-1 Universiteit
%47 Leiden
The Netherlands

The Tocharian subjunctive
Peyrot, M.

Citation
Peyrot, M. (2010, September 28). The Tocharian subjunctive. Retrieved from
https://hdl.handle.net/1887/15996

Version: Not Applicable (or Unknown)
Licence agreement concerning inclusion of doctoral
License: thesis in the Institutional Repository of the University
of Leiden

Downloaded from: https://hdl.handle.net/1887/15996

Note: To cite this publication please use the final published version (if
applicable).


https://hdl.handle.net/1887/license:5
https://hdl.handle.net/1887/license:5
https://hdl.handle.net/1887/license:5
https://hdl.handle.net/1887/15996

4 ORIGIN

The aim of this chapter is to trace the origins of the Tocharian subjunctive in Proto-
Indo-European; both form and meaning are to be explained, as well as the question
whether the subjunctive continues one or more Proto-Indo-European categories, or
whether it is a purely Tocharian creation.

4.1 INTRODUCTION

The archaic appearance of the Tocharian verb is miraculous in view of the dramatic
and eventful prehistory of the language.

The three stop series *T, *D, *D" merged almost completely, leaving only a single
series transcribed with voiceless stops; palatovelars and velars merged, and took
some labiovelars with them; almost all final consonants were lost; in intercon-
sonantal position, all laryngeals became g; the short vowels *i, *e and *u merged with
the vowel of syllabic resonants into 2, the first two causing regressive palatalisation;
long *¢é and short *o eventually merged into e, the former causing palatalisation; the
(secondary) vowels *a and *0 must have merged in many contexts. In addition, all
hiatus, including recent instances from lost intervocalic glides, were resolved with
contraction; vowels were subject to affection, syncope and apocope; palatalisation
caused the rise of new consonants, but as the palatalisation system largely broke
down again, more mergers followed; consonant clusters were epenthesised or simpli-
fied. Tocharian A, generally preserving consonant clusters a bit better, underwent
further simplifications of the vowel system, with apocope of final e and o, and
merger of the two into 4 in many other positions.

Facing such heavy changes in its phonology, any language would be compelled to
reorganise its morphology. Yet, the Tocharian verb has a full inventory of different
stems, endings, and base verbs and derived verbs.

This is the problem with Tocharian. At first glance, the verb is on a par with, for
instance, Latin, in as far as the categories expressed are concerned. However, hardly
anything is so old that it can be reconstructed mechanically: there is always a good
deal of analogy involved. Apart from arguments of a general nature, as those above,
the thick layer of restructurings and repairments is betrayed by occasional
mismatches between the two languages that can only be understood with the
assumption of sound laws that were undone in the majority of cases. Yet a much
more alarming indication is the rigid way in which so many verbs pattern: it is the
superficial regularity of the system that shows that it is the result of thorough
mending. The challenge of Tocharian historical morphology is to find weak points
in the system.
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Below, I will recount the most important theories on the origin of the Tocharian
subjunctive. Although Lane’s 1959 article is not an independent piece of work, as it
uses insights of e.g. Pedersen (1941), van Windekens (1944) and Couvreur (1947), it
was the logical point of departure for the bulk of later studies. As its title The
formation of the Tocharian subjunctive already shows, its merit is first and foremost
that it treats the formation of the subjunctive in a reliable and lucid way because
Lane is “of the opinion that in comparative linguistics we should attempt to establish
an ‘Urform’ before we worry about its ‘Urbedeutung™ (1959: 179), which was a major
step forward especially compared to Pedersen. Since scholars have often repeated
theories, or altered them only slightly, the sections below are structured according to
the possible origins.

4.1.1 SUBJUNCTIVE

Following Pedersen (1941: 191-192) and Hahn (1953), Lane assumed that Proto-Indo-
European had no subjunctive, or at least “in that dialect of Indo-European which we
may call Pre-Tocharian, there was no subjunctive formally distinguished from the
present indicative” (1959: 179). Yet, whereas some scholars have not taken a clear
stand on the matter (e.g. Adams 1978: 277), others do derive some Tocharian sub-
junctive formations from original Proto-Indo-European subjunctives.

The best candidate for an old subjunctive is probably the subjunctive of the To-
charian verb for ‘come’, for which a pre-form *$am?/,- can be reconstructed (see
4.3.1, p 351), apparently a direct match of Ved. gdmati (so e.g. Pinault 2008: 592; Kim
2007b: 190). In view of the high degree of irregularity of the verb ‘come’ in Tochari-
an and the isolated type of its subjunctive, it is likely to be old. Being the devil’s
advocate, one could try to connect *$am?/,- with the *i¢/,-present represented by Gk.
Baivw and Lat. venio. To my knowledge, nobody has ever argued for such a
derivation, and for good reasons: 1) even though a palatalised *7i1 loses its palatal
feature in the daughter languages, the *i would probably have left a trace in Tochari-
an, yielding **my, and 2) the zero grade *g"m-i¢/,- of the Greek and Latin formations
is incompatible with the palatalised initial of the Tocharian, which can hardly be
secondary.

Less certain because they form a category, but probable nevertheless, is the 7/-
subjunctive of s-transitives (usually called s-causatives, class 8). Although details
vary, this connection is supported by a relatively large number of scholars, e.g.
Pinault (2008: 592), Kim (2007b: 190), and Ringe (2000: 132-133).73° While I consider
this derivation probable, it must be stressed that it involves a good deal of additional
argumentation on the s-present and the e-present. The ?/,-subjunctive is always

73° Van Windekens (1982: 214) can be added, but his account is complicated. Whereas these
subjunctives “sont tous des conjonctifs thématiques secondaires”, whose “origine premiere
[...] doit étre située dans des thémes de prétérit”, he also claims that the type “a pu survivre [...]
dans les conjonctifs radicaux athématiques” (l.c.).
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found next to an s-present, so that its interpretation is dependent on that of the s-
present, which is itself disputed. Further, an intransitive e-present verb (or some-
times an o-present verb) is often found next to it, which was even thought to be
primary (see e.g. Krause and Thomas 1960: 174). Evidently, a theory that derives the
/-subjunctive from an old Proto-Indo-European subjunctive would work much
better if the intransitive e-present verbs were secondary and the s-transitive verbs
primary.

According to Hackstein (1995: 232-233, 240-241; see also Ringe 2000: 132, Kim
2007b: 190), an isolated inherited subjunctive is preserved in Bsgg4a1 /// -k() k-
nta[rii]- [sa] ///, so read by Sieg and Siegling (1953: 379). Even if this reading were
secured, 73! it certainly leaves room for more interpretations than just (akal)k
k(a)ntir 7A(i) ‘my wish will be fulfilled’, and even if that restoration were correct, the
form can only be interpreted with morphological arguments, “denn der sehr frag-
mentarische Kontext entzieht sich als Deutungsgrundlage” (Hackstein 1995: 232). In
the unlikely event that the subjunctive k(a)ntir Bsg4a1 is correctly identified, it need
not be old. Hackstein argues that it reflects a Proto-Indo-European subjunctive
*$enhi-¢/o- with *7it > nt, but it could also be a backformation from the present
{kond%%/e-} on the basis of the model prs. {awnd$/gee-} : sbj. {awn-} of awn- ‘hit’.
After all, the regular subjunctive is {kané-}, but kan- is the only verb of this small
class with a %9/g.-present instead of the regular $/s-present (only tam- ‘be born’ has
something similar, a na%?/s-present, but it displays several other deviations from
the type): an adaptation of the pattern is therefore to be expected. In sum, the
combination of a severely abraded tiny fragment and a beautiful hapax legomenon
that proves the inheritance of an isolated old subjunctive is too much of a
coincidence: the whole idea is best abandoned completely.

Strikingly, it has also been argued that certain Tocharian presents reflect Proto-
Indo-European subjunctives. For instance, Jasanoff has argued that the Tocharian s-
present goes back to a subjunctive of the s-aorist (1987: 101-102; 2003: 181-182), and
Ringe (2000: 129-130, 136; Kim 2007b: 190) interprets two ?/.-presents as original
subjunctives: Tocharian B [2%/k- ‘lie’ and kal/- ‘stand’. The history of the s-present
is too complicated to give even a brief account here, but it is argued in 4.5.6 (p 419)
that it rather goes back to the *-sk¢/,- present suffix. The reason why Ringe wanted
to derive ‘lie’ and ‘stand’ from a subjunctive is obviously the ?/-suffix, for which
alternative explanations are available. In any case, it is semantically difficult to derive
Tocharian presents from older subjunctives and it runs counter to the well
established development of Proto-Indo-European presents to Tocharian subjunc-
tives; with Adams (1994: 4), “This Worm of Ourobouros scenario is hardly com-
pelling.”

731 It can hardly be overemphasised that the reading is not secure, witness the brackets. It is
even very unlikely that <rfi-> is correct; I would rather opt for <afia>. <sa> could also be <na>
— among others — and as far as can be discerned, it is followed by an aksara in virama.
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In sum, only for a small number of Tocharian subjunctives has it been argued
that they derive from Proto-Indo-European subjunctives. Even if in some cases such
a derivation is necessary indeed, it cannot be the explanation of the subjunctive
category as a whole: many Tocharian subjunctives just have no ?/¢-suffix.

4.1.2 OPTATIVE

The Proto-Indo-European optative with the suffix *-ieh;- ~ *-ih;- is directly inherited
in the Tocharian optative, as commonly agreed. Nevertheless, Lane (1959: 166)
argued that it is also reflected in one Tocharian subjunctive class: class 4 of Tochari-
an B with the suffix -’3y?/,-. There are two problems with Lane’s derivation: syn-
chronically, the suffixes are different, namely sbj. -2y7/.- vs opt. -’ay- (see also 4.8.1, p
469), and the meaning of the Tocharian subjunctive is different from that of the
Proto-Indo-European optative. Although the semantic difference is perhaps not
insurmountable, it adds to the formal problems. Last but not least, it is completely
unclear why the optative suffix should have taken on subjunctive function only in
class 4, or the other way round, what made class 4 adopt the optative suffix. In 4.8.1
(p 469), the "ay?/c-subjunctive is rather derived from the present.

4.1.3 PRESENT

In view of the formal similarities between the Tocharian subjunctive and present, it
is not surprising that it is often argued that the Tocharian subjunctive goes back to
Proto-Indo-European presents. However, the idea that all Tocharian subjunctives
reflect earlier presents and that the contrast between present and subjunctive is a
recent innovation of Tocharian cannot be maintained, pace Lane (1959: 179), who
argues that:

“in that dialect of Indo-European which we may call Pre-Tocharian, there was no sub-
junctive formally distinguished from the present indicative. In Proto-Tocharian such a
distinction was only beginning to be made, as reflected by certain agreements in the two
dialects. The distinction, so far as it existed, was made by using an alternate present
formation as subjunctive.”

In particular, this view is incompatible with the fact that there are verbs with a
contrast between subjunctive and present where the present clearly goes back to an
original rather than a secondary present, as for instance in the nasal presents. If Lane
had been right, we would rather have expected that a typical present category such as
the nasal presents had ended up as subjunctives with derived presents.

A stand similar to Lane’s is taken by Adams (1978), who reconstructs a pre-stage
of Tocharian with an independent iterative formation in *-sk¢/,- that yielded pres-
ents, while pushing original presents into subjunctive function. However, he leaves
open the possibility that the existence of the creation of the subjunctive predated this
present — subjunctive shift: “If the category was not inherited from Indo-European,
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this development led to the addition of the subjunctive to the moods of early
Common Tocharian” (1978: 277).

Even though one would have wished for somewhat more precision, Jasanoff
follows Lane’s ideas, on the evidence of his statement that “The subjunctive in To-
charian is widely recognized to be a repository of older indicative forms that have
acquired modal or future value” (2003: 161).

Although Lane’s claim must be wrong in its most radical variant, a large number
of individual subjunctives as well as some subjunctive classes have been derived from
original presents indeed.

A striking case is the reduplicated subjunctive tatta- in Tocharian B, which is
evidently cognate with Gk. tidnu ‘put’ and Ved. dddhati (e.g. Adams 1978: 279).
Further, there are clear cases of nasal subjunctives with secondary presents, for
instance the famous case of the Tocharian B subjunctive karnd- ‘trade’ (with the
secondary present karnds?/s.-), which can be equated with Ved. krindti ‘buys’, Olr.
crenaid ‘id’ etc, see for instance Jasanoff (2003: 161). However, it must be pointed out
that, contrary to what Jasanoft suggests, this is an exceptional case (cf the correct
formulation of Kim 2007b: 192) for which a good explanation is available (see 4.6.9,
p 448). Along the same line of reasoning, we may add all subjunctives with the
typical present suffix -sk that have an sk-present (i.e. with sk_sk, as in TB
yaskaskemar ‘I beg’) next to them, see in particular Hackstein (1995: 167-202).

Apart from such incidental cases as listed above, the class of e-subjunctives (TEB
class 3) has been argued to be of present origin; see for instance Lane (1959: 165), who
identifies it with the e-present, which is identical in form. Likewise, present origin of
the Tocharian A 719/;-subjunctive class (TEB class 7) has been argued for, see for
instance Lane (1959: 176), Hilmarsson (1991b), or Kim (2007b: 192). In addition, I
will argue that the Tocharian B i-subjunctive (TEB class 4) in origin goes back to a
present formation (4.8.1, p 469; rather than the optative, as argued by Lane, see 4.1.2
above, p 332).

Last but not least, it is argued in 4.4 (p 377) that present-subjunctives go back to
presents. However, as I argued extensively in 2.6 (p 94) and 2.7 (p 117), these present-
subjunctives are best analysed as presents with zero-derived subjunctives. Thus, if
they can be called subjunctives at all, they derive from presents at a very shallow
reconstruction level and they cannot be used as examples of a shift present —
subjunctive; nothing is shifted, the usage of the present has only been extended.

4.1.4 “PRESENT-SUBJUNCTIVE”

Although he does not treat the origin of the Tocharian subjunctive in particular, the
2000 article of Ringe deserves a separate discussion because he makes interesting
observations and claims about Tocharian and the Proto-Indo-European subjunctive.
Investigating Tocharian thematic presents and subjunctives, he found that Tochari-
an has relatively few simple thematic presents and subjunctives that continue Proto-
Indo-European stem formations. From the fact that in Tocharian thematic subjunc-
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tives are better represented than thematic presents, he drew far-reaching conclusions
about the structure of the Indo-European family tree and the development of the
Proto-Indo-European verbal system.

According to Ringe, Proto-Tocharian original simple ?/.-presents, essentially
only *ak?/- ‘lead’, *par?/e- ‘carry’ and *$saw?/,- ‘live’ are outnumbered by ?/,-sub-
junctives such as *k"am?/- ‘come’, *lowk?/.- ‘shine’, *wayk?/.- ‘drive off’, and other
members of the s-causative class (TEB present 8, subjunctive 2). Since Hittite has no
simple thematic presents nor subjunctives at all, while thematic presents are
numerous in all other branches of Indo-European, he claimed that Tocharian may
represent a transitional phase in which the thematic suffix was developing. In his
view, this supports the communis opinio that after Anatolian, Tocharian was the
first branch to split off from the rest of Proto-Indo-European.

Whereas it is likely that Tocharian is indeed archaic in having preserved so few
simple thematic presents, Ringe’s conclusion that the function of the thematic suffix
was originally only subjunctive is not supported by the Tocharian evidence. The fact
that there are more ?/.-subjunctives than ?/.-presents need not be significant
because the former are part of a relatively frequent, rigid pattern that may ultimately
result from a small common source (see 4.8.4, p 478). Moreover, it is unclear how
the semantic development from subjunctive to present should have proceeded; the
opposite direction, as defended by e.g. Renou (1925b) and Kortlandt (1983a), seems
much more attractive.

4.1.5 PERFECT

Since Lane’s groundbreaking 1959 article on the subjunctive and Cowgill’s
unification of the e : 2 gradation in 3|@-root subjunctives and the a : 2 gradation in
ala-root subjunctives (1967), the Proto-Indo-European perfect has often been
considered the most likely source of the Tocharian subjunctive. The argument is
based on two points of comparison, as put forward by Winter (1994a: 305-308; cf also
e.g. Eyporsson 1993; Hackstein 2004a: 92-93; Kim 2007b).

The first point concerns the gradation of the Tocharian subjunctive: since its
gradation patterns can be unified as an original e : 2 without initial palatalisation, it is
argued that this must reflect *o : @ gradation in Proto-Indo-European. The PIE
perfect displays exactly these root grades with the same distribution, namely o-grade
in the singular and @-grade in the plural (Lane 1959: 160; Adams 1978: 278, 281; van
Windekens 1944: 257; 1982: 192-193). The second point involves the initial accent
found in many Tocharian B subjunctives, which is exceptional compared to other
verbal and nominal formations. Winter argues that the accent was automatically
fixed on the second syllable of each word at a pre-stage of Tocharian B, so that the
exceptional initial accent of the subjunctive must be explained with an “extra first
syllable” that was lost after the accent was fixed: a reduplication syllable as found in
the Proto-Indo-European perfect.

The following extract from Winter’s article contains these two main arguments:
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“Es ist seit langem bekannt, daf3 der sogenannte ‘Konjunktiv’ der tocharischen Sprachen
dort, wo sich Ablaut beobachten 1af3t, die Abstufung des indogermanischen Perfekts zeigt:
im aktivischen Singular findet sich die Widerspiegelung der indogermanischen *-o-Stufe,
im aktivischen Plural und im gesamten Mediopassiv hingegen die der indogermanischen
Schwachstufe. [...]

Fir die Formen von Tocharisch B, fiir die sich Aussagen iiber die Akzentstelle mit
grofler Sicherheit machen lassen, gilt nun, dal Formen des ‘Konjunktivs’” der ablautenden
Paradigmen den Akzent grundsitzlich auf der Anfangssilbe tragen. Nimmt man Krauses
Annahme (1952:10) ernst, dafl der Wortakzent in Tocharisch B auf die zweite Silbe eines
Wortes falle (retrahierte Akzente in zweisilbigen Formen kénnen hier aufler Betracht
bleiben), und setzt man fiir mehrsilbige Formen mit Anfangsakzent zugrundeliegende
morphophonematische Bildungen mit Reduplikation mit *|Ci-| an, deren *|-i-| in offener
Silbe schwinden mufite, so ergibt sich, dafl die ablautenden ‘Konjunktive’ mit Formen des
indogermanischen Perfekts nicht nur in der Ablautstufe, sondern auch in der zur
Erklarung des Akzentverhaltens anzusetzenden Reduplikation iibereinstimmten.” (1994a:
305-306)

Both arguments start from important non-trivial assumptions. First of all, it is
assumed that Tocharian non-palatalising e-grade directly reflects PIE *o-grade and
non-palatalising a-grade PIE @-grade, despite the high functional load of palatalisa-
tion in Tocharian morphophonology, which implies that it was productive and
therefore possibly secondarily present or absent in specific contexts. Secondly,
although the Tocharian B accent must derive from a simple system with automatic
accent assignment, as shown by its great simplicity, it is synchronically morphologi-
cal (not phonetic) in the Tocharian B subjunctive, which proves that it was gener-
alised. This raises the question whether other sources are conceivable, too. However,
these counterarguments allow for alternative solutions at most: as far as the formal
side is concerned, Winter’s reasoning is in itself fully compatible with the data.

Nevertheless, there are serious problems of a different kind that the perfect
theory has to address: the function, the endings, and the stem pattern.

As shown in chapter 3, the main function of the Tocharian subjunctive is to
denote future events in main clauses and uncertain events in subclauses. Conversely,
the Proto-Indo-European perfect had neither of these two functions, but rather an
aspectual function: it had present reference, denoting a state resulting from a
previous event. In many Indo-European languages, the perfect has developed into a
past tense (a development comparable to that underlying the difference between the
English perfect, e.g. I have done and the German perfect, e.g. ich habe gemacht ‘1
did’), but among the Indo-European reflexes of the perfect, the functions of the To-
charian subjunctive are not found. Consequently, the derivation of the Tocharian
subjunctive from the Proto-Indo-European perfect is in need of an explanation for
the alleged change in function. Since there are no functional overlaps between the
two categories, the only possible path seems to be that the resultative aspect of the
perfect was bleached out in favour of its present reference, and that it was pushed to
its Tocharian modal function by the present, which must have existed next to it all
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the time. How this might have happened is unclear to me, but in any case there is no
concrete evidence within Tocharian that it actually happened.

Another problem of the function of the Proto-Indo-European perfect and the
Tocharian subjunctive concerns valency. Whereas the Tocharian grading subjunc-
tive is typically found with transitive verbs as found in the Tocharian present classes
with an s-suffix or an n-infix, the Proto-Indo-European perfect denoted a state and it
was typically intransitive; verbs that were otherwise transitive could be used in an
absolute way, without object:

“le parfait note I'état acquis et le mouvement effectué: «il est (actuellement) endormi,
irrité, il est arrivé (et il est ici)». Cette valeur apparait ainsi de préférence 1a ot le verbe est
par nature intransitif. Mais elle n’est pas exclue 13 méme ou le présent comporte un objet:
en ce cas le parfait, conformément a la liberté d’emploi des racines indo-européennes,
figure d’une fagon absolue.” (Renou 1925a: 7-8, based on Wackernagel 1904)

Only a small category of perfects could be used transitively, typically “Verbes
signifiant «avoir, posséder, abandonner, faire»” (Chantraine 1927: 11). Thus, the
Proto-Indo-European perfect does not in any way match the marked preference of
the Tocharian grading subjunctive for transitive use.

As will be shown in section 4.2 (p 341), the Tocharian present endings, which are
also found with the subjunctive, derive from a mixture of the Proto-Indo-European
primary and secondary endings of the present-aorist system. By contrast, the
endings of the Tocharian preterite derive from those of the Proto-Indo-European
perfect. This suggests, evidently, that the Proto-Indo-European perfect became a
past tense in Tocharian after all (see above), since it has supplied the endings of a
past tense. Likewise, the present-aorist origin of the endings of the Tocharian sub-
junctive would in the first place suggest an origin of the subjunctive in the present-
aorist system, not in the perfect. Thus, if the subjunctive were to be derived from the
perfect, we seem to be obliged to assume that both the subjunctive and the preterite
derive from the perfect, and that next to the “past tense” perfect with perfect endings
a second perfect with present-aorist endings was created, which was to become the
subjunctive.732 Subsequently, the perfect features, namely reduplication and grada-
tion, were given up in the past perfect, but preserved in the subjunctive perfect. Al-
though heavy restructurings have certainly taken place, the developments sketched
above are complicated and implausible.

The perfect theory is weak in that it makes no predictions about the stem
patterns of the subjunctive: it does not explain the distribution of the grading sub-
junctive, neither compared to other subjunctive types nor compared to the other
stems of verbs with a grading subjunctive. Yet, the grading subjunctive is not an in-
dependent type, as shown in chapter 2: it is tightly matched to specific present and

732 The assumption that the Tocharian subjunctive continues the Proto-Indo-European
perfect and the preterite continues the aorist only makes matters worse.
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preterite types in one-to-one correspondences. As far as I know, nobody has argued
that the s-preterite (always found next to an a|@-root subjunctive) or the a|a-root
preterite (next to the a|a-root subjunctive) have a special correlation with the perfect,
nor, for that matter, $%/;-presents or na-presents, the respective present types.

On top of these three problems, there is also a difficulty on yet another level:
there is virtually no comparative evidence of individual grading subjunctives
matching old perfects; to use Jasanoff’s term, there are no “word equations” in sup-
port of the perfect theory. It is my firm belief that comparative morphology should
compare morphological types rather than set up etymologies, certainly with a
language with so many rigid patterns as Tocharian. Nevertheless, a morphological
explanation additionally supported by word equations is clearly preferable to one
based on morphological types only.

4.1.6 MOLO-TYPE

As a variant of the perfect theory, Jasanoff has argued on several occasions that the
Tocharian grading subjunctives derive from a slightly different type, which he
mostly calls the “molo-type” or the “h.e-conjugation” (e.g. 1992; 2003: 161-165 and
passim). In brief, the molo-type is identical to the traditional perfect in its endings, in
its o-grade in the singular, and in being a present, while it is different in having e-
grade in the plural and lacking reduplication.

A full discussion of the molo-type is clearly beyond the scope of this study, but
two points may be noted. First, in spite of Jasanoff’s arguments (2003: 228-233), Ved.
veda, Gk. oida ‘knows’ etc (LIV2: 665-667) proves the existence of a perfect type
without reduplication, as is also suggested by the two 3pl. endings -r(s) and -ér,
which must reflect a difference in accent patterns. If the difference between the
molo-type and the traditional perfect is not the presence or absence of reduplication,
the e-grade in the plural of the molo-type becomes extremely important, should the
two types be different at all. This leads us to the second point: the evidence for e-
grade in the plural is very scanty indeed, certainly in view of Kloekhorst’s interpreta-
tion of the Hitt. Sakk- ~ sekk- class (2008b: 141-143). He convincingly shows that the
verb Sakk- ~ Sekk- itself was originally of a different type, namely sakk- ~ Sakk-, thus
offering no proof for an alternation o ~ e. The e-grade of the remaining verbs with a
~ e, which all have a resonant in the root, is due to restoration of the Schwebeablaut
in the plural, i.e. <re> (according to Kloekhorst, phonologically /ri/) replaces older
*ar. In fact, this weak point is inherent in Jasanoff’s theory when he admits that
“replacements of the type TérT- - TRT-" are common in weak stems everywhere in
the family” (1992: 143; similarly also elsewhere).

As far as the Tocharian subjunctive is concerned, the molo-type theory differs in
only one important aspect from the perfect: the lack of reduplication. As explained
above, one of Winter’s two arguments to derive the subjunctive from the Proto-
Indo-European perfect was its initial accent, which would preserve the original
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reduplication syllable in an indirect way. Unfortunately, this point is not addressed
by Jasanoff.733

Thus, the molo-type theory has no advantages over the perfect theory: it does not
account for the initial accent, the initial palatalisation expected from e-grade in the
plural is not found, and it offers no better explanation of the meaning of the Tochar-
ian subjunctive.

4.1.7 PERFECTIVE PRESENT

As recounted in 3.1.1 (p 155), Couvreur and several other scholars have argued for an
analysis of the subjunctive as a perfective variant of the present. This analysis was in
all cases supported with arguments from morphology instead of syntax. In my
discussion of the syntactic evidence in 3.8.4 (p 325), I have arrived at the conclusion
that there is no evidence in the syntactic use of the subjunctive that proves or even
suggests that it is a perfective present. However, I also suggested that the merits of
this theory are rather to be expected on the diachronic than on the synchronic level.

Crucial in the application of the “perfective present” theory is the origin of the
perfective stem. In principle, I see two possibilities: 1) the perfective present is a
secondary result of the creation of new imperfective present, or 2) the perfective
present is a present formed from an originally perfective stem. Unfortunately, in
most of the accounts that I have been able to trace (Couvreur 1947: 73; Winter, e.g.
1982: 9, 1994a: 286-287; Hackstein 2004a: 90-92; Pinault 2008: 570), this point was
not addressed explicitly.

The first option departs from a development comparable to that in Turkish,
compare for instance the Uy. “uncertain present-future tense” in -r-, e.g. mayarmidin
‘T will probably walk’ with the “present progressive tense” in -wati-, e.g. kiiliwatimdin
‘T am laughing’ (de Jong 2007: 129, 131): the former is the original present tense,
usually termed “aorist” in the literal sense of Gk. dopiotog ‘indefinite’, while the
second is formed with an extra imperfective suffix. Evidently, this interpretation
requires that the Tocharian subjunctive reflects the Proto-Indo-European present,
which is certain for a large number of instances, but untenable as an explanation of
the subjunctive as a whole (see 4.1.3, p 332). Based on the typological framework
developed by Haspelmath (1998), this option is discussed in detail in 4.9.2 (p 483).

The second option leaves room for the Tocharian present to derive from the
Proto-Indo-European present, but it leads to the logical question where the
perfective stem goes back to. This point is addressed by Kim (2007b), who makes the
interesting — though evidently wrong — suggestion that the Proto-Indo-European
perfect supplied that perfective stem (see 4.9.3, p 486). Obviously, Kim was not led

733 As T argue against the derivation of the subjunctive from the perfect, it would have suited
me to learn Jasanoff’s opinion on the initial accent of the subjunctive. I have now offered my
own explanation of the accent in 4.5.5 (p 413), which could in theory be used by proponents of
the molo-type theory.
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by semantic clues: his main objective was to reconcile the perfect theory with the
perfective present theory.

The simple solution defended in this study is that the perfective present theory
contains the key to the historical explanation of the subjunctive: the perfective stem
on which it is based is just the old Proto-Indo-European perfective stem, the aorist.

4.1.8 AORIST INJUNCTIVE

If the Tocharian contrast between the imperfective present stem on the one hand
and the perfective preterite and subjunctive stem on the other continues the Proto-
Indo-European contrast between the imperfective present and the perfective aorist
stem, the origin of the Tocharian subjunctive seems to be the Proto-Indo-European
aorist injunctive. After all, there is little evidence of old subjunctives, including aorist
subjunctives, so that the non-past injunctive seems to be the only option. In as far as
the Tocharian subjunctive does continue old *¢/,-subjunctives, their semantic
contribution is not so much to be found in their subjunctive suffix, but rather in the
fact that they are formed to the perfective aorist stem.

Thus, the theory defended in this study is identical to the following account of
Pinault with respect to his derivation from the subjunctive and the injunctive. How-
ever, in as far as he includes the present and the perfect stem as possible origins, it is
not:

“L’inventaire des classes de subjonctif montre qu’il est rarement le descendant formel du
subjonctif indo-européen: il s’agit d’'une catégorie nouvelle, propre au tokharien, qu'on
peut définir en synchronie comme «le non-passé de l'aspect perfectif» (Winter, 1994, p.
286; 1998, p. 164), et qui hérite a la fois du subjonctif (aoriste, parfait) et de I'injonctif
(présent, aoriste, parfait), ce qui explique qu’il recoit les désinences de présent, issues des
désinences secondaires et primaires.” (2008: 571)

The most explicit derivation from the aorist injunctive is probably that of Kortlandt
(1994: 62), which I cite below. For the technical details of his derivation, I refer to 4.5

(p 403):

“If the asigmatic forms in the s-preterite arose from the phonetic loss of *s, the root
subjunctive is best derived from the sigmatic aorist injunctive, a derivation which
moreover explains the absence of an s-subjunctive.”

As the derivation from the aorist injunctive is in fact a specific application of the
perfective present approach mentioned above (4.1.7, p 338), it is compatible with
most versions of the latter. It can also be reconciled with Lane’s equation of the
Tocharian a-subjunctive with the a-preterite, if this a-stem ultimately reflects an
aorist formation (1959: 172). However, Lane’s intermediate step that the a-formation
with present endings became a present first is unnecessary: probably, such preterite-
subjunctive stems were always accompanied by a derived present.
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4.1.9 METHOD

Few methodological preliminaries are required: I try to keep to the generally
accepted principles of comparative linguistic reconstruction without adopting a
special theoretical framework. Whenever there is a choice between a regular mor-
phological pattern and a morphological irregularity, the preferred solution takes the
pattern to be the result of analogy and the irregularity the result of sound change. In
my understanding of the historical development of Tocharian, both types of changes
have drastically changed the appearance of the Tocharian languages: our basic task is
to sort out which changes are due to sound law and which are due to analogy, and to
look for independent clues to support interpretations.

As a consequence, I start my historical approach with irregular phenomena
rather than rigid patterns. The first choice is only logical: irregular verbs, a selection
of which is discussed at length in 4.3 (p 351). The second is perhaps less obvious:
present-subjunctives (4.4, p 377). Although present-subjunctives are relatively
frequent, certainly in Tocharian B, which does allow to establish certain patterns, the
regular situation in Tocharian is that there is a contrast between present and
subjunctive. Both the irregular verbs and the present-subjunctive allow to make
breaches in the rigid system presented by many other subjunctive formations, for
instance the much more regular root subjunctive to x|@-roots (4.5, p 403) and x|a-
roots (4.6, p 430).

Since I was educated at Leiden University, it will not be much of a surprise that I
adhere in principle to the reconstruction of the Indo-European proto-language of
Beekes (1995). However, I am well aware of the potential of Tocharian: this branch
might have preserved archaisms that force us to change or adapt elements of the
reconstruction. Therefore, I will be cautious with the application of “Leiden” views
or insights, and try to be open-minded towards the linguistic facts of Tocharian.

4.1.10 STRUCTURE

This chapter is organised as follows. In 4.2 (p 341), the personal endings of the verb
are discussed in order to show that the Tocharian present endings continue the
endings of the Proto-Indo-European present-aorist system, whereas the preterite
endings continue the endings of the perfect. In 4.3 (p 351), a number of important
irregular verbs is discussed, which gives important insights in the development of
the verbal system as such. The Tocharian present-subjunctive is derived from the
Proto-Indo-European present in 4.4 (p 377), which suggests that the subjunctive
does not derive from the present. In 4.5 (p 403), the x|@-root subjunctive and the
related s-preterite and s-present are discussed, to be ultimately derived from the s-
aorist. In 4.6 (p 430), the x|a-root subjunctive and preterite and the related nasal
presents are discussed. The chapter is concluded with the heterogeneous relic
category of ?/.-presents with e-grade in the root (4.7, p 453), minor subjunctive types
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(4.8, p 469), a discussion of the development of the meaning (4.9, p 480), and a brief
conclusion (4.10, p 491).

4.2 ENDINGS

Whereas the debate about the origin of the different stems is fierce and undecided,
the explanation of the personal endings is in broad outline commonly agreed upon
(see in general e.g. Kortlandt 1979, 1981; Adams 1988: 51-61; and Pinault 2008: 619-
630 with references). As these endings might contain information about the origins
of the stems, but certainly need to be considered in any diachronic account of the
Tocharian subjunctive, it seems best to start with them.

In a nutshell, Proto-Indo-European must have had three main types of endings:
primary endings with present reference, secondary endings without present
reference, and special endings for the perfect. The primary endings were of two
types: athematic and thematic. In Tocharian, the difference between the Proto-Indo-
European athematic and thematic primary endings was lost, as well as that between
primary and secondary endings: traces of all three sets can be found in the Tocharian
present endings. On the other hand, the perfect endings were kept distinct and came
to be used as the preterite endings.

4.2.1 PRESENT ACTIVE

As must be immediately clear from the table presented in 2.2.1 (p 26), already the
Tocharian B present endings alone cannot be just projected back to Proto-Tochari-
an, since they come in three different variants, and a comparison with those of To-
charian A makes a more detailed reconstruction of the Proto-Tocharian set
necessary. If we focus on the active endings first, the differences between the present
sets within Tocharian B concern the three singular persons, those within Tocharian
A the third person plural, and those between the two languages all endings.

1sg

The Tocharian A ending is -m everywhere, and this ending is certainly mirrored by
Tocharian B -m found in the imperfect-optative subset, and in yam T go’. TA and TB
-m must continue PT *-ma, continuing the PIE athematic primary ending *-mi, as
the PIE secondary ending *-m would certainly have become -@. Another 1sg. ending
is found only in Tocharian B: -w. Although it has repeatedly been suggested that PT
*-ma was in certain positions lenited to -w (e.g. Sieg and Siegling 1921: vI; Couvreur
1938b: 243-247; 1947: 42, 49, 55; Winter 1990b: 15-16), the conditions for such a
development have not been stated satisfactorily, and I keep to the alternative
derivation of TB -w from the PIE thematic primary ending *-oH through *-0 > *-u
(Pedersen 1941: 141), perhaps preserved in positions where it was covered by a clitic.
The Proto-Tocharian distribution of the two 1sg. endings is not fully clear, but
both must have been found in the present and the subjunctive, since the TB relic
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form yam proves that *-ma was in use as a present or present-subjunctive ending.
The isolated imperfects of ‘be’ and ‘go’ with -m in both languages, and the regular
presence of this ending in all other imperfects and optatives of Tocharian B suggests
that it was at home there, too. Whether the 1sg. -m and 1pl. -(¢)m ever were homo-
phonous in Tocharian B depends on the evaluation of the final -s of Tocharian
A -mds. If they were indeed homophonous, this further confirms that the imperfect-
optative 1sg. ending was -m in Proto-Tocharian (see under 1pl.). On the other hand,
the completely isolated present-preterites latau and kamau cannot possibly have
replaced older forms in Proto-Tocharian *-m (i.e., PIE *-mi), since *-m with its past
function in the imperfect had certainly been the more regular ending.

In conclusion, it is very likely that *-m was the only ending in the imperfect-
optative, whereas in the present and the subjunctive both *-m and *-w were found,
but how they were distributed there is uncertain so far. Isolated yam could indicate
that -m was regular in athematic presents as in Proto-Indo-European, but other
types of distribution are also possible.

In Tocharian B, the ending -w spread to athematic paradigms and the thematic
vowel was restored in thematic ones, but the date of this development is unknown. It
is possible that the spread of -m in Tocharian A was triggered by the opaque
thematic forms in -u instead of -eu, i.e. original *ayam ‘I give’ and *akow T carry’
may have been made transparent as *ay-a-m vs *ak-e-m in Pre-Tocharian A and as
*ay-a-w and *ak-e-w in Pre-Tocharian B.

2sg

The normal 2sg. ending is -t in both languages, which suggests a straightforward
Proto-Tocharian *-fa. The problem is that this *-ta can reflect none of the relevant
endings usually reconstructed for Proto-Indo-European, and it is often supposed to
reflect a particle or a shortened form of the pronoun *tuH ‘you’ (e.g. Pedersen 1944:
5; Couvreur 1947: 55). As Pinault suggests (2008: 620), *-to might also reflect the
perfect ending *-th, that would have yielded *-ta (cf TB -sta), but this needs the
assumption that somehow the a was removed, and the question is whether a model
1sg.prt. -w-a : 1sg.prs. -w : 2sg.prt. -t-a : X, X = -t is strong enough.

Another problem is what the new ending *-ta replaced exactly. The athematic
primary ending *-si is excluded as something should have remained, probably **-s,
and if the thematic primary ending was indeed *-eh;i (based on Gk. -eig with ana-
logical -s and Lith. -i from -fe; Kortlandt 1979: 57), this ending would probably have
become **-"2y. In fact, nothing seems to be wrong with an ending -s or -2y, although
the latter would perhaps have fused with clitic pronouns as 1sg. -7i or 2sg. -c, and
certainly with a preceding optative suffix. The only remaining candidate is the
secondary ending -s, which would certainly have disappeared completely, calling for
restoration.

The idea that *-ta replaces older -s is nicely confirmed by the present-preterite,
where the actual ending is -@ in Tocharian B. Of course this ending is normally
derived from -es in the thematic aorist directly, but in view of the 1sg. ending -w, the
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present-preterite must have been felt as a category on the same level as the present
and the subjunctive, which suggests that this zero ending was actually there in the
present and the subjunctive, too. Thus, the secondary ending *-s was generalised,
and in its non-preterite function replaced by *-ta. Perhaps the rationale was that *-ta
was better marked than the outcome of *-si or *-eh;i or both. In that case, the spread
of *-s is only apparent, the generalised ending being in fact the reshaped *-ta.

388

The 3sg. ending is always -s in Tocharian A, which does not match any of the two
endings in Tocharian B: neither - in the present and the subjunctive nor -@ in the
imperfect-optative and the present-preterite. It is commonly agreed that TB -n
represents a particle added to the more original zero ending -@ (e.g. Winter 1987:
307734). This particle can perhaps be identified with the pronominal stem seen in
Slav. on®, or otherwise, as argued by Pedersen (1941: 142-143), with the element -n in
the demonstrative pronoun TA sam of distall deixis and TB sem of intermediate
deixis, as argued by Winter (see Peyrot 2008a: 121-124) or of recognition, as argued
by Pinault (2009: 229 and passim).

The TA ending -s has aroused some debate, as it was argued that it could reflect
the PIE athematic primary ending *-ti. However, parallels were few and problems
manifold, so that this idea is discarded by Pinault (2008: 620). I have difficulties
accepting his alternative explanation, however, because the progressive palatalisation
he has proposed (in this case *-ed > *-22) is found only in a very limited number of
contexts: it has no parallels to other developments in the phonological system, and it
defies falsification as the end product is subsequently lost in Tocharian B. Therefore,
I would identify -s with the same element in the TA demonstrative pronoun of
proximal deixis sds (s e.g. in the n.sg. tds), after Pedersen (1941: 142-143).

The zero ending is commonly derived from the PIE secondary ending *-t, and
rightly so, since that would certainly have been lost. However, if one follows
Kortlandt’s argument that OCS -e(ts), Lith. -a and Gk. -et point to a thematic
primary ending -e for Proto-Indo-European, since the endings of all other languages
can easily be explained by influence of athematic -ti (1979: 61; 1997: 134), that ending
is certainly an option, too. In fact, such an ending -e would have merged with
secondary -t after the thematic suffix, i.e. -e-t, at an early stage. Since this ending *-e
from *-e and *-et would have merged also with the 3sg.pf. ending *-e, the 3sg. may
have been a key form for the transition of perfects to present inflexion (see e.g. ayk-
‘know’ in 4.4.1, p 379, yok- ‘drink’ in 4.3.6, p 371, and perhaps tak- ‘touch’ in 4.7.5, p
464).

734 However, his suggestion that the -n is the reflex of the secondary athematic ending *-t
assimilated to a following pronoun starting with n- (1990b: 17-19) defies verification and must
be discarded.
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1pl

The 1pl. ending is -m throughout in Tocharian B, whereas Tocharian A has -mads
exclusively. Moreover, there is no difference between present and preterite endings
in either language. Although -s is a frequent plural marker in the Tocharian A
nominal and pronominal systems, it is not found elsewhere in the verbal endings. If
not in some fashion taken over from the 1pl. pronoun was, this -s is probably to be
identified with the final -s of the PIE athematic primary ending *-mes (Skt. -mah;
Skt. -masi probably has an analogical -i after -mi, -si, -ti, pace Pinault 2008: 621).
However, the -s cannot have been preserved in exactly that form, but must have been
covered by a particle or pronoun clitics. The generalisation of the s-form is easy to
understand, since the s-less form merged with the 1sg. -m from PIE *-mi (see above).
As the correspondence TA -s : TB -© is not regular phonologically,73s TB -m
must have another immediate origin. This could be the same ending *-mes, but a
variant of it that really lost the -s. If the two variant outcomes of *-mes existed side by
side, the s-less form was probably able to survive because it merged with the
outcome of the secondary ending *-me (Skt. -ma), or the reflex of an ending *-men
(*-mem?), if that was the thematic primary ending.736 In conclusion, Tocharian
A -mds may continue the athematic primary ending, and Tocharian B -m the same
ending, and practically all others (except endings with o-vocalism, such as that
probably evidenced by Lat. -mus), but there is no trace of any sort of distribution.

2pl

The problem of the 2pl. is easily stated and difficult to solve. In Tocharian A, we find
-¢, which could reflect PIE *-te or *-th,e (Skt. -tha). The same ending -c is found in
the preterite and imperative middle; the present middle -cdr has the present
marker -r added to the preterite ending. The problem is the Tocharian B ending -cer,
which has a vowel e and a final  that are difficult to explain. The -r is common in the
middle endings, but further only found in the 3pl.prt. (active); e is rare altogether,
only found in the preterite middle. None of these categories is a likely source for the
elements -e-, -1, or -er, or of the complete ending -cer. The 2pl. pronoun yes does not
give a ready explanation either: if the combination cy was simplified to ¢, we would
still have expected -ces, not -cer. Although yes was at a certain stage analysed as ye-s,
as we see from the 2du. ye-ne, this would still leave the -r unexplained (pace Pinault
2008: 621, it cannot be identical to the -r in the TA prohibitive negation mar, since
that is likely to reflect -ra, which would of course have given **-cera in Tocharian B).

735 The only comparable correspondence is between TA -s and TB -n, which reflects the cluster
*-ns.

736 On the basis of OCS -m®s, Kortlandt rather reconstructs a PIE ending *-omom (Kortlandt
1979: 63-64). Pinault discards -me as a possible source, since this would have yielded TB **-mi
through *-ri12 (2008: 621). However, the reflex TB i for PIE *e is only found in positions where
the “coloured shwa” would have been preserved, i.e. not word-finally.
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But even if we found an explanation for -er, it is not clear altogether why an
original -c (which is, after all, expected on the basis of Proto-Indo-European) should
have been replaced or extended. Within Tocharian B, there is no ending with which
it would have merged, and I do not see which kind of unacceptable problems it could
have caused: ambiguity through combination with the 2nd singular clitic pronoun
cannot have been too frequent (if only for pragmatic reasons), nor does it seem
possible that confusion with the 3sg. ending with the 2sg. pronoun clitic, or phono-
logical problems after palatalised consonants in thematic paradigms a sufficient
reason. If the 3pl. ending was (also) -nc, this was close indeed, but probably not close
enough.

3pl

The normal 3pl. ending is -n in TB, whereas we find -7ic in TA, with a marginal
variant -y. Most scholars agree that the “basic” endings TB -n and TA -7ic are not
reconcilable on the Proto-Tocharian level, and reconstruct PT *-n < PIE secondary
*-nt for the former and PT *-nc(2) < PIE primary *-nti for the latter (see Pinault
2008: 621; Pedersen 1941: 144). Since -n is found in TB throughout, also in the
“peripheral” imperfect-optative and present-preterite, and, likewise, -7ic is found in
all categories in TA, it is only on the basis of Proto-Indo-European that we can
assume that TA continues the primary ending and TB the secondary ending; there is
no proof for such a difference within Tocharian.

The TA ending that needs to be described synchronically as -y, looks in fact
completely like a truncated -ic: trinki ~ trdnkific ‘they say’, lke ~ lkefic ‘they see’, etc.
The distribution of these short endings over the texts is marked, as 16 out of 22 occur
in the Maitreyavadanavyakarana, and only 2 of these are found in prose (Sieg, Sieg-
ling and Schulze 1931: 326-327). However, any grammatical rule for their occurrence
next to the long endings seems to be lacking; their use is “ohne erkennbare Regel”
(0.c.: 326).

Most explanations go back to Sieg, Siegling and Schulze’s suggestive reference to
the loss of -7ic before the 1sg. pronoun clitic -7, and argue that the short ending
could have been generalised from there (e.g. Itkin 2002: 14). Possible as this
explanation is, it is not supported by the distribution of the forms; at most one can
say that the other pronoun clitics are not found after the short endings, but that is
hardly significant with these small numbers.

To my knowledge, Pinault was the first to suggest that the short endings are not
truncated, but reflect a different ending. Indeed, the distribution between “real”
presents and other formations, like subjunctives, present-subjunctives, etc, is not
equal: real presents are kumse (2x), tase, (I)dm(t)se, lotinke (2x), tsikse, whereas
kirse, take (2x), te, ya(m)e, lifice, lotke, and possibly sdlpe are subjunctives; cimpe
and windse are present-subjunctives, and trdnki (3x), ype, and lke are suppletive
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presents (the first and the last could be called subjunctives morphologically).737 Of
course, this distribution, if it is significant at all, is only useful if the ending -y is not
the result of secondary truncation.

Pinault suggests that -y reflects the secondary ending -nt with loss of final ¢ (-t# >
-d > -z > -©) and loss of n with the diphthongisation effect as in TA es ‘shoulder’ vs
TB antse, both from *anse. If one does not accept his development of final -t to -z,
the only option remaining is to take recourse to sandhi, either before pronoun clitics
or in larger syntagms. The latter context does not look promising as the short
endings seem to occur more often before vowels and caesurae (Sieg, Siegling and
Schulze 1931: 326), whereas for the first we end up with the 1sg. and 2sg. pronoun
clitics again: *lokan-#a and *lokan-ca would certainly produce the required e (as if
from ay). These forms would both have merged with long ending forms, yielding
Ikesii and Ikerici, but again extraction of ke seems only possible in the first.

All in all, it is in my view certain that there were two different 3pl. endings in
Proto-Tocharian: *-n and *-nc(s). However, their distribution must remain un-
certain; the evidence from the TA short endings is difficult to evaluate and even-
tually this ending could be secondarily extracted from the position before the 1sg.
pronoun clitic.

conclusion

Although the differences between the 1sg., 1pl. and 3pl. endings of Tocharian A and
B must certainly be projected back to Proto-Tocharian, it is not completely clear
how the different endings were functionally distributed. The present-preterite
certainly had secondary endings in Proto-Tocharian, even if it has assumed the 1sg.
primary ending -w. Further, the 3sg. zero ending of the Tocharian B imperfect-
optative proves that this category must have had secondary endings, too. The
difference between the 1sg. present-preterite -w and the imperfect-optative -m
suggests that the first is secondary; it can perhaps be explained by the thematic suftix
in the former. The co-existence of two 1sg. present endings in Tocharian B points to
a contrast between thematic and athematic paradigms for Proto-Tocharian. It
remains highly doubtful whether there was a difference in the endings of the present
and the subjunctive.738 In sum, we can draw the following tentative scheme:

737 Perhaps it is worthy of note that of the real presents, tase, (I)dm(f)se and kumse (once)
occur outside the Maitreyavadanavyakarana.

738 It cannot be excluded that there was, in fact, a difference between the prs.3du. -ten vs the
sbj.3du. -ys in Tocharian B, but the evidence is so meagre and the forms must have been so
marginal in the spoken language, too, that we can hardly draw conclusions from this
difference.
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them. prs. athem. prs. ipf.-opt. prs.-prt. (them.)

188 -w -m -m -w<< -0
2 -ta -ta -ta? -0

3 -2 -2 -0 -0

ipl.  -mos -mas -m -m

2 -c -c -c -c

3 -nca -nca -n -n

Many uncertainties remain. The distribution of the 1pl. and 3pl. endings is entirely
based on their supposed origins in Proto-Indo-European. Whereas the zero ending
for the 3sg. is secured for the ipf.-opt. and the prs.-prt., it is not clear whether TA -5
and TB -n were already in use in Proto-Tocharian times, and if so, whether one was
for instance thematic and the other athematic. If the ipf.-opt. is to be taken together
with the prs.-prt., it is likely that the 2sg. had a zero ending, but otherwise it was
probably -ta, too. As the origin of the TB 2pl. ending -cer is unclear, it is doubtful
whether it was, for instance, a variant in the present endings.

In the remaining ending sets, chiefly the present middle and the preterite, only
minor differences within the languages are attested, and those between Tocharian A
and B are much less prominent, too.

4.2.2 PRETERITE ACTIVE

Tocharian A 2sg. -st, 3sg. -Q, 1pl. -mds, 2pl. -s and Tocharian B 2sg. -sta, 3sg. -@, 1pl.
-m, 2pl. -s evidently reflect Proto-Tocharian 2sg. -sta, 3sg. -@, 1pl. -m (see above),
and 2pl. -s. The remaining endings deserve more detailed comments. For the 1sg.,
Tocharian B -wa points to *-wa, matched by the TA relic ending -u. The other To-
charian A endings are remodelled: -4 is contracted from *-awa and *-wa is the
original -w- plus the contracted ending -4, or old -wa as it was preserved before
clitics; rare -awa is formed from the ipf. stem formant a plus the ending -wa (itself
analogical; see Winter 1965b: 206-209). The 3pl. has two forms in Tocharian B, -r
and -re, but Tocharian A shows only -r; also before pronoun clitics, we find no
variant -ra (Sieg, Siegling and Schulze 1931: 335). Apart from “normal” levelling, the
reason is of course that the expected long ending ra was at home in the a-preterites
where it was always subject to vowel weakening.

The Tocharian preterite endings continue those of the Proto-Indo-European
perfect. Straightforward are the 3sg. -@ < *-e (apparently with analogical removal of
the palatalisation in e.g. the 3sg.prt. -sa, see 4.5.4, p 411) and 1pl. -m < *-me. The
1sg. -wa goes back to *-h, with the addition of an element -u- from the preterite
participle or perhaps the present ending -w; note, in any case, that with the spread of
-a- as a preterite marker, a 1sg. -a was bound to be replaced by another, distinct
ending. The 2sg. -sta goes back to *-th,, but with an additional s, either from the s-
aorist, or otherwise perhaps a relic of the original secondary ending -s.
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At least at first sight, the 2pl. ending -s is incompatible with an ending *-e as
required by Ved. -a, while it is strongly reminiscent of the element -s- in the Hittite
2pl. endings of the hi-verbs: prs. -Steni and prt. -Sten (Kloekhorst 2008a). Since -steni
and -sten are likely to have been reshaped after the mi-endings -tteni and -tten, the
combination of Hittite and Tocharian leads to the preliminary reconstruction of a
2pl. perfect ending -su (o.c.: 498-499). However, the isolated character of the Vedic
ending suggests that it is old: it is completely unclear how it should have come to
replace an earlier ending *-su, if that ever existed. An alternative explanation of the
Tocharian ending could take the -s to be from the s-aorist (which could have a
parallel in the 2sg. -sta, see above), while the expected palatalisation of the ending -e
was removed by analogy, similar to what must have happened in the 3sg. -@ < *-e.

The difference between the Tocharian B 3pl. endings -r for s-preterites and -re
for preterites in -a is difficult to explain: apart from the differences in the 1sg. in To-
charian A, which are clearly secondary (see above), the ending sets are identical.
Because of its accentual behaviour, -r has been derived from Proto-Tocharian *-ra
(Ringe 1990: 197-206): this would explain why e.g. prekar ‘they asked” has final
accent, i.e. {prekd-ra}. However, such an original underlying shwa is not directly
attested, since we never find forms with mobile -0 or final -4 such as **prekaro or
**prekard. As an alternative, we might consider the possibility of ordinary levelling
of the accented 3, which is found in all active forms except the 3sg. preksa. This
would allow to derive -r from PIE *-r or *-rs (Ved. -uh) in a straightforward way; in
any case, Ringe’s reconstruction *-r-nt would not yield the proto-form *-ra that we
need, but **-ran instead.

The variant -re seems to reflect a PIE *-ro, but such an ending cannot be recon-
structed for the perfect (a typological comparison with Latin -erunt < *-ér-ont fails,
again, on the final, which would have been preserved as **-rem). Because -r has a
good etymology but -re has not, I suppose that the latter is secondary. However, a
model and a motivation are not easy to find. The only motivation I can think of is
the homonymy with the sg.mid. imperative ending -r. Before the spread of initial
palatalisation in the a-root preterite (on which see 4.6.7, p 446), the difference with
the sg.mid. of the imperative was only the prefix of the latter, e.g. sg.mid.ipv.
*pa-kalar ‘bring’ vs 3pl.prt.act. *kalar ‘brought’.739 In the s-preterites, on the other
hand, both forms were additionally characterised by a difference in suffix, e.g.
sg.mid.ipv. *pa-awn-sa-r ‘hit’ vs 3pl.prt.act. *awna-r ‘started’. This difference in stem
formation between the a-root preterite and the s-preterite explains why only the
ending of a-root preterite was substituted. However, I do not know a suitable model
for ending -re: it seems to have been reshaped after the corresponding middle end-

739 Synchronically, there is also a difference in accent, i.e. {pa-kdla-r} vs {$ald-re}. Even if the
accentual difference was already there at the time of the creation of the 3pl. ending -re, it may
not have been a sufficiently salient distinction.
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ing -nte, but I cannot explain how (possibly, the -e of -nte was analysed as the
preterite marker, as explained below).

4.2.3 PRESENT MIDDLE

Tocharian A 1sg. -mar, 2sg. -tar, 3sg. -tdr, 1pl. -mtdr, 3pl. -ntdr and Tocharian B
1sg. -mar, 28g. -tar, 3sg. -tar, 1pl. -mtar, 3pl. -ntar point to Proto-Tocharian *-mar,
*-tar, *-tor, *-mtor, *-ntor (Kortlandt 1981: 132); on the assumption that PT *t'w
yields TA ¢, TB t, *-twar can be posited for the 2pl. With the -r as a present middle
marker, the immediate pre-forms must have been 1sg. *-ma, 2sg. *-ta, 3sg. *-t, 1pl.
*-mt, 2pl. *-t'w, 3pl. *-nt. These formants are so close to those needed for the
preterite middle that we can only discuss them after having seen the latter as well.

4.2.4 PRETERITE MIDDLE

Again, the Proto-Tocharian state of affairs cannot have been very different from TA
1sg. -e, 28g. -te, 3sg. -1, 1pl. -mdt, 2pl. -, 3pl. -nt and TB 1sg. -may, 2sg. -tay, 3sg. -te,
1pl. -mte, 2pl. -t, 3pl. -nte: they point to -ay, -tay, -te, -mte, -t W, -nte. The Tocharian
A 1sg. ending -e may in fact reflect older *-away (Schmidt and Winter 1992: 55) as the
extremely rare ending -we is found in an archaic form, which suggests that is
relatively old. However, eventually -we must have been formed after the active -wa,
and the ending *-ay that needs to be reconstructed on the basis of the comparison
with Tocharian B -may may also be preserved directly in the regular ending -e < *-a
+ ay. Compared to the present forms, the 3sg., 1pl. and 3pl. seem to contain a
preterite marker -e, which was, however, not generalised throughout the paradigm.
Perhaps the 2pl. was not affected because it had no -#-; of course, the -e could not be
added to the 1sg. and 2sg. endings -a and -ta because it would have resulted in
hiatus.740

If we combine the findings of the present and the preterite middle, the present
marker -r must originate from the PIE 3pl. *-ntro, whereas the preterite marker -e
must have been subtracted from the 3sg. *-to and the 3pl. *-ntro (Kortlandt 1981: 133-
134). Thus, the 1pl. -mte reflects *-medhh,o with loss of the *h, before the o; 2pl. *-t ‘W
goes back to *-dhue. The 3sg. and the 3pl. were reanalysed and rebuilt with the 3sg.
formant ¢ and the 3pl. formant nt, enlarged with the present marker -r or the past
marker -e. The 2sg. points to *-th,, whereas the 1sg. continues two forms: *-mh, for
the present and *-h, for the past.

740 It cannot be excluded that at some stage ae yielded ai, but I know of no other proof of such
outcome.
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4.2.5 CONCLUSION

Thus, as already shown by the “building blocks” outlook of the paradigms, the
middle inflexions are the result of heavy remodelling: both the element -r and the
element -e have been subtracted from old middle endings, but their function as
present marker and preterite marker respectively is a complete innovation of
Tocharian. On the other hand, the preterite active endings reflect the Proto-Indo-
European perfect endings with only slight adaptations. The Tocharian present
endings are a mixture of the Proto-Indo-European primary and secondary athematic
as well as the thematic endings of the present-aorist system. The developments of the
active endings are schematically represented below:

PIE PT
present-aorist system present system
primary  thematic present-subjunctive

athematic < \/\_/y imperfect-optative
secondary = > present-preterite

perfect > preterite

The fact that primary and secondary endings have merged into the Tocharian
present endings has far-reaching consequences. In combination with the augment
(the past tense prefix *he-), the Proto-Indo-European primary and secondary
endings expressed the contrast between present and past tense, while in
unaugmented forms they probably denoted present or actual events versus non-
present or non-actual events. Since there is no functional trace of the augment in
Tocharian, the distinction between the three Proto-Indo-European categories
present, past and non-actual expressed by the endings and the augment was lost.

Evidently, this is the reason why the Tocharian preterite continues the old perfect
endings: these were the only sufficiently distinct past endings available. As argued in
4.5 (p 403) and 4.6 (p 430), the stem of the Tocharian preterite generally goes back to
the Proto-Indo-European aorist stem. Thus, when the aorist past tense lost its past
tense marking through the merger of the primary and the secondary endings (and
the loss of the augment), it took over the perfect endings to reintroduce a clear past
tense distinction.

The merger of primary and secondary endings also invites the question what
exactly is continued in the Tocharian present endings. If the Tocharian present goes
back to the Proto-Indo-European present stem (as is argued in 4.3, p 351), is it then a
reflex of the “present” with primary endings or of the “present injunctive” with
secondary endings? In my view, this question is wrong in that it reverses cause and
effect. The Tocharian present is not a mixture of the original present indicative and
the present injunctive, but its endings are a mixture of primary and secondary
endings: the loss of the present injunctive made the adoption of secondary endings
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in the present possible. Although the same development must be responsible for the
present endings of the Tocharian subjunctive, it is likely that the latter replaces a
category with secondary endings, for details see 4.5 (p 403), 4.6 (p 430) and 4.9 (p
480).

4.3 SOME IRREGULAR VERBS

As mentioned above in 4.1 (p 329), the main problem with the Tocharian verb is that
the many rigid patterns it displays are actually the result of countless and drastic
mending operations. Therefore, the most promising weak point to attack are
irregular verbs, of which a selection is discussed below. Without claiming that the
remainder of the verbal system is perfectly regular, I do believe that these verbs
represent a good deal of the most important irregularities.

4.3.1 ‘COME’

The verb ‘come’ without doubt belongs to the most irregular verbs, but on the syn-
chronic level its forms are relatively straightforward, the reconstruction of the Proto-
Tocharian stems being only slightly more difficult. The present forms are the easiest:
they unambiguously point to a Proto-Tocharian *nask ?/e-suffix. In Tocharian A, the
n is dropped in the cluster mns, as in kumse 3pl., but in larger clusters like in
kumndstdr it was preserved because the 4 was not syncopated; thus, Tocharian A
forms a present {kWam-n##/g,-}. Since in Tocharian B the present is {konma%?/ge-},
which regularly goes back to a Pre-Tocharian B *kam-nask?/e-, we can reconstruct
the Proto-Tocharian present as *k"am-nask ?/-.

The etymology of *k"am- is evident and the present *k"am-nask?/e- can be
derived from Proto-Indo-European directly (Klingenschmitt 1982: 64). A PIE sk-
present *g"m-sk¢/,- is well attested in Ved. gdcchati ‘comes, goes’, YAv. jasaiti ‘id’,
Gk. faokw ‘come’ and Alb. n-gah ‘runs, hurries’ (LIva: 209-210). *g”m-sk- must have
become *kWan-sk- at first, after which the root was restored, but the n was kept. The
heavy cluster mnsk was resolved with s-epenthesis to yield the attested *k"am-nask-.
Hackstein (1995: 306-7) rejected Klingenschmitt’s solution because a cluster *-Nsk-
yields -sk-, as evidenced by e.g. kask- ‘scatter’ from *g"n-sk¢/,- and mask- ‘be’ from
*mn-ske/o-. However, it is evident — as already pointed out by Klingenschmitt — that
the n was not lost in this case, exactly because the m was reintroduced: it was saved
by the necessary a-epenthesis.

The Proto-Tocharian subjunctive must have been *$am?/,-. In Tocharian B, the n
of the present has spread to some subjunctive forms, yielding a couple of variants (cf
in detail Peyrot 2008a: 147-148). Although the proof of the ?/,-suffix is not as firm as
it would be with an attested alternation between palatalised and unpalatalised root-
tinals (m is unpalatalisable, see 2.5.4, p 64), its reconstruction is secured. In Tochari-
an B, forms like 3pl. Sanme(m) and prs.ptc. Smemane are very clear; even though the
3pl. ending may in fact be {-en}, witness yamem {yam-en} ‘they will do’, the 1sg.



352 4 origin

Samau definitely proves the stem variant {$ame-}. Likewise, the Tocharian A 3pl.
Smefic proves the stem variant {$§ama-}.741 Mechanically reconstructed, Proto-To-
charian *$am’/,- goes back to *g¥em-¢/,-. This is exactly how a traditional thematic
subjunctive from a root aorist is reconstructed: with e-grade in the root and the
thematic suffix, just as we find it in Ved. gdmati << PIIr. *jdma- < *g¥em-e. The
important conclusion that Tocharian inherited a system with at least this type of
subjunctive is inescapable.

It is especially the preterite of ‘come’ that is intriguing both on the synchronic
and the diachronic level. The problems with this preterite concentrate on 2sg. and
3sg. Sem in Tocharian B.74> (In view of their bad attestation, I prefer to leave the
imperative forms out of my treatment.)

It can hardly be overemphasised that the gradation and palatalisation pattern
1sg., 1pl., 3pl. {kam-} vs 2sg., 3sg. {$em-} is completely isolated in Tocharian and must
reflect something old. Although a pattern with e-grade in the singular and 2-grade in
the plural is found in 2|@-subjunctives of the type 3sg. prekdm : 3pl. parkim, a
contrast between palatalised initials in the singular and unpalatalised ones in the
plural is not found there. a|a-root preterites have more or less the correct distribu-
tion of palatalised initials in the paradigm, but combining with different root grades:
e.g. sg. *carka- vs pl. *tarka- (see 4.6.7, p 446). The correct match between palatalised
initials and root grades, but with a different distribution over the paradigm, is found
in the s-preterite of the type TA 3plact. casdir, 3pl.mid. tsant, with *’e in the active
and *s in the middle. Thus, parallels are found mostly with the s-preterite and the
2|@-root subjunctive type, but they are never perfect. More importantly, these
parallels offer no explanation for the 1sg. kamau.

Generally, the preterite of ‘come’ is considered to be too irregular to make a
search for morphological parallels within Tocharian worth the effort, and ex-
planations are rather sought in Proto-Indo-European directly. As commonly agreed,
Proto-Indo-European formed a root aorist *gem- ~ *g¥m-, as best evidenced by
Ved. 3sg. dgan, 3pl. dgman (LIV2: 209). This formation is usually the source sem is
derived from, for instance through a sound law with subsequent levellings.

Pinault, for example, has proposed that the long *¢ needed for sem was actually at
home in the 1sg., where it could arise from *g¥em-m through *g*ém, by means of a

741 Pace Hilmarsson (1991a: 105-6), the Tocharian B privative ekamuitte does not prove the
existence of a second subjunctive stem kam- < *k"am-, nor any alternating subjunctive of the
type *k"am- ~ *$Sam-. Apparently the privative was, at least in this case, not formed from the
subjunctive stem, but from the preterite or from the root.

742 The preterite of Tocharian A is not attested. The only form that has been adduced is kmam
THT1411c.a4 (originally introduction to A399), which is extremely dubious because it lacks
any context. If related, it presupposes a 3sg. kdm* or a 1sg. kma* with suffixed pronoun. Such a
stem could easily be derived from the Tocharian B preterite, but does not itself add anything
to the reconstruction.
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variant of Stang’s law743 (1994: 201-204; hesitantly accepted by Hackstein 1995: 164
and LIv2: 210). From the first person, the long *é spread over the whole singular, but
just in the first singular Sem- was replaced by kam- later; the model would have to be
latau ‘1 went away’. Since synchronically the paradigm has an ?/,-suffix, a further
motivation could be the fact that so all e-variants obtained the root form kam-, i.e., a
stem kame-: 1sg. kamau, 1pl. kmem, 3pl. kamem.

The problem with this derivation of the long *é is that, in the end, it does not
account for the peculiar distribution of the root form sem; that distribution needs its
own additional explanation. More substantial criticism could be drawn from the fact
that the required sound law has no exact parallels, let alone for this particular verb.
Pinault argues that *emm > *ém is parallel to an intermediate stage *Vmm of Stang’s
law *Vwm > *Vm, but the supposed intermediate stage cannot be ascertained
independently.

Alternatively, Kim (2001) has suggested that not only the 1sg. *-m caused
lengthening of *e to *¢, but the the 2sg. *-s and the 3sg. *-t, too. In other words, 1sg.
*gvem-m, 2sg. *gWem-s, 3sg. *¢"em-t would have yielded 1sg., 2sg., 3sg. *¢"ém by
sound law (except for restoration of the final -m; for details see o.c.: 131-134).
Evidently, this solution makes the derivation of sem easier, but it needs the same
additional explanation for 1sg. kamau, and it heavily depends on the questionable
sound law proposed, *VRC > *VR.

To my knowledge, Winter has been the only one to give a phonological ex-
planation of $em in Tocharian terms. However, neither his sound law *e > *é in
monosyllables, nor his alternative development *eme > *ém are substantiated with
good parallels, and counterexamples are adduced by Hackstein (1995: 164).

Morphological explanations are surprisingly few. The oldest and most popular is
without doubt the equation of sem with Lat. véni ‘I came’ (e.g. Krause and Thomas
1960: 253). However, the origin of the Latin type is disputed and the age and origin of
the ¢ of veni are disputed. On the basis of apparently parallel Gm. *k¥ém- as in Goth.
1pl. gemum ‘we came’, where the *¢é is the functional equivalent of @-grade in the
plural compared to *o-grade in the singular, it is often argued that the *é-grade
forms replace reduplicated forms with difficult @-grades in the root (e.g. Brugmann
1916: 435; Meiser 2003: 153). Evidently, the restriction of *é-grade to the plural does
not fit the distribution of our Tocharian “*¢” at all. Consequently, a direct
comparison of the stems Sem- and ven- is often rejected (e.g. Pinault 1994: 200-201;
Schmidt 1997a: 257).

Based on his theory of the origin of the s-aorist *é in the 2sg. and 3sg. injunctive
(1987), Kortlandt has offered a new interpretation of the véni-type. Since his
explanation of the s-aorist is phonological, proceeding from automatic lengthening

743 In its narrowest form, *Vwm > *Vm within Proto-Indo-European. The key examples are
the acc.sg. *diem ‘(god of the) day’ and *g"6m ‘cow’ as reflected in e.g. Ved. dyam and gam vs
nom.sg. dyduh and gduh.
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in monosyllables, he assumes that the same lengthening took place in the root aorist
(in particular Kortlandt 2004). His evidence consists among others of 1) s-aorist-like
lengthened grade root aorist forms in Vedic, e.g. adyaut ‘shone’ (2004: 14); 2) the
Latin é-grade perfects like Latin véni next to apparently isofunctional e-grade forms
like Osc. kiimbened ‘it has been agreed’ (2007: 155); 3) the Germanic type Goth.
gemum ‘we came’ mentioned above; and 4), evidently, Tocharian B 2sg. and 3sg. Sem
‘came’, which fit his theory perfectly (2004: 9).

If Kortlandt’s reconstruction is correct, it explains the Tocharian forms neatly.
Moreover, if the type survived into Tocharian on a larger scale, it might have in-
fluenced the gradation pattern of the s-aorist, which would account for the
mysterious zero grade (non-palatalising 2-grade) that I reconstruct for a pre-stage of
the Tocharian reflex of the s-aorist, instead of regular *e-grade (see in particular
4.3.2, P 357, 4.5.3, P 408, 4.5.5, p 413). Although Kortlandt’s explanation is attractive in
principle, direct evidence for exactly the distribution he argues for is slim. In
Germanic, the é-grade is found in the plural; in Italic, it is found throughout the
paradigm in Latin, and although Sabellic has e, it does not show the alleged
distribution either; likewise, the o-grade preterite of the type Alb. mblodha ‘gathered’
shows that reflex of *é throughout the paradigm. Since it is conceivable that the dis-
tribution with lengthened grade in the 2sg. and 3sg. of the type Ved. adyaut is due to
the fact that these forms could be reanalysed as s-aorists, the only language showing
Kortlandt’s pattern beyond doubt is Tocharian with sem.

In view of the above, it is better to be cautious with the identification of
Tocharian sem with the lengthened grade root aorist reconstructed by Kortlandt.
Therefore, I will investigate another option below, but it goes without saying that if
his reconstruction is correct, it accounts for the Tocharian facts in a much simpler
and better way.

The comparison with the s-aorist made by van Windekens (1982: 159, 185; cf more
recently also Schmidt 1997a: 257-258) has remained rather obscure. Van Windekens’
proof consists of the s-preterite actually found in the Tocharian middle,744 the To-
charian ’e-grade in Sem (PIE *é) and the formation of the preterite participle TB
kekamu, TA kakmu, compatible with an s-preterite. Evidently, a derivation of sem
from a PIE s-aorist has not been and will not be accepted by other scholars because
Proto-Indo-European just formed no s-aorist (pace Schmidt p 258; on the secondary
middle s-aorist in Vedic, see Narten 1964: 106-107).

744 To my knowledge, Pinault is otherwise the only one to give an explanation for this s-
preterite (1994: 193). He opts for an analogy between the present stem and the preterite
middle, after the model 3sg.prs. tdnmastdir ‘is born’ : 3sg.prt. temtsate, with a-grade in
kamtsate after 3pl. kamem in the preterite active. It must be admitted that the present types
tinmastdar and kdnmastir are relatively close, but, on the contrary, the present and the
preterite are not. Moreover, since this match between *%/g.-present and s-preterite is only
found with e-grade in the preterite middle (as in temtsate), it is disturbing indeed that we find
kamtsate* and kekamu instead of **kemtsate and **kekemu.
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Nevertheless, all inner-Tocharian morphological parallels point to exactly this
formation, and if the explanation of the Tocharian A relic 1sg. s-preterites in -u is
correct, this type could offer an explanation for the difference between 1sg. kamau vs
2sg., 3sg. sem: the u-forms have d-grade, contrasting with a-grade in other forms of
the active paradigm. However, since the alternation between k- and s- does not
receive a ready explanation, the parallel with the s-aorist or s-preterite seems to work
only for the root grade. If for some reason the s-preterite alternated not only in root
grade, but also between palatalised and unpalatalised initials at a certain pre-stage of
Proto-Tocharian, the transfer from the root aorist to the sigmatic aorist can perhaps
be understood. The alternation of palatalised and unpalatalised initials was namely
(almost) identical.

Since this line of thought requires quite a number of difficult steps, e was an
untypical s-preterite, if it was one at all. T will first sketch a scenario of how the
transfer to the s-preterite could have worked, and discuss the problematic first
person in more detail. Only afterwards will I reframe the problem of the peculiarities
of this s-aorist type, and then I will consider the transfer to the s-preterite in a larger
perspective.

The mechanism for transfer to the s-preterite that I propose is the distribution of
palatalised and unpalatalised initials. In the PIE root aorist, the active singular had e-
grade and the 3pl. @-grade. Concerning the 1pl. and 2pl. the comparative evidence is
not equivocal, but even within Tocharian, the root grades of these forms are difficult
to establish. As I argue (4.6.7, p 446), Tocharian A forms of the type 3pl. tarkar
replace PT *tarkare, whereas the palatalised singular TA 3sg. cirk, TB 3sg. carka, was
extended to the plural in TB 3pl. cdrkare. But even if the evidence is scanty, the
easiest is to assume a simple contrast between *carka- in the singular and *torka- in
the whole plural for Proto-Tocharian. Thus, we would expect a root aorist to have
yielded the stem form *$am- from *g¥em- in the singular, and *k"am- from *g¥m- in
the plural. On the assumption that — after the loss of the sigmatic s — the s-preterite
had the same plural forms, the two paradigms can have differed only in their root
grade in the 2sg. and 3sg., and perhaps in the 1sg. The 2sg. and 3sg. *sam could easily
be replaced by the s-aorist forms *$em, and sooner or later the 1sg., initially also
*$am, was replaced by *kam.

The idea that the s-aorist 1sg. may regularly have had @-grade (without palatali-
sation) follows from the d-grade s-preterite forms in Tocharian A, which are very
difficult to explain otherwise. Although these forms show no unpalatalised initial
contrastive to palatalisation elsewhere in the paradigm, it is very likely that their
different root grade was the same as the regular @-grade in s-preterites, that is to say,
non-palatalising 2 (4.5.9, p 427).

Whereas the characteristic *é-grade of the PIE s-aorist was originally at home in
the singular active (see in more detail 4.5.9, p 427), the weak grade is normally set up
as *e, not *@. It goes without saying that this discrepancy is probably the most
important drawback to the transfer scenario sketched above. The problem is taken
up in another perspective in 4.5.3 (p 408), but I can refer to the root allomorphs in -s
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of ‘put’, which, as I argue, must go back to only two root grades *dhéh,-s- and
*dhh,-s-. At this stage of our investigation, we need not be concerned with the origins
of this type in Proto-Indo-European, but we may content ourselves with the observa-
tion that this peculiar gradation system has parallels among the Tocharian s-preter-
ites indeed.

Perhaps the essential question about the preterite of ‘come’ is why it did not
remain a root aorist, as the type is continued in Tocharian. Several reasons can be
adduced: 1) the verb was anit, having no root-final laryngeal, and so it did not exactly
match the root aorist subtype that eventually survived; 2) it did not have the regular
a-subjunctive beside it, but rather the isolated *$am?/-; 3) it was certainly influenced
by lat- ‘go out’.

sub 1) This point is made clearest by asking the reversed question, namely why
the root aorist is reflected in the x|a-root preterite. Obviously, the starting point was
formed by set verbs, where the a-reflex of the root-final laryngeal came to be
analysed as a preterite marker; then, this -a could spread to other verbs, of course.
However, ‘come’ just did not become such a preterite, as is most prominently
evidenced by its endings, which are of a different set than the regular preterite
endings.

sub 2) The x|a-root preterite forms a very solid system with x|a-root subjunctives
beside them, and even the present could be of essentially only one of two types: the
suffix e ~ 0 or a nasal infix. ‘come’ never had one of these features and so it was
apparently not close enough to the x|a-root preterite type to be lined up with it.

sub 3) The preterite of ‘come’ is thematic, i.e. it has the %/,-suffix, which cannot
be inherited from Proto-Indo-European, nor is it possibly due to influence from the
s-aorist. Since the semantically close lot- ‘go out’ has an ?/.-suffix as well, and it must
be old there, ‘come’ must have taken over its suffix from ‘go out’. The adoption of
the inflexion of ‘go out’ must be the cause that the preterite of ‘come’ did not adopt
the characteristic 3sg. suffix -sa on the one hand, and no preterite endings on the
other. Thus, the 3sg. remained sem instead of becoming **sem-sa or **kem-sa, and
e.g., the 2sg. did not become **sem-sta.

Admittedly, my derivation of sem involves a large number of assumptions. How-
ever, these all have their parallels elsewhere in the Tocharian verbal system, and it is
not necessary to have recourse to new sound laws or special morphological types on
the Proto-Indo-European level.745 Its advantage is that it accounts for the existence
of the s-preterite middle and the deviating 1sg. kamau, and it opens perspectives on
the evolution of the Tocharian s-preterite system as a whole.

74 As pointed out above, if Kortlandt’s reconstruction of a root aorist with lengthened grade
in the 2nd and 3rd persons singular is correct, it accounts for $em in a much simpler way.
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4.3.2 ‘PUT’

The verb ‘put’ displays a number of irregularities, some of which are unique. The

most important are:

— a-reduplication in the Tocharian B subjunctive;

— e:aroot gradation in Tocharian B, a : 4 gradation in Tocharian A;

— aroot-final s that is found only in some stems;

— defective split-off verbs in both languages.

As is so often the case, a number of forms are difficult to analyse, which has long

hampered a correct understanding of the structure of the verbs. An extensive

account of both the synchronic state of affairs and the diachronic explanation is

given by Hackstein (1995: 56-65). Evidently, the following presentation incorporates

his results, and I will only make explicit reference in cases of important divergence.
The stem pattern of Tocharian A is irregular, but nevertheless rather straightfor-

ward:

sbj. {ta-}  prs. {ta$d/qa-}  prt. {/rs-9/()a-}
prt.ptc. to ipv. {-t¥/3s-}

There is only one point where I deviate from Hackstein: he claims that the subjunc-
tive is both {ta-} and {ta®/s-} (the latter stem would be identical to the present
stem). However, the 3sg.opt.mid. tdsitrd A3a4-5, where the second subjunctive stem
is based on, is restored from ta-itrd and can also be read ta(w)itrd, cf 3sg.opt.(act.)
tawis A312a2.746 Next to this complete verb, there is an isolated and frozen present
participle taskmam ‘like, as’, which presupposes a present stem {task-} or {taska-}
(Hackstein 1995: 187-190).

The stem pattern of Tocharian B requires more detailed comments, especially
since there are in fact some competing stems:

sbj. {tottd-} prs. {ta®/se-}  prt. {t¥/55-9/sa-}  ipv. {-t¢/55-9/()a-}
prt.ptc. tattay, -as* and prt. {tasd-}  2nd ipv. {-tasa-}
and prt.ptc. tatasau*, -(as)

Apart from the competing stems that call for an explanation, there is a number of
individual forms that need special comment: 1) forms that seem to prove — again — a
second subjunctive stem identical to the present, and 2) alleged present forms based
on a stem {to%/ge-}.

746 There is yet another form that could be adduced as proof of the alleged subjunctive stem:
“tasimar Frgm.” (Sieg, Siegling and Schulze 1931: 438). Probably, the fragmentary line they
referred to is THT1138b2, which reads /// rta si ma r_: -I- ///; it could in fact be the caus.opt. to
any root in -rt.



358 4 origin

In Krause’s index (1952: 245; see also Hackstein 1995: 62), we find the following
forms that are to prove a subjunctive stem {ta%/s-}: 1sg.sbj. (¥)dsau B8sa6, 3sg.sbj.
tasan-ne Ba2ssa6, 3pl.sbj. tasem ITg2a2, 3sg.sbj.mid. tastrd Bssobi, 3sg.opt. fasi
IT173b4, inf. tasi IT258a1. As I will try to show directly below, none of these forms
actually proves such a subjunctive stem.

B85a6 = NS355a4
mikte ai(sk)au (uttarem | fid )kte-yokdm sds(uw)e(rsk)e | amaskai rilye -
ma s kes ()asau safi la(kle) | ///
‘How can I give [away] Uttara, my dear son of divine appearance who is difficult
to let go? I do not pay attention to my own sorrow ...’747

Alternatively, Schmidt (2001: 314) takes the rhetorical question to continue with
(t)asau, which is also possible; it would prove that it is a present, of course, since
ai(sk)au, which would then be completely parallel, is an unambiguous present form.
However, even if Schmidt’s interpretation is wrong, there is absolutely no need to
take it as a subjunctive. Personally, I find ‘T do not pay attention to my own sorrow,
(but I cannot give away my own son)’ or something similar more plausible than
‘How can I give away my son and not pay attention to my own sorrow?’.

Although their overall sense is not completely clear, the following lines evidently
express a general truth, very probably in the present; there is no need to take tasdin-
ne as a subjunctive.

B2s5a5-6 (= B254a4)748
se timifag)rd Saissentse | san empelle afimdntse [9c]
orkdmfiana nraintane | yamor eficdl tasin-ne : 9
“This is the blindness of the world, a terrible enemy for oneself; in the dark hells
the deed takes hold of it.’

The example below precedes the threefold refuge request of the Karmavacana
(trisarana; see Chung 2004: 45), and it probably concerns the five principal
interdictions of killing, stealing, sex, lying, and alcohol (o.c.: 46-48). Although I have
not been able to identify a precise parallel, and other translations are possible (e.g.
‘how they enter battles, thieves ...”), I see no need to take tasem as a subjunctive.

1T92a2
/// -nam Saul peri tasem mdkte fike wetanne yanmaskem lykiing [a;)
... they put their lives in pledge; how thieves enter battles now ...

747 Cf Couvreur (1964: 240).
748 Verse: metre 4 x 7 | 7 (4+3 | 4+3).
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The content of the following example is highly enigmatic, though without doubt
medical. I cannot make sense of the use of tas- here, but again there is no need to
take this form as an optative rather than an imperfect.

1T173a4
/// fiantsa pittakdnta tasi - -e — ///
‘... he put boils ...

Although the text where the following extract is taken from is very difficult to
decipher and understand, this particular syntagm is relatively clear and it must
contain an infinitive of tas-. As it is a colloquial text, tasi could stand for tastsi*
{tasa-tsay} (Peyrot 2008a: 87), which would indeed prove the existence of a subjunc-
tive stem {ta%/se-}.

IT258a1
eficilan[e] tasi yatkast(a)
‘... you ordered to take hold of ...

Apart from the morphological problem under discussion, this analysis has to cope
with three additional difficulties: 1) eficildne with “stretching” d is by no means
regular for a colloquial text (we would expect eficilne), 2) on the evidence of B255a6,
cited above, the construction is eicil tas- rather than eficilne tas-, 3) although some
<n> and <t> are close in this manuscript, they are on the whole certainly not
identical and nfe] of eficildne looks more like t[e]. Thus, I would propose to read
t[d]tasi instead: d-vocalism seems possible as well, and the unusual spelling <td>
instead of <ta> may have to be classified as a colloquialism.749

tastrd Bssgbi is evidently a present, since it is parallel to yamastrd Bss9a4.

In conclusion, none of the forms cited by Krause and Hackstein forces us to
assume a second subjunctive stem {ta%®/s-}. If my explanation of the colloquial text
IT258 is not accepted and tasi is a linguistically real form nonetheless, it could be a
late creation; as such it would not have special bearing on the analysis of the classical
Tocharian B verb. Of the remaining forms with the stem {ta$/g-}, many are found in
unclear contexts, but some have evidently present function; as no one has claimed
that they are subjunctives (or optatives), I will not discuss these here.

In spite of Schmidt’s well-founded refutation (1974: 59; 1975: 289), Hackstein
claims that beside the Tocharian B present stem {tas$/g-}, there is also a variant
{to%/se-} (1995: 62). The relevant forms are tastar-7i B84a1 and tsentar Big7a1 (would
be for tsentdr {tasé-ntor}). I fully agree with Schmidt that tsentar is found “in un-
durchsichtigem Kontext” (l.c.). Unfortunately, the manuscript is lost, but evidently

749 Tt is less likely that an original tdttatsi should have developed into tetdsi with e for d, but cf
seswa for sdsuwa (Peyrot 2008a: 114; forth.b).
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there was a problem with the reading, as the preceding k- ly- p is still waiting for an
interpretation, too. Perhaps the word division is wrong: the p is written together with
tsentar,, whereas it is more usual that words are written separately in this manu-
script. I would not exclude that the t is epenthetic as in svabhdptsa {svabhap-sa} in
the same line, so that -ptsentar could be the last part of a 3pl.mid. of a $/,-present to
aroot in -p.

Conversely, it is very plausible that tastar-7i is a 2sg.prs. of fas-, and so it seems to
stand for /tdstar-ii/ rather than expected tdstar-ii /tastar-ii/. Although the
manuscript is classical and its spelling is quite regular in general, there are some
problems with its a-vowels. These concern mainly <a> for unaccented /a/, and
sometimes <a> for unaccented /a/, but still I would like to attribute the spelling
tastar-fi to this fluctuation and take it as /tastar-ii/, despite its spelling.75°

As to the competing stems with the root variant tasa-, these are simply there and
cannot be explained away. However, their distribution is highly peculiar: they are all
middle, and they are not found for all stems. If they formed a split-off verb, that verb
would be defective in a very unusual way. For the preterite participle, the distribu-
tion is perhaps most striking: tdtta, is well attested, but tatasau is attested only once
in a late text, where it is even partly restored: tatds(as) Bio8a2. Nevertheless, the
restoration in itself is plausible, cf Pinault (2008: 164). For the preterite middle, the
situation is reversed: tasd- is attested at least 6 times, compared to fassd- 3 times. If
there is a difference between the two, it is probably one of meaning: tasd- means
‘show’, apparently both transitive and intransitive, whereas fassd- in its three occur-
rences seems to be normal ‘put’. Probably, the imperative stems -tdsa- and -tissa-
had the same semantic difference, but with only three fragmentary forms in total,
this is difficult to prove.

Now that the synchronic stem patterns have become clearer, the reconstruction
of the Proto-Tocharian verb is relatively straightforward. The two presents A
{tasi/s-} and B {ta%®/se-} of course reflect a Proto-Tocharian present *tas?/s-. With
loss of initial reduplication in Tocharian A, the subjunctives A {ta-} and B {totta-}
point to a Proto-Tocharian subjunctive *fata-. Likewise, the preterite participles
must go back to *tata-w; the geminate ft is more likely to be the result of anti-
lenition strengthening (cf Hitch 1993: 118-127), than restoration of the reduplication,
since it is not at all clear on what basis that unique reduplication should have been
restored from *tta- (pace Hackstein 1995: 63). On the one hand, the palatalisation in
the Tocharian A preterite active seems to be primary compared to its lack in Tochar-
ian B, where the - can easily have been restored (e.g. Ringe 1990: 186). On the other,
it is striking that the imperative ptas shows no palatalisation. With the small number
of imperative forms attested, it is difficult to decide whether the palatalisation can

75° Schmidt’s explanation is that the short vowel may have been taken over from other forms
in the paradigm where it was regularly unaccented. This is difficult to disprove, but such
analogies are not frequent in Tocharian B; if so, I would opt for orthographic “Systemzwang”
rather than a linguistically real development.
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have been removed analogically in the imperative only: in the s-preterite, initial pala-
talisation is found more often, but it is not clear whether it regularly combines with
initial palatalisation in the imperative, too.

The reconstruction of the competing preterite stems tassa- and tasd- is more
complicated. Hackstein argues that the stem tasd- is secondarily derived from tes-
(with a-mutation), a root variant found in the active of the s-preterite and the
singular active of the imperative (p 59-60).75* However, no motivation or parallel is
given; his remark that tasd- cannot be derived from the present {ta%®/s-} is true in
itself, but of no use in this context, since it presupposes that fasd- is somehow
secondary in the first place: it does not prove that tasd- is secondarily derived from
tes-.

In my view, the proposed derivation path is not logical at all, and if the stem is
really late, it is doubtful whether we would actually expect a-mutation. Further, it
does not explain why the new stem was left like that instead of being accompanied
by for instance a sbj. tdsa-, nor does it account for the specialised meaning or its
middle inflexion.

Much easier is it to assume that fasd- is the old middle stem.752 This explains at
once that it is confined to the middle preterite (and the closely related middle
imperative), and that its meaning is specialised. The creation of the “regular” middle
stem fassd-, on the other hand, is of course exactly what we would expect: it follows
the normal pattern of a middle with a-grade next to an active with e-grade. I do not
exclude that the introduction of the regular middle forms occurred independently in
Tocharian A and B, but it is probable that Proto-Tocharian had two different
middles; perhaps the semantic differentiation had already started by that time. Of
course, the fact that Tocharian A abandoned the irregular *tasa- does not need
further explanation, as in this language the verb patterns are clearly more strict and
regular than they are in Tocharian B, and there are virtually no overlaps between
verbs or “fuzzy” stems (compare, e.g. the schemes of lika- and its Tocharian B
cognate in 2.5.5, p 78). Apparently, tasa- survived in the imperative as well, but to the
isolated preterite participle tatdasau we should not attach too much importance, as it
is from a late text. At least it proves that the stem tasd- was still productive.

Although the explanation of the marginal stem fasa- may seem a peripheral
problem, it receives its due weight in the light of Hackstein’s claim that the present
{ta$®/se-} cannot be connected to the preterite because the stem allomorph tas- is not
found there (1995: 65). Whereas the ultimate source of the subjunctive *tata- is
evidently the Proto-Indo-European reduplicated present, it is exactly the origins of
the present and the preterite that are debated.

Apart from the question of the function, the derivation of the subjunctive *tata-
is straightforward: the PIE present *dhe-dleh,-, *d"e-dh;- is well attested, e.g. Gk. 1sg.

75t Not only in the singular of the preterite active, as he states.
752 See Pinault (2008: 596): “certainement plus ancien, parce qu’irrégulier en synchronie”.
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TiOnuy, 1pl. Tidepev ‘put’ or Ved. 3sg. dddhati, 3pl. dadhati ‘id’ (L1v2: 136-138). It is the
zero grade variant *dhe-dhh;- that would yield the right Proto-Tocharian form,
obviously with restoration of the reduplication initial from *cata- to *tata- (if the
preform was rather *d"i-dhh;-, the development would have been the same7’s3). The
only formal problem is that all forms show the final -a, except for the Tocharian B
opt. {taccdy-}. As it is irregular morphologically, this optative formation must reflect
some phonologically regular development. Perhaps the preform was *dhe-dhh;-ih,-,
possibly with loss of the first *h; through dissimilation, or otherwise with prevocalic
loss in the sequence *-dMhji-. It is also conceivable that the root had full
grade: -dheh;-ih;- would probably also yield the attested stem form.

All other forms are built on a grading root *tas- with different suffixes. The root
form *ces- points to *i€s-, in turn from *d"eh;-s- or *dhéh,-s-, whereas *tas- must go
back to *dh;-s-. Whether Tocharian A ptas requires an old root variant *fes- is
unclear, but if so, it is very probably analogical, i.e. from *ces- after *tas-; it can
hardly go back to an original *d"h;-0s- or something similar. The age of the root
form *tas- is uncertain, and it must be analogical: the only pre-form it could be
compatible with is *d"h;-es- with analogical depalatalisation.7s4

Hackstein derives the preterite from an s-aorist and the s-present from a
desiderative. His argument to derive the preterite and the present from different
sources is based on the idea that the a-vocalism of the present is not found in the
preterite, as I mentioned above. He rightly observes that the s-aorist at the basis of
the Tocharian s-preterite must replace the root aorist *dheh;- / *dhh,- actually to be
reconstructed for the proto-language. He further reconstructs the desiderative as
*dheh,-s¢/o- on the basis of Gk. Ofjow, suggesting that the zero grade that we actually
need, i.e. *d"h;-s¢/,- or its outcome, was introduced from the reduplicated present
(which became the subjunctive in Tocharian). According to him, the Tocharian s-
present was rather a subjunctive that came to be used as a present as well, which
enables him to derive that “s-subjunctive” from the PIE desiderative directly.

Hackstein’s argumentation suffers from two internal problems. First, he does not
make clear why e.g. *d"h;-s¢/o- is not a possible reconstruction for the Proto-Indo-
European desiderative, which would make the derivation of the s-present (s-sub-
junctive in his conception) much easier. Second, the introduction of the zero grade
in the desiderative root after the present is difficult to accept with such different root
forms as *dhe-d"h;- and *dheh;-s¢/o-, and it falsifies his argument that the s-present
cannot be derived from the s-preterite because of the deviating vocalism, since a

753 On the basis of the Tocharian A 3pl. ending -7ic (see 4.2.1, p 345), we have to assume that
*dhi and *d"e both yielded *ca at first.

754 TB tasem B2s5bs is from an archaic text, representing /tasen/, not /tdsen/ (Schmidt 1974:
59; Peyrot 2008a, e.g. 33, 220); as argued above, the Tocharian present does NOT show a root
variant tas-. Thus, Kortlandt’s reconstruction of an athematic s-present form *d"h.es- (1994:
64; repeated 2008: 228) cannot be substantiated with Tocharian present forms.
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similar analogy would account for the “incompatible” difference in the respective

root vowels.

Moreover, Hackstein’s analysis is at variance with my own account for two
reasons. First, the root vowels of the present and the preterite are not incompatible
at all, as the root vowel a of the present is found in the old middle stem of the
preterite, tasa-. Second, the s-present is only a present, not a subjunctive: *tas?/s.- is
not a subjunctive in Tocharian A, nor in Tocharian B, and most probably not in
Proto-Tocharian either. There is no reason to assume that PT *tata- was anything
else than a subjunctive.

Thus, it seems best to rethink the whole matter, considering the following points:
— the Tocharian subjunctive derives from the Proto-Indo-European reduplicated

present;

— the Proto-Indo-European root aorist is not inherited as such, and probably it
would not have survived, as *ce- / *ta- is not “fit” for Tocharian inflexion;

— the Tocharian present *tas?/s- replaces the old Proto-Indo-European present:
either that old present became a subjunctive first and dragged the new present
into present function, or the new present pushed the old present into subjunctive
function;

— the Tocharian present stem *tas/s- and the preterite stem *ces- / *tas- are
formally very close: they are lacking reduplication, have a root-final -s and share
the root grade tas-.

Although it is not immediately clear from the verb ‘put’ alone, it appears that in

general the Tocharian subjunctive has little affinity with the Proto-Indo-European

present (see in particular 4.4, p 377). In addition, the Tocharian subjunctive and
preterite are normally very close, whereas the present stem contrasts with both. ‘put’
deviates from this general tendency, which calls for an explanation. Thus, I consider
it unlikely that the original PIE present first became a subjunctive and then dragged

the new s-formation into present function: there is no morphological reason, nor a

functional motivation why the present would turn up as a subjunctive. Instead, I

would suggest that the original PIE present was pushed into subjunctive function by

the newly formed s-present. This, in turn, means that the s-present must contain a

present-forming element.

In spite of the archaic outlook of Tocharian ‘put’, the stems in -s must be
secondary: at least the preterite must replace an old root aorist and for the present
there is no formation to be compared directly at all. Consequently, the s-present and
s-preterite must have been formed after the productive pattern of s-presents and s-
preterites. As argued in 4.5.6 (p 419), the s-preterite continues the Proto-Indo-
European s-aorist whereas the s-present ultimately goes back to a sk¢/,-present
through dissimilatory loss of the k. Following Couvreur, I assume that k was lost in
certain clusters, at least in the cluster *ksk, but certainly not when sk followed a
vowel as in tas-. Thus, the s-present ~ s-preterite system must have been taken over
after the rise of the s-presents. Since I assume that the s-presents continue sk-
presents, that is, a category with explicit present value, it is no problem to assume
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that the s-present pushed the old reduplicated present into its new subjunctive
function.

In this way, the problem of the explanation of the s-stems of tas- is for a large
part relegated to the s-present and s-preterite system as a whole. Nevertheless, the
reconstruction of fas- is in fact important. First of all, it shows us very clearly that at
the time the s-system was adopted, the root grades were *é and *@: *tas- must reflect
a real @-grade *dh,-s- and cannot result from any kind of secondary depalatalisa-
tion of an e-grade stem as could still be a possibility in roots without (internal)
laryngeal. Of course, *ces- could theoretically also reflect e-grade, as *d"éh;-s- and
*dheh;-s- would both become *tés- > *ces-, but there the roots without internal
laryngeal show that was really *¢, not *e. Second, the fact that the present and the
preterite stem are so close in form suggests that they were actually felt like one stem,
which is very important for the understanding of the @-grade forms of the preterite.
Apparently, the s-present stem had become identical with the @-grade variant of the
preterite; thus, that @-grade can have been taken over from the present, where it was
regular (on this problem, see in detail 4.5.3, p 408, and 4.5.6, p 419). Third, it raises
important questions about the relative chronology of the developments, a point to be
explained in more detail.

The fact that the final -s is found throughout the paradigms, and not just in the
middle preterite and the 3sg. of the active shows that the adoption of the s-system
occurred when the s was still felt to be part of the s-present stem, not of the ending.
Likewise, the a-reflex of the interconsonantal *h;, proves that a was still the
productive @-grade of roots with an internal laryngeal, which in turn suggests that
the laryngeal was still preserved either in the @-grade or in the é-grade variant, or
perhaps in both. The fact that the present is in -s, not -sk, suggests that it was
adopted after the simplification of ksk to sk (see 4.5.6, p 419), but the isolated TA
taskmam (see above) seems to reflect a stage before the simplication of ksk to ks.

As pointed out by Hackstein (1995: 189), there is a possibility that the stem of
taskmam is of Proto-Indo-European age because it is mirrored by Hitt. zikke/a-, the
imperfective of dai-* / ti- ‘put’. As shown by Kloekhorst (2008b: 808), the older
variant zaske/a- proves that the imperfective was not derived from dai-i / ti-, but
directly from the root. Nevertheless, the imperfective is very productive in Hittite,
and the sk-present is certainly not necessarily old. If taskmam is inherited from
Proto-Indo-European, the @-grade a could have spread from there, which would
allow for a later dating of the rise of the zero grade in the s-preterite system. If
taskmam is not directly inherited, it must be relatively old on any account because it
seems to reflect the older shape of the s-present suffix. In the latter case, we have to
assume that ‘put’ adopted a system with an s-preterite and an sk-present, where the
sk-present was at a later stage ousted by the productive s-present, except in this
marginalised form. Alternatively, we could hypothesise that the s-system already
contained s-present forms, but with sk-forms side by side. Although difficult to
prove, this would seem to suggest that *-ksk’s-, the ’s-variant, lost its second k before
it was lost in the e-variant *-kske-.
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4.3.3 ‘KNOW’

PT *kna- ‘know’ is attested in TA kna- ‘know, understand’ and probably in TB nana-
‘recognise’. Both the synchronic situation of especially TA and the history of the verb
are complicated and have led to much debate. Hackstein’s study (1993), whose
results are incorporated in the following, has been a breakthrough. Best attested is
TA kna-, which has a unique stem pattern with a na-prs. and an s-prt.: na-prs.

kriasu, 2sg.act. kiasdstz, prt.ptc. kakknidnsiu. Of TB nana-, only a few forms are
attested and their interpretation has long been problematic. Tamai’s identification of
nandsale as a gloss to Skt. parijfieyah in Or15009/89 (2009: 661) is of utmost impor-
tance. parijiieyah means “zu wissend, zu kennend, zu erkennend” (SWTF, I1I: 86, col.
2), which proves at once that the present stem was {nanas>/ske-}, since it is only the
present gerund that conveys necessity, and it confirms the meaning ‘recognise’
argued for by Schmidt (1994b: 272) instead of, or perhaps next to traditional ‘appear’
(thus e.g. Adams 1999: 333). Consequently, 3sg.mid. nandtdr is a subjunctive. A x|a-
root preterite is evidenced by 3pl. nandamte, whereas 3sg.prs.-sbj. nandssdim- must be
from a causative 2 ‘show’.

The reconstruction of the Tocharian B forms is fairly straightforward: the v.adj.
nanamo (arch.), normally derived from the present stem, and the medial accent
{nana-} rather than **{nana-} prove that nana- was originally a present, and the
559/ ske-present must be recent. However, in view of the preterite nana-, it is necessary
to set up the root as nan- or nana-. As the prt. nana- to a na-prs. nana- cannot be
original, the only thing we can reconstruct from the TB forms is a na-prs. nana-; all
other stems are secondary. TB nana- can be connected with TA kna- by assuming a
development #kn- > #n- for PTB; the meaning ‘appear’ could have been made
possible by the middle usage of the verb.

The reconstruction of the TA forms is more difficult. The na-prs. {knana-} can
hardly have been built on the other stems, and since it agrees with the only stem
reconstructable from TB, we can reconstruct a PT prs. *knana-. The other old stem
is probably the s-preterite, and for the same reasons: it cannot have been created on
one of the other stems, so that we can reconstruct a PT s-prt. *kses-. All other TA
stems are difficult to explain, but they must nevertheless be secondary. It is not clear
whether a subjunctive *knd-, in principle expected next to the nd-prs. knana-, once
existed. If so, it would be understandable that this formation was felt to be too short
so that it was extended with the suffix of the most productive subjunctive category,
the 719/,-sbj. If there was no a-sbj., it is also imaginable that a 7i%/,-sbj. *knand/,- was
formed to the na-prs.

The regular ipf. to the na-prs. would have been *knaria-. Probably the # in these
forms assimilated to the following 7i to yield kfiafi- and kfiania-, and the 7 of the s-prt.
kfias- may have favoured this assimilation. On the basis of the ipf. and the sbj., the
prt.ptc., which should regularly be *kakfiu or *kaknu, must have been reshaped to
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become the attested kakkfidniniu, i.e. as if it were formed to a prt. kfigaria-. If the older
prt.ptc. was kaknu, this replacement has a clear motivation, since kaknu is well
attested as the prt.ptc. of kdn- ‘come about’. If the creation of kakkndfiriu preceded
the introduction of 7 in the sbj. and ipf. stems, and it first had the shape *kaknidriiu,
the introduction of the 72 may have been favoured by this form too, since here n and
71 were in especially close contact.

Evidently, PT *kna- goes back to PIE *¢neh;- ‘know’, attested in all major
branches of Indo-European (LIV2: 168-170). *¢neh;- certainly formed a nasal present,
which is attested a.o. in Ved. jandti ‘he knows’, YAv. -zanonti ‘they recognise’ and
Lith. Zinoti ‘know’: PT *knana- is without doubt to be identified with these
formations. The question is how exactly the form *knana- came about, since if it is
projected back, it seems as if it contained two laryngeals instead of the single one we
expect in a regular nasal present *¢n-n(¢é)-hs-, which would yield *kna-. This *kna-
can have been reshaped to *knana- because a root k- was too short, but it is not
entirely clear on what model the na would have been reintroduced: either the root
kna- must have been found in other stems as well, so that k in k-na- was replaced by
kna- to yield kna-na-, or the suffix na must have been still visible somewhere, so that
kna- was enlarged with -na to become kna-na- (ctf Hilmarsson 1991a: 125). It is also
possible that already in PIE the double nn was simplified, and subsequently the
present was reshaped to *¢nhsnh;-. The same doubling is namely found in Gm.
*kunnan ‘know, can’ and Ved. jdmiti, but similar replacements can of course have
taken place independently and more then once.

The existence of an s-aorist or s-prs. next to the nasal present and the root aorist
(cf Lat. (9)novi, Gk. &yvwv, Ved. 2sg.opt. jiieyds) is hotly debated. Sigmatic forma-
tions are attested in Ved. 1sg.aor. ajiiagsam and Hitt. kaneszi ‘knows’. The Toch. s-
preterite {kiias-} has played an important role in the discussion about “Eichner’s
law”, which states that PIE long *é was not coloured by a following laryngeal
(Jasanoff 1988b). Indeed, a palatalising TA a grade normally goes back to a PT pala-
talising *e grade, which projected back derives from PIE *¢, so that one would
reconstruct (late) PIE *¢nés- for PT *kres-. However, as soon as the laryngeal was
vocalised in the na-present, the é-vocalism might have been restored in *knas-, if
that is what one would expect as the phonologically regular reflex of *$néh;-s-. On
the other hand, I fail to see why *éh; and *6H, perhaps even including *6 (?), would
have merged at all in Proto-Indo-European if, with Lubotsky, *o and *hse have
different reflexes in Indo-Iranian (1990). From this perspective, not-colouring of
*/ehs/ to *[0hs] or */6hs/ cannot be called a sound law: *éh; > *é > PT *’e could be
just a phonological development of Tocharian.

4.3.4 ‘GO’
The verb for ‘go’ certainly deserves ranking among the irregular verbs. In both

languages, it is part of suppletive systems, and in Proto-Tocharian it was certainly
defective. In Tocharian A, it supplies the present (including imperfect) of kdilka-,
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whereas in Tocharian B it is a present-subjunctive (including imperfect; on its
suppletive roots, see 2.5.5, p 78).

In Tocharian A, the present is formed from a straightforward {y-}, i.e. 1sg. ydim,
2sg. yit, 3sg. yds etc, but the Tocharian B present is irregular: it has a unique 1sg.
ending -m and an alternation between the stems {y-} and {ysn-}:

{y-} {yan-}

1sg. yam  inf. yatsi 1pl. ynem  prs.ptc. ynemane
2sg. yat  ger.yalle 3pl. yanem agn. ynuca

3sg. yam  vn. yalfie ag.n. ynenica

2pl. yacer v.adj. ynamo

With Hackstein (1995: 304-305), the explanation of this distribution is obviously that
the 1pl. and 3pl. forms, which would have merged with the 1sg. and 3sg. respectively,
were reshaped. The basis was evidently yan, the synchronic form of the 3sg. and the
pre-form of the 3pl. Probably, the 3pl. was reshaped with the new ending -en
extracted from ?/,-paradigms, yon >> yanen, and then the 1pl. was formed on the
new stem yan- after the 3pl. It is a bit surprising that the #n spread even to nominal
forms, and it is often argued that the forms with n reflect a different formation; on
this, see further below.

The etymology of the verb for ‘go’ is clear: it is to be connected with PIE *h,ei-,
which formed a root present, witness Ved. éti, ydnti, Gk. i, OLith. eimi, OPruss.
eit. Evidently, the original root present is reflected in the Proto-Tocharian present-
subjunctive ya-; the pl. stem *h,i-, which regularly became *yas-, was probably
generalised, as the sg. stem *h,ei- would have yielded *yay- > TB i- (Adams 1999: 61).

As mentioned above, it has been argued that the n-forms found in Tocharian B
prove the existence of a second formation with » that was conflated with the root
present (e.g. Adams 1999: 61). Although this idea is difficult to disprove, the clear
functional load of the n-forms suggests a recent formation instead. If any of the n-
forms should be old, I would opt for the nominal forms ynamo, ynesica and ynuca,
which are without doubt most distant from the finite verb. However, had they been
formed from y-, they would certainly have been rather short and difficult to
recognise, i.e. **y(a)mo, **yefica and **yuca would have been liable to analogical
reshaping.

For some reason, it is often thought that the uca-agent noun is formed from the
preterite participle (e.g. Krause 1952: 44), which has led to the conclusion that ynuca
points to an older preterite participle *ynu (e.g. Winter 1992: 132). However, forms
like sbj. {waya-}, prt. {waya-}, prt.ptc. {wa-waya-w} and ag.n. wayauca {waya-wca}
prove that there is no special relation between preterite participle and uca-agent
noun: the sbj. and prt. are also built on waya- and the agent noun lacks the
reduplication syllable of the preterite participle. Thus, ynuca is no evidence for an
older preterite participle *ynu. A second locus of the participle ynu is thought to be
Tocharian A maltowinu ‘first’ (Winter 1992: 132; 1994a: 299-300). Although the
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connection between TA malt*, suggested by the adverb malto ‘first’, and TB melte
‘elevation’ is credible enough, the identification of the second part of maltow-inu as
the preterite participle of ‘go’ is by no means self-evident and heavily depends on the
identification of the same participle in Tocharian B (against which I argued above).
After all, it is even possible that the morphological analysis should rather be malto-
winu, as per Sieg, Siegling and Schulze (1931: e.g. 200).755

The verb for ‘go’ is further irregular because it has an anomalous imperfect,
which it shares with the verb for ‘be’. The completely parallel formations in
Tocharian A and B show that this formation must be of Proto-Tocharian age at least:
TA 1sg. yem, 2sg. yet, 3sg. yes, TB 1sg. yaim, 2sg. yait, 3sg. yai with parallel forms of
‘be’, i.e. TA 1sg. sem, TB saim etc. (Sieg, Siegling and Schulze 1931: 384-385). Because
of the formant -y-, these imperfects are usually connected to other y-imperfects and
optatives, and derived from an old optative (e.g. Pedersen 1941: 206-207; Winter
1994a: 294). As an alternative, Kortlandt has proposed to derive yai etc from an old
imperfect *éit (1996: 172), which accounts for the fact that yai is largely confined to
imperfect function, unlike regular imperfect-optatives. However, this derivation
depends on the preservation of the imperfect as such, including the augment, for
which there is no other evidence. As the explanation of yai and sai involves the
discussion of a large number of other forms and a good deal of complicated
reasoning, I have treated these imperfects elsewhere (Peyrot forth.d).

Further forms of interest are the Tocharian A imperatives sg. pis, pl. pic, picds,
which may contain the root y-, but since they are otherwise isolated, they are of no
direct relevance for this study. Likewise, the Tocharian B preterite participle yku,
ykuwes must contain a different root or some root extension, but the details do not
concern us here (for a suggestion, see Adams 1999: 610).

4.3.5 ‘GO OUT’

The irregularities of the verb ‘go out’ concern unusual root allomorphs, and the
isolated types for the subjunctive in Tocharian A and the preterite in both languages.
Although both languages display irregularities, these match only to a limited extent.

In Tocharian B, the root variant for the present and the subjunctive is lonn-, the
present being {lonnds*/ge-} and the subjunctive just {lonn-}. The remaining stems
have lot-, i.e. prt. {lo%/te-}, prt.ptc. ltu, ltuwes; the imperative is not well attested, but
the pl. platstso {pa-lat-sa} has the stem {-lat-}. The preterite is special because it has
the shape of a present (see 2.2.2, p 31).

In Tocharian A, most stems are built on the root form ldnt-. It is seen clearest in
the present {lantd%/s,-}, but it is also found in the subjunctive {lafici/,-}, where the
root-final nt is palatalised. As the most frequent variant of the preterite participle,

755 The restoration of o in the expected *maltawinu, after the adverb malto, is plausible in
itself.
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lantu, has an unparallelled combination of a-grade and lack of reduplication, it
probably developed out of lalntu, attested twice, by sound change. If the third
variant, laltu, which is attested only once, is not another simplification of lalntu, it
could be a regular {la-lat-w} formed from a root form lit-. The root allomorph [it- is
further attested in the preterite {ldc-, lica-}, evidently with palatalised root-final.

The Proto-Tocharian preterite is without doubt the easiest to reconstruct because
it is so isolated in Tocharian B that it must be old. On the other hand, the Tocharian
A formation can be understood as a straightforward transfer to the more frequent
x|a-preterite type. Thus, the Proto-Tocharian preterite was *ot?/e-, which was
continued in Tocharian B, but reshaped in Tocharian A.

It is commonly agreed that the isolated Tocharian B present-preterite reflects a
thematic aorist (e.g. Pinault 1994: 192-203; LIV2: 248), evidenced by especially Olr.
3sg. luid ‘went’, Gk. 1sg. jAvYov ‘came’, Ved. 3sg. druhat ‘has grown’. The formations
just mentioned point to *(h,e)-h;lud"-¢/,-; this reconstruction receives firm support
from Tocharian, whose *lof?/.- must be old, certainly in view of the problems
connected with the reconstruction of parallel ‘come’ (see 4.3.1, p 351).756

The synchronic analysis of the Tocharian B subjunctive has been clarified by
Pinault (1994: 129-135) and Hilmarsson (1991b: 62-63; see also Hackstein 1995:
308).757 Pinault discovered the 1sg. lannu and Hilmarsson recognised that this form
does away with Krause’s misconception of a class 7 1%/,-subjunctive (Krause 1952:
140-141; evidently inspired by the 7%/;-subjunctives of Tocharian A) because it
proves a subjunctive stem {lonn-} instead. In view of the persistent misunder-
standings involving this stem, it is perhaps practical to recapitulate the paradigm: 1sg.
lannu {lann-aw}, 2sg. lant7s8 {lann-t}, 3sg. lam {lonn-n}, 3pl. lam {lann-n}, inf. lantsi
{lonn-tsay}, vn laliie {lonn-liie}. All forms with 7 or 7i7i are optatives — they do not
prove a stem [o7i(71)- for the subjunctive (lififiam 1T44a2 in a leaf full of errors is a
mistake for 1sg.opt. ld7ifiim {lonn-"dy-m}).

Hackstein saw the parallelism of {lonn-} to the type 3sg.sbj. aum {awn-n} : 3sg.prs.
aunassim (l.c.). The parallelism is even greater than he thought, since aunassim has
a suffix $9/g,, not 12/, (as the root is awn-, not aw-). This is, I think, the key to
the explanation of the Tocharian B root variant lonn-: synchronically, the root is
lonn- with a root subjunctive and a #9/g.-present, but diachronically the present
suffix must have been #n2%%/. This present suffix 1%/, is without doubt parallel

756 The isolation of the thematic aorist in Proto-Indo-European suggests that this thematic
aorist ultimately goes back to a root aorist (according to Kortlandt 2000b: 48 preserved in
Arm. 3sg.aor. el (s)he went out’), but it must have existed already in the proto-language; for
Tocharian, a root aorist can offer no explanation, since there is absolutely no model for
secondary thematisation (pace Liv2 l.c.).

757 Pinault’s article is an adaptation of a lecture held at the the 1990 Berlin Arbeitstagung on
Tocharian. Although it was published only in 1994, Hilmarsson (1991b) could already make
use of its findings.

758 Attested THT1451b.a2; B384a4 is to be read lantwe.
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to that found with yap- ‘enter’, kam- ‘come’, and probably also tom- ‘be born’, and it
must have originated in ‘come’ (see 4.3.1, p 351, and 4.5.7, p 425). In view of the
causative root lont-, 1 suppose that the suffix n2%9/, was added to a root lant-,
resulting in lann- (such a development seems to be commonly accepted, e.g.
Hackstein 1995: 309). For Tocharian B, we may even derive the root lant- from [ot-
through the suffix 1599/, as on the evidence of kdntam for expected katnam, tn was
metathesised to nt (Peyrot 2008a: 151). Thus, the present {lonna%®/ge-} can be
derived from Iat- with adoption of the suffix n2%9/4. and subsequent restoration,
even though synchronically the present is {lonn-2%/se-} with a $9/ske-suffix.759

It is commonly accepted that the derivation of the present {lonna®/s-} from the
root lat- needs the assumption of a na%%/,-suffix at a certain stage: whatever its
ultimate origin, this suffix is clearly there in the verbs of motion ‘come’ and ‘enter’.
The fact that the suffix was obscured by the phonological development to
*lonta$3/ske- is shown by the reanalysis of the root as lant-, clearly proved by the
extension of the latter root variant to the causative. Once the suffix was no longer
recognisable, it could be reintroduced yielding the attested [o1nn3%%/ske-. When the
root variant Jann- came about as the result of yet another instance of reanalysis of the
present [onnas?/se- as lonn-259/se- instead of lon(f)-na/s.-, it was apparently
introduced into the subjunctive, no matter how the subjunctive was formed at that
time. It is even conceivable that the subjunctive was completely formed after the
pattern aum : aunassdm, which is, to be sure, the pattern it follows synchronically.
Otherwise, it may have been parallel to yopdm : ydnmassim, with restoration of the
root, either from Iat- to lann-, or from lant- to lonn-.

The root lant- may be as old as Proto-Tocharian, since we find it in Tocharian A
as well. However, a metathesis tn > nt is without parallels in Tocharian A. Rather, tn
yields n, on the evidence of prs. {rdyna-}, {t$dyna-} and {kna-} of rdyta-, tdyna- and
kdta- (Sieg, Siegling and Schulze 1931: 357; see 2.5.8, p 90). Theoretically, I see two
ways to save the metathesis as a common development: 1) metathesis took place and
the element na was restored afterwards, with subsequent cluster simplification,
kitna- > kdnta- >> kdantna- > kdnnda- > kdna-, or 2) metathesis took place, but was
undone, and at a later stage tn became n. I opt for the second possibility because I
find it unlikely that with restoration of the nd-element the new root kdnta- would
have been kept (the case of lont- ~ lann-, for which I assume exactly that, is different
because the verb fits no pattern and the preterite is completely isolated). For the
second scenario, we could adduce parallels of kn > nk, a metathesis that has certainly
left its traces in Tocharian A (4.6.4, p 440).

However one wishes to explain the infixed nasal in Tocharian A (and in Tochari-
an B; a common pre-form [ont- is probable anyhow), it must be a Tocharian in-
novation, pace LIV2, where a nasal present is posited on the basis of Tocharian alone

759 Thus, the metathesis of tn to nt and subsequent assimilation of ntn to nn is different from
the assimilation of i to 7 in TB paridkte ‘Buddha’ < *pat-riakte (pace Winter 1987: 302).
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(p 248). A derivation of the internal nasal from the n5%%/s-suffix is further made
likely by the fact that the verb is intransitive ‘go out’, which perfectly fits the class of
verbs with a n259/g.-present, whereas we would expect an original nasal present to
be transitive (Hackstein 1995: 310).

The fact that Tocharian A {lintd$d/s,-} was not resuffixed with nds4/s, needs no
special argumentation, I believe, but it must be noted that the link between nds/s,
and verbs of motion is much weaker in Tocharian A: the nds#/s,-suffix is much more
frequent than in Tocharian B, comprising fewer verbs of motion, and the $4/s,-suffix
is even more frequent, and therefore more neutral, than the corresponding suffix in
Tocharian B.

Evidently, the Tocharian A subjunctive {lificd/,-} cannot be derived from *ldidt-,
contrary to what Hackstein argues (1995: 311; slightly adapted Liva: 249). More likely
is it that ldficd/,- reflects lincd/is- with generalisation of the palatalised variant of the
cluster as in pafiw- etc (alternatively, the spread of ¢ may have been favoured by the
preterite lic-). This lGnc/y,- probably reflects an old subjunctive *I5¢9/- with intro-
duction of the ubiquitous nasal, possibly after *$am?/e-, the sbj. of ‘come’ (TA
{$4md/,-}.

4.3.6 ‘DRINK’

The verb ‘drink’ forms a x|@-root present-subjunctive in Tocharian B, cf inf. yoktsi
and prs.ptc.mid. yokamane next to athematic forms attested as presents and sub-
junctives: 1sg. yoku (sbj.), 2sg. yokt (prs.). The preterite is of a completely isolated
type: although there are two other present-preterites in Tocharian B, the vowel
alternation o ~ a has no parallels: {ya®/ke-} (Schmidt 1997a: 258-261). The preterite
participle apparently follows this preterite stem: yaku, yakos (Peyrot 2007b: 799). In
Tocharian A, the verb is poorly attested with a x|@-root present stem in inf. yoktsi
only (so next to the noun yoktsi ‘drink’). It is in suppletive relation to the root
tsdwka-, which provides the subjunctive, preterite and imperative stems.

Evidently, the agreement between Tocharian A and B leads to the reconstruction
of a present-subjunctive *yoka- for Proto-Tocharian, and in view of the isolated
character of the Tocharian B preterite we can safely add a preterite *yak ?/.-. Tochari-
an ‘drink’ is related to the root found in Lat. ébrius ‘drunk’ and the Hittite verb 3sg.
ekuzi lek¥tsi/, 3pl. akuanzi [skWantsi/.

The problem with *yok- ~ *yak?/,- is that it can hardly be derived from a root
present as found in Hittite: 3sg. *h,eg"h-ti, 3pl. *h,g""-enti would probably have
yielded *yak»-, i.e. TB **yak- and TA **yuk-. The present-subjunctive stem *yok- is
probably best derived from *ég"h- with rounding as in TA okdt, TB okt ‘8’ < *ek"ta <
*ektu < *okto (pace Kim 2000).

The preterite stem is not explained as easily. With Schmidt (1997a: 261), we could
perhaps derive the a from *o6; the ultimate outcome *yak- can easily contain a
restored initial *y-. *ég”- clearly points to a reduplicated *h,e-h,g"h-, whereas *og"h-
might go back to *h,e-h,0¢""-. As Schmidt pointed out, a 3sg. perfect *h,e-h,0g""-e
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might have resulted in the attested 3sg. present-preterite form yas, and if the
paradigm was built on that form, 2sg. yas was the regular replacement of a “real
perfect” *h,e-h,0g"h-th,e. We may safely assume that any vowel alternation with the
plural was eliminated: not only would it have yielded a completely aberrant
paradigm, it would also have been disturbingly close to the attested present-subjunc-
tive.

Indeed, the present-subjunctive may even be the result of paradigmatic split of a
paradigm with yak- in the singular and yok- in the plural. Such a split would explain
at least the x|@-root of the present-subjunctive, as none of the *h,e-h,g"h- forms
would have had a palatalised final: 1pl. *h,e-h,g¥h-me, 2pl. *h,e-h,g""-su (the ending
apparently needed for Tocharian, see 4.2.2, p 347), 3pl. *hie-h,g""-r. I do not know
why yok- became a present (and subsequently a present-subjunctive because there
was no separate subjunctive), whereas yak- became a preterite. However, there is
evidence from a small number of verbs that the perfect could end up as a present,
while it became a preterite in the majority of cases.

4.3.7 ‘GET’ AND ‘DO’

Although some of their stems are obviously secondarily formed according to
productive patterns, Tocharian A yom-, Tocharian B yanm- ‘get’ and Tocharian A
yam-, Tocharian B yam- ‘do’ are irregular to a very high degree. In fact, it is precisely
the presence of secondary stems which proves that the verbs originally were even
more irregular. The reason to discuss the two verbs together is that there is a
possibility that they are related (as argued by Adams 1999: 492, 498), a matter which
is taken up at the end of this section.

The verb ‘do’ is irregular in both languages (see also Winter 1977: 144-145), but
for different reasons. Tocharian A yam- ‘do’ is irregular because it has a suppletive
present from a root ya- ~ ypa- (not further discussed here) and because it forms two
middle preterites, one with sd and one without, while the rest of the stem pattern
does not fit that for sa-less preterites at all. Tocharian B yam- ‘do’ is irregular
because it forms a preterite {yamdssa-}, uniquely derived from the present (not from
the subjunctive or the present-subjunctive), while the preterite participle yamu and
the ipv. act.sg. pyam, mid.sg. pyamtsar do not match that preterite at all. The sub-
junctives are not especially irregular, but do not agree exactly: Tocharian B has a
a|@-root subjunctive {yam-} and Tocharian A a %/,-subjunctive {yam#/,-}.

Tocharian A Tocharian B
present ya- ~ ypa- {yamd#®/gie-}
subjunctive {yam?/,-} {yam-}
preterite act. {yam9/s;-}: 1sg. yamwa  {yam3ssa-}

mid. {yam@/g-}: 1sg. yamtse
mid. {yam-}: 1sg. yamwe
preterite participle  yamu yamu, yamos
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Tocharian A Tocharian B
imperative {-yam?/g-} {-yam?/s,-}

Historically, yam- must have been a defective verb. First of all, the Tocharian B
preterite must be secondary, and it must replace something other than a normal s-
preterite {yam-9/s,-} because such a preterite would certainly have been preserved.
The coexistence of the two middle preterites in Tocharian A suggests that a recessive
pattern was replaced by a productive one, and it is obviously the sa-less preterite that
is old; in Tocharian B, where the sa-less type is not attested at all, such a preterite
could indeed have been so irregular that it was replaced by the strange yamissa-.
Second, it is utterly implausible that the Tocharian B pattern with a well marked
present {yama$®®/ske-} would have been replaced by the suppletive pattern we find in
Tocharian A. At the same time, the Tocharian B pattern is productive and could be
secondary on any account. Thus, we have to reconstruct Proto-Tocharian *yam- as a
defective verb with a subjunctive *yam- and a preterite *yam- (without sa): the
presents are secondary, as are all other preterite forms. The original subjunctive was
probably yam- without ?/,-suffix, as Tocharian A yamd/,- could easily be a
secondary replacement of an original *yam-: root subjunctives are a residual
category in Tocharian A, as they are often extended with an 71%/,-suffix. The preterite
participle *yamow could in fact be original; it fits to the reconstructed preterite
*yam-. Likewise, it is possible that the imperative *-yam9/,- is old.

The verb ‘get’ is fully-fledged in both languages, and the two languages agree in
all relevant points. The verb is irregular because its stems, in themselves productive,
pattern in a very unusual way. Tocharian A shows the extremely rare combination of
a na-subjunctive with a derived present, superficially matched by Tocharian B,
although the nasal has become part of the root there. The rare combination of the
subjunctive and the present is matched by an s-preterite in both languages, which is
completely without parallels. Not only does this particular combination of the three
stems occur only here, the combinations of preterite and present on the one hand,
and of preterite and subjunctive on the other, are also unique.76©

Tocharian A Tocharian B

present {yomnasd/g-}  {yonmass®/gpe-}
subjunctive {yomna-} {yonma-}
preterite {yom9/g-} {yonm9/s,-}
preterite participle  yomu yainmu, yainmos
imperative not attested

760 Except, perhaps, the verb ‘know’, where we also find a nd-present and an s-preterite. The
fact that the only possible parallel is found in another extremely irregular verb is alarming at
any rate.
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In Tocharian B, the nasal spread throughout the verb, without doubt because the
suffix was obscured after the metathesis if mn to nm in, e.g., yanma- < *yamna-. On
the other hand, the root vowel o must have been generalised in Tocharian A, as
evidenced by the lack of weakening of the suffix vowel in yomnda- instead of the
expected **yomna- (on Tocharian B yonmdm B432a2, secondary for regular
yamnmam [ydnman/, see Peyrot 2008a: 152). Thus, TA yomnd- and TB yanmd- go
back to *yomna-, whereas the preterites TA yom@/s- and TB yonm9/s- reflect
*yom9/sa-. The creation of the extended stems TA {yomnasi/s,-} and TB
{yanmass?/ge-} is difficult to date, but they could easily have been formed
independently. At any rate, *yamna- must ultimately go back to a present, be it in
Proto-Tocharian or at a pre-stage of it. For the sake of clarity, I will assume that it
was a present in Proto-Tocharian, the /- and $%/-formations having been
created independently, but this matter is only relevant for the dating of the
development, not for the understanding of the development itself. The preterite
participle is not easy to reconstruct, since Tocharian B yainmu < *yeyanmow
presupposes a grade preterite forms which are not attested: at first glance, it cannot
have been formed from the preterite yonm@/s-. On the other hand, it cannot have
been built on yanma-, since we would then have expected ydnmau < *yanma-w. The
evidence of Tocharian A yomu is difficult to interpret because it is the expected
preterite participle next to a preterite yom9/s;- and thus it could be secondary. In
sum, yam- ~ yom- seems to have been defective as well: it must have had a present
*yamna- and an s-preterite *yom9/s,-, but apparently it had no subjunctive.

There are two reasons to consider the possibility that yam- ~ yom- ‘get’ and yam-
‘do’ are etymologically related. First, there is an undeniable phonological similarity
(see Adams 1999: 492, 498); second, both verbs must have been defective, but the
reconstructible stems complement each other almost entirely. However, I am very
cautious, calling this etymological relationship only a possibility to consider, because
the meanings ‘get’ and ‘do’ are not obviously related and the alternation a ~ o0 ~ 2 is
unusual at least.

The complementary distribution of the reconstructible stems is best represented
in a scheme:

‘get’ ‘do’
present *yamna-
subjunctive *yam-
preterite *yom9/se- (act.) *yam- (mid.)
preterite participle *yomaw? *yamow
imperative *yam®/sq-

Whereas the present and the subjunctive can easily be fit in one verb, the preterite is
more difficult because it is reconstructible for both ‘get’ and ‘do’. The only way to
understand this double stem is to assume that the get-variant was at home in the
active and the do-variant in the middle: after all, ‘get’ is active only, while the only
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reliably reconstructible preterite stem for ‘do’ is middle. The preterite participle may
have been *yamaw: as noted above, the preterite participles of ‘get’ do not allow for a
straightforward reconstruction and both seem to be secondary in one way or
another. In addition, if the alternation o ~ a of the preterite suggested by this
reconstruction is correct, we would, on the basis of the general pattern of the
preterite participle, expect that the vocalism of the participle matches that of the
preterite middle, i.e., a as in *yamow.

Continuing this line of thought, we would expect a similar alternation between o
and a in the subjunctive and the imperative. If such alternations ever existed, they
have left no traces as far as I can see; it is possible that the imperative of ‘get’ is just
by chance not attested, but it could have been made secondarily at any point. The
reason why these alternations have left no traces is without doubt that the
alternation between o and a was too irregular, so that it was eliminated. If ‘get’ and
‘do’ really go back to one verb, this is the reason why they split in the first place, but
it must also be the explanation why no subjunctive forms with o-grade are attested.
Probably a-grade was found throughout the subjunctive except in the singular
active, so that elimination of the o-grade forms was trivial. This in turn detached the
preterite with o-grade from its subjunctive with a-grade and that must have been the
beginning of the creation of two independent verbs, at first defective, and eventually
supplied with new formations for the lacking stems.

The key question is how the meanings can be reconciled. It is my firm belief that
the semantic connection is in principle possible, but the problem is that I cannot
prove it; nothing forces us to connect the two verbs on the basis of their meanings.
yam- is in both languages used as a semantically rather pale verb ‘do’, often even as a
kind of auxiliary in circumscribed denominal constructions as TB desit yam-
‘confess’, literally ‘make a confession’, but it can also mean ‘make, construct’.
Evidently, the latter, fuller meaning is original. The semantics of ‘get’ is more varied:
the basic meaning seems to be ‘get, obtain’, as it often translates Skt. adhigam-
“gelangen zu, erreichen, erlangen, finden” (SWTF, I: 34, col. 2) and prap- (a.0.)
“erlangen, erreichen, gewinnen” (SWTF, IIL: 231, col. 1). In his dictionary, Adams gives
‘achieve’ as the first translation (1999: 497), which yields good translations indeed:
the verb is always constructed with an object that is desirable, and often the
obtainment or fulfilment of such an object requires some action or investment on
the part of the subject, though it may also be just granted (often by the Buddha).

Adams must be right that the semantic link between the verbs is between
‘achieve’ and ‘make’, which are close indeed. However, my analysis of the stem
patterns is incompatible with his view that yam- is an “0-grade iterative-intensive” to
yam- (1999: 492): I fail to see why ‘make’ should be the iterative-intensive counter-
part of ‘achieve’, and the fact that the verbs can be reconstructed as one verb is a
much stronger argument for their being related than the meanings or the shape of
the roots. As already pointed out above, it is plausible that yam-’s widespread
meaning ‘do’ developed from ‘make’, and as I will insist on ‘obtain, get’ next to
‘achieve’ for yam-, I suppose that ‘get’ is the original meaning, secondarily extended
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to ‘achieve’. The development of ‘achieve’ to ‘make’ may have been favoured by the
probable origin in the middle of the latter, but in my view the semantic connection
can also be upheld without recourse to a difference in voice.

Unlike Adams (1999: 498), I consider Jasanoff’s derivation of *yam- ‘get’ from
*hiem- ‘take’ (1978: 32; see LIV2: 236) very likely, and in any case semantically more
attractive than a connection with Skt. yam- ‘hold’ (LIva: 312). Moreover, *h,em- is
very well attested in other languages (e.g. Lat. emo ‘take’, Lith. imu ‘id’, OCS imp ‘id’,
Goth. niman ‘id’, with n- through reanalysis of *gan-iman as ga-niman), whereas
yam- is found only in Indo-Iranian.

However, the Tocharian stem pattern must be secondary, and the explanation of
the vocalic alternations is not made easier by this etymological comparison. Whereas
*yamna- represents a regular Tocharian a-grade, that is, with restoration of the initial
*y- from forms with initial *e- or *é-, the alternations of the stems yom- and yam- are
unexpected. One of them must represent a reflex of *ém-, the regular vowel grade in
the singular active of the a|@-root subjunctive and the active of the corresponding
preterite. Thus, it is likely that *ém- is reflected in *yom-, whereas *yam- is a re-
placement of the expected a-grade form *yam-. In any case, the morphological
relation between *yom- and *yam- seems to be parallel to that of e-grade vs a-grade.
The problem of o-grade in general is taken up separately elsewhere (4.5.10, p 429),
but it must have a special connection with the initial *y-.

4.3.8 CONCLUSION

The scrutiny of some of the most irregular verbs has revealed a number of
interesting points, even though many problems remain. The discussion of the verb
‘come’ (4.3.1, p 351) has shown that the Tocharian present may go back to a Proto-
Indo-European present, and that a Tocharian subjunctive may go back to a Proto-
Indo-European aorist (or root) subjunctive. At the same time, its highly irregular
preterite must reflect an archaic type, as well as heavy restructuring; possibly, it
reflects a pre-stage of the s-aorist. The derivation of the verb ‘put’ (4.3.2, p 357) has
shown that the s-present and s-preterite system needs a ©-grade stem form
somewhere, and really presentic value of the s-present, as it has pushed the old
Proto-Indo-European present into subjunctive function. The verb ‘know’ (4.3.3, p
365) reflects an archaic type of a nasal present combining with an s-aorist, as further
only found in yam- ‘get’ (4.3.7, p 372). If related to yam- ‘do’, the latter may offer
additional evidence that there was a gradation type with o as full grade (normally
Tocharian e-grade) next to a as weak grade (normally Tocharian 2-grade). The same
alternation seems to require a different interpretation in the word for ‘drink’ (4.3.6, p
371), which is very difficult to interpret, but it might show that the Proto-Indo-
European perfect could become a present as well as a preterite. At the same time, it
suggests that a present became a present-subjunctive if it had no subjunctive beside
it. The same functional development is much more evident in y- ‘g0’ (4.3.4, p 366),
which allows for virtually no other interpretation: its present-subjunctive must
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reflect the old Proto-Indo-European root present. The verb ‘go out’ (4.3.5, p 368) has
been subject to very heavy restructuring, as its present and subjunctive are for a large
part modelled on those of k”am- ‘come’. Conversely, the isolated present-preterite
type of [ot- ‘go out’ must be original, and its influence on the preterite of ‘come’ is
ascertained; probably the preterite of yok- ‘drink’ was formed after ‘come’” and ‘go
out’, too.

In sum, the discussion of the irregular verbs nicely illustrates that despite the
many archaisms preserved, the impact of analogical developments is enormous.

4.4 PRESENT-SUBJUNCTIVE

The existence of the present-subjunctive has received the special attention of Winter,
who claimed that if the subjunctive is primary, a secondary present is formed, but if
the present is primary, no secondary subjunctive is formed. In other words, present-
subjunctives are primary presents, syntactically used as present and subjunctive, but
morphologically without subjunctive:

“Liegt keine Suppletion vor, so 1afit sich ein primérer (unerweiterter oder erweiterter)
Stamm des ‘Konjunktivs’ durch Suffigierung zu einem sekundidren Pridsensstamm
ausbauen; ein Ausbau in umgekehrter Richtung erfolgt nicht: einem priméren Présens ist
grundsitzlich ein formgleicher ‘Konjunktiv’ zugeordnet” (1994a: 287).

According to Winter (l.c.), the difference between primary subjunctives and primary
presents is one of aspect: verbs with a perfective (“momentan”) Aktionsart have
primary subjunctives, whereas verbs with an imperfective (“durativ”) Aktionsart
have primary presents.

In essence, this analysis is correct. However, as I have argued in chapter 3, the
subjunctive is syntactically not perfective, nor is the present syntactically imper-
fective. Moreover, the distribution is not that clear, as there are many verbs with
perfective Aktionsart among the present-subjunctives, as well as many others with
imperfective Aktionsart among verbs with a difference between present and sub-
junctive. Although Winter admits “von diesem Prinzip ist es dem Anschein nach im
Laufe der Sprachgeschichte zu Abweichungen gekommen” (1994a: 287), this is
certainly not a sufficient explanation for a large category such as the sk-causatives in
Tocharian B.

Thus, I take the value of Winter’s analysis to be found essentially on the
diachronic level. Of course, the question is what its diachronic value is. If Couvreur
claims that the subjunctive is a present of the perfective stem (1947: 73), does this
mean the subjunctive was originally a present and a new present was created next to
it? Were those new presents only formed to verbs with a perfective Aktionsart? If so,
is it correct to equate the primary subjunctives with the present-subjunctives since
both are old presents?

In my view, the present-subjunctive is one of the most relevant categories for a
better understanding of the Tocharian verb. What I will try to show below is that
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both Winter’s and Couvreur’s analyses are correct. However, “primary subjunctive”
and “primary present” are not to be understood in Tocharian terms, but in Proto-
Indo-European terms: in principle, the perfective stem continues the Proto-Indo-
European perfective stem usually called “aorist”, whereas the imperfective stem
continues the Proto-Indo-European imperfective stem called “present”. In other
words, primary presents, or “underived” or “root presents” (including *¢/,-presents
without accompanying aorist) are reflected in the Tocharian present-subjunctive. Its
imperfective Aktionsart is a direct continuation of the imperfective Aktionsart of the
Proto-Indo-European primary present.

An important consequence of this analysis is that the Tocharian present contin-
ues the Proto-Indo-European present whereas the subjunctive continues the aorist.

Below, comparative evidence of the present-subjunctives is reviewed. To this
end, they are ranged under the following categories: ?/e-suffix (4.4.1, p 378), x|@-root
present-subjunctives (4.4.2, p 389), x|a-root present-subjunctives (4.4.3, p 393),
*1#%/e-denominatives (4.4.4, p 394), the lyaka-type (4.4.5, p 395) and sk-causatives
(4-4.6, p 398). The following present-subjunctives are discussed elsewhere: klews-
‘hear’ (4.7.2, p 457), yam- ‘do’ (4.3.7, p 372), yo- ‘g0’ (4.3.4, p 366), and yok- ‘drink’
(4.3.6, p 371).

4.4.1 ?/5-SUFFIX

Although the ?/¢-suffix forms not only presents, but also subjunctives and preterites,
it is most of all a present marker: it is especially frequent with present-subjunctives.
PT *klews- ‘hear’, which also forms an ?/,-present-subjunctive, is discussed in 4.7.2
(p 457); see further also the *#1#1?/,-denominatives (4.4.4, p 394) and the sk-causatives
(4.4.6, p 398), which likewise contain an ?/,-suffix.

TB anass?/ske- ‘breathe’

Although present-subjunctive function of Tocharian B {ana-%%/s-} ‘breathe’ (with-
out Tocharian A cognate) cannot be proved definitely, it is highly probable. First of
all, subjunctive function is proved by inf. anast(s)i THT1324b.b3 (if read correctly by
Thomas 1972: 443; the reading is not completely certain) and the vn andssdlrie B41a1,
B41a6 etc. Further, both occurrences of the 3sg. andssim in B4ib2 are most probably
presents. At any rate, the sk-suffix is a strong indication that the formation was in
origin a present, which further suggests that it is a present-subjunctive. Following
Schmidt (1982: 367), ana®?/se- is to be derived from a preform *h,enh;-sk¢/o-, an sk-
extension of the root present *h,enh;- attested in e.g. Ved. dniti (LIv2: 267). Although
a root ana- is possible in principle (cf also TB onolme ‘being’ < *ana-elme, see Peyrot
forth.a), the sk-suffix may have been added to make the present formation clearer:
otherwise, the Tocharian B present-subjunctive continues the original Proto-Indo-
European root present.
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TB ay$?/ke- ‘know’

Tocharian B ay%/k.- ‘know’ has no Tocharian A cognate. Its infinitive aistsi and
prs.ptc. aikemane together unambiguously point to an ?/.-present-subjunctive; the
same formation can reasonably be assumed for Proto-Tocharian. The verb has been
connected to the Gm. prt.-prs. *aik in e.g. Got. 3sg. aih, 3pl. aigun ‘possess” and Ilr.
*Hi-Hié- in Ved. ie I am in command, I rule’ and OAv. isé ‘id’ (Kiimmel 2000: 124;
LIva: 223; Adams 1999: 101-102), which point to a root PIE *h,eik-. Although the
middle inflexion of the IIr. verb is still in need of an explanation (see Kiitmmel Lc.), it
probably replaces an older perfect, as also reflected in the Gm. preterite-present. The
meaning of the Tocharian verb obviously derives from ‘possess’ through ‘possess
knowledge’.

If we assume that perfect reduplication was inherited in Tocharian, as it is in the
preterite participle, we could derive ayk- from the pl. stem *h,e-h,ik- directly, and
probably from the sg. stem as well (perhaps through an intermediate *oyk- or *ayk-
from *h,e-h,0ik-). If perfect reduplication was only inherited in the preterite
participle and not in finite forms, ayk- can only be derived from a generalised
singular stem *h,0ik- (see Peyrot 2008a: 58, pace Adams 1999: 102). The Proto-Indo-
European verb must have been a perfect with present reference of Chantraine’s type
12 (“Verbes signifiant «avoir, posséder, abandonner, faire»”, 1927: 11) and the fact
that it became a present in Tocharian is semantically only natural. Formally, the 3rd
singular may have been a key-form: the original *h.e-h,oik-e should have become
*aysa, which was identical with the preform of the 3sg. present aistrd < *aysa-tr. This
explains at once why the perfect should have ended up as an ?/-present. If it became
a present early enough, it can have come to behave like a root present; in any case,
there was never an aorist stem next to it, and so the verb became a present-subjunc-
tive.

PT *katk'?/.- ‘be glad’

On the basis of its morphological structure, it is likely that Proto-Tocharian *katk ?/.-
was a present-subjunctive, but it is difficult to give definitive synchronic proof. In
Tocharian A, a present stem {kacki/g,-} is suggested by 2pl. kackdic and prs.ptc.
katkmam, but subjunctive function can only be inferred from the morphology:
kackdc A3zia3 is likely to be a present (‘don’t be glad about rebirth’), and 3sg. kackd(s)
A192+145a4 is almost certainly a present in view of the neighbouring presents. In To-
charian B the situation is similar: the prs.ptc. katkemane proves that {kac®/e-} was
at least a present, but subjunctive function is not easily proved syntactically, and the
relevant forms for a morphological argument (such as the vn or the inf.) are lacking.
However, the prt. {kacc-a-} and the prt.ptc. kakdccu presuppose a subjunctive
{kacc?/ike-}, which in turn implies that that stem was a present-subjunctive. A further
argument can be that at least in Tocharian B, there is no attested pattern for a sub-
junctive next to the present {kacc®/y-}.
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The reconstructed Proto-Tocharian present-subjunctive *katk /.- was certainly a
present in origin, as it must derive from earlier *katsk?/e-, as if from PIE
*gh,dh-ske¢/o-, an sk-present from the root preserved in Gk. ynBéw ‘rejoice’ (LIv2: 184).

TB kamn?/.- ‘play’

Although Tocharian B kam#i?/.- ‘play’ is not well attested, it is probably a present-
subjunctive; in Tocharian A, the verb is not attested at all. An ?/,-formation is
proved by 3sg. kasimdim B613b2 (possibly a prs.) and 3pl. kafimem Bab2 (certainly a
present because it is parallel to the prs. spdntemntrd). The inf. kafimatsiz6 B370b6
can only be from the same stem if it represents /kaimatsi/, which would then at the
same time prove that the present and subjunctive stems are identical. However,
prs.ptc. kafimamane Bii8ay (arch.) must then be assumed to be a mistake for
kafimemane /kanmémane/; ger. k(a)fimalonasa B37yob2 ‘toys’ can be regular
/kafim3lonasa/.

The peculiar root shape of kasim- suggests that it goes back to *kam#?/.- through
a metathesis comparable to that in TB kdnmassim ‘(s)he comes’ from *k"amnassa-
(van Windekens 1976: 194; Adams 1999: 150). *-71?/,- could ultimately be identical
with the denominative suffix -7i#%/.- (see 4.4.4, p 394), but further connections are
unclear.

TB korss?/ske- ‘shoot; throw’

Following Adams (1999: 167; see also Hilmarsson 1996: 93), we can set up a Tochari-
an B verb karsk- meaning ‘throw (of flowers)’ and ‘shoot (of an arrow)’. Although no
subjunctive forms are attested, the stem pattern proves that it must have formed a
present-subjunctive {kar$$/ge-}. That this was the present stem is shown by the
prs.ptc. kirskemane, whereas its subjunctive function needs to be inferred from the
secondary a-preterite attested in 3sg.prt. karssa, prt.ptc. kekarssu.

The same root may be reflected in Tocharian A pdrra-krase ‘distance of an
arrow-shot’ (Hilmarsson 1996: 177; Adams 1999: 168). Whereas Adams argues that
TA -krase presupposes a root *kras- that was apparently enlarged with sk in Tochari-
an B, Hilmarsson derives it from a Tocharian A root krds-*, which could in fact be
the direct etymological match of Tocharian B karsk-. The key question is whether the
formation of -krase is so productive that it can have been formed after a
development of *karsk- to kdrs-. Since I know of no parallels for the scenario
proposed by Hilmarsson, I would rather follow Adams in positing an original root
*kras- that was enlarged in Tocharian B.

76t Sieg and Siegling transliterated k(a)fimatsi (1953: 244), but kanmatsi is definitely
impossible, whereas other vowels (e, 7, 1) can probably be excluded, too (d is excluded, too, in
particular because we would expect it to be written <ka>).
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If the Proto-Tocharian root was *kras-, the connection with Ved. kirdti ‘scatters,
pours out’ etc, from PIE *kerH- or the like (so LIva: 353; see also Adams l.c.), is
difficult to maintain. At all events, this etymology had to cope with the difficulty that
the set laryngeal apparently failed to vocalise: we would rather have expected
something like Tocharian **krask-.

In spite of the difficulties involving Tocharian A pdrra-krase and the Indo-
European etymology of the verb, the present-subjunctive kars/g.- evidently goes
back to a present formation as the sk-suffix is a present suffix.

PT *t’amp?/.- ‘can’

It is likely that Proto-Tocharian *t“amp?/e- ‘can’ formed a present-subjunctive, but
the evidence needs some discussion. In Tocharian B, the identity of the present and
the subjunctive stem is best shown with the derived imperfect and optative because
these occur in usually clearly different contexts, for instance: 1sg.opt. cimpim
AS5Cby4, parallel to 1sg.opt. stamo(ym), and 3sg.ipf. campi B44a2, where the past
context is indicated by naus ‘before’, waya-ne ‘he brought him’ and maitar ‘they set
out’. The underived stem was {comp®/e-}, as is shown by 1sg. campau and 3pl.
campem, but it is hard to prove that this stem could be used both as a present and a
subjunctive. Whereas present usage is ascertained from instances as 3pl. cimpen-ne
AS7Ca3 (parallel to 3pl.prs. yamaskentrd, tirkdnam, and cmentrd), assessing sub-
junctive usage is more delicate because the verb is modal itself. In addition, decisive
infinite forms such as the infinitive or the verbal noun lack altogether, the former
apparently for reasons of construction. Nevertheless, an additional indication of the
present-subjunctive stem is the fact that a distinct subjunctive stem is not attested
despite the relatively frequent occurrence of the verb.

The preterite {compya-} is peculiar in that it seems to contain an element -y- that
is otherwise only found in preterites derived from “ay-subjunctives. However, unlike
those secondary preterites from “ay-subjunctives, the y of campyd- is never spelled
double, and perhaps it is somehow the reflex of the palatalisation that we historically
expect. Although py cannot continue older *p phonologically, a secondary py may
have been introduced after the pattern 1sg.prs.-sbj. klyausau* ‘I (will) hear’ : 1sg.prt.
klyausawa ‘1 heard’. If this argument is accepted, the preterite provides further
support for the analysis of {comp?®/.-} as a present-subjunctive because it would be
derived from a subjunctive {comp?®/.-}: {comp-"a-}.

In Tocharian A, the difficulties with the present and subjunctive forms are
comparable to those for Tocharian B. However, the subjunctive stem is ascertained
with the verbal noun cdmplune, whereas the plausible restoration (cd)mp[aJmam
A227/8b1 suggests that the present stem was identical to that subjunctive stem. The
shape of the stem, {cdmp?/,-}, can be deduced from 3pl.prs.-sbj. cimpe and 1sg.
cimpam. An s-preterite and a sa-imperfect are found beside it: 3sg.prt. campids,
3pl.prt. campdr, etc, and 3sg.ipf. cimsa. The imperfect must have been formed from
the preterite after the pattern 3sg.prt. kos* : 3sg.ipf. kosa or 3sg.prt. naksat : 3sg.ipf.
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naksat:762 cimp- had no $4/s,-present, the formation this imperfect type historically
derives from.

The Tocharian A s-preterite is difficult to explain because cdmp- deviates from
the usual s-preterite pattern in that it forms no $4/s-present. The combination of a
‘4/,-subjunctive with an s-preterite is rare, but it has parallels in at least kaw- ‘kill’,
triyk- ‘confuse’ and yam- ‘do’ (see further 2.6.6, p 99). Thus, it is in principle
possible that the s-preterite {camp-(sa)-} was formed after the present-subjunctive
{cdmpd/,-}.763 On the other hand, the Tocharian B preterite follows a much more
productive pattern so that it could easily be secondary. The question is, then, which
of the two was most likely to have been replaced in the other language.

In view of the good attestation of the pattern “s-preterite plus ?/,-subjunctive” in
Tocharian B, I would expect that it would have been preserved and enlarged with a
$9/-present. However, if an a-preterite *campa- had been preserved in Tocharian A,
it is likewise troublesome why it should have been replaced: the pattern is found with
e.g. prs.-sbj. {pas$/s-} and prt.(ipf.) {pasa-} (see 2.6.3, p 96). One might think that a
replacement was favoured by the loss of the palatalisation of the *p, as all the other
verbs except sawa-, prt.(ipf.) of ‘live’ have palatalisable root-finals.

In sum, the reconstruction of the Proto-Tocharian preterite is difficult. One
possible conclusion is that there was no preterite (nor an imperfect) at all and that it
was created independently. If there was in fact a preterite, I am inclined to think that
it was of the type reflected in Tocharian B: although I cannot find definite arguments
for its replacement in Tocharian A, this is the pattern we would actually expect. In
any case, the reconstruction of ’9/e-present-subjunctive is ascertained, as the two
languages agree perfectly and the formation can hardly be secondary.

The Proto-Tocharian ?/.-present-subjunctive *t amp?/.- is probably related to
Lith. tempit, ternpti ‘stretch’, with a derived noun jtampa ‘effort’ (Pedersen 1941: 162;
LIv2: 626). The stem reconstructions of LIv2, a PIE present *temp-¢/,- and an s-aorist
*temps-, are fully based on Tocharian; as the Lithuanian formation is productive, the
formation of the Tocharian verb cannot be explained with recourse to comparison.
(A connection between the *i¢/,-present of Lithuanian and the y-element in the To-
charian B preterite must be discarded because such a suffix should have left a trace in
the Tocharian present, too.)

762 Although these verbs do not show the relevant gradation pattern, it must have been present
in e.g. 3sg.prt. markis : 3sg.ipf. mdrksa* ‘smudged’, where the imperfect is unfortunately not
attested.

763 Winter hesitantly suggests that the s-preterite was formed to the #/,-subjunctive after the
latter had been reanalysed as a root subjunctive (because the a of the suffix had become
reanalysed as a part of the endings; 1977: 144). This account has to cope with a chronological
difficulty, since the root subjunctive + s-preterite was recessive in historical times, so that it is
doubtful whether such a reanalysis could have occurred early enough.
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TB 7i9559/ske- ‘desire’

Of the Tocharian B verb riask- ‘desire’ only a stem {0a%%/ske-} and a derived preterite
{fhass-a-} are attested, which in itself points to present-subjunctive function for
{fa%%/se-}. However, whereas present forms are attested in abundance, and its
present function is further corroborated by the prs.ptc. fidskemane, unambiguous
subjunctive forms are difficult to find. In my view, the best candidate is fidskau-ne
NS32b2, which is preceded and followed by clear subjunctives (lakau, karsau-ne, see
Couvreur 1955: 112), but even here it is not excluded that the present is used to
express that the event is about to take place. A further difficulty is the frequency of
{fnassay-} in imperfect rather than optative function: usually the optative is more
frequent, but for 7idssi- I have found not one good example. On top of this, the
derived preterite seems to have the slightly different meaning ‘summon’, cf for
instance B16bs riassa po ti(rthem walo) ‘the king summoned all tirthyas’, which has a
parallel in the Pali Dhammapada commentary “Thereupon the king caused the
heretics to be summoned before him” (Burlingame 1921: I11, 191).

In sum, there are problems with the present-subjunctive status of {fia%%/gke-}, but
we would expect it in principle. If it was one, the explanation is clearly that it was
originally a present, as it must contain a present suffix *-sk¢,-. Malzahn (2007)
connects the verb to Gk. véopat ‘get home safely’ etc from PIE *nes- (LIV2: 454-455;
Adams 1999: 267-268). As she points out, this connection requires the assumption of
a “Narten” weak grade *nes- because zero grade is regular in sk-presents: the usual
formation would have been *ns-sk¢/o-, which would not yield the attested form.
However, apart from the implausible pre-form *nes-sk¢/o-, the real problem resides
in the semantics, which is simply too far off to be compelling.

TB nask’?/.- ‘bathe’

nask- ‘bathe’ is attested in Tocharian B only, forming an ?/.-present-subjunctive,
witness prs.ptc.mid. naskema(ne) and inf. ndstsi. The analysis as a present-subjunc-
tive is further supported by the coexistence of 3sg.opt. nassi AS3Bb6 and 3pl. naskem
IT52a3, which is probably a present since it translates Skt. snanti ‘they bathe’ Uviy.8c.
Tocharian B nas?/s.- must be connected to Ved. sndti ‘bathes’, Lat. nare, Mlr. snaid,
etc, which go back to a PIE root *sneh,- (LIv2: 572; the connection of an alleged
Hittite cognate is rejected by Kloekhorst 2008b: 721). Since PIE *sN- is normally
preserved in Tocharian (cf especially smay- ‘laugh’ in 4.4.2, p 389), we have to
assume an ad hoc dissimilation s_s = @_s for Tocharian (unless one would want to
posit a PIE s-mobile on the basis of Tocharian only). Although PIE *sneh,- formed
certainly a root present (most probably without derived aorist beside it), as shown
most clearly by Vedic, it was in Tocharian enlarged with the ubiquitous present
formant *-sk¢/o-. The newly formed sk-present had no subjunctive beside it and
became a present-subjunctive.
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PT *pask’?/.- ‘protect’

Proto-Tocharian *pask?/.- ‘protect’ can confidently be reconstructed as a present-
subjunctive for Proto-Tocharian because it is attested as such in both languages. This
can be seen from the vn paslune, the inf. passi and the prs.ptc. pasmam in Tocharian
A, and the ag.n. passerica and inf. pastsi in Tocharian B. The difference in root shape
between TA pds- and TB pask- is explained by the regular merger of s- and sk-
presents in the former. Proto-Tocharian *pask?/e- has clear relatives in e.g. Lat.
pasco, Hitt. pahs-i and Ved. pati (LIv2: 460). The Tocharian root clearly goes back to
the sk-present *ph,-sk¢/o- also found in Latin (where the 4 is secondary after the
perfect pavi, see LIv2 lc.). Evidently, Tocharian *pask?/.- was a present only —
apparently the corresponding aorist was lost — which became used as a present-sub-
junctive.

PT *par’?/.- ‘bring’

In both languages, the present of ‘bring’ is part of a suppletive system, see 2.5.5 (p
78). It is unlikely that a straightforward suppletive pattern like in Tocharian A, with a
present piri/;- next to a prt.-sbj. stem kamda-, would have been replaced by the
confusing multiple suppletion of Tocharian B (where the subjunctive is taken from
the middle of ay- ‘give’ and perhaps the imperative from asa-). Therefore, I suppose
that the combination of a prs. *par?/.- (on the precise shape see below) with a prt.
*kama- is old, but that a subjunctive was lacking. In Tocharian A, the preterite root
came to be used as a subjunctive, too, but in Tocharian B the verb remained
defective until incomplete suppletion from otherwise independent verbs came about.

Although it is certain that *par?/e- was originally a present, it is difficult to prove
that it was also used as a subjunctive in Proto-Tocharian. In any case, the etymology
is clear: *par?/.- goes back to the Proto-Indo-European primary present *b"ér¢/-,
otherwise attested in e.g. Gk. @épw (next to aor. fjveykov) or Lat. fero (next to pf. tuli;
the Ved. s-aor. abhar is secondary).

On the basis of the PIE *e-vocalism in the root, one would expect that Proto-To-
charian had a palatalised initial, i.e. *par?/.-. However, on the basis of e.g. TB pis ‘5’ <
*porisa and TB mit ‘honey’ < *riata (borrowed into MChin. as % mjit > MoChin. mi)
we would expect that this *pa- had yielded **pi- in Tocharian B, whereas it seems
that the immediate preform was rather *par?/,- (Ringe 1996: 141). Perhaps the loss of
palatalisation is to be attributed to suffix accent or syncope of the shwa in the root,
i.e. *pafén-ne > *pardn-ne or *prin-ne; removal of the palatalisation by analogy
always remains a possibility, but Ringe (l.c.) does not offer a model. In any case, I
consider it highly unlikely that the absence of i-colouring is to be explained from
levelling of root variants with different vowel grades (pace Kim forth.a) — Proto-
Indo-European thematic presents were simply not grading.
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PT *yars?/.- ‘honour; speak with reverence’

A Proto-Tocharian present-subjunctive *yars?/e- ‘honour; speak with reverence’ can
safely be reconstructed. In Tocharian B, it is the combination of prs.ptc. ydrsemane
AS12Da2 and the vn ydrsaliie (e.g. THT1574a1, THT4063a5) that proves a prs.-sbj.
{yars?/se-}. In Tocharian A, a subjunctive stem {yarsd/s,-} is shown by vn ydrslune,
whereas prs.ptc. ydrs[m](a)m Ai167a2 would prove that the same stem is also a
present (Malzahn forth.b). Even if the evidence of the latter form is considered
uncertain, present usage is proved by 3pl.mid. ydrsantrd A276b6, which is certainly a
present in view of the preceding present, e.g. yp(e)iic and pikific — in spite of the
OUy. conditional tapimsar MayT16.14a4 (Miiller and Sieg 1916: 403; Tekin 1980: 142).

A connection of yars- with TA yirk, TB yarke ‘reverence’ is semantically
attractive, and the -s- must then be a suffix. The original verb is probably preserved
in Tocharian ydrk- ‘revere’, which forms at least a $4/s,-present (see the inf. ydirkdssi),
and possibly an s-preterite as well, if 3sg.mid. yd(rk)s(a)t A62a3 is restored correctly.
If yars- is indeed to be connected to yark-, the k must have been lost between r and s
or s (*s). As a parallel I can adduce TB preksim, TA prakds ‘asks’, which must be
secondary in view of the root vocalism, so that it is tempting to reconstruct an
immediate preform *pors?/,- from *parks?/,-.7641 assume that yars- results from
paradigmatic split when the forms where the k was lost had become unrecognisable:
apparently, the split-off verb was built on present forms, so that the result was a
present only, which then came to be used as a present-subjunctive.

In sum, the present-subjunctive *yars?/s- is likely to be a Tocharian innovation.
Ultimately, yars- and yark- go back to Proto-Indo-European *h,erk”- ‘sing, praise’,
attested in Hitt. arku-# ‘chant’ and Ved. arc- ‘sing, praise’ (Kloekhorst 2008b: 205;
LIV2: 240).765

TB [952/ke- ‘lie’

The Tocharian B stem {{o%/1e-} lie’ is a present-subjunctive, as can be seen from the
combination of the prs.ptc. lykemane B118a2 and the vn lysalyrie B1o8bs (cf also the
priv. elykatte THT1271a2, adduced by Malzahn forth.b). In addition, 3sg. lyasim
B606.2 is certainly a present in view of the parallel wéiskantdr ‘moves’ and Ikassdm
‘looks’, whereas (lya)si(m) 1T368bs is certainly a subjunctive because it translates
Skt. adhisesyate Uv1.35b ‘will lie upon’ (Peyrot 2008b: 85). The Tocharian B present-
subjunctive [o%/k,- is directly related to Goth. ligan ‘lie’, Fal. lecet ‘lies’, the Hesychius

764 Although it is probable that the root-final *-k was lost in the Proto-Indo-European present
*prsk/o- from *prk-sk¢/,-, it must have been restored in Tocharian at an intermediate stage;
otherwise the rise of the s-present cannot be explained (see 4.5.6, p 419).

765 Evidently, I disagree with Adams’ (1995: 500; see also van Windekens 1941: 168) connection
with Gk. £pwg ‘love’ and épaw ‘love’, which was phonologically difficult anyhow: a PIE
*hierh,- (so LIVa: 240) would certainly have yielded **yara- or the like.
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entry Aéxetar ‘lies’, and OlIr. laigid ‘lies’766 (LIv2: 398). On the basis of these
formations, a Proto-Indo-European present *leg"¢/,- can be reconstructed, which
was probably not accompanied by an aorist: if, with Hardarsson (1993: 204-205), Gk.
Aékto ‘lied down’ goes back to an s-aorist formation, it must be secondary, and OCS
lezati and légati are derived from lggp ‘I lie down’, inf. lesti, where the nasal is
probably secondary since it follows a pattern similar to that of sedp I sit down’ and
bodyp ‘T will be’ (Stang 1957: 162; Kortlandt 2009: 187).

PT *waynask'?/.- ‘honour’

A Proto-Tocharian present-subjunctive *waynask?/- ‘honour’ can safely be
reconstructed. In Tocharian A, we find a prs.ptc. windsmam next to a vn winaslune,
and in Tocharian B the inf. windastsi* (attested are late windssi and arch. winastsi) is
matched by for instance 3sg. winassiri-cid IT80b2 (a present parallel to preksdfi-cd).
With the regular reduction of *_sk?/e- to -$4/¢4- in Tocharian A, we can reconstruct
*waynask ?/- for Proto-Tocharian.

Although a connection with Ved. varichati ‘desire’ from PIE *unH-sk¢/,- (with
the »n analogically reintroduced; the same sk is seen in Gm. *wunska- ‘wish’, OHG
wunsc, see LIV2: 682-683) is attractive, it encounters serious difficulties on the
phonological level. In principle, we would expect a preform *unH-sk¢/o- to have
resulted in *wanask?/.-, without ay or i in the first syllable. It is conceivable that the
verb waynask- and the noun wina ‘pleasure’ (as it is attested in Tocharian B) exerted
mutual influence, but the vocalism in the noun is not easy to explain either. If we
assume that TB wina reflects a root noun of the shape *uenH, we need to assume
restoration of the initial w-, which should have become *w- > **y-. However, it is not
obvious how this could have resulted in colouring of the following *a to *i, nor does
it explain the same vocalism in Tocharian A. Nevertheless, the Tocharian A noun
wafii ‘pleasure’, which must replace the original Tocharian A match of Tocharian B
wina, shows a root without -y-, thus suggesting that the i of winask- etc is somehow
secondary after all.

In sum, the etymology of *waynask- remains difficult and the relation to the
nouns TB wina, TA wafii is unclear. Nevertheless, the origin of the present-subjunc-
tive is obviously an old present formation, as could already be seen from the suffix
*-sk¢/o-.

Tocharian A kdntds?/sa- “‘confess’ could be a parallel formation (Hackstein 1995:
100-101); probably, the predecessor of winds- served as a model.

PT *wen?/.- ‘speak’

The Proto-Tocharian verb for ‘speak’ must have formed a present-subjunctive
*wen?/e-. This is shown by the suppletive system in Tocharian A, where wefi- sup-

766 If with aig for older eig.
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plies the preterite and the subjunctive stems, whereas the present is formed from a
root trink- (see 2.5.5, p 78). It is highly unlikely that this suppletive system replaces a
straightforward pattern as found in Tocharian B, with a prs. {wes®/ge-}, a sbj.
{wefi’/e-} and a derived preterite {wefi-a-} (on the variant wrid- see Peyrot 2008a:
148-149). The possibility to derive the Tocharian B present from the subjunctive with
loss of 7 as in the sbj.ger. welle and the vn welfie eliminates half of Krause’s subjunc-
tive class 7 (1952: 141; see Winter 1977: 148 and Hilmarsson 1991b, passim, who also
eliminates the other half, namely lonn- ‘go out’, see 4.3.5, p 368).767

Although the palatal 7 of the root is regularly depalatalised before dentals, i.e., in
TB 2sg. went, 3sg. wem, 2sg.mid. wentar, 3sg.2pl.mid. wentrd, inf. wentsi, whereas it is
unrecognisable in 2pl. weficer, it is doubtful if this is enough to explain the lack of an
alternation between -7ia- and -ne-, in principle expected in an ?/,-stem. The correct
solution for this problem, at the same time offering an etymology, was proposed by
Winter (1977: 147, after Lane 1953: 287): the simple 7i may derive from a geminate 7,
identical with the denominative suffix *-71#%/,-, from earlier *-ni¢/,- (as proposed in
essence already by Pedersen 1941: 170). Since the connection of wefi- with *wek
‘voice’ (TB wek, TA wak) requires loss of *k before 7i (see Winter 1977: 134), the two
must have been in direct contact (without an intervening shwa), and I think that the
original geminate *7ifi was simplified in exactly this constellation: *-kfifi- > *-k#i- >
*-fi-. In this particular case, the denominal formation may be directly compared with
OHG giwahanen ‘mention’.

As pointed out by Winter (1977: 147), the denominal origin of the verb explains
that *wefi%/.- was originally a present. In Proto-Tocharian, it had probably become a
present-subjunctive before new presents were formed independently in the daughter
languages, by means of an sk-suffix in Tocharian B, and a suppletive verb trdnk- in
Tocharian A.768

PT *wlans'?/.- ‘carry out’

Proto-Tocharian *wlans?/.- ‘carry out’ can safely be reconstructed as a present-sub-
junctive, as it is attested as such in both languages. In Tocharian A, the combination
of the inf. wlessi with the prs.ptc. wlesmam proves a present-subjunctive
wlaysd/sq-.769 In Tocharian B, a subjunctive stem {lan%/se-} is shown by the inf.

767 Winter (1977: 151) claims that “If B weskau derives from wei- plus a thematic suffix -sk-,
then a corresponding pre-A present stem should contain *way#i- plus a thematic suffix -s-.”
This overrating of the evidence of Tocharian B leads him to posit remarkable scenarios for the
loss of that alleged Tocharian A present, involving homonymy avoidance with wes ‘ex-
crement’.

768 As argued above, there is no need to assume that one of the two presents had already been
formed in Proto-Tocharian times (pace Winter p 184-185 and passim).

769 The vocalism ay instead of e is needed for the preterite participle wawlesu.



388 4 origin

lamstsi, whereas present usage is attested with lamstdr 1T396b277° in a samghavasesa
rule where we normally find presents and lamstdr Bss1a4, which is probably parallel
to the prs. mdsketdr.

Whereas the reconstruction of the rhyme is straightforward, with TA es < *ans as
in es ‘shoulder’ < *anse (TB dantse), the initial TA wl- ~ TB [- is slightly problematic.
For correspondences wl- ~ wl- as in TA wlawa- ‘control’ ~ TB wlawa- ‘id’ we may
probably assume syncope of an initial syllable *wal-, but TA lant ~ TB lant, obl.sg. of
‘king’, shows loss of w in both languages: the nom.sg. is TA wdl ~ TB walo. If we
reconstruct *wl- for the TA I- ~ TB I- correspondence in the word for ‘king’, a
preform suggested in any case by TA wlamiikit ‘Indra’ ~ TB ylairidkte ‘id” (Lubotsky
199477Y), wi- is still a possible reconstruction for TA wles- ~ TB lans-, and I will adopt
it here.

The verb *wlans?/- is clearly derived from a noun *wlans ‘work’, attested in TA
wles ‘work’ (pl. wlesant), TB lams ‘id’ (pl. lamsiina). Thus, the ?/e-suffix could
apparently be used to derive denominal verbs, which yielded presents that came to
be used as present-subjunctives, just like the other denominal type in *-7#%/,-. Un-
fortunately, the etymology of *wlans is unknown.

PT *saw’?/.- ‘live’

The ?/.-present-subjunctive of the Tocharian word for ‘live’ is indicated by the inf.
Sotsi, vn Solune and 3pl. Sawesic in Tocharian A and the inf. Saitsi, ag.n. sayefica and
3pl. $ayem in Tocharian B. At a pre-stage of Tocharian B, the original paradigm must
have been *Sawe- ~ *Says- from *Sawe- ~ *Sawa- < *Saw’s-, but the w-variant
disappeared through levelling in the finite base verb forms (see Krause 1952: 65;
Winter 1988; Peyrot 2008a: 138-140). Proto-Tocharian *$aw?/.- has long been cor-
rectly connected with Gk. {@w, Lat. vivo, Ved. jivati, Sl. Zive- and OPruss. giwa,
which can be reconstructed as *g"ih;-u- (LIV2: 215-216);77> the Tocharian present-
subjunctive goes back to a thematic paradigm with @-grade in the root. ‘live’ is a
clear case of a Tocharian present-subjunctive deriving from a Proto-Indo-European
present without aorist beside it.

TB soy?/.- ‘be saturated’

Although it is often so classified, in fact present-subjunctive function cannot be as-
certained for Tocharian B {soy®/-} ‘be saturated’. The prt.ptc. sosoyu, the prt.
{soy-4-}, and, most of all, the vn soyliie and the inf. soytsi prove subjunctive function,

77° And lamstar 1T396b3, IT396b4; in both instances to be corrected to lamstdir.

772 Winter, who does not mention all the correspondences given here, assumes that *wl- be-
came /- in both languages (1987: 306).

772 The Greek may not fit the picture if a sound development *g"ih;u- > {w- is not accepted.
To solve this problem, L1v2 posits an e-grade stem *g"ieh;-u- with athematic inflection.
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but in order to prove present function one would have to rely on 2pl. soycer Bi2b4,
for which present use is likely, but hardly certain.

As argued by Hackstein (1995: 299-300) and Adams (1999: 703; see also Kloek-
horst 2008b: 691), soy- must be cognate with e.g. Hitt. sah-/ ‘stuff and Gk. apevat
‘satiate’, from a Proto-Indo-European root *seh,- (LIV2: 520-521). Tocharian B soy-
must go back to *seh,-i¢/o-, a present formation possibly mirrored in Gk. detat ‘is
satisfied’.

Next to Tocharian B soy-, there is another verb TB sayn-, TA sdyn- ‘be satiated’,
which is discussed in 4.8.2 (p 472).

4.4.2 X|@-ROOTS

Although the number of instances is smaller than for ?/-formations, there were
certainly also x|@-root present-subjunctives. Additional cases are yam- ‘do’ (4.3.7, p
372), ¥- ‘g0’ (4.3.4, p 366), and yok- ‘drink’ (4.3.6, p 371).

TA ken- ‘call’

TA ken- ‘call’ may go back to an earlier present-subjunctive: it supplies the present to
the preterite and subjunctive root kdka-. In principle, ken- could reflect a preform
*kayn- with PTA *ay from Proto-Tocharian *ey, *oy, or *ay. Unfortunately, further
connections are unknown and the interpretation of this verb remains uncertain (the
scenario sketched by Hilmarsson 1996: 127-128 is highly implausible).

PT *koaln- ‘resound’

Tocharian A attests a present stem {kiln-} ‘resound’ with prs.ptc. (kd)lnm[a]m and
3pl. kdlnific A29gb3 (parallel to the prs. nusesic). This stem might be matched in To-
charian B, although both forms attested could in fact also belong to an ?/,-paradigm:
3pl. kalnem and 3sg. kalfii. The first of these is probably a present and the second
certainly an imperfect, which proves present function for that stem. The comparison
with Tocharian A suggests a root present {kaln-} for Tocharian B, too, which in turn
makes likely that {kaln-} was a present-subjunctive because there is no pattern for a
different subjunctive next to it.

As shown by Malzahn (forth.b), TB 3sg.mid. kdlnsate IT19b3, B617a4 must mean
‘resounded’ as well (which excludes a theoretically possible alternative reading
kiltsate). However, these forms are extremely difficult to fit together with kalnem
and kalfii: the only parallels with a root present and an s-preterite are found in To-
charian A trdank-, cimp- and #5dyp-, where the s-preterite is unlikely to be of Proto-
Tocharian age. The only way out seems to assume that kdlnsate belongs to a
transitive verb (cf 3pl. kdlnaskemn AS7Mb4), here intransitive because of its middle
inflexion.

With Schmidt (1992: 112), *kaln- may continue PIE *kineu-, a neu-present to kleu-
‘hear’, attested in Ved. syndti ‘hears’, §ynvé ‘he is known’, YAv. surunaoiti ‘hears’,
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Olr. ro-cluinethar ‘id’ (LIv2: 334-335; obviously, the unpalatalised root-final of To-
charian must go back to *-nu- and the variant *-neu- disappeared through levelling).
Although the change from ‘hear’ to ‘resound’ is not evident, in spite of Schmidt (L.c.),
this etymology offers a good explanation for the root present *kaln, as noted by
Hackstein (1995: 322). At the same time, it accounts for its present-subjunctive
function, which is uncertain, but plausible if problematic kdilnsate is interpreted
correctly.

PT *tronk- ‘lament’

A Proto-Tocharian present-subjunctive *trank- ‘lament’ can safely be reconstructed
on the basis of Tocharian B {trank-}, present-subjunctive as proved by the com-
bination of the prs.ptc. trdnimane and the vn trdnkalyfie, and further confirmed by
the match of the rare preterite type {tranca-} attested by trdrica-nes THT1507bs with
lyafica to lank- ‘hang’. In Tocharian A, the corresponding stem {trank-} supplies the
present of the verb wesi- ‘speak’, demonstrably a recent case of suppletion in view of
the imperfect 3sg. crarkds, which is formally an s-preterite (see Lane 1953: 284). This
s-imperfect is further only found with cdmp-, #dyp-, and possibly *kaln-.
Unfortunately, the etymology of trank- is uncertain, so that we can only hypo-
thesise that the present-subjunctive is to be explained from a root present (for
suggestions on the etymology, see Adams 1999: 314 and Malzahn forth.b).

TB *pakw- ‘trust’

A Tocharian B present-subjunctive {pak¥-} ‘trust’ is proved by the combination of
the prs.ptc. pkwamane /pakWdmane/ and the vn pkwalfie /pakWiliie/ (for denominal
pakvwaniii?/,-, a different — though related — verb, see 4.4.4, p 394). The etymology of
pakv- is unclear; the suggestion of Janda (2000: 48; taken over by LIv2: 469) to set up
a root *pek¥- ‘trust’ for Ved. pakd- ‘guileless, trusting’, Gk. @ ménov ‘my dear’ and
Tocharian pak"- is improbable. We might rather think of a connection to *paka-
‘intend’, though the exact derivation pattern remains obscure: if pak¥a7i#i?/,- points
to a noun pak"-, this could theoretically be a derivation from *paka- or its preform
*pak-, but I am not aware of parallel cases where a root present is derived from a
noun without further change (for a denominal ?/-present, see *wlans?/,- ‘carry out’
in 4.4.1, p 387).

PT *palk- ‘shine’

Proto-Tocharian *palk- ‘shine’ is well-attested as an a|@-root present in both
languages: TB 3sg. palkdm (Boibs, B178a2 and B178a3 probably present) and TA 3sg.
palkds, 3pl. pdlkific. Since there is no subjunctive attested next to it in either
language, and in Tocharian B no possible subjunctive formation exists, this present
may have been a present-subjunctive. In any case, the verb is probably to be
connected with Gk. @Aéyw ‘burn (tr./intr.); shine’, Lat. fulgo ‘shine’ and Gm.
*blakjan in OHG blecchen ‘shine’, which go back to a root *bhleg- or *bhleg-. As
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argued by Hackstein (1995: 113), Greek and Latin point to a root present because of
the different root grades *bhle)g- and *b"'¢-, which fits the Tocharian perfectly: we
only have to assume that the expected root variants with palatalised */ from *le or *$
from *'¢e were eliminated. It is probable that palka- ‘see’ and palk- ‘burn’ are split-off
verbs from the same root (Hackstein p 112-113).

PT *lonk- ‘hang’

The isolated Tocharian B prs.ptc. lirikamane /lonkdmane/ presupposes a present
stem {lonk-}. No subjunctive to this stem is attested, and there is no pattern by which
such a subjunctive could be formed, which points to a present-subjunctive {lank-}.
This interpretation may be further supported with lyafica from the fragmentary line
IT702b1/// — 9 tu lyama tu lyasica — /// (Peyrot 2007a: Neyo2) ‘this sat, this hung (?)".
Although the meaning cannot be established with certainty from this passage, it is
clearly a 3sg.prt., and the only possible morphological connection is with lank-. The
remarkable preterite formation is without doubt to be compared with {tranca-} to
tronk- ‘complain’, a parallelism that further supports the analysis as a present-sub-
junctive. 1pl. lankdm-c AS18Ab3 does not seem to be from this verb because it is
clearly transitive (see 3.6.1, p 251, and Malzahn forth.b).

In Tocharian A, the same present stem {link-} is proved by prs.ptc. ldnimam.
Although this present stem could theoretically have been matched by an a-subjunc-
tive {ldnka-} (which is not attested in any case), it supports the analysis of the To-
charian B verb, whose present-subjunctive must therefore go back to Proto-Tochari-
an.

Proto-Tocharian *lanka- may have to be derived from Proto-Indo-European
*hileng”h-, as attested in a.0. Ved. rarhate ‘is swift, moves swiftly’, YAv. ronjaiieiti
‘makes fast’, Olr. lingim ‘jump’ and OHG gi-lingan ‘succeed’ (LIV2: 247-248). The
proto-meaning is set up as “sich miihelos bewegen” by Livz, but ‘be light’ seems
better, certainly in view of the obviously related adjective *h,leng(")"-u- ‘light’ (Ved.
raghu- ‘fast’, Gk. éAayxvg ‘small’, and TB lankutse ‘light’, which corroborates the reflex
nik from *ngwh): the notions ‘easy’ and ‘fast’ etc are easily derived from ‘light’. The
meaning of the Tocharian verb, ‘hang’, may derive from an intermediate ‘dangle’, as
possibly preserved in the fixed combination e.g. TB ldnkamfiane pdscane NSi02b3
‘dangling breasts’.

Although *h;leng”"- seems to have formed a primary present (without aorist),
which fits the Tocharian situation well, this present might have had a *¢/,-suffix as
seen in the Indo-Iranian and Old Irish forms cited above. Since the Tocharian root
present can hardly be derived from an older *¢/,-formation, one would seem to be
forced to reconstruct a Proto-Indo-European root present on the basis of Tocharian.

PT *salp- ‘glow’

The Tocharian B verb for ‘glow’ forms a present-subjunctive {salp-'}, as proved by
the combination of the prs.ptc. silpamane /solpdmane/ and the inf. sdl(p)at(s)i
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/salpétsi/. In Tocharian A, the corresponding stem {sélp-} has only present function,
e.g. prs.ptc. sdlpmam, whereas {sélpa-} provides the subjunctive, cf especially sbj.ger.
sdlpalyi. Since derived ad-preterite-subjunctives are actually found in Tocharian A
(see 2.6.3, p 96), the stem in -a could be secondary, which would imply that the To-
charian B present-subjunctive can be reconstructed for Proto-Tocharian. However,
Tocharian A d-preterite-subjunctives are relatively rare, and, in view of the absence
of a good etymology, the age nor the origin of the present-subjunctive can be
established with certainty.

PT *smay- ‘smile’

In Tocharian B, we find safe indications for a present-subjunctive {smay-} ‘smile’
with a prs.ptc. smimane and a vn smiliie. In Tocharian A, that stem shape is
confirmed by the prs.ptc. smimam, and although it is theoretically possible that there
was an d-subjunctive {smdya-} beside it, the latter must in that case have been
secondary, so that we can reconstruct a Proto-Tocharian present-subjunctive *smay-.
This present-subjunctive clearly goes back to a Proto-Indo-European root present
*smei- as attested in Ved. smdyate ‘smiles’, Latv. smeju, inf. smiét ‘laugh’, and OCS
sméjo se, inf. smijati se ‘id’ (LIV2: 568-569).

PT *tsayp- ‘dance’

Proto-Tocharian *#5ayp- ‘dance’ can probably be reconstructed as a present-subjunc-
tive, but further connections are unclear. In Tocharian B, it forms a root present
which suggests that it was a present subjunctive, but explicit subjunctive forms are
not found: prs.ptc. tsipamane /tSipdmane/ and 3sg.prs. ts(i)pdm B118ay (if parallel to
rattidnkdm). In Tocharian A, a present {tsdyp-} is proved by 3pl. tsipific A283a3
(parallel to klyantrd), and an s-preterite in imperfect function is attested in 3pl. Sepdr
A3zo1b3 (parallel to ypar). This peculiar s-preterite-imperfect is found further only
for trdank-, cimp-, and possibly *kaln- (see Lane 1953: 284).

PT *tsop- ‘prick’

Proto-Tocharian *#Sop- ‘prick’ may have formed a present-subjunctive, but its
etymology is unclear and it is possibly of onomatopoetic origin. In Tocharian A, a
root present {tSop-} might be attested with 3pl. tsopific (alternatively, it could be an
optative, which would also allow for a subjunctive {tSop?/a-} or {tSopa-}). In Tochari-
an B, a root present {tSop-} or {tSop?/.-} is attested with the historical present tsopam-
ne B88a1 and tsopdm-ne Bi27as (parallel to the present pautotrd). If TA tsopific is
really a present, a Proto-Tocharian present-subjunctive *#op- is likely, otherwise it is
just a possibility.
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4.4.3 WITH ROOT-FINAL A

Good examples of present-subjunctives with root-final a are hard to find. The best
cases are offered by the lyaka-type, which is discussed in 4.4.5 (p 395).

TB k%a- ‘call’

Tocharian B {kva-} supplies the present to preterite-subjunctive kaka- ‘call’, cf
prs.ptc. kwama(ne). In view of clear parallel cases like prs. par- ‘bring’ with preterite-
subjunctive kama- (see 4.4.1, p 384), it is plausible that {k¥a-} ultimately goes back to
a present, perhaps through an intermediate state where it was a present-subjunctive.
Whether it was a present-subjunctive at an intermediate stage or not, k¥a- is clearly
to be connected to Ved. huvé, hdvate and OCS zovg, zwvati etc, which go back to a
Proto-Indo-European root *¢heuH- (LIv2: 180-181). In all probability, it is a direct
continuation of the root present reflected in Vedic: the root-final -a must reflect the
root-final laryngeal (probably zero grade *-uH-), whereas the -w- may have pre-
served in full grade root variants such as *g"euH-, where the unpalatalised initial was
levelled.

PT *praska- ‘be afraid’

Proto-Tocharian *praska- ‘be afraid’ probably formed a present-subjunctive, but
especially the Tocharian A verb seems to have been subject to restructurings. In To-
charian B, a present-subjunctive is relatively certain, but the problem is that it shows
root gradation as otherwise only found with subjunctives: {pr#/;ska-}. With
unambiguous infinite forms lacking (the alleged vn pdrskal(7i)e Bi24a6 could also be
aprs.ger. pirskal(l)e), present-subjunctive function of that stem can only be shown
syntactically: most forms for which the function can be determined are presents, like
3sg. praskam ASyCbs (cf yamaskem and tirkdnam) or B2ssa1 (cf aiskem), but 3pl.
parskam AS7Cas (parallel to yamantrd) is subjunctive. The other stems of the verb,
the prt. {praskd-} and the prt.ptc. pdrskau, also suggest that {pr?/,ska-} had at least
subjunctive function.

In Tocharian A, a present stem {praska-} is proved by the prt.ptc. praskmam,
1sg.mid. praskmar and 3pl.mid. praskantrd, whereas a stem shape {praska-} is shown
by the ger. pdrskal. The latter form was classified as a subjunctive gerund by Sieg,
Siegling and Schulze (1931: 450), in which they were followed by later scholars, but as
far as I can see, this decision must have been based on morphological considerations:
syntactically it is possible, but not compelling. The analysis of {priska-} as a subjunc-
tive stem is supported by the prt. stem {priska-} as attested in the 3sg.prt. pdrsdk and
the prt.ptc. pdrsko. Finally, the 1sg.prt. prasku, discovered by Schmidt and Winter
(1992), is very difficult to fit in the stem pattern established so far: it rather points to
an s-preterite, perhaps of the imperfect subtype.

The relationship between Tocharian A {praska-} and {praska-} is matched by a
small group of a-grade root presents, e.g. Sama- and Salpa- to tsdma- ‘grow’ and
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tsdlpa- ‘pass away’. However, it is not certain whether praska- can be compared to
this isolated pattern because its initial pr- cannot bear palatalisation. In addition, it is
striking that no present gerund praskal** or subjunctive forms like 1sg. parskamar**
should be attested. Therefore, the verb could well be what it seems to be at first sight:
an irregular present stem, probably also used as subjunctive.

The combined evidence of Tocharian A and B requires both a stem *preska- and
a stem *praska- for Proto-Tocharian, and it is most economical to assume that these
were found in one grading stem *pr¢/,ska-. The Tocharian A stem must have been
lined up with a-grade root presents when PTA *praska- from *preska- became
indistinguishable from the type planta- from *plonto-. Possibly, this process was
favoured by the existence of a noun *praska from *prosko (~ Tocharian B prosko), as
must have stood at the basis of the adj. praskarii ‘fearful’. The 1sg. prasku is probably
secondary, despite its archaic outlook. It may have been formed after the subjunctive
stem praska- (although the generalisation of this stem form made it parallel to
presents), reanalysed as an a-subjunctive (~ Tocharian B e-subjunctive); a direct
parallel could have been prs. mdska- ‘be’, 3sg.prt. maskds (where mdska- < *maske-
must at some point have been analysed as an a-subjunctive).

Proto-Tocharian *praska- is evidently to be connected with Gm. *furhto ‘fear’ as
in OHG forhta (Hackstein 1995: 193-194; LIV2: 491). Apparently, it was lined up with
roots with final -a, whereby it even took over the characteristic gradation as for
instance in plaska- ‘think’, close both in form and in meaning. In view of the Tochar-
ian B pair karsa- ‘know’ (3sg.prt. Sarsa < *k’srsa) and krasta- ‘cut’ (3sg.prt. karsta <
*kr’asta), ultimately from the same root, Ra-roots could develop secondarily from
aR-roots if aR was followed by a consonant cluster (cf in great detail Kim 2007a).
Thus, there is no reason to project the Tocharian position of the gradation vowel
back to Proto-Indo-European (pace LIV2, l.c.). The isolation of this root in Indo-
European is remarkable, though one might want to consider a connection with Lat.
parco a.o. ‘refrain from’ (neither the etymology by LIv2: 476, nor that by de Vaan
2008: 445 is any better).

4.4.4 *NN?/g-DENOMINATIVES

Although there are only few matches between the two languages, the 7#%/,-suffix is a
productive denominative suffix in both languages and the relation with the base
noun is generally transparent. Both in Tocharian A and B, these denominative verbs
have a present-subjunctive with a derived preterite, e.g. prs.-sbj. TA {tawnkayfind/,-},
TB {tonkwdnii®/e-}, prt. TA {tawkdyni-a-}, TB {tonkwdiii-a-}, both derived from the
word for ‘love’, TA turk, TB tankw.

The present-subjunctive function of the 7#?/,-stems is especially clear from the
combination of ag.n. tdnwarifiesica and inf. tdnwantsi of ‘love’ in Tocharian B, and
from the prs.ptc. tunkififiamam and the inf. tunkifitsi vs the vn tunkifilune of the
corresponding verb in Tocharian A. Further evidence is offered by the Tocharian B
subjunctive stem formations ykdamsdlfie (vn of ‘loathe’), winalfie (vn of ‘honour’),
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and skwdntsi (inf. of ‘be happy’) compared to 3sg.mid. ykamsantrid AS7Cbs (parallel
to yamaskem), winafifientdir Biib4 (probably parallel to arsen-ne) and skwarifientrd
Buibs (parallel to arsen-ne) with present function. For Tocharian A, one may adduce
Sewimtrd A6a6 (present; parallel to yas).

Evidently, this system of denominal primary ##A?/.-formations with a present-
subjunctive and a derived preterite can be reconstructed for Proto-Tocharian. The
system may have been inherited by the daughter languages through the carrier
formations *sakWarini- of *sok™ ‘pleasure’ and *tonkWanini- of *tank¥ ‘love’, although
the first was replaced by a secondary formation with the enlarged suffix asi7isi in To-
charian A, cf sykasifitdr Asib3 (obviously through some metanalysis, where not the
noun suk, but its adjective s,kasi happy’ was taken as a basis). Striking is the large
portion of emotional meanings in both languages like affective ‘love’, ‘be happy’,
‘wish” or ‘desire’ and negative ‘be ashamed’, ‘express sorrow’ etc. This is also
reconcilable with a starting point at *tank" ‘love’ and *sak" ‘happiness’.

As noted by Pedersen (1941: 170), denominative suffix *-7#2/.- must go back to a
preform *-ni¢/,-, which is strongly reminiscent of Ved. denominatives in -anyd- and
Gk. -atv-. That similarity may be only superficial though, because that suffix is itself
probably the result of metanalysis, since it is often found next to n-stems. If so, one
would have to assume that a similar reanalysis has taken place in the prehistory of
Tocharian; in view of the ubiquitous traces of nasal suffixes in the nominal inflexion,
this is plausible enough.773

Although the suffix is found in a few isolated verbs such as wefi- ‘speak’ or
perhaps Tocharian B kasim- ‘play’, it is probably not related to the Tocharian A 79/,-
suffix of subjunctive class 7 (pace especially Hilmarsson 1991b).

4.4.5 LYAKA-TYPE

A marginal and poorly attested group of verbs that I will call the lyaka-type has no
difference between present and subjunctive. Since I have discussed the type in detail
elsewhere (Peyrot forth.d), I will here only summarise the most important findings.
The type is best attested in Tocharian B, where we can identify four verbs: plow-
‘complain’, lok- ‘see’, low- ‘rub’, and saw- ‘eat’. The type was originally characterised
by
1) a present-subjunctive with non-palatalising 2-grade and accented root-final a:
{plowd-}, {loka-}, {$awa-} (that of [ow- is not attested);
2) a preterite with palatalising a-grade and accented root-final a:
{plawa-}, {laké-}, {lawd-}, {$awd-};
3) a preterite participle without root-final a:

773 The suffix *-77°/,- cannot be directly connected with the intensive suffix Ved. -anyd-,
Hitt. -annje- (Oettinger 1994) because the latter has a very different function.
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pepilyworsa, lyelyakormem, lyelyuwormem, Sesuwermem, Seswormem (all ab-
solutives).

A number of peculiarities have to be noted:

1) in the active only, [ok- ‘see’ was provided with a secondary present {lokds/ske-}
(the middle is present-subjunctive {loka-});

2) Saw- ‘eat’ has a-grade in the present participle Sawarica {§awanca};

3) S$aw- ‘eat’ has created a late preterite with a-grade on the basis of the present-sub-
junctive, i.e. class. sawa, late suwa (Peyrot 2008a: 145-146);

4) Saw- ‘eat’ has a hapax legomenon 1sg.prs.-sbj. st (Pinault 1994: 136-184, in parti-
cular 170-171).

Whereas the active present {loka®®/se-} (1) and the a-grade preterite Suwa (3) are
clearly secondary, sawarica (2) and $ii (4) seem to be old; however, since $it is a
hapax legomenon, it might be just a mistake for the expected sawau.

Tocharian A $wa- ‘eat’ and ldka- ‘see’ are clear pendants to the Tocharian B
verbs, although their morphological patterning is different. swa-, which does not
show any kind of gradation, supplies the present to tdpa-, which provides the
preterite, subjunctive and imperative stems of the verb. The full grade *Sawa- is
preserved in the noun $alyi ‘left’ (Pinault 2002b: 248-254), originally ‘food hand’,
with contraction of *awa to a (Winter 1985: 590); although it shows a different root
grade, Tocharian B $walyai must be cognate. lika- is also part of a suppletive verb,
being the present to pdlka-, which provides the preterite, subjunctive and imperative
stems. lidka- further provides the imperfect with a root shape identical to that of the
corresponding Tocharian B preterite: {laka-}. That the imperfect is formed from the
present stem is the normal procedure, but this particular type is rare; it is called the
“strong imperfect” (whether swa- was parallel in this respect is impossible to say, as
its imperfect is not attested).

Of the remaining two Tocharian B verbs, plow- ‘complain’ might find a match in
the Tocharian A isolated noun pla ‘complaint’ (?), whereas low- ‘rub’ is matched by
the thoroughly restructured /a- ‘brush away’ (on the Tocharian B ghost verb lyya-,
see Peyrot forth.d). Tocharian A pla occurs in a fixed expression sne pla ‘without
pla@’, but its exact meaning is difficult to extract from the texts (for a discussion, see
Peyrot forth.d and for other suggestions, see Peyrot forth.e). If its meaning is some-
thing similar to ‘complaint’, we have to assume contraction across -w- and recon-
struct a form *plawV with a remarkable non-palatalising 4-grade (unlike Tocharian
B). Tocharian A [a- ‘brush away’ is quite well attested; its root form /- must go back
to *lawa- with contraction across -w- and all other stems are built on this root, so
that we have little information about the original inflexion of the verb: prt. and sbj.
{la-}, prs. {1a%%/s-}, prt.ptc. {lalo} (< *la-la-w). An isolated noun lyu-wram ‘brush’,
very probably from older ‘brush thing’, presupposes a variant with a different grade:
i (< 2) with palatalisation, i.e. *lawV.
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Although the evidence from Tocharian A is scanty, it is enough to prove the
Proto-Tocharian age of the type as a whole. The fact that lika- ‘see’ and swa- ‘eat’ are
presents in suppletive verbs suggests that they were defective at a certain stage,
which is readily explained with the assumption of a Proto-Tocharian present-sub-
junctive. The strong imperfect of likd- proves that the special preterite with
palatalising a-grade of Tocharian B was also found in Proto-Tocharian, no matter
whether it functioned as an imperfect or as a preterite there.

An historical explanation of the lydka-type faces two essential questions:

1) what is the origin of the past tense with palatalising a-grade which seems to
reflect old *é-grade?, and
2) how should one account for the present-subjunctive in -a?

As the explanation of the past tense directly touches upon complicated matters of
Indo-European comparison, while it does not seem to be immediately relevant for
the present-subjunctive, only the latter question is addressed here.774

Although root-final a is a morphological marker in almost all categories where it
occurs, it must ultimately go back to root-final laryngeals of Proto-Indo-European
set-roots. Since the lydka-type is marginal and displays several anomalies compared
to other, more frequent classes, it is unlikely that the root-final is merely a morpho-
logical marker in this class; therefore, it is only natural to see if the root-final a can
be derived from a root-final laryngeal. Indeed, if we take a look at the etymologies of
the four verbs, three of them are set, so that the root-final a will actually go back to a
root-final laryngeal. The three verbs where the -a could directly reflect *-H are the
verbs in -w: *plow- ‘complain’ is plausibly derived from *mleuH- ‘speak’ (e.g. Ved.
brdviti, see LIV2: 446); as I have argued (Peyrot forth.d), *low- ‘wipe away’ is
probably related to Lat. lavo ‘wash’ and Gk. Aovw ‘id’, commonly reconstructed as
*leuhs- (L1v2: 418); and the connection of *$aw- ‘eat’ with e.g. CS Zovati ‘chew’, OHG
kiuwan ‘id’ from PIE *gieuH- ‘chew’ is generally accepted (LIv2: 168). For *lok- ‘see’
there are two competing etymologies, which both derive the verb from anit-roots in
Proto-Indo-European: either it goes back to *leg- ‘gather’ (Lat. lego ‘read’, Gk. Aéyw
‘gather’; LIV2: 397), or to *leuk- ‘shine’ (e.g. Hackstein 1995: 251).

If the root-final a belongs to the root, as is very likely in view of the set-origins of
three of the verbs, this means that, in Tocharian terms, the present-subjunctive is a
root formation: the endings are added directly to the root. This situation may well be

774 The moot point is whether the palatalising a-grade can be identified with the long vowel
perfect (or preterite) of the Lat. type legd, légi, the Gm. type Goth. bairan, bérum (< *bler-,
*bher-), and the frequent Albanian type mbledh, mblodha (< *-leg-/o-, *-12¢-), as reconstructed
by Brugmann (1916: 433), but the subject of much debate ever since. The recent solution to
take these long vowel formations as “Narten imperfects” offers no explanation for the distri-
bution of the vowel grades (Weiss 1996: 674; Jasanoff 2003: 193), but it does lead to a steep rise
of “Narten roots”, of which there can actually have been only very few in Proto-Indo-
European, if they existed at all (de Vaan 2004).
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old: for *mleuH- ‘speak’ a root present is ascertained by Ved. 3sg. brdviti, 3pl.
bruvdnti < *mleuH-ti, *mluH-enti. For *$ieuH- an original root present is a good
possibility as well because it seems that two root grades *$ieuH- and *$iuH- are
needed, but the evidence is definitely less certain. The verb for ‘wash’ is a difficult
case because Lat. lavo presupposes o-vocalism, as it is also found in Greek. Although
the Greek root form Ao(f)e- is usually derived from *lewo- < *leuhs- through
metathesis, there is no ready solution for the Latin formation. Since the formation of
*lok- ‘see’ must at least in part be secondary (because the root-final a cannot be old),
it is better left aside for the moment.

The inflexion of the Tocharian present-subjunctive can of course be easily
explained from an older root-present; a little bit of paradigmatic levelling is all that is
required. That is to say, the non-palatalised initial of the @-grade form of the plural
was levelled against the palatalised initial of the e-grade singular allomorph, e.g.: sg.
*mleuH-, pl. *mluH- > sg. *plowa-, pl. *plowa- >> sg. and pl. *plawa-. However, this
does not yet account for the lack of a distinction between present and subjunctive. In
my view, the fact that present and subjunctive are identical is to be interpreted, once
again, as a present with no subjunctive beside it, since *mleuH- and *gieuH- probably
formed only a present in the proto-language. As long as the o-vocalism of *leuh;-
‘wash’ — which is certainly not reflected by the Tocharian forms — is not explained
satisfactorily, the analysis of the original stem pattern of that verb remains difficult.

An additional argument for deriving the four present-subjunctives from older
root presents comes from semantics. Two denote inherently iterative actions in To-
charian: ‘complain’ and ‘rub’. Although with the generally recognised proto-
meanings ‘speak’ and ‘wash’ the iterative component is perhaps less salient, the first
has definitely imperfect aspect whereas for the second, which principally applies to
cleaning of the body, we can safely assume that it was done by means of repeatedly
rubbing the skin. ‘eat’, which is not clearly iterative as such, must derive from the
evidently iterative ‘chew’. Whether ‘see’ derives from an iterative verb depends on its
etymology, of course; but again, this verb does not fit perfectly to the others that end
in -w. We definitely need to reckon with the possibility that these four verbs in-
fluenced each other, but all in all, the derivation of the present-subjunctives of these
four verbs from a Proto-Indo-European present is plausible.

4.4.6 SK-CAUSATIVES
Although within the verbal system present-subjunctives generally belong to non-

productive patterns, the majority of the Tocharian B present-subjunctives belong to
the productive category of sk-causatives.77s In Tocharian A, the situation is different:

775 That this category was productive is evident from the statistics: I have counted about 100
instances in Tocharian B (including a small group without base verb), against about 30 certain
examples in Tocharian A, to which, however, the bulk of s-presents for which the subjunctive
is uncertain must be added.
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the s-causative offers a clear match to the Tocharian B sk-causative, but its present
and subjunctive are formally distinct. However, as pointed out in 2.5.1 (p 51) and
2.6.6 (p 102), the distinction in Tocharian A is unique in the system, not to say
abnormal: superficially, it seems that the subjunctive is derived from the present
stem, e.g. prs. {riytw$d/s,-} of ‘connect’, with an infix {@}, i.e. sbj. {raytw@/s,-}.
Since an a-infix has no parallels elsewhere in the system, I felt compelled to analyse
the present as having a suffix {-%/s,-} and the subjunctive as having a suffix {-a$/g,-}.

Both the unique subjunctive formation in Tocharian A and the present-subjunc-
tive in Tocharian B need to be explained historically. It has long been noted (e.g.
Krause 1952: 86-87, although the way he puts it is not very precise) that in Tocharian
B any root-final a of the non-causative verb is dropped in the derived causative: e.g.
base verb raytta- ‘be connected’, prs.-sbj. of the causative {rdyttos®/se-}, not
**{rdyttass/see-}. Thus, any historical treatment of the causative will need a sound
law that accounts for the loss of root-final a in the Tocharian B present-subjunctive,
and if possible, the same sound law should offer an explanation for the contrast
between d in the present and 4 in the subjunctive in Tocharian A. Since in Tocharian
B the causative is systematically accented on the root, whereas otherwise suffix
accent is the norm, e.g. andssim /andssan/ ‘breathes’ vs andssdm /dnassan/ ‘makes
breathe’, the loss of the root-final a is to be sought in the initial accent.

Recently, Malzahn (forth.a) has made the important discovery that in quite a
number of Tocharian B causative forms — both present and subjunctive — the root-
final a is in fact preserved, which allows a specification of the conditions for the
sound law. A scrutiny of the 46 forms she lists shows that the vast majority has the
suffix variant {-sso-} (including the variants s with syncope and s before f); the only
forms with {-ske-} are prs.ptc. triwaskemane B322bs, 1sg.prs.-sbj. prutkaskau Bo3b4,
1sg.prs.sbj. rittaske, ASi2Fa2, prs.ptc. lankaskemane B322a4, and 3pl.prs.-sbj.
sparttaskem AS7Ba4. Therefore, the conditions of the sound law as suggested by the
data from Tocharian B are 1) a is directly preceded by the accent and 2) followed by
a (heavy) syllable containing e. Without doubt, the phonetic background was that in
forms such as 3pl. *dnasken the last syllable had a secondary accent, i.e. ['anasken],
which made the middle syllable with a weaker than in e.g. 3sg. *dnassan ['anassan]
without secondary accent on the ending.

Malzahn also adduced Tocharian B 3sg.sbj. forms with weakening of root-final a
to 2, e.g. krastim B33a3 or naukdm-nne B4ozaz. According to her, these forms prove
that the conditions of the sound law were 1) a is directly preceded by the accent and
2) it was found in a closed syllable. Although these conditions could in fact account
for the 3sg.sbj. forms of the type krastim, they cannot explain the causative forms.
Since no Tocharian B word starts with a geminate, the syllable break in the sequence
assa must have been halfway the geminate, i.e. as.sa, and probably the same was true
of aske, i.e., as.ke. If in any of the two sequences the a was in an open syllable, it was
probably a.ske. Thus, we would then expect to find remnants of a-vocalism before sk,
not before ss. As to the explanation of the 3sg.sbj. forms, I have no clear-cut solution.
Although the phenomenon is probably linguistically real (as Malzahn argues), and
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not the result of spelling mistakes, it is very rare indeed, and perhaps not connected
to the loss of a in the causatives. My conditioning would in fact work for
naukdm-nne B4oyaz (< *'nawkanne) as well, but since that is the only 3sg.sbj. form
with weakening that is suffixed, all others would have to be analogical.776

Evidently, the loss of medial a in the Tocharian B present-subjunctive and the
Tocharian A present is too similar not to be captured by the same rule. Probably, the
sound law took place in Proto-Tocharian, yielding a mixed paradigm with an alter-
nation between ask-forms and ask-forms. On the evidence of the distribution to be
gathered from Tocharian B, this mixed paradigm was 1sg. C3Ca-ske-w, 3pl.
C5Ca-ske-nca, etc with medial 2 vs 2sg. C3Ca-sk’a-ta, 3sg. C5Ca-sk’s-, etc with medial
a. Apparently, Tocharian A took advantage from this alternation to mark the sub-
junctive in an unambiguous way. Since d was the most frequent subjunctive marker,
the forms with 4 (< *a) were generalised as subjunctives and those with d as presents.
In other words, the unique infix marker 4 arose from paradigmatic split of a mixed
paradigm with -dsd- : -dsa- allomorphy.

Contrary to what has been argued above, Hackstein rather thinks that the To-
charian A causative subjunctive is old, going back to the Proto-Indo-European de-
siderative suffix *-h;s¢/,- (2004a: 90; seemingly accepted by Kim 2007b: 193). In my
view, his comparison is too rash: it does not explain that the a%%/s,-suffix is confined
to the causative, nor how it could disappear in Tocharian B. If Proto-Tocharian had
had such a clear-cut distinction between present and subjunctive as we find in To-
charian A, there would have been no reason why the distinction would have been
given up in Tocharian B. Since the causative forms with medial a discovered by
Malzahn are equally distributed among presents and subjunctives, but show the
salient phonological distribution outlined above, we can now be sure that the
causative formed a present-subjunctive as in Tocharian B, and the distinction in To-
charian A is secondary.

The causative preterite has been the issue of a long debate since Schulze (1924).
The moot point is whether the Tocharian A reduplicated preterite {ra-raytw(a)-}
(e.g. 1sg. raritwa, 3sg. raritu ‘connected’) can be reconciled historically with its To-
charian B pendant with palatalising a-grade, but without reduplication, e.g. 3sg.mid.
raittate {raytta-te} (with palatalisation, e.g. 2sg. Samasta {$(c)ama-sta} ‘you put’ of
stam-caus’). Alternatively, the Tocharian B preterite type was connected with the type
lyaka, which also has palatalising a-grade (cf e.g. Pinault 2008: 600). Since the
functional match between the Tocharian A and B causative preterites is perfect,
whereas the Iyaka-type has no causative value whatsoever, and, moreover, the two

776 Forms like mdnta B284by (arch.) < ma nta /ma nta/, adduced by Hackstein (2004b: 289,
referred to by Malzahn L.c.), may be parallel if the combination was unstressed and enclitic nta
made ma ‘medial’. It must be noted that the sound law formulated here occurred in Proto-
Tocharian and was no longer operative in Tocharian B: in counterexamples such as TB
kalatar /kélatar/ ‘you will bring’ (adduced by Hackstein 1995: 33), the root-final a was evident-
ly restored, e.g. from other forms with light syllable endings.
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types differ in their accent (see Peyrot forth.d and above 4.4.5, p 395), the Tocharian
A and B causative preterites must reflect the same formation.

Evidently, the Tocharian A causative preterite type with reduplication is more
original than the Tocharian B type without. However, how exactly the Tocharian B
type is to be derived from an older reduplicated type is a complicated matter, and it
is not our primary concern here; for a detailed account that starts from roots with
inital y- and w-, see Kim (2003; 2009: 38-41).

The assumption of older reduplication in the Tocharian B causative type is often
used to explain two other phenomena: 1) the consistent initial accent and 2) the
gemination in preterite participles with simple obstruent initials, i.e. the type ceccalor
to the causative preterite cala ‘(s)he carried’ (2.5.8, p 90; Winter 1994a: 302-303). The
explanation of the initial accents starts from the idea that the accent was fixed on the
second syllable — the root — when the reduplication was still there, which became the
first syllable when the reduplication was lost, for instance *rV-rayttassa- ‘connects’ >
rayttassa-n <rittdssam>. The gemination in the preterite participle is explained by
restoration of the reduplication: the geminate represents the original reduplication
cacal-, where the 2 was syncopated, ccal-, and the reduplication restored: ce-ccal-
(Schulze 1924: 172-173). Alternatively, one could say that the reduplication vowel was
lost in the present-subjunctive, but through an initial geminate: *tatilassan lifts up’ >
*ttslassan. This geminate then spread throughout the causative verb, but it could be
preserved only in the preterite participle since it was intervocalic because of the
reduplication there.

Although the above account of the preterite had to remain brief, the relationship
of the preterite with the present-subjunctive is relevant for the study of the Tochari-
an subjunctive. Whereas the relationship between the Tocharian A and B causative
preterites has always drawn the attention, not many words were wasted on the
present-subjunctive. As an exception we can quote Couvreur, who compared the
Tocharian present to the Sanskrit causative in dya and the preterite to the Skt. re-
duplicated aorist (1938a). However, the functional agreement between the present
formations is only of typological value as the suffixes are clearly different. Moreover,
as it is found in all types of presents, the Tocharian #%/.-suffix has no causative
value, pace Couvreur, who claims “C’est avant tout en tocharien que ske/o revét une
valeur essentiellement causative” (1938a: 96). The correct interpretation is rather that
the $9/g.-suffix marks presents, whereas the causative is distinguished by its initial
accent (Winter 1980a: 440; Hackstein 1995: 3).

Although the identification of the Tocharian preterite with the Sanskrit redup-
licated aorist is at first sight attractive indeed, it copes with the problem that the
Sanskrit type is secondary (see e.g. Hardarsson 1997; Kim 2003). With Hardarsson
(1997: 101), we seem to be forced to derive the Tocharian reduplicated preterite from
the imperfect of the transitive reduplicated present that stood at the basis of the
Sanskrit reduplicated aorist as well. As Kim puts it (2009: 40), it is likely that “the
Tocharian Cl. II preterite and Indo-Aryan (transitive-)causative aorist reflect a
common formation, [...] although their grammaticalization took place separately”.
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In view of the above, a theory of the relationship between the present-subjunctive
and the preterite of the causative should explain 1) why the %%/g.-suffix marks the
present, not the causative; 2) why the causative is characterised by initial accent
throughout; 3) why only the preterite has a morphological match outside Tocharian;
and 4) why in causatives the present is not distinct from the subjunctive. In addition,
the causative system as such needs to be explained: as Proto-Indo-European clearly
did not have such a system, why does Tocharian have systematically distinct
causative verbs at all?

In my view, the solution is rather simple: Tocharian inherited only a reduplicated
formation which came to be used as a causative preterite, and the present was
secondarily derived from the preterite with the $/,-suffix. As there was no sub-
junctive, the present became a present-subjunctive by default. The old age of the
preterite compared to the other stems is shown in the synchronic situation that it is
the only primary preterite with a derived present-subjunctive. Normally, it is rather
the other way round, namely present-subjunctives have derived preterites. As out-
lined above, a separate subjunctive was created in Tocharian A, whereas in Tochari-
an B the original reduplication is reflected only indirectly in the form of the initial
accent. Before the addition of the present, the causative preterite may have been
defective; afterwards, the “causative system” had been established.

4.4.7 CONCLUSION

A considerable number of present-subjunctives can be reconstructed for Proto-To-
charian: for isolated verbs and restricted classes, as well as for categories of unlimited
productivity such as the sk-causatives. Although their origins are diverse, all can be
derived from present formations, which confirms Winter’s idea that they are
presents without subjunctive. ?/,-formations are by far the best represented, but
typical “subjunctive classes” are found, too, notably x|@-root and x|a-root forma-
tions. In general, x|@-root and x|a-root present-subjunctives reflect root presents to
anit roots (without root-final laryngeal) and set roots (with root-final laryngeal)
respectively, whereas 7/ -present-subjunctives reflect *¢/,-presents without aorist
beside them.

Original root present-subjunctives are at least PT *palk- ‘shine’, PT *smay- ‘smile’
(both 4.4.2, p 390 and p 392, respectively), PT *ya- ‘g0’ (4.3.4, p 366) and the whole
lyaka-type (4.4.5, p 395), and possibly PT *lonk- ‘hang’ (4.4.2, p 391) and TB k"a-
‘call’ (4.4.3, p 393). PT *praska- ‘be afraid’ is certainly secondary because it has a
added to the sk-suffix.

Tocharian B ay$%/k.- ‘know’ (4.4.1, p 379) very probably continues an old perfect,
and possibly PT *yok- ‘drink’ (4.3.6, p 371) as well.

Original *¢/,-presents are reflected in at least PT *pask?/e- ‘protect’, PT *par?/e-
‘bring’, TB [6%/k- ‘lie’, PT *waynask?/e- ‘honour’, and PT *saw?/,- ‘live’ (all 4.4.1, p
378). The *¢/,-present-subjunctive of PT *yars?/,- ‘honour’ (4.4.1, p 385) must be a
Tocharian innovation, just like the sk-causatives (4.4.6, p 398) and the denomi-
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natives (4.4.4, p 394), including PT *wen?/,- ‘speak’ (4.4.1, p 386). Verbs like PT
*katk?/.- ‘be glad’, TB 7%/ ske- ‘desire’, TB nask?/- ‘bathe’ (all 4.4.1, p 378) show the
sk-suffix, an innovation of Tocharian, but they could nevertheless go back to original
primary presents.

4.5 2|@-ROOT SUBJUNCTIVE

The prehistory of the Tocharian 2|@-root subjunctive and the related s-preterite
system is perhaps the most debated issue in Tocharan historical linguistics. Although
all three important stems, namely preterite, subjunctive and present, have been the
subject of a number of studies, the system as a whole has received little attention,
which is all the more surprising since the patterns were already pointed out by Lane
(1959: 165). There are essentially two types: 1) a type that was originally only active,
with an s-present, a root subjunctive and an s-preterite, and 2) a type that was
originally only middle, with an s-present, an e-subjunctive and a root preterite.
Further, next to the s-present verbs, there is a small category with sk-presents in-
stead.

Tocharian B active middle active middle
present ®fse N3k se- noks¥/se-  $9/ske  AWNIS/ske- kan3$3/sge-
subjunctive ne/,k- noke- awn- kon/e-
preterite nek-2/sq- nek-sa- awn-9/s,- ken-sa-
Tocharian A active middle

present niksi/sq- nékndsi/sq-

subjunctive  n%/;k- nika-

preterite fiak-2/sa- nak-

In the next section, I will briefly introduce the main problems of these stems and
their patterns.

4.5.1 INTRODUCTION

Although the historical explanations of the root subjunctive, the s-preterite and the
s-present all present serious and intricate problems, it can hardly be overemphasised
that it is in the first place the way they pattern, the system, that must be focused on.
The s-present is not an independent category, nor can the root subjunctive and the s-
preterite be analysed without taking the other stems into account. Therefore, it is
striking that most treatments have concentrated on one stem only, proposing
atomistic solutions. Below, I will first discuss some approaches to the root subjunc-
tive, before I proceed to the s-present and the s-preterite, which have received most
attention.
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root subjunctive

The root subjunctive is very likely to represent something archaic. First of all, it has
no suffix (unlike the preterite, not even a suffix -sa- in the 3sg.): it is a genuine root
formation. Second, it displays vowel gradation in the root, with e-grade in the active
singular and a-grade elsewhere. Although the e-grade is reminiscent of the e-grade in
the preterite, it does not go together with palatalisation in this category: a
mechanical reconstruction is inevitably *o, not *é.

For the root subjunctive, not many different explanations have been offered.
Mostly, scholars focus on the e :  gradation. As they find no initial palatalisation,
they conclude that it reflects a pre-type with *o : @ gradation, for which in the clas-
sical reconstruction of Brugmann only the Proto-Indo-European perfect qualifies
(1916: 436). As Winter has argued (1994a: 305-306), the perfect could additionally be
used to explain the initial accent of the subjunctive, which would reflect the original
reduplication of the perfect in an indirect way.

Others attach more weight to the evidence of Tocharian, arguing that exactly this
Tocharian type could preserve something old that was lost in the central branches.
For instance, *o-grade is found in the verb for ‘grind’ (Lat. molo, Gm. *malana-) in a
number of languages, which has led Jasanoff to set up an inflectional type with *o: *e
gradation (e.g. 1988a: 59-60). Whether Tocharian provides reliable evidence for such
a type is discussed further below, but evidently the initial palatalisation caused by the
*e-grade should then have disappeared through levelling of the unpalatalised initial
of the original *o-grade. Such a levelling seems trivial, and perhaps it is indeed, but
we should then ask ourselves if there is any good reason to exclude levelling in the
opposite direction, which would allow for a reconstruction with *é : @ gradation, for
instance.

Yet a third approach derives the subjunctive from the s-aorist, see below under
“s-preterite”.

s-present

The s-present is peculiar as such, as the formation is rare in Indo-European (see e.g.
Kuiper 1934), but it is most of all its frequency in Tocharian that is striking. How-
ever, compared to the preterite and the subjunctive, it has the simplest root shape
(with stable a-grade, without gradation or palatalisation) and a clearly distinct suffix:
it does not seem to be the kernel of the s-preterite system.

The s-present has been the topic of an extensive and highly reliable study by
Hackstein (1995). His approach was to take a selection of s-present verbs with good
etymologies and compare the stem patterns with those in the other Indo-European
languages. His main conclusion is that the s-suffix turns intransitive verbs into
transitive verbs and that it leaves transitive verbs transitive. He finds no special
correlation between the s-present verbs and the Proto-Indo-European s-aorist; the s-
present verbs rather seem to correspond to root aorists in Proto-Indo-European.
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Whereas others have argued that the s-present continues a Proto-Indo-European
s-aorist subjunctive (Jasanoff 2003: 180-182, Pinault 2008: 603), i.e. in Tocharian
terms an ?/e-derivation of an s-stem (probably the s-preterite), Hackstein considers
this impossible because the non-palatalising 2-grade of the Tocharian s-present is in-
compatible with the supposed *e-grade of the s-aorist subjunctive in Proto-Indo-
European.

Then he concludes that any scenario for the rise of the s-presents and their con-
nection to the s-preterites must be hypothetical and unverifiable: “Trotz der funk-
tionalen777 Affinitat der s-Morpheme im tocharischen Priasens VIII und Prt. III
bleibt eine historische Verbindung beider spekulativ.” (1995: 165). How Hackstein’s
objections to the formal side of a derivation of the s-present from the s-aorist sub-
junctive are to be evaluated is discussed below, but the semantic problems should
not be overlooked: although a wide range of Tocharian subjunctives reflect older
presents in one way or another, presents do not normally continue subjunctives (see
Adams 1994: 4).

s-preterite

Of the three principal stems of the root subjunctive system, it is the origin of the s-
preterite that has received most attention. The problem with the s-preterite is that it
has some, but not all features of the Proto-Indo-European s-aorist. That is to say, the
characteristic *é-grade reflected in Ved. 2sg./3sg. aprat ‘asked” seems to be matched
by the palatalising a of Tocharian A 3sg. 7iakds ‘destroyed’, but the s-element itself is
found only in the 3sg. of the active and in the middle. The intransitive root preterite
counterpart TA 3sg.mid. nakdt ‘perished’ even lacks the s altogether, whereas the
root vocalism is at first sight incompatible with any reconstructed root grade of the
s-aorist: mechanically reconstructed, it points to *o.

The history of the s-preterite has been dealt with by a number of scholars. There
are essentially three approaches: 1) the s-preterite is a conflation of the Proto-Indo-
European s-aorist and the perfect; 2) the s-preterite derives from a special formation
of which it is itself one of the best representatives; and 3) it derives from the s-aorist
only, but the s-element is lost in most forms.

The first approach has been the standard for decades, cf e.g. van Windekens
(1982, especially p 160; Adams 1988: 82-83). The assumption that the s-aorist and the
perfect are conflated in the Tocharian s-preterite is thought to explain the mixture of
forms with and without s: the s-forms are derived from the s-aorist and the s-less
forms from the perfect. The disbalanced representation of the two categories could
perhaps be attributed to the stronger resistance of the 3sg., i.e. the s-preterite was
originally an s-aorist, but in all forms except the 3sg. (and the middle, apparently) it
was replaced by perfect forms. An evident advantage of this approach is that the
endings of the preterite derive from the perfect (4.2.2, p 347), but a disadvantage is

777 Apparently, his “funktional” refers to their function in morphology, not in syntax.
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that the precise mechanism of merger remains mysterious. Moreover, the root
grades themselves — which are the same for the 3sg. with s and the other forms
without — would then have been adapted from the s-aorist, whereas the suffix part
derives from the perfect.

The second approach has principally been advocated by Jasanoff (1988a). It
attaches much value to the limited distribution of the s-element and connects it to
the Hitt. 3sg. hi-preterite ending -§. According to Jasanoff, the correspondence
between Hittite and Tocharian points to an original paradigm with -s only in the
3sg., which was the basis for the genuine s-aorist with s throughout that developed in
the central branches after Hittite and Tocharian split off. Although his suggestion
that the s-aorist developed from a 3sg. with an s-element is difficult to falsify, the
evidence for exactly the pattern of inflexion he reconstructs is meagre. As Kloekhorst
shows (2008b: 142-143), Hittite offers no proof for a paradigm with *o : *e gradation.
The alleged gradation pattern is not proved by Tocharian either because no para-
digm displays non-palatalising e-grade contrasting with palatalising s-grade. Need-
less to say, paradigms of the type 1sg./2sg. *nok-, 3sg. *nék-s-, pl. *nek- (Jasanoff
1988a: 66) contain enough alternations to produce the attested forms of Tocharian as
well as those of the other languages, but no Tocharian morphological alternation,
nor any specific stem pattern type points to such distinctions.778

The third approach has been developed by Ringe (1990) and Kortlandt (1994),
independently of each other, so it seems.779 Both assume that the s-preterite is to be
derived from the Proto-Indo-European s-aorist only and that the s-element is lost in
most forms. Apart from salient differences in style (the extremely succinct text of
Kortlandt finds its diametric counterpart in the detailed argumentation of Ringe),
the two scholars mainly diverge on the exact principles of the loss of s and the scope
of their explanations.

Ringe assumes that the synchronic preterite endings were taken over from the
perfect one by one to compensate for several mergers of different persons in the
original s-aorist paradigm. This forces him to offer an explanation for the loss (by
sound law) or removal (by analogy) of the s in all forms of the paradigm, which is
not in all cases easy.

778 While for instance Pinault leaves open the possibility that Jasanoff’s theory contains useful
elements (2008: 605), Adams (1994) accepts it in part, but reconstructs an old is-aorist instead.
Although one could argue indeed that the Tocharian sa-suffix is preceded by 2 (I have a
different view, expounded in 4.5.5, p 413), Adams’ sound law is > as — without palatalisation —
is highly questionable: a suffix is would, in my view, simply not yield the required forms in
Tocharian. Moreover, the comparative evidence of at least the Hittite can be discarded (see
Kloekhorst 2006 on the dai-type).

779 The chronological difference is explained by the delay in the publication (eventually 1994)
of the contributions of the 1990 Berlin Arbeitstagung on Tocharian, where Kortlandt pres-
ented his paper. He had already assumed loss of -s- in the Tocharian reflex of the s-aorist in
earlier articles (1984: 181-182; 1985: 116-117).
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Conversely, Kortlandt assumes that the replacement of the Proto-Indo-European
secondary endings by the perfect endings is part of a larger process, which allows
him to assume that the s-preterite paradigm was built on one or two forms only, so
that he does not need to explain the loss of s for all forms separately. As he assumes
— unlike Ringe — that the s-aorist had *é : *e gradation, he is able to link the
disappearance of the s to the rise of the root subjunctive with e : 5 gradation. How-
ever, his account is so brief on a number of relevant points that it has not met with
many positive reactions (see e.g. Adams 1994: 7-8). Especially his reference to the
correlation between initial palatalisation and transitivity (as noted by Winter 1980a)
to explain the lack of initial palatalisation in the root subjunctive is unsatisfactory:
this correlation is confined to a|a-root preterites and has not spread beyond that
class.

main aim

Below, I will follow Kortlandt’s approach because it has the greatest explanatory
value concerning the stem pattern. However, his account of the depalatalisation in
the subjunctive is untenable and I will argue for an original paradigm that reflects *é
: © gradation. Although I will make suggestions for the origin of this peculiar
gradation pattern, the main aim of this section is to show how the attested forms can
be derived from it.

4.5.2 THE PRETERITE-SUBJUNCTIVE

As argued in chapter 2 (especially 2.10, p 153), the s-preterite and the x|@-root sub-
junctive are so closely related that they should actually be analysed as one stem. That
is to say, the two stems are identical and one is to be derived from the other by
means of zero derivation. For instance, the Tocharian B subjunctive of ‘ask’, {pr¢/;k-}
has the two stem forms {prek-} and {prok-} and the preterite has the basic stem
{prek-} and the extended stem {prek-sa-}; since the extension {-sa-} is only found in
the 3sg. (and in the middle), we should take it as an inflectional feature of the
preterite stem {prek-}. Although in Tocharian A many x|@-root subjunctives have
been replaced by 719/,-subjunctives, a small number is preserved there as well (2.6.7,
p 105) and they allow for the same analysis as the Tocharian B forms. Without doubt
this situation can be projected back to Proto-Tocharian: in terms of affixation, a
grading root subjunctive C¢/,C- was matched by an identical preterite stem with an
extended variant in -sa-.

However, two other morphological distinctions between the subjunctive and
preterite stem are found, one in Tocharian A and one in Tocharian B. In Tocharian
A, the initial is palatalised in the preterite but not in the subjunctive (2.5.4, p 67) and
in Tocharian B the subjunctive has initial accent whereas the preterite has a peculiar
accent, mostly on the root, but underlyingly on a root-final shwa. Whereas the initial
palatalisation of Tocharian A is part of a larger problem with the initials, discussed
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below (4.5.4, p 411), the accent difference in Tocharian B requires a more thorough
look at the nature and history of the accent, for which I refer to 4.5.5 (p 413).

4.5.3 GRADATION AND PALATALISATION

Although the gradation patterns of the subjunctive and the preterite are not
identical, the differences are in fact slight. To begin with, both stems have two
gradation variants: e and 2. Thus, if initial palatalisation is not considered, neither of
the two stems has a uniquely characterised form. In the middle, both have a-grade
throughout, and in the singular active both have e-grade. The difference is confined
to the plural active, where the subjunctive has a-grade, whereas the preterite has e-
grade.

While gradation does not distinguish the subjunctive and the preterite, palatali-
sation clearly does. That is to say, in Tocharian B the unpalatalised initial was
levelled, without doubt through influence from the middle on the active paradigm,
but Tocharian A must represent the original Proto-Tocharian situation, as is com-
monly recognised (e.g. Ringe 1990: 185-189): the whole subjunctive has an unpalatal-
ised initial, e.g. nak- ~ ndk-, whereas we find in the preterite a contrast between pala-
talised initials in the active versus non-palatalised initials in the middle. Two verbs
with an archaic pattern suggest that the non-palatalised middle had d-grade: ‘ask’
with act. {prak-} vs mid. {prik-sa-} and ‘put’ with act. {cas-} vs mid. {tdsa-}. The s-
less middle, only attested in Tocharian A, conformed to this pattern with non-pala-
talised initials, but diverged with its a-grade (Proto-Tocharian e-grade), e.g. act. fiak-
vs mid. nak-.

Although the gradation of the Tocharian A s-less middle is puzzling, all the more
in view of the poor attestation of the active a : middle ¢ gradation type, it is very
probable that the regular pattern of the preterite was that of ‘ask’ and ‘put’. This
latter pattern is corroborated by Tocharian B: the initial palatalisation in the active
has been removed, but the gradation is much better preserved than in Tocharian A.

The picture emerging is that of a correlation between e-grade and initial palatali-
sation on the one hand, and a-grade and non-palatalised initials on the other. The
correlation between transitivity and initial palatalisation as noticed by Winter
(1980a) cannot explain this pattern, as it is nowhere as strong as exactly here;
obviously, this pattern was one of the sources of that correlation, not the target.
Analogical removal of the palatalisation in the middle is further made unlikely by the
laryngeal reflex in tasa-, the split-off stem of tas- ‘put’: any kind of depalatalisation
would have yielded tas-, not tas- (for details, see 4.3.2, p 357).

The most economical approach to the subjunctive is to take the e-variant and a-
variant as originally identical with those of the preterite: the e-variant nek- would
derive from an earlier *#iek-, while the a-variant nak- would have remained un-
changed. In the hypothetic paradigm *#iek- : *nak-, we would have to assume that the
initial was levelled at the expense of the palatalised variant. I am convinced that such
levelling needs no specific motivation: allomorphy reduction is a frequent and
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natural process. However, it may be worthwhile to point out that initial palatalisa-
tion alternations within paradigms are rare in both languages: usually, palatalisation
distinguishes stems, not the active from the plural, for instance. The only other in-
stance of such an alternation was found in the a|a-root preterite, where the unpala-
talised variant was levelled in Tocharian B, while it was transformed into a double
contrast with gradation and palatalisation in Tocharian A.

The hypothetic alternating paradigm is not attested directly, except for the
irregular ?/-preterite of kam- ‘come’ in Tocharian B, discussed in detail in 4.3.1 (p
351). As I have argued, the best explanation for this irregular preterite is to assume
that it was lined up with the a|@-root preterite-subjunctive. That irregular paradigm
could serve as additional evidence for the alternating subjunctive paradigm un-
covered here, but the explanation of kam- is complicated and it might not be ac-
cepted by everyone. Therefore, I would like to point out that it offers only additional
evidence for the alternating subjunctive paradigm that I reconstruct: in my view, the
arguments given above are in themselves sufficient.

The preservation of the palatalised initial in the preterite — at least in Tocharian
A — needs no special motivation, since levelling is never compulsory. However, it is
striking that the active of the preterite has no a-grade. If the plural stem of the
preterite active was replaced by the singular, the logical outcome was an e-grade
stem with initial palatalisation throughout, with little chances of levelling in the first
place. If the e-grade in the preterite plural is original, it was without doubt matched
by initial palatalisation; in that case, the spread of the unpalatalised initial in the sub-
junctive is even easier to understand because the subjunctive would then have been
the only paradigm with palatalisation alternation.

The historical interpretation of the two stems *riek- and *nak- is not evident. First
of all, even apart from all other arguments against a derivation from the Proto-Indo-
European perfect, these stems find no ready explanation in the perfect: the palatal-
ised initial of *iek- cannot be derived from a set *nok- ~ *nk-. Needless to say,
Jasanoff’s molo-type has exactly the reverse of what we need: his *nok- ~ *nek- would
yield *nek- ~ *#iak- in Tocharian, instead of *#iek- ~ *nak-. As seen by many other
scholars, *#iek- points to a preform *nék-, found e.g. in the s-aorist (on the loss of s,
see below). The problem is that the only other root variant this category originally
had was *nek-s-, not *nk-s-.78° Thus, as a reflex of the s-aorist we would expect *#iek-
and *#iok-, ultimately from *nék-s- and *nek-s-, respectively.

If Kortlandt’s derivation of Tocharian B sem ‘came’ from a root aorist with
lengthened grade in the 2nd 3rd person singular is correct (see 4.3.1, p 351), it is
possible that this pattern influenced the s-aorist pattern, especially when the s-aorist
started losing its -s-. Consequently, the weak grade *e of the s-aorist could have been
replaced by the weak grade © of the root aorist. The existence of a Tocharian root

780 Zero grade forms in Vedic ultimately derive from older root aorists, as shown by Narten
(1964: 23-28).
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aorist type with *e : @ gradation (see 4.6.5, p 442) is no counterargument because
this type is confined to set roots. Since Kortlandt’s theory starts from an originally
phonetic lengthening in monosyllables, this lengthening cannot have affected set
roots since the 2nd and 3rd singular injunctive were not monosyllabic there. How-
ever, as noted in 4.3.1 (p 351), it is better to remain cautious with the application of
Kortlandt’s theory because the comparative evidence for the expected distribution of
*¢ in the root aorist is slim.

In my view, the solution to the problem of the weak grade of the Tocharian s-
preterite system must be sought in the non-palatalising a-grade of the accompanying
s-present. As I argue below (4.5.6, p 419), this s-present derives from an sk-present
with regular non-palatalising 2-grade from Proto-Indo-European zero grade. Even if
my account of the s-present is not accepted, its root grade may have been the model
for the non-palatalised stem variant *nak- in the preterite-subjunctive: in both
languages, its initial is synchronically unpalatalised. Problems arise only when an
alternative solution would need the initial of the s-present to have been depalatalised
on the basis of the preterite-subjunctive: as far as I can see, there is no other possible
source for a non-palatalising zero grade; neither in the Tocharian present-subjunc-
tive system, nor in the Proto-Indo-European s-aorist. Why the preterite-subjunctive
stem variant *fiok- was adapted to the s-present stem variant *nok- I do not know,
but the merger of two phonetically close stems of a rigid verbal pattern is in itself
plausible enough.

A problem on a different level is the distribution of the s-aorist stem forms
*nek-s- and *nek-s-. It is generally thought that the strong stem *nék-s- was at home
in the strong stem domain of e.g. the athematic present and the root aorist, i.e. the
active singular. The weak stem *nek-s- must then have been found in the active
plural and the middle and in derived forms. However, such a pattern is not directly
attested: Vedic, for instance, has the reflex of *é¢ throughout the active (also in the
plural), and *e in the middle. This dilemma was voiced already by Brugmann (1916:
394781), and the discussion seems to be ongoing (LIV2: 20, for instance, assumes that
the active plural had *e, whereas Jasanoff 2003: 175, 205 opts for *¢).782 The recon-
struction of the Proto-Indo-European s-aorist is not a task set for the present study.
However, in view of the structural plausibility of the contrast singular *¢ : plural *e
and the possibility to derive a pattern active *¢ : middle *e from it, I am of the
opinion that the evidence from Tocharian presented here tips the scales in favour of
the former.

78 Frankly, only if we read “Vollstufe” for “Schwundstufe”: “Dafiir, dass im Indik. Plur. Du.
urspriinglich die Schwundstufe geherrscht habe, ist demnach iiberhaupt kein sicherer Beweis
zu erbringen, wenn es auch an sich als sehr wahrscheinlich zu bezeichnen ist.”

782 For Kortlandt’s theory that é-grade was original only in monosyllabic forms, namely the
2sg. and 3sg. injunctive (*nék-s-s, *nék-s-f), see 4.5.9 below (p 427).
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4.5.4 -S- AND -SA-

As Kortlandt has pointed out (1994: 61, 62), the -s- of the s-aorist has been preserved
in three archaic s-preterites formed to roots in a vowel: TA kfias- ‘know’, TA cas-
and TB tes- ‘put’ and TA wis- and TB was- ‘give’. On the one hand, these verbs prove
that the -s- was really there at a certain stage; on the other, they suggest that it was
found in all person-numbers, not just in the third singular.

If the 2|@-root subjunctive is derived from an s-aorist, the obvious question is
how the -s- could disappear; likewise, the rise of the sa-suffix in the corresponding
preterite needs to be explained. In my understanding, the 2|@-root subjunctive is a
category with the regular present-subjunctive endings, and the s-preterite is a cate-
gory with the regular preterite endings. Thus, with Kortlandt (1994), I see no need to
explain how the -s- disappeared in all individual forms: after it was lost in some key
forms, the s-less stem form could have been generalised if in the remaining forms the
s was still analysed as a part of the stem, or the normal endings could have been
generalised if in the remaining forms the s had become analysed as a part of the
ending. As a consequence, I disagree with Ringe (1990) in his basic approach, but I
will start from his detailed discussion of the different possibilities of s-loss.

On the basis of Tocharian A sik ‘6’ < *sueks, Kortlandt supposes that word-final
obstruents were lost, which must have resulted in forms like *prék < *préek-s-t (1994:
61). He further argues that s was lost in interconsonantal position, as in tk-roots
from *-T-sk- (1994: 62-63). While the first observation is certainly correct, the second
is imprecise: it does not follow from the sound law *tsk > *tk (Melchert 1977, Pinault
2006) that *kst became *kt, for instance. Indeed, Ringe rather argues for an outcome
*kast with a-epenthesis, as in TA skdst, TB skaste ‘6th’ from *sueksto- (1990: 193).
Although numerals, both cardinals and ordinals, are certainly liable to heavy mutual
influence, the s in the Tocharian ordinal skaste must be relatively old: the restoration
of *sak to skas in Tocharian B not only shows that there was an s in the ordinal, but
also that the analysis was *skas-te, not *ska-ste. Ringe assumes two other sound laws
without direct parallels, but probable in themselves: *ksm > *km (p 195) and *ksr >
*kr (p 205). In view of Kortlandt’s condition “interconsonantal”, we may assume that
he would agree on these sound laws, too. Although it is disturbing that good parallels
are lacking for the last two sound laws, the pattern is not difficult to grasp: s-clusters
were extremely vulnerable, and they were reduced (e.g. tsk > tk) unless they were
resolved with a-epenthesis (e.g. kst > kast).

Assuming that the difference between the subjunctive and the preterite predates
the loss of -s-, the loss of word-final obstruents would have yielded the following
active forms without -s-: 2sg.sbj. *prek < *préek-s-s, 3sg.sbj. *prek < *préek-s-t. o-
epenthesis would have affected at least the 2pl.sbj. *prakas-ca < *prek-s-te and the
28g.prt. *prekasta < *prék-s-th,. As noted by Ringe (1990: 207-208), the 2pl.prt. could
have lost its stem -s- if the ending was *-sa.

Up to this point I have not worked with unparallelled sound laws, but if in
addition Ringe’s *ksm > km is correct, the s was also lost in the 1pl.sbj. *prokma <
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*prek-s-mes, the 1pl.prt. *prekma < *prék-s-mes, and possibly in the 1sg.sbj. *prekm(a)
< *préek-s-mi (if the s was lost before mi became m: synchronically, the reflexes of
*mes > ma and *mi > m are different). In fact, a possible parallel for the sound law
*ksm > km proposed by Ringe has been adduced by Schmidt (1978: 154), who
compares the plural pronoun suffix Tocharian A -m, Tocharian B -me with Hit-
tite -§mas with the remark, “*-s- kénnte wohl in Konsonantengruppen ausgedringt
worden sein”. Although I have my doubts on the probability of a development
spl.prt. *prék-s-r > *prekar (even if the ending was r2), it is hard to exclude that the s
was lost there, too.

In the active, the following forms must at first have kept their -s-: 1pl.sbj. *praksan
< *prek-s-nt, 1sg.prt. *preksowa < *prék-s-u-h,. The only form for which we have
concrete evidence that the -s- was ultimately preserved is the 3sg.prt. *preksa. The
prehistory of this form is discussed below, but it is clearly made up of the -s-, which
must have been preserved at a certain stage, and the ubiquitous preterite marker -a-.

Schematically:

subjunctive preterite

probable loss of -s-

2sg. *prek < *prék-s-s apl. *prekas < *prék-s-+so

3sg. *prek < *prék-s-t

possible resegmentation

2pl. *prokas-ca < *prek-s-te 2sg. *prekasta < *prék-s-th,

possible loss of -s-

18g. *prekm(a) < *prék-s-mi 1pl. *prekma < *prék-s-mes

1pl. *prakma < *prek-s-mes 3pl. *prekar < ‘*prék-s-r

probable preservation of -s-

3pl. *praksan < *prek-s-nt 1sg. *preksowa < *prék-s-u-h,
3sg. *preksa < *prék-s-+a

From these forms, the attested stems can be derived in a relatively straightforward
way. The subjunctive singular is the easiest, and the rise of the “athematic subjunc-
tive” may have started there. After the 2sg. and the 3sg. had become *prek, the only
analogy required was removal of the -s- in the 1sg.; in the course of time, the 2sg.
received its historical ending -#, whereas the 3sg. was furnished with -s in Tocharian
A and -n in Tocharian B. If -s- was indeed lost in the 1pl., the subjunctive plural may
have lost its -s- through similar levelling of the -s- in the 3pl.; although it is by far the
strongest plural form, the -s- may well have been ousted by the two other plural
forms, aided by the singular. If the -s- was not lost in the 1pl., I see no other way out
than to assume that the s-less stem spread from the singular. This kind of levelling is
natural enough, but the delicate detail is that the gradation should have been
preserved. As gradation was a frequent and productive morphological marker, this
must have been possible: the -s- in the plural could have been felt to be more
irregular than the gradation.



4.5 3|@-root subjunctive 413

In the preterite, the strong 3sg. must have become marginalised formally because
it had obtained the suffix -sa-. Once the 3sg. was no longer part of the paradigm, the
1sg. *preksawa was probably lined up with the 2sg. to become *prekowa; sub-
sequently, the only possible analysis of the 3sg. was *prek-sa (as it is to be analysed
synchronically in both languages). The explanation of the preterite plural not only
depends on the proposed sound laws *ksm > *km and *ksr > *kr, but also on deeper
questions of reconstruction. If the preterite was grading, too, we would probably
expect that gradation to have been preserved if the -s- was lost by sound law in all
three forms. If on the other hand, the plural stem was just taken over from the
singular, a phonological explanation of the loss of -s- is not necessary, and any
information about the original root grade is lost. On this matter, see the discussion
of the gradation pattern (4.5.3, p 408).

The problem with the 3sg. in -sa is that we would rather expect the regular stem
with a zero ending, i.e. **prek rather than preksa. The 3sg. suffix -sa obviously
contains the preterite marker -a, and the basis must have been a form *preks. The
simplest scenario seems to be the following. First, the 3sg.pf. ending *-e became -0
after -a, the most frequent stem-final element in the preterite (see 4.2.2, p 347). This
¥-ending may have replaced any preform of the 3sg. of the s-preterite, but at a stage
when the s was still found in e.g. the 1sg. *preksawa and the 2sg. *preksta or *prekasta,
the result being *preks-@. At a later stage, this zero ending was apparently deemed
insufficiently characterised and extended with the preterite marker -a-, a
development that may have been favoured by the presence of -a in the 1sg. and 2sg.
endings. Alternatively, it is possible that -sa- replaces the regular outcome of
*prék-s-e with an original non-zero ending. Perhaps the resulting *preks’> was ana-
logically depalatalised to become *preksa, which then received the preterite mark-
er -a-.

As the middle paradigm is formed from the secondary stem in -sa-, the loss of -s-
there does not need to be explained. The s-less middle is altogether a different
matter, since it not only lacks the -s-, but it is also formed from a different stem with
e-grade. On this formation, see 4.8.3 (p 476).

4.5.5 ACCENT

One of Winter’s arguments to derive the Tocharian grading subjunctive from the
Proto-Indo-European perfect was the initial accent of the former in Tocharian B,
which would be an indirect reflex of the reduplication of the latter. The development
would have been approximately as follows:

*pe-prok-e > *pa-presa >> *pa-preka > [ACCENT ASSIGNMENT] *pa-préka >
[LOSS OF REDUPLICATION] *préka > TA prakd-s, TB prekd-m ‘(s)he will ask’
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While I think that the explanation of initial accent from older reduplication is
possible in itself — a good case is presented by the causative preterites discussed in
4.4.6 (p 398) it is in my view not correctly applied here.

My criticism is aimed at two main points: 1) Winter’s theory breaks down the
obvious parallels between subjunctive and preterite, and 2) it proceeds from the
untenable basic assumption that Tocharian went through a stage with fixed second
syllable stress. The first point is based on arguments laid down in detail in a.o. 4.5.2
(p 407) and 4.6.2 (p 431), and need not be dwelled upon here. The gist is that if the
subjunctive has initial accent because of earlier perfect reduplication, it cannot
derive from the same source as the preterite, since the preterite has no initial
accent.”8 The second point will be elaborated below.

As explained in 2.5.7 (p 85), accent is only detectable in Tocharian B. It may be
difficult to assess because it is not written itself, but reflected in the spelling of the
vowels /a/ and /a/. Further, there are accent movements within paradigms that are
commonly derived from a fixed (columnar) accent with a one syllable regressive
shift (i.e. to the “left”) from certain final syllables (this theory has been worked out in
detail by Marggraf 1970, a student of Winter’s784). At first sight, this formulation is
not evident: most accent movements within paradigms allow both for a system with
regressive shifts and for a system with progressive shifts. If we take a basic example
of accent movement, 1sg.prt. takawa /takdwa/ ‘I was’ vs 3sg.prt. taka /taka/ ‘(s)he
was’, we could either say that the accent is shifted backward (to the left) in tdka, or
that it was shifted forward in takawa. While both formulations are natural enough,
hard proof to give priority to the regressive shift is scarce; both would account for
the general observation of Krause (1952: 10):

“Der Akzent der westtochar. Worter scheint normalerweise auf der ersten Silbe zu ruhen,
sofern das betr. Wort ein- oder zweisilbig ist, auf der zweiten Silbe dagegen, wenn es
dreisilbig, meist auch, wenn es vier- oder fiinfsilbig ist”.785

Regressive shift (to the left) instead of progressive shift is suggested by the contrast
between e.g. 3sg.sbj. takam ‘(s)he will be’ and 3sg.sbj.-3sg.suff. takam-ne ‘(s)he will
have’ vs 3sg.prt. taka ‘(s)he was’ and 3sg.prt.-3sg.suff. takd-ne ‘(s)he had’: whereas the
preterite allows for a progressive shift (to the right) interpretation, the subjunctive
does not because the accent is not shifted forward in the form with suffix. From the

783 Acknowledging this problem, Winter unconvincingly suggests that the preterite goes back
to the perfect indeed, but with the accent of the aorist (1994a: 306).

784 Marggraf’s formulation of the condition for the backward shift is: “Der Akzent steht auf
der letzten Silbe eines Wortes nur dann, wenn diese nicht auf einen Vokal auslautet, selten,
wenn der auslautende Konsonant /, r oder Anusvara (m) ist.” (1970: 16).

785 As Winter observed earlier, this formulation invites the conclusion that Tocharian B had
automatic stress on the penultimate syllable (1970: 95). As mentioned further below, he later
changed his view, arguing that the accent was automatically fixed on the second syllable.
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nominal domain, one could adduce for example the gen.pl. suffix {-ntss}, which
“attracts” the accent in e.g. fidktemts /fiokténts/ vs nom.sg. fiakte {fidkte/ ‘god, lord’,
but not in pdlskontamts [palskéntants/ vs (nom.-obl)pl. pdlskonta /pslskonta/
‘thoughts’. Further indications are contrasts of the type samane /samane/ ‘monk’ vs
brahmane /brahmane/, which show that accent placement was not automatic. How-
ever, the accent type of brahmane is exceedingly rare and it is certainly no
coincidence that it is a recent loanword: witness the loan phonemes /b/, /h/ and /n/.
Historically, the initial accent is certainly due to the long a of Skt. brahmana, if the
long <a> of Tocharian B is not even another loan phoneme /a/.

In spite of the relatively good descriptive value of Marggraf’s regressive shift (to
the left) representation, it has internal problems. In particular, it cannot capture the
variation between 3sg.prs. dsim /ason/ ‘(s)he leads’ and 3pl.prs. dkem /dken/ ‘they
lead’, 3sg.prs.-plsuff. asan-me /a$énme/ ‘(s)he leads them’ and 3pl.prs.-3sg.suff.
aken-ne /akénne/ ‘they lead him/ her’ and 3sg.prs.mid. astdr /astor/, which is regular
in ?/,-presents. As pointed out by Marggraf (1970: 21), the active forms can be ex-
plained from a stem {a%/i¢-}, with “unshifted” accent in asan-me and aken-ne and
“shifted” accent in asim and akem, but the middle 3sg. astir cannot: {as$é-tr} or the
like simply does not yield the attested form.

While the correct approach was already given by Marggraf (1.c.), Winter has tried
to patch this defect with a rule that deletes “underlying accented “shwa” before
dental” (1993: 197). The problem with this rule is that it is phonologically implaus-
ible, synchronically as well as diachronically. When applied to such rare 3sg.prt.
forms as otkasa-me B366bs /otkdsame/ {(w)otk-sa-@-me} ‘(s)he decided for them’
and yonmasa B2ga3 /yonmdsa/ {yonm-sa-@} ‘(s)he obtained’, it even invites the
conclusion that the shwa could remain because “it appears that a deletion would
have resulted in a three-consonant cluster with two first elements that could not
occur in syllable-final position” (1993: 200). The obvious rationale is that the
accented shwa was not deleted before dental in forms like 3sg. neksa {nek-sa-Q}
‘(s)he destroyed’, but epenthesised in the longer forms to resolve the difficult clusters
-tks- and -nms-, respectively. The historical reversal of Winter’s rule implies a
progressive accent shift to explain inner-paradigmatic accent movements, which is
exactly what Marggraf had argued for.

From the initial accent of the type astdr Marggraf concluded: “Der Akzent-
wechsel im thematischen Prisens laf3t sich [...] nicht nach einer Regel auf der phono-
logischen Ebene erkldren” (1970: 21). In other words, within the framework of his
theory of the Tocharian B accent, such forms are simply irregular. He did not just
frankly admit this, he also offered a simple historical explanation: the accent was
originally fixed on the root, as in asdm and akem, but shifted forward (to the right)
when another syllable followed, as in asan-me, aken-ne. For the type astdir he
assumed syncope just like Winter would do more than twenty years later, but he
noted: “Die Akzentverlagerung von der Wurzelsilbe auf das Stammsulffix ist jinger
als die Synkopierung des /o/ in offener Silbe” (p 21). An additional argument for the
early syncope of the 2 of ?/.-presents is the variant s before ¢ of the a-variant suffix
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{-5%9/5e-} (see 2.5.1, p 54): *k’ was dropped in the cluster *sk’t only after syncope had
taken place (but before s was affected by palatalisation!, see Couvreur 1947: 63786), i.e.
*sk’at > *sk’t > *st.787

To sum up, while Marggraf’s regressive shift (to the left) theory is to be preferred
on the synchronic level, it cannot be used as a diachronic explanation. Rather,
exceptions indicate that historically a progressive shift took place. This historical
reversal has the additional advantage that it offers an explanation for the rise of the
accentual system as such. Conversely, Winter’s view that the accent was in principle
always fixed on the second syllable (1994a: 306) not only needs the assumption of a
cross-linguistically rare stress pattern (cf Hyman 1977: 41, 61; Goedemans forth.), it
also leaves the development of this pattern from Proto-Indo-European mobile stress
unexplained. Possibly, the change of a progressive shift analysis to a regressive shift
analysis was “sprachwirklich” to a certain extent, i.e. for some forms or for some
speakers: the key forms must have been exactly those that now require a regressive
shift analysis.

Now that it has become clear that salient initial stress patterns need not reflect
earlier reduplication, it is time to take a look at the accent contrast between subjunc-
tive and preterite stem to see if an alternative explanation can be found. In my view,
the ultimate origin of the accent contrast may be very simple: the active present
endings generally do not enlarge the number of syllables of the word, whereas most
others add a syllable.

no extra syllable one extra syllable
present active  1sg. -w, 3sg. -1, 3pl. -n  2sg. -ta, 1pl. -ma, 2pl. -cer
present middle 1Sg. -mar, 2sg. -tar, 3sg. -tar,
1pl. -mtar, 2pl. -tar, 3pl. -ntar
preterite 3sg.act. -0 1sg.act. -wa, 2sg.act. -sta,

1plaact. -ma, 2plaact. -52,788 3pl.act. -r(e),
1sg.mid. -may, 2sg.mid. -tay, 3sg.mid. -te,
1pl.mid. -mte, 2pl.mid. -£2?,789 3pl.mid. -nte

786 Couvreur’s simple account is to be preferred over Winter’s (1994a: 290).

787 Evidently, the view taken here is incompatible with the complicated scenarios developed by
Ringe (1987b, 2003).

788 Pace Winter (1993: 201), lautso B431b2 can hardly be a 2pl. preterite: apart from the
unexpected accent, the unpalatalised initial suggests that it is an imperative form instead, cer-
tainly compared to 3pl.prt. lyautar ‘they drove away’ in the same line. I translate (awa)sikemn
pdst lyautar tumem caiy pdlskdare wes yes lautso wes [b;] ‘they drove away the avasikas. Then
they thought, «Let us drive you away! ...»". It is not clear how wes should fit into the sentence if
lautso was a preterite.

789 This ending is so rare that its accent behaviour cannot be established. For instance,
yamasat B3sa3 ‘you have made’ is not diagnostic because the accent is fixed on the middle
syllable of the stem: {yamdssa-}.
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If we assume that the seat of the accent was originally determined by the number of
syllables, namely on the first syllable of disyllabic and on the second of trisyllabic
words, it is clear that the majority of the forms would have received suffix (medial)
accent, except for the 3sg.prt.act., which has no medial accent in historical Tocharian
B, and the strong third person forms of the present active. Subsequently, fixed stress
must have been introduced, possibly to disambiguate a form like 1pl. (sbj.&prt.)
*takdmoa; the initial accent of the eventual 1pl.sbj. takam < *tdkama could of course
easily be taken over from 1sg. tdkaw, 3sg., 3pl. *tdkan. Possibly only after all person-
numbers of the subjunctive had received initial accent, it must have come to cover
also forms with a suffix such as takam-ne ‘(s)he will have’, in my view from earlier
*takdn-ne.

Admittedly, the number of ambiguous forms of the type 1pl. (sbj.&prt.) *takdma
must have been relatively small, and I would welcome additional forms motivating
the shift of mobile and phonologically induced accent into fixed and morphologi-
cally organised accent. It is possible that this shift was favoured not just by com-
pletely ambiguous forms, but that the contrast between the subjunctive and preterite
was further enlarged. In a nutshell, this is exactly how the morphological system
works synchronically: there are many different types of marking that all make their
little contribution to important contrasts, but often combined with other types of
marking. In any case, this assumption explains why the accent was not fixed on the
root in ?/,-formations: these never had an identical preterite stem next to them.

Perhaps unnecessarily, I would like to emphasise that the account of the Tochari-
an B accent outlined above — we may term it “Marggraf’s theory” — is more
economical than Winter’s theory. As already remarked, it explains how the fixed
accent could derive from earlier mobile accent, whereas Winter’s fixed accent is an
ad hoc introduction into the development of Tocharian. It is further economical in
that it remains closer to the actually attested forms. Winter needed to derive a form
like palsko /p3lsko/ {palsko-@} from an earlier *palské, whereas in Marggraf’s view
palsko reflects just *pdlsko. For forms with the accent to the right (“unshifted” syn-
chronically, “shifted” historically) there is no difference, as both would derive
pilskonta /palskénta/ from *palskonta.

Whereas the accent contrast between the x|a-root preterite and subjunctive
stems is explained straightforwardly with the above account, the complicated accent
of the s-preterite needs an additional comment. If we concentrate on the root forms,
that is, those without -sa-, there is only one disyllabic form with a deviating accent:
the 3pl., e.g. prekar /prekdr/. This form can of course without any problem be secon-
dary after regular 1sg. prekuwa /prekdwa/, 2sg. prekasta* /prekdsta/, 1pl. prekam*
/prekdm/ {prekd-ma}, 2pl. prekas* /prekds/ {preks-sa} (on Ringe’s reconstruction
*-ra to account for the final accent, see 4.2.2, p 347). With the 3sg.act. preksa /préksa/
nothing is wrong either: it has the only accent it could possibly have. The only
additional assumption we need is that longer forms with the element preksa-, e.g.
preksa-ne /préksane/ ‘(s)he asked him/ her’ or 3pl.mid. parksante-ne /p3rksantene/
‘they asked him/ her’ took over the accent of the unsuffixed 3sg. instead of the ex-
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pected phonologically regular mobile accent. In itself, this assumption is not far-
reaching, as the whole middle must have been built on the 3sg. active (see the
preceding section, 4.5.4, p 411). Also in this respect, Marggraf’s theory is simpler than
that of Winter: the derivation of preksa from an earlier *prekdsa is not only
implausible, it offers no explanation whatsoever for the suffixed form preksa-ne
/préksane/, which would have to derive from something like *preks-sa-ne with a
highly remarkable shift of the accent. In addition, the s-preterite middles tdssdte
‘(s)he put’ and wissdte ‘(s)he wore’ are likely to be archaic because they are isolated;
their deviant suffix accent is regular within Marggraf’s approach, but for Winter they
“show the effects of a very early reduction” of sas to ss (1993: 201) that is unmotivated
otherwise.

As Marggraf noted, there are some s-preterites to a|@-roots without fixed initial
accent (1970: 33-34), for which Winter simply assumed “Konjunktive’ ohne
Stammabstufung sind in der Regel als reduplikationslos zu identifizieren” (1994a:
307). In as far as the assumption of the lack of reduplication cannot be supported
independently, this explanation is evidently circular; it invites the question, for
instance, why non-grading ala-root subjunctives do exhibit fixed initial accent.
While the examples given by Marggraf (l.c.) and Winter (Lc.) are in themselves
correct, the rule is in need of correction: {ay-'} ‘give’, {awn- '} ‘hit’, {yam-"} ‘do’ and
{yok-} ‘drink’ have suffix accent, but stems like {ndk-} ‘reproach’, {pyak-} ‘smash’
and {plak-} have root accent. In my view, the stems without fixed initial accent are
archaic and have just not morphologised the accent contrast regularly found in other
subjunctives. For three of these verbs, the explanation is straightforward: they are
highly irregular and even without an accent contrast, the subjunctive stems are
sufficiently distinct from the corresponding preterites, cf {wasa-} ‘give’, {yamdssa-}
‘do’ and {ya®/ke-} ‘drink’. For awn-, the explanation may be that this verb has two
quite different meanings, ‘hit’ in the active and ‘begin’ in the middle, which made it
possible that the original — phonologically regular — suffix accent in the subjunctive
middle forms was kept.

There is one more problem of the accent that has received little attention. As is
well known, intransitive e- and o-presents are in complementary distribution: e-
presents are formed to a|a-roots and o-presents to a|a-roots. Both types form a root
subjunctive. In the a|a-type of the e-present, the accent is always on the suffix,
whereas it is always on the root in the a|a-type of the o-present, i.e. inf. triwatsi ‘to
mix’ with 2 in the root and medial accent vs inf. karpatsi ‘to descend’ with a in the
root and initial accent. Obviously, both are subjunctives and both are intransitive, so
that the difference cannot have been caused by absence of reduplication in the
preform of triwatsi and presence of reduplication in the preform of karpatsi, nor by
a contrast between transitive with initial accent vs intransitive with medial accent, as
argued for by Winter (19804, e.g. 439-440).

Within the framework of Marggraf’s theory as elaborated above, the accent of the
type triwatsi is regular because the class was completely middle in the present, and
predominantly middle in the subjunctive: there were only trisyllabic and no disyl-
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labic forms. Thus, the accent of the type karpatsi needs to be explained. Obviously,
karpatsi was adapted to the frequent subjunctive type with initial accent because that
is the only similar type. In itself, this requires no special argument because the
contrast sbj. {karpa-} vs prt {karpa-} perfectly fits the frequent type sbj. {tdka-} vs prt.
{taka-}. The question is rather why the type triwatsi could retain an accent that was
regular (phonologically) at an earlier stage but had become irregular (morphologi-
cally) when most other subjunctives had received initial accent.

To my knowledge, the relevant differences between the two types are the vowel
in the root and the fact that there are many more active subjunctive forms in the
karpatsi-type. The latter difference in particular may have favoured the accent shift
in the karpatsi-type: as it has a much larger number of medio-actives than the
triwdtsi-type, there were many more active subjunctive forms where the initial
accent was phonologically regular. As far as the root vowel is concerned, I assume
that full grade became associated with initial accent, perhaps when at an
intermediate stage the subjunctive active had regularised initial accent, e.g. *térka- ~
*torka-, but the middle still had the old medial accent, e.g. *tarkd-. This explains at
once the exceptions to the generalisation that e-presents combine with subjunctives
with medial accent, cf the e-presents 3sg.prs. mdrsetir ‘(s)he forgets’ and 3sg.prs.
sruketdr ‘(s)he dies’, the grading subjunctives 3sg.sbj. marsam ‘(s)he will forget’ and
3sg.sbj. sraukam ‘(s)he will die’, and the initial accent of the subjunctive stem as in
inf. marsatsi /mdrsatsay/ ‘to forget’ and srukatsi* /sréwkatsay/ ‘to die’ (well attested is
vn sritkalfie /srdwkalfie/ ‘death’).

4.5.6 THE S-PRESENT

For the explanation of the s-present I follow a scenario developed by Couvreur (1947:
62-63), which takes them as originally dissimilated from sk-presents after root-final
stops. Although this scenario works with a considerable amount of prehistoric
developments that are not directly verifiable, it is clearly preferable to the alter-
natives that have been proposed.

The derivation from an s-aorist subjunctive as proposed by Jasanoff and Pinault
is fine phonologically, if the lack of initial palatalisation can be explained. However,
it fails on the semantics: there is no affiliation whatsoever between the meaning of
the Tocharian present on the one hand and the Proto-Indo-European aorist on the
other, nor between that of the Tocharian present and the Proto-Indo-European sub-
junctive.

The derivation from a desiderative, as discussed on several occasions by Hack-
stein (e.g. 1995: 160), but eventually rejected because of the lack of initial palatalisa-
tion, has to cope with the same problems: there is no desiderative component in the
meaning of the Tocharian present. It rather seems that in many cases the s-present
has explicit present meaning, as it appears to push other formations away to the To-
charian subjunctive; compare in particular the case of the original present *tatta-
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‘put’, which was functionally shifted to become a subjunctive because of the s-
present *tas?/,- (see 4.3.2, p 357).

Kortlandt’s derivation from a Proto-Indo-European s-present (e.g. 1994: 63-64) is
functionally fine, but his reconstruction with an athematic s-suffix79° is not sup-
ported by the Tocharian material. Moreover, a derivation of the Tocharian s-present
from a Proto-Indo-European athematic s-present does not explain much, since the
Tocharian s-present is in the end derived from an s-present, while the characteristic
athematic inflexion would have to be lost in favour of the Tocharian ?/.-inflexion.

Couvreur’s solution to derive the s-present from the sk-present is rather simple,
but it is not easy to find in his Hoofdzaken: not only because it is in Dutch (cf the
English summary 1947: 99), but also because it is formulated in a very concise way.
In addition, s- and sk-presents are discussed together under their old class number 9
(see footnote 3), whereas nowadays s-presents (TEB class 8) and sk-presents (TEB
class 9) are usually treated separately.

“ske/o-presents (class IX). The formant is -s- (before IE 0) and -s- (before IE
e) in [Tocharian] A, [and] in [Tocharian] B [it is] -sk- (before IE 0) next to -ss- (before IE
e) after vowel stems and similarly -s- next to -s- predominantly (31 out of 36 instances)
after consonant stems. In the second case, an original -sk- in B has been reduced to -s-
after a consonant (often k).” (1947: 62, translation mine)”*

Couvreur makes two claims about the distribution of the s- and sk-presents, namely

that the former are found after consonant stems and the latter after vowel stems. If

these claims are correct, the two types were originally in complementary distribu-
tion, which in turn suggests that they go back to one single type. I will first contrast

Couvreur’s argument with the material to see whether it can be substantiated with

concrete examples, and then I will adduce additional arguments for his theory.

Couvreur’s claim that s-presents are predominantly found with verbs ending a
root-final consonant can easily be shown to be correct: with 24 instances, root-
final -k is clearly overrepresented, with an additional 5 for root-final -p. The

complete lack of verbs with root-final -t is conspicuous, but this, too, receives a

meaningful interpretation with Couvreur’s theory: in view of the development of

*-T-sk¢/o- to -tk- (Melchert 1977), we would expect not to find roots in -t among s-

presents if they go back to sk-presents. However, if they go back to some sort of s-

formation, there is no reason why -t should be absent.

With root-final stops we find:

-k: tonks?/se- “stop’, trayks?/se- ‘err’, naks?/s- ‘criticise’, nok®/s- ‘destroy; perish’,
paks?/se- ‘boil, ripen’, palks?/se- ‘burn’, preks?/s- ‘ask’, prawks?/s- ‘overlook’,
plaks/se- ‘agree’, plonks?/se- ‘sell’, yowks?/se- ‘overcome’, roks?/se- ‘cover’,
ronks?/s- ‘rise; lift, lonks?/s- ‘hang oneself on’, [ayks/se-, loyks?/se- ‘wash’,

79° He continues the work of Pedersen (1921) and Kuiper (1934; 1937: 36-40).
791 Likewise, though only for prek- ‘ask’, Klingenschmitt (1982: 62).
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lowks?/se- “light up, illuminate’, waks?/s- ‘distinguish’, wayks?/s.-, ‘avoid; keep
away from’, saks?/s- ‘leave back [?]’, t5aks?/s- ‘shine’, t5aks?/se- ‘burn’, t5aks?/se-
‘take off; skin’, tsanks?/s.- ‘raise’, t5awks?/se- ‘water’s;

-p: ayp¥/se- ‘cover’, kramps?/s- ‘disturb, check’, yarps?/s- ‘respect’, lowps/se-,
‘make, get dirty’, sarp$/s- ‘point out; explain’.

Although -k is overrepresented, the distribution is certainly not perfect, since we find
also root-final resonants (1 x -n, 2 X -m, 2 X -1, 3 X -) and vowels: once -a and four
times -w (i.e., -u or a u-diphthong):

-n: san$/se- ‘count’s

-m:  nam¥/s- ‘bend’, $oms?/s- ‘increase’;

-1 ars?/s.- ‘abandon’, ers?d/s- ‘evoke’s

-I: kals?/se- ‘bear (act.); goad (mid.)’, mayls?/s- ‘damage’, yel/s.- ‘examine’?;

Voo kawsd/se- °Kill’, kows?/se- ‘pour’, tas?/se- ‘put’, plows?/se- ‘float’, rows?/s.- ‘open’.

For kes?/s- ‘extinguish’, we would expect an s-present for structural reasons (see
2.7.9, p 132), but the root must definitely be set up as kas- (cf e.g. prt.ptc. kekesu with
-s-), so that the only possible analysis is {kes-?/e-}. Probably an original s-present was
obscured after the root-final -s: *kess ?/e- > *kes?/,-.

The converse claim, namely that sk-presents are predominantly found after
vowel stems, is not substantiated so easily. First of all, the sk-present type is less
frequent and statistics are therefore less reliable, but roots in -k are relatively well
represented in this category, too. However, the situation is markedly different from
the s-present type: the majority of the roots ends in -n (6x). -k follows with 5
instances, -t, -y and -/ with one each.

-n: awnd$se- ‘hit (act.); start (mid.)’, kand$?/ske- ‘come about’, kloynds/s.- ‘be
necessary’, rayns$?/se- ‘give up; leave’, saynss?/se- ‘rest on’, saynss/se- ‘be
depressed’;

ki enkdsdge- “seize’, karkas/se- bind’, trenksssi/ske- ‘cling’, [5ytka$?/ske- ‘remove’,
satka%s?/ske- ‘extend’;

-t: [owtss¥/ge- ‘remove; drive away’;

-y ay$/ge- ‘give (act.); take (mid.)’;

-I: ala’$?/ske- ‘keep away’.

The unequal distribution of roots in -# is striking indeed, and strongly in favour of
Couvreur’s theory.792 As concerns the verbs in -k, the obvious question is whether
those in the s-present group are somehow different from those in the sk-present
group. The large s-present group is somewhat diverse, but the smaller sk-present
group has one common feature: all roots end in -Ck. Indeed, out of 24 instances in

792 That the n actually belonged to the root (as in Tocharian B) rather than to the suffix (as
sometimes in Tocharian A) is argued in 4.8.2 (p 472).
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the s-present group, only 6 do not end in a single -k: tanks?/s.- ‘stop’, palks?/se- ‘burn’,

planks?/se- “sell’, ronks?/se- ‘rise; lift’, lonks?/s- ‘hang oneself on’, t5anks/s- ‘raise’.

If the distribution noticed above contains the key to a further specification of the
sound law responsible for the rise of the s-presents, I would interpret it in the fol-
lowing way. Since single -k prevails before s, we can safely assume that ksk yielded ks.
In view of the survival of sk after k-clusters, sk must have remained in some of them
at least. Phonetically, the preservation of a larger cluster and the reduction of a
smaller cluster was evidently caused by the insertion of an epenthetic vowel in the
former. A priori, it is not strange to suppose that some Cksk were epenthesised and
others were not, but with the few examples listed above, it is difficult to extract a dis-
tribution. As nasals are completely homorganic with a following -k, I would opt for
nksk to have remained at first, so that it was later reduced to nks, whereas e.g. tksk
could have become tkask, where sk could stay. The predominance of -nk among the
s-presents with k-clusters supports this hypothesis, but for the 5 sk-presents to roots
in -k levelling must be assumed in any case.793

All in all, Couvreur’s dissimilation theory can be substantiated by the material,
but several impurities in the distribution force us to assume that the sound change
took place at an early stage, with a good deal of reshuffling afterwards.794
Admittedly, the partly imperfect distribution is a relatively weak point in Couvreur’s
theory, but it explains several completely independent other matters. This greatly
enhances its explanatory value, which is, in my view, decisive proof of its
correctness. In addition to explaining the distribution between s-presents and sk-
presents to s-preterites, it accounts for:

— the s-present as such, since in any historical account of the Tocharian verb sk-
presents must play a major role;

— the fact that the s-present is a subtype of the ?/.-presents, since all sk-presents
belong to that type;

— the lack of initial palatalisation in the s-present because @-grade was regular in
sk-presents: in Proto-Indo-European and — as non-palatalising s-grade — in To-
charian;

— the lack of s-presents to roots in -t because there the sk-present must have been
reduced to -k-, yielding tk-roots (as noted above).

In relation to the s-preterite system, the theory has the following advantages:

793 In view of the instability of sk-clusters, I wonder whether the exceptional e-grade of TB
{prek®/e-}, TA {prak®/s-} could perhaps be due to mending when the cluster rks or even rksk
yielded problems in the original present *parks(k)?/.- from *prk-sk¢/,- (of course, this
*prk-sk¢/,- would have to be a restored form itself, as the *k was probably lost in Proto-Indo-
European, see LIV2: 490-491).

794 The derivation of tk-roots from roots in a dental followed by an sk-suffix (Melchert 1977),
which has become generally accepted, works with a distribution that is often even worse.
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— it explains why the s-present and the 2|@-root subjunctive are affiliated because
root-final -k must have been a decisive factor in the rise of both categories:
apparently ks-clusters were especially vulnerable;

— if Tocharian inherited an s-aorist with *é : *e gradation in the root, the @-grade
of the s(k)-present may well have favoured the spread of non-palatalising a-grade
(as if from *@) at the expense of palatalising a-grade (as if from *e);

— there is comparative evidence for at least some sk-presents next to s-aorists,
though this was probably not the situation in early stages of Proto-Indo-
European.

Some of these points need more detailed comments, others may seem obvious, but I

will treat them all below.

As the sk-presents are ubiquitous in the Tocharian verbal system, any theory that
incorporates this productive category is economical. Whatever the ultimate reasons
for the spread of the sk-present, the fact that it spread is beyond doubt. Therefore,
the derivation of the s-present from an sk-present has no need to explain the
existence of such an sk-present, but only the distribution of the s-present subtype.
Functionally, it has the great advantage that the sk-present really was a present, and
nothing else; it was so presentic that it could easily have pushed older presents to
neighbouring categories, for instance. There is no need to assume any kind of
semantic development other than bleaching of the suffix to a general means to form
presents.

It may seem evident that the Tocharian s-present is of the ?/.-type, but for
alternative explanations it is in fact a problem. The Proto-Indo-European s-present
as set up by Pedersen (1921) and Kuiper (1934) was a consonant stem with a full
grade e moving from the suffix to the ending, i.e. 3sg. *tr-es-ti, 3pl. *tr-s-enti. This s-
present theory has been defended explicitly by Kortlandt on several occasions, and
Melchert (2000: 146) evidently considers it worth investigating, too. Although one
might claim that the addition of an element -7/, to such a suffix -(e)s- is a trivial
matter, ?/-presents are not at all frequent in Tocharian — unless sk-presents and
their combinations are counted as well. In any case, the derivation of the Tocharian
s-presents from a Proto-Indo-European s-present needs the unverifiable additional
assumption that it was extended with an ?/-suffix. Other problems of the s-present
theory are of course that, although the existence of an s-suffix seems ascertained, the
exact age, function and distribution of this element remain obscure to a high degree.

The lack of initial palatalisation is only a minor point that could, I am convinced,
have come about secondarily in many ways. Nevertheless, the fact that @-grade in
the root is normal for sk-presents makes the derivation of the s-present from an sk-
present easier than from e.g. a desiderative with e-grade. The latter solution was dis-
carded by Hackstein for exactly that reason.

There are several kinds of distribution “under the surface” of the verbal system;
correlations, for instance, between inflexion classes and root types. The s-present has
a lacuna for roots in -t, which is neatly explained if it goes back to an sk-present:
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roots in -t would never have ended up among the s-presents because the sk-cluster
was resolved differently, becoming tk (Melchert 1977).

The condition that s-presents arose after stops, in any case -k, provides a solution
for the close link between s-presents and 2|@-root subjunctives, at least within the
framework of the theory of Kortlandt that the latter arose after stops, principally -k
(1994). Evidently, the match between the s-present and the s-preterite receives the
same explanation; in this case, the conditioning factor -k was also argued for by
Ringe (1990).

I subscribe to Jasanoff’s criticism (2003: 181) of Hackstein’s reluctance to accept
palatalisation levelling (1995, e.g. 161; see also Penney 1998: 93-94) in e.g. the s-
present; such levelling can be demonstrated to have taken place time and again in
different categories, mostly — though not exclusively — at the expense of the palatal-
ised variant. Thus, I attach relatively little weight to the advantage of a @-grade in
the root which the sk-present theory offers over a derivation from an e-grade
desiderative or an s-aorist subjunctive. Nevertheless, my own explanation of the 2|@-
root subjunctive system requires (PIE) @-grade instead of *e-grade in the weak form,
and it is improbable that the Proto-Indo-European s-aorist had this @-grade in the
active plural. The close link between the s-present and the s|@-root subjunctive
allows us to assume that the present was instrumental in the spread of the @-grade: it
may have been the source of the levelling of unpalatalised initials, not the target.

In view of the overwhelming productivity of sk-presents at different stages of To-
charian, including early ones, I am of the opinion that comparative evidence for the
derivation of the s-presents from sk-presents is not of utmost importance. Indeed, as
most scholars view the Proto-Indo-European verbal system, primary presents
combined with secondary aorists and secondary presents with primary aorists. The
s-present ~ a|@-root subjunctive system as it is reconstructed here, reflects a stage
with a secondary present derived with the suftix *-sk¢/,- combined with a secondary
aorist derived with the suffix *-s-. Because such a pattern cannot be old, it is a priori
not to be expected that one would find many perfect morphological matches
outsides Tocharian. Nevertheless, at least one archaic Tocharian verb, prak- ‘ask’ has
cognates with sk-presents, a.o. Ved. prcchdti, Arm. 3sg.aor. eharc’, Lat. posco (see in
particular Klingenschmitt 1982: 62).

Continuing this line of thought, I would like to stress that the theory of the s-
present developed above accounts for a pattern in the Tocharian verb, for the s-
present system. It is not an explanation for each and every individual Tocharian s-
present, and such an explanation is not feasible. The Tocharian s-presents form a
system that remained productive well into the historical period, and had been
productive before. Therefore, the distribution over the root types is not perfect,
comparative evidence is scarce, and, perhaps most importantly, the use of these To-
charian s-presents for comparative ends is severely limited.
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4.5.7 NaSK'?/5-PRESENTS

Although they are as class 10 treated together with nask?/.-presents in the
Elementarbuch (Krause and Thomas 1960: 214), nask ?/.-presents are fundamentally
different. While nask?/,-presents are extremely rare in Tocharian B, three subcate-
gories can be distinguished in Tocharian A. As one of the Tocharian A subcategories
finds good correspondences in Tocharian B, this will be treated first; the remaining
two are discussed further below.

In Tocharian B, there are three certain examples of #na%%/g.-presents:
{konm3d$%?/gke-} to kam- ‘come’, {tanmd®®/gke-} to tam- ‘be born’, and {ysnma/gje-}
to yap- ‘enter’. As noted in 2.7.9 (p 135), it is conspicuous that all three show a root
variant with -m- and metathesis of -mn- to -nm-. The only conclusion can be, so it
seems, that the n2%%/s.-suffix is preserved here because it caused irregularities. In the
case of ‘be born’, there are even two analyses possible: on the evidence of the sbj.
{comé-} and the prt. {tem(@)/s,-}, the n is part of the present suffix, but on the
evidence of the derived causative tanm-, it was rather part of the root. A fourth case
that is often cited is similar to tom-: {lonnds®/gee-} to lot- ‘go out’. Although the
present clearly contains a nasal — two, to be precise — the sbj. {lonn-} shows that the
present suffix is actually -559/ske- (see 4.3.5, p 368): the root lann- of the present and
the subjunctive is different from the root lat- of the preterite (the relation between
the two roots is “irregular”).

While the verb for ‘enter’ is only imperfectly attested in Tocharian A, the other
verbs show similar formations: {kWamnasd/e,-} to k"dm- ‘come’, {timnasd/g,-} to tdm-
‘be born’, and {ldntds4/s,-} to lint- ‘go out’. On the evidence of the sbj. {lincd/,-}, the
present of ‘go out’ is a $4/g;-present rather than a nds#/s,-present, but since the root
clearly contains an extra nasal, the present must ultimately go back *lot-nask ?/- (see
4.3.5, p 368).

As argued in 4.3.1 (p 351), the nask?/.-present of *kWam- ‘come’ can comfortably
be derived from Proto-Indo-European *g¥m-sk¢/,-. In view of the similarity in
meaning between ‘come’, ‘go out’ and ‘enter’, it is attractive to assume that the
nask?/.-suffix originated in ‘come’, spreading to the other verbs afterwards. If ‘be
born’ is to be understood as ‘enter the world’ or ‘be born into the world’ (2.7.9, p
135), it can have received the suffix as a part of the same development.

The second subcategory where the suffix is found in Tocharian A is discussed in
detail in 4.8.2 (p 472). In these verbs, there is a nasal in several stems, of which it is
not always clear whether it belongs to the root or to a suffix. It is argued that the -u-
was most probably part of the root in Proto-Tocharian, but it was lost in the s-
preterite of e.g. rdy- ‘give up’: risat < *rdynsat. As a consequence, the n of the present
and the subjunctive could be analysed as a part of the suffix, which led to the rise of
the 79/,-subjunctive. This development was probably favoured by the existence of
ndsi/s-presents elsewhere, and of course it helped creating this small subcategory of
ndsi/s,-presents, as the analysis of the present as -n-54/¢- had become excluded.
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The third Tocharian A subcategory of nds#/s-presents is formed according to a
rigid pattern: nds/s;-present, a-subjunctive, sa-less preterite, e.g. prs. {nik-na%/g,-},
sbj. {ndka-}, prt. {nak-} of ndk- ‘perish’ (see also 4.8.3, p 476). The present is attested
for {ndk-nas/s,-} ‘perish’, {pak-nisd/s,-} ‘boil’, {wil-(1)a%/s,-} ‘die’, and {tsdk-nas/,-}
‘burn (intr.)’. The root of kin- ‘come about’ contains a nasal itself, so that its present
{kdndsd/s,-} can probably be analysed both as {kdn-%/s-} and as {kdn-nds/s-} (see
2.6.6, p 100). The present of {késa-} ‘extinguish’ is not attested.

In view of the relatively small number of verbs in question, I assume that they
took over the nds/s,-suffix from tdm- ‘be born’. In Tocharian B the e-subjunctive
class shows little cracks, notably $7/,-presents for some members, namely {nok®/s.-}
‘perish’, {paks¥/se-} ‘boil” and {t5oks?/se-} ‘burn’, but %%/ .-presents for others, namely
{kond%$/ge-} ‘come to be’, {tanmds®?/gke-} ‘be born’, while {ke$/se-} to kas- is probably
out of line because the root ends in -s (see 4.7.3, p 458). Conversely, the same class in
Tocharian A follows only one rigid pattern. Thus, I assume that Tocharian B
preserves the older situation. If the distribution between $%/s-presents and $2/gk,-
presents can be projected back to Proto-Tocharian (which is argued for in 4.5.6, p
419, above), it is likely that the nask ?/,-suffix spread to *kan- at first — if that verb did
not already allow both analyses — and to the other verbs when the sk- and s-presents
merged altogether.

On TA klos- ‘hear’ with its secondary present {klos-nis/s,-}, see 4.7.2 (p 457).

4.5.8 HITTITE 3SG. HI-PRT. -§

With the derivation of the Tocharian s-preterite from a regular Proto-Indo-
European s-aorist (following Kortlandt and Ringe, see above), the equation of the -s
of the Tocharian A 3sg.prt. campds ‘could’ with the -§ of the Hittite 3sg. hi-prt. akkis
‘died’ (Pedersen 1941: 146; Winter 1982: 9) is reduced to a typological parallel at best.
Consequently, the 3sg. hi-preterite ending is no longer a problem of the comparative
study of Tocharian and Hittite, but a matter to be dealt with in the reconstruction of
Proto-Anatolian, or, for that matter, Proto-Indo-European. It is not of immediate
concern to the study of the Tocharian subjunctive, nor to Tocharian studies as a
whole. Nevertheless, a small note may be justified.

If we take a look at the mi- and hi-endings as posited by Kloekhorst (2008a: 498),
it is not so much their differences that are striking, but rather the similarities, which
betray thorough remodelling:
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mi-inflexion hi-inflexion
present preterite present preterite
1sg.  -mi -(n)un -hhe, -hhi  -hhun
2 -Si -$ -tti -tta
3 -za, -zi  -t(ta) -6, -i -
1pl.  -weni -wen -weni -wen
2 -tteni -tten -Steni -Sten
3 -anzi -er -anzi -er

Whereas, as commonly agreed, the contrast between present endings with -i and
preterite endings without -i is a direct continuation of the proto-language in the mi-
endings, it is secondary in the hi-endings. In other words, the difference between hi-
present and hi-preterite seems to be modelled after the same difference in the mi-
inflexion. Indeed, the only two endings where the difference between hi-present and
hi-preterite is not expressed by the i-element are the 3sg. and the 3pl. Of these, the
latter cannot possibly continue an old contrast between present and preterite, as the
present ending -anzi clearly goes back to the PIE present ending *-nti and the
preterite ending -er to the PIE perfect ending *-ér. The only hi-ending remaining,
then, with a “serious” difference between present and preterite is exactly our 3sg. -s.

As argued by Kloekhorst (2008b: 688), the expected 3sg. hi-ending without i is
zero: the Proto-Indo-European perfect ending *-e would have been apocopated.
Therefore, he concludes, the ending must have been restored in one way or another
and as a source he proposes the s-aorist, otherwise largely lost.

Thus, the Tocharian and Hittite 3sg. s-endings cannot be compared directly. The
Hittite ending -S is a secondary creation to enlarge the formal contrast between the
hi-present and the hi-preterite, which is secondary itself.

4.5.9 1SG. PRETERITE

The stem shape of the vast majority of the 1sg. preterite forms in both languages is
not different from that of other forms of the s-preterite paradigm. Tocharian A
differs from Tocharian B in having initial palatalisation if possible, but in both
languages there are no stem changes within the active paradigm: in Tocharian A we
find a-grade throughout, e.g. 7iak-, and in Tocharian B e-grade, e.g. nek-". There are
two exceptions: the 1sg. kamau ‘I came’ in Tocharian B and relic u-forms in Tochari-
an A.

The evidence of kamau is in itself very clear, but uncertain for a couple of
reasons. It is clear because there is no competing form in the same paradigm and the
stem variant kam- is also attested in the plural (2.5.2, p 56, 4.3.1, p 351). It is uncertain
because kamau is by no means a “normal” s-preterite form, because it is not well
attested, and because it could be secondary. As I have argued above (4.3.1, p 351), the
preterite of ‘come’ is perhaps best analysed as an s-preterite, but it must have
replaced a Proto-Indo-European root aorist and it was itself replaced by an /.-
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preterite, so that it is a very untypical s-preterite. Although the preterite paradigm of
‘come’ is well known for the other forms, it is exactly the 1sg. that is attested only
once in a small fragment which makes the mere existence of the form less certain. If
kamau is a genuine form indeed, it could have been reshaped after other e-variants
of the paradigm after the proportion 2sg. Sem-a-, 3sg. Sem-a- : 1pl. kam-e-, 3pl. kam-e-,
1sg. X-e-; X = kam- (see Pinault 1994: 196). It is questionable, however, if such an
analogy is plausible if the preform was sem-e-; it seems that the match with the other
singular persons is so strong that there is no need to create a unique irregularity in
the sg. stem. All in all, the evidence of kamau is complex, but in view of the highly
archaic alternations in its paradigm it should be taken seriously.

Schmidt and Winter have proved the existence of a Tocharian A 1sg. s-preterite
ending -u next to well attested, but historically secondary ending -wa (1992). The
forms in question are kiasu ‘knew’, campu ‘could’, trikii ‘was confused’, prasku
‘feared’, wiyu ‘was frightened’, to which awu ‘hit’ must be added (Peyrot 2007b:
800). The problem with wiyu and triki is that the root grade is “wrong™ in an s-
preterite paradigm we would rather expect a-grade throughout, i.e. **weyu {way-w}
and **treku {trayk-w}. It is a little disquieting that no other forms of their respective
paradigms are attested, but taken at face value, these two forms seem to require a
paradigm trikii, trekdst®, trekds*, and so on. Although it can be excluded that triki
and wiyu are in fact preterite participles, an alternative explanation could take the d-
vocalism (in this case, 7 /dy/) as secondary after the preterite participles; after all, the
forms have long been wrongly categorised as preterite participles and for the
speakers of Tocharian A such an analysis must have been a very natural one as well.
It is remarkable, however, that the forms would have remained in their original
domain of use despite a different analysis, and since they must be archaic anyhow
because of their ending, the vocalism could certainly be old as well.

Although the evidence is scanty and alternative explanations are available, it is
possible that the 1sg. of the s-preterite had another root grade than the rest of the
paradigm. If we combine the evidence of Tocharian B kamau with that of Tocharian
A trikii and wiyy, it appears that the original root grade was probably *s without
preceding palatalisation. This non-palatalising a-grade is matched by the zero grade
needed for the stem variant tas- of tas- ‘put’ and thus finds a parallel within Tochari-
an.

Incidentally, Kortlandt has argued on completely independent grounds that the
original locus of the lengthened grade *é in the Proto-Indo-European aorist were
monosyllabic forms as were found only in the 2nd and 3rd persons of the active
singular of the injunctive (1987). Given the fact that in Tocharian the equivalent of
the non-lengthened grade is apparently non-palatalising 2-grade, the match between
the distribution he assumes and the distribution we actually find in Tocharian B
kamau, sem, Sem could not be better. I am inclined to see this unexpected match as
additional proof for the correctness of Kortlandt’s theory. However, I would like to
point out that the root grade of the 1sg. is not essential for my explanation of the s-
preterite as a whole: other analyses of the Tocharian data are possible; if one does not
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accept Kortlandt’s theory that *é-grade was originally found only in the 2/3sg.
injunctive, this does not affect my derivation of e.g. the grading root preterite from
the s-aorist.

4.5.10 O-GRADE

Tocharian B o-grade is one of the great puzzles of the verbal system. It seems to
occur in two variants: 1) as an alternative full grade next to  in certain contexts, i.e.
as a variant of ¢, 2) next to a, apparently also as full grade.

The first type is found in yap- ‘enter’, which follows a normal gradation pattern
except for the full grade yop- instead of expected **yep-, possibly with a parallel in
isolated TA yowids ‘entered’; in otk-, the preterite stem of watk- ‘decide’, where we
would rather expect wetk-, but if the immediate preform of otk- is *wotk-, the change
wo- to o- has a parallel in ost ‘house’ < *wosta (T A wast); and in yam- ‘achieve’, which
has yom- instead of expected yem-, and the stem yom- is apparently generalised
throughout in Tocharian A yom-.

The second type is found in kow- ~ kaw- ‘kill’ in 3sg.sbj. kowdn and 3sg.prt.
kowsa, where we would expect e-grade in 2|@-roots, although we do not expect
gradation at all in this a|@-root; in or- ~ ar- ‘give up’ in 3sg.sbj. ordri-c and prt. 1sg.
orwa, 2sg. orasta, 3sg. orsa, where we would expect e-grade in a|@-roots, although
the a-grade in the 3pl.prt. arar is unexpected; in prs.-sbj. yok- ‘drink’ vs prt. yak-; and
in yom- ‘achieve’ ~ yam- ‘do’, if these verbs are related, as I suggested in 4.3.7 (p 372).

It is striking that we find three roots starting with y-, one starting with a vowel
and one starting with w-, that is, initials possibly liable to contraction if they become
intervocalic, but it is difficult to discover a system in this range of forms.

Although it does not meet the exact conditions for the sound law we > 0 as I have
formulated them (Peyrot forth.a), 3sg. otkasa is nevertheless strongly reminiscent of
that development. Since this would probably require the ad hoc assumption that
*wetk- become otk- in sandhi position after a consonant, one might prefer to take
otk- to reflect *wotk-, a form possibly analogical after e.g. yopsa ‘entered’.

yom- and yop- look parallel and would seem to need one explanation. Such an
explanation should probably depart from rounding of *e before a following labial,
even though sound laws of this type have been discussed at length in the literature,
and mostly dismissed for Tocharian B. Nevertheless, such a development would
explain the Tocharian A forms rather nicely (see in particular Ringe 1990: 222-226),
and it seems that the shared context y- is hardly a feasible option for an
explanation.795

795 Hilmarsson, whose main endeavour was to explain Tocharian o-vocalism, has proposed
several solutions. While his suggestion that the o-grades derive from an earlier o-subjunctive
(analogous to the class 4 o-present; see 1986: 63) is clearly wrong, he dismisses his own
explanation of o from earlier *e through u-affection in the 1sg. of the subjunctive (e.g. 1989:
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Although o ~ a gradation in principle allows for a Proto-Indo-European recon-
struction with o < *eh, and a < *h, (see e.g. Kim 2000), it is questionable whether
such an origin would account for any of the attested instances of o ~ a. Rather, with
Hackstein (1995: 42) and Adams (1999: 48, 208), it seems attractive to view the
gradation of kaw- and ar- as neo-gradation, a specifically Tocharian innovation.

Whereas I have hesitantly accepted Schmidt’s idea that yok- ~ yak- ‘drink’ reflects
old perfect gradation (see 4.3.6, p 371), I have for yom- ~ yam- rather opted for a
analogical zero grade a on the basis of the full grade yom-, in the sense of Ringe
(apud Kim 2000: 156). yam- takes the place of a-grade forms, compared to yom- for
e-grade forms, but on the evidence of the stem variant yam- of yom-, the a-grade of
yam- must be an innovation.

4.6 9|A-ROOT SUBJUNCTIVE

Apart from the grading 2|@-root subjunctive, there is one other grading type: the
a|a-root subjunctive. In Tocharian A, the gradation pattern is identical to that of the
s-preterite, whereas in Tocharian B it is affected by the following a: we find a : 2 gra-
dation instead of e : 2 gradation. Since this subjunctive has initial accent — just like
the a|@-root subjunctive — it has also been argued that it goes back to the Proto-
Indo-European perfect: the e : 2 gradation was seen as a reflex of PIE *o : @ grada-
tion, and the initial accent was thought to be an indirect continuation of the original
reduplication syllable. Below, it is argued that the grading a|a-root subjunctive is an
analogical formation after the grading 2|@-root subjunctive.

4.6.1 GRADING SUBJUNCTIVE

There seems to be universal agreement that the a|@-root subjunctive and the 3|a-
root subjunctive continue one type: the a : 2 gradation in Tocharian B is a secondary
consequence of the root-final a. Thus, if the one is derived from the Proto-Indo-
European perfect, the other should be derived from the perfect, too; if, conversely,
one seems to go back to the aorist, the same should be true of the other as well. The
problem is that on the one hand the perfect theory can offer no explanation for the
systematic match between the 2|@-root subjunctive and the s-preterite, whereas on
the other no one will be able to maintain that forms like TB 3sg. tarkam, 3pl. tarkam
‘will let go” are s-aorists. Although this is a very serious problem indeed, I think that
it can be used to make a breach in the system of grading subjunctives. That is to say,
the only way out seems to assume that either the perfect-based subjunctive type
spread to the s-preterite system, or the s-aorist-based subjunctive spread to a|a-roots.

104, 122) as “difficult to accept” (1986: 62) or even “highly unlikely” (1996: 115). The same u-
affection is assumed by Hackstein as an explanation for yopu and yopsa (1995: 311-312).



4.6 a|a-root subjunctive 431

On the basis of the assumption that the grading subjunctive is original in only
one of its subtypes, I will argue that the s|a-root subjunctive is formed after the 2|@-
root subjunctive with the following arguments:

— as set out in the introduction of this chapter in section 4.1.5 (p 334), and further
elaborated in 4.9.3 (p 486), the meaning of the Tocharian subjunctive is not easily
derived from that of the Proto-Indo-European perfect, and the perfect origin of
the Tocharian preterite endings seems to suggest that the perfect rather became a
past tense;

- just as with the a|@-root subjunctive, the perfect theory does not explain why the
“perfect subjunctive” should be confined to two grading types, nor why the 2|a-
type should pattern the way it does;

— just as with the 2|@-root subjunctive, there is virtually no comparative evidence
that the individual grading subjunctives attested continue perfect formations;

— since an explanation of the gradation pattern from the s-aorist is available for the
2|@-root subjunctive, but not for the a|a-root subjunctive, the latter is likely to
have been shaped after the former.

As the first point has already been treated in 4.1.5 (p 334), I will concentrate on the

stem patterns of the grading s|a-root subjunctive, on some of the comparative

evidence, and on the exact way the transfer of the grading type is most likely to have
come about.

4.6.2 STEM PATTERN

With only very few exceptions, the grading s|a-root subjunctive follows only one
pattern: it combines with a a|a-root preterite and a nasal present. This nasal present,
in turn, divides into two basic categories: the most frequent variant, the na-present,
has an n-infix directly before the root-final a (traditionally class 6) and the other, the
fik-present, has an n-infix directly before the last consonant of the root (traditionally
class 7). Both types are well attested in both languages. A minor class in Tocharian B
is formed by verbs with 77%/.-presents, whereas both languages have a couple of
verbs with an e-present (Tocharian A a-present).

The nasal present pattern is not one of several ways in which grading subjunc-
tives take their present, but the basic pattern. This is all the more true because there
is also a reversed relationship: if possible, nasal presents always take a grading sub-
junctive. Thus, nasal presents are not a means to form a present to a grading sub-
junctive, but they correspond in an almost one-to-one pattern; it would be equally
correct to claim that nasal presents take a grading subjunctive.

Counting certain and probable instances, I have found 43 na-presents in Tochar-
ian B and 35 na-presents in Tocharian A. In Tocharian B, these 43 na-presents are
matched with 10 grading subjunctives, and an additional 2 with the characteristic
a|la-root preterite with initial palatalisation. While some subjunctive stems are
lacking, all other na-presents are formed to ala-roots, or only forms of the
subjuntive are attested where 2-grade is regular in any case. In Tocharian A, we find
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7 grading subjunctives and an additional 3 grading preterites corresponding to the 35
na-presents. Whereas most nd-presents have no subjunctive attested beside them,
others have only regular d-grade forms or are formed to d|d-roots. The only Tochar-
ian A verb that really does not fit the pattern is the irregular verb ‘know’ with a sbj.
{kfand/,-}. Thus, although the number of grading subjunctives attested next to na-
presents is modest, there are no indications whatsoever that the na-presents are
matched with different subjunctive types; at least, if ala-roots are taken as a
morphophonological subcategory (which they evidently are).

The rik-present is clearly less frequent in both languages, with 10 instances in To-
charian B and 15 in Tocharian A. Those 10 in Tocharian B are matched with 5
grading subjunctives and 1 additional a|a-root preterite with initial palatalisation;
next to the 15 nasal infix presents of Tocharian A, 3 grading subjunctives and 1
additional grading preterite are found. Again, all other rik-presents are formed to
ala-roots, or the relevant forms might be missing due to chance: the subjunctive-
preterite system is of one single type. Moreover, apart from the formation of the
present, there is no difference to the subjunctive-preterite type of the na-presents.

The 779/e-presents in Tocharian B seem to match rather with non-grading sub-
junctives, and this problem will be discussed separately (4.6.10, p 450). Likewise,
grading subjunctives next to e-presents are rare; they are also treated below (4.6.8, p
447).

In conclusion, there is a strong affiliation, almost a one-to-one correspondence,
between the nasal present, the grading a|a-root subjunctive, and the 3|a-root
preterite with initial palatalisation in both languages (and, additionally, gradation in
Tocharian A). Consequently, an explanation of the grading a|a-root subjunctive
must address the problem of this salient distribution.

4.6.3 COMPARATIVE EVIDENCE

Whereas the origin of the grading a|a-root subjunctive is debated, that of the na-
presents is not: it is generally accepted that the nasal presents of Tocharian go back
to nasal presents in Proto-Indo-European. However, there are two important things
to be noted: first, the nasal presents have resulted from the generalisation of different
types and, second, they have been productive in pre-stages of Tocharian. Yet this
does not in any way undermine the ultimate derivation of the nasal presents from
Proto-Indo-European nasal presents; moreover, some nasal presents do have good
cognates outside Tocharian. Perhaps the definitive argument for the derivation from
Proto-Indo-European nasal presents is that there is simply no other source the nasal
presents could go back to.

Phonologically, na-presents continue Proto-Indo-European nasal presents to set-
roots, where the nasal was infixed before the root-final laryngeal; this root-final
laryngeal was then vocalised to a. Thus, Toch. V-na- derives from PIE *V-nH-, where
the n was an infix in a root in *-H: *VH- = *VavH-. In Proto-Indo-European, a full
grade e moved from the root to the ending, i.e. 3sg. *CCnéH-ti, 3pl. *CCnH-énti.
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Further, the type was not restricted to roots in -H, but it was originally probably also
found with roots in -u, e.g. 3sg. *CCnéu-ti, 3pl. *CCnu-énti; at least, it is suggestive to
derive the independent suffix -neu- from a wrong segmentation of such a nasal
present. In Tocharian, na-presents display no traces of older gradation: if any vowel
alternation arose, e.g. *no ~ *na < *neh, ~ *nh,, it was ultimately neutralised, as well
as consonant alternations like *fie ~ *na < *neh; ~ *nh;. The neu-present type has not
been preserved as such and at least some must have ended up as na-presents (others
may have been extended to become nask-presents).

As in many other Indo-European languages, na-presents must have been pro-
ductive in Tocharian. There are some Tocharian verbs with a na-present and a good
Indo-European etymology, where the Proto-Indo-European verb formed no nasal
present. In other cases, Tocharian na-presents are found with secondary roots, so
that it is certain that the na-presents are secondary, too. As an example of a na-
present that is probably secondary for etymological reasons, we may cite TB karsa-,
TA kdrsa- ‘know’, which is related to Hitt. karasSiiezzi /karsiietsi/ ‘cuts’ (through
‘distinguish’; see LIv2: 355; Kloekhorst 2008b: 454-455); there is no proof of a nasal
present for this verb. Nasal presents to secondary roots are relatively frequent, found
to roots in -sk, -tk, -t and to denominative verbs. Verbs in -sk, discussed in detail by
Hackstein (1995: 167-202), go back to sk-presents, so that na-presents like TB
{plask-na-} to plaska- ‘think’ must be secondary; the same is true of nasal infix verbs
in Tocharian A like {masavka-} to maska- ‘be difficult’ (on which see below).
Likewise, verbs in -tk go back to sk-presents to roots with a final dental, as shown by
Melchert (1977). Although most of these have become #k-presents, TB has na-
presents such as {kstk-na-} to katka- ‘cross’; both the na-presents and the more
frequent nasal infix presents to these secondary tk-roots are themselves secondary,
too. Verbs with a t-extension are not frequent, but TA {krist-na-} to krdsta-, TB
{krast-na-} to krasta-, both ‘cut’ are related to karsa- know’ cited above, and TA
{kot-na-} to kota-, TB {kawt-na-} to kawta- ‘chop’, as well as TA {kost-na-} to kosta-
‘kill’ are evidently related to TB kaw-, TA kaw- ‘kill’. How exactly the t-extensions
arose is unclear, but most probably they originally formed a stem, for instance the
present; consequently, na-presents to t-roots are very likely to be secondary. In the
same vein, TA {spaltavka-} to spaltka- ‘try’ must be a secondary nasal infix present
because the verb is obviously derived from the noun spaltik (TB speltke), a loan
word from Iranian (Adams 1999: 719).

Despite the partly secondary character of the na-present (because allomorphy
was levelled) and its partly secondary distribution (because many verbs have ac-
quired a na-present at a later stage), there are some convincing etymologies that
show that the type as such is old.

TA kita- and TB kata- ‘strew’ form a na-present: TA {kna-} (for {kdtna-}) and
TB {kstna-} (with an older variant {kanta-}). The verb is to be derived from PIE
*(s)kedh,-; the Tocharian na-present is matched by a.o. YAv. scindaiieiti ‘breaks,
destroys’, OKhot. ha-tcafidte ‘id’, Gk. okidvnut ‘scatter’ and possibly Lith. kedénti,
kedinti ‘pick, trousle’ (LIv2: 550).
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TA tirka- and TB torka- ‘let go’ form a na-present: TA {tirna-} (for {tirkna-})
and TB {terkna-}. The verb has a good cognate in Hitt. tarna- ‘let go’, which also
forms a nasal present. Kloekhorst reconstructs the root as *terk’hy;- (2008b: 846-
848; see also LIV2: 635): in principle, one would reconstruct a PIE *TerKH-, but 1) the
velar can only drop in Hittite if it is *k or *k, 2) Tocharian excludes *d which would
become £, 3) *h, would have yielded h in Hittite, and 4) *d" and *k or *k are not
tolerated in one root.

TA kdla- and TB kala- ‘lead, bring’ have gemination in the present that must
reflect a na-suffix, cf TA {kélla-} from {kdlna-}. In Tocharian B, the present was
recharacterised with an sk-suffix: {kolla®%/ge-} from older {kalla-} for original
{kalna-}. The verb probably goes back to PIE *kelH- (LIV2: 349; Hackstein 1995: 315;
Kim 2009: 15), further attested in Lat. excello, -ere ‘excell’ and Lith. kelizi, kélti ‘lift,
raise’. The na-present could have a parallel in the Lat. present.

TA mdwsa- and TB mowsa- ‘lift’ form a na-present: TA {méwsna-} and TB
{mawsna-}. The verb is probably to be connected with Skt. mos®- ‘take away, rob’
(LIv2: 445), which matches the Tocharian na-present with a nasal present 3sg.
musnati.

Next to the TA and TB causatives of TA tdl-, TB tal- ‘lift up’ (TA inf. tldssi, TA
3sg.prt. cacdl, TB inf. taldstsi, TB 1sg.prt. calawa), a poorly attested base verb °lift,
bear’ is only found in Tocharian B. Active present forms show a geminate Il which
suggests an older na-suffix, i.e. {talla-} from {talna-}, and middle present forms seem
to be built on a stem {tlona-} (3sg.prs.mid. tlanatdr-7i, 3pl.prs.mid. tlanantdir-ii),
although a crossed stem {tollona-} is attested in at least one form, tdillanantdir-ne.
Despite the uncertainties about the synchronic analysis, an older nasal present is
ascertained, and it finds its parallel in e.g. Lat. tollo ‘lift’, Olr. tlenaid ‘steals, carries
away’, and probably Gk. dvatéA\w ‘bring forth, make rise up’, all from well attested
PIE *telh,- lift’ (L1v2: 622).

TB *sayka- ‘take a step’ — without Tocharian A cognate — forms a na-present
{saykna-}. The verb must go back to PIE *seik- ‘reach’, attested in a.o. Gk. ixavow,
ikvéopat ‘come, reach’ and Lith. siekti (siékti) ‘strive for, try to reach’ (the acute of
siekti is unexpected; LIV2: 522). On the basis of the Gk. prs. ikvéopar we can recon-
struct a neu-prs. for Proto-Indo-European, which was apparently replaced by a na-
prs. in Tocharian.

TB taka- ‘prick, bite’ — without Tocharian A cognate — forms a na-present
{tsakna-}. The traditional etymology of this verb connects it with Gk. §dkvw ‘bite;
sting’ and Skt. ddsati [3sg.prs.] ‘bite’, root dams-, which go back to PIE *denk- ‘bite’
(e.g. Adams 1999: 731; LIV2: 117-118). For Tocharian, we have to assume that the nasal
in the root was dissimilated before the nasal suffix, also found in Greek. Now that
Ringe has proposed an alternative etymology (1991: 71; 1996: 23, 24) the match of the
Greek and Tocharian nasal present has become less valuable. With the argument
that the meaning fits better, he rather connects Lat. figo, -ere (OLat. fivo, -ere) ‘fix,
fasten, stab’ and Lith. dygti ‘sprout’, which derive from PIE *dhiHg"- ‘stab’ (LIv2: 118,
142). In my view, both connections are possible as far as the meaning is concerned:
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‘cause pain’, one of the meanings posited by Ringe for Tocharian, is of course easily
derived from ‘prick’, and it is even found in Greek as well, where 8dkvw can also
mean ‘wound’. However, Ringe’s etymology has the slight advantage that it accounts
for stable a in the Tocharian root; even though it offers no explanation for the To-
charian stem pattern, it is at least a possible alternative.

Despite its irregularities, the na-present of ‘know’, TA {knana-}, is evidently old,
too.

In sum, a large part of the na-presents is demonstrably secondary, but the type as
such is certainly old: a small nucleus of na-presents can be shown to have good mor-
phological cognates in Indo-European.

4.6.4 NK-PRESENTS

Next to the na-presents discussed above, both languages have a category of nk-
presents where the nasal is infixed before a root-final -k, e.g. TB payk- ‘write’ — prs.
payavk- or TA kdtka-, TB katk- ‘cross’ — prs. TA kitdnka- from {kitavka-} and TB
kattark- from {katavk-}. As it turns out, the first type with one closing consonant
(not counting the y) is extremely rare compared to the second type with two closing
consonants. With only very few exceptions, the first type is inherited and the second
type is secondary: it is especially frequent with secondary root types like tk-roots (in
Tocharian A and B) and sk-roots (in Tocharian A only). The second type must be a
later subtype of the na-presents.

There are two arguments that the rsik-present type is largely secondary: 1) func-
tionally, it is completely identical to the na-present type, semantically (both are
transitive) as well as morphologically (both pattern with the same subjunctive and
preterite stems); 2) #ik-presents are only found with roots in -k, so that they are
almost fully in complementary distribution with the na-present type. Below, I will
discuss the second argument; for the first, I refer to 2.6.9 (p 111) and 2.7.9 (p 136),
respectively.

nik-presents are formed to a limited set of roots that share formal characteristics:
in Tocharian A, 8 verbs have a root ending in -tk, 5 have one in -sk, 1 in -k and 1
in -rk; in Tocharian B we find 6 in -tk, 1in -k, 1 in -lk and 1 in -rk. This peculiar dis-
tribution strongly suggests that the division between na-presents and rik-presents is
secondary. Theoretically, it can have come about in two ways: either nasal infix
presents were lost except in particular roots ending in -k, or they arose by some
development conditioned by a final -k of the root. In the former case the category of
nasal infix presents is archaic, in the latter it is recent. As I will argue, both principles
have been at work, but most of the nasal infix presents are recent and only three are
archaic.

First, I will discuss the verbs with an old nasal infix present, and then I will
discuss the relationship between the na-presents and the secondary rik-presents.
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TA pdyk-, TB payk- ‘write’

The word for ‘write’ is strikingly parallel in both languages: TA pdyk- ‘write’ as well
as TB payk- ‘id’ have a preterite-subjunctive stem in a with a-grade (TA d-grade) and
a corresponding preterite participle: TA peka-, ptc. papeku, TB payka- (sbj. pdyka-,
prt. paykd-), ptc. papaikau. The difference is confined to precisely the present, where
Tocharian B has a nasal infix present {paynk-}, but Tocharian A has {payk-}, a rare
formation, certainly in view of the preterite-subjunctive. Since the Tocharian B verb
stands out among the nasal infix presents in having a rare gradation pattern and only
a single closing -k instead of a cluster in -k, it is not likely to be secondary;
consequently, the nasal must have been lost in Tocharian A.

As there is no morphological model for the loss of the nasal in Tocharian A, it
must have been lost through sound change. The cluster nk <nk> is abundantly
attested with good correspondences to Tocharian B cognates, so that a following k
cannot be a sufficient condition. However, heavier clusters of the type nkt and nkts
were indeed resolved: nkt became nt as in TA opdnt ‘in the middle’ ~ TB epirikte
‘within’ and TA pdnt ‘fifth’ ~ TB pinkte 1d’;796 nkts became nts as in TA ents- ‘seize’
from *enks- (cf TB enk-; see Adams 1999: 78; Peyrot 2007b: 800). Thus, a preform
like 3sg. *pinktrd or inf. *pinktsi must at first have developed into *pintrd, *pintsi;797
subsequently, the k was restored at a time when the cluster rikt was still not tolerated,
so that the result had to be kt. The fact that there are many words where we find
clusters with 7k, like riks, riks, ikt and so on, is no decisive counterargument, since in
all these words there is always alternation with variants with lighter clusters: in
pdyk-, it must have been the limitation of the n to the present that made the
generalisation of n-less variants possible.

The etymology of Proto-Tocharian *payk- is obvious: it is related to a.o. Skt.
pimsati [3sg.prs.act.] ‘adorn, form’ and Lith. piesiu, piésti ‘draw, write’, SL. piso, posati
‘write’, which go back to PIE *peik- ‘form’ (LIV2: 465-466). Also clearly related is Lat.
pingo, -ere (LIV2: 464), which received its g instead of k through the nasal infix. Thus,
we can equate the Proto-Tocharian nasal infix present with the ones found in
Sanskrit and Latin.

TA ldyk-, TB layka- ‘wash’

The reason to discuss the verb for ‘wash’ here is first of all Tocharian A ldyk- (tr.),
which has a peculiar stem pattern only matched by pdyk- ‘write’ and sdyp- ‘anoint’
(on which see below): prs. {layk-}, prt.-sbj. {layka-}, prt.ptc. laleku (see also 2.6.8, p
109). In Tocharian B, there are two verbs, a transitive $9/s-prs. {loyks®/se-} and an
intransitive o-prs. {layko-} with prt.-sbj. {layka-}. In spite of the difference in

796 In this case, it is also possible that the ordinal suffix -t was added directly to pé ‘five’.

797 Similar constellations may have been found in the 2sg. *pirnktar, 2pl. *pinkcdir and possibly
1sg. *pinkmar. The 1pl. and 3pl. very probably had an epenthetic vowel, i.e. *pinkdmtrd and
*pinikdntrd, respectively.
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valency, the latter is probably to be compared with the Tocharian A verb, its o-
present being a productive formation to the prt.-sbj. layka-, which can directly be
equated with the Tocharian A stems.

Evidently, the reconstruction of an old nasal infix present *laynk- for Tocharian
A ldyk- is less certain than that of *paynk-, but it is the most economical explanation
of the strange pattern, and, moreover, there are parallels in Indo-European. Proto-
Tocharian *loyk- can be connected with the Lat. nasal infix present pollingo, -ere
‘wash off (corpses)’ and Lat. liqueo, -ére ‘be fluid” (Hackstein 1995: 122-123), which on
the evidence of Olr. fliuch ‘humid’ goes back to PIE *uleik- (LIv2: 696-697).

As noted above, a third Tocharian A verb with this pattern is sdyp- ‘anoint’ its
present is {sdyp-} and the preterite-subjunctive {saypa-}. However, the historical
explanation of this verb is full of problems: Tocharian B sanapa- ‘anoint’ offers a fine
semantic match and a certain similarity in form — including, indeed, a nasal — but
details are difficult. Most problematic is the absence of any trace of y in the Tochari-
an B verb. Further connections of sdyp- are also doubtful, the best being an
improbable root *seib- ‘let flow” with -b (LIv2: 521). Even if Greek €ifw ‘let flow’ is
not related and the Germanic family of a.o. MDu. sipen ‘drip’ and MHG sifen ‘flow’
can be explained from a geminated *-p or *-b%, the comparison does not inspire
confidence because of the late and poor attestation of the root.

PT *sark- ‘be good; make good’

In both languages there are forms with an apparently nasal-infixed root sark-, srank-.
Only few forms are attested and it is difficult to establish the meaning and the stem
pattern of these verbs. As shown by the Sanskrit parallel to the passage where one of
the key forms, srariciyem, is attested, the meaning traditionally assigned to TB srank-,
“in Wallung bringen” (Thomas 1964: 254), is wrong. Pinault (2008: 117-118) rather
argues for “étre soucieux, préoccupé de”, whereas Schmidt (2008: 330) opts for
“[eine Speise] zubereiten”.798 In my view, the latter is correct because it yields a
transparent and straightforward rendering of the relevant passage, in line with the
Sanskrit parallel.

Bioya1
tay onkorfi(ai) sraficiyem
‘They prepared the porridge.’799

798 His translation on p 321, “sich daran machen, zuzubereiten”, suggests that the Tocharian
verb has an additional semantic component ‘begin’. Although this nuance is indeed found in
the Sanskrit parallel, it is not inherent in the meaning of the Tocharian verb.

799 Gnoli (1977: 109, 1. 17-19): tatas ta astau dohayitva sphatikamayyam sthalyam sodasa-
gunitam madhupayasam sadhayitum arabdhah ‘Then, after they had milked the eight [cows],
they began to prepare the milk porridge, sixteen times concentrated, in a rock-crystal bowl.’
(Pinault 2008: 160; Schmidt 2008: 321).
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Another relatively good passage is the following, where anything like ‘boil’ is
evidently excluded. Although the precise meaning unfortunately remains obscure to
me, it is certain that the overall sense of line 18c is positive, whereas fear for old age is
negative: apparently fear for old age is tempered.8o°

AS7Mapn8o1
/// kektsefimem pdst | palsko skainam tsalpdstsi - [18b]
cmelasc allovikna | srankdm proskai ktsaitsiie(sa) + [18¢]
ynes ran(o) lkasim | ktsaitsrie tsuwai (sru)kalysi(e) 18
‘... he tries to free [his] mind from the body; for other births, he settles [his] fear
for old age; and manifestly he sees old age up to death.’

The situation in Tocharian A is still worse, the following being the best passage.

A34322
(kuya)l (pa)t #ii enaslune ma (kas to)rds el essik ats srdnka(t) ///
‘Or why do you prepare to give gifts ..., not paying attention to my command?’802

Malzahn (forth.b) discovered a possible causative to this verb, in a passage where
again the correct translation is not obvious.

AS7Na3-4
sak parkawdnta pyapyai ailyfientse tuk-yaknesa sarkdssdlle -
‘The ten profits of donating flowers can be achieved [?] in this way.’803

With the few but nonetheless varied examples it is difficult to give a unified meaning
of the verb — on the assumption that they actually belong together, of course. In my
view, three of the examples above can be captured with an abstract ‘make good; put
in order’. This sense is perfectly compatible with Bioyai, where anything from
‘prepare’ to ‘put in order’ would do; in ASyM ‘settle’ yields an acceptable translation,
and it can easily be derived from ‘put in order’, ‘make right’; the example in AS7N
might be understood as ‘be organised; be fixed’. The most difficult is A343, but if that
clause is translatable as we have it (in fact, a crucial part may be lacking), ‘prepare’ in
the sense ‘plan to’ is certainly an option; alternatively, one might think of ‘want;
insist” or ‘continue’.

800 AS6Ea1 sarmdske wi sréiriken-ne - is of no use.

801 Verse: metre 4x 517 (5} 4+3).

802 Schmidt’s most recent translation (2008: 330) is not better, only more vague: “(Oder
warum) lafit du es dir unter Miflachtung meines Befehls angelegen sein, eben dennoch Gabe
zu geben?”.

803 Perhaps we can compare Lévi (1932: 149; Sanskrit Mahakarmavibhanga 74) “Telles sont les
dix qualités qu’on a si on donne une simple fleur.”
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If the example in ASyN is judged particularly problematic, it could be argued that
sarkdssdlle is not related, after all. However, there are independent arguments to take
the other forms as nasal infixed presents, so that they must derive from a root sark-
in any case:

1) no non-present forms with an internal nasal are attested — such forms would
prove that the nasal belonged to the root and not to a suffix;

2) aroot *srank- is too “heavy”, both from a Proto-Indo-European and a Tocharian
perspective — the only way to make it “light” again is to analyse the nasal as an
infix;

3) the correspondence between TB {s(s)ronk-} without final 4 and TA {srdnka-}
with a final 4 is only regular if both are nasal infix presents.

Thus, if one wanted to exclude sarkdssdlle, this would automatically imply the

existence of two roots sark-.

As far as its form is concerned, the root sark- is immediately reminiscent of sark-.
The latter verb is found in both languages, usually glossed as ‘excel, surpass’ (cf
Thomas 1964: 149, 250, “libertreffen™). Both TA sdrk- and TB sork- are completely
regular sk-causatives without base verb, cf e.g. TB 3sg.mid.prt. sarkate, prt.ptc.2
sessirku, -os, and TA 3sg.mid.prs. sdrkdstrd, prt.ptc.2 sasdrku. If sark- and sark- are
related, the latter must have been the causative to the former (see Winter 1980b:
555804), but not on the synchronic level. That is, TB sarkdssdlle is probably the
synchronic causative to TB sark-: sark- must be the old causative and sarkdssdlle a
new one (for the initial palatalisation, cf 2.5.4, p 73). Semantically, the relationship
between sark- and sark- can be understood as ‘make good’ versus ‘be good’ (i.e. ‘be
better’). The problem with this comparision resides in the valency: the base verb
sark- is transitive, whereas the derived causative sark- is intransitive. Without having
a definite solution for this problem, I propose the following: all forms of sark- are
middle, which could have cancelled one actant;805 the fact that sark- is transitive
must have been caused by the nasal infix present. Unfortunately, it cannot be
decided whether *sark- was derived from this nasal infixed transitive verb, or from
yet another verb that was intransitive; in the latter case, the intransitive value of the
causative would be easier to understand.

The Tocharian root sark- has a probable etymology in Hitt. Sarku ‘eminent,
powerful’, Sarni(n)k-? ‘compensate’, Sarkiske/a-% ‘be good’ and Lat. sarcié ‘patch up,
repair’ (LIV2: 536; Kloekhorst 2008b: 734-735, 736-737; originally Kronasser 1957: 127),

804 However, his “steigen lassen” for sronk- can be discarded. In a later article, he seems no
longer to believe in a connection between srank- and sark-, which makes him abandon the
connection with Hittite (1997: 189).

805 The only active form I know of is sarksim IT524b2. As its context is fragmentary, sarksim
could actually be transitive.
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which presuppose a root PIE *serk- (or *serk-).8°6 Probably, the root *serk- meant ‘be
good’, which is directly reflected in Hitt. Sarku and Sarkiske/a-#. The Tocharian nasal
present can be compared to the nin-infix present of $arni(n)k-#, which may reflect a
Proto-Indo-European formation.807

secondary nk-presents

Since secondary #nk-presents are phonologically distributed, their explanation must

involve a sound law. In view of the sound developments with nasal clusters, namely

tn > n in Tocharian A and tn > nt, pn > nm in Tocharian B, the assumption of a

metathesis of kn to nk is only natural. Questions to be addressed are:

1) do the two languages display the same outcome of the sound change;

2) why do we find <nka> in Tocharian A and <nka> in Tocharian B;

3) how should we explain the existence of na-presents to roots in -k;

4) why do we find na-present forms next to rik-present forms in TB?

I will try to treat these questions, of which some are connected, systematically below.
sub 1) All instances are found with roots in -k, and in both languages roots in -tk

are the most frequent. Thus, Tocharian A and B agree in a having undergone a

sound change tkn > tunk. Apart from -tk, we find -rk and -lk each once in both

languages, and several instances of -sk in Tocharian A only. As I argued above, TA

srinka-, TB srarik- might be old and need not be secondary. Although independent

proof is not available, I am inclined to take -Ik to be parallel to -rk: it is also isolated,

and phonologically comparable. Consequently, there is no proof of metathesis after

resonants. Tocharian A -sk is a different matter. It is conceivable that a metathesis

806 In view of the new interpretation of the meaning, Adams’ connection of TB srank- with
Gk. otpayyog ‘twisted” (1999: 722), for which he assumes a development ‘twist’ > ‘whirl’ >
‘boil’, can be discarded.

807 Evidently, I cannot accept Schmidt’s connection with Lith. sérgéti ‘guard’, Skt. sirksati
‘care about” and Olr. srengaid ‘pull’ (2008: 330). According to him, the semantic link between
‘pull’ and ‘care for’ is supported by the Tocharian B — Old Uygur bilingual pair ¢ sarkoy( ¢
tartsar( : Us2o8as. Although the reading is relatively clear, the interpretation is not — contrary
to what Schmidt’s presentation suggests. The text consists of Tocharian B words followed by
Old Uygur equivalents, but it is not a dictionary: in a number of cases, the entries clearly
belong together, forming a story. As long as the relationship between the different entries is
not clarified, the interpretation of the word pairs remains uncertain. Schmidt correctly
interprets sarkoy as a 3sg.opt., apparently of a subjunctive stem sirka-, which would in fact fit
the forms of sark- given in the main text; and indeed, tartsar is a 3sg. conditional form of tart-
‘pull’ (Clauson 1972: 532). However, a translation ‘if he pulled’ for sarkoy is not in line with the
other attestations of sark-. As far as I can see, the only way the Tocharian and the Uygur words
can be matched, is to take tart- in one of its many extended meanings (among which ‘weigh;
take; bring’), namely ‘procure, draw together’ (Clauson lc.). Otherwise, I would consider
sarkoy to stand for tsarkoy and take tart- to mean ‘suffer’ (Clauson 1972: 533). Of course, it
cannot be completely excluded that there was a second verb sarka- meaning ‘pull, draw’.
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skn > snk was undone in Tocharian B, but since all nasal infix presents, including the
original ones, were found with -k, it is also possible that the type was further
regularised in Tocharian A.

sub 2) In Tocharian B, all rik-presents end -rik-, while in Tocharian A, all end
in -rika- except pdyk- and ldyk- (which are synchronically no nasal presents); in both
languages, all non-present stems end in -ka. Evidently, the lack of 4 in TA pdyk- and
liyk- must be original since it is exceptional. Conversely, the regularity in the other
verbs suggests analogical restructuring. In my view, a sound law whereby kna would
have become nk is improbable. As alternative explanations, we could assume that a)
nik-presents were lined up with the original nasal infix verbs in nka in Tocharian B,
b) another sound law is responsible for the change of nka to nka, c) some verbs
originally had no root-final -a (*n2 < *-nu-) and this type was generalised in Tochar-
ian B, or d), as a variant of c), the type originally had nk throughout, but root-final a
was generalised on the basis of the other stems in Tocharian A. In view of the
regularity of the type, option c) can be discarded; d) is not very likely either because
tk-verbs originally had no root-final g, so that it was most probably introduced at
once and in all stems. For b), the only sound law I can think of is the reduction of a
to 2 in posttonic position, preceding a heavy syllable (4.4.6, p 398). Although all nka
were found in posttonic position, there were not many forms where it was followed
by a heavy syllable; notably, not more than in any other paradigm in -a. If b) offers
no solution, the only remaining option is a), although it is disquieting that the
number of original nasal infix verbs is so small. Nevertheless, they clearly formed a
type and there was no other comparable type, which made the new tnk-type liable to
influence.

sub 3) (exclusive) na-presents to roots in -k are not infrequent at all in either
language. However, most of these have simple -k, not a k-cluster: these verbs need
not concern us here (TB paynka- is no counterexample because it must be old). The
same reasoning can be applied to roots in -rk, as there is no proof that rkn was ever
metathesised to rnk. This rids us of the only remaining example in Tocharian A,
{tdrna-} to tdrka- ‘let go’, and of {karkna-} ‘rob’, {tarkna-} ‘let go’ and {tsorkna-}
‘torment’ in Tocharian B. In Tocharian B, there is one na-present form to a tk-verb
without nasal infix forms next to it, 3pl.ipf. latkanoyesi-c ‘they stripped you’, but we
may safely assume that those nasal infix forms are not attested by chance. Two To-
charian B verbs in -sk remain: {plaskna-} ‘think’ and {mrawskna-} ‘feel weary’. For
the discrepancy between Tocharian A and B in sk-verbs, I refer to point 1) above,
and to 4.6.10 (p 450) below.

sub 4) The variation of Tocharian B rik-present forms with na-present forms has
no clear chronological distribution (Peyrot 2008a: 144-145), and I am unable to see
any morphological difference between forms with -7ik- and the ones with -na-.
Therefore, if one would want to argue that the metathesis of tkn to tnk took place
only in some forms of the paradigm, so that both metathesised and original forms
could survive, this is impossible to prove. Consequently, I opt for the simplest
solution, that is, all na-forms result from secondary restoration of the na-suffix.
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Evidently, as soon as some na-forms had been created, the difference could be used
for all kinds of ends, including metrical purposes.

conclusion

As shown above, at least three nasal infix presents with root-final -k are original:
payk- ‘write’, layk- ‘wash’ and sark- ‘make good’. Their archaic character is not only
implied by the isolated root structure in Tocharian (with a single root-final -k or -rk)
and by the unique gradation pattern of payk- and layk-, but additionally by
comparative evidence of Indo-European. Conversely, most other nasal infix presents
are certainly secondary, resulting from a sound change that affected a subset of na-
presents to roots in -k. The rik-presents to roots in -tk inevitably arose by sound
change, whereas for roots in -sk the evidence is contradictory: either they came about
by sound change, or the nasal infix type eventually spread to these roots by analogy.

My investigation of the rik-presents has revealed no special connection with the
Proto-Indo-European perfect; instead, it seems that as a type, rik-presents reflect
Proto-Indo-European nasal presents, just like na-presents. There is no comparative
evidence suggesting that the grading subjunctive corresponding to TA {kitavka-},
TB {kottavk-} ‘cross’ as attested in TA 3sg. katkas {katka-s}, 3pl. kdtkeric {kitka-ic},
or TB 2sg. katkat {katka-t}, inf. katkatsi {kdtka-tsay} reflects a Proto-Indo-European
perfect.

4.6.5 ROOT AORIST

The Tocharian nasal presents correspond to a root preterite with root-final -a. In
addition, this preterite is characterised by palatalisation of palatalisable initials, in
Tocharian B in the whole active and in Tocharian A in the singular of the active; the
remaining forms have no palatalisation. As the palatalisation must have spread
secondarily in Tocharian B, and the a-grade active plural forms of Tocharian A are
secondary, too (see below, 4.6.7, p 446), the original paradigm must have had pala-
talisation only in the active singular: act.sg. *carka-, act.pl. and mid. *torka-. As noted
already by Pedersen, this alternation must go back to the *e : @ gradation of the
Proto-Indo-European root aorist, whereas the characteristic root-final -a of the To-
charian preterite reflects the root-final laryngeal of Proto-Indo-European set-roots
(1941: 185). Although direct comparative evidence for this derivation is scarce (cf
already Pedersen l.c.), the explanation of the pattern as such is generally accepted (cf
especially Schmidt 1982: 368-371; further, e.g. Pinault 2008: 597-598; Kim 2009: 14-
16).

Thus, if we adhere to forka- as the example verb, the active singular reflects
*terkH- and the other forms *trkH-:

PT PIE PT PIE
sg.act. *carka- < *terkH- sgmid. *tarka- < *trkH-
plact. *torka- < *trkH- plmid. *torka- < *trkH-
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Unfortunately, the root aorist of this verb is not directly attested elsewhere, and the
same is true of many other verbs. Nevertheless, some examples of correspondences
can be adduced: TB 3sg. Scama ‘stood (up) ~ Skt. aor. dstambhit ‘supported’ <
*(hie-)stemb"H-t (LIV2: 595); TB 3sg. Sata* (2sg. stasta) ‘strew’ ~ Gk. éokédaoa (with
usual replacement by the o-aorist; LIvV2: 550) < *(he-s)kédh,-t; TA 3sg.mid. musat
‘lifted up” ~ Ved. 2pl.sbj.mid. mésatha ‘you will rob’ from a stem *m(e)usH- (LIv2:
445).

The fact that exact correspondences are relatively few, even compared to the
small number of nasal presents with direct matches, is partly due to remodellings or
loss of the root aorist in other Indo-European languages, but most of all to the
regularisations at the basis of the Tocharian pattern. Although the origins of the
nasal present type and the root aorist type are evident, both have spread beyond
their original domains: nasal presents have been uniformised to a na-type with x|a-
roots. That is to say, in many verbs the root-final -a is not the reflex of a root-final
laryngeal, at least not a direct one: it is a feature of the root concomitant with the na-
present.

Nevertheless, the pattern is clear: Tocharian nasal presents continue Proto-Indo-
European nasal presents, and the corresponding root preterites continue root aorists.
This origin is suggested first of all by structural parallels between Tocharian and
Proto-Indo-European, but additionally by comparative evidence. Importantly, there
is no special link with the Proto-Indo-European perfect other than the gradation
pattern and the initial accent; indeed, it is not easy to fit the perfect in the neat
correspondence to a well-known Proto-Indo-European type of nasal presents and
root aorists (see Strunk 1967).

4.6.6 TRANSFER

As pointed out above in 4.6.1 (p 430), the parallelism between the grading 2|@- and
a|a-root subjunctives can hardly be explained without recourse to analogical spread
from one category to the other. Since the gradation of the 2|@-root subjunctive can
be accounted for including its stem pattern, whereas that of the a|a-root subjunctive
cannot, the spread must have proceeded from the former to the latter. In this
section, I will try to give an answer to the question how and why this transfer may
have happened.

First of all, such a transfer was phonologically possible. It is usually said that the e
: 2 gradation of the a|@-root subjunctive must show reflexes of Proto-Indo-European
*0 and @ grade because there is no initial palatalisation. As shown in 4.5.3 (p 408),
the e : 2 gradation in the Tocharian s-preterite reflects pre-Tocharian *’e and *a
grade, i.e.,, projected to Proto-Indo-European, *¢ and @ grade. If the same grades are
assumed for the a|@-root subjunctive, no more than simple levelling of the unpala-
talised initial is needed to account for the e : 2 gradation without initial palatalisation.
Phonologically, a transfer of this gradation to a|a-roots needs no further patchwork.
It is the most economical to assume that the unpalatalised initial was levelled in the
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2|@-subjunctive while the gradation type spread to a|a-roots only afterwards, and
this is what I think happened. However, even if one had to assume that the gradation
transfer preceded the palatalisation levelling, the latter could have taken place
independently in the two grading subjunctives.

An important matter is why the gradation type should have spread to exactly the
category where we find it. Here I think the answer must be sought in a combination
of morphological and semantic properties. As shown by Winter (1980a), na-presents
and the corresponding grading subjunctives, including subjunctives with initial
accent, are predominantly transitive. The same has been claimed for s-presents by
Hackstein (1995). Of course, s-presents do not only combine with grading root sub-
junctives, but also with ?/,-subjunctives, yet both types are predominantly transitive:
although, e.g. plow- ‘glide’ is intransitive, most others are transitive indeed. Thus, the
semantic link between the two root-subjunctives may have been transitivity. The
importance of this semantic property in the Tocharian verbal system has been amply
demonstrated by Winter in the article referred to above; consequently, it is very
plausible that certain regularisations have taken place on the basis of this feature.

Morphologically, the two types are closely connected as well: they are both root
subjunctives, the only difference being the root type, i.e. x|@ or x|a. Although this is
a clear formal link between the two categories, it is not exclusive: e- and o-presents
also form root subjunctives. Why these root subjunctives did not shift to the same
grading type at first (the spread of the grading type in Tocharian A is clearly
secondary compared to its restricted distribution in Tocharian B) may be due to one
or more of several reasons: they belong to a different morphological type, with
different presents and slightly different preterites; they are intransitive instead of
transitive; and they are recent.

Although e- and o-presents are commonly termed “base verbs” or “Grundverbe”,
they are secondarily derived intransitives, at least for a large part (Winter e.g. 1961:
92; 1990c¢: 2535). This must be the reason why they have no initial palatalisation in
the preterite and no gradation in the subjunctive, as convincingly argued by Kim
(2009). Winter observed that transitive root preterites have initial palatalisation
whereas intransitive ones have not, while transitive root subjunctives have gradation
and initial accent, unlike intransitive ones (1980a). In itself correct, this formulation
is a reversal of what happened historically: as recent creations, e- and o-presents
lacked these morphological distinctions, and because they were intransitive, those
morphological distinctions could be reanalysed as markers of transitivity. Thus, e-
and o-presents have no grading subjunctive because their subjunctives are
secondary. Conversely, gradation spread from 2|@-root subjunctives to a|a-root sub-
junctives at an earlier stage, when it was still a productive marker. Only after the
break-up of Proto-Tocharian, the grading type was further generalised in Tocharian
A, reaching the bulk of derived intransitives as well (on isolated instances of the
same development in Tocharian B, see 4.6.8, p 447); however, the initial pala-
talisation of the root preterite remained restricted to its original domain, so that we
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find intransitive grading preterite-subjunctives without initial palatalisation, like TA
3sg.sbj. kalkas ‘(s)he will go’, 3sg.prt. kilk ‘(s)he went’.

The question why the grading subjunctive spread to a|a-roots reaches the limits
of the verifiable. The essential point is whether the grading subjunctive replaced
another type of subjunctive or not, which touches upon the prehistory of the To-
charian subjunctive as such. If there was no subjunctive before, the grading subjunc-
tive must have been introduced on the basis of the root preterite. For some reason, a
distinction between present and subjunctive was deemed necessary also for this
category — since the type spread from a|@-roots, we may assume that the category
“subjunctive” already existed. If there was a subjunctive before, the problem is that
we do not know what it looked like. The simplest assumption is that it was a
preterite stem with present endings, or, in other words, a second present from a
shorter stem; which is, in fact, how the Tocharian subjunctive can still be described.
It is this assumption that I will elaborate upon below, realising that it is just one of
many possibilities.

With tarka- ‘let go’ as an example, the Proto-Tocharian inflexion of the a|a-root
preterite was carka- in the active singular and ftorka- in the middle, as attested by
both languages. They diverge in the active plural: we find {corka-} in Tocharian B,
and {tarka-} in A. As argued below, the Proto-Tocharian active plural stem form was
tarka-. If the stems of the “second present” and the preterite were identical, the
paradigms could have been:

act.sg. prs. prt. actpl. prs. prt. mid.sg. prs. prt. mid.pl. prs. prt.
1 corka- m  wa torka- ma? ma torka- mar ay torka- mtr mte
corka- @ sta torka- co  sa  torka- tar tay torka- cowar cwa
corka- @ @ torka- n v  torka- tr te torka- nmtr nte

If such or similar paradigms ever existed, they contained few internal problems:
most forms are neatly distinct because of the endings. Of course one might further
speculate that quite a few of the middle endings were identical at an earlier stage
because they show the results of heavy restructurings (see 4.2.3-4.2.5, p 349), but the
introduction of the grading subjunctive stem would never have remedied that, as it
was not different from the preterite at all in the middle (the same is true of the
possibly identical 1pl. torkama). The only subset where the grading subjunctive could
have been useful is the active singular, since this is where it made the subjunctive
different from the preterite. Indeed, we find some homophonous forms there: the
3sg. subjunctive and preterite and the 2sg. subjunctive. The latter may have received
its ending - at an early stage, as it is attested in both Tocharian A and B, but the first
two must have been homophonous at any rate, since the @-ending is still attested in
the Tocharian B optative. Possibly, the ambiguity in the 3sg. was sufficient reason, as
it is the most frequent and strongest form. Here, the introduction of gradation could
have had a high remedial impact: the difference between a 3sg.sbj. terka-@ and a
3sg.prt. carka-@ would have been sufficiently marked.
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4.6.7 PRETERITE PLURAL

An old problem of Tocharian historical grammar is the stem variant of the preterite
plural forms of Tocharian A dl|d-root presents. Instead of the expected d-grade we
find a-grade without preceding palatalisation, i.e. krasar ‘they knew’ vs TB
Sdrsare.8°8 Evidently, a simple Tocharian B paradigm without gradation and with
palatalisation throughout the active, i.e. 3sg. Sarsa {$orsa-@} and 3pl. Sdrsare
{$arsa-re}, could hardly have been replaced by a paradigm like that in Tocharian A
with 3sg. Sdrs and 3pl. krasar, even if there had been a good model: there is simply no
motivation for such an irregularisation. On the other hand, most scholars are
reluctant to project the Tocharian A forms back to the proto-language (cf e.g.
Pedersen 1941: 185), since this would ultimately result in reconstructing Proto-Indo-
European o-grade without comparative evidence.

In my view, the correct solution has been put forward by Jasanoff (1983: 55-57;
accepted by Pinault 1989: 147-148). According to him, the Tocharian A pl. stem is
secondary, analogically formed after the singular of the accompanying grading sub-
junctive: sbj.sg. krasa-, sbj.pl. krdsa- : prt.sg. krdsa-, prt.pl. X, X = krasa-. I suppose
that the reason why Jasanoff’s explanation has not found general acceptance is on
the one hand that the kind of analogy proposed was considered unusual, and on the
other that a good motivation was wanting. Although I cannot improve on the model
as such, a motivation for Jasanoff’s development can actually be offered.

As T have shown in 2.5.2 (p 56), the synchronic functional load of the prt. stem
form krasa- is very high: it distinguishes its 1pl. krasamds from the 1pl.sbj. kdrsamads,
its 2pl. krasas from the plipv. pkdrsds, and its 3pl. krasar from the sg.mid.ipv.
pkirsar. The essence of my argument is simple: since it solves so many potential
problems through the prevention of stem merger, this stem variant is likely to be a
solution to these problems. The forms it would merge with all have the stem variant
krdsa- (surfacing as kdrsa-), which is exactly the form we would expect in the plural
of the preterite on etymological grounds. Since on the one hand it could not have
had the same solution value if the stem form of the plural had been $drsa- before,
and, on the other, there had been no need whatsoever to replace a stem like $drsa-,
the pre-form of the preterite plural must have been of the type krdsa- or kdirsa-.
Thus, the number of preterite stem variants in Proto-Tocharian is reduced to two, as
the same kdrsa- was already attested for the middle paradigm; the spread of the pala-
talised initial in Tocharian B is of course trivial.

Although it is not completely excluded that the spread of the palatalised variant
in Tocharian B occurred after the introduction of the full grade form, in this case
karsd- or the like, such a scenario is extremely implausible. First of all, such a

808 Although Sieg, Siegling and Schulze (1931: 368) list only 3pl. forms, with one 2pl. form
restored with a question mark, tsaramds A347a2 proves that the 1pl. and 2pl. were parallel to
the 3pl., not to the singular (Schmidt 1974: 50-51; Malzahn 2009: 64).
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scenario contains two heavy restructurings instead of only one. Second, Tocharian B
seems to have been much more tolerant towards ambiguous forms than Tocharian A
(see 2.5.2, p 56) so that one may ask whether such a reparation of contrasts should
have taken place altogether. Third, the subjunctive and the preterite are in Tocharian
B also distinguished by a difference in initial accent for the subjunctive stem and
suffix accent for the preterite stem (although admittedly in some cases the accent
alone appears not to be sufficiently distinctive). Therefore, the a-grade of the To-
charian A plural cannot be used to explain phenomena also found in Tocharian B; at
least such explanations should address the problem of the age of that stem variant: in
the end, it is definitely secondary, as already shown by Jasanoff.

4.6.8 E-PRESENTS

Occasionally, we find grading subjunctives next to e-presents, apparently a deviation
from the more widespread pattern of grading subjunctives next to nasal presents.
Whereas the number of instances is small in Tocharian B, there are quite a number
of verbs with this pattern in Tocharian A, if grading preterites are taken as an
indication of grading subjunctives, too.

In Tocharian B, we find srawka- ‘die’ with a present {srowké-} and a grading sub-
junctive {sr3/;wka-}; tanka- ‘rise’ with a present {tSenke-} and a grading subjunctive
{ts4/snka-}; lowa- ‘send’ with a present {lewe-} and a grading subjunctive {13/swa-};
and marsa- ‘forget’ with a present {moarsé-} and a grading subjunctive {m?/srsa-}. As
these verbs all have exceptional initial accent in the subjunctive, we could perhaps
add nawa- ‘roar’ with a present {fiewe-} and a subjunctive {ndwa-}. In 4.7.4 (p 462), I
argue that the e-grade e-presents {fiewe-}, {lewe-} and {tsenke-} might belong or have
come to belong to the klap-type, their e-present being a secondary replacement of an
earlier ?/,-present.

We are then left with marsa- ‘forget’ and srowka- ‘die’. The verb for “forget’ is a
striking member of the e-present class because it is transitive, unlike most other e-
presents. While Winter dismisses marsé- as an innovation for the nasal present
attested with Tocharian A 3pl. mdrsnefic (1980a: 430), he has correctly shown that it
is the Tocharian B form that is strange, so that one must have a good reason to take
it as an innovation; no such reason is offered by Winter. Rather, we must credit
Klingenschmitt (1982: 127) for having observed that the Tocharian A form (a hapax
legomenon) is in fact uncertain, and for pointing out that the Armenian nasal
present moranam ‘forget’ is secondary (l.c.), contrary to what Winter argues. The
only way out seems to assume that marsé- owes its e-suffix to its semantic “middle”
properties: just like ‘break’, ‘forget’ denotes an event that takes place all by itself,
without influence of an agent.809

809 This was argued by Ilja Serzants (now Bergen, Norway) in a lecture at the 2008 Fachtagung
of the Indogermanische Gesellschaft in Salzburg.
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Thus, there is nothing “wrong” with the e-presents of marsa- ‘forget’ and srowka-
‘die’: there is no reason to assume that they represent recent innovations. Conse-
quently, we are forced to take their grading subjunctives as analogical after the
regular transitive grading subjunctive. Perhaps it was first a transitive verb like
‘forget’ that was affected by this change, while srawka- followed.

In Tocharian A, the situation is different altogether. Whereas initial
palatalisation seems to correlate systematically with transitive nasal presents (Winter
1980a), gradation has spread beyond its original domain. Not only has the full grade
spread to the preterite plural, the grading type has become the standard d|a-root
preterite-subjunctive type, on the evidence of such a large number of intransitive a-
present verbs: triyk- ‘be confused’, tilp- ‘be freed’, mldawsk- ‘escape’, liyt- ‘fall off,
witk- ‘be separated’, wiyk- ‘dwindle’, sdyk- ‘overflow’, sdtk- ‘spread’, spdnt- ‘trust’.

4.6.9 NASK'?/z-PRESENTS

Whereas Sieg, Siegling and Schulze had kept Tocharian A nds#/s,-formations (1931:
357-358, class 8) strictly separate from nasé/s,-presents (p 361-362, class 10), they are
heaped together in the Elementarbuch (Krause and Thomas 1960: 214). This is
extremely unfortunate because they are not only different phonologically: their stem
patterns have nothing in common either. nask?/,-presents (to take a Proto-Tochari-
an notation) and the frequent na-subjunctives beside them are often adduced to
prove that many Tocharian subjunctives are old presents, with new presents created
next to them (e.g. Jasanoff 2003: 161). In itself the observation is correct, but it is a
serious misrepresentation of the reality of Tocharian verbal patterning: all these
verbs have something strange. In this way, the verbs in question give a salient
warning that their pattern is recent; indeed, there are so many irregularities that the
existence of the whole type can be doubted.

The reason why the type arose was not the lack of an original subjunctive, or the
relegation of the present to the subjunctive because of a newly created present. The
essence is that there were troubles with the regular type, which called for the
recharacterisation of the present, the subjunctive, or both.

In three verbs, the irregularities can be claimed to be of Proto-Tocharian date:
TB poknass/ske- and TA piknas?/ss- ‘intend’, TB yaknds/s.- and TA yidknase/s- ‘be
careless’, and TB yonmds?/se- and TA yomnas?/s;- ‘reach’. All these verbs have
remarkable na-subjunctives. ‘reach’ is a special case because in that verb almost
everything is irregular; it is discussed in detail in 4.3.7 (p 372). The other two, pakna-
and yakna-, do not only rhyme, they are also the only two verbs with the aberrant
nasi-optative in Tocharian A. I do not know how these two verbs acquired a na-sub-
junctive and the corresponding present, but I suppose that since they form a pair,
one of the two verbs is analogical after the other. In order to account for the fact that
the na-suffix came to adopt subjunctive function, I would assume that the verbs were
originally present-subjunctives that shifted to the na-present class. As the need was
felt to split the present-subjunctive in a present and a subjunctive, the na-formation
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became the subjunctive and a new present was created beside it. The reasons for the
shift to the na-class are unclear to me; the best I can think of is adaptation to
palskna- ‘think’, which is formally and semantically close to pakna-. From there,
yokna- could have been affected. I consider it less likely that the two presents pakna-
and yaskna- preserve something old: the former has only a doubtful etymology in PIE
*spefc— ‘watch’ (Adams 1999: 369; LIV2: 575-576), the latter a reasonable one in Lat.
egeo ‘lack’, which reflects PIE *h1e(§(H)- (Adams 1999: 494; LIV2: 231), but neither of
them offers an explanation for the peculiar stem formation of the Tocharian verbs.

In Tocharian A there is one more example of uncertain value: ydrnas?/s;- ‘bathe’.
A nasal formation to this verb seems ascertained by the fragmentary line sat wdryo
yarna/// THT1154a3 ‘wash with hot water’; the only other form is inf. yd(rn)assi
A227/8a2, where exactly the nas#/s-suffix is restored. However, there are not so
many possibilities, as a form with a single r would have been subject to syncope
(**yrassi), and it is very doubtful whether we should posit a form with double rr if we
have no parallels for that cluster, while we actually have ydrna/// attested (pace
Hackstein 1995: 318). The solid etymology with Hittite drr’ ‘wash’ (which together
with the Tocharian points to *h,erh;-) offers no explanation for the possible nasal
formation of ydra-.

In Tocharian B, we further find the following instances: karnds?/s.- ‘deal’,
kallass?/ske- ‘bring’, and perhaps torra$?/s.- ‘appease’ (yet another probable case,
malldss?/ske- ‘oppress’, is discussed in 4.7.1, p 455). In all verbs, the nas?/se-present
was formed when the root or the suffix of the original formation became obscured.

In all non-present stems, Tocharian B kala- (prs. koldss?/se-) corresponds
perfectly to Tocharian A kdla- (prs. kdlla-), a regular na-present with grading sub-
junctive and so on. Both languages show assimilation of the cluster In in the na-
present, but apparently the geminate could function as a present marker in Tochari-
an A, whereas the present needed to be recharacterised in Tocharian B. The obvious
present marker was -$%/g.- and the Il-geminate was downgraded to an irregularity
without specific morphological function.

With tarrass?/ske- and mallds?/sk.-, the same principle has probably been at work,
but here exact Tocharian A correspondents are unfortunately lacking. If the meaning
of tarrass?/s.- is approximately correct, it may be related to Hitt. taranzi ‘they speak’
and Lith. tariu, taryti/ tafti ‘say’, Russ. torotorit’ “prattle’ and go back to a PIE *ter-
(LIv2: 630; Vasmer 1953-58: 1II, 126); unfortunately, the Tocharian nasal formation
has no parallels.

In the case of karndss?/sk.-, it was not the suffix that was obscured, but the root, cf
the prt. karyd-, the prt.ptc. kdryau, and e.g. kiryorttau ‘merchant’ (TA kuryart ‘id”).
The lack of y in the prs. karndss?/s.- and the sbj. karnd- shows that it was somehow
lost between r and n; probably, the original subjunctive was *karya- (or even grading
*karya- ~ *karya-) with a present karna-. The preference to match the roots of both
formations led to the spread of the present root karna- (with its present-n) to the
subjunctive, which called for a new present karnds?/s.-. In any case, the na-present
reflected in the TB sbj. karnd- is likely to be old, as the nasal present is well attested
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in other Indo-European languages: Ved. krindti ‘buys’, Olr. crenaid ‘id’, OW prinit
‘id’ and e.g. ORuss. kronju, krenju ‘buy’ all go back to a PIE *k"ri-n(e)-h,- (LIva: 395-
396).

To conclude, in spite of the undoubtedly Proto-Tocharian subjunctives *pakna-
and *yakna-, the system of na-subjunctives and na$?/s.-presents is marginal and
secondary at all events. The pattern is no proof of the allegedly secondary character
of the Tocharian present system as such. If anything, it proves that on the synchronic
level the contrast between the present and the subjunctive was essential: it could be
repaired or recharacterised even at the cost of the match between the subjunctive
and the preterite stem.

4.6.10 OTHER PRESENTS

There are two classes that seem to have something to do with nasal presents, but
synchronically they are clearly different: the derived #i?/,-presents in Tocharian B
and zero d|d-root presents in Tocharian A. Whereas I have found no systematic
treatment of the latter, the former have been discussed in great detail by Hilmarsson
(1991b). The reason to discuss the first type here is that it contains a nasal, and, what
is much more important, there are some correspondences with regular Tocharian A
nasal presents. Inclusion of the second type can only be argued for in an indirect way:
it shows some correspondences with Tocharian B 7i?/.-presents, and prt.-sbj. pala-
~ prs. pdlla- ‘praise’, which displays a geminate I, probably from In, fits actually only
here.

Tocharian B 7ifi°/.-present

An overview of the relevant Tocharian B type is found in 2.7.9 (p 136); careful and
detailed discussions of the pattern and individual forms can be found in Hilmarsson
(1991b: 77-82). The verbs in question are: kask- ‘scatter’, klonts- ‘sleep’, naytt- ‘break
down’, mant- ‘destroy’, mayw- ‘tremble’, ras- ‘stretch’, wask- ‘move’, and #ayk- ‘form’.
Whereas kask- and naytt- have no attested Tocharian A cognate, klants-, ras- and
wask- correspond to nasal presents: {klisna-} ‘sleep’, {rasia-} ipf. of ‘pull’, supposing
a prs. {rasna-}, and {wasapvka-} ‘move’. In addition, the prt.ptc. tsatseku ‘formed’,
cognate of TB sayk- ‘form’, could fit a nasal present, but the present is not attested. A
clear match to the other Tocharian A type is offered by TB moant-, which
corresponds to the Tocharian A prs. {minta-}, as opposed to the prt.-sbj. {manta-}.
Whereas the pattern of TB mayw- is not completely certain, its Tocharian A cognate
prs. {me-}, prt.-sbj. probably {maywa-} is irregular, as the present shows no w.
Although there are only three etymological matches with Tocharian A nasal
presents, it is striking that all three end in -s. In view of the gradation pattern of
kask-, we can probably add this verb as well: it shares all relevant characteristics. If
we further discard the verbs without Tocharian A cognate, namely naytt- and t5ayk-,
and leave out mayw- because it is irregular, the statistics are clearly in favour of a
connection with the nasal presents. Moreover, there is another argument: with
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“regular” nasal presents, it was impossible to decide what happened to Tocharian B
verbs in sk; possibly, they ended up here, for reasons still to be explored.

If this class has indeed started out as a subtype of normal nasal presents, the
question is why it came about in the first place, and, naturally, how. In the case of sk-
roots, there seems to be little wrong with a sequence snk or sarik, if that was the result
of a metathesis of skn. However, it is possible that skn caused problems because it
was not subject to metathesis. This is certainly true of some of the other verbs, like
mant-, which would certainly have lost its t in a combination like mantna-; likewise,
problems will have arisen in klansna- or klani'sna- and probably in maywna-, too.
Theoretically, there are many possibilities: in skn the k may have been lost, which
made restoration necessary, one of the #’s of klonsna- could have been dissimilated,
or the w may have been lost in maywna-. With the small number of examples I dare
not formulate sound laws to account for the class shift, but I consider it likely that
something of this kind happened.

It is not much easier to pinpoint how the class arose. Because of the geminate 7,
it is unlikely that the new suffix simply developed out of the original one: there is no
reason why, e.g. an ?/,-suffix should have been added to na or some variant of it, and
such an extension would not have given the actual present marker. Therefore, the
1i7i?/e-suffix must have been taken over from somewhere else, probably the 7?/,-
denominatives, to provide a new present, or to mark the actual present in a better
way. In this process, the root-final -a was apparently lost: we find kaska- etc in all
stems, except in the present {kaskofifi*/e-}. It seems best to see in the disappearance
of this a an instance of analogical removal; perhaps the 2 came along with the
present suffix. Otherwise, one would have to operate with the loss of a by sound
change as discussed in 4.4.6 (p 398). The latter solution is problematic because it
requires initial accent, e.g. 3pl. kskasifien, whereas the actual accent is kasksrifien,
which makes it unverifiable.

Tocharian A d|a-root present

The Tocharian d|a-root present is a small category of poorly attested verbs. Whereas
the existence of the type is absolutely certain, the appurtenance of several of its
members is putative. The class is characterised by root-final a throughout, and a
difference between d-grade in the root in the present versus d-grade in the preterite-
subjunctive. The verbs that I have assigned to this class (2.6.10, p 115) are prs.
{pdywa-} ~ prt.-sbj. {paywa-}* ‘blow’, prs. {planka-} ~ prt.-sbj. {planka-}* ‘pinch’,
prs. {ménta-} ~ prt.-sbj. {manta-} ‘hurt’, prs. {rdpa-} ~ prt.-sbj. {rapa-} ‘dig’ (and pos-
sibly a homophonous rdpa- ‘make music’ next to it), and prs. {pdlla-} ~ prt.-sbj.
{pala-} ‘praise’.

Because this type shows a remarkable similarity to the lyaka-type, discussed in
4.4.5 (p 395), it is perhaps convenient to point out the differences. In the first place,
the lyaka-type has a present-subjunctive, whereas this type has a preterite-subjunc-
tive — the make up of the stems is different. Second, the a-grade of the lyaka-preter-
ite goes together with initial palatalisation, of which there is no trace here. Third, the
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preterite participles are completely different, as root vowel and root-final vowel are 2
in both cases in the lyaka-type, but d in both cases in this type. Fourth, whereas there
is comparative evidence of nasal presents for this type, the lyaka-type has nothing to
do with nasal presents at all.

Links with nasal presents are found in a couple of instances: mdnta- corresponds
to Tocharian B mont5iii?/.-, rdpa- ‘dig’ corresponds to Tocharian B rapina-, and
pdlla- has a geminate II, which points to earlier [n. Although pdywa- shows a
remarkable structural similarity to TB maywa-, the verbs pattern in partly different
ways and their exact relationship is difficult to evaluate. The two remaining verbs
pldnka- and rédpa- ‘make music’ have no Tocharian B cognate and can be left aside
for the moment.

Thus, there is a clear comparative link with nasal presents, even though the
statistics do not tell much with such a small number of verbs. The idea that the type
has something to do with nasal presents is further strengthened by the fact that the
explanation of the attested forms is straightforward. A nasal present like *mdntna-
should certainly have become *mdnnd- or *mdnda-, where restoration of the root
would have resulted in the attested mdnta-. For pdlla-, the derivation has already
been given above: this stem can have developed from *pdlna- by sound change only.
rdpa- is a bit more difficult because it concerns a cluster not otherwise known to be
problematic in Tocharian A, but on the basis of Tocharian B developments, we may
suppose that *rdpna- became *rdmna- or the like; here, too, reparation of the root
must have yielded the attested répa-. In spite of the lack of comparative evidence, the
derivation of plinka- is easy: *plankna- could certainly not have survived as such. If
the k was lost, the result being *pldnna- or *plinna-, it is restoration of the root
which would again give us the attested present stem.

Although it is irregular synchronically, Tocharian B palla- ‘praise’ fits this type
perfectly; it must derive from palna- (on the spread of the a-grade, see directly
below).

gradation

Peculiar to both the Tocharian B 7ifi?/,-presents and the Tocharian A d|a-root
presents is the widespread a-grade outside the present stem. In view of the grading
preterite-subjunctive stem of kask-, with a subjunctive active singular kaska- and
kaska- for the other subjunctive forms and the whole preterite, it is likely that the
type originally followed the normal gradation pattern of nasal presents. In the bulk
of the verbs, we find a different pattern, namely a-grade in the present and a-grade
elsewhere. This split must have been caused by the irregular behaviour of the present
stem: once that stem was isolated, the other stems were lined up as one non-present
stem. This explains the gradation of prs. mdnta- vs prt.-sbj. manta- in Tocharian A
as well as that of prs. waskdfini?/e- vs prt.-sbj. waska- in Tocharian B. The same
development must have taken place in ‘write’, where we find prs. TB pirnkdm, TA
piktrd vs prt. TB paika, TA pekat. Here we see that phonological problems in nasal
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presents have laid the basis for the creation of completely new types such as the dla-
root present in Tocharian A.

4.7 E-GRADE PRESENTS

In both languages, there are a couple of verbs that form an ?/.-present with e-grade
in the root (Tocharian A a-grade). The prime interest of these verbs for the study of
the subjunctive is this e-grade itself, its relationship to initial palatalisation, and the
different subjunctive and preterite formations that are found beside it. The relevant
verbs display an impressive range of rare morphological alternations and
irregularities; in addition, some split-off verbs show that the alternation patterns
were felt to be (too) isolated.

In Tocharian B, we can distinguish three main types on the basis of the subjunc-
tive and preterite stems:

1) preterite-subjunctive in -a, but not formed from the present: the root-final
consonant is not palatalised and e in the root is affected by a-mutation, e.g. prs.
klep?/e- ‘touch’, prt.-sbj. klapa-. A subtype with grading preterite-subjunctive is
proved by 3sg.sbj. pannam ‘will stretch’ vs prt.ptc. pdnnau*.

2) a present-subjunctive with a secondary preterite, attested with certainty only for
prs.-sbj. klews?/s.- ‘hear’, prt. klewsd-;

3) ao|@-preterite-subjunctive, e.g. prs. ce¥?/ke- ‘touch’, sbj. t¢/,k-, prt. teksa-.

Types 1 and 2 are also found in Tocharian A, but type 3 is not attested with the same

patterns; it must be noted, however, that the cognates of the Tocharian B verbs of the

third type are poorly attested, so that perhaps the type is not attested by chance.

Type 1 consists of the following verbs (all Tocharian B unless explicitly noted):
klep- ‘touch’, tresk- ‘chew’, pann- ‘stretch’ with TA pdnw- ‘id’, mens- ‘be sad’. Only on
the basis of Tocharian A, we can perhaps add wal- ‘cover’ (Tocharian B wala-), and
for structural reasons one could compare Tocharian A nas- ‘be’ and its prt.ptc.
nantsu, which fits to a preterite **{nasa-} (2.6.9, p 110). The inflexion of TB mel-
‘oppress’ and TA malw- ‘id” is not completely clear, but the verb could belong to type
1 because of TB stems malla-, which are from another verb synchronically. The
addition of cepy- ‘tread on’ (?) remains very uncertain.

As remarked above, type 2 is with certainty represented by TB klews-, TA klos-
‘hear’ only, but perhaps TB resk- ‘flow’ belongs here as well (for TB sewk-, see
below).

Type 3 is in Tocharian B represented by klonk- ‘doubt’, tak- ‘touch’, tank- ‘stop’,
and platk- ‘increase, flow out’, and possibly sewk- ‘call’. On the basis of its inflexion
in Tocharian A, we may further add TB was-, TA wds- ‘dress’.

In addition there are some verbs from other classes that share some character-
istics with the types discussed here, e.g. TA sparcwds ‘turns’.

Since there are many irregularities and uncertainties in all subtypes, they will be
discussed in more detail below.
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4.7.1 KLEP-TYPE

*klep-

Since Adams (1989: 242), the analysis of the Tocharian B verb klep- ‘touch’ has
become quite straightforward: the present is {klep®/e-} in Tocharian B, and the other
stems have the base klapa-: sbj. {klapa-}, prt. {klapa-}. Next to this verb, there are a
couple of other forms that could be related. First of all, kalp- ‘steal’ can be compared,
if the meanings can be united as ‘lay hand to’ (Adams 1989: 242; 1999: 172). kal'p-
forms an ’ay-subjunctive {kalp3y-}, a derived preterite {kalpaya-} and a preterite
participle kekalypos B282a1 without ’ay-suffix, but with palatalised , so that the
original shape of the root was perhaps *klap- with [ (see also 4.8.1, p 469). On the
other hand, a noun klepe ‘theft’ shows no palatalisation of . None of the above words
has a cognate in Tocharian A, but, as argued by Adams (1989), TB kalpa- ‘obtain’
could be related too, which is also very well attested in Tocharian A: kdilpa-. How-
ever, kaolpa- is a regular na-present which provides no new morphological
information.

*tep-

None of the verbs is so uncertain as Tocharian B fep-. The only certain forms
attested are prs.ptc. cepyemane and prs.ger. ceppile, which point to a present stem
{cepp(3)y-}. An argument, though hardly sufficient in itself, to add cepp(3)y- to the
group of presents under discussion is its e-grade. An additional problem is that the
meaning is uncertain, probably something like ‘step on’ or ‘take place on’. It was
Winter (2001: 134) who saw that Tocharian B tappa-, usually glossed ‘consume’ on
the basis of Tocharian A tapa- ‘eat’ (in suppletion with swa-), but attested with only
one form tappom, can hardly mean ‘consume’. However, his solution to connect TB
tap- ‘proclaim’ (TA tdp-) remains difficult as well, as it does not account for the root
vocalism of tappom, nor for its double pp, nor does it semantically make much sense.
Perhaps tappa- is related cepp(a)y- in some fashion, if the former means ‘take place;
appear’ (see also 3.7.5, p 294), the latter could mean ‘take place on’.

*tresk-

Tocharian B tresk- ‘chew’ is attested with only two different forms: a 3sg.prs. tressdim
and a vn traskalye, which point to a prs. {tre®/se-}, a sbj. {traska-} and a prt.
{traska-}*. The stem traska- is matched by Tocharian A, where we find a prt.ptc.
tatrd(sku)s {ta-traska-w-} and a 3sg. traskas-dm A4b4, which is probably a subjunc-
tive. The shape of the Tocharian A present is unclear; if it followed a frequent
pattern, we could expect e.g. traskatir* or trasinkas* (see Hackstein 1995: 180).
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*nes-

The pattern of TB nes-, TA nas- is very difficult to assess since it is the suppletive
present to TB taka-, TA taka- and no fully-fledged verb. However, the Tocharian A
suppletion pattern is very unusual, as the preterite participle nantsu is formed from
the present root rather than the prt.-sbj. root; the regular preterite participle would
probably have been **takku from *ta-taka-w. If such a **takku had existed at a
certain stage, it might have been replaced because of the kk for tk, but it is complete-
ly unclear why the new form would have been formed from the present, and why
according to this rare pattern. The only conclusion can be that nantsu was formed
before nas- was merged with taka-. Consequently, nantsu need not have been
formed to nas- directly, but it was probably made on the basis of an intermediate
preterite *nasa-.

*panw-

TB pann- ‘stretch’ and TA pdnw- id’ point to an originally quite regular verb of the
klep-type with gradation in the subjunctive, but due to sound changes, it was prone
to derailments in Tocharian B. In Tocharian A, the present is a regular {pafiwé/,-},
and the 3plprt. panwar with the prt.ptc. pdnwo point to a sbj. {p*/snwa-}, prt.
{p#/anwa-}. In Tocharian B, the subjunctive is also grading: sbj. {p?/snna-}, prt.
{panna-}. Problems are found in the present, where we expect {pefifi*/e-}, but we find
a-grade in the 3sg. pdnfnidn-m~ Bas3b2 and the 3plipf. padnniiyem AS16.6Bb6. If the
uncertain form pififia B429as is a 3sg.prt., it would show spread — without doubt
secondary — of the palatalised 77 to the preterite-subjunctive stem (with colouring of
a to i before 7ifi). Otherwise it could perhaps be another subjunctive form with a-
grade; in other words, it could be a mistake for pififiam. Since the a-grades do not fit
a system and there are no indications for grading present stems anywhere else, I
suppose that the a-grade forms are secondary, apparently caused by the confusion
resulting from the irregular relationship between the present perifi- with 77 and the
prt.-sbj. panna- with nn.

*moalw-

A verb malw- can only be arrived at through reconstruction. In Tocharian A, we only
find a present {malwd/,-} ‘press’, and in Tocharian B a comparable situation with
{mel*/e-} ‘grind’, but in both languages we find forms of other verbs that are
obviously related. Useful discussions of the forms of the related verbs are those by
Hackstein (1995: 316-317) and Adams (1999: 456-457, 462, 470). It appears that apart
from the presents TA {malw#/,-} ‘press’ and TB {mel?/c-} ‘grind’ above, there is 1) a
verb TB molla- a.o. ‘oppress, disdain’ (here I follow Hackstein p 316 rather than
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Adams p 457) with a prs. {mollas®/ge-}, a sbj. {malla-},81° and possibly a prt.ptc.
mamalau, -as;3" 2) a derived causative ‘deny, argue’ with a prs. {mallos®/pe-},812
probably matched by mldsmar A413b2 ‘T suppress’, which might be from a stem
{mallasd/,-}.

It is usually assumed that the stems with Il reflect a nasal present, but as far as the
Tocharian B forms are concerned, older */w would probably yield Il as well. If so, it is
attractive to take molla- as a split-off verb from an original *malw-: the present must
have been *melw?/,-, while the preterite-subjunctive *malwa- may have been of the
grading panw-type. The only problem with this assumption is that Tocharian A
mldsmar can hardly reflect a form with w in the root. Perhaps it is not related at all:
the context is so fragmentary that is difficult to exclude that it is rather the causative
to mlamdm etc of another verb ‘overwhelm, be filled with’ (after Adams 1999: 456).
In any case, the combination of verb stems with and without root-final -w is without
inner-Tocharian parallels whatsoever, so that it is economical to derive all stems
related to *melw?/,- from exactly that stem.

*mens-

The verb mens- ‘be sad’ is only attested in Tocharian B.813 Although the verb fits the
type very well, there are some “superfluous” forms that indicate paradigmatic split.
The present {men%¥/s-} is well attested (often as a translation of Skt. Socate ‘is
sorrowful’), but — although it does not fit the klep-type at all — memsimar ASsBa1
(Pinault 1990: 61, 65) can hardly be anything else than an optative, among all the
optatives in the Udanastotra. Likewise, both a regular subjunctive {mansa-} and a
regular preterite {mansa-} are attested (often with epenthetic t, e.g. vn mamtsalyiie),
but an unexpected na-present is found next to it: {mansdna-}. Strictly speaking,
therefore, we should set up two verbs: mansa- with a na-present and mens- with an
/,-present-subjunctive. Since no difference in meaning can be established and a
split from an original prs. mens?/,-, sbj.-prt. mansa- is easily imaginable, the sub-
junctive use of {men$/se-} must be secondary, while the present {manséna-} can only
be a recent creation.

TB mentsi ‘sorrow’ is a noun in -i derived from the stem mens-, parallel to teki
‘illness’ from tok- ‘touch’ (stem variant tek-).

810 Although the relevant form in B362a7 reads mal-- (Sieg and Siegling 1953: 237), the presence
of a second consonant in the aksara is ascertained (as they have already indicated) and there is
hardly any other option than <II>.

811 The relevant form in Bis9b6 reads m(a)[m]a[l](-)[o](s) (Sieg and Siegling 1953: 88), but as
correctly pointed out by Adams (1999: 456), such a form is unexpected.

812 For this stem, we would of course expect initial accent, but the forms are difficult to
interpret.

813 There is a certain likeness with TA msdir ‘heavy’ and madsrats ‘shy’, but these words cannot
be connected on formal grounds, since mens- and mans- would have yielded **mes- and mans-
would have become **mis-; no form with -ns- could have become mds-.
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*wel-

Although the root is attested in both languages, there is effectively only one Tochari-
an A form that proves the appurtenance to the type under discussion: walyint
A2g2ay in (so)laram poficim akmalsi mani walydnt wdr(tsi kdntu).814 As a part of the
Maitreyasamitinataka, act 26, this phrase is in Old Uygur rendered as MayH26.10[=B]
b20-22 yeti otuzunc [va1) key yadvi yilinéga yumsak kop yiizibaoliig tilgdnin ortgiici
tilin koriir “27th: he sees his broad, long and soft tongue, that can cover the whole
wheel of his face’ (cf Geng, Klimkeit and Laut 1998: 62, 136). Thus, the Tocharian
passage can be translated as ‘(the tongue) is broad, covering the whole moon of [his]
face untill ..” (Couvreur 1946: 593). Consequently, walydnt, apparently an agent
noun, must be from a present stem {wal-}, rendered by OUy. 6rtgiici ‘covering’.

All other forms are from stems based on wala-: Tocharian A with a prt. {wala-},
presupposing an identical sbj., and Tocharian B with a sbj. {wala-}, a prt. {wald-},
and a na-present {waldna-}. Even without considering the wala-forms, TA waly-
would point to an e-grade ?/.-present because of its a-grade, and the wala-forms
suggest the klep?/.- ~ klapa- subtype. In spite of its rudimentary attestation, the To-
charian A verb may still have had this inflexion, whereas it was apparently replaced
by the frequent na-present type in Tocharian B.

4.7.2 KLEWS-TYPE

As mentioned above, type 2 is ascertained for klews- ‘hear’ only. For this verb, a
present-subjunctive *klews?/,- can easily be reconstructed, as Tocharian B has a
present-subjunctive. In Tocharian A, a secondary distinct nds/s-present has been
created, but derived forms such as the inf. klyossi show that the distinct present was a
recent creation. It is unclear why the new present is formed with exactly this suffix,
as it is not especially frequent; actually, this present-subjunctive pattern is further
only found with ‘come’, prs. {kWamnésd/s,-} vs {$dm?/,-}. Perhaps the transfer was
was facilitated by the fact that both these verbs lack a “real” preterite, but have only
an imperfect: {k"imsa-}, {klosa-}. Further, phonologically difficulties in the more
frequent present type -54/s,- may have played their part: this suffix is only very rarely
found after s or 5.85 The e-vocalism in the root is only visible in a couple of forms,
but nevertheless certain:
1) in archaic Tocharian B we find older eu-vocalism (Peyrot 2008a: 45);
2) the e-reduplication in the TB prt.ptc. keklyausu and the a-reduplication in TA
kaklyusu exclude a PT au-diphthong (witness TB kakraupau, prt.ptc. of kraup-
‘gather’ and TA kakropu);

814 Sjeg, Siegling and Schulze (1931: 467) cite a second instance w(a)ly(d)nt A151b2, which is
not only reconstructed, but lacks any useful context too.
8151 could find only Sdrsdst ‘you let know’, tsds ‘(s)he provides’ and wirsds ‘(s)he breathes’.
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3) TA kaklyusu shows reduction of o to u, which must be from *kekleusu through
*kaklausu > *kaklusu (cf kakropu from *kakraupau through *kakraupau >
*kakraupu; Winter 1994b: 412-413);

4) the privative enklyausdtte* shows no a-affection (to **anklyausdtte; Hilmarsson
1991a: 110).

klews- is different from the other verbs because it forms a present-subjunctive and a

secondary preterite TB {klewsa-}, TA {klosa-}. There is another verb, TB klawa- ‘be

called’, TA klawa- ‘id’ (TB prs. {klowo-}), that is obviously somehow related, but
because of the lack of the root-final s, klawa- cannot be compared with stems such as
klapa- to klep- directly.

TB resk- ‘flow’ is only attested with present forms, so that we cannot be sure of its
pattern. It may be parallel to klews-, but in fact type 1 is more frequent, so that
perhaps a subjunctive-preterite raska- is slightly more likelier than a present-sub-
junctive ress?/sk- and a secondary preterite {ressa-}.

4.7.3 TOK-TYPE

For type 3, I have found no evidence in Tocharian A, whereas in Tocharian B the
pattern seems to be quite rigid.

*kowk-

Although the combination of an ?/e-present with au-vocalism in the root makes an
analysis Sew*?/ke- (rather than saw®/k.-) likely, the appurtenance of sewk- ‘call’ to this
group has long remained just a possibility. Adams (1999: 180) has ingeniously added
kusi-ii S8 (Msoo0.1) b2, which is certainly possible, but hard to prove definitively
because the context of that form is not completely clear. If Adams is right, however,
ku$i-ii can only be the optative to a subjunctive {k¢/;wk-}, which in turn makes the
verb completely parallel to e.g. the verb tak- ‘touch’. Accordingly, we would expect a
preterite {kewk-9/s-}*.

*kos-

The Tocharian B verb kas- ‘extinguish’ is not of the tak-type, but it displays some of
its characteristics, which can easily have come about secondarily. Because of its rare
subjunctive {kasé-} and the stable e-grade in the preterite (3pl.mid. kessante B421.1b),
kas- certainly belongs to the type naok- ‘perish’ etc. However, that type mostly has a
$9/s-present with a-grade in the root, whereas kas- forms an ?/,-present with e-grade
in the root, parallel to the tak-type. The solution is without doubt that the $7/-suffix
somehow merged with the root-final -s (the original geminate is perhaps preserved
in the agent noun kessesica B2gsag, although this manuscript has many unexpected
geminates). The e-grade in the present is probably to be explained in a similar vein:
either it was adapted to the tok-type (to which the verb had become identical except
for the subjunctive), or it spread from the preterite when the stem pattern had
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become obscured because of the change in present class. (TB kas- is matched by TA
kds- of the same meaning, but since the present stem is not attested there, it is of no
relevance for this problem.)

*klonk-

The Tocharian B verb klank- ‘doubt, argue’ has been added to this class by Malzahn
(forth.b). As she observes, the 3sg.mid. forms klyersiktrd B25s5as and klyentrd B254a3
cannot be e-grade variants of the subjunctive stem implied by inf. klarktsi, vn
klankdlyfie, since in a grading paradigm the middle always has 2-grade, and the same
is true of the imperfect klyesici AS6Da6.816 She rightly concludes that this stable e-
grade points to an ?/,-present, but her explanation of klyesiktri and klyentrd cannot
be correct. In an ?/,-present, we would of course expect palatalisation of the root-
final consonant in the 3sg.; Malzahn explains its lack here with a depalatalisation rule
before t (she expects klyen(k)trd). Since k ~ § is never subject to depalatalisation
before ¢, the two forms should rather be explained as writing errors. Although the
manuscript is generally very easy to read, Sieg and Siegling have correctly trans-
literated klyeiktrd B2ssas as <klyei[k]tra> (1953: 156) because the second k is quite
deformed indeed. In fact, it is not much closer to a <k> than to an <$>, so that we
could also read <Kklyei[$]tra>, which would at the same time account for the bizarre
il instead of n. Although the n of klyentrd B254a3 is very difficult to read too — Sieg
and Siegling (p 154) transliterate <klye[n]tra> — even a deformed § is excluded; here I
have to side with Malzahn, who supposes that this aksara was damaged or otherwise
unclear in the original. Thus, the present must have been {klen$/ie-}, the subjunctive
{kl¢/snk-} (the e-grade variant is implied by the tok-type inflexion), and the preterite,
completely deduced, was probably {klenk-9/s,-}, which fits to the prt.ptc. keklariku
THT1500b1 discovered by Malzahn.

The Tocharian A forms inf. kldrikdssi A4s4a2 and 1pl.mid.opt. kldnkiimds
A349b2 on the one hand, and the prt.ptc. kldrnikos A3g95b1 on the other, cannot belong
to the same paradigm synchronically. However, all could theoretically replace older
formations comparable to those attested in Tocharian B, if these are old at all. kldrnko
presupposes a preterite {kldnka-}, which could have been formed after pidnwo next to
3sg.prs. pafiwds. As Hilmarsson suggested (1991b: 71), kldnkiimds could replace the
root subjunctive found in Tocharian B, and klidrkdssi could be from a derived
causative, or match kldrnksiimds and a corresponding s-preterite (as must be deduced
for Tocharian B). However, all three forms follow frequent patterns and they can
hardly be used to prove any older pattern for Tocharian A. In any case, a difference
between causative (i.e. kldnkdssi and kldnkiiimds) and non-causative forms (i.e.
klinkos) is difficult to extract from the texts (likewise, Hilmarsson l.c.).

816 Pace Malzahn, Schmidt’s restoration klyerici(tir) (1974: 28) is impossible. The next aksara
reads tu instead of fg, but also the metre proves that klyefici is a complete word, as it stands
immediately before the caesura in this 13 syllable pada (7 | 6).
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*tok-

Tocharian B fok- ‘touch’ is well attested; in fact, all relevant stem variants are
preserved, which makes the analysis of the whole type in Tocharian B much easier.
The present is {ce®®/ke-}, the subjunctive {t¢/;k-}, the preterite {tek-9/s-} and the
preterite participle teteku* (e.g. abstr. tetekor). The situation in Tocharian A is much
more complicated: far fewer forms are attested, and they are also more difficult to
analyse. The most certain form is tkalune ‘touching’, evidently a verbal noun to a
stem {tdka-}, perhaps to be compared with the subjunctive {p?/snwa-} etc. The
meaning of this noun is secured twice: one attestation (MY2.10b2) in the
Maitreyasamitinataka is translated by Old Uygur bortdr MayH2.11b26 ‘touches’, and
another (A384bs) translates Skt. vicdra, here approximately ‘examination’. A couple
of other forms with root shapes tkdl- and tkal- probably belong to another verb that
means ‘illuminate’ (see especially Pinault forth.). Of the 3pl. ckeic, attested twice
(A151b1, A324a1), the meaning cannot be established. If ckefic should be related, it
cannot be from the same verb as tkalune in a regular way. It is conceivable, however,
that it is the result of some kind of paradigmatic split: it seems to combine the pala-
talised initial of the Tocharian B present with the d-grade of the Tocharian B sub-
junctive. If it forms one (irregular) verb with tkalune, it is more likely to be a present,
for instance {cd%/i,-}, than a subjunctive, since otherwise the subjunctive would
display the bizarre alternation cdkd- ~ tika- within one stem.

*tonk-

A Proto-Tocharian tank- ‘stop’ can easily be reconstructed because the verb is
attested in both languages. However, the tak-present is found only in Tocharian B,
where we find a present {cen®/ke-}, a grading subjunctive {t¢/snk-}, and a prt.pc.
tankuwes NS4sa2. Although the prt.ptc. is different from that of tok- ‘touch’, i..
tinku* instead of **teteriku, the preterite was most probably 3sg. feriksa*, 3pl.
tenkar*. This deduced preterite has a perfect match in Tocharian A, where 3pl.
catikdr proves a prt. {cank-9/s-}, whereas the TB subjunctive has an exact parallel in
the root subjunctive {tink-} required by the vn tinklune and the privative atdnkat,
clearly archaic vis-a-vis the productive 71%/,-subjunctive attested with 3sg. tdnks(d)s
A3zoza1. However, the Tocharian A present {tinksd/g,-}, regular compared to the
other stems, deviates from the TB {cen®®/i.-} mentioned above.

In sum, the two verbs clearly have the same origin, but the Tocharian B present is
not matched by Tocharian A. If the Tocharian B is original, replacement in Tochari-
an A would be easy to account for, exactly because it follows the productive s-present
+ s-preterite pattern.
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*platk-

Although only relatively few forms are attested, the tok-pattern can be ascertained
for Tocharian B platk- ‘increase, be much’,87 whereas in Tocharian A only the
prt.ptc. paplitku is attested, which fits to an s-present + s-preterite pattern. The To-
charian B present is attested with only one form, the prs.ptc. plyetkemane B183b4,
which proves a stem {plec®/yc-} because of the palatalised /; the subjunctive is
{pl¢/stk-} on the evidence of 3sg. sletkim (for pletkdm) Bs91b6, and 3pl.opt. placyem
Pe2b6, matched by a prt. {pletk-9/s.-} with 3pl. pletkar-c S8b2 (=S8a4?) and a prt.ptc.
plétku, plitkwes.

*was-

Proto-Tocharian was- ‘dress’ can be added on the basis of the a-grade in the Tochari-
an A present, attested in prs.ger. waslam A2a4 and the inf. wassi MY3.6a3 (Schmidt
1999: 283), which require a present stem {wa$/gs,-}.818 The preterite wsd- and the
optative wsi- point to a preterite-subjunctive {wisa-}, whereas the prt.ptc. wasu
apparently finds its match only in walu ‘died’ to the s-preterite 3sg. wlds etc. As the
preterite is only attested with middle forms, it is possible that it “hides” an s-
preterite, i.e. the 3sg.act. could theoretically (since the verb is middle only) have been
**wasds (like 3sg.act. casds ‘(s)he put’ vs 3sg.mid. tsat).

Its obvious Tocharian B cognate was- is irregular: the subjunctive, preterite and
preterite participle are formed from a root was-, but the present is {ys%%/se-}. The
subjunctive is {was-} on the basis of 3sg.mid. wastrd NSgsb1 and the inf. wastsi; the
preterite is {was-9/s-} with a 3sg.mid. wdssate Bio7b4%9 and a corresponding prt.
ptc. ausu from *we-was(a)w. The present forms are 3pl.mid. ydskemtrd THT1105a1,
3sg.ipf.mid. ydssitdr AS6Ba6, and prs.ger. yisd(lle) B32obg, which point to the
present stem {yo$%/ske-} mentioned above. The only way to unify the present and the
other stems is to assume that the $%/-suffix of the present obscured the final -s of
the root, i.e. {ya(s2)$%/ske-}. Although it is conceivable that the #9/,-suffix was
added to recharacterise the present after it had become difficult to recognise because
of the initial palatalisation of w to y, it is not clear how the different root grades
should be explained: in Tocharian A, we find a-grade, which would go together well
with initial palatalisation, but for Tocharian B we have to assume that s-grade was
generalised throughout without restoration of the initial. The original root grade
might have been preserved in the word yesti ‘garment’, discovered by Malzahn

817 This meaning accounts best for the attested passages. Moreover, it is in line with the OUy.
gloss artu(r)sar ‘if he prolongs’ deciphered by Maue (forth.), after a manuscript joint of
Hirotoshi Ogihara (Paris), which has yielded plikkatdr B33iaz.

818 Thus, pace Winter (1977: 143), there is no reason to emend waslam to *wdslam.

819 An alleged 3pl. wissare IT130b4, which did not fit the pattern at all (cf e.g. Schmidt 1974: 28;
Winter 1977: 143), was a misreading for ridssare (also by me; I have corrected the reading in the
2010 third version of my edition; see Peyrot 2007a: Ne130).
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(2003). While yesti evidently requires a preform *westay, a suffix *tay is not found
elsewhere in Tocharian, which supports Malzahn’s direct connection of yesti with
Lat. vestis (in purely Tocharian terms we would rather have expected a **yestsi, later
replaced by wastsi). Nevertheless, it is possible that the root grade e of the verb
influenced the noun if the latter was originally *Wastay or the like.

In sum, I would reconstruct a subjunctive-preterite stem was- for Proto-Tochari-
an, which may have been parallel to the tak-type, but because it is middle only, the e-
grade forms are not there. The present was probably wes?/.-, with full grade
throughout on the basis of the persistent a-grade in Tocharian A (also in forms
which have d-grade in grading stems). This requires the assumption that Tocharian
B has not only recharacterised the present with a $9/s,-suffix, but also eliminated the
expected e-grade in the verb. Perhaps the original e-grade is preserved in the isolated
noun yesti ‘garment’.

4.7.4 SPARCWS-TYPE

A number of forms from Tocharian B e- and o-presents and Tocharian A a-presents
display patterns similar to the klep-type. I term this subtype the “sparcws-type”
because Tocharian A spartw- ‘turn’ shows clear remnants of the klep-type. In To-
charian B, we find a regular sbj. {spartta-} and prt. {spartta-} with a prs. {sportto-},
but in Tocharian A the “normal” preterite-subjunctive {spartwa-} is matched by an
irregular present {sparcwa-} with root-final palatalisation. On top of this, there is
one active form, the 3sg. sparcws-dm A253b1, next to the less irregular 3sg.mid.
sparcwatrd etc. Since the root gradation pattern of the klep-type is exactly parallel to
that of the a-presents with a-grade in the root, namely prs. a, prt.-sbj. 4, the root-
final palatalisation is a strong indication for older klep-type inflexion.

If we assume older klep-type inflexion for TA spartw-, the present must at a
certain stage have been alternating between an ’d-variant sparcwd- and an a-variant
spartwa-. However, parallel to what must have happened to malw- and pasiw-, the
untypical alternation of the first consonant t ~ ¢ of a cluster ending in unpalatalisable
w was eliminated to reduce the alternation to the suffix vowel: sparcwd- ~ sparcwa-.
Perhaps at this point, or perhaps when the medial a of sparcwa-forms became
weakened to d before heavy syllables, this alternation was eliminated as well, so that
the verb became part of the Tocharian A a_a class (corresponding to Tocharian B o-
presents). For the other stems, no adaptation was needed, since both types would
have spartwa- (i.e. spartwa- after weakening). Whether we expect initial palatalisa-
tion, i.e. sparcwids, is not fully clear, but if so, it could have been removed analogically
at any point.

For Tocharian B, there are no irregularities in the inflexion of spartta- itself, and,
consequently, no indications for an originally different type of inflexion. However,
with the information from Tocharian A, it can be explained quite easily. If we
assume that the present originally had the variants *spertw’s- (at first probably
*spertwa-, later *spert ‘wa-) and *spertwe-, this would certainly have yielded some-
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thing irregular, perhaps *spercca- ~ *sperto- (see Peyrot forth.a; Penney 1978: 79). It is
then easy to imagine introduction of the root-final tt < tw from the subjunctive-
preterite spartta- < *spartwa-. I do not think that the e of the present could somehow
have been affected by the following w to become o (pace Lubotsky 198s: 7), but with
the o in the suffix generalised, the verb could only end up as an o-present, the root
vocalism being adapted accordingly.

Additional evidence for this course of events is offered by the causative, which
displays quite a number of a|x-features. Had TB spartta- been an ala-root, the
causative should have been prs.-sbj. {sparttas$®/gee-}, prt. {sparttsssa-}, prt.ptc.
paspartissu. Instead, we find a whole series of a|x-forms: a prt. {spyarta-}, prt.ptc.
pespirttu, a priv. espirtatte, and a prs.-sbj. with variation between sp- and sp-, where
the first has a-vocalism in the root, and the latter probably a-grade, as Malzahn has
shown: {sparto®®/ge-} and {spartss/ge-}. All these forms point to an a|@-root,
which can only be derived from a base verb with an a|a-root. In Tocharian A, the
causative is largely regular, except for a 3sg.prt. saspdrtu A3s7.2, marked with a “sic”
in Sieg, Siegling and Schulze (1931: 480); their remark must concern the vocalism,
which is characteristic of an d|x-root instead.820

With this new analysis of the vocalism and stem patterns of the verb, there is no
reason any longer to derive it from the noun reflected by TB spertte ‘function’ and
TA spartu ‘curl’, which are probably formed from the verb instead (pace Adams
1999: 716).

None of the other possible verbs in this category offer so many and clear indica-
tions as TB spartta-, TA spartwa-, but with the latter as a parallel, some can receive
better explanations indeed.

Tocharian B

On the basis of their deviant root vocalism, three Tocharian B verbs with e-presents
may be considered as possible parallels to spartta-: nawa- ‘roar’ with prs. {fiewe-},
lowa- ‘send’” with prs. {lewe-}, and tsanka- ‘arise’ with prs. {tsenke-}. Additionally,
{fiewe-} and {lewe-} display unexpected initial palatalisation, which may structurally
be assumed for {tSenke-} with an unpalatalisable #- (2.5.4, p 73; see also Winter 1988:
218). In view of the root-final -w in the first two verbs, it is tempting to look for a
phonological condition. If both verbs conformed to the klep-type at a certain stage,
we expect this w to have yielded irregularities in Pre-Tocharian B, e.g. e-variants
*fiewe- and *lewe- vs ’a-variants *#ieya- and *leya- from *#iewa- and *lewa-, respec-
tively. It is conceivable that the e-variant forms were generalised to restore the root-

820 In a similar way, Kortlandt (apud Lubotsky 198s: 7) derives the class marker o of the whole
o-present class from an element -w- followed by the e-suffix of the e-presents (see also
footnote 831). As I have shown above, TA sparcwatdr, which figures prominently in his
argumentation, cannot be equated with the other verbs of the o-class because it has a deviant
ending -5, deviant medial palatalisation, and deviant d-grade root forms.



464 4 origin

final w, which automatically made them end up as e-presents (with the obligatory
middle inflexion). However, such an explanation for a transfer of #enke- from the
klep-type to the e-present is not available, as no difficulties would have arisen from a
stem {tSen®/ie-}. Tocharian A is of no great help, as nowa- and #anka- have no
cognate there, and the present of liwa- (~ TB lawa-) was probably {liwna-} instead
of **{lawa-}.

Tocharian A

In Tocharian A, three candidate verbs are found, which are structurally comparable
to TB tsanka-, although the latter is not attested in Tocharian A. The verbs in
question start with #- as well, but seem to have no phonological conditioning at the
end of the root: #dma- ‘grow’ with prs. {$ama-}, #dlpa- ‘be redeemed’ with prs.
{$alpa-}, and prs. {$alca-}, possibly related to TB #salta- ‘consume’. Since the pattern
of the latter verb in Tocharian A is not known, it will not be considered below
({$erta-} next to tsarta- ‘weep’ might also belong here, but the relationship between
the two stems is very difficult to understand).

Just as for Tocharian B tsenke-, no ready phonological solution derives the To-
charian A #-verbs from klep-type predecessors, but it can hardly be coincidental that
we have # once in Tocharian B, and at least two, possibly four times in Tocharian A.
The only phonological difficulty with an 4/,-present we could expect is the disap-
pearance of the palatalisation after p and m, but this phenomenon is so frequent
among 4/,-presents that it can hardly have played a decisive role. If salca- {$alca-} is
of the same type, it offers strong evidence because of its root-final palatalisation, of
course, but at this point I see no better solution than to suggest that the other verbs
were added analogically after it.

4.7.5 DIACHRONIC NOTES

In the preceding, I have treated e-grade presents as if they formed a coherent
category, albeit with three subcategories, but they are certainly of diverse origin.
Below, I will only indicate some of the possible origins, and suggest paths of analogy
along the lines of the shallow reconstruction approach of sections 4.7.1-4.7.4 (p 454).

Obviously, the largest problem is the presence or absence of initial palatalisation:
in principle, a stem like PT *nes- without initial palatalisation must reflect old *o-
grade, whereas e.g. PT *klews- with initial palatalisation must reflect old *&-grade.
Although the initial palatalisation may have been lost (by sound law) in one instance
or another, whereas it may occasionally have been removed (by analogy) elsewhere,
this is probably in broad outline the correct explanation of the initials.

tak-type

If we first focus on the small and relatively coherent tak-type, we see that all its
member have — or must have had — palatalised initials: *$ewk?/,- ‘call’, *klenk?/-
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‘doubt’, *cek /- ‘touch’, *cenk /- ‘stop’, *pletk?/e- ‘be much’, and probably *wes /-
‘dress’. Whereas reliable etymologies are lacking for ‘doubt’ and ‘stop’, reasonable
connections are available for the others: ‘call’ is probably related to Lith. Saukiz
‘shout’, in spite of the alarming isolation of the etymon (LIv2: 331); ‘touch’ is
obviously related to Lat. tango ‘touch’ etc (LIva: 617); ‘be much’ must be an sk¢/o-
derivative of the root *pleth,- attested in e.g. Lith. plecii ‘spread’ (LIv2: 486); ‘dress’
has long been identified with well-known PIE *ues-, a.o. E. wear (L1V2: 693).

At this point, ‘be much’ must be put aside because it has an extended stem (see
also below under “sk-presents”, p 468),82! and the long *é of ‘call’ cannot be
explained with the help of the etymology above. For ‘dress’, I see two possible
solutions: 1) the root was upgraded when the stative *ues-to (Ved. vaste ‘wears’) was
reinterpreted as the weak grade, so that the full grade had to become *ués-, or 2)
because of its root-final -s-, the verb came to be reinterpreted as an s-aorist with the
concomitant lengthened grade *é (after all, it is an s-preterite in Tocharian B; see
further under “s-presents” below, p 467). Whereas ‘stop’ may be completely
analogical after ‘touch’, to which it is close both in form and meaning, the verb
‘touch’ itself deserves a more detailed comment.

After Kortlandt (2000a), Tocharian B ce¥/k.- is probably to derived from a
reduplicated perfect, with a certain parallel in Germanic, e.g. Goth. tekan < *tek- <
*deg- < *dedg- << *tedg- < *tetg-, and another possible match in the Lat. pf. tetigi ‘I
touched’. Although Gk. tetaywv is an aorist participle, one wonders if it could go
back to a perfect formation as well (see Adams 1999: 289-290).822 Whether or not the
Proto-Indo-European root originally contained a laryngeal, i.e. *teh,g- (so LIv2: 616-
617), a preform with laryngeal can explain none of the Tocharian stems actually
attested: we would then expect **tak- < *th,g- and **tok- < *teh,g-. Thus, the Tochar-
ian forms point to a root without internal *h,, which might have arisen through
occasional loss in the cluster *-th,g-, similar to the development in Germanic.
Proceeding from a reduplicated formation *tetg- without laryngeal, we would have
to push the parallel with Germanic one step further and assume that the t was lost
with compensatory lengthening. Within the Leiden framework (cf e.g. Kortlandt
1983b), such a development may be understood as assimilation of *tg to *dg, with
subsequent loss of the buccal component of *d, which resulted in *h,g or *?g.

Evidently, this series of assumptions is not yet enough to explain the whole verb
tak-, but at least it yields the stem form *cek- < *ték-. In my view, this is clearly to be
preferred over alternative solutions that deny a genetic link with the Greek and Latin
words or have recourse to the utterly implausible scenario that the Tocharian verb
was borrowed from Germanic or vice versa (Ringe 1991: 105-115).

821 The long *é reflected in the Lith. inf. plésti, pret. plésté might contain the key to the
explanation of pletk-, but it belongs to a regular category (Senn 1966: 276-277), which seems to
have replaced the s-aorist (Stang 1966: 384), so that it is questionable whether it can be used to
explain the exceptional, irregular shape of the Tocharian verb.

822 Alternatively, the Tocharian verb might derive from a reduplicated aorist as well.
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For the make-up of the Tocharian verb itself, I tentatively suggest the following.
Like *ay“/ke- ‘know’ (see 4.4.1, p 379), the perfect *tég- may have ended up as a
thematic present through the key 3sg. form *tég-e > *cesa >> TB cesim. For this
assumption, it is necessary that any alternation between the singular and the plural
of the perfect was eliminated, but if the explanation of *tég- is correct, this already
requires spread from the plural allomorph *fetg- to the singular (obviously, this
happened because that form resulted in *tég-). The subjunctive may have been
formed from the stem cek- because it had a palatalised initial itself (as argued in 4.5.3,
p 408): on the basis of the prs. cek?/e-, a sbj. sg. cek- ~ pl. tok- was created. The other
stems, i.e. the preterite tek-sa- etc are concomitant with the grading subjunctive and
need not be explained separately. According to the regular developments, the unpal-
atalised initial was levelled throughout the paradigm to yield the attested subjunctive
singular allomorph tek-.

An alternative derivation of the subjunctive tek- ~ tak- from the singular
allomorph of the perfect is difficult if the root originally contained an internal *h,. If
that *h, was never there, or the perfect was still functional after it was lost, it is
difficult to exclude that *te-tog- > *ca-tek- >> *ta-tek- > *tek- served as the basis of the
subjunctive. In that case, we have to assume that the s-preterite was formed when
this tek- was lined up with the regular subjunctive pattern, so that e.g. a preterite
with initial palatalisation and an 2-grade subjunctive allomorph could be formed.

w-presents

In view of the heterogeneous character of the klep-type verbs, it is best to turn first to
a relatively clear subgroup: w-presents. Strictly speaking, the root grade of the most
prominent w-presents is unknown: Proto-Tocharian *penw?/.- ‘stretch’ and
*melw?/- ‘crush’ could also be set up as *penw?/,- and *1elw?/,- because *p and *r
would lose their palatalisation without a trace in this context. Further, PT *spertw?/,-
‘turn’ can hardly be considered definite proof since it is so thoroughly rebuilt.
Nevertheless, there is no positive evidence for old *é, and especially the Indo-
European verb for ‘grind’ (Tocharian ‘crush’) is famous for its *o-grade formations,
e.g. Lit. malu, Goth. malan (LIv2: 432-433). For the w-present of ‘crush’, a parallel
formation is found in e.g. Goth. gamalwjan ‘oppress’ (LIV2: 433), likewise with *o-
grade. Thus, I assume that the e-grade in Tocharian w-presents reflects old *o-grade.

For ‘stretch’, too, parallels can be adduced, albeit rather with *e-grade: Arm.
henowm ‘weave’ (hanowm is analogical after the aorist, according to Klingenschmitt
1982: 235) and a.o. Goth. spinnan ‘spin’ (Klingenschmitt l.c.).

For *spertw?/-, 1 would suggest that it is to be derived from *sperd"- ‘run away’,
with a.o. Hitt. i$par-# ‘escape’, Ved. spdrdhate ‘contends’, Arm. sprdem ‘escape’
(Liva: 580; Kloekhorst 2008b: 410). Unfortunately, there is no parallel for the To-
charian w-present, nor for its *o-grade. The only tentative solution that I can offer is
that both were taken over from e.g. ‘stretch’ and ‘crush’ because of the iterative, non-
terminative meaning of Tocharian ‘turn; move’ compared to the terminative ‘run
away’ that seems to be needed as a proto-meaning.
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Evidently, low- and naw- do not fit the other w-presents: the most important
difference is that they have initial palatalisation. Since the long grade present *léuH-
posited especially for Tocharian (LIV2: 417 under *leuH-, a.0. Gk. Mw ‘let go’) calls
for an inner-Tocharian solution, I would nevertheless suggest that the initial palatali-
sation is due to influence from the other verbs in -w. Of course, such influence was
only possible after *p and *m had merged with *p and *#: at that stage, it had
become possible to reanalyse *penw /- and *melw /.- as parallel to e.g. *klep?/c-. In
principle, such a late shift of noaw- and law- to the w-presents is possible because they
are not attested in Tocharian A (we have even evidence of a different present forma-
tion {lawna-} there). However, if the sound changes *p > *p and *W > *y occurred
around the same time, this would mean that the verbs took over a rather “difficult”
paradigm with *-ya- ~ *-we- alternations.

s-presents

Apart from the w-formations discussed above, it is striking that four verbs end in -s:
klews- “lister, nes- ‘be’, mens- ‘be sad’, and was- ‘wear’. With Hackstein (1995: 322,
324), the -s- of klews- must originally have been a suffix in view of forms like TB
fiem-kilywe, TA fiom-klyu ‘fame’, PT *kaln- ‘resound’ (see 4.4.2, p 389) and TA
klawa-, TB klawa- ‘call’. As he argues, *klews- must go back to *kléus- (i.e. *kléu-s-), a
form that is strongly reminiscent of an s-aorist. The problem is just how we can
explain *klews- with the help of the s-aorist, since Hackstein’s scenario (p 324) that a
regular preterite *klewsa was adapted to *klewsa, which in turn was the basis for the
prs.-sbj. *klews?/s-, simply cannot be correct.

Unfortunately, I do not have a definite solution either. Perhaps the correct
explanation can be brought a bit closer with the assumption that the “s-subjunctive”
played its part, that is to say, the grading a|@-root subjunctive of the type tek- ~ tok-
‘touch’. For instance, it is possible that a *klews- ~ *klaws- was no longer recognisable
as an s-subjunctive when the -s- was lost in the regular grading subjunctive pattern,
which might have favoured the abolishment of the root gradation. For some reason
then — perhaps because of its strange ’e-grade — it would have adopted ?/.-inflexion.
Otherwise, one could argue that the whole paradigm was formed to the strong
singular form *kléws, which must initially have been the phonologically regular
result of the 2sg. and 3sg. s-aorist injunctive forms *kléuss and *kléust. Perhaps the
ambiguity of this *klews was resolved by adding the *¢/,-suffix; otherwise, the suffix
may have been added at a later stage, when the -s of *kléws had to be restored when
word-final -s was lost.

For *mens-, a similar development may have taken place, if a derivation from
*men- ‘think’ (LIv2: 435, a.0. Gk. paivopat ‘be angry’) is considered possible. While
*was- is not exactly parallel because the -s- belongs to the root, it may have become
so similar to the other s-presents that was lined up with them; at least it forms an s-
preterite in Tocharian B.

I do not mean to say that this is exactly what happened, nor that it happened
independently in *klews-, *mens- and *was-. However, it is likely that the lengthened
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grade *é is connected to the suffixal -s-, which leaves little room for a completely
different origin of the type.

Conversely, nes- is not likely to be of the same type because it has no initial pala-
talisation. With Jasanoff (1978: 14; see also Adams 1999: 345; LIV2: 454), nes- may be
derived from a perfect *ne-nos-, related to *nes- ‘be saved’, attested in a.o. Goth.
ganisan ‘be cured, saved’ (LIv2: Lc.).

sk-presents

There are three probable sk-presents: tresk- ‘chew’, platk- ‘be much’, and resk- ‘flow’.
As I indicated above (under “tak-type”, p 464), no ready explanation is available for
platk- (however, see footnote 821), and since the etymology of resk- is unknown, it
cannot be of any use, unfortunately. Conversely, tresk- has a good etymology in Gk.
Tpdyw ‘gnaw’ from *treh; g~ (LIV2: 647; Arm. turc ‘cheek’ might be related too).
However, as far as the root vocalism is concerned, I can only quote Hackstein, who
claims that it is “neologisch” (1995: 180); I would expect a regular sk-present
*trhy ¢-sk¢/o- to have become *trask?/.-. Perhaps the a was the original, regular root
vocalism and the present was formed analogically after the klep-type?

preterite-subjunctive

The e-grade presents were at first, for the purpose of a shallow reconstruction,
classified according to their preterite-subjunctive stem, namely *klep ?/.- ‘touch’ with
*klapa-, *klews?/,- with a present-subjunctive and a secondary preterite *klews™-a-,
and TB ce%/k- ‘touch’ with an s-preterite stem pattern sbj. t¢/,k- : prt. tek-(sa-).
Then, in this section, I rather classified them according to their suffix or root-finals,
which yielded a slightly more complicated picture.

As remarked at the beginning of this section (under “tak-type™), the relatively
small tak-class shows a constant match between initial palatalisation in the present
and an s-preterite stem pattern. As I argued, the preterite-subjunctive may have been
formed after the present in those cases, but in any case, there is a clear correlation
between old *é-grade and the s-preterite and root subjunctive. This correlation
matches well with Kortlandt’s explanation of the root subjunctive as an original *e-
grade s-aorist (see 4.5.3-4.5.4, p 408). In any case, it is highly unlikely that the present
should have been formed to the preterite-subjunctive because of the frequent and
regular match of that preterite-subjunctive type with s-presents.

The verb for ‘hear’ is the only verb to form a (synchronically) secondary preter-
ite, which suggests that the verb had no preterite at an earlier stage, or all other stems
were lost.

As to the klep-type, its preterite-subjunctive is clearly formed to the present, even
though that is impossible synchronically because of the ?/,-suffix in the present. At
an earlier stage, it was apparently possible to “undo” that present suffix in derived
stems. Because most members of the klep-type do not show initial palatalisation in
the present, such a derivation does not yield problems with the initial in most cases;
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however, at least for the verb *klep- itself, we have to assume that either the palatali-
sation was also undone in this derivation process, or that the palatalisation in the
present is itself secondary. In view of the grading pattern of the preterite-subjunctive
of *panw- ‘stretch’, we even have to assume that the present e-grade itself could be
undone. Alternatively, the o-grades needed for this subtype could have to be
explained with older e : 2 gradation in the root. Such a gradation would not be
unexpected historically, since w-presents sometimes have cognates with *e-grade u-
presents elsewhere in Indo-European (see above under “w-presents”).

4.8 MINOR TYPES

In this section, I discuss four minor subjunctive types that have not been treated so
far. In 4.8.1 (p 469), I discuss the specifically Tocharian B ’ay?/.-subjunctive (see also
4.1.2, p 332), in 4.8.2 (p 472) the specifically Tocharian A 74/,-subjunctive, in 4.8.3 (p
476) the TA a- and TB e-subjunctives, while I return to the classical ?/,-subjunctive
in 4.8.4 (p 478).

4.8.1°2Y?/5-SUBJUNCTIVE

The ’ay?/.-subjunctive (class 4) is only found in Tocharian B and it is not very well
attested. Nevertheless, its pattern seems to be relatively clear: the suffix is found in
the subjunctive, e.g. {laloy?/e-} ‘exert’, and in the derived preterite, e.g. {laloy-a-},
whereas it is mostly lacking in the preterite participle, e.g. lalalu, -os, and the derived
559/ ske-present. Synchronically, difficulties in the description are 1) the demarcation
with the optative, 2) the absence or presence of root-final palatalisation in the
preterite participle, and 3) the apparent spread of the derived “iya-preterite” beyond
this class.

sub 1) Although some forms of the ’2y?/e-subjunctive are indeed identical to
optative forms, the two must have been distinct originally. Whereas the ’ay?/.-sub-
junctive was clearly thematic, cf especially 1sg. wsiyau THT1681bs and 1sg. lalyyau
AS6Ab1, the “ay-optative was athematic, cf especially the 1sg., e.g. 1sg.opt. klyausim,
aksim, and the short 3pl., e.g. takom, probably from *tdkoyan (Peyrot 2008a: 144)
and further the 3pl. in Tocharian A, act. -ific, mid. -intrd.

sub 2) Root-final palatalisation is found in auksu ‘grown’ (matched by TA oksu,
Winter 1977: 138), ausu ‘dwelled’, kekarsu ‘cut’, and kekalypos ‘stolen’, whereas aklu
‘learned’” and lalalu ‘exerted’ have unpalatalised root-finals (see 2.9.2, p 148). Apart
from the basic observation that the two preterite participles without palatalisation
have root-final -/, the small number of verbs attested does not allow for useful
generalisations.

sub 3) Although the iya-preterite is certainly the regular preterite to the "ay?/e-
subjunctive (no competing forms are attested), it is also found with three verbs for
which no such subjunctive is attested: 3sg.mid. krasiyate IT248b4 (= IT137b3) ‘was
upset’, 3sg. prusiya B4zas, prusya Bs3a1 ‘skipped’, 3sg. Sawiya Bs76a4 ¢ It is possible
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that the relevant subjunctive forms are not attested by chance; otherwise one would
have to assume the iya-preterite was an “extra” preterite next to more regular
patterns. Since no special grammatical function of the iya-preterite can be
established (Winter 1961), whereas the i-stems (subjunctive and preterite) are
sometimes found next to other, obviously related verbs with similar meanings (see
especially the root kalp-, 4.7.1, p 454), it is probably best to set up separate verbs for
krasiyate and prusiya. Problematic sawiya, which is found in a fragmentary context
that does not allow to establish its meaning, might belong to say- ‘live’ (i.e. its old
stem Saw- that is also found in the causative, see 4.4.1, p 388) or to Sow- ‘eat’ (i.e. its
preterite stem variant saw-, see 4.4.5, p 395). Since for both verbs a preterite is
already attested, Sawiya would have to be from a related, possibly split-off verb.

Since the suffix of the "2y?/.-subjunctive is distinct from the optative suffix (see
above under 1), and “optatif et subjonctif restent en tokharien des catégories dis-
tinctes” (Pinault 2008: 588), a derivation from the Proto-Indo-European optative is
implausible (pace Lane 1959: 166; van Windekens 1982: 224). Alternatively, the *2y?/,-
subjunctive and the corresponding preterite have been derived from a denominative
*i¢/o-suffix and original *i¢/,-presents (see especially Hackstein 1995: 219-220).

As pointed out by Winter (1961: 95), a denominal origin seems to be suggested by
the existence of a number of related nouns with an ’ay-suffix: lal- ‘exert’ vs lalyiye
‘effort’, akl- ‘learn’ vs akalye ‘teaching’ and was- ‘dwell’ vs ysiye ‘night’ (< *wasaye, cf
TA wse ‘id”). However, a reverse relation is more likely: the verbs display shorter
stems without -’2y- so that they cannot be derived from e.g. lalay-, whereas the nouns
have an additional component nom.sg. -e (e.g. lalyiye), nom.pl. -7i (e.g. lalyifi*) etc,
which makes it possible to take them as derivations from the verbs.

More fruitful are comparisons of verbs with nouns without ’ay-element, e.g.
Serwe ‘hunter’ vs ser- ‘hunt’ (sbj. {Serdy?/e-}, see Adams 1988: 74; Hackstein 1995: 220;
Pinault 2008: 588-589); the -w- must have been lost before the ’2y?/.-suffix, i.e.
*Serw-"ay?/e- > *Serway?/e- > Seray’/.-. Further, Winter convincingly adduced akl-
‘learn’ and lal- ‘exert’ as denominal formations from nouns containing a suffix -/ as
in camel ‘birth’ to tam- ‘be born’ (1990a: 376-377; see also Hackstein 1.c.).823

However, next to the denominal ’2y?/,-subjunctives discussed above, there are
others that are very likely to be primary, in particular was- ‘dwell’ and awks- ‘grow’,
which obviously reflect PIE *h,ues- ‘stay, dwell’ and *h,uegs- ‘grow’ without any
intermediate noun. Hackstein convincingly argues that Tocharian B awksay- was
shifted from original present into secondary subjunctive function (1995: 343), but he
does not make clear how and why an “Ersatz von *-e/o- durch *-je/o-” (l.c.) should
have come about. We might rather consider the possibility that the *i¢/,-suffix is old,
as it is also found in OAv. uxsiieiti ‘grows’, whereas Ved. tiksant- ‘growing’ is likely

825 Winter derives the intermediate nouns from *h,eg- ‘say’ (Lat. i, see Hackstein 1995: 332-
334 and footnote 834; LIv2: 256; Pinault 2008: 589) and *leh;-d- ‘let’ (Goth. letan, cf LIv2: 400;
van Windekens 1976: 256-257; see in particular Hackstein 1995: 221-222).
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to go back to an earlier *iiksyant- because of its initial accent (LIv2: 288-289). If Gk.
ladw ‘rest’ really contains a *i¢,-suffix, as argued by e.g. Hackstein (1995: 220; see
also LIV2: 293), this could be a parallel for wasay- ‘dwell’ as well, but the case is
certainly not as strong as for ‘grow’.

Less clear is the situation of kalp- ‘steal’, which has been argued to be a derivation
from klepe ‘theft’, but could alternatively be a direct reflex of PIE *klep- ‘steal’ (LIV2:
363). Although L1v2 argues that Gk. kK\émtw ‘steal’, which reflects an older *klep-i¢/,-,
replaces the original *¢/,-present attested in Lat. clepo id’ and Goth. hlifan ‘id’, it
could in fact be parallel to the Tocharian subjunctive (Adams 1989: 243; wrong
Hilmarsson 1996: 71; on this verb, see also 4.7.1, p 454).

The evaluation of karsay- ‘cut’ is uncertain because it could also be an optative to
a sbj. kark- or karst- (Winter 1977: 140; Hilmarsson 1996: 94). For al- ‘keep away’, the
evidence for an ’ay?/e-subjunctive is extremely weak. Schmidt (1975: 291-292) argued
that the relevant form, alyintrd B255by, is a subjunctive because the regular optative
would have been **alyiyentrd, parallel to a form like 3pl.opt. aklyiyentrd B6osba
‘may they learn’. The problem with Schmidt’s analysis is that the subjunctive stem is
certainly {al-} on the basis of the inf. altsi (well attested), whereas we would rather
expect a contrast between -i- and -iye- in the 3pl. to be exactly the reverse: the
optative suffix was originally just -’ay- whereas the subjunctive suffix was -’2y7/,- (see
above). Thus, I would take dlyintrd, which is from an archaic text, as the older
variant of the classical optative **alyiyentrd. Consequently, Hackstein’s derivation of
alay- (1995: 215) can no longer be upheld.

Uncertain is the evaluation of a number of preterites with y or unexpected root-
final palatalisation: {compya-} ‘can’, {tranca-} ‘say’, {lonca-} ‘hang’. Because these
verbs have no other morphological parallels to the ’ay?/.-subjunctives, while even
their preterite formation is not identical (forms like aklyyamai ‘T learned’ and wsiya
‘he stayed’ really show an extra syllable or at least a consonant -y-, not just palatalisa-
tion), I think this preterite pattern is not related to the ’ay?/.-subjunctive.

In sum, I agree with Hackstein (1995: 219-220) and Pinault (2008: 588) that the
"ay?/e-subjunctive finds its origin in *i¢/,-presents, in part denominal derivations and
in part older verbal formations; there is no connection with the optative. Although
the present must have become the most prominent, “basic” stem, which is shown
already by the mere fact that it became a subjunctive, the present stem is derived
from a shorter form of the root, without -’ay-. Perhaps this shorter form was
originally preserved in the preterite, since we do not find the ’ay-element in the
preterite participle. Although akl- ‘learn’ and lal- ‘exert’ are most probably secondary
"ay°/e-formations compared to e.g. awks- ‘grow’, their preterite participles aklu and
lalalu may have preserved the original pattern. In any case, the type auksu cannot be
explained from the subjunctive because it has no -y-; with Winter (1961: 35), it is
better to explain “die Palatalisierung durch Analogie zu den finiten Priterial-
formen”, possibly through “[e]ine zusétzliche Einwirkung von anderen Partizipial-
formen mit Palatalisation (kakdaccu, lalamsu, usw.)”. This development must go back
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to Proto-Tocharian because the isolated Tocharian A oksu has a palatalised s as well
(Winter 1977: 138).

4.8.2 NA/,-SUBJUNCTIVE

The 714/,-subjunctive (class 7) is discussed in great detail by Hilmarsson (1991b: 61-
75, 106-117; see also Hilmarsson 1991c), whose synchronic treatment I warmly recom-
mend even though I disagree with his historical explanation. Whereas this class is
well attested in Tocharian A (Sieg, Siegling and Schulze 1931: 343), it was thought to
be represented in Tocharian B by two members only: lot- ‘go out’ and wesi- ‘say’
(Krause 1952: 140-141). As Hilmarsson has shown, Tocharian B [ot- ‘go out’ rather
forms a root subjunctive {lonn-} (1991b: 62-63), so that Tocharian B class 7 was re-
duced to only one member, which he deemed “somewhat suspicious” (o.c.: 106). Al-
though I agree with Hilmarsson that wei- ‘say’ must contain the same denominative
suffix as e.g. tonkvarifi- love’ (cf tankw ‘love’; see in detail 4.4.4, p 394), I see no
difficulty at all in analysing it as an ?/.-subjunctive, parallel to yask-: sbj. wefi?/- :
Y559/ ske-; PrS. yaskass?/sge- : wess?/ske- (with loss of 11); prt. yass-d- : wefi-a-. Thus, a To-
charian B ?/,-subjunctive does not exist.

It has long been noted that Tocharian A 7i%/,-subjunctives often correspond to
root subjunctives in Tocharian B, which leads to the logical conclusion that Tochari-
an A represents a later stage where the subjunctive was recharacterised. Telling
examples are the Tocharian A subjunctives {tink-}, {tanki#/,-} of ‘check’ and
{trank-}, {trankfid/,-} of ‘hang’, which correspond to Tocharian B {t¢/snk-} of ‘check’
and {trenk-} ‘of cling’. In these two cases, it is clear that the Tocharian A root sub-
junctives are older: for both verbs, they are attested in the “more nominal” verbal
nouns tdnklune and trariklune, which are more likely to have preserved something
old than the “more verbal” forms, where indeed the 79%/,-stems are found.824 Thus,
the question is where the 714/,-suffix may have arisen before it spread to the root sub-
junctives where it is clearly secondary.

Once Tocharian A 79/,-subjunctives that correspond to Tocharian B root sub-
junctives are discarded, there are not many verbs left, which is direct proof of the
high productivity of the suffix. In all instances where other analyses are also possible,
the verb contains a nasal, which sometimes seems to belong to the root, and
sometimes to a suffix.

824 The evaluation of 3sg.mid. trériktir A11sbi is uncertain: it could be a relic root subjunctive
of ‘hang’, or else it could belong to trink- ‘say’.
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TA present ~ TA subjunctive TB present TB subjunctive
‘hit’ {awnidsi/g-}  {awnd/,-} {awnd$®/gee-}  {awn-}
‘be necessary’  {klaynasi/s,-}  {klaynd/,-}825 {kloyn3%/gke-}  {kloyn-}
‘give up’ {raynidsd/s-}  {rdynd/,-} {roynd*®/ske-}  {royn-}
‘be satiated’  {sdyndsi/g-}  {sdyfid/,-} {soynd*?/gke-}  {soyn-}
‘rest on’ {sesd/sa-} {send/,-} {saynd*®/ge-}  {sayn-}

In Tocharian B, the synchronic analysis of these verbs is straightforward: the nasal is
found in all stems and clearly belongs to the root. Consequently, the subjunctives are
root subjunctives and the presents are $%/s-presents, not na%?/s.-presents. Con-
versely, the analysis of the Tocharian A forms is troublesome, as pointed out in 2.6.9
(p 114): sometimes the n belongs to the root, sometimes it does not, and sometimes
the data is contradictory. Of the verbs above, rdy- ‘give up’ shows no »n in the
preterite and the preterite participle, so that the present is {ray-na%/s,-} and the sub-
junctive {rdy-nd/,-}; aw-n- ‘hit’ shows an n in the preterite participle but not in the
preterite, and sdy-n- has an #n in the preterite but not in the preterite participle, so
that the shape of the root of both verbs, as well as the analysis of their present and
subjunctive stems is uncertain; se- ‘rest on’ shows an » only in the subjunctive, so
that the present is {se-%/s,-} and the subjunctive {se-fid/,-}. Since the status of the
nasal was apparently so instable, it is very likely that the 7i%/,-suffix started out in this
category, probably through metanalysis.

As shown by Hackstein (1995: 299-300), the nasal of TA sdy-n- and TB sayn- ‘be
satiated’ must originate in a suffix, probably the zero grade variant of a neu-present
suffix, i.e. ¥sayna- < *s(h,)i-nu. The problematic reflex of the root as *say- is probably
to be explained with influence from the present stem *soy?/-, synchronically a split-
off verb in Tocharian B (see 4.4.1, p 388): both the absence of palatalisation of *si- to
*s- and the preservation of *i as against the expected development to *» may be due
to restoration on the basis of *soy-.826

Likewise, TA kldyn- and TB kloyn- ‘be necessary’ have a good etymology in PIE
*klei- ‘lean’, so that the -n- must go back to a suffix. Such a nasal suffix is indeed well
attested, found in a.o. Gk. KAVO (Lesb. k\ivvw) ‘lean’, YAv. -sirinaoiti ‘leans’, Lat.
de-clino, -are ‘deviate’, OHG hlinén ‘lean’ (LIv2: 332, where Lith. slints lean’ is taken
as a secondary formation). Although the expected shape of a nasal present is *klnei-
~ klni- (so also LIv2: 1.c.), such a preform cannot account for the Tocharian forms,
since we would than expect 7 in all stem forms, whereas we find some with 7, some
with 7i. Again, the most likely preform from the Tocharian point of view is *klneu-,

825 The subjunctive stem is partly deduced: 3sg.mid. klintar A343a4 (for klintir), and klyintrdi
A4o00b3 could theoretically also be from a sbj. stem {kldyn-} (the initial palatalisation of
klyintrd is secondary on any account).

826 It is less likely that the intervening laryngeal of *sh,i- should have blocked the palatalisa-
tion. In any case, this would not yet account for the i-reflex. For the etymology of the root, see
4.4.1 (p 388).
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which has a parallel in the Avestan nasal present (on the vocalism, see de Vaan 2003:
515; Lesb. -vv- proves *-vj- instead of *-vf-).

While the origin of TA aw-n- and TB awn- ‘hit, start’ is uncertain, a reasonable
etymology can be offered for TA rdy- and TB rayn- ‘give up’: PIE *h;rei- as attested
in a.0. OCS r¢&jp ‘flow’, and, with a nasal suffix, Ved. rindti ‘makes flow, run’, or
rather ‘whirl’ (Praust 1998: 90), Gk. (’)p{vw, Lesb. opivvw ‘excite, stir’, Goth. rinnan
‘run’, and Russ. rinut’ ‘flow’ (Adams 1999: 536; LIV2: 305). The only problem with this
connection is presented by the meanings, which are a bit far apart; however, ‘give up’
can easily be derived from ‘let go, let flow, make run’. Again, it is unlikely that To-
charian continues a regular nasal present *h;rnei- ~ *hsrni-; it rather needs a preform
*hsrneu-, a formation supported by Germanic, where -nn- reflects *-nw- (on
Lesb. -vv-, see above).

Now that the source of the 7i%/,-subjunctive has been established, two important
questions need to be answered. First, it needs to be clarified how the suffix could
spread beyond its original domain; second, the difference in inflexion between To-
charian A and B must be accounted for.

The main reason why the 7%/,-suffix could spread has already been given above:
it was unclear whether it was part of the root or an independent suffix. Evidently, it
could spread because it was analysed as a suffix. I can see two ways in which that
suffix analysis can have come about: either the nasal element was analysed as a sub-
junctive suffix because the preterite stem simply had no nasal in origin (after all, it
seems to go back to a nasal suffix eventually), or the nasal was lost before the s of the
preterite (according to the sound law shown by e.g. TA es ‘shoulder’ ~ TB antse ‘id’ <
PT *anse).

If we assume that the nasal was lost before the s of the preterite, this has the
advantage that the Proto-Tocharian stem system was rather simple, similar to To-
charian B. The basic stem was the n-subjunctive, from which an $%/g.-present was
derived, as well as an s-preterite. The disadvantage is that we have to assume
analogical removal of the nasal in a number of forms, e.g. s-less preterite forms such
as awu ‘T hit’ (of which there cannot have been very many because apart from ‘hit’
only middle preterite forms are attested) and the preterite participles raryu ‘give up’,
sasyu ‘satiated’ (as opposed to onu ‘hit’). In view of the close connection between the
preterite and the preterite participle, adaptation of the participle to the preterite is
certainly conceivable. It may be no coincidence that the only verb for which active
preterite forms are attested, aw-n-, shows the -n- in its participle onu: apparently, the
preterite participle is a relic of an earlier stage where the s-less preterite forms still
contained an -n-.

If, on the other hand, we assume that the occasional absence of a nasal in the
preterite and preterite participle forms is a relic of an earlier stage, the explanation of
the subjunctive is straightforward, but other problems are encountered. For instance,
it becomes difficult to explain the preterite formation as such, if it is not derived
from the subjunctive: the Tocharian s-preterites have no parallels elsewhere. Further,
it is very difficult to explain why the -n- spread from the subjunctive (or even the
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present) only to the preterite participle onu in ‘hit’: if preterite and preterite
participle are incompatible, it is more likely that the latter preserves the older state of
affairs since it is not part of the finite verb, but a nominal form. Thus, the spread of
the n-subjunctive was favoured by loss of the n in the preterite rather than by old n-
less forms.

The discrepancy between Tocharian A -7%/,- and Tocharian B -n- has probably
come about through levelling of -7i- and -n- in either direction. First of all, we expect
a suffix *-neu- ~ *-nu- to have yielded both forms with 7 and with #n; the
phonologically regular *-#iaw- and *-na- must have been levelled to *-#ia- and *-na- at
first, and then to *-7ia- in Pre-Tocharian A and to *-#na- in Pre-Tocharian B.827 The
palatalised variant seems to be needed for Tocharian B aufiento ‘beginning’ (~ To-
charian A ofiant), which must follow a derivation path where a suffix with -e- is
added to a palatalised base, like aisaumye ‘wise’ from ay**/k.- or wesienta ‘speaker’
from wei?/e-. The unpalatalised variant is certainly needed for the Tocharian A
present, since the present suffix -(#)ds%/sa- shows no trace of -7i-. The 4/;-alternation
of the 7i-suffix must be secondary after e.g. fifi-formations; possibly, traces of the
earlier type are preserved in forms like rifimar T will give up’ for expected
**rifiamar.828

Finally, I would like to put forward the hypothesis that the isolated Tocharian A
inf%/z-subjunctives (that is, as opposed to the frequent i7i7i4/,-present-subjunctives
discussed in 4.4.4, p 394) replace the ’ay-subjunctive still found in Tocharian B (see
4.8.1 above, p 469). Only two verbs form an i7i74/,-subjunctive: aks- ‘announce’ and
oks- ‘grow’, prs. {aksdy$d/s,-}, {oksdy$d/sa-} vs sbj. {aksdnnd/n-}, {oksdnnd/,-} ‘grow’.
My argument is based on two observations: 1) oksdfi7i?/,- corresponds to Tocharian
B awksay-, and 2) the present oksdy*/s,- contains an element i /ay/ that is otherwise
inexplicable. That the pattern of at least Tocharian B awks- goes back to Proto-
Tocharian is also suggested by the neat correspondence between the TB prt.ptc.
auksu and isolated TA oksu, see Winter (1977: 138). Thus, I assume that the prs.
oksiy*#/sa- is ultimately an extension of the original sbj. oksdy-, either with
dissimilation s_s to s_s or with reintroduction of the unpalatalised -s- from elsewhere.
The subjunctive suffix probably had a single 7 at first, i.e. *oksifi%/a- (cf perhaps

827 This spread of 7 is recent because it postdates the depalatalisation of 7i before t in view of
forms such as 3sg.mid. ofitar A231a5 ‘(s)he will start’, 3sg.mid. kfiaritdr Azsz2a1 ‘(s)he will
know’, 3sg.mid. nakdrtir MY3.3a8 ‘(s)he will reproach’ as opposed to e.g. 3sg.mid. Sewimtrdi
{$ewdynna-tr} with the “old” ifAiA?/,-suffix.

828 If an alternative solution for the palatalisation of Tocharian B ausiento can be found, an-
other explanation of the 7 of Tocharian A can perhaps be offered. It is possible that it
originates in a %/,-subjunctive to a root in -, after the model of prs. ldficid/s- : sbj. ldfic¥/,-
‘go out’, prs. kaw’/sq- sbj. kaw?/,- ‘kill’ etc, which must have been much more widespread in
Pre-Tocharian A than in the language as it is actually attested. This second option is less likely
because it offers no explanation for the type rifimar and the spread of the -7i- is perhaps less
plausible in a paradigm with a regular 4/,-alternation.



476 4 origin

aksfiam next to regular aksifiiam ‘I will announce’), but was then adapted to the
inin/,-present-subjunctive. Since Tocharian B aks- ‘announce’ forms no ’2y?/,-sub-
junctive, Tocharian A dks- ‘announce’ may have taken over its pattern from oks-
‘grow’, to which it was so close in form. Possibly, the unpalatalised s of the presents
aksdysi/sa- and oksdysi/ss- was taken over from there (if it is not due to dissimilation
as suggested above).

4.8.3 E-SUBJUNCTIVE

As commonly acknowledged (and once more set out in 2.5.1, p 47), the e- and o-
presents of Tocharian B are in complementary distribution: the former are found
with a|a-roots, the latter with a|a-roots. Evidently, this distribution can be traced
back to Proto-Tocharian, as the Tocharian A d|a-root presents with a-grade (see
2.5.2, p 56 and 2.6.10, p 116) are clearly secondary:829 prs. {asa-} /asa-/ ‘dry out’, for
instance, goes back to older *oso-, just like Tocharian B {oso-} ‘dry out’. Since they
are in complementary distribution, they will go back to a common source. The
extreme regularity of the e- and o-present classes, as well as the frequent match with
more complex patterns such as the s-present, suggest that they are secondarily
derived, as noted already by Winter (1961: 92).

Conversely, the e-subjunctive does not seem to be secondary because it is formed
to a much smaller group of verbs with more varied patterns. Since — except for the
fact that it is a subjunctive — the e-subjunctive is completely identical to the e-
present, the e-subjunctive must be the origin of the e-present. The e-present in turn
must be the source of the o-present, on which see further below.

Just like the e-present, the e-subjunctive is exclusively middle, it has 2-grade in
the root, and all verbs are intransitive (exceptions to the latter pattern are sometimes
found with the e- and o-presents, not with the e-subjunctive). In Tocharian A, the a-
subjunctive (i.e. ~ TB e-subjunctive) combines with a rare preterite type that cannot
be secondary: a middle-inflected root preterite with a-grade in the root, but without
initial palatalisation, e.g. 3sg.sbj.mid. nkatdr ‘(s)he will perish’ : 3sg.prt.mid. nakdit
‘(s)he has perished’. Even if some sort of analogical origin of this type could be
found, it must have been of Proto-Tocharian age at least, as shown by the otherwise
anomalous e-grade in the Tocharian B match 3sg.prt.mid. neksate ‘(s)he has
perished’. Further, it must have been more widespread, since it is attested in a relic
preterite formation of a verb of a different class, TA yam- ‘do’: e.g. 2sg.prt.mid.
yamte ‘you have made’.

There are various theories on the origin of the class marker -e- (for references,
see e.g. Ringe 1996: 58 and Pinault 2008: 578-579). Since the most widely accepted
variant (Ringe 1987a; strongly overvalued in LIvV2 because the productivity of the

829 That the formulation above reflects the actual language situation is shown by shifts such as
that of sparcws to sparcwatdr (see 4.7.4, p 462).
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suffix is disregarded) proceeds from a|a-roots as found with the secondary e-presents
instead of 2|@-roots as found with the primary e-subjunctives, it can be discarded.83°
In my view, the correct solution has been advanced by Jasanoff, who has made these
middle classes to a central theme in his understanding of the Tocharian verb. He
suggested that the e-classes in essence reflect the 3sg. ending *-o of what he calls the
middle root aorist (1978: 42-43 and passim), i.e. the type Ved. $dye ‘lies’ < *kei-o + i,
often called “stative”. Formally, this derivation is impeccable; the main problem is
why a complete paradigm should be built on just one form. The reason must be that
the relevant verbs predominantly occurred in the 3sg., cf kan- ‘come about’, kas-
‘extinguish’, nak- ‘perish’, pak- ‘boil’, tak- ‘burn’; only tam- ‘be born’ is not a typical
“middle” in the sense of Kemmer (1993). In any case, the fact that the e-suffix is inert
— not itself grading, not combining with gradation in the root — proves that the
paradigm results from a thorough regularisation; this is neatly accounted for with a
derivation from just one 3sg. form.

Whether the e-subjunctive had become a subjunctive before it spread to the e-
presents I do not know. However, since it was a present in origin, it is easier to
assume that the Tocharian B middle s-present and the Tocharian A middle nds#/s,-
present are relatively recent completions of the e-paradigm, so pushing the e-
formation to subjunctive function. In the e-presents, a different strategy was
followed to make a fully-fledged verb, apparently because the characteristic root
preterite of the e-subjunctive was not taken over: instead, the ubiquitous a-suffix was
used to form an a-preterite-subjunctive.

As to the origin of the o-presents I have a tentative solution that is close to
Ringe’s explanation (1987a), but not identical with it. As is shown by the deviant
initial accent in the subjunctive, o-presents are secondary to e-presents. While this
initial accent may in part be due to the markedly higher frequency of medio-actives
among o-presents compared to e-presents (see also 4.5.5, p 413), the very fact that
they have more medio-actives in itself shows that they are secondary. Thus, I assume
that o-presents ultimately result from the addition of the suffix e to an already
existing stem in a: the resulting combination *ae was certainly contracted to o.

The explanation offered above takes the complementary distribution between the
e- and o-presents to be secondary: whereas in the e-presents the present stem is
primary and the preterite-subjunctive is derived with -a (with -e + a yielding -a), the
preterite-subjunctive of the o-presents is primary and the present is derived with -e
(with -a + e becoming -o0). If this asymmetric derivation pattern is not accepted, I

80 Ringe argues that the zero grade of the stative suffix *-eh,- followed by a *i¢/,-suffix
contracted to *8, a compromise between e and o that yielded TB e in principle, but affected a
preceding a to become o, after which it was affected by that new o to become o itself. Although
I agree that *aye > *ae, and perhaps also *aya > *aa, would result in o (see Peyrot forth.a), I do
not see how such a sequence could become e. In a later article, Ringe has himself withdrawn
his theory: “I am no longer convinced that Ringe 1996:56-9 is even approximately the correct
solution to this puzzle” (2000: 137).
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can only think of the following. Both present classes were formed to original x|a-
roots, and the combination of a and e yielded o in both classes. However, the o
caused o-affection only in a|a-roots, while the root vowel of a|a-roots remained the
same. Then, the e-suffix of the a|a-roots was restored after e.g. the e-subjunctives,
but because of the o-affection, the salient o_o-presents were left intact: the o in the
root blocked restoration. A similar principle seems to have been at work in onolme
‘being’ < *ana-elme where the o in the root blocked restoration of the suffix as in
wpelme ‘spider’ < *wapa-elme (Peyrot forth.a).83

For the root preterite I have no solution. Jasanoff’s comparison with the Indo-
Iranian passive aorist with *o-grade (e.g. 2003: 155, 213 and passim) is formally and
functionally splendid, but it depends on the doubtful age of that formation (cf e.g.
Kortlandt 1981: 127832), unless one is prepared to accept Jasanoff’s explanation with
the h,e-conjugation. An inner-Tocharian “Schwebeablaut” explanation fails on the
lack of a sufficient number of verbs with the suitable ReC-structure, it seems: only
nakdt < *nekte itself could theoretically result from the adaptation of an earlier
*enkte from *nk-to. As a last option, one could consider Kortlandt’s suggestion that
the e-grade reflects the *é-grade of the s-aorist (1994: 63); the lack of initial palatal-
isation would have to be explained as analogical after 5-grade middles.

4.8.4 ?/p-SUBJUNCTIVE

Although the only Proto-Indo-European formation that could qualify as “subjunc-
tive” was formed with the suffix *-¢/,-, subjunctives with an 9/-suffix are only a
minor category in Tocharian. First of all, the present-subjunctives discussed in 4.4.1
(p 378), 4.4.4 (p 394) and 4.4.6 (p 398) are actually presents (such as TB pa$?/se-, TA
pasi/sa- ‘protect’), or recent derivations from presents (such as TB we#i?/e-, TA
wefi?/,- ‘say’). Then there is another category of ?/,-subjunctives with clearly secon-
darily derived presents next to them, which must therefore go back to presents as
well (discussed directly below). The only “real” ?/e-subjunctives are found with
*kwam- ‘come’ (see 4.3.1, p 351) and the “s-causatives”, which form the main topic of
this section.

In Tocharian B, we find {ak$/e-} ‘announce’, {a®/se-}, probably ‘fetch’, and
{yas®/ske-} ‘beg’. All three verbs form an evidently secondary $?/s-present:

81 Lubotsky (after Kortlandt) argues that the o-present reflects a we-present (with we > o0; see
4.10.3, p 493), which might in origin be a re-inflected perfect participle form (1985: 7). While
the assumption of an old nominal formation is semantically fine and neatly compatible with
the morphologically inert character of the class, it is offers no explanation for the e-
subjunctive and the e-present, nor for the stable a-vowel in the root of o-presents. As I argue,
his key example TB sporttotir, whose TA cognate sparcwdis shows in fact a -w-, is to be
explained otherwise (see 4.7.4, p 462).

832 Kortlandt argues that it is in origin a denominal formation, which is supported by Migron’s
observation (1975) that the passive aorist is often impersonal.
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{aks3$83/gke-}, {as9%%9/gke-},833 and {yaskd®®/se-}. In addition, ‘announce’ and ‘beg’
form the secondary a-preterites {aks-4-} and {yass-4-}. Thus, these ?/.-subjunctives
must reflect earlier presents. While ‘fetch’ lacks a reliable etymology, the sk-suffix of
‘beg’ is a clear indication of its present origin (see Hackstein 1995: 185-186). However,
the s-extension of ak®/s- ‘announce’ is difficult to explain, as it has no parallels in
other Indo-European languages, in spite of the relative good attestation, e.g. Gk. 7
‘said’, Lat. aio ‘say’ and Arm. asem ‘say’ (LIva: 256; Hackstein 1995: 332-335;
Martirosyan 2010: 117-118). Hackstein argues that ak#/e- reflects a desiderative
*haed-s¢/,-,834 which is theoretically possible because it is in fact a subjunctive, but
hardly plausible because it would be the only example. I would rather compare aks-
with aksa- ‘wake up’ and awks- ‘grow’: it cannot be a coincidence that all these verbs
with an “extra” -s- go back to roots ending in -k. Possibly, at least one (awks-),
perhaps more, built an old s-present (in the sense of Kuiper 1937: 36-40), which was
taken over by the other verb(s). In view of the apparent condition that the root ends
in -k, it could also be argued that the -s- reflects an earlier suffix -sk- (see 4.5.6, p
419), but the patterns of the above three verbs are different: we would have to assume
that the whole stem pattern was based on the (original) present stem, while the k
must have been reintroduced to yield the secondary cluster ksk from a non-present
stem that is not preserved.

In Tocharian A, we find {kaw?/,-} ‘kill’, {yamé/,-} ‘do’, and {ldiic?/,-} ‘go out’. The
subjunctive of ‘go out’ is discussed in 4.3.5 (p 368), where it is argued that is
analogical after {$dm?/,-} ‘come’ (see 4.3.1, p 351). For the subjunctive of yam- ‘do’, I
have argued (4.3.7, p 372) that it probably replaces the root subjunctive found in To-
charian B because the x|@-root subjunctive seems to be systematically removed in
Tocharian A; to the subjunctive of ‘kill’ the same explanation could apply.

The “real” ?/-subjunctives that remain are those formed to the “s-causative”. In
Tocharian B, it is a regular category with a-grade in the root and initial palatalisation
if possible. In Tocharian B, we find {tray®/ke-} ‘err’, {tsar®/ie-} ‘torment’, {pal®*/ie-}
‘burn’, {pIanCS/ke-} ‘sell’, {mows?/se-} ‘make disappear’?, {way%/ie-} ‘avoid’, {sorp®/e-}
‘point out’, {spar®®/ie-} ‘disappear’, and {low®/ke-} ‘light up’. In Tocharian A, it is a
relic category that was being replaced by the productive 74/,-subjunctive discussed
above (4.8.2, p 472). As noted in 2.6.6 (p 99), the earlier existence of the type is
nevertheless proved by such forms as the verbal nouns trislune, plislune and
tsirslune from {triay$i/ia-} ‘err’, {pil¥¥/ka-} ‘burn’ and {t54r%9/k,-} ‘torment’, respec-
tively. The verbal noun e7ilune A1ias ‘instruction’ to the verb en- ‘instruct’ is ambigu-
ous as to whether it is a 4/4-subjunctive or a 7i%/,-subjunctive (thus Carling 2009: 73),
but in view of its replacement by the productive endslune it was probably not clear

833 If 3sg. dssim Bsgia4 is {dsagsan}.
834 Because of the Tocharian a-, Hackstein reconstructs the root with initial *h, instead of the
traditional *h, based on Greek ] (e.g. Rix 1976: 204; Schrijver 1991: 26-28).
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enough for the speakers, which makes it unlikely that it was of the productive 7%/,-
type (see also Sieg, Siegling and Schulze 1931: 378).

The problem with this ?/,-subjunctive type is that its stem pattern is hardly any
different from the x|@-root subjunctive: both form an s-preterite and s-present. The
only difference is that the ?/e-subjunctive does not combine with $9/.-presents, a
subcategory found with x|@-root subjunctives. However, in the light of Couvreur’s
theory that the s-present arose through dissimilation after stops, at least -k (see 4.5.6,
p 419), there is no reason whatsoever to expect $%/.-presents in this ?/.-subjunctive
class: 7 out 9 end in -k.

In view of the rigid regularity of this subclass, it is plausible that it goes back to
only a small source, which in turn suggests that the x|@-root subjunctive was the
more original, primary type. How and where this secondary ?/.-type arose I do not
know. The one certain old ?/-subjunctive of ‘come’ may have been the model, but
its *nask?/,-present is in fact different from the s-present found here (Tocharian A
lint- ‘go out’ is a different case because it does form a nsé/s-present). One could
argue that regular o-grade ?/.-presents caused the shift to ?/.-inflexion, as they are
synchronically indistinguishable from ?/,-subjunctives: both have initial palatalisa-
tion (2.5.4, p 68 and p 73). If this vague analogy is not accepted, there seems to be no
other option than to derive these subjunctives from old *¢/,-subjunctives. After all,
they are formally completely compatible with such a derivation, too, and in that case
it is even conceivable that some of the original ?/.-subjunctives were ousted by the
better represented x|@-root subjunctive. Such a shift would be especially attractive
because it explains why there are no ?/e-subjunctives with other root grades than the
regular ’2 from *e.

4.9 MEANING

As argued in chapter 3, the meaning of the Tocharian subjunctives in main clauses is
future and that in subclauses is uncertainty. While the uncertainty meaning and the
future meaning are evidently linked, they cannot be unified synchronically because
the subclause subjunctive is not a future and the main clause subjunctive does not
denote uncertainty. It was further suggested that it is probably the future meaning
that derives from that of uncertainty, if the two meanings are diachronically to be
derived from one proto-meaning.

The simple formulation of the meaning of the Tocharian subjunctive above is not
meant to conceal its wide range of uses. Especially in view of the lack of competing
categories other than the optative, whose meaning is neatly distinct, it can hardly be
overemphasised that the meanings FUTURE and UNCERTAINTY in principle allow for a
derivation from various sources. Since the uncertainty meaning is probably older
than the future meaning, any grammatical category denoting uncertainty, possibility
or probability would qualify. In addition, it is difficult to exclude certain paths of
development: will meanings could perhaps be a source as well, and even future
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meanings could eventually stand at the basis. Likewise, I consider it theoretically
possible that the subjunctive goes back to an old present.

4.9.1 SUBJUNCTIVE

As already noted in section 1.3 (p 16), the meaning of the Tocharian subjunctive is in
principle compatible with that of the Proto-Indo-European subjunctive. However,
there are three serious problems: 1) the reconstruction of the Proto-Indo-European
subjunctive is full of problems, 2) in as far as it can be reconstructed, its meaning is
difficult to establish, and 3) the Tocharian subjunctive cannot formally be derived
from it. In this section, the semantic equation is my main concern.

The meaning of the Proto-Indo-European subjunctive has been the subject of a
long and ongoing discussion, from early studies such as Delbriick (1871) up to recent
ones such as Tichy (2006), who discusses the history of the debate at length (p 1-50).
Whereas the languages that have preserved the subjunctive — as an independent
category or in traces — agree in great outline in its use in subclauses, the uses in main
clauses vary greatly. In subclauses, the subjunctive has often a faint meaning only, to
the extent that it does not seem to add any meaning at all, but merely serves to
construe a subordinate clause. In main clauses, the meanings encountered range
from future and expectancy to will and generic use. As far as I can judge, the weight
attached to the different languages has had a great impact on the reconstruction of
the proto-meaning, as so often with the reconstruction of the proto-language in
general.

Renou has argued that apart from its usual volitional function, in which it
expresses the will of the subject, the Vedic subjunctive denotes subordination and
dependency:

“A coté du subjonctif modal — final, consécutif, hypothétique, volitif — on est en droit de
poser un subjonctif éventuel, dont le seul motif apparent est de présenter I'affirmation
comme générale, indéterminée, implicitement subordonnée” (1932: 9).835

In the same article he has shown that the Vedic subjunctive must in origin have been
an independent formation, not taking part in the aspect contrast between the
imperfective present stem and the perfective aorist stem: “il y a lieu de poser pour le
védique des subjonctifs indépendants, sans autre caractéristique que la voyelle -a-,
étrangers aux systémes verbaux fixés” (p 28).

85 Admittedly, Renou’s notion of an “éventuel” is a bit vague, but I am convinced that this is
not due to Renou, but rather to the subjunctive itself. In my view, it is a fallacy to conclude
from any vagueness in his description that it is wrong. Compare in this respect the strange
statement of Hahn (1953: 147), who claims “In Vedic the subjunctive and optative seem
hopelessly mixed up with each other, as well as with the future indicative and the imperative.”
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Whereas the Greek subjunctive shows great similarity to the Vedic modal sub-
junctive (excluding Renou’s “éventuel” for the moment), it can also be used as a
future. In addition, there are some irregular futures that are historically subjunctives,
the most prominent example being €Sopat ‘T will eat’. Whereas the meaning of the
Latin subjunctive is of little use for our purpose because it largely derives from the
Proto-Indo-European optative, the fact that it has some futures of the same sort is
often adduced in support of an old future meaning of the Proto-Indo-European sub-
junctive.

On the basis of the evidence so briefly presented above, I would be inclined to
attach most weight to the Vedic subjunctive, and thus to the “éventuel” which seems
to be a relic meaning. I have doubts about the value of the Latin evidence as a whole
because the Latin future certainly has other sources beside the subjunctive, and those
other sources seem to be much more important, so that the only thing needed is a
subjunctive with a meaning that allowed it to become part of the future system —
obviously, there are many such meanings. Even if the Latin subjunctive-futures
originally had future meaning, which is certainly possible as this notion is also found
in Greek, it could easily have developed from a volitional. The latter development is
amply recorded, in English with its will-future as well as in many other languages (cf
the statistic approach of Bybee, Perkins and Pagliuca 1994: 254-257).

The problem, then, is whether the volitional (will) subjunctive can be derived
from the “éventuel” posited by Renou, or whether it should rather be the other way
round. As hinted at above, I think that the synchronic analysis of the Vedic usage
points to an old “éventuel” meaning or subordinating function: after all, the voli-
tional use is attested in Vedic itself. Thus, if the “éventuel” seems to be a relic use
within Vedic, the volitional is likely to derive from it, and so it could in e.g. Greek.

To mitigate the evidence of Vedic, it could be argued that it does not display the
original state of affairs because the use of the subjunctive is influenced by neigh-
bouring categories. Indeed, “Le Veda baigne dans le mode et, a I'intérieur du mode,
dans les échanges modaux” (Renou 1937: 9), and on top of that it has a precative, a
sya-future, and a desiderative. However, denoting a wish of the speaker, the
precative was competing with the optative rather than with the subjunctive; the sya-
future was marginal in the earliest period, so that it can hardly have influenced the
use of the subjunctive in any important manner; and the desiderative was only com-
peting with the subjunctive in the first person, since it denoted a wish of the subject,
unlike the subjunctive, which could denote the will of the speaker, not of the
subject.836 Thus, the large number of modal and future-like categories in Vedic is
striking and differences are often delicate, but it is not clear how the “éventuel” use
should have been caused entirely by shifting through pressure from other categories.

836 In a recent study, Heenen has argued that the desiderative does not merely express the wish
of the subject, but depicts an action as about to take place (2006: 49 and passim). Naturally,
this sets it further apart from the subjunctive.
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Nevertheless, I cannot but remain very cautious with conclusions about the
original meaning of the Proto-Indo-European subjunctive. The main reason is that
on the one hand it is not clear what the exact role of neighbouring categories was,
and on the other hand, it is in general hardly possible to make definite statements
about what is a possible semantic development and what is not: reasoning is rather
in terms of what is more or less likely. In spite of these uncertainties, I will maintain
my view that the meaning of the Proto-Indo-European subjunctive allows for a
connection with its Tocharian counterpart. If it was a subordinator, it matches the
Tocharian subjunctive in subclauses perfectly; if it was a future, it corresponds well
to the Tocharian future subjunctive in main clauses; if it was volitional, it may by all
means have developed into a future subjunctive.

An important reason to give priority to Renou’s “éventuel”, a non-modal, non-
future function, is the obvious similarity of the subjunctive with the *¢/,-present,
which makes a non-modal origin of the subjunctive likely if one does not want to
derive that present from the modal form. The probable connection of these two
categories is one of the reasons why the reconstruction of the subjunctive is un-
certain: if it developed from a present, the logical question is when that happened.
This question receives even more weight if the second difficulty of the recon-
struction is taken into account: the subjunctive is best preserved in the “central
branches” Greek and Indo-Iranian, with traces in Latin, but apparently not else-
where. Thus, it is conceivable that it is a relatively recent creation in Indo-European,
which was not found in Proto-Indo-European proper (understood as the ancestor of
all branches).

In this light, it is highly interesting that Tocharian has in fact inherited the sub-
junctive, at least morphologically. However, it has not inherited the subjunctive as a
category, but only in isolated forms that are now found among the Tocharian sub-
junctive formations. Thus, if the meaning of the Tocharian subjunctive were
inherited from Proto-Indo-European, those few morphological subjunctives would
need to have kept their original meaning and all other Tocharian subjunctives would
have been created secondarily. It is here that great difficulties arise: if the system To-
charian inherited had been so straightforward as in e.g. Greek, it is hardly possible
that such a radical restructuring could have taken place. In addition, the verb for
‘come’, which has without doubt the most prominent old subjunctive, deviates from
regular stem patterns in such a profound manner, that we can only understand the
survival of its subjunctive as an incidental phenomenon. It is unlikely that this small
group stood at the basis of the subjunctive as a whole.

4.9.2 PRESENT

In theory, a possible semantic source of the Tocharian subjunctive is an old present,
as argued by Couvreur (1947: 73) and others. The idea is that the current subjunctive
goes back to an old present, which adopted subjunctive function because a new
present was created next to it: a push chain development. Indeed, not only the
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meaning of the Tocharian subjunctive would fit such a development, but we also

find at least one of the diagnostic features Haspelmath has convincingly worked out

(1998: 30-33, cited extensively below):

1) markedness violations: the future or subjunctive has an unmarked form whereas
the present is marked, e.g. Udmurt myn-isk-o ‘T am going’ vs myn-o ‘T will go’;

2) irregular verbs: some synchronic futures or subjunctives seem to be presents
morphologically, e.g. Lezgian prs. gacu-zwa ‘(s)he takes’ and fut. acu-da ‘(s)he
will take’ vs prs. ki¢’e-da ‘(s)he is afraid’ with the “fut. suffix” -da;

3) unexpected polysemy: the future or subjunctive also expresses some other
meaning that does not seem to be directly linked, e.g. the Lezgian future -da cited
above is also used as an habitual present;

4) unexpected special uses: the future or subjunctive has occasionally different
meanings in older texts, proverbs, or fixed expressions.

The Tocharian subjunctive displays certainly feature 1) and possibly 2).

The markedness violation is obvious and widespread (see also, e.g. 1.2, p 15).
Typical examples are TA tarkas, TB tarkam ‘(s)he will let go’ with an unmarked
form vs TA tdrnds, TB tdrkanam ‘(s)he lets go’ with a marked form, or TA pdrkmar,
TB preku ‘T will ask’ vs TA prakdsmar, TB preksau ‘T ask’.

The second principle is more difficult because the Tocharian subjunctive shows a
wide variety of subjunctives that look like presents, but much less presents that look
like subjunctives. However, a good example can be found: TB 3sg. praskam, 3pl.
parskam is a present-subjunctive with the root gradation otherwise typical for sub-
junctives; it is perhaps no coincidence that it means ‘be afraid’, just like the Lezgian
example above. Other forms that could qualify are for instance lydka-type present-
subjunctives as 3sg.pl.prs.-sbj. palwam of ‘complain’. Nonetheless, the essential
problem is that there is no unique marker for subjunctives, so that the forms in
question could theoretically also be presents — which is, in fact, what they historically
are.

The essential question is whether we are allowed to reverse Haspelmath’s princi-
ple and adduce subjunctives that look like presents. Evidently, we are not: the princi-
ples are meant as diachronic clues and a subjunctive that looks like a present is ob-
viously what it looks like, namely an old present. The mere fact that we find present-
like subjunctives with derived presents beside them, like TB wefiau ‘T will say’ vs
weskau ‘I say’, shows that old presents could become subjunctives, but it does not
prove that other subjunctives that do not look like presents are old presents as well.
Thus, I conclude that the question whether the second principle applies invites
debate, but in the end the evidence is very weak indeed.

The third and the fourth feature are not found in Tocharian: there are no by-
meanings or relic meanings of subjunctive forms that would show that they go back
to older presents.

Even if the only explicit indication of a present — subjunctive shift is the
markedness of the present, the lack of Haspelmath’s other features does not prove
that Tocharian is not an example of his path of development: any of such irregular-
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ities could have disappeared in the course of time. What is more, none of the
indications is absolutely necessary. However, positive evidence for the present —
subjunctive shift is in fact meagre, certainly if an alternative explanation of the
markedness of the present can be found.

The definite argument against Couvreur’s theory does not come from semantics,
but from comparative morphology: since it can be shown that the Tocharian
category present derives from the Proto-Indo-European present, it cannot be a
secondary creation that pushed some old present into subjunctive function. In the
case of the nasal presents this is the clearest: if Couvreur’s theory is thought through,
the subjunctive tarkam should be an old present and tdrkanam should be a new
present. Evidently, this leads to serious problems because 1) the nasal present is old
and ascertained by comparative evidence, 2) there is no source for a present tarkam,
and 3) the nasal presents are left unexplained if it is assumed that they were
secondarily created: on the basis of what?

Thus, the essence of the subjunctive system cannot be a shift from old presents to
subjunctives. Nevertheless, a number of subjunctives must be explained by exactly
this development:

— subjunctives in -s-, at least aks?/s- ‘announce’, awks?/s- ‘grow’ (Hackstein 1995:

327-354);

— subjunctives in -sk- in as far as they have a longer present next to them (Hack-

stein 1995: 167-202);

—  PT wen?/,- ‘speak’, clearly an old present as shown by the new presents TA tréink-
and TB we?/g- (Winter 1977: 135-136 and passim);

— na-subjunctives, see 4.6.9 (p 448);

— e-subjunctives, see 4.8.3 (p 476);

— i-subjunctives, see 4.8.1 (p 469);

— TB loka- ‘see’, certainly an old present-subjunctive because it is still preserved in

the middle, and because it is parallel to Sowa- ‘eat’ etc (4.4.5, p 395);

— PT tatta- ‘put’, on the basis of the comparison with Indo-European (4.3.2, p 357).

The varied character of this phenomenon suggests that it is a secondary development
that has nothing to do with the rise of the subjunctive as such. In some cases, we
dispose even of hard proof because of relic forms or mismatches between the two
languages. Thus, those subjunctives from old presents were not pushed to subjunc-
tive function in the “strict sense”™: the category was already there and their present
origin only attests of a drift in Tocharian to fit all verbs in a rigid present : subjunc-
tive pattern. This drift has affected almost the complete verbal lexicon in Tocharian
A, while Tocharian B shows the older stage in many instances, but the principle has
been at work at the pre-stages of both languages as well as in Proto-Tocharian.
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4.9.3 PERFECT

As argued directly above, the Tocharian subjunctive cannot go back to the Proto-
Indo-European present, that is, the Proto-Indo-European present is in principle
continued by the Tocharian present. However, there were perhaps more present-like
categories in Proto-Indo-European, the best candidate of which is the perfect. As
recounted in 4.1.5 (p 334), the Proto-Indo-European perfect originally was a resulta-
tive, denoting a present state as the result of a past event; in many languages, it
developed further into a past tense. If Tocharian inherited a perfect which had
become a past tense, I see no way to derive the meaning of the Tocharian subjunctive
from it. However, if the perfect it inherited was still a present, it is worthwhile
exploring whether it could have undergone a shift from present to subjunctive as
sketched in the preceding section.

The essential problem with a derivation of the subjunctive from a second present
is that it is not clear how a push chain should have functioned. If the two presents
existed side by side, they must originally have had a certain relevant difference be-
cause otherwise there would be no need of a second present. Then this difference
must have disappeared so that the second present had to move away, apparently
towards a subjunctive meaning, or it was transformed into the contrast between
present and subjunctive as actually attested in Tocharian.

Kim (2007b) has explored exactly this path of reasoning when he wanted to
apply Couvreur’s idea (in line with a long tradition, he attributes it to Winter
instead, e.g. 1994a: 287). In a nutshell, he has argued that the perfect was a second
present in Proto-Indo-European, which filled the blank “non-past + perfective”
traditionally reconstructed (e.g. Brugmann 1916: 48):

imperfective perfective
non-past present ¢ = PERFECT
past imperfect aorist

Just like Couvreur, Kim draws a parallel with Slavic, where imperfective and
perfective aspect determine the character of the whole verbal system. In northern
Slavic languages, a morphological present of the perfective stem does not have
present, but rather future reference.837 Thus, if the perfect was a second present

87 An older meaning of the perfective present is found in South Slavic languages, e.g. Serbo-
Croatian, which has a separate future formed with the auxiliary ‘want’, 1sg. ¢u etc. The SCr.
perfective present does not denote a future, but it is used 1) in general statements, 2) as a
historic present in narratives to convey rapid action, or 3) in subclauses, where it often has
future reference (Meillet and Vaillant 1952: 283-284). Although the auxiliary construction is
certainly secondary, relics of the same meaning are found in other Slavic languages such as
Russian (Vaillant 1977: 155-156).
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comparable to the perfective present of Slavic, it could offer a possible source for the
meaning of the Tocharian subjunctive.

Evidently, others had seen the “non-past + perfective” blank before and there are
obvious reasons to reconstruct it: the imperfective is formed from the present stem
and the perfective from the aorist stem, and the aorist stem has no regular non-past.
Conversely, the perfect has its own stem that has nothing to do with the present-
aorist system; even its endings are of a completely different set. Thus, there are no
morphological reasons to take the perfect with the present-aorist system at all: the
two systems are clearly separate (e.g. Brugmann 1916: 427-428).

Prohibitive of Kim’s theory, however, is the fact that the perfect was just not the
perfective counterpart of the present: it denoted a state. Although the perfect was
perfective in the sense that it denoted a state that is the result of a recent change, as
opposed to the stative, where the starting point of the state is irrelevant, it cannot
have filled the “perfective present” blank in the present-aorist system because these
formations did not denote states. In my view, the fact that the perfect does neither
morphologically nor semantically allow for an analysis as the perfective counterpart
of the present is too great an obstacle for Kim’s theory.

I see two alternative courses to explain the subjunctive from the perfect: either
the subjunctive should go back to the resultative present meaning directly, or the
perfect became a perfective present first. Both scenarios are difficult to exclude
completely, so that the question is first and foremost how likely they are.

It is not easy to derive the subjunctive from the stative present meaning directly.
On the one hand, unlike the Tocharian subjunctive, the perfect certainly had no
future reference, and an uncertainty by-meaning can likewise be ruled out. On the
other hand, the subjunctive has no present meaning, nor does it refer to states in
particular. Thus, “direct derivation” can at most be true in a relative, not in an
absolute sense: there are no shared elements of meaning. This again does not lead us
much further: the resultative meaning must have been lost anyhow, which leaves us
with a present that should have become a subjunctive. As possible ways in which
such a shift could have come about, I see only the push chain type of the last
paragraph, or the perfective present, for which see directly below. The problem with
a push chain development is that it is completely unclear how it should have worked:
I would not know how to understand a situation wherein two presents pushed each
other so that one became a present without one of them having been different in a
certain respect. And here I have to repeat myself: the present turns up as a present,
so that it cannot have had another meaning, and the perfect was different in
meaning, but not in such a way that it was likely to become a subjunctive.

What seems to be a more attractive path at first sight is to assume that the
perfect, which originally was no perfective present, as argued above, became one in
the prehistory of Tocharian. The only way such a radical change could have come
about, in my view, is a complete merger of the perfect with the perfective stem, the
aorist. This has often been proposed before to explain the preterite, which was
derived in part from the perfect, in part from the aorist. As the perfect was not
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perfective and the aorist not a present, it requires a smooth merger, resulting in a
category with the aspect of the latter and the tense of the former.

Although I think that such a scenario would be adequate semantically, I see great
morphological difficulties: it presupposes not only that the perfect has been pre-
served as a present tense, but also that the aorist has been preserved as a past tense.
Both are wrong. Admittedly, the perfect must have merged with the aorist in a cer-
tain sense, but the result seems to have been exactly the reverse: the perfect origin of
the Tocharian preterite endings suggest that the perfect had become a past tense,
whereas an explanation of the endings of the present-subjunctive system requires the
inclusion of secondary endings as were found in the aorist. Thus, although the
preterite and the subjunctive have characteristics of the perfect and the aorist indeed,
there are no indications whatsoever that the perfect became a perfective present, and
eventually the Tocharian subjunctive.

4.9.4 INJUNCTIVE

The category that in my view is the most likely source of the Tocharian subjunctive
is the aorist injunctive. As an independent category, the injunctive is only preserved
in Vedic, but the general view is that it is old and has disappeared in the other
languages. It is principally defined morphologically: it is a past tense form without
the augment, a prefixed past tense marker (Gk. &-). Without the augment, those
forms are not automatically presents because the contrast present : past is double-
marked: the present has special present-marking primary endings and the past is
characterised by non-present secondary endings and the augment. The injunctive is
peculiar in that it takes an intermediate position, combining non-present endings
with the lack of the augment, which marks it as non-past.

The meaning of the injunctive is even more difficult to describe than that of the
subjunctive. Except for its obligatory use in prohibitive clauses, its meaning is
strikingly faint. It can be used in different temporal contexts without explicitly
referring to a definite point in time, and in different modal contexts without adding
an explicit value of its own. Thus, parallel to its negative morphological definition,
Hoffmann describes its meaning in negative terms as “zeitstufenlos, nicht-modal,
nicht-berichtend” (1967: 278).

Although with such negative characteristics it shows no clear similarity to the
Tocharian subjunctive semantically, the meaning of the latter can easily be derived
from it. Any of its non-past or modal meanings may have stood at the basis, but
since it is unclear whether such meanings belong to the semantic nucleus of the
formation, I would rather opt for the “second present” scenario as discussed in detail
in 4.9.2 (p 483) above. In short, the aorist injunctive combines the two most impor-
tant formal characteristics of the Tocharian subjunctive: in Tocharian terms, it is a
preterite stem with present endings, i.e. the originally non-present secondary
endings that have merged with the other endings of the present-aorist system in
Tocharian (see 4.2, p 341).
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As argued by Couvreur, the Tocharian present stem is imperfective and the sub-
junctive stem is perfective. In Proto-Indo-European, the present stem is likewise
imperfective, and since it is continued by the Tocharian present, it would be under-
standable if its perfective aorist stem is reflected in the Tocharian preterite-subjunc-
tive stem. Indeed, the Tocharian preterite-subjunctive stem shows a number of
striking similarities with the Proto-Indo-European aorist stem.

As details are treated elsewhere, notably in 4.5.3-4.5.4 (p 408) and 4.6.5 (p 442), 1
will here only emphasise an important general agreement: just like the Tocharian
present stem, the Proto-Indo-European present stem is mostly marked vis-a-vis the
aorist. A quick look in e.g. Brugmann (1916) or LIv2 shows a wide variety of patterns
that derive presents from aorists, but only very few that derive aorists from presents,
notably the s-aorist and the reduplicated aorist. The first type is “demarked” by
sound law, that is, the s is lost in Tocharian, which turns the originally derived stem
into what must be synchronically analysed as a root formation (4.5.4, p 411). The
second type is probably reflected in the causative preterite, although causative re-
duplication is transformed into initial accent in Tocharian B (4.4.6, p 398). Thus, in
as far as the Proto-Indo-European aorist was not a root formation already, it has
become one through the developments leading to historical Tocharian.

Synchronically, the Tocharian subjunctive looks like a present because of its
endings, but diachronically those endings reflect a mixture of the Proto-Indo-
European primary endings with present reference and the secondary endings with
non-present reference (4.2, p 341). In other words, the non-present — or past, if you
will — endings turn up as present endings in Tocharian. This development is highly
remarkable if we had to assume that the vehicle category for the secondary endings
had been the regular aorist or the imperfect: how could such a past tense have
furnished non-past endings? On the assumption that it was rather the injunctive that
carried the secondary endings up to their merger with the primary endings, this
problem is avoided: the injunctive was not a past tense.

The semantic development will then have been one comparable to that sketched
— but rejected — for the perfect in 4.9.3 (p 486). The merger of the primary and the
secondary endings threw the aspect contrast between the present stem and the aorist
stem (which was to become the preterite-subjunctive stem) into relief: the stem
difference became the only difference between two categories that were formerly
distinguished by their stem and their endings. This led to the rise of a second,
perfective present that ultimately became the subjunctive.

In sum, the derivation of the Tocharian subjunctive from the Proto-Indo-
European aorist injunctive explains that it is formed from the preterite-subjunctive
stem, that it has present endings, as well as its non-markedness compared to the
marked present. It further explains that there is no ?/.-subjunctive analogous to the
Proto-Indo-European “*¢/,-subjunctives”, and it accounts for the present-subjunc-
tive, which goes back to presents with no aorist beside them.
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4.9.5 SEMANTIC SOURCES OF THE TOCHARIAN SUBJUNCTIVE

In the above, I have discussed four possible Proto-Indo-European source categories
of the meaning of the Tocharian subjunctive: subjunctive, present, perfect and aorist
injunctive. Although a present could well develop into a category like the Tocharian
subjunctive, which denotes future in main clauses and uncertainty in subclauses, it
can be excluded as the ultimate source because the Proto-Indo-European present is
continued as the Tocharian present (4.9.2, p 483). A number of Tocharian subjunc-
tives must go back to earlier presents, but since the presents that are found beside
them are obviously secondary, this was a late development, when the subjunctive
category already existed.

A derivation of the subjunctive from an old perfect encounters insurmountable
problems both on the semantic and the morphological side (4.9.3, p 486). While the
meaning of the perfect seems rather to be continued in the preterite system, that is,
both in the finite preterite and in the preterite participle, it has also furnished the
endings of the finite preterite and the morphological design of the preterite
participle as a whole.

The subjunctive and the injunctive are not so readily dismissed as possible
sources: the subjunctive is so close in meaning that it could have developed into the
Tocharian subjunctive directly, whereas the injunctive may have developed into a
second present, which is certainly a plausible semantic source. For both categories,
we have to restrict ourselves to the aorist stem in order to explain the affinity of the
subjunctive stem and the preterite stem in Tocharian. Whereas some isolated
formations and probably one category continue aorist “*¢/,-subjunctive” patterns, it
is questionable whether these allow to explain the ensemble of the subjunctive
system: the asymmetric make-up of the verb for ‘come’ compared to regular
patterns, for instance, suggests that the survival of the subjunctive in that verb is a
relic. In addition, the bulk of the other subjunctives show no traces of a subjunctive
suffix and there are no indications for a loss of that suffix.

The injunctive, on the other hand, seems to have all necessary characteristics: it
had no suffix of its own and the merger of the primary (present) and secondary
(non-present) endings in Tocharian explains that it became a kind of present.
Apparently, it merged functionally with the subjunctive in the course of time,
whereas in many cases the lack of a contrast between present and preterite-subjunc-
tive stem was compensated through the creation of new presents that allowed the old
presents to become subjunctives. Thus, the Tocharian subjunctive is morphologi-
cally a mixture of aorist injunctives, aorist “*¢/,-subjunctive” and old presents, but
the origin of the category as a whole is probably to be sought in the first. Both mor-
phologically and semantically, the aorist injunctive is the most likely source of the
Tocharian subjunctive.



4.10 conclusions 491

4.10 CONCLUSIONS

In this chapter, the Tocharian subjunctive has generally been traced back to the
Proto-Indo-European aorist. Besides, a considerable number of verbs have a pres-
ent-subjunctive, which must go back to an older present. In addition, a small
number of isolated subjunctives and some minor subjunctive classes with evidently
secondary present formations must be derived from the present as well.

4.10.1 ORIGIN

The origin of the Tocharian subjunctive is diverse: in broad outline, it reflects both
aorist and present formations, the Proto-Indo-European perfective and imperfective
stems respectively. I have found only little evidence for old perfects. Whereas the
perfect had become a past tense in the prehistory of Tocharian, as shown by the To-
charian preterite endings, which reflect the endings of the Proto-Indo-European
perfect, its stem formation was replaced by that of the aorist. This replacement must
have taken place because the primary (present tense) endings of the present-aorist
system merged with the secondary (non-present, often past tense) endings. When
the contrast was between present and past endings was restored with the introduc-
tion of the perfect endings in the aorist, the perfect itself was apparently abandoned.
The most salient trace of the perfect is found in the preterite participle, which has
preserved both the characteristic reduplication and the perfect participle suffix
*-uo0s-; however, the stem shape of the preterite participle has been adapted to the
preterite. Some individual verbs may reflect old perfects: TB ay*/k.- ‘know’, TB
ce¥%/ke- ‘touch’ and PT *yok- ‘drink’. Possibly, the 3sg.pf. in -e was reinterpreted as a
3sg. of the 7/,-suffix.

The meaning of the subjunctive can be derived from the aorist through a kind of
second present development, as suggested by Couvreur (1947: 73) and others, along
the lines of the typological study of Haspelmath (1998). While the Tocharian present
in principle continues the Proto-Indo-European present, the aorist was apparently
reinterpreted as a kind of present when its endings merged with those of the “real”
present. Whether the aorist sources of the Tocharian subjunctive are to be looked for
among aorist subjunctives or rather aorist injunctives is not completely clear. How-
ever, there are only very few subjunctives with an ?/,-suffix of a reasonable age, so
that a derivation from the aorist injunctive seems more plausible in principle. The
meaning of the Tocharian subjunctive need not have completely resulted from a
reinterpretation of the second “perfective” present: the Proto-Indo-European injunc-
tive may have developed into the Tocharian subjunctive directly. In addition, the
scarce remnants of “original subjunctive”, i.e. *¢/,-formations in Tocharian may
point to a pre-stage where the aorist subjunctive had a wider usage, so that it contri-
buted its part in the ultimate semantics of the Tocharian subjunctive.

Although at first sight the number of subjunctives from earlier presents is con-
siderable, they are all clearly secondary formations that result from a strong tenden-
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cy, a drift, to supply all verbs with a present, a subjunctive and a preterite. At an ear-
lier stage of the language, there must have been many verbs without a distinction
between present and subjunctive (for an overview, see 4.9.2, p 483). As shown by a
fairly large number of present-subjunctives, this situation is continued in part in To-
charian B, while Tocharian A has preserved enough individual cases and remnants
to ascertain that the phenomenon goes back to Proto-Tocharian. While certain
present suffixes, notably TB -$9/g.- and TA -54/4,-, have been extremely frequent in
the creation and restoration of present : subjunctive contrasts, synchronic
peculiarities of Tocharian A are evidence of different strategies as well. For instance,
the large number of suppletive verbs shows that the present : subjunctive contrast
was often restored at the cost of suppletion (see 4.4, p 377), while the subjunctive
suffix -a%4/s- illustrates that the distinction was so important that completely new
suffix patterns arose (see 4.4.6, p 398).

4.10.2 FORMATION

While the above considerations have played only a minor role in the discussion
about the origin of the Tocharian subjunctive, most of the treatments have taken the
gradation pattern of the root subjunctive (TEB classes 1 and 5) as their point of
departure. It was argued (by Lane 1959: 160 and many others) that the gradation
pattern sg.act. e : other forms 2 without initial palatalisation could only be derived
from the Proto-Indo-European perfect, which had *o-grade in the singular and @-
grade in the plural. A variant of this theory is the derivation from the h.e-con-
jugation as reconstructed by Jasanoff, where the original *o : *e gradation was
replaced by *o : @ gradation at an early stage if the expected initial palatalisation in
the plural was not removed analogically on the basis of its absence in the singular in
the prehistory of Tocharian.

Although the most important arguments against the perfect theory are its
problems with the development of the Tocharian verbal system as a whole and the
meaning of the Tocharian subjunctive in particular, another major weakness is that
it offers no explanation for the tight connection between the grading subjunctive to
the s-present and s-preterite system on the one hand or the n-present and x|a-root
preterite system on the other. The connection with the s-preterite system was neatly
accounted for by Kortlandt (1994), who assumed that the grading x|@-root subjunc-
tive goes back to the s-aorist.

Kortlandt’s assumption that the -s- of the s-aorist was lost in several contexts,
especially word-finally and between consonants, is largely compatible with Ringe’s
derivation of the Tocharian s-preterite from the s-aorist (1990). However, for his
explanation of the Tocharian gradation pattern e : 3 from Proto-Indo-European *é :
*e he needed to assume that the vocalism was influenced by the perfect. On the basis
of especially the root grades prt.act. ‘e vs prt.mid. , strongly reminiscent of sbj.sg. e
vs sbj.pl. (etc) a, I assumed that the original root grades of the subjunctive were *’e
and *5. As this gradation pattern cannot be explained from the Proto-Indo-
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European s-aorist, I had to assume that the subjunctive plural allomorph owes its
unpalatalised initial to influence of the s-present, where s-grade was regular.
Subsequently, the unpalatalised initial of the subjunctive plural was levelled at the
expense of the palatalised initial of the subjunctive singular. From the x|@-root sub-
junctive, the pattern was taken over analogically by the x|a-root subjunctive. While
together the two types made up the core of the subjunctive as such, this spread may
at an initial stage further have been favoured by the close semantic match between
the two classes: both were predominantly transitive.

4.10.3 TOOLS AND METHODS

Throughout this study, I have tried to keep to the principle that regularity is the
result of analogy, while irregularities must be due to sound change. The importance
of this working principle in linguistic reconstruction in general can hardly be
overestimated, and in view of the complicated prehistory of Tocharian, it must
constantly be borne in mind when issues of the reconstruction of Tocharian are
addressed. The large number of rigid morphological patterns in Tocharian proves
that many and drastic analogical processes have taken place. Although the correct-
ness of an assumed analogical development defies a completely objective verification
in the end, necessary requirements are always a model and a motivation, which I
have been trying to provide at every occasion.

In spite of my primarily morphological approach, I have not been able to avoid
the use of certain sound changes, of which I will briefly highlight a selection below.

For the explanation of the s-present, I have adopted Couvreur’s dissimilation of
*ksk to *ks (1947: 62; cf also Klingenschmitt 1982: 62). The precise conditions for this
dissimilation are difficult to establish because original *ksk developed into *sk (see
Hackstein 1995: 74-75), so that it affected only secondary *ksk as could arise in sk-
presents when the root was restored. Still, from the distribution of s-presents and sk-
presents it appears that apart from simple ksk-clusters, a following k was lost after ps
and nks, whereas it remained after ns and Tks, in the latter context without doubt
because the cluster had first been subject to a-epenthesis. Couvreur’s dissimilation
provides a neat explanation for the absence of roots in -t among s-presents, which
must have lost their s between t and k according to the sound law discovered by
Melchert (1977).838 A similar cluster simplification may account for PT *preks’s
‘asks’, if it reflects earlier *parks’a where the k was lost, and PT *yars- ‘honour’ from
*yarks-.

The explanation of the causative system depends completely on Malzahn’s
discovery that the medial a of sk-causatives was not lost in all forms (forth.a). The

88 The discrepancy between the sound laws ksk > sk and tsk > tk must be explained by the
better preservation of ts: perhaps it first merged into # before the s-element was lost. Con-
versely, ks could not merge into one phoneme, so that the k had to be dropped.
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preservation of a in certain contexts allows us to search for the conditions of this loss
of medial a. As I argued in 4.4.6 (p 398), the double condition was probably that the
a had to be preceded by the accent and followed by a syllable with a heavy vowel (in
any case e and not 2).

As an alternative to Winter’s implausible deletion of accented shwa before
dentals (1993), I have adopted Marggraf’s brief historical account of the Tocharian B
accent (1970: 21), which entails a forward shift by one syllable in trisyllabic words
compared to the automatic initial accent in disyllabic words (see 4.5.5, p 413). This
forward shift explains the difference between e.g. the medial accent of subjunctives
next to e-presents vs the initial accent of subjunctives next to o-presents, and be-
tween the initial accent of root subjunctives vs the medial accent of the corre-
sponding preterites. In the paradigms with initial accent, the automatic initial accent
of the dominant disyllabic forms was generalised, whereas the medial accent was
fixed in the paradigms with predominantly trisyllabic forms.

Of various minor sound changes I will here only mention the loss of k in Pre-To-
charian A clusters such as nkt and nks that results in nt and ns. Again I had to
assume a slightly different sound law for secondarily restored nkt, which becomes kt
as in TA piktrd ‘writes’. Further, the delicate role of a-syncope and a-epenthesis is
illustrated by examples such as TA 1sg.prs. kumsam ‘T am coming’ vs the 3sg.mid.
kumndstir, where the shorter combination mns was simplified in the former, but the
longer mndst survived because st blocked d-syncope. Likewise, *nsk was evidently
simplified to *sk, but the longer cluster *mnsk received epenthesis in *k"amn2sk-
‘come’ so that the n could remain. While combinatory sound laws such as the
development of we to o (Penney 1978: 79; see also Peyrot forth.a), have had only a
minor effect on morphology (see 4.7.4, p 462), the rigorous restructurings called
forth by changes in n-clusters are overwhelming. Many of them, like tn > nt, kn > nk,
In > Il or ntn > nn, are well known, and their impact on morphology is enormous, as
they stand at the basis of several new categories such as 7k-presents (see 4.6.4, p 435),
the subjunctive of ‘go out’ (4.3.5, p 368), several apparent n-subjunctives (4.6.9, p
448), and completely new present types in Tocharian A and B (4.6.10, p 450).



