. Possibly, tr
and sr are neutral in some cases, but the evidence is not overwhelming (see p 67).
Although n and I (and nw and Iw) are certainly non-palatal in some categories, they
are not in the 4/;-present or subjunctive: there they have palatal variants, but
throughout the paradigm and not alternating with unpalatalised » and I.

Vowel grades after palatalised consonants are the following (all grades occur after
non-palatal consonants as well):
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initial medial
G dla--prt; sbj., red.-prt. (root initial); 4/,-prs./sbj. 4/,-prs./sbj.
a d|®—\/ -prt.; red.-prt. (reduplication initial); @-prs.
a strong ipf. ipf.

INVENTORY OF TOCHARIAN B:

initial palatalisation in the 2|a-root preterite

In the a|a-root preterite, the initial of the root is palatalised in the whole active, but
not in the middle. Palatalised initials are attested in: {klontsa-} ‘sleep’, {lama-} ‘sit’,
{lowé-} ‘send’, {lowka-} ‘shine’, {$otkd-} ‘cross’, {$orsa-} ‘know’, {$owtka-} ‘embody’,
{$§coma-} ‘stand’, {corkd-} ‘let go’, {$atd-} ‘strew’, {$orkd-} ‘rob’, {$ala-} ‘bring’. The
following preterites conform exactly to the same pattern except for the initial palatal-
isation, so that we can classify their initial as unpalatalisable: {krasta-} ‘cut off,
{tsanka-} ‘rise’, {powtka-} ‘assign to’, {pleska-} ‘think’, {marsa-} ‘forget’, {rowtka-}
‘move (tr.)’, {srowka-} ‘die’. There are some verbs with initials that are certainly
palatalisable where we do not find palatalisation, so that there must be a subcategory
without palatalisation (see Winter 1980b: 553-555): {korya-} ‘buy’, {kelpa-} ‘obtain’,
{kwald-} ‘fail’, {satka-} ‘spread’, and probably {sparka-} ‘disappear’. Many of these
seem to be intransitive, but not all (i.e. ‘buy’, ‘obtain’). Some of the verbs with
unpalatalisable initial listed above might belong to the subcategory without palatali-
sation, e.g. {morsa-} and {srowka-}, which both form the same e-present as the other
verbs with unpalatalised palatalisable initials ({srowkd-} ‘die’ is also intransitive, but
{moarsé-} is the only transitive verb in that present class).

Three verbs display irregularities that seem to be connected to the palatalisation
pattern discussed above. In the preterite {fiatka-} ‘prompt’ we find 7 throughout the
preterite, also in the middle. In {parsa-} ‘sprinkle’ we find an <i> vowel in the 3pl.
pirsare that must reflect a prehistoric /p/, but is inexplicable on the synchronic level.
In {palka-} look’ we find medial palatalisation that might go back to initial palatali-
sation of the type {ploka-}, but since the other stems clearly have the shape {palka-},
i.e. sbj.sg. {palka-} etc, this formation is irregular synchronically.

initial palatalisation in the a-grade a|a-root preterite

Three verbs with an a|a-root preterite with a-grade in the root display palatalisation
of the initial: {plawd-} ‘complain’, {laka-} ‘see’, and {lawa-} ‘rub’. A fourth verb has a
palatal initial throughout: {$awé4-} ‘eat’. On the basis of middle forms of {laka-} with
palatalised initial, we have to assume that in this class initial palatalisation was found
throughout the preterite (not only in the active).

initial palatalisation in the s-preterite

In the s-preterite, palatalisation is an isolated phenomenon. All cases concern / and I-
clusters, and there is no difference between active and middle: {p¢/5lk-9/sa-} of palk-
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‘burn (tr.)’, {plew-2/s-} of plaw- “float’, {Ie/swk-2/s-} of lowk- ‘shine’, {Ie/swt-2/5a-} of
lowt- ‘drive away’. In one verb we find variation, between {plenk-?/s,-} and
{plenk-9/s-} of plank- ‘sell’, where the forms with palatalisation seem to be more
recent than the forms without. There are also two verbs with [ and I-clusters where
we do not find palatalisation: {pletk-9/s-} of platk- ‘increase’ and {leytk-9/s-} of
laytk- ‘remove’. Unlike all other palatalised forms, {p¢/slk-?/s,-} has medial instead of
initial palatalisation.

One irregular verb has a preterite with some similarity to the s-preterite: ‘come’.
The middle is a normal s-preterite {kom-sa-}, but the active is different: it is an ?/,-
present-preterite. This present-preterite resembles the a|@-root subjunctive in
having e : 2 gradation in the root, but the distribution of the grades is different. In
this paradigm, we find palatalisation in the forms with e-grade, i.e. the 2sg. and 3sg.,
both {$em-Q}, whereas the other forms have no palatalisation and a-grade, i.e. 1pl.
/kmem/ {kaméma}, 3pl. /kdmen/ {kamén} and probably 1sg. /kdmaw/ {kamé-w}.

initial palatalisation in the causative preterite

The causative preterite is the category with most instances of palatalisation in To-
charian B. In this category, some initials that are unpalatalisable elsewhere are pala-
talised nonetheless, and some initials have a second palatalisation product. Even in
this category, however, not all initials are palatalisable. Palatalised initials are: k ~ ky,
k~$kl~kl,t~c,n~i,p~py,m~myl~Lw~y, (W~wy),sp~spy, st ~$c, ts~
tsy. Of these, ky, py, my and wy, spy and 5y are attested only in this category, and ky
and wy (the latter listed in brackets because it occurs only once) are found next to
less transparent palatalised counterparts of k and w, namely § and y, so that they are
clearly secondary. Because py is treated as a cluster in reduplication, but we would in
fact rather expect it to be a single consonant, the phonological status of ky, py etc is
not entirely clear, and they will not be transcribed in a special phonological notation,
but just as they are written. The initials tr, pr, mr, y, and r resist palatalisation even in
this category.

{nyarsa-} of nars- ‘urge’ is attested only once, so that its “double” palatalisation,
i.e. n = 71 — 7iy, need not have been a systematic phenomenon. It is striking, certainly
in the light of the doublet for k, i.e. § and ky, that we find § throughout the verb in
{$anmya-} of $onm- ‘bind’ and {$drsa-} of Sars- ‘let know’, whereas {$atka-} of katk-
‘et cross’ is paired with a present-subjunctives with variation between s- and k-.
Spread of palatalisation is also attested for {sarka-} of sark- ‘surpass’; variation in
other stems has a parallel in {sal(l)a-} of sal- ‘throw down’. The cluster spy, listed
above, is attested twice in {spyarka-} of spark- ‘let perish’ and {spyarta-} of spartt-
‘move (tr.)’, and in both verbs all other stems have sp, which is of course a palatalised
initial in itself (both have a base verb with sp next to them; spant- ‘make trust’ is
completely parallel, but a preterite {spydnta-} is not attested).
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initial palatalisation in the causative present

If palatalisation is morphologically distinctive in a causative, it is always the preterite

that has a palatalised initial whereas the present is unpalatalised. Therefore, initial

palatalisation is not distinctive for the causative present (see also Winter 1980ob: 555-

556). We may list the following cases:

1) with variation between palatalised and non-palatalised forms: {§3tka$%/sge-} ~
{kdtkass?/ske-} of katk- ‘let cross’, {spartas®®/see-} ~ {sparta®®/sie-} of spartt- ‘move
(tr.), {iowskd$$®/ke-} ~ {nowskd$$?/gke-} of nawsk- ‘oppress’;

2) with palatalisation throughout, but no palatalisation in the base verb:
{$3r59%%%/gke-} of Sors- ‘let know’, {s310%%%/ske-} of sal- ‘throw down’ (variation s ~ §
attested in the preterite participle), {s5wka$¢%/ske-} of sawk-caus. let hang down’,
{sp3ntass?/ge-} of spant- ‘make trust’, {sp3rka®/ge-} of spark- ‘let perish’,
{sdrkoa®?/ge-} of sark- ‘surpass’;

3) with palatalisation throughout, but without a corresponding base verb:
{sonass?/ge-} of san- ‘count’, {$3nmass¥/e-} of Sonm- bind’.

In all cases, the palatalisation product is one that occurs outside the causatives, too,

and not one of the series ky, py, my etc.

initial palatalisation in e-presents

In a small group of e-presents we find e-grade in the root, and in two of these this
combines with initial palatalisation: {fiewe-} of naw- ‘roar’ and {lewe-} of low- ‘send’.
Since {tsenke-} of tank- ‘rise’ is completely parallel, we can classify # as unpalatal-
isable. In one 9/,-subjunctive we also find initial palatalisation, but no e-grade, so
that it is difficult to see whether it is parallel: {com?/e-} of tam- ‘be born’. {lowke-} of
lawk- ‘shine’, which seems to underly 3sg.mid. lyuketrd B46ay, is difficult; many of
the forms ascribed to this verb are in fact uncertain and the stems do not fit together.

initial palatalisation in ?/.-presents and subjunctives

Initial palatalisation is found both in ?/.-presents and in ?/.-subjunctives. In
presents, it is found before e-grade, as in the following examples: {klep®/e-} of klep-
‘touch’, {klen$?/xe-} of klonk- ‘doubt’, {cen®/ie-} of tank- ‘check’, {ce$/xe-} of tak-
‘touch’” and {plec?/e-} of platk- ‘increase’. {$ew®/ke-} of kawk- ‘call’ may be added,
although it could theoretically have a-vocalism (both are spelled <au>3'). The
following verbs have the same e-grade and since their initials are unpalatalisable
elsewhere, we have to assume that they are here as well: {tres¥/ske-} of tresk- ‘chew’,
{pefifi?/e-} of pann- ‘stretch’, {per$?/ie-} of perk- ‘peer’, {men/ge-} of mens- ‘be sad’,
{mel*/c-} of mel- ‘grind’ and {ress*/ge-} of resk- ‘tlow’. The /y/ of {cepy®/e-} of tep-?

31 Cf for instance {$ay’/e-, ($aw®/e-)}, which does not belong here because it clearly has a-
vocalism, e.g. 1sg. Sayau.
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‘step’ deviates, but otherwise it would fit here, too; {klews®/se-} of klews- ‘hear’ has all
the formal characteristics, but functions as present-subjunctive.

In the following a-grade formations it seems impossible to distinguish between
presents and subjunctives on formal grounds: presents are {co"®®/pe-?} of cank-
‘please’, {cow’?/ke-} of tawk- ‘be hidden’, {camp?/¢-} of comp- ‘can’, {ia%%%/se-} of 7iask-
‘desire’, {{0%/ke-} of lok- lie’, and {sam?/e-} of sam- ‘sit’ (suppletive, no unpalatalised
stems beside it); subjunctives are {low®/ke-} of lawk- ‘shine’, {plon®/e-} of plonk-
‘sell’, and {$a(n)m>/e-} of kam- ‘come’. Because their stem pattern is similar to that of
{low®/ke-} and {plonc?/ke-}, we can assume that {tray®/xe-} of trayk- ‘err’, {woy/xe-}
of wayk- ‘drive off, and {t5ar%/e-} of tsark- ‘burn (tr.)’ have unpalatalisable initials
({pal¥/ke-} ~ {pal*/ke-} of palk- ‘burn (tr.)’ can also be compared, but here we find
variation between [ and ). The initial palatalisation of the present {layk®/se-} of layk-
‘wash’ is clearly secondary vis-a-vis its variant {loyk®/s-}, and the following presents
and subjunctives have a palatalised initial after other stems of the same verb: prs.
{lowts%/ge-} of lowt- “drive away’, prs. {sans/se-} of san- ‘count’, prs. {sarps®/se-} of
sarp- ‘point out’, sbj. {sarp?/e-} of the same verb, and sbj. {spar®/ke-} of spark- ‘let
perish’.

One verb has initial palatalisation only in the $%/g.-present, which is without
parallels whatsoever: {ya(s9)%/ske-} of was- “‘wear’ (the sa is put in brackets because it
is not visible in any attested present form, but needs to be there to connect it to the
root was-, see e.g. inf. wastsi).

medial palatalisation in ?/.-presents and subjunctives

All cases of medial palatalisation with the ?/.-suffix concern k, ¢, s and clusters with
one of them as the last consonant: {ak#/s-} of aks- ‘announce’, {ay%/ke-} of ayk-
‘know’, {a%®/se-} of as- ‘bring’, {kac®/ue-} of katk- ‘be glad’, {kors®/gke-} of karsk-
‘shoot’, {klews®/se-} of klews- ‘hear’, {con®®/nke-?} of cank- ‘please’, {cen®®/ke-} of tank-
‘check’, {ce®/ie-} of tak- ‘touch’, {fia%%/gke-} of fiask- ‘desire’, {tray®/e-} of trayk- ‘err’,
{tress®/gie-} of tresk- ‘chew’, {na®/se-} of nask- ‘bathe’, {pas®/see-} of pask- ‘protect’,
{pal¥o/ke-} of palk- ‘burn’, {plon/ke-} of plonk- ‘sell’, {mows?/se-} of moaws- “lift’,
{men%/se-} of mens- ‘be sad’, {yas®®/ske-} of yask- ‘beg’, {yor®/se-} of yars- ‘revere’,
{res$®/gie-} of resk- ‘flow’, {lan®/se-} of lans- ‘work’, {Io%/ke-} of lok- lie’, {Iow?/ye-} of
lowk- ‘shine’, {way$®/ke-} of wayk- ‘drive off, {Sew$?/ie-} of kawk- ‘call’, {spor®/ke-} of
spark- ‘disappear’, {t5ar’®/ke-} of #sark- ‘burn (tr.)’, and the ubiquitous $/s- and %/,
presents. The examples are straightforward except for nk, which in this category
palatalises both to #n$ and to nc (the same palatalisation product as found in the im-
perfect-optative, see below, p 75): with nc we find {con®/ke-?} ‘please’ (not totally
certain because the e-variant is not attested) and {plonc®/ie-} ‘sell’;32 with ns,
{cen$¥/ye-} ‘check’.

32 For some reason, it is often argued that k-finals are not palatalisable. While Hackstein does
away with most of the examples, he insists that -7ik- is not palatalisable (1995: 149-150). As I
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We find no palatalisation alternation in the following cases: {kaim?/-} of kasim-
‘play’, {klep®/e-} of klep- ‘touch’, {camp?/e-} of comp- ‘can’, {pefii/e-} of pann-
‘stretch’, {mel?/e-} of mel- ‘grind’, {wefi®/e-} of weri- ‘speak’, {Say®/e-} of Say- ‘live’,
{$a(n)m?/e-} of kam- ‘come’, {sorp?/e-} of sarp- ‘point out’. Of these, p and m are
clearly unpalatalisable, whereas 7, y and [ cannot be palatalised because they are
already palatal.

The ?/c-preterite does not give a different picture: {la%/¢-} of lot- ‘go out’
conforms to the regular pattern, and {ya%/ie-} of yok- ‘drink’ too, although the e-
variant of the latter is not attested. kam- ‘come’ is irregular because of its gradation
and palatalisation in the active singular of the preterite, but with the forms attested,
it seems that the gradation of the suffix is completely regular; of course, its root-final
m is unpalatalisable.

A peculiarity of the $9/.-suffix is that its palatalised variant reduces to s instead
of s before t (before a consonant we would never expect a geminate ss, but rather a
single 5). This development is not understandable from the palatalisation patterns
described in this section (on the historical explanation, see Couvreur 1947: 63 and
4.5.5, p 413). One verb even consists of nothing more than this suffix, or rather it has
a root sk with an ?/,-suffix which gives the same result: {$¥9/se-}. In this verb, too, we
find reduction to s, i.e. 3sg. ste, 3sg.suff. star- (see also 2.5.1, p 54).

medial palatalisation in the ’ay-sbj. (and the ipf.-opt.)

There are no indications that the subjunctive ’ay-suffix has other palatalisation
effects than the imperfect-optative "ay-suffix. As subjunctives we may list {akldy-} of
akl- ‘learn’, {awksay-} of awks- ‘grow’, {kersay-} of karst-? ‘chop’, {kalpsy-} of kalp-
‘steal’, {laIéy-} of lal- ‘make effort’, {wasdy-} of was- ‘dwell’, whereas {Seray-} of ser-
‘hunt’ clearly has an unpalatalisable r. Imperfect-optatives are very frequent, but
many are formed to stems in e, 0 or a: the first two block palatalisation before disap-
pearing,33 and the third gives oy. Many others are formed to stems in sk, s, or 77,
with well-known palatalisation effects. Worth mentioning is the lack of palatalisation
after -w (e.g. {kaway-} of kaw- ‘pour’, {ploway-} or {ploway-} of plow- ‘float’, or
{raway-} of raw- ‘open’), the palatalisation product of such rare clusters as ¢ in
{taccdy-} of tas- ‘put’ (sbj. {tottd-}) and tk in {pldccoy-} of platk- ‘increase’, and the
palatalisation product of nk, which is only nc in this category, not ns as in ?/,-present

understand his argumentation, this view is based on the late colloquial form plyasi Oti2.9,
which he derives from *plyasic-tsi by sound law: *plyasic-tsi > *plyank-tsi > *plak(t)si > plyasi.
Obviously, there is neither evidence nor need for the intermediate form *plyarktsi, so that
there is no reason whatsoever to assume that 7k is not palatalisable: plasi may derive from
*plyassi < *plyamstsi (Peyrot 2008a: 70, 86-87).

33 In o-presents with o-syncope, if that is how this class should be called, the o disappeared
before blocking palatalisation, as we see from {poro$ay-} and {wolosay-}.
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and ?/e-subjunctives (see above, p 74): {encdy-} of enk- ‘take’, {klowttdncay-}34 of
klowtk- ‘turn (intr.)’, {kIencey—} of klonk- ‘doubt’, {toncay-} of tank- ‘check’, {trancay-}
of trank- ‘lament’, {trencay-} of trenk- ‘cling’.

medial palatalisation in the preterite

Medial palatalisation in a-preterites derived from ?/-subjunctives like sbj. {ak$/se-}
— prt. {aks-a-} of aks- ‘announce’ does not need special comments because it is
completely parallel to the medial palatalisation in ?/.-presents and subjunctives
discussed above. However, there are two verbs where we find palatalisation of a
different kind: trank- ‘lament’ and lonk- ‘hang’ form root present-subjunctives
{tronk-} and {lank-}, respectively, combined with derived preterites with pala-
talisation (that is, that palatalisation is not found in the present-subjunctive stem),
{troancé-} and {lancé-}. {compya-} of camp- ‘can’ might be parallel, but its root-
final -p is normally unpalatalisable, so that we would expect that <py> stands for /py/
rather than (secondary) /p/.

overview

[-pal] [+pal]
k

s a|la-\-prt.; caus.-prt.; ?/e-prs./sbj. (initial); prs./sbj. (medial)
ky caus.-prt.
ki Kl 9|a-\/-prt.; caus.-prt.; %/¢-prs. (initial); “ay-sbj.
ks ks prs./sbj. (medial); ‘ay-sbj.
t c a|la-\-prt.; caus.-prt.; 9/-sbj. (initial); ?/e-prs. (initial)
tk cc prs./sbj. (medial); ipf.-opt.
tt cc ipf.-opt.
n i a|a—\/ -prt. (irregular); caus.-prt.; e-prs. (initial); %/¢-prs. (initial;
irregular)

nk ns prs./sbj. (medial)
nc prt. (medial); prs./sbj. (medial); ipf.-opt.

1s35 ns prs./sbj. (medial)

p Py caus.-prt.

pl pl a|la--prt. (a); 9|@-V-prt.; ?/e-prs./sbj. (initial); sbj. (initial)

m my caus.-prt.

rk rs prs./sbj. (medial); "ay-sbj.

rs rs prs./sbj. (medial)

rsk rss prs./sbj. (medial)

l [ a|la-V-prt.; a|a-\-prt. (a); 2| @-V-prt.; caus.-prt.; e-prs. (initial); /-

34 Since it is cited only by Thomas (1964: 189), this is possibly a ghost form.
35 Alternates with n#’.
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prs./sbj. (initial); "ay-sbj.

Ik Is prs./sbj. (medial)
Ik a|la-V-prt. (medial); 2|@-V-prt. (medial?)
Ip Ip "ay-sbj.
w y caus.-prt.
wy caus.-prt.
sp spy caus.-prt.
s s caus.-prt.; ?/,-prs. (initial; irregular); prs./sbj. (medial); 2y-sbj.
sk ss prs. (medial); sbj. (medial)
st sc ala-V-prt; caus.-prt.
(sp sp) caus.-prs. (irregular)
ss ss prs. (medial)
[ % caus.-prt.

The description of the consonant classes is more difficult for Tocharian B than for
Tocharian A because there is more variation: some consonants are neutral in one
category, but non-palatal in another, for instance. Of the single consonants, only 7 is
always neutral, whereas k, t, s are always non-palatal; ¢, 7, § and s are always palatal.
Of the remaining consonants, p, m, w and # are mostly neutral, but they have
secondary palatal variants py, my, wy and 5y in the causative preterite; w also has a
primary palatal variant y, but this is so rare outside the causative preterite, that w is
best classified with p, m and #. y is mostly neutral, but it also occurs as the palatal
variant of w. n and [ are “normal” non-palatal consonants, but their palatal variants 7
and [ are sometimes found where we expect non-palatal 7 and L.

Neutral r neutralises all clusters if it is the last consonant and it has no special
effect if it is the first. Combinations of non-palatal consonants are non-palatal, with
only the second consonant palatalising in the normal way in kI, ks, and both
palatalising in tk, sk, st to cc, ss, $c; the geminates tt and ss palatalise to cc and ss,
whereas both consonants palatalise in nk and ns, although the palatalised n is not
distinctive before §, ¢ or s; Ik palatalises to Ik in the a|a-root preterite and to Is before
the ?/.-suffix. The clusters ns and Is are noteworthy because they can receive an
epenthetic ¢ that does not block the palatalisation to ns and Is, i.e. this <ts> does not
behave like other # <ts>. The following clusters combining neutral and non-palatal
consonants are non palatal: pl,36 Ip, sp; neutral is nm (and 7im as well).

Vowel grades after palatalised consonants are the following (all grades occur after
non-palatal consonants as well):

36 Although it seems to be unpalatalisable (neutral) in {plaska-}; probably, this is a morpho-
logical problem, where this stem is to be analysed as {palskd-}, but the subjunctive as
{pl#/sska-}.



78 2 morphology

initial medial
2 ala-\-prt; ?/-prs./sbj 9/e-prs./sbj.; *ay-sbj.; ay-ipf.-opt.
a a|la-\-prt. (Iyaka-type); caus.-prt.
e a|®—\/ -prt. (irregular); e-prs.; ?/e-prs.

For both languages, some very general tendencies can be noted:

— the most regularly palatalisable consonants are k, £, s;

— the least palatalisable consonant is 7;

— mnand/are funny in being palatalised too often;

— the categories with most palatalisation are probably the s-preterite of Tocharian
A and the causative preterite of Tocharian B, with the d|d- or a|a-root preterite as
a good second in both languages;

— the most frequent vowel grade that follows palatalisation is TA d, TB a.

All in all, it is striking indeed that in languages where morphological palatalisation

plays such an important role so many consonants cannot carry this distinction and

so many others show peculiarities.

2.5.5 SUPPLETION

There are almost no defective verbs in Tocharian; that is, there are no verbs that lack
certain stems such as for instance the preterite or the present. Although many verbs
in Tocharian B and some in Tocharian A have no distinct subjunctive stem, these
verbs are not defective because with those verbs the present is just used instead of the
subjunctive (termed “present-subjunctive” in this work). Thus, verbs with a present-
subjunctive are fully functional and not defective.

In contrast, suppletion is quite common in both languages, and clearly more so
in Tocharian A than in Tocharian B. In most cases, suppletion follows a very regular
pattern: a suppletive verb consists of two roots, one supplying the present stem, the
other supplying all other stems (subjunctive, preterite, preterite participle and
imperative).

Tocharian A Tocharian B

meaning present stem other stems  meaning present stem other stems
‘Tead’ {a%4/1a-} {wa-} ‘Tlead’ {a$9/ke-} {waya-}
‘stand’  {kal-} {stama-} ‘stand’  {kol?/e-} {stoma-}
‘call’ {ken-} {kaka-} ‘call’ {kwa-} {kaka-}
‘speak’  {trank-} {wen-} ‘be’ {nes-} {taka-}

‘be’ {nas-} {taka-} ‘sit’ {som?/¢-} {loma-}
‘bring’  {pard/,-} {kama-}

‘g0’ {y-} {kalka-}37

37 The imperative is irregular, cf below.
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Tocharian A
meaning present stem meaning

‘drink’  {yok-} {tsawka-}
‘do’ {yP?/a-} {yam-}
‘see’ {laka-} {palka-}38
‘eat’ {sawa-} {tapa-}
‘sit’ {sdmd/,-} {lama-}

Both languages exhibit deviating patterns for the verb ‘give’: the present and the sub-
junctive stems go together and are different from the preterite, whereas the
imperative is irregular and difficult to analyse. As concerns the preterite participle,
the two languages diverge: it is formed from the present-subjunctive root in TB, but
from the preterite root in TA.

‘give’: sbj.  prs. prt. prt.ptc.  ipv.sg. ipv.pl.
Tocharian A {ay-} {ay%/sa-}  {wis-} wawu pas pac
Tocharian B {ay-} {ay®%/ske-} {wos-P/sa-} dyu, dyos pete  petso, petes

The word for ‘rain’ has a unique pattern in both languages, with a present TA {sdw-},
TB {sowa-}, other stems TA swasd-, TB swasa-. To a lesser extent, the same is true of
TA tds-, TB tas- ‘put’. As in both verbs the stems clearly go back to one root, they are
not suppletive in my analysis, however.

In Tocharian B there are some other instances where suppletion deviates from
the standard pattern, and also some instances where the suppletion is not perfect, i.e.
where it is difficult to tell which stems belong to which verb. In these cases, one
could possibly speak of defective rather than suppletive verbs.

TB lok- ‘see’ seems to be a fully-fledged verb, with an active sbj. {I3ka-}, a middle
prs.-sbj. {I3ka-} and an active prs. {lakas$®/ske-} (on this peculiar situation, cf 4.4.5, p
395 and Peyrot forth.d), a prt. {laka-}, and a prt.ptc. lyelyaku, lyelyakos. The im-
perative is from a different root, however: {p#/slka-}, from the root palka-. Not only
is it strange to have a suppletive root only in the imperative, the root palka- has other
stems, too, namely a sbj. {p#/slka-}, a prt. {palka-}, and a prt.ptc. pélkau, pilkos;
strikingly, palka- has no present.

lok- (middle) Iok- (active) palka-
present i i {lokass?/gke-}
subjunctive prs.-sbj. {loka-} {loka-} {p¥/slka-}
preterite {lak4-} {polka-}
preterite participle lyelyaku, -os pélkau, -os
imperative {p#/slka-}

38 Irregularly, the imperative is {-lika-}, e.g. sg.mid. pélkar etc (cf 2.5.5, p 78).
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Tocharian B y- ‘go’ also deviates from the standard suppletive pattern: the
present-subjunctive and the imperfect are formed from the root y-, and the preterite
participle yku, ykuwes seems to be related to the same root.39 The preterite is formed
by two different roots, mas- for the singular and mayt- for the plural (s-preterite stem
{meyt-} /mayt-/); although - surprisingly — some present and subjunctive stem
forms of the root mayt- are attested, too, no preterite singular forms competing with
the stem mas- are attested. The imperative is irregular. In Tocharian A, all stems fit a
normal suppletive pattern, except for the irregular imperative.

Tocharian A Tocharian B
|oosg. pL sg. pl.
present ! {y-} ipf. {ye-} . ipf. {yey-}
sbj.  |{kalka-} {kilka-} opt. {klkay-} | PT~S0 ty} fyonsyb Bl o
preterite D {kilka-}  {kalka-} 1 {mos-} {meyt-}
prt. ptc. ! kélko ' yku, ykuwes
ipv. pis  pic, picds pas pciso

The Tocharian B verb for ‘take’ follows the regular suppletive pattern except for
the subjunctive stem. The present stem {par®/.-} is supplied by the root par-, but the
preterite, preterite participle and imperative stems by the root kama-. Accordingly,
one would expect the subjunctive to be {kdma-}, but it is not attested. Instead, the
subjunctive is supplied by the middle of ay- ‘give’ (Schmidt 1974: 360-367), which
indeed has middle forms only in the subjunctive and optative and in no other
stem.4°

Within the history of Tocharian B, a new case of suppletion arose when the
present and preterite stems of yam- ‘do’ lost the first syllable /ya/, so that an
etymological relationship between the present and the preterite with a root mask- on
the one hand, and the subjunctive, preterite participle and imperative stems with a
root yam- on the other, cannot have been visible any longer for the speakers. Since
the present and the preterite had the same root, this pattern did not follow the
standard suppletion type (Peyrot 2008a: 160-161):

classical late Vs classical late
prs. {yamd®/ge-} — {md%/gee-} subjunctive {yama-} - {yamoa-}
prt. {yam3ssa-} {mdssa-} prt. ptc. yamu, -0s yamu, -0s
imperative  {-yam9/s,-} {-yam9/sa-}

39 For possible optative use of the imperfect, as well as the root variant yan-, see 4.3.4 (p 366).
4° The meaning conveyed by the middle is also attested for voice-indifferent infinite forms,
such as the gerund ailye (Peyrot 2008b: 96), the inf. aitsi (Schmidt 1974: 364-365), etc, all
formed from the subjunctive stem. Thus, as far as the paradigm of ay- is concerned, the
middle forms are unambiguously suppletive to par- ‘take’, but the infinite forms can be
“regular” forms of ay- ‘give’, too.
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Suppletion has a heavy functional load in morphology, as it can override other stem
distinction principles. In order to understand the formation of particular stems, it is
sometimes even necessary to disregard suppletion, as it would leave us with some
unique irregularities that can neatly be resolved otherwise. For instance, TA trdnk-
‘say’ supplies the present of wefi-, but in its formation it is a subjunctive: its im-
perfect {crank-9/s;-} is only understandable as an s-preterite.

It has become costumary to cite suppletive verbs with the present root first,
followed by other roots; thus, TB par- + kama- (+ ay- [middle]) ‘take’ is normally
listed under p.

2.5.6 REDUPLICATION

Reduplication is regularly found in certain preterite participles in both languages,
and in the causative preterite in Tocharian A. In addition, it is found in one subjunc-
tive formation in Tocharian B. Reduplication follows one formal pattern: a syllable
starting with the same initial as the root, followed by a vowel, is prefixed to the root.
In the majority of cases, the root initial is simple (i.e. a single consonant) and the
reduplication syllable has exactly the same initial. If the root initial is a cluster, it is
mostly only one of two#! that is the initial of the reduplication syllable, in Tocharian
A always the first consonant, in Tocharian B mostly.

Even though the Tocharian A reduplication in the causative preterite often
combines with initial palatalisation, it carries a heavy functional load, since the
corresponding non-causative preterite may have initial palatalisation, too. The
category that offers a good range of exact minimal pairs is the singular of the grading
d|a-root preterite, e.g. 3sg. Sasirs {$a-$arsa-@} ‘(s)he let know’ vs Sdrs {$arsa-@} ‘(s)he
knew’, 3sg. papdirs {pa-pirsa-@} ‘(s)he let sprinkle’ vs pdirs {pirsa-@} ‘(s)he
sprinkled’, 3sg. raritu {ra-ritwa-@} ‘(s)he connected’ vs ritu {ritwa-@} ‘(s)he was con-
nected’, 3sg.suff. lyalyma-m {la-ldima-n} ‘(s)he put it’ vs lyma-m {lama-n} ‘(s)he sat
down on it’, 3sg. Sassim, sasim {$a-(§)$dma-Q@} ‘(s)he established’ vs Sdm {$dma-Q}
‘(s)he stood up’. In the plural, the grading d|a-root preterite has a-grade, so that we
do not find exact minimal pairs in the plural, e.g. 3pl. sasditkar {sa-sitka-r} ‘they
extended (tr.)’ vs satkar {satka-r} ‘they were spread out’. Thus, preterite re-
duplication principally distinguishes causative preterites from non-causative
preterites; the differences with other categories are much larger, e.g. the subjunctive
not only lacks reduplication, it generally also has a different suffix, different endings,
no palatalisation and a different root grade.

The form of Tocharian A preterite reduplication is relatively easy to describe.
The reduplication vowel is always a, except when the root starts in y or w and the
vowel d: in that case, ay and aw surface as e and o, respectively. Thus we find

4 Three consonant initials are not attested.
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1sg.mid. yete {ya-yita-e} ‘T adorned’, 3pl. wotar {wa-wita-r} ‘they set up’, whereas 3sg.
wawik {wawika-@} ‘(s)he removed’ and 3pl. w(a)wiwdr {wawipa-r} ‘they made wet’
keep their aw because of the following i. Instead of the attested 3sg.mid. yairat
{ya-yara-t} MY3.8a5 ‘(s)he bathed’ we would rather have expected yerat*. In the case
of 2sg. wotkast {wa-witka-st} ‘you commanded’ and 3pl. wortar {wa-wirta-r} ‘they
threw’, the root-final g is weakened to a, apparently as if the stems contained no
reduplication (1sg.mid. wose-m MY3.8a3 ‘I dressed her’ may reflect either wosa- or
wosa- {wa-wisa-e}). The reduplication initial is the first consonant of the root, i.e. s
for sp and sr, p for pl and pr, ¢t for tr. The initial py may count as a cluster, as it is
reduplicated with p, too; the digraph Iy stands for a single consonant /I/ and,
accordingly, it is reduplicated with Iy /1/.

In both languages, the reduplication of the preterite participle has much less
distinctive value because it is sufficiently marked by its suffix and its endings. In To-
charian A, the only ending of the preterite participle that recurs as a finite verbal
ending elsewhere is the nom.sg.m. in -u (not its morphological variant -0). The finite
ending -u in Tocharian A is a relic variant next to the regular -wa for the 1sg. of the
s-preterite (Schmidt and Winter 1992). Since the s-preterite normally has a-grade,
where the corresponding preterite participles have d-grade, reduplication is only co-
distinctive. This type of contrast is rare, also because the 1sg. ending -u is rare, of
course, cf 1sg. raku* {rak-u} vs ptc. rarku {ra-rik-u}, or 1sg. praku* {prak-u} vs ptc.
papdrku {pa-prik-u}, where there is always an additional difference between a- and
d-grade.

The only verb I could find with a possible exact minimal pair is mdsk- ‘be’, which
forms an s-preterite (3sg. mdskds), and apparently a participle mamdsku, so that we
could expect a minimal pair 1sg. mdsku* vs ptc. mamdsku; however, it is not totally
certain that mamdsku actually is the participle to the s-preterite. Strikingly, there are
some ambiguous forms that lack reduplication. If they had been reduplicated, it
would have been distinctive: the participles aru, yamu, epu and yomu have an s-
preterite beside them and the relic 1sg. would have exactly the same form.

A largely comparable, but not identical situation is found in Tocharian B. In To-
charian B, both nom.sg.m. endings of the participle, -u and -au, recur as finite
endings, in principle both in the present and the subjunctive; in practice, only sub-
junctives offer minimal pairs or near minimal pairs. In the majority of cases, we do
not find minimal pairs, as there is often a difference in ending (e.g. 1sg. wesiau
{wefi-e-w} ‘T will say’ vs ptc. weweriu {we-wefi-ow}), in root grade (e.g. 1sg. preku
{preka-w} T will ask’ vs ptc. peparku {pe-prak-aw}, 1sg. yopu {yopa-w} ‘I will enter’ vs
ptc. yaipu {ye-yap-ow}, 1sg. kewu {kewo-w} ‘T will pour’ vs ptc. keku* {ke-kow-aw}).42

4> Similarly, a difference in root grade and accent may mark the distinction in unreduplicated
preterite participles, e.g. 1sg. sraukau {srawka-w} ‘I will die’ vs ptc. srukau {srowka-w}, 1sg.
tsankau {tSanka-w} ‘T will rise’ vs tsdrikau {tSonka-w}.
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Systematic minimal pairs are found with root subjunctives to both a|@-roots and
ala-roots. Of the first category no minimal pairs are attested, but we could expect
1sg. plaku* ‘T will agree’ vs ptc. paplaku, 1sg. naku ‘T will reproach’ vs ptc. nanaku etc,
whereas the second category is well represented indeed: 1sg. karpau* ‘I will descend’
vs ptc. kakarpau, 1sg. kraupau* ‘T will gather’ vs ptc. kakraupau, 1sg. klayau* ‘T will
fall’ vs ptc. kaklayau, 1sg. takau ‘I will be’ vs ptc. tatakau, 1sg. sparttau ‘I will turn’ vs
ptc. paspartau, probably 1sg. skarau ‘T will scold’ vs ptc. kaskarau,4 etc. In addition,
there are two incidental cases: 1sg. sit ‘T (will) eat’ vs ptc. Sesu and 1sg. neku ‘T will
destroy’ vs neneku next to expected nenku (on these variants, cf Peyrot 2008a: 152-
153). Since the root grade of 3sg. kowdn ‘(s)he will kill” is unique, it is difficult to tell
whether the unattested 1sg. would be kowu* or kawu*; in the latter case, it would be a
minimal pair with the ptc. kakawu. Ambiguous forms are the unreduplicated aunu ‘I
will hit; hit’, yamu ‘T will do; done’,44 aksau ‘T will proclaim; proclaimed’, ayu ‘T will
give; giver’, alu ‘I will keep away; kept away’, although with the exception of yamu,
both functions are not attested with certainty for any of them.45

Theoretically, the 1sg. of the s-preterite could form minimal pairs with the
feminine plural of the participle, but minimal pairs of this type are not attested,
certainly also because the feminine plural of the participle is much less frequent than
the nom.sg.m. It seems that here, as with the nom.sg.m., there are no minimal pairs
because there is normally a difference in root grade, e.g. 1sg. arch. yonwa {yonm-wa}
‘T have obtained’ vs ptc. yainmwa {ye-yonm-wa} or 1sg. prekuwa {prek-wa} ‘T have
asked’ vs ptc. peparkuwa* {pe-prak-wa}. An ambiguous form would be e.g. aipuwa ‘1
have covered; covered’ (attested in none of the two functions).

It must be stressed that the distinctive value of reduplication is much less
important in syntax with the Tocharian B wa-forms than with all the others because
in active use the subjects are always different: 1sg. vs f.pl. Thus, prekuwa I have
asked” will have been clearly distinct from peparkuwa ‘they (f.) have asked’ in syntax

4 None of the two is attested with certainty, but k(a)skarau or k- skarau IT524b1 must be at
least one of them.

44 Theoretically, IT92b3 7is te fiemtsa pafidkte saim yamu I, with the name so and so, have
made (will make) the Buddha my refuge’ is ambiguous, but the context shows that it is clearly
not subjunctive, since it follows I1T92a4 7iiS te fiemtsa pafidkte saim yamaskemar ‘I, with the
name so and so, make the Buddha my refuge’. In this particular case, we even happen to have
the Sanskrit formulae: gatah ‘I have] gone’ for yamu (Hirtel 1956: $4 on p 51, $6 on p 53) and
gacchami ‘1 go’ for yamaskemar (Hirtel (1956: §4 on p 51, §6 on p 53). Cf the same text in
Cp40-42b1-4 (Pinault 1994: 102-106).

45 Whether alu IT11a1 is a 1sg.sbj. form or a prt.ptc. has been the subject of a long discussion. It
was unclear whether al- ‘keep away’ formed a root subjunctive or an *ay-subjunctive, so that a
1sg.sbj. alu would tip the scales in favour of a root subjunctive, whereas it had to be a prt.ptc. if
the verb rather formed an 2y-subjunctive. Since the forms adduced as "ay-subjunctive forms
can all be explained as optatives, al- must have formed a root subjunctive. Consequently, alu is
morphologically ambiguous indeed, although it is probably a participle in IT1ua1 (cf Malzahn
forth.b).
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(if passive, the participle may have a 1sg. agent, but this would probably be marked
explicitly, i.e. ‘(the things) have been asked by me’). On the other hand, the Tochari-
an B u- and au-forms sometimes differed only in tense and aspect: yamu ‘T will do; I
have done’, so that the functional load of the reduplication syllable was much larger.
In Tocharian A, the situation is even more delicate, since the u-forms both denote a
past tense and the difference in aspect may have been very slight, so possibly yamu ‘I
have done’ (1sg. prt.), ‘now I have done’ (ptc.).

The description of the form of the preterite participle reduplication is for both
languages more complicated than for the Tocharian A reduplicated preterite because
there is more variation. In addition, a major point to address is when the
reduplication is there and when it is not. Since the latter question goes beyond the
synchronic description of reduplication, it is discussed under the formation of the
preterite participle (see 2.9.2, p 149).4

In Tocharian A, the reduplication vowel has two basic shapes: /a/ and /a/. The
surface root vocalism of the preterite participles is mostly d,47 but the heavy redupli-
cation vowels a and 4 can cause vowel weakening in the root. Consequently, the
surface vowel d need not be identical with the underlying root vocalism. Whether
the reduplication vowel is a or 4 can be predicted on the basis of the underlying root
vowel.

If the underlying root vowel is 4, the reduplication vowel is 4, too, and other a4
vowels are reduced to d, except for roots with y and w diphthongs, where we find e
and o in the root: paplu {pa-pala-w}, but papeku {pa-payka-w}. Sequences dy and aw
are not affected by monophthongisation, e.g. yayru {ya-yara-w} or wawlu
{wa-wala-w}. e-reduplication is found only in wewriu {we-wen-w} of wesi- ‘speak’
(suppletive prs. trdnk-). If the underlying root vocalism is d or g, the reduplication
vowel is a, e.g. kaklyusu {ka-klyaws-w}, kakdtwu {ka-katw-w}, formed to roots that
otherwise have a-vocalism throughout. Of many other roots, it is difficult to see
what the underlying root vocalism is, since they have other stems with d-grade
beside it. Because of the close relationship between preterite and preterite participle,
however, it is very likely that next to non-grading preterites like pakdt and nakit the
participle has a-grade in the root, e.g. pakku {pa-pak-w} (with -kk- from -pk-) and
nanku {na-nak-w}. In some other cases, like k"dm- ‘come’, which has only d-grade
in all stems, it is more probable that the participle has d-grade, too: kakmu
{ka-kwam-w}. There are some participles with an onset wo- and one with ye-, but
their root vocalism is not entirely clear; the easiest is to assume that they reflect
underlying d or a. The hapax legomenon yaiwu A320a3 ‘entered’ to the s-prt. yowids
is difficult to analyse: I would rather have expected **yewu.

46 On the formation of the preterite participle, cf in general Peyrot (forth.a).
47 Except for some roots with d-reduplication and a root vowel e or o, and some roots starting
in a vowel or one of the glides y and w.
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The reduplication initial is identical to the root initial if it is a single consonant
(including ly /1/); otherwise it is always the first consonant that is reduplicated. We
find: k for kr, ki, kly; c for cp, cr; t for tr, tw; p for pr, py (ct above), pl; m for mr; § for
sp; s for 51,48 sp; s for sn, sp, sr.

The description of the reduplication vowel in Tocharian B is relatively easy: it is a
before a (including ai and au standing for {ay} and {aw}), o before o, e before e
(including au standing for {ew}) and e before 2 (including /ay/ and /aw/, of course).
The rules behind the distribution of especially the root vowels e and 2 belong to the
description of the preterite participle proper.

Just like in Tocharian A, the reduplication initial in Tocharian B is identical to
the root initial if it is a single consonant (including ly /I/). However, the rules for
clusters are slightly more complicated. If the second consonant is a resonant, it is the
first that is reduplicated: k for kr, kI, kly; t for tr, tw; p for py, pr, pl, ply; m for mr; w
for wl. If the second consonant is a stop, that is, effectively only when the first
consonant is §, s or s, the whole cluster is reduplicated in case of st and its palatalised
pendant $c, but the second consonant is reduplicated in case of sp and sp (i.e. p), and
possibly sk (i.e. k). A complication is found with the initial w-, since it is lost before
the reduplication vowel e in the context wewa: ausu {we-was-(9)w}, aultsu
{we-walts-(a)w}, ausu {we-was-(a)w}. It is preserved in wewindssu and wewesiu, and
in all forms with a-reduplication, e.g. wawlawau.

2.5.7 ACCENT49

Accent is only detectable in Tocharian B, where it plays an important role in the
morphological distinctions in the verb. There may have been accent movements in
Tocharian A as well, but the accent can only be inferred in an indirect way and it is
impossible to tell whether there were minimal pairs. A pair such as 2sg.sbj. krasat
‘you will know’ and 3sg.prt.mid. kdrsat ‘it was known’ certainly reflects a difference
in accent at a certain stage, i.e. /krasat/ from *krdsat vs /kérsat/ from *krdsdt, but it is
possible that the accent was moved forward or backward after vowel weakening had
become phonemic. It is even possible that there were tonal distinctions, for instance
in a word like fas, which has three different meanings: 3sg.prs. ‘(s)he puts’ for
{tasd-s}; 3sg.sbj. ‘(s)he will be’ of the shortened variant of the subjunctive stem
{taka-}; the obl.f.sg. proximal demonstrative pronoun, apparently ta-s. However,
even if there were accentual or tonal differences, there is no way to establish them
from the script, so that this must all remain conjecture.

In Tocharian B, the accent is detectable from the spelling of the vowels /a/ and /a/
(not before /y, w/): unaccented /o/ and /a/ are spelled <d> and <a>, and accented
they are spelled <a> and <a>, respectively. Several difficulties may arise, as a word

B If sastru MY2.8b3 reflects {sa-star(a)-w}.
49 Cf in general Marggraf (1970).
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may have no a- or a-vowels, or the relevant syllables do not have them; sometimes
the quality of the vowels is not known, so that e.g. <a> could be either accented /a/ or
unaccented /a/; in a certain group of manuscripts, namely archaic texts, the accent is
not expressed (cf Peyrot 2008a: 33-41). However, archaic texts have the advantage
that they mostly give unambiguous evidence as to the quality of the vowels /o/ and
/al, so that archaic spellings can be helpful in combination with classical spellings.

A serious complication with the accent is that it has two manifestations: a
phonological surface form and an underlying morphological form. This difference is
caused by an accent retraction by one syllable from final syllables ending in a vowel
or simple n. Thus, it appears that all preterite forms of ‘be’ have suffix accent, e.g. the
morphological stem is {taka-}; this accent is seen in e.g. 1sg. takawa {taka-wa}, 2sg.
takasta {taka-sta} or 3sg.suff. taka-7 ‘it was to me’ or ‘T had’ {taka-fia}. However, in
the 3sg. the accent is retracted: taka ‘(s)he was’ is phonologically /taka/ but morpho-
logically {taka-@}. The combination of the limited detectability of the phonological
accent and the difference between the phonological and the morphological accent
may make it difficult to establish the morphological accent of certain forms. In
general, however, the accent has only a limited number of patterns and often it
seems justified, therefore, to deduce the accent for forms that do not exhibit it
themselves.

Although stem-internal accent movements exist, these are restricted to the
phonological level (Marggraf 1970: 17). All morphological accent movements distin-
guish different stems of one verb, or a causative stem from a non-causative one.

When different stems of one verb are distinguished by the place of the morpho-
logical accent, it is always the subjunctive that goes together with the imperative in
having root (initial) accent, whereas the preterite has suffix (medial) accent; the
present stem is never distinguished by a difference in accent. The clearest accent
pattern is found with x|a-root subjunctives and preterites and with some subjunc-
tives and preterites with an a-suffix. A typical pair of stems distinguished by a
difference in accent is sbj. {tdka-} of taka- (prs. nes-) ‘be’ vs prt. {taka-}. In most
cases, the endings of the subjunctive and the imperative are different from those of
the preterite, but in these classes, the 1pl.sbj. and 1pl.prt. are never distinguished by
anything other than the accent: 1pl.sbj. takam ‘we will be’ {taka-ma} vs 1pl.prt. takam
‘we were’ {takd-mo}. Certainly less frequent were pairs like 2sg.sbj. kautat ‘you will
chop’ {kdwta-ta} vs 2plprt.mid. kautat* {kawta-ta} ‘you chopped for yourselfso —
often the 2sg.sbj. would have had a-grade vs a-grade in the preterite: 2sg.sbj. kalat
{kéla-ta} vs 2pl.prt.mid. klat* {kala-ta}.

Since the 3sg.prs. ending {n} is sometimes not written before e.g. the 1sg. pro-
noun suffix {fia}, the difference may have disappeared in speech, too, so that taka-fi
{taka-ns} ‘T had’ differed only in accent from taka-7i {takan-fia} ‘T will have’. In im-

5° Obviously, these pairs were rare because the verb had to have a contrastive middle, and
because the 2pl. was rare in general.
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peratives to verbs with initial p-, or late forms that have lost the imperative prefix (cf
Peyrot 2008a: 62), some additional minimal pairs must have been there: e.g. sg.ipv.
suff. taka-7* ‘be for me’ {(p)-taka-fia} vs 3sg.prt.suff. taka-i ‘T had’ {taka-ns}; plipv.
karsas* ‘know’ {(p)-kdrsa-sa} vs 2pl.prt. kdrsdas* ‘you have known’ {karsa-sa} pLipv.
mid. kraupat* ‘gather’ {(p)-krawpa-ta} vs 2pl.prt.mid. kraupat* ‘you have gathered’
{krawpa-ta}. With the late 3pl.prt. ending -r for classical -re we could in addition ex-
pect a pair like sgipv.mid. suff. kautar-ne* ‘chop it/ him for yourself
{(p)-kawta-r-ne} vs 3plprt. suff. kautdr-ne* ‘they have chopped it/ him’
{kawta-r-ne}. As will be immediately clear from the many deduced and typically in-
frequent forms (such as the 2pl.) among the above minimal pairs, accent only rarely
distinguishes different stems by itself.

Not all a-subjunctives and x|a-root subjunctives have initial accent. There seems
to be a simple rule: if the root has stable , the subjunctive has suffix accent; if the
subjunctive has a-grade or a : 2 gradation, it has root accent. There is a considerable
group of verbs with a-vocalism in the root for which this distribution cannot be
proved independently, but where possible a-grade forms are not attested; on the
basis of the accent, they can be assumed to have had the same pattern. Of yet another
group of verbs the morphological accent of the subjunctive stem cannot be
established with the attested forms. The following subjunctives show a deviating
pattern:

kask- ‘scatter’, sbj. {k?/,skd-}: the final accent is shown by 3sg.mid. kdskatrd and
sbj.ger. kdskallififie; the a-grade form is 2sg. kaskat;

tama- ‘grow’: a sbj. stem {tSama-} fits all subjunctive stem forms, e.g. 3pl.mid.
tsmantdr, inf. tsmatsi and vn tsmalfie, except the isolated 2sg. tsamat. Since
the latter form is very uncertain, perhaps no a-grade forms are attested at all;

nawa- ‘roar’, sbj. {ndwa-}: the initial accent is shown by vn niwaliie (2x) and
nuwalfie (2x), whereas nwalfie (2x) is an “accentless” verse form. The problem
with this verb centres on an apparent 3sg. nuwam ASyMag, but since the
syntax is difficult, it might perhaps be a 3pl., in which case the 3sg. could still
have been nauwam* with full grade;

taka- ‘bite’, sbj. {tsakd-}: the stem is not well attested, but its ger. tsakall- IT363b2
and tsakalla THT1158a3 seem to point to a-grade combined with suffix
accent.

The following two verbs are well attested as middle only verbs, so that it is not very
likely that their initial accent can be explained by gradation, since these subjunctives
were probably never grading: {rdyta-} of rayta- ‘seek’ and {wdrpa-} of warpa- ‘enjoy’.
Nevertheless, these verbs might in some way have belonged to the same general
pattern, even with the crucial forms lacking — perhaps the actual reason for the dis-
tribution is something that we can detect only indirectly through the attestation of a-
grade.
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Thus, the initial accent of the subjunctive and the imperative distinguishes them
from the preterite stem, which is otherwise often identical. Generally, it does not
distinguish certain subjunctive types from others.

A very similar accent pattern is found in the s-preterite and the x|@-root sub-
junctive. In the preterite, the accent is normally mobile. Since this mobility always
follows one pattern, it is not contrastive: it seems that one underlying accent can
account for all accent movements, and in some forms the accent moves away from
its original locus. This underlying accent seat is the 2 that follows the root, i.e. 1sg.
prekuwa {prek-3-wa}, 2sg. prekasta {prek-3-sta}, 3pl. prekar {prek-3-r}. In the 3sg.,
the 2 is syncopated and the accent is retracted by a specific morphophonological rule
that is seemingly independent from the retraction from final syllables: preksa
{prek-3-sa-@} > /préksa/. In one form, the medial accent is preserved: yonmasa
{yonm-3-sa-@}. The regular retraction in the 3sg. is not “undone” by a suffixed
pronoun: preksa-ne ‘(s)he asked him/ her’ {prek-3-sa-@-ne} /préksane/. In the
middle paradigm, all forms have the suffix sa, but the accent is always on the root,
e.g. 1sg. temtsamai {tem-3-sa-may} /témtsamay/, 3sg. temtsate {tem-3-sa-te}
/témtsate/, 3pl. temtsante {tem-3-sa-nte} /témtsante/.5!

Thus, the s-preterite has underlying suffix accent. The corresponding subjunc-
tives and imperatives, however, always have consistent root accent. We find stem
accent contrasts like sbj.sg. {prék-} vs prt. {prek-3-} of ‘ask’ or sbj.sg. {yép-} vs prt.
{yop-3-} of ‘enter’ etc. Since in grading subjunctives the plural has a-grade, we do not
find minimal pairs for e.g. the 1pl.: this would probably be sbj. parkdm* {prsk-s-ma}
vs prt. prekam* {prek-3-moa} with a difference in root grade. The only category where
minimal pairs must have occurred, are the non-grading a|@-roots, i.e. 1pl.sbj.
kawdm* {kaw-s-ma} vs 1plprt. kawam {kaw-3-moa} of ‘kill' or 1pl.sbj. plakdm*
{plak-a-ma} vs 1pl.prt. plakam* {plak-3-ma} of ‘agree’.

The remaining accent patterns all concern the causative. In the causative, the
accent does not distinguish stems from each other; rather, it may distinguish a
causative stem from the corresponding stem of a non-causative verb. Apart from the
preterite participle, all stems show initial accent.

The $59/sk.-present-subjunctive of the causative has root (initial) accent, whereas
other $9/g.-presents or present-subjunctives have medial accent. Sometimes this
leads to minimal pairs, as in 3sg.mid. tdnmastrd /tonmastra/ ‘(s)he is born” from prs.
{tonm3%®/gke-} vs 3sg.mid. tanmdstd(r) /tdnmastar/ ‘(s)he produces’ from prs.
{tdnmoss®/gke-}. It is very difficult to find more of such precise minimal pairs, but we
can deduce some of them at least: 3sg.mid. aklastdr* /akldstar/ ‘(s)he learns’ vs
3sg.mid. dkldstdr /aklastor/ ‘(s)he teaches’; 3sg.mid. aunastrd /awndstra/ ‘(s)he
begins’ vs 3sg.mid. aundstrd* /awnastra/ ‘(s)he lets begin’. In many other cases, there
is not only a difference in accent, but a difference in vocalism, too, cf 3sg. kilpassim

5t A different diachronic account is offered in 4.5.5 (p 413).
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{kalpdss?/sre-} ‘(s)he obtains’ with medial /a/ vs 3sg. kalpdssam {k3lpas%/ske-} ‘(s)he
lets obtain’ with medial /a/.

Although the causative preterites also have a marked initial accent, this never
yields minimal pairs. There are two types: a “strong” type and a “weak” type. In the
strong type, the root vowel is a, but this type is only formed with gradable roots, so
that normally the corresponding non-causative preterite not only has a different
accent, but also a different root grade, i.e. 3sg.suff. $drsa-7i ‘(s)he has known me’
{$orsa-na} vs 3sg.suff. sarsa-me ‘(s)he has let them know’ {$arsa-me}. The only
gradable root that has a-grade in the non-causative preterite and for which a
causative is attested beside it, loka- ‘see’, prt. {laka-}, forms a weak causative preterite
{l8kassa-}, so that no strong causative preterite is distinguished by the accent alone.
The weak type is formed to non-gradable roots from the present-subjunctive stem.
Because this pattern is very rare in non-causative verbs — actually only found in
yam- ‘do’, prt. {yamdssa-} — it does not yield minimal pairs either: the initial accent is
marked, but there are no corresponding forms with medial accent (a causative of
yam-, where one could expect a prt. {ydmossa-}, is not attested).

On the evidence of plipv. pdifiarkas {p(s)-fidrka-sa}, the imperative to the strong
causative preterite also has initial accent, but since the corresponding non-causative
imperatives as a rule have initial accent as well, the accent is never distinctive here.
In some verbs it seems that the difference with the non-causative imperative is rather
initial palatalisation, although exact minimal pairs are lacking: plipv. pkalas ‘bring’
{p-kdla-sa} vs plipv. psalas* ‘let bring’ {p-$3la-sa} (attested is possibly a salat, dif-
ficult to analyse because of the deviant vocalism). The imperative of non-causative
‘stand’ is not attested, whereas the verb as such is well known, which may point to a
systematic gap, probably because of pragmatics. Otherwise, we would have a similar
contrast there: plipv. pdstamas* ‘stand’ {p(o)-stdma-sa} vs plipv. pdscamas*
{p(9)-$cdma-s3} ‘let stand’. The imperative to the weak causative preterite has initial
accent as well, but it has no non-causative counterpart, so that there are no minimal
pairs.

To sum up, accent that distinguishes between verbs is only found between non-
causatives and causatives. The causative accent is clearly marked vis-a-vis the non-
causative accent, but minimal pairs are only found in the present, and even there the
number is relatively small.
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2.5.8 GEMINATIONS5?

In both Tocharian languages, a small number of verbs show alternations of simple
and double consonants. Three types can be distinguished:
1) double rr or II, probably going back to combinations of r and / with #, i.e. rn and

In, respectively (in some cases an additional consonant is lost before the #);

2) double #t in the rik-variant of nasal infix verbs in Tocharian B;

3) double stops reduplicated preterite participles.

Of these three types, 2) and 3) are certainly not morphologically distinctive, but 1)
might be distinctive in Tocharian B.

In both languages, we sometimes find the geminates rr and Il where we expect to
find rn and In. It seems that the instances in Tocharian A can be analysed as variants
of na-presents, since the verb patterns are not different from normal na-presents:
gemination can be analysed as a morphophonological rule. However, in Tocharian B
some verbs with rr and II, which go back to na-presents as well, differ from normal
na-presents in their formation patterns. Thus, apparently the geminates did not
function as automatic variants of rn and In any longer.

In Tocharian A only three verbs with gemination are attested, all with [:53

kdla- ‘bring’: this seems to be a regular na-prs. {kdlna- — kalla-} with a grading sb;j.
{ka/sla-};

pdla- ‘praise’: the prs. {pdlla-} is distinguished from e.g. the sbj. {pala-} both by the
geminate I/ and the root vocalism d;

wal- ‘die’: the prs. {willd$9/s,-} has a geminate Il vs single [ in the a-sbj. {wéla-}; the
stem pattern fits other a-subjunctives that form nds/s,-presents, so that we can
analyse {willdsd/q,-} as {wél-nésd/s,-}.

52 This section is about the position of geminates in verbal morphology only. Actually, there is
some fluctuation between geminates and single consonants (predominantly stops) in both
languages, and notably in Tocharian B. In most cases, the geminate seems to be original
whereas single writings have to be explained, but the opposite is certainly also found. In my
view, the spelling variation with double consonants and the phonology and phonetics behind
it deserve a special investigation, especially for Tocharian B. In this section, I focus on
“certain” geminates, i.e. geminates that are well attested (if not, I discuss the value of the
attestations).

53 The assumption of rr in inf. yd(rn)assi or yd(rr)assi A227/8a2 (Hackstein 1995: 318) is of
course uncertain as apparently another form of the same verb shows rn: sat wiryo yirna///
THT1154a3.
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In Tocharian B we find:54

pala- ‘praise’: the present stem deviates from all others in having II, {pslla-}, but also
in its root vocalism, cf sbj. {pdla-};

skara- ‘scold’: the present stem {skarrd-} (prs.ptc. skdrramane) is distinguished by its
double rr and the a-vocalism in the root vs a in the other stems, e.g. sbj. {skara-}
(inf. skaratsi);

kala- ‘bring’: this verb resembles the standard pattern of nasal presents, with a
grading sbj. {ké/sla-}, but the prs. is not only characterised by the doubling of the
[ (from In), but also by a $7/ske-suffix: {kallass?/gke-};

tola- ‘lift: the paradigm of this verb is only imperfectly known. Apparently the
double I is found in all stems, but it must have arisen through suffixation
because the derived causative has only simple . In this case, the geminate Il does
not (co-)distinguish a particular stem, but the non-causative from the causative;

mala- ‘oppress’: if the prt.ptc. m(a)malo(s) Bi59b6 belongs here, the double II co-
distinguishes the prs. and the sbj. from the prt.; the prs. {mollds>/gke-} is marked
with a $9/ge-suffix vis-a-vis the sbj. {malla-} (probably {malla-}) and the o-
vocalism in the root;

tara- ‘appease’ (?): the prs.ptc. tdrraskemane, probably built from a prs. {torras®/ge-},
may reflect rr from rn — no further forms are attested so that other stems are
unknown;

kalpa- ‘obtain’: this verb deviates slightly because its geminate Il alternates with Ip, so
that it must go back to Ipn, and because the geminate is found in the sbj. {kalla-}
only, whereas the prs. {kalpds®/ge-} is formed from the root with a $9/s-suffix.

In my view, type 1) is not morphologically distinctive in Tocharian A because the
verbs with gemination pattern in exactly the same way as nd- or nds#/s,-presents, and
accordingly, they can be analysed as special variants of these presents. In Tocharian
B, the situation is different, as all verbs with gemination deviate in one way or other
from standard patterns. I take these deviations to mean that the geminates were no
longer felt to contain a morphological element #, so that restructurings were needed.
Whether this means that gemination is morphological in Tocharian B is not an easy
matter. Gemination was certainly never the only distinctive factor, precisely because
the stems in question were recharacterised; however, it was not removed, but kept as
a co-distinctive feature. In kala- ‘bring’, the synchronic derivation of the geminate I/
from In even needs the assumption of an isolated present suffix {nas/s}, so that Il
is perhaps best analysed as a morphological irregularity.

Type 2) is fully concomitant with the category of sik-presents and as such it was
never morphologically distinctive (see also 2.5.1, p 53).

54 The existence of a present {stall5**/sre-}, which would also contain Il from In, is doubted by
Malzahn (forth.b).
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Type 3) is again different. It is found in both languages, but the conditions are
not fully clear. The consonants concerned are k, ¢, and ¢ before resonants in Tochari-
an A and principally ¢, §, s and # (not before resonants) in Tocharian B.

In Tocharian A we find reduplication in two categories: the reduplicated
preterite and the reduplicated preterite participles. However, gemination of the root-
initial consonant is found only with preterite participles and never in reduplicated
preterites.5s “Real” morphologically determined gemination is found with k7, tr, cr
and once with k:

caccriku A220b4 to triyk-avs- ‘confuse’

tattranku to trink- ‘hang’ with a prt. {trink-9/s;-}, attested three times with a
geminate (A456a3, A226a2, A226a5) and two times without (A3ob3, A254a2; the
preterite is not attested);

tattripu A4s5a4 with geminate must be a variant of (ta)triwu A423b1 with simple ¢
(the preterite is not attested).

The following preterite participles have geminates of a different origin:

pakku- of pik- ‘boil’ is well attested with geminate kk and once without: paku
Ais4b2. The kk goes back to pk, as the expected morphological shape is
{pa-pak- w} or even {pa-pak-w}, where the /d/ from {a} was syncopated;

kakku of kaka- ‘call’, suppletive to ken-, is well attested with geminate kk and once
without: kakurds A396b2. The kk is to be explained by regular syncope from
{ka-kaka-w};

tappu of tap- ‘eat’, suppletive to Sdwda-, owes its geminate to d-syncope in {ta-tapa-w}
and so it goes back to tp.

The gemination in Tocharian A preterite participles is difficult to capture under one
rule. A condition seems to be that the root initial cluster consists of an obstruent (or
stop, if this includes /c/) and a resonant, but the few examples we have do not belong
to one morphological category and there are many verbs with the same phonological
environment that do not have it.

The situation in Tocharian B is different (cf in general Winter 1994a: 302-303).
As a phonological pattern, we find that only single obstruents have geminate
variants, i.e. k, ¢, t, §, s, #. Another important difference is that gemination is clearly
centred round the participles to causative preterites. Finally, there are much less
variants than in Tocharian A: the gemination seems to be systematic.

55 A geminate §§ is found once in the reduplicated preterite {$a$sdm(a)-} of stdm-<2"*
‘establish’, 3sg. Sassim MY1.7b7 vs e.g. 3sg. Sasim A332a4, 2sg. Sasmast As6a6. This geminate
may reflect the length of the unpalatalised st instead of being morphological — cf also the
ipv.sg. pdssim A256a4.



2.5 morphological distinctions 93

In the participles to causative preterites we find:

ceccalor (abstr.) B81bs to tal-<aus. ‘lift’ is attested only once, next to ceclu B2o4a4 with
regular preconsonantal degemination; next to it, a causative preterite {cdla-} is
well attested;

ceccuku to tawk-caus- ‘hide’ is attested several times, the preterite being the causative
type {cawka-};

Sessarsos 1T307a6 to kars-<aus- ‘let know’ is attested only once; the causative preterite
{$4rsa-} is well attested;

$(e)ssuko(s) B82a1, of which the meaning is hard to establish independently (Adams
1999: 180 suggests ‘bow down’), fits morphologically well to the vn kukdsdlyrie
‘depression’, which probably combined with a causative preterite {$awka-};

sessirku to sark- ‘surpass’ is well attested, and it is found next to a causative preterite
{sarsa-};

tsetstsarormem (abs.) Bi81a3 to tsar-caus. ‘separate’ is attested only once, but the
causative preterite {tSydra-} is well attested.

Good alternative explanations are available for the following items:

kakkdccuwa of katk- ‘be glad’ occurs two times in a late text (Bioyaio, Bio7b6),
whereas forms with a single k are well attested elsewhere, so that the kk must be a
late feature;

Sessamu to stam-caus. ‘put, establish’ and comparable forms are attested several times,
but here the geminate is certainly due to simplification of the cluster c (Peyrot
2008a: 70-71), itself also well attested, e.g. Scescmor B211b3;

Sessanmu Bsbi, B18b8, B2gsaq to sonm- ‘bind’ owes its §§ to older sc as well, cf
scesd(n)mos THT1350a3.

The following two forms are from poorly attested verbs and they could form an s-
preterite:

tettinor Bs22as, abstract of tayn- ‘be dirty’ or ‘defile oneself’ (Malzahn forth.b). The
abstract points to a participle tettinu, -os, but the preterite is difficult to deduce
from the few other forms attested of this verb — an s-preterite is a possibility in
view of the non-palatalised ¢_tt;

kekkdrkii B142b3 to kark- ‘bind’ is attested only once, the preterite probably being an
s-preterite {kark-sa-}.

The following instances are difficult to categorise:

kakkarpdssormem (abs. ) B374frg.a to karp-caus- ‘let descend’ is attested only once in a
fragmentary manuscript, the corresponding preterite being {karpassa-};
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tittay to tas- ‘put’ is attested several times in slightly different spellings, but always
with a geminate tt. It is a different case because the reduplication and the ¢t are
also found in the subjunctive stem {t3tta-}; tdtta, certainly does not fit the regular
pattern of geminates sketched above;

sassampas to samp- ‘take away’ is attested twice (AS7Ka4, Cp37.44), both times with
a geminate, although samp- does not fit the morphological pattern of the other
geminates sketched above.

The rule that preterite participles to causative preterites with simple obstruent onsets
have gemination has no counterexamples: all other candidates have either initial
clusters or resonant initials. Gemination is in this category never distinctive, how-
ever, as there are no minimal pairs and these participles are always sufficiently
characterised by other features: e-reduplication, a-root vocalism, initial palatalisation
and their inflexion type (-, -os, class 2).

2.6 STEM DERIVATION IN TOCHARIAN A

The analysis of the stem patterns of the Tocharian verb presented in sections 2.6-2.9
is traditional in the sense that it is principally based on only one morphological dis-
tinction: suffixing. It deviates from the traditional approach in that it strongly
emphasises the derivational relations between stems instead of deriving all stems
from the root of the verb. This analysis has great advantages, since it considerably
reduces the number of classes and accounts for the patterns of these classes at the
same time. However, there are also drawbacks, which centre round two issues: stems
that have to be derived from the root, and stems that are identical. A less essential,
but nevertheless important problem is posed by root-final a, which may “give way”
to other suffixes.

The idea that many stems are derived from other stems and not from the root
allows to reduce suffixes to smaller units, which in turn reduces the number of
suffixes. Logically, not all stems can be derived from other stems: one underived
stem must be the basis for the derivation of the other stems. This underived stem
will be called the “primary stem” and derived stems “secondary stems”. The problem
is that in some cases it is impossible to assign a primary stem because no stem is
found at the basis of all others at the same time. In such cases, one is forced to derive
at least two stems from the root.56

When stems are identical, the main principle of the analysis can still be pursued:
we can say that one of the two stems is derived from the other by means of a zero
suffix. The problem with this solution is that it requires a criterion to assign a
primary stem and a zero-derived stem. The criterion I have used attaches a function
to formation suffixes: a suffix is defined by its stem distinguishing function. For

56 If only one stem were to be derived from the root, it would be the primary stem, of course.
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instance, a suffix that distinguishes present stems from other stems is a present
suffix. In different verbs, one suffix may distinguish different stems, so that e.g. a
suffix with present function may also distinguish subjunctives from preterites, in
which case it has both present and subjunctive function. However, if in one verb
present and subjunctive are identical, this does not mean that the suffix found there
has both functions: if the suffix is found with present function elsewhere, it is the
present stem that is primary and the subjunctive is derived. If present and subjunc-
tive are identical and the suffix is attested in both functions elsewhere, I will assign
the primary status to the stem that is most frequently attested as primary.

Zero derivation is found between present and subjunctive stems, between present
and preterite stems, but, most of all, between subjunctive and preterite stems. The
most important zero derivation category is made up by root subjunctives and root
preterites to x|a-roots. Since in general preterites are only rarely derived from sub-
junctives in Tocharian A, but subjunctives frequently from preterites, the identical
subjunctives and preterites are analysed as primary preterites and zero-derived sub-
junctives.

2.6.1 OVERVIEW

For convenience, the stem patterns are presented schematically below. The following
symbols have been used:

- also “»” and “\.”, derivation with a suffix;
= also “7” and “\”, derivation without suffix or zero derivation;
N root.

« » o« »

The inclined arrows (“»7, “\.” etc) are used to indicate that more than one stem is
derived from a particular base (a stem or the root). For example, the following
information is to be read as: “from an s-preterite a $4/s;-present is derived, as well as
a zero-derived x|@-root subjunctive or an 4/4-subjunctive”.

, $4/,-PRS 8
N x|®—\/ -SBJ 1
s 4/,-SB] 2

s-PRT 3

The scheme is further to be read as follows. Underived bases — mostly stems,
sometimes the root — are found in the first column; all stems in the second column
are derived from the bases in the first column; all stems in the third column are
derived from the stems in the second column. The classes of the Elementarbuch
(Krause and Thomas 1960) are given under “TEB”.
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primary preterites TEB TEB
Va ’gd/sa—PRS 8
$-PRT
3N AoN-s 1
N 4/4-SB] 2
N f4aSB] 7
. _ nis4/sa-PRS 10
(without sa) 3 7 /s
N 4SBL 3.
» a-PRS 3
7 ala\-PRS 4
»~ na-PRS 6
- 2 <«D-PRS
x|a-V-PRT 1 . 7
N x|a-\/-SBI 5
primary presents TEB TEB TEB
AoN-prs 1 = aVeRT 1 = a-sB s
da-V-prs 5 — dlaV-PRT 1 = dla-\-sB] s
primary subjunctives TEB TEB TEB
4/ ,-SB] 2 = d/,.PRS 2 = G-PRT 1
no primary stem TEB TEB
dy$%/sa-PRS 11
root d )is [ -
N A%/ SB] 12— a-PRT 5
»  4/4-PRS 2
»  $4/,-PRS 8
root _ _
v d-PRT 1 = 4-SBJ 5

2.6.2 PRIMARY PRETERITES

The preterite stem has a central position in Tocharian A: the vast majority of the
preterites is primary. There are three main types of primary preterites: x|d-root
preterites, s-preterites, and reduplicated preterites. The different subtypes will be
discussed under the subjunctive and present types that are derived from them;
discussing primary preterites as a separate category is not very useful exactly because
virtually all verbs have them.

2.6.3 DERIVED PRETERITES

There are not many derived preterites in Tocharian A and they are all formed with
the g-suffix. Mostly, the d-suffix causes palatalisation when possible, but in some
cases it does not, so that we have to assume two different suffixes: {’a} and {a}. These
suffixes form both derived preterites and imperfects. As it turns out, distinctive
imperfects are exclusively formed with the suffix {"a} and distinctive preterites only
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with the suffix {a}, if the d-variant of 4/4-presents or subjunctives is taken as the basis
for the derivation.

The following preterites are derived from the present stem with the suffix {a}.
These preterites are regular in the sense that the unsuffixed 3sg.act. loses the 4, e.g.

3sg. palk.

PRETERITE PRESENT

{palka-} < {pdlk-} ‘shine, look’
{payka-} {payk-} ‘paint, write’
{layka-}* {layk-}  ‘wash’
{sélpa-}* {salp-}  ‘glow’

The preterites {layka-} and {sélpa-} are inferred from the respective subjunctives of
exactly the same form. In {payka-} and {layka-}, the derivation goes together with a
full grade a (witness the preterite participles papeku and laleku, cf 2.5.6, p 81, and
2.9.1, p 146).

A difficult category is formed by the following preterites that are derived from
the subjunctive stem. Since they do not lose the final 4 in the unsuffixed 3sg.act., they
look more like imperfects. However, they are certainly preterites because the present
stems are all different.

PRETERITE SUBJUNCTIVE PRESENT

{aksiffa-} <« {aksdfifd/,-} = {aksiy%/s,-} ‘announce’
{oksanfia-} {oksafind/,-} {oksaysd/s,-}  ‘grow’
{wena-} {wenid/,-} {trdnka-} ‘say’
{klosa-} {kl0%4/,-} {klosnisd/s,-} ‘hear’

The first two verbs clearly follow the same pattern, but the last two are exceptional:
{weria-} is different because it is part of a suppletive system, and its unsuffixed 3sg.
not only deviates in dropping the final a (as a regular preterite), but also the final
nasal, which is unparalleled: we (on historical grounds, we would expect *wem,
comparable to the imperative pem etc). {klosa-} is completely parallel to a group of
verbs with zero presents, except for two things: it has a secondary present
{klosnisi/ss-} beside {klos#/s-} in relic forms such as the inf. klyossi, and its preterite
{klosa-} behaves like an imperfect in keeping the final 4 in the unsuffixed 3sg., except
for klyos A436b4, which forces us to set up an imperfect-like {klosa-} with stable a
next to a regular preterite {klosa-} with @ dropping in the unsuffixed 3sg.

Four preterites look like they have to be derived directly from the root because
the stem final before the g-suffix is not palatalised or the present cannot be the basis
for another reason. In the case of {entsa-}, we have to assume that it is derived from
the root because the present has an additional $4/g-suffix. The preterite stem
{mewa-} is not totally certain, since it is inferred from the vn mewlune; in any case,
its w excludes derivation from the present stem:
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PRETERITE ROOT PRESENT

{entsa-} — ent- # {entsd%i/g,-} ‘seize’
{p?¥/snwa-} panw- {paiiwd/s-} ‘pull’
{mewa-} mew- {me-} ‘tremble’
{wisa-} Wis- {wa%i/g-}  ‘dress’

In two verbs, a different suffix is found: {sa}.

PRETERITE ~ PRESENT
{twasa-}  : {taw®d/s-} ‘light’
{swasa-} {saw-} ‘rain’

(The preterite {twasa-} is inferred from the subjunctive of the same form.) With two
verbs only, it is impossible to find a pattern; even these two verbs do not have exactly
the same formation.

2.6.4 ZERO PRETERITES

Preterites that are identical to subjunctives are very frequent in Tocharian A, but
these are classified as primary preterites with zero subjunctives. Nevertheless, there
are some preterites that can be called zero preterites. These concern a small group of
verbs with present-subjunctive where no distinction can be made between imperfect
and preterite:

IMPERFECT-PRETERITE PRESENT-SUBJUNCTIVE

{kasanna-} « {kasannd/,-} ‘scold’
{tawnkinna-} {taiwnkafind/,-} ‘Tove’
{pasa-} {pasi/sa-} ‘protect’
{yérsa-} {ydrsd/s,-} ‘revere’
{wlaysa-} {wlaysd/s,-}57 ‘carry out’
{$awa-} {$awd/,-} Tive’

These imperfect-preterites behave more like imperfects than preterites in that they
do not drop the root-final 4 in the unsuffixed 3sg.act. Consequently, they would be
derived from the present rather than the subjunctive; however, as noted above, there
are also unambiguous preterites derived from subjunctives that show exactly the
same “imperfect” characteristics. That {krasdfin?/,-} ‘be annoyed’ and {slankafind/,-}
?” are present-subjunctives as well is inferred from their similarity to the pattern of
‘scold’ and ‘love’; probably they formed the same type of imperfect-preterite.

57 The vocalism dy instead of e is needed for the preterite participle wawlesu.
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{klosa-}, ipf.-prt. of ‘hear’ is completely parallel to ‘protect’, ‘revere’ etc, except for its
secondary present {klosnis¥/s,-} and one “real” preterite form klyos.

2.6.5 PRIMARY SUBJUNCTIVES

In the strictest sense, there is only one primary subjunctive in Tocharian A: {ay-}.
The subjunctive of ay- ‘give’ is the shortest stem of this root and there is no other
stem competing for the predicate “shortest” or primary stem: the present is {ay/g,-}
and the preterite is suppletive, {wé-sa-} (see 2.5.5, p 78). It may be no coincidence
that this verb has an isolated suppletion type wherein subjunctive and preterite stem
are from different roots.

The vast majority of the subjunctive stems are identical to the preterite and they
could theoretically be primary subjunctives with zero-derived preterites. The reason
to take the preterites as primary formations and the subjunctives as zero-derived is
that derived subjunctives are common-place in Tocharian A, but derived preterites
are rare.

2.6.6 DERIVED SUBJUNCTIVES

Derived subjunctives are primarily formed from the preterite. We find the suffixes
{4/a}, {a}, {fi}, {a%%/sa}, and marginally {na} and {nak}. In addition, there are two
A4/ ,-subjunctives that are formed from the root.

{"4/a}

Derived /,-subjunctives form a limited, closed, heterogeneous category with a
striking number of verbs with irregularities. As far as they follow a pattern, they are
derived from s-preterites; however, not all have an s-preterite, or lack a preterite
altogether. Therefore, the present stems are cited as well:

SUBJUNCTIVE PRETERITE PRESENT

{kawd/,-} «~  {kaw-9/g-} of {kawsd/g-} Kill’
{tray$d/i,-} {triayk-9/s-2} {trayksd/g,-} ‘err’
{palsd/ia-} - - ‘torment’
{yam?/,-} {yam-, yam-9/g;-} {yPa/,-} ‘do’
{laficd/o-} {laca-} {lantsd/g,-} ‘go out’
{$amd/,-} - {kwimnisi/g,-}  ‘come’
{tsarsd/,-} - - ‘torment’

A relatively coherent group is formed by {trayd/ka-}, {pal$d/ka-} and {tsar$4/x,-}, also
because the subjunctive suffix is very clearly evidenced by the verbal nouns trislune,
plaslune and tsdrslune. The problem with these three verbs is that they are defective:
of the subjunctive, only the verbal noun is attested, whereas other stems are lacking
completely for {pal$d/xa-} and {t54r4/ka-}. For {triay/ka-}, the evidence is weak at least,
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since the s-preterite is based on one archaic form 1sg. trikii, and the present could
morphologically also belong to the causative. In short, these three verbs certainly are
not part of a productive pattern anymore.

For all the other verbs, assigning the subjunctive suffix is less easy because they
do not show stem-final palatalisation and the 1sg. and 3pl. forms are not completely
trustworthy evidence. Nonetheless, the subjunctive suffix can be assigned with
reasonable confidence. The most straightforward case seems to be {kaw?d/,-}; the
remaining verbs all have something irregular. {yam#/,-} corresponds to an s-preterite
indeed, but the present is suppletive and the preterite has variants: both normal s-
preterite forms and sd-less preterite forms are found; {lificd/,-} corresponds to a
sd/c,-present, but not to an s-preterite, and it has an additional # in the root; {$dm?/,-}
corresponds to a nds?/s,-present whereas the preterite is lacking (the prt.ptc. kakmu
could — but need not — point to an s-preterite pattern).

{a}

Derived a-subjunctives form a coherent, but limited and probably closed category.
Almost all combine with middle sa-less preterites, with a-grade in the root of the
preterite middle.

SUBJUNCTIVE PRETERITE PRESENT

{kdna-} - - cf {kdn%¥/s-} ‘come about’
{kasa-} - ? ‘extinguish’
{cima-} {tam-} {timnd%/s,-}  ‘be born’
{nika-} {nak-} {ndknd%/s-}  ‘perish’
{pika-} {pak-} {péknasi/s,-}  ‘boil, ripen’
{wila-} {wil-9/g-} {wal(l)asi/a-}  “die’

{tsdka-} {tsak-} {tsakndsd/g-}  ‘burn’

The subjunctives of this group of verbs are all middle only, except for a transitive
active form 2sg. nakdt; {cima-} deviates from the rest in having initial palatalisation.
The presents are all of the same type, too, as we could analyse {kdn$¥/s,-} morpholog-
ically as {kdn-nd%/s-} (on {wil(1)d%/s,-} see 2.5.8, p 90). The preterites {tami-},
{naka-}, {pakd-} and {tsakd-} follow the same pattern: they belong to a rare subtype
of the s-preterite that has no sd-suffix in the middle. The only other verb that follows
this pattern is ydp- / yam- ‘do’, which forms a second preterite middle stem with
regular sa next to it.

The preterite to {wila-} is different because it is active, so that it cannot be seen
whether it would follow the sa-less pattern in the middle. However, it is probably not
of the same type, since it does not have the characteristic a-grade in the root.
Perhaps there is a relationship between the loss of the n in the present and the
preterite type: to a prs. {wél$/s-}, a 3sg. wlds etc is one of the possible regular
preterite formations. The preterites to {kéna-} and {késa-} are not known (the verb
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kds- is only attested with a vn ksalune and the prt.ptc. kaksu: all alleged present
forms are uncertain or definitely belong to other verbs).

The verb mdsk- ‘be, become’ could belong here, too. It is defective and overlaps
in function with nas- ‘be’. It forms a present {médska-} (witness prs.ptc. mdskamam
and inf. mdskatsi), an s-prt. {mask-9/s3-} and prt.ptc. mamdsku. The problem with
this pattern is that it is completely isolated: an a-present is normally paired with a
x|d-root subjunctive and x|a-root preterite **{mdaska-} and accordingly, the prt.ptc.
would have been **mudsko. Since ‘become’ often has the same future reference as the
subjunctive, a subjunctive formation would not be surprising; however, other
functions of the subjunctive, such as the conditional, are not attested for {méaska-}. If
miska- is actually a subjunctive stem, this would also explain why the verb has no
“normal” subjunctive (in -a), but the problem remains why it has no regular present
{miask-nédsd/g,-}, which we would expect on the basis of the other a-subjunctives.

{nd/a}

All 7%/,-subjunctives combine with s-preterites, and by far the most common sub-
junctive type to the s-preterite is the 74/,-subjunctive. The formation of the 79/,-sub-
junctive is straightforward: the initial is not palataliseds® and the root-grade in d|@-
roots is d. Some examples are:

SUBJUNCTIVE PRETERITE

{arnid/,-} < [-grad] {ar-9/g-} ‘bring about’
{awfid/,-} {aw-9/g-} ‘hit; start’
{nakiid/,-} {nak-9/s-} ‘criticise’
{raynd/,-} {riy-9/s-} ‘give up’
{karknd/,-} [+grad], [+pal] {$ark-9/s;-} ‘bind’
{laypid/,-} {layp-9/s-}  “leave’
{knand/,-} irregular {knas-9/(5)5-}  ‘know’

{knand/,-} is irregular because of its vocalism, since we would expect either sbj. d-
grade next to prt. a-grade or prt. a-grade next to sbj. a-grade. Further, the root kna-
has no closing consonant, which must historically be related to the “stable” s of the s-
preterite, and in principle, we would not expect the kn to be palatalised in the sub-
junctive. All these pecularities are beyond synchronic explanation, and they are
discussed in the diachronic part (see 4.3.3, p 365).

The problem with the 714/;-subjunctive is not so much how it is formed, but more
to which s-preterites it belongs. The 74/,-subjunctive is certainly the productive
formation, the most important alternative formations being the 4/4-subjunctive and
the a-subjunctive, both discussed above. We further find two zero-derived subjunc-

58 The only exception known to me is 1sg.sbj. lyutfiam, which seems to go together with 3pl.prs.
lutsefic etc.
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tives and a nd-subjunctive. The distribution between these formations is not very
clear: the a-subjunctive clearly patterns with the sa-less preterite, whereas the 4/4-
and zero-derived subjunctives are obviously relics; the na-subjunctive is a unique
case.

{a%/5a}

a%4/sa-subjunctives are very frequent and they belong to one rigid causative pattern
with reduplicated preterites. All verbs that form these causatives have d-grade in all
stems; the reduplicated preterite may have initial palatalisation, but the initial of the
a%4/sq-subjunctive is in principle never palatalised. The present is always identical to
the subjunctive, except for the vowel a which corresponds to zero in the present, e.g.
prs. Imdstir ‘(s)he puts’ from {lam%/s-} vs sbj. Imastir ‘(s)he will put’ from
{limas¥/s,-}. Some examples:

SUBJUNCTIVE PRETERITE PRESENT

{kdrnasd/s,-} <« [-pal] {ka-kdrna-} cf {kdrn$/s,-} ‘beat’
{kdlnasd/g,-} {ka-kilna-} {kdln%d/s-}  ‘make resound
{tdlasd/s,-} [+pal] {ca-cila-} {talsd/gp-} Tlift
{limasd/g,-} {la-Tama-} {lim%/g-}  ‘put’
{stdmasd/g,-} {$a-$¢dma-} {stim$d/so-} ‘establish’

Two verbs are irregular because they have d|x-roots: warp- ‘urge’ and spartw- ‘turn
(tr.y. For both verbs the existence of a $¥/y-present and $4/s-subjunctive is
ascertained, but because of the heavy root vowel it cannot be established with the
forms we have whether there was a contrast between the present and subjunctive
stems. Of both, a prs.ptc., warpdsmam and spartwdsmam, and a vn, warpdslune and
spartwdslune, are attested. The present stems are therefore certainly {warps#/s,-} and
{spartw$¥/s,-}, but 3sg. sbj. forms like warpas or spartwas, which would prove sbj.
stems {warpasd/s-} and {spartwasd/g,-} with weakened middle 4, are not attested.

{na}
There is one na-subjunctive attested: {yomna-} of ‘reach’ next to an s-preterite
{yom-9/s-} and a nds#/ss-prs. {yomnas#/g-}. This combination of stems is so peculiar
that the verb is an exception in all listings: it has the only na-subjunctive, and
logically, it is the only s-pretrite to combine with a na-subjunctive; additionally, it is
one of the few nas4/s,-presents. Its preterite participle yomu matches the s-preterite.

{nak}

The nak-suffix is by all means peculiar, and it is not even directly attested. It is
peculiar because it occurs in only two verbs with an isolated pattern and because,
unlike most other suffixes, it is not composed of known elements: a final -k does not
occur elsewhere. It is not attested directly because it is found in two optative forms
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only: 3sg.opt.mid. pdknasi(t)rd of pdka- ‘intend’ and 3sg.opt.mid. (yd)knassitrd of
ydka- ‘be careless’. In these forms, we would rather expect a nd-sbj, even if this
brought the total number of that type only to three. In view of the formation of the
optative elsewhere, we would have expected the optatives to be {pakndy-} and
{yaknay-} (with deletion of the a of the sbj. {pikna-} and {ydkna-} as in 3sg.opt. takis
‘may (s)he be’ to 3sg.sbj. takas) — perhaps the s is a kind of hiatus-filler.59 The preter-
ites are d|a-root preterites: {pdka-} and {ydka-}; the presents are nasi/s-presents:
{pdknasi/s,-} and {yaknasd/g,-}.

{nnd/.}

There are two types of 7i7i%/,-subjunctives, one being identical to the present and the
other having a #¥/s- or dys/ss-present beside it. The first type is analysed as a
primary subjunctive in 2.6.5 (p 99); the second type consists of two verbs only:

SUBJUNCTIVE PRESENT
{aksanfd/y-}  vs {aksdy%i/s-} ‘announce’
{oksaRfid/,-} {oksdy®d/sy-}  ‘grow’

Since $4/s-presents are very frequent, it would be attractive to derive the presents
from the subjunctive, i.e. something like {aksanfid-$/s,-} — {aksdy¥/s,-}, but apart
from the fact that a change 754/, > $4/, lacks parallels, this is not possible because of
the unpalatalised s in the present stem. Thus, we have to assume that both the
present and the subjunctive are derived from the root.

2.6.7 ZERO SUBJUNCTIVES

Since verbs with an identical preterite and subjunctive stem are analysed as primary
preterites with zero-derived subjunctive, the number of zero-derived subjunctives is
relatively large. However, the number of types is limited. The largest group consists
of zero subjunctives with root preterites to x|a-roots, and a small group of zero sub-
junctives to x|@-roots with s-preterites. In addition, there is a limited group of
present-subjunctives.

dla-roots

This is the group of verbs with both gradation (in the subjunctive and the preterite)
and palatalisation (in the preterite) of which many examples have been cited in 2.5.4
(p 66). The singular active of the subjunctive and the plural active of the preterite
have a-grade and all other forms have d-grade; the singular active of the preterite has

59 On this option, cf in particular Winter (1965a: 207-210), who compares the “intrusive” -k- in
e.g. Tocharian A lwakis, gen.sg. in -is of the word [u ‘animal’.
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initial palatalisation if the initial is palatalisable. This subjunctive-preterite type cor-
responds to a-, nd- and av-presents, and a-grade zero presents. Some examples are:

SBJ.SG./PRT.PL. ACT. PRT.SG.ACT. OTHER PRESENT

{kala-} [+pal] {$ala-} {kala-} {kalna-} ‘bring’
{krasa-} {$rdsa-} {krisa-} {krdasna-}  ‘know’
{tarka-} {carka-} {tarka-} {tarna-} ‘let go’
{tsawka-}60 {$awka-} - {yoka-} ‘drink’
{kalka-} [-pal] {kilka-} {kalka-} {y-} ‘g0’
{klaysa-}60 {klaysa-} {klaysa-} {klaysna-} ‘sleep’
{prawtka-} {prawtka-} {prawtka-} - “fill’?
{tsalpa-} {tsalpa-} {tsalpa-} {salpa-} ‘pass away’

The difference between tsdlp ‘(s)he passed away’ and kdlk ‘(s)he went’ on the one
hand and suk ‘(s)he drank’ and il ‘(s)he brought’ on the other suggests the existence
of two subtypes among verbs of this type with a palatalisable initial. Verbs with a pal-
atalised initial seem to be transitive and those with an unpalatalised — but palatal-
isable — initial intransitive (Winter 1980a, e.g. 434). With palatalisation we find:®
kitka- ‘cross’, krdsa- ‘know’, tirka- ‘let go’, ldwa- ‘send’, #dwka- ‘drink’; without
palatalisation we find: kdlka- ‘go’, ldyta- ‘go away’, sdtka- ‘spread (intr.), spdnta-
‘trust’, sdlpa- ‘pass away’. The only exception is lima- ‘sit’ with a 3sg.prt. lydm,
which is semantically intransitive (on syntactic transitive use, cf Winter 1980a: 435-
437 and Thomas 1988).

One verb with a derived preterite has the same gradation pattern: pdnw- ‘stretch’.
The combination of the 3pl.prt. panwar and the prt.ptc. pinwo suggests a 3sg.sbj.
panwas*, 3pl.sbj. panweric*, 3sg.prt. pnu* etc.

dla-roots

With d|a-roots we find exactly the same patterns as with d|d-roots, but without
gradation and palatalisation. Some examples:

SUBJUNCTIVE-PRETERITE PRESENT

{kaka-} cf {keni-} ‘call’
{katka-} {katavka-} ‘rise’
{kota-} {kotna-} ‘cut up’
{tapa-} {sdwa-} ‘eat’

A group of x|a-root verbs with stable d-grade in the subjunctive and preterite follows
exactly the same pattern, cf sbj.-prt. {pala-} vs prs. {pdlla-} of ‘praise’; sbj.prt.

60 Only sbj.sg.act. attested.
6 Of suppletive verbs, the subjunctive-preterite roots are cited.
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{payka-} vs prs. {paykéd-} of ‘write, paint’ or sbj.prt. {manta-} vs prs. {méinta-} of
‘scold’. All of these are discussed under derived presents in 2.6.9 (p 115).

A small number of verbs with a monosyllabic sbj.-prt. d-stem have no major
irregularities in the subjunctive or preterite: klaw- ‘fall’, ya- ‘go’, la- ‘wipe off, and
possibly pla- of unknown meaning, have stable sbj.-prt. stems {kla-}, {ya-}, {la-}, and
{pla-}; ak- ‘lead” has a stable suppletive sbj.-prt. {wa-}. Understandable peculiarities
are a w-glide in the optative, e.g. 1sg.opt. wawim, and the preservation of root-final a
in the unsuffixed 3sg.prt., e.g. kld, ya; understandable, since according to the rules
the “regular” forms would have been **wim, **kdl and **y or **i (!). The same w-
glide is found in the optative to the subjunctive {ta-} of ‘put’, which has a different
preterite type.

For a large number of verbs no gradation variants are attested, and many of them
could be of the regular grading type of d|a-roots, since the a-grade forms or the
forms with palatalised initial are just incidentally not attested. However, there may
exist a non-grading type with d-vocalism in the root. I have found the following d-
grade form that should have a-grade in the grading pattern of the d|d-roots: 3sg. skas
of unknown meaning. If this form cannot receive a different explanation, it proves
the existence of a non-grading d|a-type; otherwise, there are many forms that could
belong to such a type, but none that proves it.

x|D-roots

Zero subjunctives to x|@-roots are rare: most s-preterites combine with derived sub-
junctives. Nevertheless, a small group of verbs belongs to this category:

SUBJUNCTIVE PRETERITE PRESENT

{ta-} = {9Yus-9 -t of  {tasd/s-} ‘put’
{tank-}, {tainkiid/,-} {cank-2/s;-} {tank$d/s,-}  “check’
{trank-}, {trankid/,-} {trink-9/s;-}62 {traink$/s,-}  ‘hang’
{prik-} {pra/sk-2/sa-} {praks?/g-}  ‘ask’
{mirk-} {mark-9/s-} - ‘smudge’?
{tsak-} {tsak-9/g-} {tsaksd/a-}  “glow’

Many of these verbs have something peculiar. ‘ask’ and ‘put’ stand out in being the
only s-preterites with gradation in Tocharian A; “put’ is further irregular in having
no “closing” consonant at the right and an isolated gradation pattern with @: a: d (cf
kna- ‘know’). The verbs ‘check’ and ‘hang’ have variants for the subjunctive stem,
which clearly shows that this pattern was not vivid anymore. For ‘check’, the zero
subjunctive is only attested in the verbal noun tdrklune, a category where we also
find isolated ’d/a-subjunctives; {mirk-}, too, is only attested in the vn midrklune. The
subjunctive stem of ‘glow’ seems to be unproblematic, as it is attested with a

62 No active forms attested.
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splopt.mid. tsasintrd, where the palatalised § proves that the subjunctive stem had
no vowel following the -k: {tsak-}.

kldy- ‘be necessary’ could theoretically also belong here: the attested klintdr and
klyintdr are ambiguous as to whether they represent {klayna-tr} or {klayn-tr}; only in
the latter case would it be parallel to the other verbs listed here. However, with its -n,
a root final not found with the other verbs, it is more probable that the two forms are
to be analysed as {klayna-tr} (see 2.6.9, p 114), which is confirmed by the comparison
with Tocharian B (see 4.8.2, p 472).

A group of at least three d|@-root presents is completely parallel to the zero sub-
junctives above:

PRESENT IMPERFECT SUBJUNCTIVE PRETERITE

{trink-} = {crank-9/g-} cf {wedd/,-} cf {wena-} ‘say’
{saw-} {saw-9/s5-}63 {swasa-} {swasa-} ‘rain’
{tsayp-} {$ayp-9/sa-} ? ? ‘dance’

‘say’ is the clearest case, since here the preterite and subjunctive stems are suppletive
and the prs. and ipf. can be analysed as an independent verb morphologically, thus
making it completely parallel to the zero subjunctives above. ‘rain’ is a complicated
case because the dsd-extension for the preterite and subjunctive stems is completely
isolated: the morphological relationship to the present comes close to suppletion. To
what extent ‘dance’ can be analysed as a morphological subjunctive with cor-
responding preterite is unclear because no syntactically subjunctive or preterite
forms are attested so far. In fact, I would not be surprised if these stems were from
another root, the verb ‘dance’ being suppletive, too.

present-subjunctives

Most present-subjunctives have the suffix {#/,} and derivatives of it. They are
analysed as primary presents with zero-derived subjunctives because the 4/,-suffix
occurs as a present suffix. It should be noted, however, that the same suffix also
occurs as a subjunctive suffix, which could be an argument to analyse these present-
subjunctives as primary subjunctives instead.

63 Certainly to be set up like this, on the basis of 3pl. sawr-dm A298a4. svawrd A274a2 must be
a mistake. For the lack of initial palatalisation I am unable to offer an explanation on the
synchronic level.
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{‘"‘/ a}
{klo%d/s-}  ‘hear’

{ARd/,} {$9/a}

{arsasdnnd/,-}  “fit’ {endsd/g,-} ‘honour’
{cAmpd/,-} ‘can’ {kasafind/,-} ‘scold’ {wiyna®/s,-} ‘command’
{pasi/sa-}  ‘protect’ {klopafind/,-}4 ‘express sorrow’

{pro%#/sa-} ‘be ashamed’ {krasifind/,-}* ‘be annoyed’

{yar$d/s-}  ‘revere’ {tiwnkanfd/,-} ‘love’

{wlay$i/sa-} ‘carryout’  {slankdnfd/,-}* ¥

{sawd/p-}  Clive’

klos- ‘hear’ deviates in having a hapax legomenon 3sg. preterite form klyos next to
the expected and frequently attested klyosd, and a secondary present stem
{klosnis#/s,-}, while earlier present-subjunctive function of {klo%/s,-} is shown by
e.g. inf. klyossi. The present-subjunctives {krasdfind/,-} and {slankdnnd/,-} are in-
{endsd/s,-} and {widyna®/s,-} is that there is no simple guideline to define the shape of
the root. If the roots are en- and wdyna- respectively, we have to assume a special
subset of present-subjunctives with the suffix {$3/s,}. If the roots can be set up us
ends- and wdynds-, they could be perfectly parallel to the verbs with a 4/,-suffix. The
verbs with the 7i714/,-suffix must be treated separately, and not as special 4/q-present-
subjunctives because their roots are certainly too long and they are denominal
formations.

{kacki/y,-} ‘be glad’ (if the stem has to be set up like this) certainly functions as a
present (cf prs.ptc. katkmam), but it could be a prs.-sbj. of the type discussed above;
as a 4/,-present, it would be isolated (since all others have a-grade in the root).

The verb tidkwa- of unknown meaning seems to have a prs.-sbj. {tadkwa-}, witness
inf. tdkwatsi, vn tdkwalune. {pota-} ‘flatter’ seems to be another case of a present-
subjunctive. For structural reasons, and because of the comparison with Tocharian
B, one would expect that this verb forms a subjunctive in a (which is weakened to a
after 0) and a present in a with root grade a (which is not distinct from a before w).
A third verb that could have a prs.-sbj., krop- ‘gather’, is peculiar, since it has a clear
na-present and a-subjunctive, both well attested, but there are indications for a prs.-
sbj. stem {kropd/,-} next to it.

2.6.8 PRIMARY PRESENTS

Even when 4/4-present-subjunctives are analysed as primary subjunctives with zero-
derived presents, the number of primary presents is relatively large. There are
principally two groups to be distinguished: presents in suppletive patterns and
presents with derived preterites and subjunctives.

64 Inferred from the ipf.
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Presents in suppletive patterns fall into three categories: @-presents, 4/,-presents
and a-presents.

{0}

Since @-presents are well attested in non-suppletive paradigms, the following that
are found in suppletive verbs can in principle be considered “real presents”. How-
ever, trank- has an imperfect beside it that is formed like a preterite, so that it is mor-
phologically rather a subjunctive; completely parallel to trink- is #dyp- ‘dance’, to
which no suppletive preterite-subjunctive root is attested. It must be stressed that
there is nothing in the formation of the present trink- itself that leads to an analysis
as a morphological subjunctive — it is only its imperfect that suggests it. Thus, other
verbs where the imperfect is not attested could theoretically belong to the same
pattern.

PRESENT PRETERITE-SUBJUNCTIVE ROOT

{kal-} cf  stima- ‘stand’

{ken-} kaka- ‘call’

{trank-} wefi- ‘say’

{y-} kalka- ‘g0’

{yok-} tsdawka- ‘drink’
{'4/a}

There seems to be no way to know whether suppletive 4/,-presents are morphologi-
cal presents or subjunctives because this suffix is attested in both functions.

PRESENT PRETERITE-SUBJUNCTIVE ROOT

(3% /1-}  of wa- ‘lead’
{nas-} taka- ‘be’
{pard/,-} kama- ‘carry’
{yP?/a-} yam- ‘do’
{sdmd/,-} ldma- ‘sit’

Two of the presents above have special irregularities. ‘do’ is relatively easy to
describe: it has two variants, {ya-} and {ypa-}, which are distributed like 4- and a-
variants of 4/,-paradigms but have no further resemblance to d- or a-variants at all.
‘be’ is difficult to describe because it has many variant forms. The longest stem seems
to be {na®/s-}: nasa-forms are unambiguously attested in 1sg. nasam and 1pl.
nasamds, but the nasd-forms could theoretically also be nas-forms: 2sg. nast, 3sg. nas,
and 2pl. nas. A shorter stem {n(d)-} or perhaps {ni/,-} is found in short 3sg. forms
nd-m (with 3sg. suffix), nd-m (with pl. suffix) and 3pl. nesic and nesici (with 2sg.
suffix). A typical problem is that we also find a suffixed long 3sg. form nas-dm, nas-
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dm without geminate, so that the analysis seems to be {na-s-} instead of {nasd-s-} or
{nas-s-} (for parallels of nas- to a non-suppletive pattern, see 2.6.9, p 110).

{a}
Only two suppletive presents have a root-final 4 and since this is otherwise only

found with preterites and subjunctives, these presents are best seen as morphological
subjunctives.

PRESENT PRETERITE-SUBJUNCTIVE ROOT
{laka-} cf pilka- ‘see’
{$awa-} tapa- ‘eat’

Primary presents with derived preterites or subjunctives next to them are predom-
inantly of one type: d-presents with d-preterites or subjunctives. This pattern is
attested with certainty for the following verbs:

PRESENT SUBJUNCTIVE PRETERITE

{pilk-} - (d-grade) - = {pilka-} ‘shine’
{sélp-} {salpa-} {salpa-}*  ‘burn’
{payk-} (a-grade) {payka-} {payka-}  ‘paint; write’
{layk-} {layka-} {layka-} ‘wash’

{sdl-} - {sala-}* jump’
{sdyp-} - {saypa-}*  ‘anoint’

The preterite to {sdl-} is not attested directly: a fragmentary ///sluf-Jt A344as is likely
to be the preterite participle, and because of the final vowel u it must have been
either saslu or saslu. Since the first type only fits $9/g,-presents, we must probably
restore (sa)slu(m)t {sa-sala-w-nt}. If these assumptions are correct, the preterite-sub-
junctive stem was {sala-}. The preterites {layka-}, {saypa-} and {silpa-} are also
inferred from preterite participles, but these are attested undamaged (or only slightly
damaged in the case of {silpa-}).

The d : a gradation of pdyk-, ldyk-, sil- and sdyp- is exactly parallel to zero-
presents in - that are discussed in 2.6.10 (p 115).

One verb has a comparable pattern but a different preterite-subjunctive stem:
prs. {sdw-} ‘rain’ combines with a prt.-sbj. {siw-asa-}.

Of the root pliw- ‘float’ only two forms are attested: prt.ptc. plumann and 3pl.prt.
plawar. If these are from one verb, they suggest the same basic pattern as the primary
presents with d-preterite-subjunctives above, but with root gradation in the latter:
sbj. {pl2/swa-}, prt. {pld/awa-} vs prs. {plaw-}.

The following @-presents could belong to the same pattern, or to the pattern of
the suppletive verbs, as only the @-present is attested (and even the @-present is not
in all cases certain): {kdln-} ‘sound’, {knédsw-} ‘approach’, {krdw-} @, {tirm-}
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‘tremble’, {past-} ‘lure’, {prank-} ¥, {mlok-} ¥, {sméy-} ‘smile’, {tsop-} ¥, {tspok-}
‘suck’ (?).

2.6.9 DERIVED PRESENTS

The vast majority of the presents is derived. We find the following suffixes: {#/4}, {a},
{na}, {$9/sa}, {na%d/s,}, {nd%9/s,}, and the infix .

{'#/a}
A small group of verbs forms a 4/4-present next to a derived a-preterite-subjunctive.
Since the preterite-subjunctive cannot be derived from the present stem, both have
to be derived from the root. The pattern is attested directly for pdnw- ‘stretch’ and
wis- ‘dress’ and probably wiil- ‘cover’; it can be inferred for mdlw- (malw-) ‘press’.
nas-, the present root of the suppletive verb for ‘be’, could be a further parallel, but
since it displays several irregularities, caution is called for (see 2.6.8, p 108).

PRESENT PRETERITE
{nasd/g-}etc  :  {nasa-}* ‘be’
{panwd/,-} {p#/anwa-} ‘stretch’
{malwi/,-} - ‘press’
{wald/,-} {wala-} ‘cover’
{wasd/g,-} {wisa-} ‘dress’

Although a subjunctive is only attested for wis-, i.e. {widsa-}, based on the opt.
{wisdy-}, it is very likely that an d-subjunctive was regular next to the g-preterite.
The alternative, namely a 4/,-present-subjunctive with derived a-preterite, seems
impossible because we would then expect palatalisation and no change of root grade,
i.e. **{pafiwa-}, **{wala-}, **{wasa-}. The pattern of the derived preterite-subjunctive
is not easy to establish: 3pl.prt. panwar proves a grading stem, and 1sg.prt. wse etc
could belong to the same type, but it seems to be middle only. {wala-} clearly
deviates, but it probably has a parallel in namtsu, the prt.ptc. of the root nas- + taka-
‘be’. This preterite participle presupposes a prt. {nasa-}, with a gradation pattern
parallel to that of ‘cover’; however, this remains hypothetical because {nasa-} is not
attested as a preterite: the preterite of ‘be’ is {taka-}.

The pattern of the present itself is also problematic. In {pafiw#/,-} and {malw#/,-}
the palatalised 7 and [ are certainly found throughout the paradigm, but {wal#/,-}
and {wa%/g-} are not attested well enough to be certain. Probably, palatalisation
spread in the first two verbs because the root-final w was unaffected, whereas the
other two verbs had normal %/,-variants. (On the stem variants of nas-, cf above
under 2.6.8, p 108.)

The assumption that the present was originally alternating would lead to setting
up the root of {malwé/,-} as mdilw- by analogy with pdnw-. The only counter-
argument could be the 3sg. malywd, which is normally classified as an imperfect
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although the context hardly allows to prove this. It cannot be a preterite for morpho-
logical reasons, however, since the root grade is aberrant, as is the preservation of
root-final -a. If, unlike the other verbs, malw- is a present-subjunctive, malywa
would be a morphological imperfect, possibly (but not necessarily) functioning as a
preterite. In that case, the root would need to be set up as malw-. Since with the
forms attested {malwé/,-} could be perfectly parallel to pianw-, I prefer to set up the
root as mdlw-; accordingly, I would expect a subjunctive {m?/slwa-}* and a preterite
{md/,lwa-}* (prt.ptc. mdilwo*).

The present of spartwa- ‘turn’, {sparcw(a)-}, is parallel to pdnw- and mdlw- in
having palatalisation before the final w and in the root grade; however, it also shows
forms that have root-final a (surface @) in the present, so that it is discussed in 2.6.10
(p 116) under zero-presents with root-final 4 and a-grade in the root.

{a}

a-presents form a coherent, and probably open, category of intransitive verbs with a
middle only present. All non-present stems have a root-final 4, and the present is
probably to be analysed as derived from the preterite-subjunctive. Of some verbs
only forms with d-vocalism in the root are attested, but others display root gradation
in the preterite-subjunctive, and of this class, no verb offers counterexamples against
the assumption that all belonged to one grading type (see 2.6.7, p 103). Some
examples are:

PRESENT PRETERITE-SUBJUNCTIVE

{yawa-} « no gradation attested ~ {ydwa-} ‘strive for’
{raytwa-} {raytwa-}  ‘De connected’
{wayka-} sbj. gradation attested {w#/syka-} ‘perish’
{sayka-} {s¢/syka-}  ‘overflow’
{sdyka-} prt. gradation attested  {s?/stka-}  ‘spread (intr.)
{spédnta-} {sp?/anta-} ‘trust’

Since all verbs in this class are intransitive, we do not expect initial palatalisation in
the prt. act.sg. according to the rule formulated and discussed in 2.6.7 (p 103);
indeed, it is not found.

{«n>}

The n-infix has two variants: the na-variant and the rik-variant (see also 2.5.1, p 50).
Nasal infix presents are formed to x|d-roots (with preterite-subjunctives ending
in -a) and they are mostly transitive. The nd-variant is in complementary distribu-
tion with the rik-variant: the former is the default formation, whereas the latter is
found in verbs with roots ending in Ckq, i.e. root-final 4 preceded by k and another
consonant. The na-variant assimilates several different preceding consonants: tn —
n, rkn = rn, rpn = rn, rstn = rsn, In = II. However, sometimes assimilation is not



12 2 morphology

found: tn is preserved in {kotna-} and possibly in {watna-}* (based on a damaged
imperfect A29sa3 watsia///), but changed to n everywhere else; p is preserved in
{wérpna-}, but lost in {karna-}; and the cluster Ipn is preserved in {kélpna-}. One is
tempted to assume that an inserted d before the n could explain the preserved
clusters, but with the examples of the nasal presents only, this leads to the
complicated rule that insertion took place after the heavy sequences GRC, aC and oC,
but not after the light sequence dC. Moreover, after aRC it was lost again (if it was
inserted at all).55 Some examples:

PRESENT PRESENT PRESENT-SUBJUNCTIVE

{karp-na-} > {karna-} < {karpa-} ‘descend’
{kal-na-} {kalla-} {ka/;la-, $dla-} ‘obtain’
{kat-na-} {kana-}6¢6 {kd/,ta-}67 ‘strew’
{tark-na-} {tdrna-} {ta/srka-, carka-} et go’
{wiérp-na-} {wérpna-} {wiérpa-}68 ‘enjoy’
{skay-na-} {skayna-} {skaya-} ‘try’

Since nda-presents are formed to predominantly transitive verbs, the preterite has
initial palatalisation if it is grading, following the rule discussed in 2.6.7 (p 103).

Two verbs display irregularities. kna- ‘know’ forms a na-prs. {kna-na-}, but
combines with an s-prt. {kiias-} and a derived subjunctive {kfiafi?/,-} instead of a
preterite-subjunctive in -d (see 2.6.6, p 101). krop- ‘collect’ has some unambiguous
na-present forms, but it has forms with d beside them, e.g. prs.ptc. kropnmam,
kropnédmam vs kropmam. Since this short stem is also found in subjunctive function,
it is best set up as {krop#/,-}. Although p is not palatalisable and the medial a of the
a-variants is in many cases reduced to d, and medial a could be identical to the
weakened root-final a of the subjunctive {kropa-}, a 4/4-stem is preferable since this
is the only type attested in present-subjunctive function.

The rik-variant of the nasal infix presents is completely parallel to the nd-variant:
it is formed to x|a-roots of transitive verbs and grading preterites have initial palatal-
isation. The difference with na-presents is that sik-presents are formed to roots in
Cka; the av is infixed between the k and the consonant that precedes it. Examples
are:

PRESENT PRETERITE-SUBJUNCTIVE
{katmoka-} < {katka-} ‘rise’
{katamoka-} {ka/stka-, kdcka-} ‘cross’

% See Kim (2007a) for this theory in general, for the historical explanation, and for many
related matters.

66 The d is always found in an open syllable, so that the present is in fact kna-.

67 Active singular of the preterite not attested.

8 Middle only.
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PRESENT PRETERITE-SUBJUNCTIVE
{palsavka-} {palska-} ‘think’
{mrosmyka-} {mroska-} ‘feel weary’

In rik-presents, the root-final 4 is never weakened because it is preceded by an extra
d-syllable, cf weakened katka- or katkd- vs non-weakened katdnka-.

{*8/5a}

The $4/¢4-suffix is by far the most frequent present suffix. With only a few exceptions,
the $4/¢,-presents are formed to reduplicated preterites (with a5/s,-subjunctives) and
s-preterites (with mostly 79/,-subjunctives, see 2.6.6, p 101, and 2.6.7, p 105). If the
preterite has initial palatalisation or gradation, the $4/s-present has no palatalisation
and d-grade. Some examples:

PRESENT PRETERITE

{tink$d/s,-} < s-preterite {cank-9/i-}  ‘check’
{naksd/g,-} {fiak-9/;-} ‘destroy’
{praksd/s,-} {pre/sk-9/s-}  ‘ask’
{kaln%d/s,-} reduplicated preterite {ka-kdlna-} = ‘make resound’
{talsd/g-} {ca-cila-} 1ife
{wiayksd/g,-} {wa-widyka-} ‘remove’

The following $4/s,-presents follow different patterns:

PRESENT SUBJUNCTIVE PRETERITE

{aksdy$d/sa-} < root,cf {aksdnfd/,-} cf {aksdnna-}  ‘announce’
{oksay®d/s,-} {oksanAd/,-} {oksanna-}  ‘grow’
{lantsd/g,-} {lancé/,-} {laca-} ‘go out’
{entsasd/g,-} < root,cf {entsa-} = {entsa-} ‘seize’
{tawsd/g,-} {twasa-} {twasa-} ‘light’
{1a%%/ga-} < prt-sbj. {la-} {la-} ‘wipe off
{aysd/ -} « sbj. {ay-} of  {wis-2/(sa-} ‘give’
{yomnasd/s,-} {yomna-} {yom-9/-}  ‘obtain’

It is difficult to see a system in this list: most verbs seem to have a $4/s-present only
to “solve” irregularities of other stems. This seems to be true especially of ‘seize’,
‘wipe off and ‘obtain’, but possibly for ‘light’ as well. ‘announce’ and ‘grow’ are
peculiar because of the i /dy/ that precedes the suffix (cf also under 2.6.6, p 103).
‘give’ is suppletive: the present and subjunctive stems follow a pattern where
otherwise an s-preterite would have been regular. ‘go out’ is almost completely
irregular, but the preterite participle laltu, next to more frequent lantu, could fit
together with an s-preterite, which in turn would fit to the $4/s,-present. Except for
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the nasal in the subjunctive root, the preterite could be a normal a-preterite derived
from the subjunctive.

{néSé/sa}

nasi/sa-presents are rare, and found in isolated patterns:

PRESENT PRETERITE SUBJUNCTIVE

{pakna%/s,-} < {paka-} cf {piknak-} ‘intend’
{yaknasd/g,-} - {yaknak-} ‘be careless’
{ynasd/s-} {ya-} - ‘go’

The parallelism between the three nas/s-presents given here depends of course on
the explanation of the nak-subjunctives (see 2.6.6, p 102) and the subjunctive type of
ya-. If ya- is compared with the verbs it resembles most, one would rather expect it
to have a prt.-sbj. {ya-}, just like {kla-}, {la-}, {wa-} etc (see 2.6.7, p 104). If the k of the
nak-subjunctives can receive an alternative explanation, the presents could be lined
up with {yomnas#/s,-} (see above).

{nasd/g,}

In addition to the small group of verbs with a-subjunctives, there are only two other
verbs that form a nd*/s,-present. It is not easy to generalise over nds/s,-presents:
whereas they all seem to form an s-preterite (with or without sa-suffix), the subjunc-
tives are from different classes.

PRESENT PRETERITE SUBJUNCTIVE PRT.PTC.

{timnasd/s,-} < {tam-} cf {cima-} tatmu  ‘be born’
{ndknasd/s-} {nak-} {nika-} nanku  ‘perish’
{pakndsd/s,-} {pak-} {paka-} pakku  ‘boil; ripen’
{wal(D)asd/se-} {wil-9/gz-} {wila-} walu ‘die’
{tsdknasd/g,-} {tsak-} {tsdka-} tsatsku  ‘burn’
{kwamnasd/g,-}69 - {$amd/,-} kakmu  ‘come’
{rayndsd/g,-} {ray-9/ss-} {raynd/,-} raryu ‘give up’
{kldynasa/s,-} - {kldyfd/,-}70 - ‘be necessary’

Next to {kWdmnési/s,-}, no preterite is attested, but the preterite participle kakmu is
compatible with the s-preterites of the other verbs. {miska-} ‘be’, which was
tentatively added to the a-subjunctives, functions as a present and has no nds/s,-
present beside it. The appurtenance of rdy- to this group of presents is relatively

% The inflexion of this present is discussed in 4.3.1 (p 351).
7 Next to secondary {klayfi?/,-}.
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clear because the preterite and the preterite participle have no n. Two verbs that are
parallel to rdy-, however, are not easy to classify because one has an # in the preterite
and the other has an # in the preterite participle (the appurtenance of kldy- or kldyn-
is not completely certain exactly because no other stems than the present and the
subjunctive are attested):

PRESENT SUBJUNCTIVE PRETERITE PRT.PTC.

{rayna$/s,-}  {raynd/,-} [-n] {riy-9/s-} [-n] raryu ‘give up’
{sdynasi/s,-}  {sdynd/,-} [+n] {sdyn-9/s;-} [-n] sasyu ‘satisfy’

{awnasi/g-}  {awnid/,-} [-n] {aw-9/g-} [+n] onu  ‘hit; start’

The difficulty with sdy- and aw- is that the n seems to be part of the root in the prt.
{sdyn-9/s3-} and the prt.ptc. onu respectively, which would make the presents /q,-
presents. However, if this analysis is followed, the missing # in the prt.ptc. sasyu and
the prt. {aw-9/s3-} is unexplained. Thus, there seems to be no other way than to view
these roots as “hybrid” sdy-n- and aw-n-, respectively; unfortunately, this notation
gives no clue as to where the 7 is found and where it is not.

2.6.10 ZERO PRESENTS OR INTERNALLY DERIVED PRESENTS

The analysis of stem patterns presented in this whole section 2.6 (p 94) is fully based
on suffixes. This means that if the suffix of two stems is the same, but there is
another distinctive feature, they are still analysed as zero-derived stems. As it turns
out, quite a few Tocharian A zero presents have such a distinctive feature: a different
grade of the root; that is, the present and the preterite-subjunctive have the same
suffix, but differ in root grade, so that we could also term them “internally derived”.
Logically, if the present and subjunctive stems do not have another distinctive
feature, they are the same and thus they are present-subjunctives. Most present-sub-
junctives do not have a root-final 4, so that the preterite is different as it is derived
with an g-suffix. In spite of the bad attestation of the verbs in question, we can as-
sume that if the present-subjunctive ended in 4, all stems of the verb were identical
(cf tikwa- and wiypa- below). We find present-subjunctives with the suffixes {#/a}
and {find/,}; presents that differ only in root grade from the subjunctive have the
suffix {a} (some of these could also be analysed as having a suffix {a}, cf below).

{a}
Of some verbs, we know the present and subjunctive stems and we can be certain of
the pattern. Since there are no presents derived from preterites or subjunctives by
means of an d-suffix, all isolated forms which prove the existence of a present stem
in a have been ranged here, too, assuming that the preterite-subjunctive also ended
in -a and the present therefore was a zero-present. If there is a difference in root
grade, it is the present that has d-grade in the root whereas the preterite-subjunctive
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has a-grade. This pattern is reminiscent of that of some verbs with primary presents
discussed under 2.6.8 (p 107).

PRESENT PRETERITE-SUBJUNCTIVE PRT.PTC.

{pdywa-} : (a-grade) - cf papey(u) ‘blow’
{planka-} - papldanku  ‘pinch’
{ménta-} {manta-} mamdntu ‘hurt’
{répa-} {rapa-} rarpu ‘dig’
{rapa-?} {rapa-?} - ‘make music’
{palla-} {pala-} paplu ‘praise’
{takwa-} (d-grade)  {tikwa-} - K4

{wiypa-} - wipo ‘be humid’
{rawa-} ? - - ‘tear out’
{skayta-} - - ‘seem’?

For the verbs ‘hurt’ and ‘dig’ the gradation pattern is attested directly and for ‘blow’
and ‘pinch’ it can be inferred from the preterite participle, which presupposes a prt.-
sbj. with d-grade. The verb for ‘make music’ is uncertain altogether: attested are a
3pl. rpefic and a restored agent noun ra(pd)ntar. If these two forms are to be united
in one stem pattern, they must belong here, as d : a gradation in dl|a-roots is found
only in this group of verbs. pdlda- must be mentioned here because of its gradation
pattern, but it has a difference between I/ in the present versus / in the preterite-sub-
junctive, too, which points to a na-suffix in the present (cf 2.5.8, p 90). {tdkwa-} and
{wiéypa-} are certainly presents because of the infinitives tikwatsi and wipasi; the vn
tikwalune proves the non-grading pattern for the first verb, and it is suggested for
the second by the prt.ptc. wipo. {rdwa-} is also certain because of an inf. rwatsi, but
since no other stems are attested, its pattern is further unclear. skita(ntrd) As8a6,
apparently with a stem {skéyta-}, is tentatively analysed as a present and would then
belong here, but it is a restored form of unknown meaning.

{a} with a-grade in the root

Zero-derived or internally derived presents of this class have a root-final vowel a and
they are traditionally seen as presents with a suffix g, but this analysis is clearly based
on Tocharian B parallels. Within Tocharian A, the only parallelism with a-presents
is that both are middle only. They also agree in having a preterite-subjunctive in -4,
but this is so common that it can hardly be considered important enough.
Synchronically, the only difference between the present and the preterite-subjunctive
is a difference in root grade: the present has a-grade, the preterite-subjunctive a-
grade. Since some verbs with d|d-roots have a preterite-subjunctive in 4, it is the
easiest to analyse all stems with final -a as having underlying 4 weakened to a after a
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heavy vowel.”* Some examples of the commoner type with an d|a-preterite-subjunc-
tive:

PRESENT PRESENT PRETERITE-SUBJUNCTIVE

{asa-} > {asa-} . {asa-} > {asa-} ‘dry’

{planta-} {planta-}  {planta-} {planta-} ‘be pleased’
{saka-} {saka-} {saka-} {saka-} ‘stay behind’
{tsarwa-} {tsarwa-}  {tsarwa-} {tsarwa-} ‘be comforted’

A small group has initial palatalisation in the present. It is in this group that we find
gradation in the preterite-subjunctive:

PRESENT PRETERITE-SUBJUNCTIVE

{¢ama-} : {tsdma-}72 ‘grow’
{$alca-} ?
{salpa-} {tsa/slpa-} ‘be redeemed’

{$alca-} is isolated, but structurally it fits well to the other verbs with initial §-, so that
the root is probably to be set up as #dlta- or talta-. One verb has a pattern that is
completely isolated, but it is without doubt best compared with the three verbs above
because it also has initial # that is palatalised to § in the present: #sarta- ‘weep’ with a
preterite {tsarta-} and a present {Sertd-}, possibly {serta-}. On the basis of {$ama-}
and {$alpa-}, we would rather expect {$arta-}; if the uncertain {$alca-} is to be
compared, perhaps {$arca-}. However, the existence of forms with unpalatalised root
final {Sertd-} is absolutely certain, and even with Winter’s restoration se(rct)ar for
the 2sg.mid. in Ay9b1 (1991a: 47), the ¢ remains hypothetical.

The present of spartwa- ‘turn’ is difficult to analyse, but it may belong here.
Although sparcws-dm A253b1 seems to point to a 4/g-suffix, i.e. {sparcw-s-n}, its
well-attested middle counterpart sparcwatrdi suggests an d-suffix weakened to a. The
active form suggests appurtenance to the type of pdnw- ‘stretch’, whereas the middle
form points to {$ama-}, {$alca-}, etc; the prt.-sbj. {spartwa-} would fit both.

2.7 STEM DERIVATION IN TOCHARIAN B
For the general principles behind the stem analysis given here see the introduction to

the section on Tocharian A, 2.6 (p 94). There are two points to be noted. The first is
that for Tocharian A I have analysed preterite-subjunctives as primary preterites

7t Tt is important to note that if the root final is analysed as a instead, this would isolate the
preterite-subjunctive since we find a nowhere else; if only the present is analysed as having a,
but the preterite-subjunctive as having 4, this would introduce a contrast that is not only
invisible, but also superfluous, since this does not account for the distinctive root grade.

72 No forms that should have a-grade are attested.
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with a zero-derived subjunctive because more subjunctives are derived from
preterites than the other way round. For Tocharian B, I follow exactly the same
method. However, in this language subjunctives are only rarely derived from
preterites, whereas preterites derived from subjunctives are quite common.
Therefore, identical subjunctives and preterites are analysed as primary subjunctives
with zero-derived preterites, and the combination is called “subjunctive-preterite”.
The second point is that like for Tocharian A, I analyse the traditional class 3 s-
preterite as a root preterite to x|@-roots, with a sa-suffix as an inflectional peculiarity
(see 2.5.1, p 55). This has the advantage that the number of subjunctive-preterites
increases drastically, since the combination of s-preterites and x|@-root subjunctives
is rather frequent: after all, the most frequent forms of this preterite have no sa-
suffix, nor has the related preterite participle. In addition, the gradation variants are
the same (even though their distribution is different).

2.7.1 OVERVIEW

The symbols and conventions in the scheme below are the same as those for Tochar-
ian A, see 2.6.1 (p 95).
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2.7.2 PRIMARY PRETERITES

By definition, only those preterites are primary from which the subjunctive, or in
some cases the present, is derived. The following subjunctives are derived from the
preterite: {2/}, {9/e}, {na}.

{72/}

The ?/-suffix derives some subjunctives from s-preterites. The following verbs have
this pattern:

PRETERITE SUBJUNCTIVE

{treyk-9/sa-}  —  {troy®®/e-} ‘err’
{pe/slk-9/ga-} {pal¥o/ke-} ‘burn’
{plenk-9/g,-} {plon®®/je-} ‘sell’
{le/3wk-9/sa-} {low$*/ie-} ‘light up’
{serp-9/sa-} {sarp®/e-} ‘point out’

Three more verbs most likely belong to the same group, but their preterite is not at-
tested (subjunctive stems cited): {way%/ke-} ‘keep away from’, {spar’?/ie-} ‘disappear’,
{tsar$e/e-} ‘burn’. It is striking that 7 out of 8 have a root ending in -k and one has
another stop, -p.

{9/}

The 9/,-suffix also derives subjunctives from s-preterites. These s-preterites are all
characterised by a non-grading preterite stem with e-grade, while the roots
themselves are gradable; that is, these preterites have e-grade in the middle, where
otherwise a-grade is regular. The following verbs have this pattern:

PRETERITE SUBJUNCTIVE

{tem-9/-} = {com9/e-} ‘be born’
{ken-9/,-}73 {kon9/.-} ‘come about’
{kes-9/sa-} {kos9/e-} ‘go out’
{nek-9/g,-} {nok?/.-} ‘perish’
{tsek-9/sa-} {tsok9/c-} ‘burn’

Of the verb ‘boil, ripen” with the subjunctive {pak?/e-} no preterite is attested, but it
certainly follows the same pattern.

73 The preterite of kan- is probably attested in 3sg. kentsa Bs22by, where ‘arose; came to be’
gives a much better translation than ‘on the earth’ of Carling (2000: 79). A further instance
might be kemtsa THT1300a4, while the bulk of the other attestations are rather perl.sg. forms
of kem ‘earth’ (e.g. B133bs, B304bs, B345b2, B370b1, IT127b1, IT127b2, IT169a1).
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{na}

The na-suffix is problematic because most na-subjunctives have something irreg-
ular.

PRETERITE SUBJUNCTIVE

{karya-} - {korna-} ‘deal’
{kalpa-} {kalla-} ‘obtain’
{paka-} {pakna-} ‘intend’

The preterites of the verbs ‘be careless’, sbj. {yskna-}, and ‘oppress’, sbj. {malla-}, are
not attested, but the preterite participle of the first proves the same pattern, and if
m(a)malo(s) Bisgb6 is the preterite participle of the second, it fits the pattern, too.
The na-subjunctives are a difficult category because in {mélla-}, and {k3lla-} we find
gemination of the [ of the root, which is perhaps rather to be analysed as a morpho-
logical feature itself (if not a morphological irregularity, see 2.5.8, p 90), and in
{karna-} the final y of the root has disappeared; the only “real” na-subjunctives are
{pakna-} and {yakna-}.

2.7.3 DERIVED PRETERITES

Derived preterites are relatively easily described: they are formed with the suffix {a}
from subjunctives or from the root; if the subjunctive has a grading suffix, it is
formed to the a-variant of it. These secondary preterites fall into two basic categories:
those derived from a subjunctive with a grading suffix and those derived from ’ay-
subjunctives. A large number of the subjunctives with a grading suffix are present-
subjunctives, but since there are quite a number with a derived present, too, it is
clear that the preterite is derived from the subjunctive, not from the present.

The only exception is the preterite of ‘do’, {yamdss-a-}, which is clearly derived
from the present {yamd®?/q-} instead of the subjunctive {yam-}. {yamdss-a-} is
further peculiar in having a prt.ptc. yamu, yamos and an ipv. {-yam9/s,-}, where
**yamassu, yamassos and **{-yamdssa-} would have been regular.

Preterites derived from subjunctives with a grading suffix are numerous and
some examples will suffice:

SUBJUNCTIVE PRETERITE
(only) sbj.  {ak®/ge-} - {aks-4-} ‘announce’
{wen3/e-} {wefi-a-, wi-a-} ‘say’
{yasso/ge-} {yass-4-} ‘beg’
prs.-sbj. {katke/.co-} - {kacc-a-} ‘be glad’
{klews?/ge-} {klews-4-} ‘hear’
{kWaypefiii®/e-} {kwoypénin-a-}  ‘be ashamed’

{yata®/sie-} {yatass-a-} ‘tame’
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Preterites derived from ’ay-subjunctives are not very well attested, just like the ’ay-
subjunctives themselves. Nevertheless, the general pattern seems to be clear. Four
preterites are attested:

SUBJUNCTIVE PRETERITE

{aklsy-} - {akl$y-a-}  ‘learn’
{kalp3y-} {kolpsy-a-} ‘steal’
{laldy-} {laldy-a-} ‘be tired’
{wasdy-} {wasdy-a-}  ‘dwell’

Besides, we find the subjunctives {awksay-} of ‘grow’, {karéay-} of ‘chop’, and {seray-}
of ‘hunt’, which are very likely to match the four verbs above completely, although
their preterites are unfortunately not attested.

One substantial category of preterites, that of the “strong causative preterites”, is
not derived from the subjunctive, but from the root instead. Since the suffix found in
the present and subjunctive, {%/ske}, is more salient than the a-suffix of the preterite,
one could be tempted to derive the present (-subjunctive) from the preterite rather
than the latter from the (present-) subjunctive. A good argument to actually do so is
the existence of present-subjunctive forms with a medial a (see 2.7.9, p 133). However,
the most frequent pattern clearly has no such medial a and since there is no
(synchronic) rule to let it drop, we have to derive both the preterite and the present-
subjunctive from the root. This preterite is formed with the preterite suffix a, it has
a-grade in the root, and initial palatalisation. The palatalisation patterns of this class
are peculiar as they include several palatalisation products that are attested only here
(see especially 2.5.4, p 72). Some examples are:

CAUSATIVE PRETERITE ROOT PRESENT-SBJ.

{kyana-} — kon- of {kédnos®/ge-}  “fulfill’
{céla-} tal- {t3lo%%/ge-} 1ift’
{narka-} nark- {ndrko®®/gee-}  ‘keep away’

2.7.4 ZERO PRETERITES

“Zero preterites” are preterites that have the same stem as the corresponding
primary subjunctive. Zero preterites divide into four types: 1) the s-preterite, which
matches the x|@-root subjunctive, whereas the other three are x|a-root preterites,
which may have 2) initial palatalisation in the active if they combine with grading
subjunctives, 3) initial palatalisation and a-grade in the root, or 4) a stable root grade
(a2, aoro).

sub 1) The s-preterite to gradable roots generally has e-grade in the active and a-
grade in the middle, and its corresponding x|@-root subjunctives have e-grade in the
active singular and a-grade in the active plural and the middle. Some examples are:
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SUBJUNCTIVE PRETERITE

{awn-} = {awn9/g-} ‘hit; start’
{ke/w-} {kew-9/s,-} ‘pour’
{te/k-} {tek-9/sa-} ‘touch’
{pre/rok-} {pre/osk-9/s-}  “ask’

A different full grade vowel but essentially the same gradation pattern is found with
sbj. {y°/sp-}, prt. {yop-2/sa-} of ‘enter’.

sub 2) Initial palatalisation in the active singular of the preterite is only found in
gradable roots. All subjunctives attested to this pattern have gradation, a : 5 (before
a): a in the active singular and 2 in the active plural and the middle. Some examples:

SUBJUNCTIVE PRETERITE

{ké/sta-} =~ {$/kotd-} ‘strew’
{t4/srka-} {c/rorkd-}  ‘letgo’
{Ia/;wa-} {lowa-}74 ‘sit down’
{st#/sma-} {§coma-}74  ‘stand’

sub 3) Initial palatalisation in the preterite combined with a-grade is found only
with a handful of verbs:

PRESENT-SUBJUNCTIVE PRETERITE

prs.-sbj. {palwa-} = ({plawa-}  ‘complain’
{$owa-} {$awd-}75  ‘eal’

prs.-sbj. ~ sbj.  {laka-} {lak4-} ‘see’

To a fourth preterite of this kind, {lawa-} of ‘rub’, no subjunctive or present-subjunc-
tive is attested, but it displays exactly the same gradation pattern and probably
belongs here (cf the preterite participle in abs. lyelyuwormem with the characteristic
a-grade in the root, and no root-final g; see 2.9.2, p 148).

sub 4) Zero preterites to ala-roots are extremely frequent, with around 120
instances. Here are some representative examples:

SUBJUNCTIVE PRETERITE

{kawta-} ~ {kawta-} ‘chop’
{klaya-} {klaya-} “fall’
{planta-} {planta-}  ‘be pleased’
{waya-} {waya-} ‘lead’

74 No middle attested.

75 In this verb the palatalisation is not visible, of course. When I studied the variation between
3sg.prt. Sawa and suwa, I had overlooked the parallelism to ‘see’ and ‘complain’ (Peyrot 2008a:
145-146). However, the explanation of the late stem form {$owd-} given there is still valid.
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SUBJUNCTIVE PRETERITE

{waska-} {waska-} ‘move’
{wdrpa-} {warpa-}  ‘enjoy’
{skéra-} {skara-} ‘scold’
{sparka-} = {sparkd-} ‘disappear’
{tSoma-} {tsama-} ‘grow’

In the majority of cases, we find a systematic difference in accent: the subjunctive has
initial accent and the preterite has suffix accent. As described in 2.5.7 (p 85), most
subjunctives have initial accent, except for those with only a-vocalism in the root.
Thus, the zero preterites to the grading subjunctives under 2) and the subjunctives
with a-grade under 4) are no zero derivations in the strict sense because the accent
shifts.

One could be tempted to extend the general rule for preterite derivation, namely
a-suffixing, to include these zero preterites, too: a sbj. {klaya-} could perhaps move
its accent because another a is suffixed, i.e. {klaya-a-} > {klaya-}. Such an analysis is
problematic because there is no independent evidence for a.a becoming a, and we do
not see the accent move in other derived preterites, like {kalpsy-} = {kalpsy-a-} or
{yatass®/gee-} — {yatoss-a-}. A further problem is that this rule fails to capture a very
similar accent movement in the s-preterite: cf {t¢/sk-} — {tek-9/sa-} with {tek-"} or
{pré/sk-} — {pre/sk-9/so-} with {prek-'}. Therefore, I will just treat the subjunctive
and preterite stems as identical, except for a difference in accent that is inexplicable
in synchronic terms.

Since subjunctives with stable a-vocalism have suffix accent, we find exact
matches with the preterite under 4).76

One verb has a unique pattern, ‘come’. It forms a preterite and a subjunctive with
the same suffix, but with different root grades: sbj. {$a(n)m?/e-}, prt. {Sem3-, komé-},
prt.mid. {kam(3)sa-}.

2.7.5 PRIMARY SUBJUNCTIVES

The largest group of subjunctives is formed by primary subjunctives, i.e. subjunc-
tives of which the present and the preterite are derived (the latter mostly through
zero derivation, see 2.7.4, p 122). There are four main types, according to the four
root types distinguished in 2.4 (p 44): to 1) 2|@-roots, 2) a|@-roots, 3) a|a-roots, and
4) ala-roots.

sub 1) Primary subjunctives to a|@-roots have e-grade in the active singular and
a-grade in the other forms, and they seem to have initial accent, as far as can be
determined. They correspond to s-preterites (with gradation). Some examples:

76 In type 2), the accent is not distinctive either, but there the preterite has a distinctive root
grade a.
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SUBJUNCTIVE PRETERITE

{té/ék-} = {tek-(z)/sa‘} ‘touch’
{pr¢/sk-} {pre/osk-9/sa-}  ‘ask’
{plé/1sw-} {plew-9/5,-}  “float’

One verb has o-grade where we would expect e-grade: sbj. {y°/;p-} and prt.
{yop-9/sa-} of ‘enter’.

sub 2) Primary subjunctives to a|@-roots also seem to have initial accent and
they correspond to s-preterites without gradation, e.g.:

SUBJUNCTIVE PRETERITE

{awn-} ~ {awn-9/g,-}  ‘hit; start’
{plak-} {plak-9/ss-}  ‘agree’
{sayn-} {sayn-9/ss-} ‘reston’

The verb ‘do’ has a different preterite, irregularly derived from the present: sbj.
{yam-}, prt. {yamdss-a-}; however, its preterite participle yamu, -os is clearly not
derived from {yam3ss-a-}, whereas it would fit well to an s-preterite **{yam-9/g,-}
(see 2.9.2, p 150). An exception could be sbj. {kloyn-} of ‘be necessary’ if it has a
gradable prt. {kleyn-9/s,-}. The subjunctive of ‘go’, {y(en)-}, is not grading either, but
the stem pattern of this verb is difficult to compare because it has only a prs.-sbj. and
an ipf. stem (see 2.5.5, p 78). With two verbs we find o-vocalism in the root, which
could point to a variation of the pattern of the gradable subjunctives, but the number
of o-grade forms attested is too small to be certain: sbj. {°/ar-} and prt. {/ar-9/s-} of
‘abandon’; sbj. {ko/aw-} and prt. {kaw-2/s,-, kow-?/s,-} of ‘kill’.

sub 3) Primary subjunctives to a|a-roots have a-grade in the active singular and
a-grade in the other forms, as well as initial accent. They correspond to 3|a-root
preterites with initial palatalisation in the active (if possible), e.g.:

SUBJUNCTIVE PRETERITE

{kd/sla-} = {$/xola-} ‘bring’
{t4/srka-} {c/rorkd-}  ‘letgo’
{m¥/4rsa-} {morsa-}  ‘forget’
{s#/slka-} {solké-}77  ‘pull out’
{ts4/3nka-} {tsonka-}  ‘rise’

A very large group of subjunctives with a-vocalism in the root could display the same
gradation formation pattern, while the relevant forms that would have a-grade are

77 No active forms attested.
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lacking, mostly — but not always — for structural reasons, such as with middle only
subjunctives.

SUBJUNCTIVE PRETERITE

{kdrka-} {$/orka-}  ‘rob’
{krampa-} {krompa-} ‘be disturbed’
{monka4-} = {monka-} ‘be inferior’
{sparka-} {sporka-}  ‘disappear’
{ts4/3nka-} {tsonk4-}  ‘rise’

0

n

However, some of these do not display the expected palatalisation in the corre-
sponding active preterite forms: sbj. and prt. {kWala-} of ‘fail’, sbj. and prt. {plonka-}
of ‘be sold’, sbj. and prt. {satka-} of ‘spread’.

sub 4) Primary subjunctives of a|a-roots have a systematic difference in accent,
the subjunctive having initial and the preterite suffix accent. Otherwise the stems are
identical and unchangeable, e.g.:

SUBJUNCTIVE PRETERITE

{karpa-} ~ {karpa-} ‘descend’
{tdka-} {tak4-} ‘be’

{payka-} {payka-} ‘paint; write’
{pdla-} {pala-} ‘praise’
{wlawa-} {wlawa-}  ‘control oneself

2.7.6 DERIVED SUBJUNCTIVES

A minor group of subjunctives is derived from the preterite. There are four suffixes:
{2/}, {9/}, {na}. For a discussion and examples, see 2.7.2 (p 120).

An even smaller group is not derived from the preterite, but from the root,
whereas the preterites to these verbs can best be seen as derived from the subjunc-
tive. The suffixes for this type of derivation are {?/c}, {’ay}, {a}.

{/e}

The ?/,-subjunctives that are not derived from the preterite follow one pattern: they
all have a $9/g.-present next to them that seems to be formed from the root because
neither the a-variant nor the e-variant of the subjunctive stem can have served as a
base:

SUBJUNCTIVE PRESENT
{aks/ge-} . {aksd$9/ske-}  ‘announce’
{a$3/se-} {a’ssSSQ/ske-} ‘fetch’

{Ya§$9/ske_} {yaskéSS"’/ske-} ‘beg’
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In wefi-, the verb for ‘say’, we cannot decide whether the present is formed to the
root or to the subjunctive because the root-final 7%/, is suppressed completely: sbj.
{wefi®/e-} : prs. {we(11)$%%/ske-}. The verb ‘come’ seems to fit the same pattern, except
for the additional # in the root of the present. If the subjunctive stem with # in the
root is taken as the basic one, the set sbj. {$a(n)m?/e-} : prs. {konmd®2/.-} is parallel
to the three verbs above. However, the 7 is certainly not part of the root proper, as it
is not found in the preterite and the preterite participle. Consequently, ‘come’ must
owe its root-n in the subjunctive to exactly this pattern, but originally followed
another one. Synchronically, therefore, the n-subjunctives belong here, while n-less
forms belong under 2.7.9 (p 135; cf Peyrot 2008a: 147-148).

{"ay}
"ay-subjunctives follow one pattern: they all pattern with $%/g.-presents that clearly
lack the subjunctive suffix, so that both must be derived from the root:

SUBJUNCTIVE PRESENT

{akldy-} 1 {akld%%/gpe-} ‘learn’
{awks3y-} {awksos®/ge-}  ‘grow’
{kalp3y-} {kalpd%2/gee-}  ‘steal’
{lal3y-} {lald%/gjce-} ‘be tired’
{wasdy-} {wasd®/ge-}  ‘dwell’

To the subjunctives {karsay-} ‘chop’ and {Seray-} ‘hunt’ no presents are attested, but
otherwise they conform to the pattern.78

{a}

a-subjunctives are formed to the root of some verbs with /.-, $%/se-, $5%/ske-, OT 7117/~
presents. We find:

SUBJUNCTIVE PRESENT
{pi/snna-} : ?/e-prs. {pefifi?/e-} ‘stretch’
{traska-} {tress/ge-} ‘chew’
{ydwka-} © 9eprs.  {yowk®/ge-} ‘conquer’
{lawpa-} {lowp$*/se-} ‘smear’
{yanma-} : S9/ge-prs.  {yonmds/ge-}  ‘reach’
{sdmpa-} {sompds/ge-}  ‘take away’

78 It must be admitted that karsay- could also be an opt. to a ?/,-present (Winter 1977: 140).
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SUBJUNCTIVE PRESENT

(a-grade) {naytta-} 1 fif%/e-prs.  {noyttdin®/e-}  ‘break down’
{ménta-} {montdnnc/e-}  ‘destroy’
{mdaywa-} {moywonifi®/e-}  ‘tremble’
{waska-} {waskdnfn®/e-}79  ‘move’
{tsayka-} {tsaykdnn?/.-} ‘form’

(grading) {k®/sskd-}  : 7A9/e-prs. {koskonni?/.-} ‘scatter’
{kldntsa-}8° {klontsénfno/e-}  ‘sleep’

If the sbj. {rdssa-} ‘tear out’ has a regular present formation, it belongs to the group
of ?/,-presents above. However, there are problems with a present stem {rass¢/ss,-}
and perhaps an irregular stem {rassay-} accounts best for the forms attested. To the
present {rasaiifi®/e-} ‘stretch’ no subjunctive is attested, but otherwise it fits the above
pattern, cf the preterite participle in abs. rsormem (since no secure example of non-
grading 2 in the subjunctive root is attested, the subjunctive may have been {r#/ssa-}).

2.7.7 ZERO SUBJUNCTIVES

A large number of subjunctives seem to be derived from the present through zero
derivation: the subjunctive and present stems are identical, hence “present-subjunc-
tives”, but the suffixes otherwise derive only presents, so that the presents are likely
to be primary. There is a very large group with the $9/g.-suffix, among which many
causative present-subjunctives, and two smaller groups with ?/,- and 77%/,-suffixes.
Yet a fourth group of present-subjunctives could theoretically be analysed as
primary subjunctives with zero-derived presents because their suffix {a} does not
otherwise form presents. However, such a derivation path is not found otherwise
and historically these present-subjunctives are just presents that end in -a (see 4.4.3,
p 393, and 4.4.5, p 395), so that they are better analysed as regular primary presents
with zero-derived subjunctives.

{Sse/ske}

The $9/se-present-subjunctives are divided into two groups: causatives and non-
causatives. A causative #9/k-present-subjunctive may be recognised through the
existence of a non-causative verb next to it, but it is also characterised by its initial
accent, which allows us to set up “causatives only”. Another difference is that
causative $%/se-present-subjunctives generally have no a directly before the $%/s.-
suffix, whereas non-causatives may have such an a (see Malzahn forth.a and 4.4.6, p
398). Some examples:

79 On present forms with the stem {wask3fin®/c-}, see Peyrot (2008a: 154-155).
80 Possible a-grade forms are not attested.
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non-causative  {alds%/gke-} ‘be ill’
{satdss/ge-} ‘exhale’

causative {katka®/ge-}  ‘please’
{kérass/gje-} ‘make laugh’

{pardko®®/gke-}  ‘please’

{2/}
The ?/,-present-subjunctives form a limited group:
{anas®/ge-}  ‘breathe’ {nass®/ge-} ‘bathe’
{ay®/ke-} ‘know’ {pass®/ske-} ‘protect’
{kahm?®/e-}  ‘play’ {yarsd/se-} ‘revere’
{(ka*?/e-}  ‘be glad’ {lan$®/se-} ‘carry out’
{kars/see-}  ‘shoot; throw’ {1o%/ke-} Tlie’
{klews?/se-}  ‘hear’ {waynas®/ge-}  ‘honour’
{comp?/e-}  ‘can’ {$ay®/e-} Tive’
{noss/ge-}  “desire’ {soy®/e-} ‘be saturated’

{An3/c}

The 7i7%/-present-subjunctives form a homogeneous group of denominative verbs,
mostly — but not exclusively — denoting emotions:

emotion verbs other verbs
{aim3nn®/e-}  ‘love, have a wish’ {arccdnnd/e-}  ‘have to’
{kawdnn?/e-} ‘desire’ {celefin®/e-}  ‘appear’
{kWaypeiin®/e-}  ‘be ashamed’ {tserenifi®/e-}  ‘cheat’

{tonkwnind/e-}  ‘love’
{pokwonin®/e-}  ‘trust’
{ykansafii®/e-}  ‘loathe’
{larenn?/.-} ‘Tove’
{woynanfi*/e-}  ‘enjoy’
{sklokafifi*/e-}  ‘doubt’
{sakwdnno/e-}  ‘feel happy’

present-subjunctives in -a
Although the following present-subjunctives have a subjunctive-like structure, they

are best analysed as regular primary presents with zero-derived subjunctives:

{palwa-} ‘complain’
{pr#/sska-}  ‘fear’
{loka-} ‘see’ (present-subjunctive in the middle only)
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{$owa-} ‘eat’
{ydya-} ‘lead’

2.7.8 PRIMARY PRESENTS

Primary presents are all presents from which subjunctives are derived through zero
derivation; they are listed above in 2.7.7 (p 128). In addition, suppletive presents can
be considered primary presents because they have no other stems beside them. We
find:

{kwa-}  ‘call’
{nes-} ‘be’
{a%/ke-}  ‘lead’
{kol*/e-}  ‘stand’
{pard/e-} ‘carry’
{som?/e-} Ssit’
{s%/ske-} ‘b€’

{nes-} has an irregular paradigm with 2/,-forms next to @-forms, so that it is difficult
to classify.

2.7.9 DERIVED PRESENTS

As was stated already in 1.2 (p 15), most preterite and subjunctive stems are shorter
than the corresponding present stems and many presents are derived. Consequently,
the category of derived presents is rather large. We principally find the following
affixes: the suffixes {?/e}, {e}, {o}, {#/se}, {#9/ske}, {n9%%/ske}, {fiN°/e}, and possibly
{nas$/ge}, and the infix av.

{2/}

All clear cases of derived ?/.-presents have e-grade in the root and it seems that all
palatalisable initials are palatalised. Not all subjunctives or preterites to this class are
attested, but as far as can be seen, it corresponds to two types of subjunctives: x|@-
root subjunctives and a-subjunctives. In the case of x|@-root subjunctives, the 7/,
presents can be derived from the subjunctives, but in the case of the a-subjunctives
they cannot: we have to assume that both are derived from the root.
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PRESENT SUBJUNCTIVE

e-prs.  {ce$/ie-} < O-sbj. {té:sk-} ‘touch’
{cen$¥/ke-} {t¢/snk-} ‘check’
{plecc®/e-}81 {ple/stk-}  ‘emerge’

%/e-prs.  {klep®/e-} : a-sbj. ‘steal’
{tress/ge-} {traska-}  ‘chew’
{pefin®/e-} {p#/snna-} ‘stretch’

%/e-prs. {per®/ke-?}  nosbj. or prt. attested  ‘peer’
{mely?/e-} ‘grind’
{ress/gie-} ‘flow’
{$ews?/ke-} ‘shout’

The e-grade of ‘shout’ is not directly attested, as we find only 3sg. Sausdm etc, which
could theoretically also be {Saw®®/ke-}, but it is the best explanation for the formation
of this verb: a-vocalism seems to be no alternative (if it is correctly identified, the
3sg.prt. kusi is particularly strong evidence, see 4.7.3, p 458).

{e}

The e-present corresponds to a subjunctive and a preterite in a. Since the subjunctive
and preterite stems behave like a|a-roots, it is attractive to analyse the present as
derived from the subjunctive. It must be noted, however, that there is no parallel for
a development ae — ¢; the assumption that the present is derived from the subjunc-
tive is only supported by the argument of morphological simplicity. e-presents are
formed to a|a-roots and they are in complementary distribution to o-presents, which
are formed to ala-roots. Most of the verbs form a homogeneous category with -
vocalism in the root, suffix accent, and middle inflexion in the present. Some
examples:

PRESENT SUBJUNCTIVE

{monké-} <« {monka-} ‘be inferior’
{morsé-} {mé/srsa-} ‘forget’
{srowké-} {srd/swka-} ‘die’

A small group follows a different pattern with e-grade in the root and initial palatali-
sation if possible (see also Winter 1988: 218):

81 -variants are not attested.
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PRESENT SUBJUNCTIVE
{tsenke-} <« {t%%/snka-} ‘rise’
{fhewe-} {ndwa-}82 ‘roar’
{lewe-} {la/;wa-} ‘send’

lyuketrd B46ay ‘shines’ also has initial palatalisation, but a-grade: the initial palatali-
sation probably belongs to the root in this verb (lukatsi Cp4obs would be a late
form).

{o}

o-presents are completely parallel to e-presents, except that they are formed to ala-
roots instead of a|a-roots. In this case, the derivation from the subjunctive is easier as
ao would very probably result in o, which is the actual shape of the present stem. The
accent pattern of o-presents cannot be determined because the o-suffix causes o-
affection of a preceding a, so that the surface accent cannot be established; ay and
aw-diphthongs are not affected, but they do not show the accent effects either.

PRESENT SUBJUNCTIVE

{korpo-} < {kérpa-} ‘descend’
{klawtko-} {klawtka-} ‘turn away from’
{plonto-} {planta-} ‘be pleased’
{layto-} {layta-} ‘fall off’

A small group of verbs with trisyllabic roots undergoes double o-affection and sub-
sequent syncope of the third o, so that we find:

PRESENT SUBJUNCTIVE

{kolok-} « - ‘follow’

{porok-} {paraka-} ‘be pleased’

{wolok-} - ‘stay’

{sonop-} {sanapa-} ‘put ointment on’
{*2/se}

$3/-presents form a rather homogeneous category: with only two exceptions, they
are all derived from s-preterites. Consequently, they mostly correspond to x|@-root
subjunctives, but not always, since next to s-preterites we also find some derived
subjunctives (i.e. notably with the suffixes {?/e} and {?/c}). In 2|@-roots, the regular
root grade is 3, but we find e in three cases, too. Initial palatalisation seems to be

82 Because of the initial accent, I expect gradation in this stem, but it is not attested (see 2.5.7, p
85).
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secondary in some forms of layk- ‘wash’; otherwise, initials are not palatalised, cf
especially prs. {lawks?/ge-} of ‘light up’ vs sbj. {low$?/ke-}, prt. {I¢/swk-?/5a-} and prt.ptc.
lyelyuku, -os. In sarp- ‘point out’, palatalised s- has spread over the whole verb (see
2.5.4,P 73).

$9/5e-PRESENT PRETERITE
a|@-root  {naks/se-} < sprt.  {nak-9/e-} ‘rebuke’
{ers/se-} {er-9/ga-} ‘evoke’
o-grade  {naks¥/s-} {nek-9/s,-} ‘destroy’
{tsoks?/se-} {tsek-D/sa-} ‘burn’
{tSom$/ge-} {ttem-9/so-}  ‘let go’
e-grade  {ke(s)%/se-} {kesD/sa-} ‘extinguish’
{preks?/ge-} {pre/osk-P/sa-}  “ask’
{yel®/se-} - ‘examine (?)’
a-grade  {yowk®/e-} :  a-prt. {yswk-d-} ‘conquer’
{lowps?/ge-} {lawp-a-} ‘smear’

{599/ ske}

The $9/g,-suffix is the most common present suffix: it derives presents from sub-
junctives, from preterites, and directly from the root. Its patterning is hard to
describe: there are some regular patterns, but also many isolated cases. At least the
following $%/ske-presents are derived from subjunctives in a ({yonma-} is a derived
subjunctive — the others are primary):

$59/cke-PRESENT SUBJUNCTIVE
{aksass?/gke-} < {aksa-} ‘wake up’
{mlowtass/ge-} {mlowtd-} ‘rise’ (?)
{yanmass?/ge-} {yanmé4-} ‘obtain’
{woatkdss/gye-} {wotka-} ‘decide’

The following $%/sk-presents are derived from subjunctives in na (see 2.7.2, p 121):

$59/cke-PRESENT na-SUBJUNCTIVE

{karnas®/ge-} <  {korna-} ‘deal’
{pokna®s®/ie-} {poknd-} ‘intend’
{mollass>/gpe-} {malla-} ‘oppress’
{yoknds®/se-} {yokna-} ‘be careless’

The isolated present {torra®®/se-} of ‘appease’ (?) could also belong here, if the
geminate rr goes back to rn.

A larger category is made up of x|@-root subjunctives (and the corresponding
preterites):
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$99/ske-PRESENT SUBJUNCTIVE

{ay$o/gke-} {ay-} ‘give’
{alo%$3/gke-} {al-} ‘keep away’
{awn3%3/gye-} {awn- ‘hit; start’
{enk3$$3/gke-} {enk-} ‘take’
{korkass3/gye-} —83 ‘bind’
{kloyndss®/gye-} {klayn-} ‘be necessary’
{trenkd$$9/gjee-} {trenk-} ‘cling’
{yam3$$2/gie-} {yam- ‘do’
{ya(59)%%%/ske-} {was- ‘wear’
{roayndss®/gye-} {rayn-} ‘give up’
{Towt$99/ gie-} {lowt-}? ‘drive away’
{sayn3s$/ -} {sayn-} ‘rest on’
{soynds%9/ gice-} {sayn-} ‘be depressed’

559/ske-presents derived from the preterite fall into two groups: one group with only
two verbs that does not allow for any generalisation, and one group of causative
presents to a|x-roots. The problem with the latter group is that the exact derivation
pattern is not very easy to describe. The present is clearly secondary, and the sub-
junctive is zero-derived from the present, so that the only candidate primary stem is
the preterite. However, the preterite stem ends in a, and this a is generally (but not
completely!) absent in the derived present. If the preterite is a derived a-preterite,
than the present and the preterite are both derived from the root. On present forms
with medial a that would make derivation from the preterite easier, cf the
argumentation in Malzahn (forth.a) and 4.4.6 (p 398).

PRESENT PRETERITE
{kond®?/ge-} < {ken-9/s,-}
{kalpass/ge-} {kalpa-}
caus. prs. {kdna%?/ge-} < rootorcaus. prt. {kyana-}
{t3lo%%/ge-} {cala-}
{ndrkoss?/ske-} {néarka-}

{kon3$%9/ge-} is an isolated formation, since the other verbs of its class, i.e. with a /-
subjunctive, form $?/s.-presents, and once a 12%/se-present. {kalpass®/sie-} is isolated
because the subjunctive of this verb, {kslla-}, is one of the gemination subjunctives
(see 2.5.8, p 90).

The following #2/sk.-presents seem to be derived from the root because neither
the preterite nor the subjunctive stem can be the basis. A small group of only four
verbs has an ?/.-subjunctive beside it; the ‘2y-subjunctives are not numerous, but

83 Cf x|@-root preterite {kark-2/s-}.
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they fit into a regular pattern, so that only two examples are given (see also 2.7.6, p
127). The two $2/sk.-presents corresponding to a-subjunctives and preterites might be
parallel to the causative presents discussed above because there we also see that an a
disappears before the #9/y-suffix. However, they are clearly different in having
medial accent instead of the initial accent regular for causatives (a sbj. {spalka-} is
not attested, but can be inferred on the basis of the prt. {spalkd-}).

PRESENT SUBJUNCTIVE
{aksd%%/glce- } © %fe-sbj. {ak®/se-}
{4s9%%/gke-} {as/ge-}
{yaskdss?/se-} {yas$®/ge-}
{we(1)9%%/ske-} {wef®/e-}
{awksas®/ke-} : ay-sbj.  {awksay-}
{woasds/gre-} {wasdy-}
{sompd¥?/ge-} : a-sbj.  {sampa-}
{spalkd®s/sie-} prt. {spalka-}
{no%$2/ke}

Striking about n2%?/sk.-presents is that all three certain examples have a root-final m
and metathesis of mn to nm; all seem to be derived from the preterite (or perhaps
from the root in case of the irregular preterite of ‘come’):

1252/ ke-PRESENT PRETERITE

{konm?a$$3/gke-} : ?/eprt.  {$emd-, komé-, kom-@/5-}  ‘come’
{tonma$%°/gke-} : s-prt. {tem-9/g,-} ‘be born’
{yanm3s$/gie-} {yop-9/sa-} ‘enter’

Another candidate for this present class is {lonnd%°/ge-} of ‘go out’, but this verb
forms a subjunctive that could also be the basis for an ordinary $9/g.-present: {lonn-}.
Especially if ‘go out’” belongs here, a further generalisation seems to be that at least
three denote verbs of motion; possibly ‘be born’ could be seen as a movement, too
(i.e. “into the world”).

{nassa/ske}

Strictly speaking, there is only one nass?/se-present: {kallds$®/sie-} of ‘bring’, next to a
sbj. {kd/sla-} and a prt. {$/kald-}. It is striking that exactly in this one example the n of
the suffix is assimilated to the [ of the root. An alternative analysis could take
{kollas/gke-} as a normal $9/g.-present derived from the subjunctive with irregular
gemination of [ to II.
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{nn°/e}

There are only a handful of derived 7%/-presents, which follow more or less the
same pattern. Differences are only found in the subjunctive and preterite types: one
type has a-grade throughout, and apart from the present, they behave like a|a-roots,
whereas the other type has a grading subjunctive which behaves like a a|a-root. In all
cases, the present has s-grade and no root-final g, so that all verbs must be classified
as 2|@-roots:

7171?/e-PRESENT a-SUBJUNCTIVE
{koskdnfi’/e-}  : with gradation {k&/,ska-} ‘scatter’
{klonts3ifi®/e-} {kldntsa-}, ‘sleep’

prt. {klonts4-}
{rasdifd/e-} abs. rsormem ‘stretch’
{noyttdfin®/e-} : with a-grade {naytta-} ‘break down’
{moant3ind/e-} {ménta-} ‘destroy’
{mayw3nn?/e-} {maywa-} ‘tremble’
{waskdnn?/.-} {waska-} ‘move’
{tsoykanf®/e-} {tsayka-} ‘form’

The verbs for ‘sleep’ and ‘stretch’ must be of the grading subtype because they show
a-grade where the other verbs have a-grade. For ‘sleep’, additional proof for a
grading subjunctive is the initial accent in the subjunctive and the initial palatalisa-
tion in the preterite. Since there is no way to account for a morphophonological
process a-fifi’/e = 2-1ifi°/e, we have to assume that the present and the subjunctive are
both derived from the root.

{«n>}

The n-infix has two variants: the largest group is formed has the infix directly before
a root-final, “na-presents”, and a smaller group of verbs in -k has the infix directly
before the -k, “sik-presents”.

The na-presents, which form a large class, all correspond to subjunctives and
preterites in a. In grading roots, the present always has s-grade. Some examples:

PRESENT SUBJUNCTIVE

{kors3na-} —  {Kké/srsa-} ‘know’
{torkdna-} {t4/srka-} ‘let go’
{plosk3na-} {pl#/sska-} ‘think’
{mrawsk3na-} {mrawska-}  ‘feel weary’
{skayna-} {skaya-} ‘try’

nik-presents are only formed to roots ending in -k and mostly -tk. However, the dis-
tribution is not perfectly complementary, since roots in -k are also found among
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verbs that form na-presents. In addition, many verbs in -k have present forms of
both types (cf Peyrot 2008a: 144-145). A peculiarity of n-infixed presents is that the
root-final a disappears; otherwise all attested roots are of the s|a-type, with grading
subjunctives and initial palatalisation in the preterite. Only ‘write’ stands out in
having a-grade in all non-present forms:

ROOT PRESENT PRESENT SUBJUNCTIVE
-tk {pawtavk-} > {powttdnk-} : {p#/swtka-} ‘assign to’
{rowtavk-} {rowttonk-} {ré/swtka-} ‘take away’
-k {soravk-} {sordnk-} - ‘prepare’
{salck-} {saldnk-} {s#/slka-} ‘pull out’
payk- {payavk-} {paynk-} {payka-} ‘paint; write’
~na-prs. {katavk-} ~ {kottdnk-}, {kd/stka-} ‘cross’
{kotk-na-} {kotkdna-}
{natavk-} ~ {nattdnk-}, {n3/,tka-} ‘prompt’
{natk-na-} {natkdna-}

The gemination of t in n-infixed presents to tk-roots is regular (cf 2.5.8, p 90). In the
classical Tocharian B period, forms with e-vocalism according to the pattern of the
9/.-presents arise, e.g. prs.ptc. pirikemane or 3pl.prs. puttarikem (Schmidt 1985: 426-
429; Peyrot 2008a: 136-138).

2.8 THE IMPERATIVE

In both languages, the imperative stem is very close to the preterite stem and the
subjunctive stem. The main differences are gradation and, in Tocharian B only,
accent. As the basic classification principle in this chapter is affixation, we can say
that these differences are inflectional characteristics of the preterite-subjunctive and
imperative stem, and not stem-distinctive. Since the imperative is prefixed with TA
p-» TB p(3)-, one could theoretically argue that this prefix derives the imperative
from the preterite or subjunctive.

A shared characteristic of the Tocharian A and B imperatives is that they are not
very well attested and some verbs have isolated formations: some of these are
certainly irregular, whereas others may in fact follow a pattern that is difficult to
recognise because certain key forms are not attested.

2.8.1 TOCHARIAN A

The Tocharian A imperatives are classified according to the preterite they
correspond to. In the case of the x|d-root preterite, the lack of initial palatalisation in
the imperative, even when the corresponding preterite does show a palatalised
initial, would rather suggest derivation from the subjunctive. However, for the s-
preterite the suffix sa, found both in the preterite and in the imperative, is a strong
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argument to derive the imperative from the preterite instead. Moreover, the
reduplicated preterite and the corresponding imperative are also closely related: if
the preterite has initial palatalisation, it is also found in the imperative.
Unfortunately, the pattern of the imperative corresponding to the %/;-subjunctive is
particularly difficult to establish.

x|a-root preterite

The imperative to the x|d-root preterite is identical to that preterite, except for one
important exception that has been discussed in 2.2.1 (p 29): the root-final 4 is
deleted, and “replaced” by a stable 4 in the endings that is not subject to vowel
weakening; only the plact. ending has no 4. This means that in the imperative the
difference between x|(@-roots and x|d-roots, that plays such an important role in
verbal morphology elsewhere, is neutralised. The d|d-root preterite is still
recognisable despite this neutralisation because of its gradation pattern, which is the
same as in the corresponding subjunctive: a-grade in the active singular and d-grade
in the active plural and the middle. Some examples are:

IMPERATIVE ACT.SG. OTHER PRETERITE SUBJUNCTIVE

[+grad] {-kras-} {-krds-} :  {$r4/yrasa-, krisa-} {kra/zsa-}
{-tark-} {-tark-} {cd/rarka-} {ta/srka-}
{-stam-} {-stam-} {8/ sama-} {st?/sma-}

[—grad] {-ents-} {-ents-} {entsa-} {entsa-}
{-kam-} {-kam-} {kama-} {kama-}
{-skay-} {-skay-} {skaya-} {skaya-}

Two verbs show unexpected a-grade in the act.pl.: plos MY2.5b6 {pa-law-s} ‘send!
(matched by MayHz2.6a30-b1 idiglar ‘send (pl.)!), has a sbj. {I3/swa-} and a prt.
{li/;awa-} beside it, so that we would expect pélwdis {pa-law-s}; pl. pilmds A274a4
{pd-lam-s} ‘sit down! is the regular plural imperative in view of the sbj. {12/sma-} and
the prt. {ld/;,ma-}, but we find the variant plamds MY3.12bs {pd-lam-s} next to it.84

The verb taka- ‘be’ has an irregular imperative stem with an extra element s:
{-stak-}, i.e. sg. pdstak, pl. pdstakds.

84 As pointed out by Winter (1994a: 304-305), the Tocharian A plural imperatives of x|a-roots
with truncated 4 are historically unexpected (see also 2.2.1, p 29). As he suggested to me, this is
neatly explained with the assumption of an intermediate stage without imperative plural: the
plural would secondarily have been formed after the singular (for a typological parallel,
compare e.g. Dutch, which expresses number throughout the verb, except for the imperative,
see Haeseryn e.a. 1997: 66). Evidently, this view receives strong support from the irregular
imperatives plos and plamdis.
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s-preterite

The imperative to the s-preterite has a close affinity to that preterite because it shows
the characteristic s-suffix in the middle.85 The exact shape of the s-suffix is not
evident: in the preterite it is -sa-, but for the imperative -s- is also possible. The only
forms where the s-suffix occurs in the imperative are the sg. and pl. middle, whose
endings have to be set up as -ar and -dc, respectively. Consequently, the surface
combinations -sar and -sac could be analysed either as -sd-ar and -sd-dc or as -s-ar
and -s-dc. On the basis of the parallelism with other classes where the 4 clearly
belongs to the endings, not to the stem, I set up the suffix as -s-.

The number of verbs attested is small and the gradation patterns cannot be
established with certainty: there are a-grade and d-grade forms, but it is unclear
whether a was found in the active and d in the middle, or the active plural perhaps
had d-grade as well (a being confined to the singular active only). There are two
grading s-preterites, {<?/t15-9/(s)a-} of tdis- ‘put’ and {pr#/sk-9/s-} of prik- ‘ask’, of
which the first forms a grading imperative, too: {-t?/ss-}, sg.act. ptas, sg.mid. pdtstsar,
pl.mid. pdtstsac.86 Of the second only middle forms are attested, which have d-grade:
{-prik-@)/s-}. Another relevant form is sg.act. pkanani with a-grade in the stem
{-kan-} of kdn- “fulfil’, but a corresponding s-preterite (probably a sa-less preterite) is
not attested. Further, pakdrkas THT4083e.a5 may represent {p-kirk-s} with d-grade
to an a-grade s-preterite, but the spelling of the vowels is irregular to such an extent
that we can hardly draw conclusions about the root vocalism.

Some examples (the zero variant of the suffix is bracketed if only middle forms
are attested):

IPV. ACT. MIDDLE PRETERITE
{-ar-(9)/4-} ¢ {ar-9/g-} ‘cause’
{-aw-9)/s-} {aw-9/g-} ‘(hit); start’
{-tas-}87 {-tds-} {ca/tss-9/(sya-}  ‘put’
{-park-(9)/,-} {pré/sk-2/g-}  ‘ask’
{-yam-9/,-} {-yam-2/,-} {yam-9/s-} ‘do’
{-ray-(9)/,-} {ray-9/s-} ‘give up’

To the verb kWdm- ‘come’ we find a plact. ipv. pukmds {p-k¥am-s}. This form is
difficult to classify because the preterite of k"dm- is not attested, but it might belong

85 Active forms are rare, but the s-suffix occurs only in the middle, as is made clear by sg.act.
pyam, plact. pyamds vs sg.mid. pyamtsar, pl.mid. pyamtsac.

86 <tsts> /t%:/ represents the length of the two phonemes /t/ and /s/ that merge into /t*/.

87 The pl.act. is not attested; it is on the basis of the dichotomy active : middle in the preterite
that I assume that it lines up with the act.sg. rather than with the middle (as in the subjunc-
tive).
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here. In any case, it cannot be derived from the subjunctive without difficulties, since
there the initial is palatalised: {$dm?/,-}.

reduplicated preterite

The patterns of the imperative to the reduplicated preterite are not completely clear
due to the absence of sufficient attested forms. In any case, although it is not
reduplicated, it is closest to the preterite, as evidenced by pdssim with initial palatali-
sation further found only in the preterite. pilmasar is the only form derived from the
subjunctive, whereas we would expect {-lim-}, i.e. pdlymar*. The following im-
peratives are formed to reduplicated preterites:

IMPERATIVE PRETERITE SUBJUNCTIVE

{-kal-} . {ka-kila-} - ‘bear’
{-yar-} {ya-yara-} {ydrasd/g-} ‘bathe’
{-watk-} {wa-witka-} - ‘command’
{-wayk-} {wa-wiayka-} {wayka®/s,-}  ‘remove’
{-$ars-} {$a-$drsa-} - ‘let know’
{-8($)am-} {$a-$$ama-} {stimasd/s-}  ‘establish’

‘i/4-subjunctive

Again, the number of forms is too small to draw firm conclusions about the
formation of this imperative type. Since any final a of the preterite stem is deleted in
the imperative, it is impossible to see whether these imperatives are derived from the
subjunctive with ‘4/,-suffix or the preterite derived from it; in both cases we would
expect d-variants with palatalisation. The examples are the following:

IMPERATIVE PRETERITE SUBJUNCTIVE

{-aksififi-} : {aksinfa-} {aksann?/,-}  ‘announce’
{-ens-} - {ensd/g,-}88 ‘command’
{-klaws-} {klawsa-} {klawsd/g,-} ‘hear’
{-pas-} {pasa-} {pasi/sa-} ‘protect’
{-(w)lays-} {wlaysa-} {wlaysd/g,-} ‘carry out’
{-lac-} {laca-} {lancd/,-} ‘go out’
{-en-} {wena-} {wefid/,-} ‘speak’

A remarkable case is {-ldc-} because the corresponding subjunctive has an # in the
root. If the verb had not been so irregular, this could be taken as an argument that
the imperative is derived from the preterite and not from the subjunctive. {-en-} is
irregular because it does not have the palatalised 7i found in most other stems

8 The variant {efi%/,-} is attested once, in the verbal noun efilune.
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formed by this root (the present root is suppletive trink-); perhaps this phenomenon
can be connected with the extra short 3sg.prt. we {wefia-@}. Both {-en-} and {-lays-}
have lost the initial w of the root, i.e. we find sg.act. permn and sg.mid. plesar instead of
e.g. ¥*pwem and **pulesar (see 2.4.6, p 47).

irregularities

Apart from the irregularities already noted, there are two verbs that are so irregular
that they cannot be ranged under one of the categories above.

‘give’ has a sg.act. ipv. pas and a pl.act. pac, which are impossible to analyse in
terms of the morphemes encountered in other stems of ‘give’, ie. sbj. {ay-}, prt.
{wis-9/(s)a-} etc (see 2.5.5, p 78); even the endings do not fit the normal pattern for
the imperative. The initial p- is probably the imperative prefix, but -as resists further
analysis; the final -c of pac may be compared with the middle 2pl. ending -c of the
preterite and imperative, or with the active 2pl. of the present.

‘go’ has a sg.act. pis, a du.act. pines and a plact. pic next to picds. The inital p- is
probably the imperative prefix, and the medial i could reflect the present root {y-}
(the suppletive prt.-sbj. root is kdlka-); the finals are clearly the same as for ‘give’
above (picds evidently has the regular plact. ending -s added).

2.8.2 TOCHARIAN B

In general, the Tocharian B imperative is close to the subjunctive. In the x|a-root
subjunctive it has the same accent and gradation; in the x|@-root subjunctive it
seems to have the same gradation (although it goes together with the preterite in
having a sa-suffix in the middle); and the active imperative forms to ?/,-subjunctives
conform to those subjunctives in lacking the preterite suffix a. However, the middle
forms to the latter category seem to actually have this preterite suffix a, and the
causative preterite is closest to the imperative found next to it because both lack the
prs.-sbj. suffix {$5/gxe}.

x|a-root subjunctive

The imperative to the x|a-root subjunctive is easy to describe: its stem is identical to
the subjunctive. With a|a-roots, the only indication for a close relationship with the
subjunctive rather than the preterite is the initial accent of the imperative, which is
also found in the subjunctive, but not in the preterite. With a|a-roots, an additional
argument is that the characteristic initial palatalisation of the preterite is not found
in the imperative, whereas the gradation pattern is identical to that of the subjunc-
tive. Some examples are:
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IMPERATIVE ACT.SG. OTHER SUBJUNCTIVE

[+grad] {-karsa-} {-kdrsa-} : {k#/srsa-} ‘know’
{-kéla-} {-kdla-} {k&/;sla-} ‘bring’
{-tarka-} {-térka-} {t4/srka-} ‘let go’
{-lama-} {-13ma-} {14/sma-} ‘sit’

[—grad] {-tdka-} {-tdka-} {tdka-} ‘be’
{-waya-} {-waya-} {waya-} ‘lead’
{-wérpa-} {-wérpa-} {wdrpa-} ‘enjoy’
{-skaya-} {-skaya-} {skaya-} ‘try’

x|@-root subjunctive ~ s-preterite

As far as can be established with the forms attested, the imperative to the s-preterite
seems to be close at least to the preterite, since it has its charasteristic sa-suffix in the
middle. It is sometimes assumed (e.g. Marggraf 1970: 34) that it has the gradation
pattern of the subjunctive, which would rather suggest a close relationship to the
latter category, but the evidence is meagre (see below). That the sa-suffix is confined
to the middle, whereas the active has no suffix, is shown by two verbs of which active
and middle imperative forms are attested: sg.act. paum {p-awn-@} ‘hit’ vs plL.mid.
pauntsat {p-awn-sa-t} and sgact. pyam {p-yam-@} ‘do’ and plact. pyamtso
{p-yam-sa} vs sg.mid. pyamtsar {p-yam-sa-r} and pl.mid. pyamtsat {p-yam-sa-t}.
Gradation is more difficult. Of two verbs with a grading subjunctive only sg.act.
forms are attested, where we would expect full grade on any account: pkel and pyop.
If the plural is parallel to the subjunctive, we would expect pkaltso or pkalds and
pipso or pipds,8 if it is parallel to the preterite, pkeltso and pyopso etc. The pl.mid.
parksat {p-prék-sa-t} is of no further help because it is middle, where we would ex-
pect a-grade in any case. The only verb that suggests e-grade in the act.sg. only and a-
grade for all other forms for the whole type is tas- ‘put’: sg.act. ptes {p-tes-@} vs
plact. ptdsso (arch.) {p-tas-so} and sg.mid. ptdsar (arch.) {p-tos-(s)a-r}. Since tas-
forms an irregular subjunctive, it does not have this gradation pattern anywhere else;
it is on the basis with the parallelism with the subjunctives of other verbs that we
have to assume that this gradation pattern is identical to that of the subjunctive.
Some examples are:

IMPERATIVE PRETERITE SUBJUNCTIVE
{-awn-9/q}  cf {awn-9/,-}  {awn-} ‘hit; start’
{-enk-(9)/g,-} {enk-9/s,-} {enk-} ‘seize’
{-t¢/58-2/(s)a} {te/os-9/sa-}  {totta-} ‘put’
{-yam-9/s,-} {yamdss-a-}  {yam-} ‘do’

8 This last form is probably attested in B375b4, but since the first aksara is restored, we still
cannot decide between (pi)pds and (pyo)pds.
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In view of the clear distribution of the sa-suffix described above, the well-attested
sg.act. perisa {p-enk-sa-@} next to perisar {p-enk-sa-r} once is irregular: the regular
active form would have been penk**. I would now assume that the presence of the
sa-suffix, characteristic of the middle, suggests that perisa goes back to persar
through loss of , probably by an incidental sound change. If so, the -r can have been
restored at any time to fit it into the regular pattern again (this complements Peyrot
2008a: 159).

causative preterite

Most of the imperatives to causative preterites follow a regular pattern that is closest
to the preterite, but not identical to it: it shares the initial palatalisation and the final
a of the preterite stem, but instead of a-grade, it has a-grade in the root. The
following verbs display this pattern:

IMPERATIVE PRETERITE PRESENT-SUBJUNCTIVE

{-ccopa-} < {tdpassa-} cf {t3pass¥/gie-} ‘announce loudly’
{-fiarka-} {fiarka-} {n3rko%/gke-} ‘keep away’
{-yotka-} {yatka-} {w3tkass?/gie-} ‘command’
{-yara-} - {warass?/gre-} ‘train’

{-écdma-} {$§cama-} {stdmas$¥/gke-} ‘establish’

Of these verbs, {tdpass-a-} has an unexpected a-preterite; we would rather expect
{cdpa-}*. To the causative preterite {cawka-} we find an ipv.sg. pdccauk with a-grade
instead of the expected pdccuka {pa-ccdwka-}. salat Bs7say could have the same a-
grade if it is the pl.mid. ipv. to the causative preterite {$ala-} (for expected psalat
{p-$3la-ta}).

There are also a few verbs with causative preterites that form a different
imperative from the present-subjunctive stem, cf under a-imperatives.

?/.-imperative

Next to ?/.-subjunctives we find two imperatives with exactly that subjunctive stem,
i.e. a palatalised root final just like in the a-variant of the subjunctive:

IPV. SG. IPV.PL. SUBJUNCTIVE PRETERITE
piklyaus  pdklyausso = {klew®/se-}  cf {klewsa-} ‘hear’
pofi pontso, late pories {wefi®/e-} {wefia-, wita-} ‘say’

In view of pdklyausso, late posies must be secondary, whereas pontso must have lost
the palatalisation of the i before the s of the plural ending. For the e of posies see
directly below.
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e-imperative

In a number of imperatives we find an ending e that is difficult to understand. Four
occurrences in imperatives to ?/,-subjunctives suggest that it is somehow to be
connected with the e-variant of that type. However, on the basis of piklyaus and
pdklyausso, we would rather expect only a-variants; likewise, the distribution of
those variants in the present and subjunctive paradigms suggests an a-variant for the
2sg. and the 2pl. Moreover, three other verbs, each from a different class, are
certainly to be explained differently.

IPV.SG. IPV.PL. SUBJUNCTIVE PRETERITE

pokse pokses© = {3/e}  {ak®/se-} {aksa-} ‘announce’

ptanwidniie {tonkwdnfnc/e-}  {tonkW¥dnna-}* ‘love’

peplyarike {plon®/ye-} {plenk-9/sa-}  “sell’
plakiskes {13ko%%9/ se-} {l3kossa-} ‘show’

psay(e)?  psaiso {Say®/e-} {$aya-} live’

pete p(e)tso, other {ay-} {was-9/sa-} ‘give’
peteso©

ptalle-id ? ? ‘bear’

pirpe pirpso {yarp-} {yerp-2/sa-}  ‘respect’

Since these verbs form various different subjunctives and preterites, they certainly
need not form one imperative type. If they form one type indeed, the sg. seems to be
best attested: it always has the ending -e following a non-palatalised consonant. The
plural is less well attested, with three times -es against three times -so {-sa}. The
evidence of p(e)tso, petes suggests that the plural in -es is a late development of the
plural in -so, which is in line with pokses being late, too, but contradicted by classical
plakdskes (however, the late form pofies, cited above, is a nice parallel to petes). The
classification of say- ‘live’ is uncertain altogether because the sg.ipv. is restored and
the pLipv. could also be of the type pdiklyausso. peplyarike is very difficult to analyse
because it seems to be reduplicated (cf the prt.ptc. peplyaniku); if it is in fact prefixed,
it would have a prefix {pe} instead of the usual {pa}, or its pe- is somehow to be
compared with pete etc. The analysis of ptdille-fid is hampered by the fact that the
verb is only very imperfectly known, whereas pete etc are completely irregular and
etymologically unrelated to the other stems of the same verb. The subjunctive to
pirpe could in fact also be of the ?/.-type; although in most of the other verbs the
preterite is derived with an a-suffix, such a pattern would have a parallel in
peplyarike (if the initial pe- can be explained).

90 It seems that the -e ending is regular in the singular only, especially since p(e)tso is an older
variant of late petes. The same explanation can be applied to pokses, which is also attested in a
late text, but unfortunately plakdskes is attested in a classical text so that this form would need
a different explanation.
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a-imperative

The existence of imperatives derived with a suffix a is problematic: all classes
discussed above either have a final a in the active and the middle (the x|a-root
preterite and the causative preterite type), or they have a final a in the middle only
(the s-preterite type), or they have no middle forms (the ?/,- and the e-imperative).
Strikingly, no middle forms without final a are attested, e.g. **pdklyausir or
**plakdsker (admittedly, none of the verbs with these imperative types has a suitable
meaning). Since all imperative stems cited below are attested with middle forms only,
there is a possibility that they form in fact one type with either the ?/,-imperative or
the e-imperative; cf especially sg.act. ptinwidififie vs sg.mid. porcasifiar, plact.
plakdskes vs sg.mid. maskdssar {(pa)-mdskassa-r} and plact. piklyausso vs pl.mid.
passat {pa-pdssa-ta}.

IMPERATIVE SUBJUNCTIVE PRETERITE
{-katkassa-} cf  a.0. {kdtko'®/gke-} caus. {$itka-} ‘make pass’
{-mdskassa-} {m3ska®/gke-} {myaska-} ‘exchange’
{-stoyndssa-} ‘make silent’
{-ts3lpassa-} {t581pas®/ gke-} {tsyalpa-} ‘redeem’
{-awnassa-} a-prt. ‘make start’
{-orcsnfa-} {arccdnne/e-} ‘have to’
{-kétkassa-} {kdtko®$?/gke-} ‘please’
{-klawtkossa-} {klawtkass?/ ge-} ‘turn away
from (tr.)
{-péssa-} {pas/sie-} {passa-} ‘protect’
{-plantasa-} ‘please’
{-tsarwassa-} {tsarwas/gie-} {tsarwassa-}  ‘console’

Following Schmidt (1974: 25), psaina Bs27a1, next to a x|@-root subjunctive {sayn-}
and an s-preterite {sayn-9/s-} could indeed have to be restored as psaina(r), but for
exactly this stem pattern there is no parallel.

irregularities and further uncertainties

Apart from ‘give’, listed above, the verb ‘go’ has an irregular imperative: sg. pas, pl.
pciso, late cisso is not analysable in terms of the other stems prs.-sbj. y- or prt. mas-,
meyt-. The initial p- is probably to be identified with the imperative prefix and the s
or so of the plural with the plural ending -s, but the other elements fit no pattern.

To ‘go out’, which forms an ?/,-preterite, only one imperative form is attested: pl.
platstso. The only thing we can note is that it does not have the palatalised ¢ found in
some persons of the preterite, nor the n characteristic of the subjunctive. The form
could be parallel to the e-imperatives, i.e. with a sg. plate* and a late pl. plates*, but
this is all conjecture. The causative sg.mid. plyatstsar-me is difficult to understand
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altogether, as it seems to be built on an s-preterite with sa-suffix in the middle, but
the only other causative form attested shows a prs.-sbj. stem {lonta$$/je-}.

Winter (1984: 119) argued that kamp B331b3 is an error for an sg.ipv. pkam of
kam- ‘come’, and Schmidt (1994b: 273, 2000: 226) restored a corresponding plural
[k](a)m(ts)o in Bio8aio. These forms would fit well to the preterite stem variant
{kom-} (next to {$em-} and {kam-sa-}), but of course they remain uncertain as one is
corrected, the other restored, and the whole pattern of the verb without parallels.

2.9 THE PRETERITE PARTICIPLES

In principle, the preterite participle can be completely derived from the preterite.
However, in some cases the derivation rules are delicate and in some others the
preterite is enlarged by a suffix that is not found in the preterite participle. For the
shape of the reduplication syllable and the root vocalism, see 2.5.6 (p 81).

2.9.1 TOCHARIAN A

Apart from the shape of the reduplication syllable and the root vocalism, a
description of the Tocharian A preterite participle has to address the following
variables: presence or absence of a reduplication syllable; presence or absence of
initial palatalisation; ending -u {-w} or -o {-aw}. These points are addressed below.

reduplication syllable

In principle, all preterite participles are reduplicated. Reduplication is lacking
1) in all verbs starting with a vowel;
2) in some verbs starting with y- or w- (see in particular Winter 1977: 157);
3) in all preterite participles formed to d|a-root preterites.

sub 1)
This peculiarity has also been noted in 2.4.5 (p 46). Some illustrative examples are:
aru ‘called forth’ ~ prt. {ar-9/s3-} vs nanku ‘criticised’ ~ prt. {nak-2/gi-} or artu
‘praised’ ~ prt. {arta-} vs nandsku ‘spun’ ~ prt. {naska-}.

sub 2)
For this phenomenon, one may compare for instance yamu ‘done’ ~ prt. {yam-9/g-}
or walu ‘died’ ~ prt. {wil-?/g-} with lyalyuku ‘illuminated’ ~ prt. {lawk-2/s-}. How-
ever, it is not a rule without exceptions. Most cases of absence of reduplication with
initial y- and w- are found next to s-preterites, while preterite participles to a|d-root
preterites are normally reduplicated. However, some s-preterites with initial y- or w-
do combine with reduplicated preterite participles.

Without reduplication we find with s-preterite: yamu ‘done’, yomu ‘obtained’,
watku ‘commanded’, walu ‘died’, wasu ‘dressed’ (preterite not totally certain); with

91 Cf in general also Peyrot (forth.a).
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reduplicated preterite: watu ‘set up’; with d|a-root preterite: wampu ‘decorater’; with
unknown preterite: yamsu ‘let done’, waltsu ‘reduced’ (next to woltsu!).

With reduplication we find with d|a-root preterite: yaytu ‘controlled’, wawlu
‘covered’, wawdsku ‘moved’, waweku ‘decayed’, waweku ‘lied’, wawnesku
‘tormented’, wawru ‘woken up’; with s-preterite: yaiwu ‘entered’, wawu ‘given’; with
a-preterite: wawlesu ‘worked’, wewrsiu ‘said’; with reduplicated preterite: yetu
‘decorated’, wotku ‘commanded’, wawru ‘trained’ (preterite not completely certain),
wawiku ‘removed’; with unknown preterite: yayru ‘bathed’, wawdskdsu ‘moved’,
yaydsku ‘T, woru ‘filled’, worku ¥, worpu ‘surrounded’, wawdrsu ‘smelled’, wawimsu
‘revered’.

sub 3)

This category is homogeneous and the rule seems to have no exceptions. Some
examples are: e.g. kdlko ‘gone’, kilpo ‘obtained’, tirko ‘let go’, Imo ‘sat’ vs kakropu
‘gathered’ (prt. {krawpa-}), tatwdnku ‘squeezed in’ (prt. {twanka-}*), mamrosku
‘wearied’ (prt. {mrawska-}).

An exception is lantu ‘gone out’, the usual form next to laltu once and lalntu
twice. Possibly, lantu developed out of lalntu through sound change.

initial palatalisation

Initial palatalisation is found in two categories: preterite participles to 1) reduplicated
preterites (with initial palatalisation) and 2) some s-preterites.

sub 1)
This pattern is rather clear and regular, e.g. caclu ‘lifted’ to {ca-cila-} or lyalymu
‘placed’ to {la-lima-}. Probably, we can deduce the same preterite type on the basis
of the following preterite participles with initial palatalisation: caccriku ‘confused’,
cacpu ‘announced’, cacpuku ‘hidden’, cacrdnku ‘let hang’, rAafidrku ‘kept away’,
fnafitku ‘supported’,92 fiafimu ‘bent’ (next to nanmii), lyalydnku ‘let hang’, sasditku
‘made pass’, sasdlpu ‘redeemed’. The only drawback for setting up reduplicated
preterites to these participles is that some (especially those with Iy-, perhaps also
those with 7-) could also belong to the s-preterite type, cf below.

sub 2)
This pattern is unclear. On the evidence of {¢/tis-9/(s)a-}, {wack-9/ss-}, {$ark-@/sz-}
vs to ‘put’, watku ‘separated’, kakdrku ‘bound’, initial palatalisation of the s-preterite
is not matched by initial palatalisation in the corresponding preterite participle.
However, we do find two cases: {lawk-9/i-} ~ lyalyku ‘shone’ and {layp-9/s-} ~
lyalypu ‘remained; resulted” (mostly in the noun lyalypu ‘karma’). Possibly, these are
to be seen in the light of the tendency of I to be over-palatalised (see 2.5.4, p 76);
otherwise, it could be that the verbs in question had a causative with reduplicated
preterite next to them.

92 The unpalatalised reduplicated preterite nandtkat, cited only by Thomas (1964: 110), may
well be a ghost form.
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final -u or -o

If forms like kakku ‘called’ are analysed as having three underlying a-vowels of
which two are weakened, i.e. {ka-kaka-w}, the only suffix is -w and -o is a variant of it.
However, it seems practical to give the rules to derive the surface endings -u and -o
as well.

-0 is regular in all preterite participles formed to d|d-root preterites. Since the
stem clearly ends in -4, these can be analysed as -a plus the preterite participle suffix
-w. To illustrate this, we can take the same examples as above: kdlko ‘gone’, kdilpo
‘obtained’, tdrko ‘let go’, Imo ‘sat’, i.e. {kilka-w}, {kédlpa-w}, {tirka-w} and {laima-w}.
Since according to the rules formulated above these participles are never
reduplicated, participles like kako ‘killed’ cannot be of the same type. All
reduplicated participles ending in -0 have a monosyllabic stem in -4 or a stem in -w,
cf with -a: paplo ¥ (sbj. {pla-}), yayo ‘driven’ (prt. {ya-}), lyalyo ‘wiped away’ (sbj.
{Ié-}), wawo ‘carried’ (prt. {wa-}), and probably kaklo ‘fallen’ (prt. {kla-}, but the prs.
has w in the root: {klawa-}); with -w: kako ‘killed’ (prt. {kaw-9/-}), $aso ‘lived’ (prt.
{$awa-}). The first type is to be analysed {pa-pla-w} etc, the second {ka-kaw-w} etc.
Accordingly, isolated kakso ‘blinded” (Carling 2009: 185) suggests a root ksa- with a
prt.ptc. {ka-ksa-w} or ksaw- with a prt.ptc. {ka-ksaw-w}. to ‘put’ is parallel in having
the ending -0 and a subjunctive {ta-}, but deviates because it is not reduplicated.

All other verbs have -u. This -u can be “original”, i.e. a x|@-root directly followed
by the preterite participle suffix as most probably in such forms as onu ‘hit’, rarku
‘covered’ or wawu ‘given’, which have no stem in -4 beside them. In most cases,
however, the -u has arisen by vowel weakening, which weakened the -a which would
otherwise have combined to -o. All d|a-root preterites have this weakening, e.g.
kakmu {ka-kama-w} ‘taken’ with reduction of both the final a and the root 4, or
papeku ‘written’ or kakotu ‘cut up’ with the root a preserved before y or w.

In some categories it is unclear whether the root-final 4 is reduced or whether its
was never there, e.g. caclu, which is paired with a reduplicated preterite {ca-cala-}
with final @, but a present {til$#/s,-} without.

not formed from the preterite

The preterite participle kakkndrisiu of the verb ‘know’ is not formed from the
preterite {kfas-?/(s)s-}, but rather from the subjunctive {knafnd/,-}. A similar
problem holds for to ‘put’, which seems closer to the subjunctive {ta-} than the
preterite {</tz5-9/(s)a-} (see also above). It is certainly no coincidence that these verbs
have other irregularities such as a-grade in the s-preterite combined with a4-grade
elsewhere, and an -s- throughout the preterite active (not only in the 3sg.).

2.9.2 TOCHARIAN B

Apart from the shape of the reduplication syllable, a description of the Tocharian B
preterite participle has to address the following points: presence or absence of the
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reduplication syllable; presence or absence of initial palatalisation; the root vowel;
the inflexion class. These points are discussed below.

reduplication syllable

Like in Tocharian A, the normal situation seems to be that the preterite participle is
reduplicated. Although more types lack reduplication than in Tocharian A, a general
rule can be formulated: if the preterite has only a-vocalism, reduplication is lacking.
Instances of this rule are e.g. ltu, -uwes to {la%/e-} ‘go out’ or ktau, -os to {$/kotd-}
‘strew’. We further find reduplication missing in all roots starting with a vowel and
in two starting with y-.

Preterite participles to roots starting with a vowel are e.g. erku, -os ‘taken’,
aipu, -os ‘covered’, aiwau ‘turned to’, aksau ‘woken up’. The two preterite participles
to roots starting with y- that are not reduplicated are yaku, -os ‘drunk’ and yamu, -os
‘done’. Although both are formed to irregular preterite types, there is no other rule
to explain the lack of reduplication: it must be due to the initial y-. Usually, verbs
with y- have reduplicated preterite participles if the preterite does not have only a-
vocalism, cf yayasas ‘boiled’, yayassos ‘begged’, yaitu {ye-yat-(a)w}, -os ‘decorated’,
yainmu {ye-yonm-(3)w}, -os ‘obtained’, yaipu {ye-yop-(a)w}, -os ‘entered’, yayaukas
‘used’.

initial palatalisation

Initial palatalisation is regularly found in preterite participles to causative preterites
with initial palatalisation, e.g. keklyutku, -os ‘turned into’ ~ prt. {klawtka-},
ceccuku, -os ‘hidden’ ~ prt. {cawka-}, I(y)elyamos ‘placed’ ~ prt. {léma-}. However, on
the evidence of abs. fsetstsarormem ‘having separated’ vs prt. {tSydra-}, the secondary
palatalisation series ky, py, my and #y is not found in the preterite participle.

The a-grade a|a-preterites (the lyaka-type), which are formally very close to the
causative preterite, also have palatalised initials both in the preterite and in the
preterite participle, cf abstr. pepilywor ‘complaint’ to {plawd-}, (lye)lyaku, -os to
{lakd-} and abs. lyelyuwormem ‘having rubbed’ to {law4-}.

a|a-root preterites, which may have initial palatalisation in the act.sg., never have
initial palatalisation in the preterite participle; even if the palatalisation is (irregularly)
found in the whole preterite, it is not found in the participle, cf {fistka-} vs
nétkau, -os ‘prompted’.

root vowel

The root vowel of the preterite participle is in principle the same as that of the
preterite, and if the preterite is grading, the root vowel is 2. This rule is illustrated
with e.g. keklyausu, -os ~ prt. {(klewsa-}, trikau, trikos ~ prt. {troyka-}, tetemu, -os ~
prt. {tem-9/s,-} (e-grade also attested for the middle), peparku, -os ~ prt.
{pre/sk-9/sa-}, yaku, yakos ~ prt. {ya®/ke-}. It needs the assumption that active only
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verbs such as yaipu, -os ~ {yop-9/sa-} belong to the same type as peparku with o-
grade in the middle.

Two classes are excepted from this generalisation: the causative and a|a-preterites
with a-grade (the lydka-type) mentioned above.

inflexion class

There are four inflexion classes: 1) -u, uwes; 2) -u, -os; 3) -au, -os; and 4) -au, -as. The
division between 1) and 2) on the one hand and 3) and 4) on the other is principally
between x|@-roots and al|a-roots. a-preterites are counted as x|@-roots in this
respect, except for the type mamantau, -as. Basically, the rule is that if the a-preterite
is matched by an a-subjunctive, the preterite participle is of class 3) or 4) and if the
a-preterite is derived from a different subjunctive type, it is of class 1) or 2). Here
again a subtlety has to be noted, as the a|a-root preterites with a-grade (the lyaka-
type) behave like a|@-roots.

The difference between classes 3) and 4) is relatively simple: the former has no
reduplication and the latter has; accordingly, class 3) is stressed on the suffix, but
class 4) on the root. Evidence from roots starting in a vowel is meagre, but it seems
that although these roots are never reduplicated, they count as reduplicated if they
had been reduplicated according to another rule.

The difference between classes 1) and 2) also seems to be related to the presence
of a reduplication syllable, but the number of examples of especially class 1) is too
small to set up reliable rules. In any case, verbs with vowel initials that would have
been reduplicated by another rule and the two verbs with initial y- that likewise resist
reduplication count as reduplicated: they are not automatically taken up by class 1).
A special group of verbs with inflexion class 1) and reduplication have roots ending
in -w, so that this inflexion ccompensates for that fact that the preterite participle
suffix obscures the final -w of the root. Two verbs seem to have this inflexion in
combination with reduplication although their roots do not end in -w (see the
scheme below); for these verbs I have no explanation.

Class 4) is principally filled with a|a-root preterites; class 3) is filled with a|a-root
preterites; in class 2) we find s-preterites, causative preterites and a-preterites to ?/.-
subjunctives. Class 1) consists of such a small number of members that the verbs are
given below:

[-red] tankuwes ‘checked’ s-preterite  sbj. {t¢/snk-}
putkuwes ‘closed’ sbj. {pawtk-}
plétku, plitkwes ‘increased’ {pletk-9/s,-}
ltu, ltuwes ‘gone out’ 9/q-preterite  {1o%/¢e-}
puttuwermem ‘ascended’? prt. unknown -
plutku v -
sanuwes ‘bound’ -

sndtki, sndtkiwes  ‘pervaded with’ -
yku, ykuwes ‘gone’ suppletive
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[+red] kekuwer ‘poured’ s-preterite  {kew-9/s-}
(final -w)
abs. reruwermem ‘opened’ sbj. {r¢/;w-}
Sesu, abstr. Sesuwer, ‘eaten’ ala-root prt.  {$awa-}
abs. Sesuwermem, (a-grade;
Seswormem lyaka-type)
(no final -w) tetarku, abs. ‘turned’ prt. unknown -
(te)tdrkuwermems?
peprukwesi ‘leapt over’ -

not formed from the preterite

Although the preterite participle is very close to the preterite, there are some cases
where the preterite participle cannot be derived from the preterite in a straight-
forward way, even if cases of suppletion are left out of consideration. Mostly, this is
because the preterite has a suffix that is not found in the preterite participle.

The largest group consists of a-preterites. As already mentioned above, these
behave like x|@-roots and form participles of classes 1) and 2). Some examples are:
prt. {kacca-} ~ kakdccu ‘(become) glad’, prt. {klewsa-} ~ keklyausu ‘heard’, prt.
{nawtasssa-} ~ nanautdsso(s) ‘destroyed’, prt. {sarka-} ~ sessirku ‘surpassed’. A special
case are the o|a-root preterites with a-grade (the lyaka-type) because these have a
final a in the prs.-sbj. and the prt., but not in the preterite participle: prt. {plawa-} ~
abstr. pepdlywor ‘complaint’, prt. {lakd-} ~ lyelyaku ‘seen’, prt. {lawi-} ~ abs.
lyelyuwormem ‘having rubbed’, prt. {$awa-} ~ Sesu ‘eaten’.

Of the additional instances with a difference between preterite and preterite
participle, only the ’ay-subjunctives form a category; the other instances are all
isolated. Next to "ay-subjunctives we find derived a-preterites, and according to the
rules described above, we would expect a prt.ptc. without that a, i.e. sbj. {laldy-} —
prt. {laldy-a-}, but prt.ptc. **lalalyiyu {la-lal-3y-aw}. In fact, not only the prt. suffix
{a}, but also the sbj. suffix {’ay} is dropped in the preterite participle: lalalu, -os. This
pattern is well established, but in most cases the palatalisation remains: [+pal] auksu
‘grown’, ausu ‘dwelled’, kekarsu ‘cut’, kekalypos ‘stolen’ vs [—pal] aklu ‘learned’,
lalalu ‘exerted’.

The isolated ssa-prt. of yam- ‘do’, i.e. an a-prt. irregularly derived from the
present instead of the subjunctive, is not matched by the prt.ptc. yamu, -os, which
rather requires the s-preterite that we would expect next to the x|@-root subjunctive
{yam-}.

tas- ‘put’, perhaps the most irregular verb of the language, forms a prt.ptc. tditta,,
which is clearly related to the subjunctive {tattd-} and not to the preterite {t¢/»$-9/s-}.

The two ?/e-preterites {1a%/te-} and {ya®/ke-} are matched by participles without
palatalisation, i.e. ltu, -uwes and yaku, -os, whereas preterites to ?/.-subjunctives
always have palatalisation (cf e.g. keklyausu cited above). Possibly, the preterite
participle is not derived from the preterite stem in these cases, but both are derived
from the root.
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The causative preterite {§anmya-} of ‘bind” is completely isolated in having an
extra y in its preterite stem. This y is not found in the corresponding participle
Sessanmu.

2.10 SUMMARY

In view of the large number of different patterns for both languages, only some
general tendencies can be observed here. As stated in 2.1.2 (p 23), the central
questions of this chapter were 1) whether the subjunctive can be seen as a second
present and 2) whether the subjunctive stem can be equated with the preterite stem.
For the first question, the most important point to be addressed was to what extent
the suffix inventories of present and subjunctive are identical.

stem inventory

In Tocharian A, primary presents are essentially root presents without root-final -a
next to derived d-subjunctives and a-preterites; the other types discussed in 2.6.8 (p
107) are generally found in suppletive patterns and are of no relevance to us. Derived
presents are formed with the suffixes -4/4-, -a-, -59/54-, -né*é/5s-, and the infix a> (see
2.6.9, p 110; marginal -nds#/s- can be discarded for the moment). Derived subjunc-
tives are formed with the suffixes -%/,-, -a-, -A%/4-, -a$4/sa-, -1171%/q-. Focusing on
primary subjunctives, it serves our purpose now best to include zero-derived sub-
junctives from primary preterites, which yields the following types: root preterite-
subjunctives (both to x|@- and x|d-roots) and 4/4- and 71719/4-subjunctives. So far, the
formation inventory shared by the present and the subjunctive consists only of the
x|@-root type and the suffixes -%/,- and -a-. The latter could perhaps be eliminated
on the basis of one subjunctive form, 2sg.act. nakdt (compared to 2sg.mid. nkatar),
that shows that the actual shape of the subjunctive suffix is -9/4-; this would set it
apart from the present suffix, because the latter is only -a-. Additional shared stems
are found as soon as we include zero presents: x|d-root preterite-subjunctives with
x|a-root presents (2.6.10, p 115). Although the root presents (both of the x|@- and the
x|a-type) blur the delimitations of the stem inventories in an important way because
the same formations are salient among the subjunctives, it must be stressed that root
presents are small in number. In any case, shared suffixes are strikingly few.

In Tocharian B, primary presents all end in -?/- (2.7.7, p 128), that is, we find
verbs in -$9/ge- - ?/e- and -7ifi?/.-, but since these elements are found in all stems of
the verb, they can hardly be called suffixes. Derived presents are generally formed
with one of the suffixes -?/,-, -e-, -0-, -59/s¢-, =559/ske-, ~N95%/ske-, OF -7i#i?/-, or the infix
«v. Primary subjunctives are all identical to the root (2.6.4, p 98), but unlike the
present this root never ends in -?/,-. Leaving na-subjunctives out because they are
marginal and often irregular, derived subjunctives show the suffixes -?/¢-, -2/,-, -’2y-
and -a- (2.7.2, p 120, 2.7.6, p 126). So far, the formal inventories of present and sub-
junctives are sharply distinct, both for primary and derived formations: the only
shared suffix is - ?/,-. Only in zero-formations is there a significant overlap: there are



2.10 summary 153

present-subjunctives both with root-final -a and with the element -?/.-. However,
these can be analysed as primary presents with zero-derived subjunctives: the
suffixes they are formed with are not used to derive presents as well as subjunctives,
and they do not prove that the present and the subjunctive stem make use of the
same formal inventory.

subjunctive vs preterite stem

In both languages, subjunctive and preterite stems are closely related indeed: most
differences are not found in suffixation, but in other morphological distinctions,
principally gradation, palatalisation and accent.

In Tocharian A, suffix contrasts between the preterite and the subjunctive are
found with 4/,-, a-, and fi%/a-subjunctives derived from root preterites (2.6.6, p 99),
and with d-preterites derived from subjunctives ending in -4/4- and -7#%/,- (2.6.3, p
96). In addition, causatives show the peculiar suffix -@4/s,-, which derives subjunc-
tives from the root (or perhaps from the reduplicated preterite). Only a minor set of
the root preterite-subjunctives are of the x|@-type: in that class, the preterite stem
differs from the subjunctive in showing its element -sa- in some forms (2.6.7, p 105),
and often it has a-grade and initial palatalisation vs d-grade without initial palatalisa-
tion in the subjunctive. All other root preterite-subjunctives are of the x|a-type.
Whereas for d|d-roots the stems are completely identical, d|d-roots show initial pala-
talisation only in the preterite, and root gradation in both stems, but with a
complementary distribution (2.5.2, p 56).

In Tocharian B, the only suffix contrast between preterite and subjunctive is
found in ?/e- and ?/,-subjunctives derived from root preterites (2.7.2, p 120), and in
derived a-preterites (2.7.3, p 121). In addition, the large class of causatives shows a
peculiar pattern of a subjunctive that is zero-derived from the present, while the
present is derived from the root (or perhaps from the preterite stem) with the suf-
fix -%59/ske-. In all other cases, the subjunctive and the preterite are not differentiated
by a suffix, but by their inflexion (2.7.4, p 122). For instance, s-preterites show an
element -sa- in part of their forms, which is not found in the corresponding subjunc-
tive. Further, the subjunctive has root accent, whereas the preterite has suffix accent,
like in the deduced minimal pair 1pl.sbj. aundm* /awnom/ ‘we will hit’ vs 1pl.prt.
aunam* [awndm/. a|@-root presents and subjunctives both show the root grades e
and 2, but the distribution is slightly different (see 2.5.2, p 56). a|a-root preterites and
subjunctives show a double inflexion contrast: the subjunctive has root gradation
and the preterite has initial palatalisation. Additionally, with a|a-root preterites and
subjunctives they have in common that the subjunctive has initial accent and the
preterite suffix accent, e.g. 1pl.sbj. takam /takam/ ‘we will be’ vs 1pl.prt. takam
/takam/.
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conclusion

With the help of zero-derivation as an analytical tool, the overlap between the
inventories of the present and the subjunctive stems can be reduced considerably.
Whereas the present has a large suffix inventory, that of the subjunctive is only
limited, the subjunctive being mostly formed from the root. Thus, the subjunctive is
a kind of present because of its endings, and not because of its stem.

The subjunctive and preterite stems are similar indeed: most differences are part
of the inflexion, not of stem formation. These differences are not found in the
domain of suffixation, but in gradation, palatalisation and accent. Tocharian B root
preterite-subjunctives show great similarities between the x|@- and x|a-type, where
the most important contrast between preterite and subjunctive is apparently the
suffix accent of the former versus the root accent of the latter. In Tocharian A the
situation is slightly different: whereas the x|d-type often shows no difference between
preterite and subjunctive at all, the x|@-root type is only marginal; evidently, it was
replaced by categories where the contrast was better marked.



