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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

This study aims to describe the evolution of the Tocharian gender system, investigating
the inflectional morphology of grammatical gender in Tocharian nouns, adjectives, and
pronouns.

1.1. TOCHARIAN

At the end of the 19™ century, ancient manuscripts were found in the Tarim Basin in
Chinese Turkestan (present-day Xinjiang Uyghur Autonomous Region). In these
manuscripts, different languages were documented, many of which were already known.
Two of them, however, were completely unknown to the scientific community of the time.
In1908, the Indologists Emil Sieg and Wilhelm Siegling announced that the new languages
were related to each other as an independent branch of the Indo-European language
family (cf. already Miiller 1907). As is clear from the name of the article, Sieg and Siegling
named these languages “Tocharisch. Die Sprache der Indoskythen”.

Thus, Tocharian is the conventional name of two extinct Indo-European languages:
Tocharian A (also named East Tocharian or Agnean) and Tocharian B (also named West
Tocharian or Kuchean).

Despite the differences between the two idioms, the comparison of Tocharian A and
Tocharian B allows to reconstruct a coherent picture of an immediate antecedent, which
is usually named Proto-Tocharian. The differences between the two Tocharian languages
are significant and testify an independent evolution during at least some centuries.
Tocharian B texts are dated from the 5" to 10" centuries CE, while Tocharian A is attested
over a shorter period, from the 7™ to 10" centuries CE (Pinault 1989: 7-12; Tamai 2om:
370-5). From a linguistic point of view, the largest differences between Tocharian A and B
are found in the phonology (the vowel system in particular), the formation of some case
and verbal endings, the verbal stems, and other elements of the morphology. On the lexical
level, they are similar, but some differences can equally be found both in technical
Buddhist terms and in some words belonging to the basic lexicon (Lane 1966). Another
significant difference between Tocharian A and B is their sociolinguistic status: while
Tocharian B has dialectal and chronological layers, Tocharian A appears to be
linguistically uniform. Furthermore, apart from sporadic exceptions, texts drafted in
Tocharian A are of religious content, while secular documents are more common in
Tocharian B. This led some scholars to think that Tocharian A was not a language of
everyday use (cf. e.g. Winter 1963; Peyrot 2010a). However, recent investigations on the
Tocharian A materials have cast doubt on this analysis (see Ogihara 2014 with references),
showing that Tocharian A was a spoken vernacular too. Following a classification
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definitively standardised by Peyrot (2008), Tocharian B is usually divided into three main
linguistic periods: archaic, classical, and late. Colloquial forms can be found across all
periods (Ching & Ogihara 2013).

Tocharian A documents were mostly found in monastery complexes in the vicinity of
Soréuq (near Qaraihir) and in Turfan region. Tocharian B documents were found in the
same areas as Tocharian A and in the region of Kuéa (particularly in the Min-Oy grottoes
near Qizil). Most of the Tocharian leaves are damaged and sometimes abraded, and many
manuscripts are mutilated and fragmentary. With the exception of fragments from two
manuscripts drafted in Manichean script, Tocharian documents are written in a modified
variety of the Indian Brahmi script, commonly named North-Turkestan Brahmi
(Nordturkistanische Brahmi). A peculiarity of Tocharian Brahmi is the use of the so-called
“Fremdzeichen”, signs with inherent vowel d, which are not found in the Indian Brahmi.
Furthermore, the anusvara, a diacritic used to indicate nasalisation and usually
transcribed with am, appears often in word-final position, where it always corresponds to
/n/.

Tocharian shows significant effects of contact with neighbouring languages. While the
contacts with Indian (Sanskrit and Middle Indian languages), Chinese, and Old Uygur are
from a relatively recent date and mostly surface in loanwords, contacts with Iranian
languages have taken place over a much longer period. We find loanwords from
Khotanese, Bactrian, and Sogdian, but an archaic layer must derive from an otherwise
unattested Old Iranian variety.

The phylogenetic position of Tocharian within the Indo-European domain is debated.
Affinity has been claimed with practically every other branch of the Indo-European family
(Malzahn 2016: 281), from Germanic (Adams 1984) to Celtic (Pedersen 1913), and from
Slavic and Armenian (Meillet 1914; Hamp 1998) to Greek and Phrygian (Benveniste 1936;
cf. Klingenschmitt 1994). In recent years, a broad, though not universal, consensus seems
to be reached, according to which Tocharian was the second branch that split off from
Proto-Indo-European, after the earlier departure of Anatolian (Carling 2005; Ringe 2017;
Jasanoft 2017; Weiss 2018; Lundquist & Yates 2018; Kim 2018a; Peyrot 2019). The supporters
of the so-called “Indo-Tocharian hypothesis” tested the evidence either with the
traditional comparative method (Schmidt 1992; Ringe 1991; Winter 1997; Jasanoff 2003;
Kim 2018a), or with the computational cladistic method (Ringe et al. 2002; Bouckaert et
al. 2012; Chang et al. 2015).

In order to bring the discussion forward and to possibly settle the debate, two points
remain crucial: (1) the identification of possible common innovations of the remaining
non-Anatolian and non-Tocharian branches; (2) more generally, the relative chronology
of unitary and differential structural isoglosses between Tocharian, Anatolian, and the
other Indo-European languages.

Indeed, most compelling evidence said to militate in favour of the early split-off of
Tocharian comes from the lexical level. This has been recently reviewed by Malzahn
(2016), who concluded that these lexical isoglosses could neither prove the early split of
Tocharian nor deny it.
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At any rate, the lexicon is of less value for establishing cognacy and tree-branching
(Ciancaglini 2009; Ringe et al. 2002: 99). Indeed, lexical and semantic arguments may only
serve as additional evidence, while the method must be based on structural evidence, i.e.
phonological and morphological correspondences. In this respect, verbal morphology has
been the privileged area of research, where, according to some scholars, the archaic status
of Anatolian and Tocharian could be suggested by peculiar linguistic traits that these two
Indo-European branches share, but that are not (or are only partially) attested in other
Indo-European languages (Jasanoff 2003, 2017; Kim 2007a; Ringe 2000). On the other
hand, nominal morphology has been less used to substantiate the early split-off of
Tocharian. Indeed, in contrast to the verbal system, it is generally assumed that Tocharian
nominal morphology is less conservative and archaic with respect to what is reconstructed
for Proto-Indo-European. At first glance, this assumption seems reasonable and founded.
A good example is the case system, where on top of only four nominal cases inherited from
the proto-language, an additional agglutinative case layer has been formed.

In recent years, however, the gender system of Tocharian has been called into
question, since it has been claimed to preserve a more archaic status with respect to the
other non-Anatolian languages. This thesis is also concerned with this topic.

1.2. TOCHARIAN GRAMMATICAL GENDER

The Tocharian gender system is not complex. It distinguishes three category values, the
masculine, the feminine, and the so-called alternating gender, which mostly evolved from
the Proto-Indo-European neuter. A three-gender contrast is found in most of the ancient
Indo-European languages. Still, the Tocharian gender system is different from that of the
ancient Indo-European languages. These differences are many and can be addressed from
both a diachronic and a synchronic point of view.

In the last few years, historical linguistics oriented towards Tocharian morphology has
mostly focussed on the verbal system, which resulted in the publication of two
monumental monographs, Melanie Malzahn’s The Tocharian Verbal System (2010) and
Michaél Peyrot’s The Tocharian Subjunctive (2013). A new monograph by Markus
Hartmann (2013) is an exception.' This publication is a slightly revised version of his
Habilitationsschrift, submitted in 2011. The published version is not much different from
the thesis, since recent bibliography has not been included (with the exception of
Hackstein 2012 and an article by Melchert later published in 2014). As suggested by the
title Das Genussystem des Tocharischen (2013), Hartmann’s aim is to describe the
Tocharian gender system from both a synchronic and a diachronic perspective, thus
clarifying the status of Tocharian with respect to the other Indo-European languages. Is it
therefore necessary to have another study on the grammatical gender of Tocharian?

Hartmann’s book has been reviewed by two of the major experts from the Tocharian
field: Georges-Jean Pinault (20154, 20 pages) and Douglas Q. Adams (2016, 7 pages). These

" Hartmann’s book has been recently joined by Kim’s monograph on the Tocharian dual (2018).
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reviews evaluate the book very differently: Pinault strongly criticises both the method and
the results, while Adams considers it a rich contribution from the point of view of the
analysis provided and the data collected.

In my opinion, the truth may lie somewhere in between. Hartmann’s book can be
divided into two sections: the first is synchronically orientated, while the second is
diachronically orientated. I think these sections differ from each other not only in the final
goals and in the perspectives, but also in the achieved results.

In the first section, Hartmann deals with the “gender resolution”, i.e. the recognition of
formal and functional patterns to predict the gender of a given noun. The data are detailed
and analysed systematically, in order to provide an in-depth discussion about the gender
assighment system of Tocharian from an inflectional, derivational, and semantic
perspective.

On the other hand, Hartmann'’s diachronic analysis mainly concerns etymological
problems related to the gender of some Tocharian nouns, which can be neither sorted into
Tocharian inflectional classes nor traced back to common PIE stems. As a consequence,
Hartmann did not deal with some other and, in my view, more important problems related
to e.g. the origin of the third Tocharian gender, the so-called genus alternans, and the
evolution of the feminine markers from Proto-Indo-European to Tocharian.

Another point that Hartmann did not consider in his book is the morphology of
adjectives and pronouns. The Tocharian gender system must have arisen from formal and
functional mergers of the genders inherited from Proto-Indo-European. These mergers
have first taken place in the adjectival system, and they have reshaped not only the gender
system, but also the nominal morphology of Tocharian as a whole. But even on a more
general level, I think that grammatical gender must be considered, first of all, in light of
the morphosyntactic relations between a noun and a modifier. This is just as true in the
synchrony of the language, as it is in its diachrony. Indeed, in the Indo-European domain,
nouns can be divided in genders only when they start to agree with targets, i.e. adjectives,
pronouns, demonstratives, numerals, etc. This means that an important task for the
diachronic analysis is to consider the marking of gender in the inflection of the modifiers.

Hartmann’s book is part of a flourishing line of research that has the Tocharian
category of gender as the central subject of investigation. The issues that this type of study
face pertain to various aspects of the language from a phonological, morphological, and
typological point of view. In some recent works it has been argued that Tocharian has
inherited a gender system different from that of the other Indo-European languages (cf.
Kim 2009, 2014, 2018b; Hackstein 2012; Kortlandt 2017). The most debated issue concerns
the evolution of the feminine gender: on the one hand, it has been argued that, when
Tocharian separated from Proto-Indo-European, the feminine had not yet risen as a
grammatical category value; on the other hand, it has been hypothesised that Tocharian
has maintained an older stage, where the suffix *-ih, was generalised in both the thematic
and the athematic declensions. These theories have received some support, but they have
also been criticised (cf. e.g. Pinault 2008: 516f., 2012; Malzahn 2011; Fellner 2014, 2014a).



INTRODUCTION [17

As one can see, most of these recent articles have been published even after Hartmann
(2013). This is indicative of the fact that the problems linked to this topic have not been
solved yet. I therefore believe that there is ample reason to look at the subject again,
starting, of course, from what Hartmann has either already clarified, or left unsolved
(Adams 2016: 253).

1.3. AIM

The aim of this thesis is to illustrate what type of gender system Tocharian has and
particularly to investigate how it developed. Consequently, the approach is mainly
diachronic.

Nonetheless, a synchronic part of the thesis is aimed at clarifying an important and still
unsolved problem of Tocharian grammar, namely how many genders Tocharian has. In
order to answer this question, I will refer to the problematic status of the third Tocharian
gender, i.e. the so-called genus alternans, putting forward typological arguments and
invoking cross-linguistic comparisons with languages that show a similar gender system.

The diachronic part has a threefold aim. It aims at:

(1) describing the evolution of the gender markers in the inflection of the gender
agreement controllers, i.e. nouns;

(2) describing the evolution of the gender markers in the inflection of the gender
agreement targets, i.e. pronouns and adjectives;

(3) understanding what type of morpho-phonological mergers between the three
inherited genders can be reconstructed.

It follows that the main subject of investigation concerns the question how grammatical
gender developed over time and what type of gender system Tocharian inherited from
Proto-Indo-European. The principal problems are related to the historical evolution of the
feminine and the neuter.

As to how the feminine gender evolved in Tocharian nouns, I will consider inflectional
classes that may be traced back to either the *(e)A.-inflection (of both the ablauting and
non-ablauting type) or the *iA,-inflection (of both the devi-type and vrki-type). As far as
the adjectival declension is concerned, I will focus on the relation between the “thematic”
“@"-inflection and the “athematic” ablauting *if.-inflection, in order to verify whether
Tocharian has inherited a different gender marking with respect to the other Indo-
European languages, and how this system evolved in the inflection of the modifiers.
Furthermore, I will consider the evolution of the demonstratives and the pronominal
adjectives, because they show clear formal and functional differences between the
masculine, the feminine, and the Tocharian “neuter”. Indeed, the pronominal paradigm is
in part different from that attested in the adjectival inflection. In addition, phonological
problems related to the outcome of PIE *-eh,(-) > *-a(-) will be addressed, since it still
represents a debated issue of Tocharian historical phonology.
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As to how the neuter gender evolved in Tocharian nouns, I will investigate the
outcome of selected classes of nouns, continuing both athematic and thematic paradigms.
The ultimate goal is to understand how the PIE neuter lost its functions as a category of
target gender and how it evolved into the Tocharian genus alternans.

In order to achieve these aims, I will also investigate the morpho-phonological mergers
between case forms and gender markers that affected (Pre-)Proto-Tocharian in an
unattested stage. These mergers have been caused by a general consonant apocope that
led to confusions between the inherited case endings. In addition, I will consider
typological comparisons in the evolution of languages which synchronically show a
similar gender system to that of Tocharian. In particular, in the evolution from Latin to the
Romance languages, the neuter gender suffered of gradual depletion. In a transitional
stage, however, the neuter displayed an alternating agreement pattern, which is fully
parallel to the Tocharian genus alternans. The same system was attested in some Old
Italian dialects and survives even today in e.g. Romanian. The advantage that this type of
comparison in the diachronic typology may give to the analysis of the Tocharian gender
system is that the attestation of Latin as the antecedent of the Romance languages could,
in a way, give insight into the Pre-Proto-Tocharian developments leading to the system
attested by Tocharian A and B.

1.4. STRUCTURE AND OUTLINE OF THE THESIS

The thesis is organised as follows. Chapter 2 offers some remarks on the typology of
grammatical gender and gives a general introduction to the gender system of Tocharian.
In addition, it deals with the analysis of the Tocharian genus alternans from the
perspective of general linguistics and offers an introduction to the gender assignment
system of Tocharian. Chapter 3 addresses issues related to the inflection of nouns,
clarifying for each of the selected inflectional classes the origin and the evolution. Chapter
4 provides an overview of the pronominal and adjectival system of Tocharian and treats
the development of the three inherited genders across the inflection of both pronouns and
adjectives. Chapter 5 recapitulates the findings and provides conclusive remarks. The
main body of the thesis consists of the second, the third, and the fourth chapters. As each
of them needs independent clarifications on the aim and the structure, such matters are
discussed in the introductions of the relative chapters.

Since the category of gender requires the investigation of a wide variety of inflectional
and derivational patterns as well as its intersection with the other nominal categories of
case and number, this may perhaps be seen as a study of Tocharian nominal morphology
as a whole.



CHAPTER TWO

THE GENDER SYSTEM OF TOCHARIAN:

A SYNCHRONIC OVERVIEW

In this chapter, I present a general overview of the terms and concepts that are crucial to
the investigation of the category of gender in Tocharian, from both a synchronic and a
diachronic perspective. In general linguistics, the literature on this topic is quite
inconsistent, especially with regard to the terminology used. Therefore, an introduction to
some basic notions like gender, noun class, agreement, agreement target, and agreement
controller is required (§2.1). This will be followed by a brief discussion of the
reconstruction of the gender system in Proto-Indo-European, including the question
whether the feminine gender was recently created (§2.2). Subsequently, I will deal with
the Tocharian gender system from a synchronic perspective. Particular attention is paid
to the problematic status of the third Tocharian gender, the so-called genus alternans
(§2.3). I will put forward some typological arguments and cross-linguistic comparisons to
demonstrate that the genus alternans is a separate gender in Tocharian (§2.3.1, §2.3.2).
Finally, some principles of gender assignment in Tocharian will be treated, from both a
formal and a semantic point of view (§2.4).

2.1. GRAMMATICAL GENDER: TERMS AND DEFINITIONS

In linguistics, GENDER (from Lat. genus ‘origin, kind, species’, via Old French gendre ‘id.’)
represents a grammatical category that has attracted a great deal of studies oriented
towards both the synchronic and the diachronic investigation of the languages of the
world.

In western linguistic scholarship, it has become a matter of special interest since the
fifth century BCE, when the Greek philosopher Protagoras (c. 480 - c. 410 BCE) recognised
three genders in Ancient Greek, classifying and dividing the nouns in dppeva ‘masculine’,
OMAea ‘feminine’, and oxedy ‘inanimate, pertaining to things’. The analysis of Protagoras is
reported in the Rhetorics 1407b of Aristotle (c. 384 - 322 BCE), who, in view of the lack of a
sex correlation for the oxedy gender, claims that it should be defined as 1 peta&d ‘that
which stays in the middle’ (Poetics 1458a).” The term o03étepov ‘not either, neuter’ appears

* As Belardi (1985: 82-3) clarified, Aristotle believed that, in Greek, the stem of masculine nouns
had to end with an Wuipwvov (i.e. N, P, £ [and V¥, E]), the stem of feminine nouns with a gwvijev
paxpéy or a Stypovov (“two-timed”, i.e. long vowels, except for I and Y), while the stem of the third
class of nouns, i.e. the neuter, could end either with an fpigwvov or a dixpovov (so, o petakd
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in later grammatical traditions (Stoycs and Dionysius Thrax).? It is remarkable that early
Greek scholars already recognised that there is often no straightforward correspondence
between natural and grammatical gender. That is to say, the semantics of the referent and
sex, in particular, must be distinguished from linguistic gender. Strictly speaking, gender
refers to a grammatical category, i.e. GRAMMATICAL GENDER, which basically fulfils two
essential functions: (1) classifying nominals, and (2) referring to constituents through
agreement patterns. An important analytical tool in order to understand these functions
is consequently the distinction between the notion of gender and that of AGREEMENT CLASS.

According to a famous definition by Hockett (1958: 231), gender is reserved for “classes
of nouns reflected in the behaviour of associated words”. An agreement class is a set of
lexemes whose members each select the same set of inflectional realisations (Zaliznjak
1967: 30; Aronoff 1994: 182). The most significant pattern according to which gender is
identified is consequently AGREEMENT, which commonly refers to “some systematic
covariance between a semantic or formal property of one element and a formal property
of another” (Steele 1978: 610).* This relation is very often made by means of specific
markers on one or all the elements that are linked together morphosyntactically. It follows
that agreement provides the most reliable basis for defining gender and establishing the
number of genders that a given language has (Corbett 1991: 105, 2000: 348).

Nouns belong to the same agreement class if they take the same agreement form under
the same conditions; if a given language has nouns that belong to different agreement
classes, this language has, usually, more than one gender. In the scientific literature, we
sometimes find the expression NOUN CLASS as a blanket term for gender (Aikhenvald 2000:
18-20). Properly, a noun class is a specific group of substantives that have some
characteristics in common, either semantic (e.g. the meaning and the features of the
referent) or formal (e.g. phonological and/or morphological). However, this nomenclature
is mostly found within studies on non-Indo-European languages: languages with noun
classes have more than three “genders”, sometimes without a distinction between
masculine and feminine.’ As a consequence, the difference between gender and noun
class is correlated with grammatical tradition rather than linguistic data.

‘intermediate’). As a consequence, what Aristotle did was transposing Protagoras’ distinction
between dppeva, MAea, and oxedy “dal piano delle caratteristiche del denotato al piano delle
caratteristiche del segno linguistico [...]” (p. 83).

* For a synthetic account of Greek and Latin linguistic terminology on grammatical gender, see
recently Kilarski (2013: 59-82) with references therein.

* A distinction is sometimes made between “agreement” and “concord”. This is based on the type
of domain: the former is sometimes preferred for agreement within the verbal domain, the latter for
agreement within the nominal domain. Since there is no evident advantage in using such a
distinction for Indo-European studies, I will consistently use the term “agreement” for referring to
both nominal and verbal domains.

5 See mainly Corbett (1991: 146, 2007), who argues that there is no real difference between “gender”
and “noun class”: the former is preferred in Indo-European and Dravidian studies, and the latter in
Caucasian, African, and Australian studies. Cf. also Kilarski (2013: 8): “[ TThe term ‘gender’ is usually
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As mentioned above, languages use grammatical categories to group together words
or morphological forms that share semantic and/or formal features. Morphosyntactically,
agreement allows to overtly mark that a certain adjective refers to a given noun, and not
to others.

In nominal agreement, we can find different types of entities, namely a noun and its
modifier(s). The element triggering gender agreement is the AGREEMENT CONTROLLER and
the element that shows agreement is the AGREEMENT TARGET. Thus, a language has a gender
system if noun phrases have an agreement target that shows gender marks (Corbett 2006:
4f.). See for instance the following example from Latin:

bona ancilla dominas amat
g00d:NOM.SG.F maid:NOM.SG.F mistress:ACC.PL.F love:3SG.PRS.ACT
“The good maid loves the mistresses”.

DOMAINS bona ancilla ancilla amat

TYPE nominal agreement verbal agreement
CONTROLLER ancilla ancilla

TARGET bona amat

FEATURES number, gender, case person, number
VALUES singular, feminine, nominative third, singular

In the example, there are two different domains: the first is between the noun ancilla
‘maid’ and its modifier, the adjective bona ‘good’ (NOMINAL DOMAIN), while the second is
between the subject of the sentence, i.e. ancilla, and amat ‘loves), its predicate (VERBAL
DOMAIN). The noun ancilla is the agreement controller in both domains, while the
adjective bona and the verb amat are the agreement targets. The features expressed are
case (nominative), gender (feminine), number (singular), and person (third).

The controller and the target stand somehow in asymmetric relation to each other and
this asymmetry has a formal and a semantic side. On the semantic side, the information
in the agreement marking is pertinent to the controller, but not to the target (Corbett
2006: 1). On the formal side, the target depends directly on the controller, implying that
changing the controller is expected to have consequences for the target, but not vice versa.

Now, it may be clear that the category of gender has a different status with respect to
some other nominal categories, such as number. Indeed, if a given language expresses both
the category of gender and of number, a noun usually has a set of inflected forms that
depends on the number values that this language has. On the other hand, nouns typically
cannot have different inflected forms according to gender, given that it is inherently stored

reserved for the relatively small, sex-based system of the Indo-European type”. An in-depth and
clear discussion on the differences between noun class, agreement class, and inflectional class has
been offered by Babou & Loporcaro (2016) in a paper dealing with the noun classes of Wolof, a Niger-
Congo language.
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in each substantive. Taking the nominative of Lat. ancilla as an example, we have two
different inflected forms for the category of number, the singular ancilla and the plural
ancillae, but only one with respect to the category of gender, i.e. the feminine. This means
that we cannot find any masculine or neuter counterpart of Lat. ancilla. In the agreement
targets, both gender and number are properties expressed by inflection (Booij 1994). In
other words, adjectival and pronominal gender are inflectional and have a syntactic
function, while the noun gender, i.e. the gender of the controller, is lexically specified and
stored.

Although many languages normally show oppositions of gender, the modality through
which these oppositions are expressed is not always the same. First of all, gender is not a
universal category: many languages completely lack it (e.g. Turkic languages), while others
display formal gender distinctions only in particular lexical classes (e.g. English only in the
pronominal system).

The mechanisms by which nouns are allotted to genders — the ASSIGNMENT SYSTEM —
may involve two basic principles: the meaning and the form.

The first principle is found in those languages where the gender system is assigned by
semantic patterns: there are STRICT SEMANTIC ASSIGNMENT SYSTEMS and PREDOMINANTLY
SEMANTIC ASSIGNMENT SYSTEMS (Corbett 1991: 8-30).

On the contrary, in many other languages semantic rules are not enough to assign
gender to nouns, but other rules are required. Usually, if there is an opposition between
masculine and feminine, one of the semantic factors that encodes gender is the sex: nouns
denoting males are masculine, and nouns denoting females are feminine. However, this is
often only a tendency (cf. the common example Germ. Mddchen ‘girl’, which is neuter, not
feminine). As a matter of fact, the vast majority of nouns in these languages are classified
according to formal mechanisms, i.e. the signifier. As a consequence, they have a FORMAL
ASSIGNMENT SYSTEM. Among the formal criteria, some languages employ phonological
information, like initial phonemes, final phonemes, or the prosodic structure of a given
word. Another type of formal gender assignment is morphological, where the gender of a
noun can be detected from morphological information, like inflection, derivation, and
compounding. Usually, a morphological assignment system requires knowledge of the
inflectional classes. However, gender crucially differs from the notion of inflectional class,
which is defined as “a set of lexemes whose members each select the same set of
inflectional realizations” (Aronoff 1994: 182). That is to say, an INFLECTIONAL CLASS includes
nouns with the same inflectional characteristics, but it may consist of nouns with different
genders. It follows that in formal assignment systems gender may be particularly difficult
to predict, because the gender of many nouns turns out to require knowledge of the
inflectional classes. The vast majority of the Indo-European languages show this typical
formal assignment system.

To conclude, one can say that genders are paradigmatic classes of nouns, established
on syntagmatic evidence, since they can be identified on the basis of the agreement with
nominal modifiers. They can be assigned according to semantic or semantic/formal
principles and form a relatively small, closed system.
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2.2. AN INTRODUCTION TO THE GENDER SYSTEM OF PROTO-INDO-EUROPEAN

Since the late nineteenth century, the Proto-Indo-European category of gender has been
one of the most enduring issues within Indo-European studies and it keeps being the topic
of controversial analyses oriented towards the historical, the typological, as well as the
areal perspective.®

In the Indo-European domain, semantic associations are a rather useless predictor to
establish the gender of nouns. Indeed, the vast majority of the oldest Indo-European
languages display a three-gender system, constituted by the MASCULINE, the FEMININE, and
the NEUTER, with a predominantly formal assignment system. Natural sex certainly played
an important role in the distinction between masculine and feminine. The third gender is
the neuter, which is typical of those nouns referring neither to male, nor to female
referents and to non-human entities in general. However, a given noun may certainly be
masculine or feminine, even when it does not refer to animate entities (e.g. Gk. TéAepog
‘war’ m.; Lat. rosa ‘rose’ f. etc.). This state of affairs is attested in many ancient Indo-
European languages, like Sanskrit, Avestan, Ancient Greek, and Latin, and still today in
some modern ones (e.g. in Modern Greek, German, Russian, etc.). On the other hand,
amongst others, Romance languages (with the exception of e.g. Romanian), most of the
modern Indo-Aryan languages (e.g. Hindi and Rajasthani languages), and modern Celtic
languages have reduced the number of genders, as they have just two, the masculine and
the feminine. This type of binary system is not semantically based, because the
distribution of the substantives in a given gender is highly idiosyncratic. The idiosyncrasy
mirrors the fact that the referent of most words has no sex. This has been a general
property of Indo-European languages insofar as they preserve gender distinctions.

In several ancient Indo-European languages, the correlation between gender and
inflectional class is not a one-to-one relationship. In Latin and Ancient Greek, for instance,
a-stems (the so-called “first declension”) are predominantly feminine and o-stems (the
so-called “second declension”) are masculine or neuter, but still we find inconsistences in
the distribution of the genders in these two declensions. For example, Lat. poéta ‘poet’,
agricola ‘farmer’, fratricida ‘fratricide’ and Gk. ¢ moAityg ‘citizen’, ¢ veaviag ‘young man’, 6
atpatiwtys ‘soldier’ are all of masculine gender but they belong to the first declension,
while Lat. platanus ‘planetree’, domus ‘house’, alvus ‘womb, belly’ and Gk. ¥) vijoos ‘island’,
¥) €mmpog ‘desert, wilderness’, 1) 636¢ ‘road’ are feminine second declension nouns. In the
athematic type (Greek and Latin third declension), which includes several inflectional
classes, almost no relevant pattern allows to distinguish a priori the masculine from the
feminine.

® For recent bibliography and up-do-date discussions on the PIE gender system, see Ledo-Lemos
(2003), Matasovi¢ (2004), Luraghi (2006, 2009, 2011), Melchert (2000, 2014), and the papers
collected in Neri & Schuhmann (2014). See also the accurate recent overview by Lundquist & Yates
(2018).
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As already noticed above, the analytical tool that allows to recognise the genders of a
language is agreement. The Indo-European tripartite system is accordingly identified
through a morphosyntactic agreement system that involves nouns, adjectives, pronouns,
participles, etc. The same system of gender is reconstructed also for the proto-language, or
at least it was up until the late 19™ century. Indeed, even before Anatolian was discovered,
leading scholars already recognised that the feminine gender was created the latest,
through the application of internal reconstruction. According to this theory, (Pre-)Proto-
Indo-European appears to have had originally a binary noun class opposition between an
animate and a neuter gender. The feminine would have arisen later.

However, thanks to the decipherment of Hittite texts, it was discovered that the
Anatolian language completely lacks a grammatical feminine gender, since it only displays
a distinction between common (or animate) gender and neuter (or inanimate) gender
(Hitt. kas$ antupsas ‘this man’, common gender, vs. A7 huitar ‘this animal’, neuter gender).”
As a matter of fact, one of the most enduring questions within the Indo-European field has
been the origin of the feminine gender, from the inception of modern historical linguistics
by Rask and Bopp, through the work of the Neogrammarians (e.g. Brugmann 1891), but a
special impetus for this continuing debate was provided by the decipherment of Hittite.

The French Indo-Europeanist Antoine Meillet (1921: 211-229, 1931) questioned the
three-gender system for the older stage of Proto-Indo-European. He proposed that the
distinction between masculine and feminine within the “animate” gender would have
been a recent innovation: “[aJu gendre animé, marqué par le masculin, avec une
différenciation éventuelle pour le cas particulier du féminin, s'oppose le genre inanimé, le
«neutre»” (Meillet 1921: 213). Meillet further observed that in many ancient Indo-European
languages we can find pairs of words with similar meanings, but one is either masculine
or feminine, while the other is neuter. This peculiar gender-contrast in some limited
sections of the lexicon would be the preservation of an old state of affairs where an
opposition between active/agentive and inactive/inagentive entities can be
reconstructed. Furthermore, it is well known that some old Indo-European languages have
adjectival classes that exhibit only two-way sets of forms, making no distinction between
the masculine and the feminine, which are condensed in one form. This is different from
that of the neuter (cf. Lat. tristis m./f. vs. triste nt. ‘sad’; Gk. &3teog m./f. vs. &31xov nt. ‘unjust,
wrong’).

There are two different hypotheses concerning the lack of feminine gender in
Anatolian. The Schwundhypothese claims that the feminine was not attested in Anatolian
simply because this Indo-European branch has lost this category value that consequently
should be reconstructed for the proto-language. On the other hand, the
Herkunftshypothese (whose most radical variant is the Sturtevant’s Indo-Hittite
hypothesis) claims exactly the opposite, stating that the proto-language started to
grammatically encode feminine gender only after the split of Anatolian from the rest of

" For a recent discussion on the feminine gender in Hittite and the functions of the suffix *-ek, in
Anatolian and in Proto-Indo-European, see Melchert (2014: 257-271).
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the Indo-European family. As a consequence, there would never have been a separate
feminine gender in Proto-Anatolian. After almost a century of debate, it is today
commonly agreed that the three-gender system® known from most Indo-European
languages has replaced an earlier animacy-based two-gender system and that the
Anatolian situation is actually archaic (see recently Melchert forth.; Kim 2018a with
references), even though it is still a matter of discussion how exactly this development has
come about.® In this reconstructed system, animate and inanimate gender were
prototypical categories, where a given noun could be assigned to a given gender even if it
did not share all the features of a certain category (Luraghi 2014).

I therefore agree with the current scholarly mainstream according to which the
emergence of a grammatical feminine gender is a late phenomenon in the evolution of the
prestages of Proto-Indo-European, which resulted in a reconstitution of the entire gender
system of the proto-language. As we have seen, beside the Anatolian data, strong evidence
from other Indo-European languages points unambiguously to the late creation of the
feminine gender and to the subsequent reconstruction of a two-gender system for the
oldest phases of Proto-Indo-European. A similar conclusion is suggested by the fact that
in archaic inflectional classes, masculine and feminine gender do not attest formal
differences in the declensions. These differences are only limited to the masculine and the
neuter (e.g. in some Latin and Ancient Greek adjectival and pronominal inflections). On
the other hand, feminine nouns are often characterised by suffixation, being therefore
more marked. Furthermore, where there was a necessity to make a difference between
masculine and feminine explicit, different nouns were used. Examples are numerous from
the kinship lexicon: Skt. matdr- ‘mother’ f. (< PIE *méh,tér) : pitdr- ‘father’ m. (< PIE
*ph,ter); Gk. vids ‘son’ m. (< PIE suHju-) : uydmp ‘daughter f. (< PIE *d"ugh,tér); Lat. frater
‘brother’ m. (< PIE *b'réh,tér) : soror ‘sister f. (< PIE *syesor). Etymologically, the last word
contains PIE *sor-, which can be found in Anatolian as an independent feminine suffix,
e.g. Hitt. iShas$aras ‘lady, mistress’ from iShas ‘sir’, Hitt. hassussaras ‘queen’ from hassus
‘king’ (Ledo-Lemos 2003: 133-5).

¥ Actually, there is another view on the PIE gender system, which assumes that a fourth gender
should be added to the commonly assumed three, i.e. the collective. The supporters base this view
on the peculiar agreement pattern of the collective nouns ending in *-a (< *-eh.), like in the Ancient
Greek type Etepa xai érepa Udata (nom.pl.) émppel (3sg.) “sundry and different waters flow”. This
agreement of a neuter plural with a singular verb would represent the relic of the PIE fourth gender.
This hypothetical fourth gender would have subsequently been reanalysed as a mere inflectional
mark and would have given rise to the neuter plural ending in -a/-a. See Loporcaro & Paciaroni
(20m1) and Hackstein (2012). On the other hand, some other scholars argue that the collective was a
category of number, instead of gender, reconstructing a four-way contrast for animate nouns
(namely, singular, dual, count plural, and collective plural), while inanimate nouns completely lack
count plural. See Melchert (2000, 2om1).

% On the so-called “/-mutation” in Luwian and Lycian, see Starke (1990: 85-9) and Oettinger (1987).
Rieken (2005) has recently shown that “-mutation” has nothing to do with either the devi- or the
vrki-suffix.
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Some functional proprieties that invite to reconstruct an old opposition between
animate and inanimate gender have also been identified. Meillet (1931) first pointed out
that an important feature marking the division between what is animate and what is
inanimate is linked to the capability to move and cause an action and/or an event.
Confirmation of such a subdivision comes from the lexical level. Indeed, by comparison of
some old Indo-European languages, we can find substantives that describe the same
referent as a dynamic entity, on the one hand, and a static entity, on the other hand. The
first kind of substantives pertains to the masculine or the feminine gender, while the
second kind of substantives to the neuter gender.”

All these data clearly point to the fact that the gender system of the Anatolian
languages may be archaic. From a morphological point of view, the original twofold
system consisted only of the masculine and the neuter (mirroring the Anatolian common
and neuter genders), while the feminine gender was later formed through the addition of
special suffixes. There is little agreement about the details of this development and, in
particular, on how the suffixes *-ih,/-jeh, (“athematic”) and *(e)h, (“thematic”) started to
mark the feminine gender. In this field, the position of Tocharian is open to questions that
still need to be definitively answered. Indeed, it has recently been claimed that Tocharian
departed from Proto-Indo-European immediately after Anatolian and that the
unexpected distribution of the grammatical feminine markers would be a strong evidence
for such an early split (see e.g. Kim 2009, 2014; Hackstein 2012). We will deal with this
diachronic issue in the following chapters.

2.3. THE GENDER SYSTEM OF TOCHARIAN

Although the modalities of expressing gender contrasts are not always clear, for the great
majority of the Indo-European languages there is generally no dispute as to the number of
genders they have. For a few others, however, the matter is more complex. Tocharian is
one of those languages.

Like in most of the languages with gender, also in Tocharian the element triggering
gender agreement is usually a noun: the agreement controller. Gender agreement occurs
in adjectives, numerals from ‘one’ through ‘four’, demonstrative pronouns, some
interrogative and relative pronouns, some participles and gerundives: these are the
agreement targets.

According to a classical theory, Tocharian displays only two grammatical genders in
both the controller and the target. These are the MASCULINE and the FEMININE. Remnants
of the Indo-European neuter are indeed limited to some “crystallised” forms, like the
singular of the demonstrative pronoun TchB te, A ta- < PIE *tod (Skr. tdt, Gk. 16, etc.; cf.

' On these pairs, see also Lazzeroni (1998b).
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§2.3.2, §4.2.3). In the following, some typical examples of masculine agreement are
presented:"

THTiu3 a2-3

sG.  se “samane postaiiiie tenkdri-c

one:NOM.SG.M monk:NOM.SG.M  even hinder:35G.SBJ-25G.SUFF
“If only one monk stops you”. (cf. Peyrot 2013: 311)

B337 a1
pL.  “samani "makci naumiyenta parem
monk:NOM.PL.M self:NOM.PL.M jewel:0BL.PL.A bring:3PL.PRS

“The monks carry off the jewels by themselves”. (cf. Ogihara 2009: 327)

A394 b1
sG.  "som ‘kom Twiic ‘kom $wawsi  ma  tap
0One:OBL.SG.M day:0BL.SG.M  second:0BL.SG.M  day:0BL.SG.M  food NEG  eat:3SG.PRT

“On the first and on the second day, he did not eat food”. (cf. Thomas 1957: 128)

Aiz1 a1
T o o [

PL.  cesdm spiit komsam
this:0OBL.PL.M seven day:LOC.PL.M

“In these seven days”.

Some examples of feminine agreements are the following:

1T248 b5-6

SG.  omte  kri “asiya Tsiir(ps)emaneiiiia Tstmausa takoy
there  if Nu:NOM.SG.F  pointing out:NOM.SG.F  stand:PRT.PTC.N.SG.F  be:3$G.OPT

“If a nun were standing there, giving instructions”. (cf. Peyrot 2013: 348)

AS18B a2
PL. toy “asiyana po "lalamsuwa stare
this:NOM.PL.F NUN:NOM.PL.F all carry out:PRT.PTC.NOM.PLF  be:3PL.PRS

“These nuns have arranged all”. (cf. Meunier 2013: 155)

" In the examples below, "x and “x indicate the agreement target and the agreement controller
respectively.
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A187 a1
sG.  lyaki Tkéilkalyi ‘tkam nas
flat:NOM.SG.F accessible:NOM.SG.F earth:NOM.SG.F be:3SG.PRS

“The earth is flat and walkable”. (cf. Knoll 1996: 16)

Asg a1
PL.  sarkk oki takar Thékcyan “tkarii
sequence like be:3PL.PRT divine:NOM.PL.F earth:NOM.PL.F

“The divine earths were like gradual stage(s)”. (cf. Sieg 1952: 42)

As is clear, the substantives TchB samane ‘monk’, TchA kom ‘day, sun’, and TchB asiya
‘nun’, TchA tkam ‘earth’ are the controllers, while the various modifiers — adjectives,
pronouns, participles — are the targets. As demonstrated by the agreeing modifiers, the
first pair of nouns is masculine, while the second is feminine.

In addition, Tocharian has a large and productive class of nouns that constitutes a
third, separate category: the GENUS ALTERNANS. As pointed out by Igartua (2006: 58), the
term genus alternans “was coined to cover the specific nature of the third gender in
Tocharian, which combines agreement traits of the other two, the masculine and the
feminine”. See the following examples:

B a5
$G.  pdst kl(au)tkotré Tse “lakle

away turn:3sG.PRS.MID this:NOM.SG.A suffering:NOM.SG.A
“This suffering turns away”. (cf. Schmidt 1974: 273)

B88 bs

PL. st "tom “liiklenta lkassim
he:NOM.SG.M this:NOM.PL.F suffering: NOM.PL.A see:3SG.PRS

“He sees these sufferings”. (cf. Schmidt 2001: 318)

A3q1b3

sG.  Tcam “oko wirpnatir

that:0BL.SG.M fruit:0BL.SG.A  enjoy:3SG.PRS
“[She] enjoys that fruit”. (cf. Sieg 1952: 40)

As7 b2

pL.  s.kasinas “okontu esdintas piiintu ese(7ic)
happy:OBL.PL.F fruit:0BL.PL.A giving: PRT.PRS.PL merit:OBL.PL.A give:3PL.PRS

“[They] give merits giving fruits of happiness”.

Although the agreement targets display only two distinct sets of forms, one for the
masculine (nom.sg. TchB se ‘this’; obl.sg. TchA cam ‘that’) and one for the feminine
(nom.pl. TchB tom ‘these’; obl.pl. TchA s kasinas), they stand in agreement with the same
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noun (TchB lakle ‘suffering’ and TchA oko ‘fruit’), revealing a third agreement environment
that combines traits of both the masculine and the feminine. And this agreement is
precisely alternans, because it “alternates” masculine agreement in the singular and
feminine agreement in the plural.

From a historical point of view, the genus alternans in part mirrors the
Proto-Indo-European neuter, because a number of alternating nouns historically reflect
Indo-European neuters (e.g. TchB yasar, A ysar alt. ‘blood’ < PIE *h,ésh,-r or the collective
*h,ésh,-or nt. see §3.6.2.1).

At this point, in order to better understand the Tocharian gender system, an important
analytical tool that needs to be mentioned is the distinction between CONTROLLER GENDER
and TARGET GENDER.”

Using the nomenclature and the definitions by Corbett (1991:151), we can state that the
controller gender is the gender into which nouns are divided, while the target gender is
the gender which is marked on the modifiers. This means that there is no specific set of
forms in the modifiers that specifically mark a given gender. In other words, the controller
gender is lexically marked on a given noun, while the target gender provides, on the
morphosyntactic level, the creation of sets of agreement patterns that are related to the
gender of the noun.

From a typological point of view, one could therefore say that Tocharian has an
opposition between two target genders — the masculine and the feminine — and three
controller genders — the masculine, the feminine, and the genus alternans — which are
regularly defined on the basis of the agreement between a noun and its modifier(s).

Table 11.1. Correlation between gender and number in Tocharian

GENDER NUMBER
SINGULAR PLURAL

MASCULINE masculine masculine

GENUS ALTERNANS masculine feminine

FEMININE feminine feminine

In other words, the intraparadigmatic opposition between the three Tocharian agreement
classes is based on the fact that the feminine is opposed to the genus alternans in the
singular, while the masculine is opposed to the genus alternans in the plural. The
masculine and the feminine are opposed to each other both in the singular and in the
plural.

"I used this terminology because it seems to be better known and used in the literature. The pair
target vs. controller gender mirrors Hocketts'’s selective vs. inflectional gender (1958: 230) and late
Corbett’s non-autonomous vs. autonomous gender (2o11: 459f.).
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2.3.1. THE STATUS OF THE TOCHARIAN GENUS ALTERNANS

The Tocharian system of gender is uncommon and typologically rare within the
Indo-European domain. For this main reason, both its synchronic and diachronic analysis
have become controversial. From a synchronic point of view, the main matter of debate
has been the linguistic analysis of the genus alternans. This problem is linked to a central
working question: how many genders did Tocharian have? The answer is not obvious, as
one might imagine. In what follows, I will deal with the synchronic status of the third
Tocharian gender, putting forward typological arguments and cross-linguistic
comparisons with the Romance languages, in general, and with Romanian and Standard
Italian, in particular. I argue that the Tocharian genus alternans is to be regarded as a fully-
fledged gender value, formally and semantically opposed to both the masculine and the
feminine.

Almost all relevant grammars and handbooks on Tocharian start the discussion on the
category of gender reporting that both Tocharian languages would display only two
genders, the masculine and the feminine (but cf. Winter 1998: 159).” This statement is, for
example, present in the Elementarbuch (TEB §65-66), in the introduction to Tocharian by
Krause (1971), more cautiously in the two excellent handbooks on Tocharian by Pinault
(1989, 2008), but also in Schmidt (2018: 215f.; cf. also Kim 2006: 726). Also in other works
on Tocharian nominal morphology, the genus alternans has been usually treated as a
“group of nouns”, or, more specifically, as an “agreement class” (Kim 2009: 73-4; Fellner
2014:16). It is consequently not referred to as a gender in its own right, but a sort of gender-
like category, paradigmatically different from the masculine and the feminine.

The books and articles quoted before are mainly historically orientated, so that a
discussion on the gender system from a synchronic and a typological point of view is not
expected. As we have seen, a new publication in this field is Hartmann (2013), whose aim
is to provide a detailed account of the synchronic aspects of the category of gender in
Tocharian (pp. 26-8). However, Hartmann only claims that in the historical attestation of
Tocharian languages, they display two target genders (masculine and feminine) and three
controller genders (masculine, feminine, and the alternating gender). He also argues that
in the literature on gender (he refers to Busmann 2008), the term Genus is sometimes
employed as a synonym of Nominalklasse. However, Hartmann affirms that it is more
correct to use Genus instead of Nominalklasse for Tocharian, because in these languages
male entities are sorted in the masculine gender and female entities in the feminine

¥ Some handbooks (e.g. Krause & Thomas 1960) report that Tocharian has three genders including
the neuter. On the status of the Tocharian neuter gender, i.e. lexical “crystallised” forms that go back
to the PIE neuter, see the next paragraph.



THE GENDER SYSTEM OF TOCHARIAN: A SYNCHRONIC OVERVIEW |31

gender (p. 26). No matter whether we accept this argument or not, I think it does not say
anything new on the analysis of the genus alternans.

Given the special role Tocharian has acquired within the study of the gender system, I
believe it is important to shed new light on the typological status of the genus alternans.
The problem here is not only interpreting whether nouns of this class are neither
masculine nor feminine, or are both masculine and feminine, but rather if we have to
consider a controller gender like the Tocharian genus alternans as a real gender or not.
Therefore, the issue is not purely definitional.

Various analyses can be put forward in order to interpret the Tocharian alternating
gender. It can be or it has been considered as:*

-
~

areal gender: a gender value;

an “inquorate” gender: a group of substantives lexically marked as exceptions;

an agreement class;

a problematic category that mainly refers to derivational instead of inflectional
matters.

S~ o~~~

S W
N

The latter possibility (4) has been advocated by Acquaviva (2008:148f.) for the Italian type
braccio : braccia ‘the arm(s), which shares, in many respects, similarities with the
Tocharian alternating gender (see below)." However, the third Tocharian gender cannot
be regarded as a derivational category, because alternating nouns evidently have a
morphological plural and not a lexical plural. Furthermore, they are not limited to only
one inflectional class with a single specific plural ending (see §2.4). As a consequence, this
option is not to be further considered.

Before analysing the Tocharian genus alternans as an agreement class (3), some
terminological details must be clarified. As noticed above, the agreement class can be
considered as the tool thanks to which we deduce gender (Zaliznjak 1967). That is, the
gender of a noun is inferred from the gender-marking on associated elements. As a
consequence, suggesting that Tocharian has two genders and three agreement classes
does not say anything on the status of the genus alternans: once we have recognised that
a language has two or more agreement classes, we must proceed further to establish if
those agreement classes can be analysed as real gender values.

Usually, any language has as many genders as agreement classes. On the other hand,
there are some cases that make the relation between gender and agreement class not
straightforward. For our discussion, a comparison with Standard Italian is useful. Like
most of the other Romance languages, Italian has reduced the three-gender system of

*“ Hartmann (2013: 26) further says that the term Nominalklasse, i.e. noun class, should be used as
a synonym of Deklinationsklasse, e.g. inflectional class, but I cannot agree with this terminological
choice for the reasons showed above (§2.1).

" See also Loporcaro (2018: 92f.).

*® For criticism on Acquaviva’s account, see Loporcaro & Paciaroni (2o11: 403f.).
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Latin into a two-gender system, losing the neuter as a category value. As a consequence,
we would expect only two agreement classes, one for the masculine and one for the
feminine. However, Standard Italian shows a limited class of nouns that behaves exactly
as the Tocharian genus alternans. Some examples are given below:"

Table 11.2. Italian “alternating” nouns

SINGULAR PLURAL
MASCULINE il braccio ‘the arm’ FEMININE le braccia ‘the arms’
il dito ‘the finger’ le dita ‘the fingers’
il lenzuolo ‘the bed sheet’ le lenzuola ‘the bed sheets’
l'uovo ‘the egg’ le uova ‘the eggs’
il paio ‘the pair’ le paia ‘the pairs’

This peculiar group of nouns shows masculine agreement in the singular and feminine
agreement in the plural, as is clearly demonstrated by the article, which is inflected as
masculine in the singular (It. i, lo) and feminine in the plural (It. e).® Applying the rules
given above, it must be concluded that the Italian type braccio : braccia constitutes a third
gender value. However, there is broad consensus among scholars (and Italian speakers)
that it does not constitute a separate gender in Standard Italian. The main argument
adduced to support the latter analysis is that this kind of agreement is limited to only one
inflectional class with more or less thirty members.” This class is very unproductive and
closed, and it has been progressively eroded over the last centuries (Loporcaro, Faraoni &
Gardani 2014: 5-6), developing a more recent masculine plural variant that is clearly based
on the (masculine) singular form, e.g. il braccio : i bracci, il lenzuolo : i lenzuoli (Dressler &
Thornton 1996: 16; Acquaviva 2008: 155). Given the fact that this group cannot form a new
gender, not even a controller gender (like instead for Romanian and Tocharian), one could
say that Italian has two genders and three agreement classes (masculine, feminine and the
type braccio : braccia). However, this claim does not bring us any further, because, as we
have already said, the agreement is the tool for establishing gender values, and, therefore,
it should still have three genders.

71 do not mention the gender system of Central-Southern Italo-Romance dialects, where the
alternating gender is to be analysed differently. See Loporcaro & Paciaroni (2011: 410ff.) and the
relevant sections in Loporcaro (2018).

*® A similar agreement environment can also be found in Modern French, although it is just limited
to three substantives, amour love’, délice ‘delight’, and orgue ‘organ’, which, like the Italian type
braccio : braccia, show masculine agreement in the singular and feminine in the plural.

" In fact, other inflectional classes that show the same agreement environment as the type braccio
:braccia can be found, for example, in il carcere, le carceri ‘prison(s)’ and il gregge, le greggi ‘flock(s)’.
However, this inflectional class is extremely marginal and more closed than the type braccio :
braccia. See Loporcaro (2016: 950 fn. 16).
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This problem brings us to the notion of INQUORATE GENDER. The term has been coined
by Corbett (1991: 170-2) in referring to those agreement classes with insufficient members,
which should be lexically marked as exceptions. This peculiar type of agreement class is
“inquorate” because it has a few members and constitutes a closed category (cf. Igartua
2006: 59: “[I|nquorate genders are a kind of peripheral phenomena affecting a minimal
part of the lexicon”). Although Corbett in his book does not deal with the Italian type
under discussion, following Igartua (2006: 69) and Loporcaro (2016: 930 fn.16), it can be
considered an inquorate gender precisely because it fulfils all the properties that an
inquorate gender should have typologically.

Returning to Tocharian, I think there is now sufficient evidence for claiming that it has
a three-gender system, including the genus alternans. First, the third Tocharian agreement
class fulfils the claim by Hockett (1958: 231) and Corbett (1991: 105) that genders are classes
of nouns reflected in the behaviour of associated words. Second, from the point of view of
the noun inventory, we can find a wide range of substantives in the genus alternans, which
is also productive, since the most recent loanwords not referring to human entities usually
are placed in this category. Third, as Hartmann (2013) further demonstrated, the genus
alternans is a quite coherent class also from a semantic point of view, since substantives
pertaining to this gender never refer to animate entities. The situation of Tocharian is
therefore parallel to the one of Romanian.

On several occasions, Corbett (e.g. 1991: 150-154, 2013: 93f.) exemplifies the distinction
between target and controller gender using Romanian, a modern Romance language for
which three genders are assumed by the vast majority of the scholars, although the sets of
distinct agreeing forms available to mark gender values on the modifiers are just two:*

Table 11.3. Target and controller gender in Romanian

SINGULAR PLURAL
(1) MASCULINE baiat bun baieti bun-i
,,,,,,,,,, (a)goodboy’ ‘good boys'
(2) NEUTER scaun bun scaune bun-e
(a)goodchair | good chairs’
(3) FEMININE fatd bun-d Sete bun-e
‘(a) good girl’ ‘good girls’

As is clear, although the adjective bun ‘good’ displays only two distinct sets of forms, one
for the masculine and one for the feminine, we have three substantives (bdiat m. ‘boy’,

** Actually, the analysis of the Romanian gender system has become a disputed argument among
the specialists of Romance languages. A three-gender analysis is today maintained by several
scholars, e.g. Matasovi¢ (2004: 51f.), Igartua (2006: 60f.), Acquaviva (2008: 135ff.), Loporcaro &
Paciaroni (2011), Loporcaro (2016, 2018). In contrast, a two-gender analysis is argued by e.g. Maiden
(2016), Bateman & Polinsky (2010). For a discussion on the term “neuter” for the third Romanian
controller gender, see Maiden (2016: 40-41).
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scaun nt. ‘chair’, fatd f. ‘girl’) in agreement with the same modifier, which shows three
different agreement environments according to the gender of the substantive with which
it agrees. In a manner similar to Tocharian, the so-called neuter nouns select agreement
targets formally identical to the masculine in the singular and to the feminine in the plural.
But the entire paradigm of a neuter noun and its gender agreement show a combination
of agreement forms that differ from those used for the masculine and the feminine.

Still, there is another piece of evidence that clearly demonstrates that the Tocharian
alternating gender must be regarded as a gender value in its own right. Again, this evidence
comes from a cross-linguistic comparison between Tocharian and Standard Italian in
nominal agreements where two alternating nouns are syntactically coordinated (non-
canonical agreement). Look at the following example:

Il bracci-o e il dit-o sono rott-i.
DEF:SGM  arm:sG.M  and  DERSGM  finger:sG.M be:gPL.PRS  broken:PTP.PL.M

Quest-i sembrano davvero brutt-i.
this:pL.m  look:3pL.PRS  really horrible:pL.M
“The arm and the finger are broken. These are so horrible”.

In the sentence above, the coordination of two alternating nouns, i.e. braccio ‘arm’ and
dito ‘finger, inflected as singular crucially results in a masculine plural agreement in the
modifiers (rott-i ‘broken’, quest-i ‘these’, brutt-i ‘horrible’). This agreement seems to be
ungrammatical, because we would expect the targets inflected as feminine plural.
However, Italian speakers usually feel that this type of agreement is perfectly grammatical.
In turn, the expected agreement is found only when the agreement controllers are
inflected in the plural, as in the example below:

Le bracci-a e le dit-a sono rott-e.

DEF:PLF  arm:PL.F and DEF.PLF  finger:PL.F be:PRS.3PL  broken:PTP.PL.F
Quest-e sembrano davvero brutt-e.

this:PL.F look:PRs.3PL really horrible:pL.F

“The arms and the fingers are broken. These are so horrible”.

Although this is not a decisive argument for gender resolution in itself, since even same-
gender conjuncts may require the application of specific gender resolution rules (Corbett
2006: 238-9), it shows that the Italian inquorate gender braccio : braccia has been losing
consistency in its syntactic manifestations, particularly if compared with the situation of
Old Italian and Central-Southern Italo-Romance dialects (Paciaroni, Nolé & Loporcaro
2013: 114f.).*

* Corbett (2006: 238-9) has shown that in Slovene two gender resolution rules operate in
coordinated agreement: (1) if all conjuncts are feminine, then agreement is feminine; (2) otherwise
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I therefore have tried to find examples of similar nominal agreement in Tocharian. The
examples proposed below are in my opinion probative to draw up a strong distinction
with respect to Standard Italian:*

A17 b5-6

knanmune priintwds pkd(nt) ma  palkds syakk
wisdom:NOM.SG.A virtue:ABL.PL.A separately ~NEG  shine:PRS.35G together
a(ts) (pa)t nu sokyo palketsaii® mdskamtrd

PART or but very shine:PL.F be:3PL.PRS

timyo tom pkdnt pkdnt sambharntu wewriunt
therefore  thiss;NOM.PLF  separately — separately =~ Sambhara:NOM.PL.A call:3PL.PRT

“Wisdom without virtue(s) does not shine, but rather together are especially brilliant. Therefore,
these are called Sambharas”. (cf. Sieg 1944: 21)

Bs a6

tary= aksa-ne pudiickte teki ktsaitsiie srukaliie
three announce:3sG.PRT  Buddha disease:sG.A old age:sG.A death:sG.A
tom ma takom Saissene ma nke tsarko(y) pudiiakte
this:NOM.PLF  NEG be:3pL.OPT  world:LOC.SG  NEG PART  rise:35G.OPT Buddha

“The Buddha announced to him the three: «Disease, old age, death. If these things were not there
in the world, then the Buddha would not arise»”. (cf. Sieg & Siegling 1949: 10)

Bg a2

//teki ktsaitsiie kes™ yoko tom fiya(tsenta)

disease:sG.A  old age:sG.A  hunger:sG.A  thirst:SG.A  this:PL.F plague:PL.A
“Disease, old age, hunger, thirst: these (are) the plagues”. (cf. Sieg & Siegling 1949: 8)*

agreement is masculine (I thank Tijmen Pronk for bringing my attention to this point). This seems
to suggest that agreement in these cases is not a very good indicator of gender. However, Corbett
(2006: 261) argued that the difference in languages like Slovene is that they have also semantic
resolution rules: (1) if all conjuncts refer to female humans, agreement is feminine; (2) if all
conjuncts refer to humans, whether all male or of mixed sexes, agreement is masculine; (3) in all
other cases, agreement is masculine. In this respect the situation of Romance languages and
Tocharian is very different. For this reason, I think that the coordinated agreement test can be used.

* See also Hartmann (2013: 106).

* The nom.pl.m. of TchA pdlkets ‘shining’ is not attested, but it may be reconstructed as pdlketse*
(cf. TchA wakmtse ‘distinguished, superior’ from wakmats). The nom.plL.f. pélketsari is also attested
in A148 a2-3, where it regularly agrees with an alternating noun inflected as a plural, i.e. lyiya-apsa
‘limbs, limbs and joins’ (Carling 2009: 37; see also sss §174).

** For kest ‘hunger’ (DTB: 213).

* The example in B4 a2 seems less strong than the others, since an alternative translation “Disease,
old age, hunger, thirst: these plagues...” cannot be excluded.
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Both Tocharian languages have a wide range of demonstrative pronouns, which always
agree in gender and number with their antecedent (in both attributive and pronominal
uses). In the fragments above, we have two feminine inflected forms, i.e. TchA tom and
TchB tom, which are in anaphoric reference with coordinated alternating nouns (namely
knanmune ‘wisdom’ and priintu (pl.) ‘virtue’ in A17 bs-6; teki ‘disease’, ktsaitsrie ‘old age’,
and srukaliie ‘death’ in Bs a6; and teki ‘id., ktsaitsrie ‘id.’, kest ‘hunger’, and yoko ‘thirst’ in
B4 a2). This means that the feminine plural forms in the pronouns actually represent the
plural of the coordinated alternating singular in the nouns. Another important example in
this sense is the following from Tocharian A:

A73bs
aly(a)knam ma "yamlam “tunk ‘ynarimune
other:LOC.PL NEG to do:GER.NOM.PL.F love:NOM.SG.A. reverence:NOM.SG.A

“Love and reverence could not have been made to anyone else”. (cf. Thomas 1952: 34)

There is no demonstrative pronoun attested here, but, as in the case of the previous
examples, coordinated alternating nouns inflected as singular (TchA turik and ynasiimune)
agree with the subjunctive gerundive yamlam, which is in turn inflected as a feminine
plural.”® The situation of Tocharian is, again, parallel to that of Romanian (Corbett 1991:
289; Paciaroni, Nole & Loporcaro 2013: 119-20):

Frigider-ul si televizor-ul sunt stricate.
fridge:NT.SG and television:NT.SG are broken:FEM.PL
Acestea trebuie sd fie reparate

this:PL.F must be repaired:PL.F

“The fridge and the television are broken. These must be repaired”.

To sum up, on the basis of this meagre but very clear evidence, the following agreement
rules can be posited:

*® For a comprehensive account of other types of gender agreements in coordinating
environments, see Hartmann (2013: 104-9). Selected examples are: B375 b ista(k parid)kt(e) kdssi
Cs =

$ariputrem (sg.m.) “maudgalyayanem (sg.m.) “The Buddha,
the teacher, immediately understood this fact [and] the venerable Sariputra [and]

cauwiintare $arsa "asanikem (pl.m.?)

Maudgalyayana...” (cf. Thomas 1957:120); B107 ag-10 “nanda (sg.f.) “nandabala (sg.f.) weriare se cisa
$palmem takam cwi aiskem [...] "“toy (pLf.) "kakkaccuwa (pl.f.) bramiiktems maitare “Nanda [and]
Nandabala said: «Who is better than you, to him we give it». [...] Having rejoiced, they set out to
God Brahman” (cf. Pinault 2008: 158); A395 a4 tim kaklyusurds "cem (pl.m.) priyadattes “pacar
(sgm.) “macar (sg.f.) cam klopyo ime crakdr “Having heard that, Priyadattas father [and] mother,
through this suffering, lost consciousness” (cf. Krause 1971: 40; Zimmer 1976: 49-50).
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Table 11.4. Alternating agreement in coordinated singular NP

Italian Tocharian
Controller [“alt.” sg.Jsubse. + [“alt.” S Jsubst. [alt. sg.Jsubse. + [alt. SE. Jsubs.
Target [masc. pl.]ag. [fem. pl.]aq;.
Anaphoric [masc. pL]pron. [fem. pl.]pron.

Italian Tocharian
Controller [“alt.” pL]swse. + [“alt.” pL]subst. [alt. pL]eus. + [alt. pLJoubst
Target [fem. pl.]aq;. [fem. pl.]aq;.
Anaphoric [fem. pl.]pron. [fem. pl.]pron.

This comparison of Standard Italian and Tocharian has highlighted that in the former the
group of substantives that show alternating agreement is a closed category, with a peculiar
agreement in coordinated environment and in anaphoric reference; in the latter,
alternating nouns represent a cohesive group, with different plural markers and, as far as
can be seen from the fragmentary corpus, coherent agreement in all the possible
environments.

In my opinion, all these crucial elements allow us to conclude that the genus alternans
should be considered a real gender in Tocharian. Although it is a grammatical strategy that
pertains to the domain of the controller gender, it is fully embedded in the grammar of the
language. In this way, I think it fulfils all features that a gender must have, since it also
represents a systematic property that belongs to the core of the category of gender.

2.3.2. ON THE TERMINOLOGY OF THE THIRD GENDER AND THE STATUS OF THE TOCHARIAN “NEUTER”

In the current literature, the name of the third Tocharian gender is not consistent. So far,
I did not mention this problem, thereby labelling it as “alternating gender”. However, even
in recent works on Tocharian, the terms “alternating” and “neuter” are frequently used
interchangeably.”” This terminological mismatch can be found also in the two modern
dictionaries of Tocharian, the Dictionary of Tocharian B by Adams (2013) and the
Dictionary and Thesaurus of Tocharian A (vol. 1) by Carling (2009). The first uses the term
neuter, but the second “alternans”. Other specialists of Tocharian also diverge with regard
to this nomenclature: on the one hand, Krause & Thomas (1960, TEB), Pinault (e.g. 1989,
2008), and Hartmann (2013) use “alternans”, while Sieg, Siegling, & Schulze (1931, ssS),
Malzahn (e.g. 2011), Kim (2009, 2014), and Fellner (e.g. 2014) use neuter.

" The third Tocharian gender cannot be labelled as “ambigeneric” (from Lat. ambo ‘both’).
Etymologically, this term implies that the genus alternans must belong in part to the class of
masculines and in part to the class of feminines, and consequently that the alternating nouns must
be considered as masculine in the singular and feminine in the plural. This hypothesis is improbable
also in light of the analysis given in §2.3.1.
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The reason why scholars use “neuter” when referring to the third gender is historically
founded, since several nouns reconstructed as neuter for the proto-language
synchronically belong to this category. However, the third Tocharian gender is something
different from the PIE neuter. Indeed, it is the result of morpho-phonological mergers that
led, on the one hand, to the functional loss of the neuter and, on the other hand, to the rise
of an agreement class that in turn can be analysed as a new gender, namely the genus
alternans.

Employing the label “alternating” has also some terminological advantages with
respect to a residual class of crystallised forms for which the term “neuter” is more
appropriately used. This relic class is constituted by remnants of the historical neuter
gender and it is limited to:

(1) demonstrative pronouns, like TchB te, A ta- < PIE *téd (cf. Skt. tdt, Gk. 16, etc.);

(2) ordinal numerals, which derived from the corresponding cardinals by adding the
suffix TchB -te, A -t < PIE *-to- (cf. Gk. tpitog ‘third’, Lat. quartus ‘fourth’, Av. puxda-
fifth’, etc.).

As demonstrated by Stumpf (1971: 5f. and 47f.), the neuter gender of the demonstratives
must be regarded as an archaism. This is not surprising, given the fact that pronouns have
a special typological role in the rise, the further development, and the possible decline of
gender values. Indeed, if, on the one hand, the demonstratives play a key-role in the origin
of gender markers, on the other hand, they are also the category where traces of a decayed
gender might still be found.”®

In Tocharian, neuter demonstrative forms have to be distinguished from the masculine
and the feminine ones because of three important facts: (1) they have only singular
inflection; (2) they have a non-palatalised stem TchAB t-; (3) they have only pronominal
function (cf. below). From a typological perspective, this situation is fully understandable.
Indeed, also in other languages where a gender is lost, but it continues to be formally
differentiated in the pronouns, it can only be used with pronominal value, and never
attributively, i.e. with adjectival value. Pronouns generally retain gender distinction, also
when attributive modifiers have lost gender agreement (Corbett 1991: 137ff.). Strictly
speaking, it means that in a noun phrase the neuter demonstrative cannot be used as a
nominal modifier. See the following examples, which clarify the function of the neuter
demonstratives (TchB te, A tim):

*® According to Corbett (1991: 310-12) and Luraghi (2014: 451), the rise of gender systems is a
grammaticalisation process that is expected to undergo the following development: generic nouns
- classifiers -~ pronominal demonstratives — attributive demonstratives —» determiners -
agreement markers. On the contrary, when a gender value islost, the opposite evolution is expected.
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B85 bs-5
te keklyau«sorrmem  aranemii lante pit maiwate-ne
DEM:OBL.SG  hear:ABS Aranemi:GEN.SG  king:GEN.SG ~ bile:NOM.SG  tremble:38G.PRT-3SG.SUFF

“Having heard this, the bile of king Aranemi quivered (= king Aranemi fainted)”. (cf. Schmidt 2011
3145)

A346 a1
tam palkords weyem namtsu nande trankds
DEM:OBL.SG  See:ABS surprised be:PRT.PTC  Nanda:NOM.SG  speak:3SG.PRS

“Having seen this, Nanda, being surprised, speaks”.

Crystallised forms of the neuter demonstratives also occur with two other functions: (1) as
temporal or modal adverbs; (2) as conjunctions. In Tocharian A, neuter demonstratives
with adverbial value usually show the particle TchA -ne added directly to the basic form:
from the pronoun of anaphoric deixis TchA sdm, sam, tdm ‘he, she, it’, we have tidmne ‘so’
or tdmnek with further addition of the emphatic particle -k (e.g. TchB ykak ‘still’, TchB sek
‘always’, TchA okak ‘until’). Formations with secondary cases are also attested, especially
when the pronouns are used as conjunctions, as for the old instrumental TchA tdmyo ~
tdmyok ‘therefore («+ *‘because of that’)". As far as Tocharian B is concerned, Stumpf (1971:
58-59) claims that the ablative TchB tumem and the perlative TchB tusa, both from the
pronoun of anaphoric deixis TchB su, sd,, tu ‘he, she, it’, mostly mean ‘then, thereupon («
*from this’)’ and ‘therefore (« *‘through this’)’, respectively.

Out of the demonstratives, other old neuter forms can be found in the inflection of the
ordinals for ‘second’ and ‘third’:*® TchB wate, A wdt < PTch *wate < PIE *duitom ‘second’;
TchB trite, A trit < PTch *traytcee << PIE *tritom ‘third’. Examples are:

AS16.7 a4
ta-makte wate fiis past  lkast
in such a way second time:ADV me away  look:2SG.PRS
ostassai wseniai rerinit
prtng to house:0BL.SG place:0BL.SG leave:PRT.PTC.NOM.SG

“In such a way, you, having left the home place, see me off for a second time”.

* Following the etymology of Winter (1983: 322), one is tempted to analysed TchB epirikte, A opdnt
‘in the middle, between’ as an old formation with the neuter numeral for ‘fifth’, TchB pirikte, A pdnt.
The original meaning would have been “at the fifth place” (with reference to the cardinal directions).
From a phonological point of view, this explanation is perfectly coherent, but it is weak from the
point of view of the meaning. It is accepted by Pinault (2008: 559) but rejected by Adams (DTB: 95).
See also Van Windekens (1976: 180-1).
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A432 a3
wtas akmal liktsi ywarckim
second time:ADV face:0BL.SG wash:INF half:0BL.SG

“To wash a second time half of the face (?)".

These old neuter forms have adverbial value. In Tocharian A, we only have secondary case
forms, like the ablative wtas (with archaic abl. -as for expected -ds) and the instrumental
wita ~ wtak ‘again’ (vs. the regular instr. wea ‘by each other’). Secondary cases are also
attested in Tocharian B, like the perlative watesa ‘again, for a second time’ alongside the
genitive wtentse ~ wtemtse ‘id.” (Pinault 2008: 558).%” With regard to the neuter form of the
numeral for ‘third’, we have cristallised forms of a perlative TchB tritesa and an ablative
TchA tritas, both with the meaning ‘for the third time’.

In his dictionary, Adams labels these forms as “neuter” (like a regular alternating noun,
in his notation), even though they cannot actually be employed either in agreement with
a noun or with a substantival value. They do not correlate with the genus alternans,
because they are used for non-gendered reference. In contrast, alternating nouns are in
agreement with the regular masculine form of the adjective wate ‘second’, e.g. obl.sg.m.
TchB wace in AS6A bs wce camelne “in the second (re)birth”.

Furthermore, Winter (1992) underlines the fact that in Tocharian B the neuter stem of
the two synchronic adverbs TchB wate and TchB trite forms the basis of the adjectives
TchB wtesse, TchB tritesse, which do not mean ‘second’ and ‘third’, as one might expect,
but ‘of the second/third degree’ instead. These new adjectival formations are attested only
in B327, drafted in Late Tocharian B, and they are always in agreement with the word for
‘son’ or ‘daughter’, as in b1 soy wte(sse) t(em) yiknesa suk tarktsi “a son of the second degree
(i.e. a stepson) in this way until seven” and in b4 (tri)tessa esk(e) suk tan(kts)i “a daughter
of the third degree until seven” (cf. Ogihara 2009: 311-12).

With regard to the demonstrative pronouns, it is frequently said that the PIE neuter
gender survives as a separate category in Tocharian (e.g. TEB §65; Schmidt 2018: 215-16).
However, this statement is acceptable only from a historical point of view. Strictly
speaking, we need to make a clear distinction between form and function: the Tocharian
neuter demonstratives are formally an archaic layer of the PIE neuter, but they do not

functionally represent a real neuter gender.

To sum up, when we refer to neuter forms in Tocharian demonstratives, we have to
keep in mind that they are only remnants of the PIE state of affairs, and they do not
constitute a separate gender from a synchronic point of view. They cannot be used
attributively because there are no neuter nouns: the neuter gender no longer exists in
Tocharian. Accordingly, I believe it is more correct to refer to the third Tocharian gender

% As pointed out by Winter (1992: 134), the genitive TchB wtentse has been reinterpreted as an
oblique neuter, on the evidence of the strange hybrid instrumental TchB wtentsesa (attested once
in B512 a1), instead of the expected wtesa.
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as “alternating”, because, from both a diachronic and a synchronic point of view, the
neuter has disappeared.

2.4. GENDER ASSIGNMENT SYSTEM OF TOCHARIAN

In this section, I will offer a general overview of the problems related to the gender
assignment in Tocharian. The reader who intends to examine in depth this synchronic
aspect of the Tocharian gender system will find a more detailed account in Hartmann
(2013), especially in the section on the mechanism of synchronic gender assignment (pp.
381-409).

Like other Indo-European languages, Tocharian shows a formal assignment system.
This type of assighment is found with languages where semantic information is
supplemented by formal patterns, which, in the case of Tocharian, are based on
phonological and morphological forms. Indeed, purely formal systems are so far
unattested and, according to Corbett (2000: 294), they are excluded typologically. This
means that gender assignment can be handled by rules that depend mainly but not only
on the form of the nouns: in order to detect their gender, it is necessary to know the
inflectional classes to which they belong. However, the relation between gender and
inflectional class is not always unambiguous: we can say that nouns with a given gender
usually favour some inflectional classes, although several exceptions are to be expected.
As a consequence, the best solution in order to detect the gender of a noun is, as we have
already stated, the agreement with a modifier. However, given the hybrid agreement
patterns of the alternating gender, we often need agreement environments both in the
singular and in the plural in order to establish the gender of a noun. This is difficult
because of the limits of the Tocharian documentation.

In the following, I will introduce some formal strategies in order to detect the gender
of a Tocharian noun, from both an inflectional and a derivational point of view. Finally,
some considerations on the semantic strategies will be put forward.

2.4.1. INFLECTIONAL PATTERNS

The subdivision of substantives in Tocharian nominal morphology is arranged according
to various inflectional patterns. Considering both the singular and the plural endings of
the primary cases, around thirty nominal inflectional classes could be identified, often
with minor differences. These declensions cannot be predicted on the basis of the
inflected form of the nominative singular (Pinault 2017: 1337). A classical and much used
model is that of Krause & Thomas (TEB §§158-200), who identified seven main classes on
the basis of the plural endings (see also §3.2). In turn, these seven classes can be grouped
into two broader macro-classes. In the first one, the nominative plural is identical to the
oblique plural (Classes I, II, and III):
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Table 11.5. Tocharian first macro-class

CLASS SUB. PLURAL EXAMPLES GENDER PRODUCTIVITY
NOM. = OBL. MASC. FEM. ALT.
L 1. | B-a B pikwala ‘years’ once none (?) common closed
A-a A pukla id’ none none (?) common closed
2. B-wa B arwa ‘woods’ rare rare common regular
A-wa,-u | Akursdrwa ‘leagues’ | rare rare common closed
I 1 B -na B fiemna ‘names’ none common common regular
A -dm A pordm ‘fires’ none twice common closed
2. | B-nma B tekanma ‘diseases’ | none none common productive
A -mna- cf. A arkimna-si none none none none
IIL. 1 B -nta B ydrkenta ‘honours’ | rare none common productive
A-nt A ydrkant ‘id. rare none common productive
2. | A-ntu A okontu ‘fruits’ rare rare common productive

In the second, the nominative plural differs from the oblique plural (Classes IV, V, VI, VII):

Table 11.6. Tocharian second macro-class

CLASS PLURAL EXAMPLES GENDER PRODUCTIVITY
NOM. OBL. MASC. FEM. ALT.

V. B-a/-ii | B-a/-m | Bpatdrii [ pacera | common | common none closed
A-i A-s A pacri ‘fathers’ common | common none closed

V. B-i B-m B yakwi ‘horses’ common | veryrare none productive
A-i A-s A marii ‘months’ common rare none regular

VI B-ii B-m B oksairi ‘bulls’ common | common none regular
A-n A-s A rifi ‘cities’ common | common very rare productive

VIL B -ric B-ntdm | B laric kings’ common none none closed
A-ms$ | A-ficdis | Alams‘id’ common none none closed

Note that there are examples of mismatching gender in nouns with similar origin — be they
inherited or borrowed — between Tocharian A and Tocharian B (e.g. TchA ay ‘bone’ is
masculine, while TchB ayo ‘id.’ is alternating; TchA oppal ‘lotus’ is feminine, while TchB
uppal ‘id.’ is alternating, both from Skt. utpala- ‘the blossom of the blue lotus’).
Alternating nouns constitute the most coherent and homogeneous class as far as their
inflection is concerned. One general rule common to both Tocharian A and B can be
established, a rule that is usually sufficient enough to outline also their formal
characteristics: alternating nouns do not distinguish nominative and oblique in either the
singular or the plural, which means that they cannot be found out of the first macro-class.
It follows that a relevant characteristic of alternating nouns is a paradigm with no formal
distinction between nominative and oblique. The sole notable exceptions are two
Tocharian B nouns that belong to Class I, i.e. TchB ayo ‘bone’ (obl.sg. @ya) and TchB luwo
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‘animal’ (obl.sg. luwa), both with a synchronic irregular plural, TchB asta and TchB wasa
(on which see §3.7.1.2).* In Tocharian A, just a few alternating nouns belong to Class VI
(TchA tarp ‘pond’, nom.pl. tarpasi; TchA pikar ‘gesture’, obl.pl. pikaras; TchA asamkhe ‘a
mega-era’, obl.pl. asamkhes). This is unexpected, given the fact that alternating nouns are
usually confined to the first macro-class.

On the other hand, masculine and feminine nouns can be randomly found in the first
macro-class, even if they are not numerous. Examples include: Class I. TchB wamer ‘jewel’
m. (Pinault 2011), TchA rape ‘music’ f. (Hartmann 2013: 399); Class II. TchA plac ‘word’ f,,
TchA ytar ‘road’ f,, TchB saumo ‘man, person’ m., and perhaps TchB lams ‘work, service’ f.
(on this last noun, see Hartmann 2013: 368; on Class II, see §3.6); Class IIL. TchA ay ‘bone’
m., TchA paryari ‘miracle’ f,, TchA opsdly ‘festivity’ f,, TchA tsdnkdr ‘summit’ m., TchA sari
‘artistry’ f., TchA prast ‘time’ f. (on this last noun, see §3.7.3.3). In all Tocharian dictionaries,
grammars, and lexicons (e.g. DTB: 410; TEB §203; Thomas 1964: 117 and 210), TchB pikul ‘year’
and TchA p,kdl ‘id.” are usually interpreted as feminine, but I found clear examples of
feminine agreement only in the plural. As far as Tocharian B is concerned, isolated
examples of agreement in the singular can be found in PK DAM 507.37 and .36 at lines a55
and asg ce pikultsa “in this year (perl.sg.)”. On the basis of this evidence, TchB pikul ‘year’
is better interpreted as an alternating noun.

In both Tocharian languages, the most productive class of alternating nouns is Class
I (pl. TchB -nta; TchA -nt, -ntu), alongside Class 1.2 in Tocharian B only (pl. -nma). As a
consequence, one could make the generalisation that if a noun has a plural of Class III or
IL.2 it is alternating. There are only a few exceptions. In particular, a closed inflectional
class of masculine nouns denoting male referents is formed by only five members with
plural in TchB -nta: TchB asari ‘teacher’, TchB amdc ‘minister, king’s intimate’, TchB kdssi
‘master, TchB poysi ‘the all-knowing, Buddha’, and TchB mcuske ‘prince’.* The
corresponding Tocharian A nouns fall into another class, with nominative and oblique
plural differentiated (e.g. Class VI, cf. TchA amas ‘minister’, nom.pl. amasarn; TchA kdssi

¥ In addition, it is possible to include also TchB fyiyo* ‘limb’ in this class of alternating nouns
(Pinault 1988:140; Winter 2003: 117-8). However, it is only attested in the pl. lyyasa. If parallel to TchB
luwo ‘animal’, TchB lyiyo* differentiated the nominative from the oblique in the singular. On TchB
pilta leaf, petal’ (pl. piltasa), see §3.7.1.2.

¥ The etymology of these nouns is not always clear. For some of them a foreign origin is
unquestionable (e.g. TchB amac, A amas from Pkt. *amaca- or from Khot. amaca-, Tum. amaca-;
TchB asari from Gandhari acariya - with variant forms - or Khot. asiria-, etc.), but for some others
the origin is more problematic. TchB kdssi ‘master, teacher’ is no longer to be considered a loanword
from Khot. tks’a-, which is a ghost word (Skjeerve apud Emmerick-Skjeerve 1997: 44-45; DTB: 188-89;
Pinault 2003a: 337-40). There is so far no agreement on the etymology of the Tocharian noun for
‘prince’. See recently Pinault (2015: 172-181) for a detailed analysis of the problems that the two
Tocharian words raise and for an etymological proposal.
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‘teacher’, nom.pl. kdssiii). All these Tocharian B nouns have an obl.sg. -2 /-n/.* In the noun
inflection, this ending is confined to substantives referring to sentient and human beings.
Therefore, the presence or the absence of this ending has a purely semantic reason (cf. the
classical example: TchB erikwem, A oritkam ‘man’ [obl.] vs. TchB yakwe, A yuk ‘horse’ [obl.]).
As far as the gender assignment is concerned, the obl.sg. -m is characteristic of masculine
words in Tocharian B, while it spreads also to feminine nouns in Tocharian A. If a noun
has an obl. sg. in -m, it is therefore of masculine gender in Tocharian B.

Another relevant case is constituted by the class with plural in TchB -na (Class IL.1),
which is productive for feminine nouns (TEB §163). Examples are: TchB asiya ‘nun’, pl.
asiyana, serska ‘little sister’, pl. serskana, sana ‘wife, woman’, pl. snona, lantsa ‘queen’, pl.
lantsona, etc. All these grammatically feminine nouns with plural in TchB -na denote
female referents. From a formal point of view, they have a differentiated singular paradigm
(asiya-type: nom.sg. “a, obl.sg. “ai; sana-type: nom.sg. -a, obl.sg. -0, see §3.5). It follows
that if a given noun has a plural in -na and a differentiated singular paradigm, it is of
feminine gender.** Formally speaking, the Tocharian A counterpart of this ending is TchA
-(@)m, which is an unproductive marker limited to five nouns: TchA por alt. ‘fire’, pl. pordm,
TchA ysar alt. ‘blood’, pl. ysardm, TchA wram alt. ‘object’, pl. wramdm , TchA plac f. ‘word,
speech’, pl. placdm, TchA ytar f. ‘road’, pl. ytardm (on these nouns, see §3.6.2).

In the second macro-class, we find nouns of masculine and feminine gender. No
alternating nouns are ranged here, apart from very rare exceptions in Tocharian A.

Class IV consists of kinship terms with r-stems. As in the ancient Indo-European
languages, no formal patterns can distinguish a feminine from a masculine in this class,
but only the sex of the referent. So, TchB macer, A macar ‘mother’ and TchB tkacer, A
ckacar ‘daughter’ are feminine, while TchB pacer, A pdacar ‘father’ and TchB procer, A
pracar ‘brother’ are masculine, etc.

All other classes usually distinguish nominative and oblique also in the singular in
Tocharian B. However, knowing the inflection of the singular is not sufficient to determine
the gender of a noun. In Tocharian B, all nouns of Class V.1 with nom.obl.sg. -e are
masculine. The only exception is the old thematic formation TchB yente, A want ‘wind’,
which is unexpectedly feminine from both a synchronic and a diachronic point of view
(cf. Skr. vata-, Av. vata-, Lat. ventus, Goth. winds, OHG wint, all of masculine gender).
Feminine are also the members of Class VI, with nom. sg. a, obl. sg. 2ai (e.g. emalya ‘heat,
newiya ‘canal’, weseiiria ‘voice’ etc.). As we have seen, the same singular inflection is also
characteristic of those feminine classes with a plural in -na, like asiya ‘nun’ or #idgkteriria
‘goddess’. As a consequence, one could say that if a noun has a nom. sg. ~a, obl. sg. “ai it is
of feminine gender in Tocharian B.

% The origin of this ending should be sought in remnants of original nasal stems. Cf. also the similar
function that the preposition afo ‘to’ has in Bactrian, since it marks direct objects which are animate
and human (Pinault 2002: 243-4; Gholami 2009).

3 Note that in Tocharian A the corresponding substantives are sorted in Class V1.
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2.4.2. DERIVATIONAL PATTERNS

Derivation plays an important role in the formation of new lexical items in both Tocharian
verbal and nominal morphology. The bulk of these derivational processes involves
suffixation, since prefixation is rare. According to Adams (2017:1365-6), prefixation usually
adds semantic information to a given word, without changing its lexical category (but cf.
TchB *en-adverbs from nominal stems). Dealing with the morphological gender
assignment criteria, some suffixes and derivational patterns are good predictors of
nominal gender. Indeed, they specify one of the Tocharian genders, becoming gender
determiners.

Masculine nouns

As far as the masculine is concerned, we can distinguish two types of derivatives, on the
basis of the lexical category of the stem from which they derive.

The derivational processes thanks to which a new masculine noun is created from a
verbal base involve many suffixes that are used to build nomina agentis (Pinault 2012;
Peyrot 2013a: 236f,; Fellner 2014; Adams 2015: 140ft.). They are particularly productive in
Tocharian B: (1) nominalised participle in TchB -eica, from the present stem (e.g. TchB
aisserica ‘giver’ from ay- ‘to give’; TchB kauserica ‘killer’ from kaw- ‘to kill, destroy’; TchB
triksefica ‘sinner’ from trayk- ‘to fail, stumble’, etc.); (2) TchB -ntsa, from the subjunctive
stem (e.g. TchB tarkantsa ‘carpenter’, from tarka- ‘let go’ (?);* TchB wapantsa ‘weaver’,
fromwapa- ‘to weave’, etc.); (3) TchB -nta, A -nt, from the present stem (e.g. TchB kausenta,
A kosant ‘murder’ from TchB kaw-, A ko- ‘to kill’; TchB werienta ‘speaker’, from weri- ‘to
speak’; TchA pekant ‘painter’ from pdyk- ‘to write’; TchA asant (written asand, cf. obl.sg.
asantam) ‘leader, chariorteer’, from ak- ‘to lead’, etc.; (4) TchB -uca, from the subjunctive
stem (e.g. TchB pdlskauca ‘thinker’, from plaska- ‘to think’; TchB kdlpauca ‘obtainer’ from
kalpa- ‘to obtain, to realize’, etc.); (5) TchB -uki, from the present stem (e.g. TchB yamassuki
‘maker’, from yam- ‘to do’; TchB wessuki ‘talker’ from weri- ‘to speak’; TchB aksassuki
‘instructor, announcer’ from aks- ‘to proclaim’; TchB kdlpassuki ‘thief, from kalp- ‘to bring,
steal’, etc., see Schaefer 1997 and Peyrot 2008: 96); (6) verbal governing compounds in
TchB -, A -e (e.g. TchB °pldnsi ‘seller, selling’ from plank- ‘to sell’; TchB °yami ‘doer, doing’
from yam- ‘to do’; TchA °pase ‘protecting’ from pas- ‘to protect’, see Fellner 2018). The fact
that these agent formations are typically masculine is in line with a widespread Indo-
European trend according to which agent nouns are masculine by default. However, they
may also refer to feminine nouns, while, in other Indo-European languages, if feminine
equivalents need to be made out of them, some other derivational strategies are employed
(cf. Lat. genitor ‘parent, father’: genitrix ‘female parent, mother’, Luraghi 2014; but cf. also
TchB ydkwe-pldnsi ‘horse seller’ vs. kdryor-plinsi-ifia ‘female trader’).

% Cf. also Malzahn (2010: 656), who sets up an otherwise unattested verbal root tark- ‘do carpentry’
for this agent noun to account for its meaning.
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In parallel, the suffix TchB -tse, A -ts also forms masculine agent nouns and names of
professions, from both verbal (e.g. TchB rindtstse ‘renouncer’ from rayn- ‘to renounce’;
TchB yamditstse ‘doer’ from yam- ‘to do’; TchA tspokdits ‘taster’ from ¢spok- ‘tto taste, suck’,
etc.) and nominal bases (e.g. TchB werpiskatse ‘gardener’ from werpiske ‘garden’; TchA
amokdits ‘artist’ from amok ‘art’, etc.). The agentive meaning of this suffix is to be sought in
the nominalisation of adjectives in TchB -tstse, A -ts, whose original connotation was
‘having-X'. They are productive in the historical phase of both languages (e.g. adj. TchB
fiuwe ‘new’ - adj. iwetse ‘having news’ - subst. riwetse ‘novice’, cf. Fellner 2014c¢).

Another agentive suffix is TchB -tau, -au, which is employed to form agent nouns from
nominal bases (e.g. TchB kdryorttau ‘merchant’ from karyor ‘commerce’; TchB olyitau
‘boatman’ from olyi ‘boat’; TchB pdlkostau™ ‘spy’ from an unattested noun itself deriving
from palka- ‘to see’; TchB samtkinau ‘doctor’ related to TchB samtke ‘medicine’ « Skt.
santaka- through a Prakrit intermediary; TchB yotkolau ‘foreman, superintendent monk’
of unclear etymology; TchB weta, ‘warrior’ from weta ‘strife, battle’, etc.).® On these
formations, see also §3.7.1.2.

Finally, TchB -$ke is a diminutive suffix, attested only in Tocharian B. It forms
masculine nouns from nominal bases, mostly referring to human beings and, less
frequently, to animals and things (e.g. TchB sarmirske ‘young novice’ from sarmire ‘novice
monk’; TchB ylamske ‘young gazelle’ from yal ‘gazelle’; TchB kdntwaske ‘little tongue’ from
kantwo ‘tongue’; TchB kuntiske ‘little pot’ from kunti ‘pot’, etc.). It is also frequently found
in proper names (e.g. TchB Mitraske, TchB Cowaske, etc.; cf. the similar use of the
comparable suffix -npxo -iska in Bactrian, e.g. Balnpxo Vasiska).” Another suffix forming
diminutives and hypocoristics was probably TchB -kke, although it is limited to three
nouns: TchB appakke ‘daddy, dear dad’ from appo *‘dad’; TchB larekke ‘dear one’ from lare
‘dear’; TchB naumikke ‘little gem’, from naumiye ‘gem’ (Malzahn 2013: 112).

Feminine nouns

As far as the feminine is concerned, gender derivation usually implies that a new feminine
substantive is created as the counterpart of a masculine one. Derivation of feminines from
masculines is indeed one of the most common ways of forming new feminine words in
Tocharian. This type of gender motion affects animate and mostly human nouns (linked
to the referential gender). It follows that gender shift is common from masculine to

3 Cf. Hartmann (2013: 95) and Adams (2015: 180). In Tocharian A, we sometimes find the
equivalent of the Tocharian B forms. However, they are mismatching in the suffixes and sometimes
in the phonology, e.g. TchA kuryart ‘merchant’ = TchB kdryorttau; TchA samtkenu ‘doctor’ = TchB
samtkinau; TchA waco ‘warrior’ = TchB weta,.

% In parallel, the suffix TchB -ske forms adjectival derivatives, although sporadic secondary
nominal formations are attested, e.g. yikwaske ‘young horse’ from yakwe ‘horse’. See Adams (2015:
182). An analysis of the suffixes TchB -ske and -ske has recently been proposed by Pinault (2015: 176-
77)- On their origins, see Sims-Williams (2002: 237ff.) and Ciancaglini (2001: 76ff.).



THE GENDER SYSTEM OF TOCHARIAN: A SYNCHRONIC OVERVIEW |47

feminine, but not vice versa.® The suffixes used are the following (Malzahn 2013;
Hartmann 2013: 392f.): (1) TchB -arica, A -aric of Iranian origin (e.g. TchB upasakarica, A
waskaric ‘female lay-disciple’ from TchB updsake, A wasak ‘male lay-disciple’; TchB
parivrajakarica ‘female mendicant’ from an unattested masculine *parivrajake, cf. TchA
parivrdjak ‘wandering religious mendicant’, borrowed from Skt. parivrajaka- ‘mendicant,
renouncer’, etc.); (2) suffix TchB -a, through a derivational process thanks to which the
final vowel of a masculine noun is substituted by -a (e.g. TchB marsiiya ‘female
maid-servant’, from mariiye ‘male servant’; TchB raksatsa ‘female demon’ from raksatse
‘demon’; TchB orikolma ‘she-elephant’ from orkolmo ‘elephant’; TchB mewiya ‘tigress’ from
mewiyo ‘tiger’; TchB ostarifia ‘female house-holder’ from ostariiie ‘male house-holder'); (3)
suffix -7ifia® (e.g. TchB fidkteriria ‘goddess’ from nakte ‘god’, TchB plaktukdiiria ‘female
house-keeper’). Although the resulting nouns are formed through different suffixes, in
Tocharian B they are always inflected according to the same inflectional class: nom.sg.”a,
obl.sg. 2ai,nom.obl.pl. “ana. In other words, the commonest way to build a feminine noun
from a masculine is the shift of inflectional class.

In the list just discussed, I have not included the type TchB lantsa, A lants ‘queen’,
which is the feminine counterpart of the noun of participial origin TchB walo, A wil ‘king’,
with obl.sg. TchAB lant (see §3.5.1.2). This type of feminine formation is not synchronically
productive and is limited to this noun (Malzahn 2013: 110). Hartmann (2013: 96) analyses
TchA -i as a Motionssuffix, although he gives only two examples: TchA nasi ‘mistress’ and
TchA aklislyi ‘female pupil’ (p. 181). The first is the feminine counterpart of TchA natdik
‘sir’, on which see §3.5.2. TchA akldslyiis the feminine form of the substantivised gerundive
TchA akdlsdl (TchB akalsdlle) ‘one who has to learn’ —» ‘pupil, disciple’.

Two similar and functionally equivalent suffixes, TchB -efiia, A -em and
TchB -aufia, -ofifia, form deverbal and denominal feminine abstract and action nouns (e.g.
TchB katkausia ‘joy, delight’ from katk- ‘to rejoice, be glad’; TchB lik,tsausia ‘brilliance’
from lak,tse ‘shining, brilliant’; TchB weserifia, A wasem ‘voice’ from TchB wek, A wak
‘voice, noise’, etc.).

The feminine counterparts of the masculine suffixes TchB -ske and TchB -kke are TchB
-Ska and TchB -kka (e.g. TchB serska ‘little sister’ from ser ‘sister’, Samsiamska ‘girl’ probably

3 The only attestation of a masculine derivative from a feminine noun may be TchB mokomske
‘male monkey’, but it is uncertain. The problem is that the feminine noun is attested with variants
(TchB mokauska ~ mokomska ~ mokoska ‘(female) monkey’), and their distribution cannot allow to
decide which the older form is (cf. also Peyrot 2008: gif.). Although the feminine word is much more
productive than the masculine, an original feminine derivative from mokomske ~ mokomska, which
in turn became mokauska, cannot be excluded.

% See §4.3.3.1. As Winter (1961) pointed out, TchA 7idkteri7ia ‘goddess’ is borrowed from Tocharian
B. In Tocharian A, we also find two other nouns which seem to display a similar feminine suffix -7ia.
They are kinnariia* ‘+female Kimnara’ (attested once as an oblique singular (ki)nnarsiam in A18o
a6) and vidyadharria* ‘+female Vidyadhara’ (attested only as a nominative plural vidyadharniari, see
sss §50 and 149). However, it is very probable that these nouns are also loanwords from Tocharian

B (cf. TchB kinnarfia in Biog bs, serving as an adjective). See Fellner (2013: 58 fn. 70).
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from s$amiia*; see §3.5.2); the vocative form TchB ammakki ‘oh dear mum’ from an
unattested amma* ‘mum’, parallel to appo *‘dad’ and similar to Gk. duud, Lat. amma, OHG
amma ‘mother, nurse’; TchB pdlkaucikka ‘female fortune-teller [= Skt. iksanika-]' and a
few others.*

Alternating nouns

There are several suffixes forming alternating nouns. The most productive are
TchB -rifie, -aurie, -usifie which correspond to TchA -une, -one (Kim 2007: 23-5; Pinault
2ona). These suffixes occur in abstract nouns derived from nominal bases (e.g. TchB
aisamiie ‘wisdom’ from aisamo ‘wise’; TchA kaswone ‘virtue’ from kdasu ‘good’; TchA
knanmune ‘knowledge’ from *knandm knowing’; TchA wsokone ‘joy, serenity’ from wsok
joyfully’, etc.). Furthermore, they are commonly added to the gerundive stem of a verb,
forming verbal abstracts, e.g. TchB nesaliie ‘being’ from nes- ‘to be’, corresponding to TchA
naslune ‘id.” from nas- ‘id.’. These derivatives are inflected as nouns of Class IL.2 and III in
Tocharian B, and IIL.2 in Tocharian A.*

There are also some instances of fully nominalised infinitives in TchAB -tsi. These new
verbal nouns are of alternating gender (e.g. TchB wastsi ‘clothing’ from was- ‘to dress, wear’;
TchB raktsi ‘mat’ from rak- ‘to extend, spread out’; TchAB swatsi ‘food’ from TchB saw(a)-,
A $wa- ‘to eat’; TchAB yoktsi ‘drink’ from TchAB yok- ‘to drink’; TchAB $watsi-yoktsi ‘food
and drink’ etc.).

In Tocharian B, we also find derivatives in -or and more rarely in -wer, both built on the
stem of the past participle (e.g. TchB karyor ‘commerce’ from karya- ‘to buy; TchB kdrsor
‘understanding’ from karsa- ‘to know’; TchB yamor ‘act, deed, accomplishment’ from yam-
‘to do’; TchB ayor ‘gift’ from ay- ‘to give’, etc.; e.g. Sesuwer ‘food, mealtime’ from TchB
Saw(a)-, A $Swa- ‘to eat, consume’, etc.).

Another old and fairly productive suffix is TchA -dm, forming abstract nouns
(Hartmann 2013: 60). These Tocharian A formations correspond to the Tocharian B action
nouns in -i: TchA nakdm : TchB naki ‘injury’, TchA wakdm : TchB waki ‘disease’, etc.. From
a diachronic point of view, they are old neuters in *-men-, as the plural formations in TchA
-mant (e.g. nakmant, wakmant), TchB -nma < *-mna (e.g. nakanma, wakanma) clearly
show (Pinault 2008: 495-6).

** See Malzahn (2013: 112-4) for an in-depth discussion on the other feminine forms with the suffix
-kka. She also points to a vocative form parallel to ammakki, TchB serikki ‘oh dear sister’, derived
from ser, but I was not able to find any attestation of this noun.

#In parallel, Tocharian A shows some instances of a palatalised suffix -(r)rie: ykorrie ‘negligence’
(cf. TchB ykorie ‘id.”), ekroriie ‘poverty’ from ekro ‘poor’, pruccamiie ‘advantage’ (cf. TchB pruccamiie
‘id.’) from pruccamo ‘useful’. However, this suffix seems to be borrowed from Tocharian B.
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2.4.3. SEMANTIC PATTERNS

All gender systems include some kind of semantic residue, because phonological and/or
morphological rules operate alongside semantic rules also in those languages where the
assignment system is typically formal (Corbett 1991: 34).

Since Tocharian has masculine and feminine genders, one of the semantic principles
is obviously the sex. Accordingly, when, on the referential plane, there is an opposition of
sex and, on the linguistic plane, there is an opposition of gender, grammatical gender
follows the sex. Nouns denoting males are therefore masculine and those denoting females
are feminine. Another intuitive semantic principle is that Tocharian words referring to
human beings are solely masculine or feminine. As we have partially seen, these semantic
patterns are sometimes formally reflected in the inflectional class of nouns. For example,
in Tocharian B the great majority of feminine nouns denoting female referents attests a
plural in -na, and a singular paradigm of two types: (1) nom.sg. ~a, obl.sg. “ai; (2) nom.sg.
-0, obl.sg -a. Furthermore, a new animate-based opposition has also been developed in
both Tocharian languages: the new ending obl. sg. -m has been used to mark the oblique
singular of nouns denoting animate entities. In Tocharian B, it is limited to masculine
nouns, so it is predictable for the gender resolution.

Floristic terms are sorted in all three genders, depending mostly on their inflectional
class and etymology. Many technical and medical plant words are borrowed from Sanskrit
or Middle Indian languages. As a general trend of Tocharian loanwords, these nouns are
typically alternating. However, if we do not consider these loanwords, the situation is still
patchy: inherited words for plants, fruits, and cereals can be masculine (e.g. TchB taiwe
‘ripe fruit’), more frequently feminine (e.g. TchB pyapyo, A pyapi ‘flower’; on TchB tano
‘grain’, see §3.7.1.2), but also alternating (TchAB oko ‘fruit’).

Inanimacy is a general condition for the members of the alternating gender. The fact
that the term for ‘animal’ TchB luwo, A [u is alternating does not represent a real
contradiction, because this is a generic term referring to the entire class of animals
(Hartmann 2013: 388). Abstract nouns are typically alternating. However, inanimate and
abstract nouns are distributed across feminine and masculine genders too, though more
rarely.

Body parts are usually masculine and feminine, and only rarely alternating. This
division may mirror a general Indo-European trend according to which the moving parts
of the body are animate (masculine and feminine) while the unmoving ones are
inanimate. For example, TchB asce ‘head’, TchB pokai (obl.), A poke ‘arm’ are feminine,
TchB paiyye, A pe ‘foot, TchB sar, A tsar ‘hand’, TchB kantwo, A kéntu ‘tongue’ are
masculine, while TchB ayo ‘bone’ is alternating (but TchA ay ‘id.’ is masculine).

In faunal terms, the subdivision between masculine and feminine can also be found.
As discussed above, while the generic term for ‘animal’ is alternating, animals are always
masculine or feminine, depending on the sex of the referent. Apart from those feminine
nouns derived from the corresponding masculine (e.g. mewiyo ‘tiger' - mewiya ‘tigress’),
the distinction between male and female animals is frequently made by different words
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that are also etymologically unrelated. Some examples are: TchB al ‘he-goat’ vs. TchAB as
‘she-goat’, TchB a, ‘sheep’ vs. TchB ariwe ‘ram’, TchB ke,, A ko ‘cow’ vs. TchB ka,rse, A
kayurs ‘bull’ (Adams 2017:1367f.). As pointed out by Malzahn (2013: 117) and Adams (2015:
1376), the specification of animal’s sex can also be made with a noun phrase consisting of
the word for ‘male’ or ‘female’ and the animal’s noun, like in the case of TchB klaiyna srori
‘female goat-kids’ (Ching 2010: 332), TchB alyriye ‘male lamb’ (vs. klaiyna yrim, Kizil, Wood
5; cf. Ching 2010: 297) or in the compounds TchB alam-srotariiie ‘pertaining to a male kind’,
TchB alam-yritarifie ‘pertaining to a male lamb’, TchB klaim-srotaiirie ‘pertaining to a
female kind’, TchB klai-yritarifie ‘pertaining to a female lamb’. This strategy of gender
disambiguation can be found in secular documents (Ching 2015). Some other animal
nouns seem to refer to both masculine and feminine entities, although they have a fixed
grammatical gender. For example, TchB okso is a generic masculine term, which can mean
both the ox and the cow (DTB: 117), and it is used to translate both Skt. go- ‘ox, cow’ (or
Chinese niu in B549) and Skt. anaduh- ‘ox, taurus’ (in Bs5o0.a).

Curiously, Tocharian does not attest any generic word for ‘bird’, but instead uses the
following periphrasis with the word for ‘animal’: TchB slyamsiana lwasa ‘flying animals’,
TchA salat u flying animal’. In Tocharian B, this noun phrase is opposed to TchB
ynamiiana lwasa ‘walking animals’, as in B2g b8 /// kowdn lwasa slyamiiana ynamsiana
nau “If he kills flying and walking animals ...”.** As pointed out by Adams (DTB: 560), the
adjective ynamo* ‘walking’, derived from y- ‘to go’, is only for those entities that are
“opposed to flying”. This statement is of particular interest from a comparative
perspective. As pointed out by Lazzeroni (1998), in the Rg Veda, humans and animals are
called dvipdad- ‘two-footed’ and cdtuspad- ‘four-footed’, as representing the inhabitants of
the earth, in opposition to the inhabitants of the air, which are usually defined paksin- or
patatrin- ‘winged’. In Tocharian B, the exact match of the Vedic terms is attested: TchB
wi-pew* ‘two-footed’ and Stwer-pew ‘four-footed’.® The first can be interpreted as a
fundamental attribute of human beings, as the following example from the Aggafifia-Sutta
shows: AS16.2 a1 wi-ppewdnne ksattaryi Spalme “Among the two-footed, the ksatriyas (are)
superior” (cf. Pinault 1989a: 195). On the other hand, the nom.sg. Swer-pew is attested in
two fragmentary documents: once in B5i2 a3 (/// (Swer-pe)wd wat waipecce kwri tafi “...or
the four-footed ... wealth. If you (will have)...”) and twice in Bs13 at lines a3 (kwri takam
Swer-pewd wat “or if there is a four-footed ...”) and b3 (/// wdrfiai swer-pewd kwri tari
takam-7i “beginning with ... the four-footed. If you will have...”). Together with Bs11, these
two documents are part of a short literary composition in prose on a dream oracle.
However, the fragments are damaged, so that the correct interpretation of the four-footed
entities mentioned is impracticable. Both wi-pew* and stwer-pew are attested in a passage

# Perhaps similar locutions are also attested in the archaic document B343 a3 /// $le ynimriana
slye stydmria(na)///. Also in Tocharian A there seems to exist an opposition between terrestrial and
flying animals, on which see Carling (2009: 156) and Malzahn (2014: 87 fn. 2).

* These Tocharian words are used for translating Sanskrit terms, but they seem to match
Proto-Indo-European words at a deeper level (see the main text above).
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of the Vinayavibhanga, Parajika 2, where the conditions of the expulsion of a monk are
explained: lyakdm kr(au)ptrd - snai-pewam - wi-pewam - Stwer-pewam - makda-pewam “one
gathers thieves for himself, those without foot, the two-footed, four-footed, and many-
footed” (IT127 b2-3, cf. Michaél Peyrot apud CETOM). Given the high cultural prestige that
Sanskrit and Middle Indian languages have had on Tocharian, one could of course think
that these terms are loanwords. However, as first pointed out by Winter (1962a: 29f.), the
element -pew is best understood as an inherited word, which in turn is important evidence
that Tocharian continued the athematic word *ped-/pod- ‘foot’ (cf. TchB paiyye, A pe
‘foot’): PIE *pod-unt- > PTch *pewa > TchB pew (Ringe 1996: 28; cf. Adams DTB: 429, who
reconstructs a suffix *-yen- here). The outcome of the PIE possessive suffix *-uent- is well
attested in Tocharian, like in TchB pernew ‘glorious’, tallaw ‘miserable’, etc. (Pinault 2008:
524-6). The fact that TchB -pew did not follow the same inflection of the regular outcome
of the adjectives in *-yent- is plausibly explained by Winter (1962a) by analogy with the
inflectional type of the bahuvrihi-compounds. Now, since TchB -pew is an inherited word
(to be formally connected with Skt. padvat- ‘having feet, running’), the pair TchB wi-pew*®
: Stwer-pew matches Skt. dvipdd- : cdtuspad- and Umb. dupursus : petupursus (Iguvine
Table VIb 10-11).*

Furthermore, both Tocharian languages show two terms referring to ‘water’, i.e. TchAB
ap and TchB war, A wdr. The fact that the former is feminine while the latter is alternating
matches the Vedic pair dp- (f.) : udan- (nt.), also from an etymological point of view.* In

** On the meaning of Gk. dv3pdmoda ‘slave’ as opposed to Gk. 3o0Aog and tetpdmoda, see Lazzeroni
(1998: 26-31).

* Several PIE words for ‘water’ can be reconstructed, but the heteroclitic PIE *uéd-r/n- is surely
the most broadly attested. It is well-known that Vedic had many words referring to water. Two of
them are Ved. uddn- and var, both of neuter gender. Lubotsky (2013) has recently argued that these
nouns may belong to one and the same supplementary paradigm, so that the nominative and the
accusative case of uddn- are supplied in the singular by var. He argues that these two nouns come
from the same paradigm on the diachronic level, and that PIE *yehr (or *uoHr), from which Ved.
var derives, developed from an original *uody. I agree with Lubotksy in arguing that var and uddn-
are both synchronically and diachronically connected. To be more precise, since Ved. var occurs
only in the nominative and accusative singular, and the uddn-forms in all other cases, they would
perfectly mirror the outcome of a heteroclitic *r/n-stem. However, I am not completely convinced
by the evolution *-dr > *-h;r. One could simply say that the cluster *-dr# has been simplified in -r,
and that the loss of the dental stop caused compensatory lengthening of the root vowel in some
Indo-European languages. A parallel situation is perhaps attested in two different Latin words.
According to de Vaan (2008: 641 and 644), Lat. unda ‘wave’ (< *udna; cf. also Lat. fundus ‘bottom’ <
*b'ud'no- < *b'ud'mno-) is etymologically connected to the n-stem of *uody/n-, which in turn
became a noun of first declension (the a-stem is to be probably interpreted as an old neuter plural);
on the other hand, Lat. @rina is built on the root ar plus the suffix -ino-. This @r®, attested only
indirectly, can be the outcome of a zero grade *udr-, with loss of *-d- and compensatory lengthening
of the initial vowel. If Tocharian inherited this paradigm, TchB war, A wdr may be the result of a
merger between the r-stem and the n-stem. See recently Kim (2019a). The continuant of PIE *A.ep-
is only attested in the Indo-Iranian branch (e.g. Av. ap-/ap-, OP. ap- ‘water’), in Tocharian, in Oscan
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the Rgveda, the feminine noun clearly refers to water as an active and living being, a
personified natural force, while the second one as a material and inactive entity, i.e. as the
thing itself (Meillet 1931: 216-7). In Tocharian A, the first term is attested only twice in the
locative singular apam ‘in the water’ (A226 a3 tamdk apam alyek num wrasafi talos
klopasus “in this very water again other unhappy and miserable living beings...” and A396.a
a1 apam “in the water”). In Tocharian B, the term is not frequent either. I found the
following certain attestations (twice as a nominative singular, once as an oblique singular,
and once as an oblique plural): (1) IT179 ag ot Solissa ap wrdmtsaimem mdske(tdr) “then,
the water of the hearth is from the opposite direction” (cf. Broomhead 1962: 1, 240-1; DTB:
47); (2) IT179 b4: sa, ap “the water”; (3) Bigo ba: ap samsa(rssai no) sii ka swasam “why does
he rain the water of samsara?” (cf. DTB: 46-7); (4) IT23 a5 orotstsana apdm “great
waters/rivers”.*® As is clear, TchAB @p does not mean simply ‘water’, but more specifically
‘river, rain’ or, more generally, ‘flowing water’. As far as the origin of this word is concerned,
two different hypotheses can be formulated: either it goes back directly to PIE *4,ép- or it
has been borrowed from Sanskrit or Middle Indian. Hartmann (2013: 445ft.) claims that
both explanations are possible and that one cannot take sides in favour of one of them. On
the contrary, I believe that some observations are in favour of the first analysis. In
Tocharian B, the term is surely feminine and has an oblique plural in -dm. It belongs to
Class V, which does not include loanwords of Indian origin not referring to human beings.
Indeed, if a loanword, a plural ending in TchB -nma or TchB -nta would be expected. As
we have seen, the plural form of this word is attested only once in Tocharian B at the end
of a fragmented line. As a consequence, one could say that apdm has to be restored as
apdm(ta) [apenta/ or apdm(ma) /apanma/ (cf. for instance TchB cakamma, plural of cak
‘picul’). Of the two restorations, the latter would be preferable because monosyllabic
loanwords usually take the plural -nma in Tocharian B. However, a peculiarity of nouns of
Class IL.2 is that they attract the accent in the plural (e.g. kalp /kalp/ ‘meaning, sense’ :
kalpanma [kalpdnma/), while in the hypothetical form **apdnma the accent would be
fixed on the first syllable. For these reasons and also because the word is of feminine
gender, TchAB ap is more likely to be an inherited word (Van Windekens 1976: 166; DTB:
47)-

Turning now to the second term, the situation is completely different, both with regard
to the productivity and the gender. Indeed, TchB war and TchA wdr are very productive,
and they are of alternating gender, representing old neuter forms. From a semantic point
of view, TchB war and TchA wdr mean both material and flowing water. A semantic polar
distribution with TchAB ap is therefore opaque. As a matter of fact, the chronological

(acc.sg. aapam ‘basin’), and perhaps in Baltic (e.g. OPr. ape, Lith. upé 'river, brook’, see NIL: 3uff.).
Apart from Indo-Iranian and Tocharian, in the other Indo-European languages this term has
developed the specific meaning of ‘river, basin’, with further resuffixations.

# According to Adams (DTB: 47) another possible attestation is in IT74 b1, a bilingual Sanskrit-
Tocharian B fragment, where he reads (st)w(ara) a(pdm). However, the reading is doubtful, given
the fact that the document is very fragmentary.
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distance between the culture attested in the Veda and the one attested in the Tocharian
texts is huge. We can therefore hypothesise that the Tocharian words had the same
semantic distribution of the Vedic pair, and that this distribution is still represented in the
gender polarisation of the terms, even though it has become opaque in the historical
attestations of the Tocharian languages.

2.5. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The goal of this chapter was twofold: on the one hand, it aimed at introducing the category
of gender from the point of view of general linguistics; on the other hand, it was intended
to investigate the gender system of Tocharian from a synchronic perspective.

After having discussed some terms and concepts revolving around the linguistic notion
of gender, we have dealt with the reconstruction of the Proto-Indo-European gender
system from a comparative perspective, underlining that the feminine was latest created.
Afterwards, we have moved on to the core of the chapter, discussing the synchronic
problems of the Tocharian gender system. The linguistic analysis of the so-called genus
alternans has come to light. Nouns pertaining to this category show a peculiar agreement,
since they combine agreement traits of the masculine and the feminine. In particular, they
take masculine agreement in the singular and feminine agreement in the plural, so that
the targets show only two distinct sets of forms, even though they stand in agreement with
the same controller. I have made a typological and cross-linguistic comparison with
Romanian and Standard Italian in order to illustrate that the genus alternans must be
regarded as a real category value. Furthermore, this investigation has shown some
methodological points of interest in the domain of general and typological linguistic
analysis on the notions of gender value, agreement class, and inquorate gender. Then, I
have discussed some terminological difficulties in labelling the third Tocharian gender,
examining the difference between the alternating gender and the “neuter” in Tocharian.
Finally, the last section of the chapter has been devoted to how the gender assignment
system of Tocharian worked, by commenting on inflectional, derivational, and semantic
patterns that allow us to infer the gender of Tocharian nouns.






CHAPTER THREE

GENDER

IN THE NOUN INFLECTION

The present chapter aims at investigating the evolution of the gender system in the
Tocharian inflection of the noun. The main focus is the origin and the development of the
feminine and the alternating gender as well as their formal and functional differentiation
with respect to the masculine. As a consequence, endings and forms of those inflectional
types that may have been relevant in their evolution will be considered. The masculine
gender will be treated in less detail, since its development is generally well understood.
Furthermore, its relevance to the evolution of the gender system mainly concerns the
merger with the PIE neuter.

3.1. TOCHARIAN NOMINAL CATEGORIES

The Tocharian noun is differentiated and inflected according to three grammatical
categories: case, gender, and number.

Like other ancient Indo-European languages, Tocharian has maintained three
numbers: the singular, the plural, and the dual.*

As pointed out in the previous chapter (see mainly §2.3.1), Tocharian has three
different gender values: the masculine, the feminine, and the alternating gender. The
Tocharian masculine mostly continues the PIE masculine gender, the Tocharian feminine
mostly continues the PIE feminine gender, and the Tocharian alternating gender mostly
continues the PIE neuter gender. But still, the Tocharian genus alternans should be
considered as a separate category from the PIE neuter.

As compared to the other Indo-European languages, one of the most striking
peculiarities of Tocharian is the category of case. In both Tocharian A and B, the case
system is structured in two tiers: a first level consists of the so-called “primary cases”,

" Krause (1954, 1955: 23-4) claimed that two other values may be added to the number category,
i.e. the “paral” (TchB -ne, A -m) and the “plurative” (TchB -aiwenta). He suggested that the paral
served for natural pairs and the dual for accidental pairs. After the critical treatment of this analysis
by Winter (1962), it is now agreed that the paral is nothing but a dual marker, while the plurative,
limited to just a few nouns, made countable and distributional plurals and cannot be considered as
a “morphologically signalled category of inflection” (p. 117). On the history of the dual endings and
forms, see Hilmarsson (1989) and now Kim (2018) with references.
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largely inherited from Proto-Indo-European; the second level consists of the “secondary
cases”, whose origin is still disputed.*® A scheme of the Tocharian cases is the following:

Table 111.1. Case system of Tocharian

CASES TOCHARIAN A AND B TOCHARIANA | TOCHARIAN B
Primary nominative, oblique, genitive(-dative) - [vocative]
Secondary | locative, perlative, allative, comitative, ablative | instrumental causal

For the most part, morphological factors determine the division into these two tiers: while
the primary cases are fusional, the secondary cases are agglutinative. The secondary case
suffixes are attached to the oblique case of nouns inflected for singular, plural, or dual,
while the suffixes themselves are number-indifferent.

Note that the equivalent of the PIE accusative is usually termed oblique in Tocharian.
Syntactically, it functions as the accusative in many other Indo-European languages;
morphologically, it is the stem on which the secondary cases are built. Furthermore,
Tocharian is renowned for the “Gruppenflexion”, a morphosyntactic phenomenon: in
noun phrases, secondary case markers are added only to the last member, while all the
preceding ones are inflected in the oblique.

The secondary case suffixes are mostly assumed to be of late origin. Some of them can
be traced back to Proto-Tocharian (i.e. locative, perlative, and allative), while some others
are independent innovations of each Tocharian language. Carling has dealt thoroughly
with their morphological structure, functions, and evolution (see Carling 2000, 2008, 2012,
2017: 1354-55). The secondary cases will not be treated in this thesis. Instead, I will focus
on those case endings that prove relevant for the diachrony of gender. For this reason, I
will only consider cases inherited from Proto-Indo-European, i.e. the nominative, the
oblique, and the genitive(-dative).

3.2. TOCHARIAN NOUN CLASSES

As pointed out in the previous chapter, the Tocharisches Elementarbuch by Wolfgang
Krause & Werner Thomas (1960, TEB) selects the plural morpheme as the criterion to group
Tocharian substantives in classes, which leads to the identification of seven classes.
Nonetheless, if we regarded both the singular and the plural paradigm and all minor
differences in the inflection, the number of inflectional classes would increase

# It is usually claimed that the origin of the secondary cases is to be ascribed to substratum
influence of non-Indo-European languages (see mainly Krause 1951a; K.H. Schmidt 1987 and 1990;
Thomas 1994; Barbera 2000: 29-31; Peyrot 2019a). For a diametrically opposite proposal see Carling
(2012), who has highlighted similarities between the evolution of the case system of Tocharian and
Romani. According to her, the almost completely parallel formation of their case systems may serve
as an argument in support of an internal development, without invoking any kind of foreign
influence.
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enormously, since around thirty types can be identified. This fact does not surprise by
itself. For instance, if we considered all minor inflectional differences in the three
declensions of Ancient Greek (Attic), we would get a number of inflectional types very
close to that of Tocharian. Thus, each class identified by Krause & Thomas can be divided
into several other subclasses that in turn make up the Tocharian inflectional types.

In the first three classes, we find nouns that mostly build the plural by means of a suffix
marker. See the following synchronic scheme:*

Table 111.2. TEB Classes 1, 11, 111

TOCHARIAN B TOCHARIAN A
PL. ENDING EXAMPLE PL. ENDING EXAMPLE
CLASS T -a cmel : cmela -a lu:lwa
-sa luwo : lwasa - -

-wa ost : ostwa -wa, -u cmol : cmolu
CLASSII -na riem : fiemna -am ysar :ysarim

-nma teki : tekanma -mna- arkdmna-
CLASS III -nta ake : akenta -nt ydrk : ydrkant

- - -ntu tiri : tirintu

Class I is poorly represented in both Tocharian A and B. It forms a closed category. The
plural ending -sa can only be found in three Tocharian B nouns (hvasa ‘animals’, piltasa
‘petals, leaves’, lyyasa ‘limbs’) and it has no formal match in Tocharian A. Note that very
often a noun does not belong to the same class in Tocharian A and B.

The ending TchB -wa, A -wd, -u is more productive than TchB -a, A -a. Indeed,
loanwords are occasionally inserted into this class. Examples include: TchB kottdr (pl.
kottarwa) ‘family’ from Skt. gotrd- ‘family, clan’ and TchB tsain (pl. tsainwa) ‘arrow’ from
Olran. *d*ainu- ‘weapon’ (cf. Av. zaénus- ‘baldric’). TchB kottdr /[kéttar/ has been added to
this class because of its formal resemblance to other members of the wa-class, like TchB
ampdr* limb’*°, TchB kwarsdr, A kursdr ‘league’, TchB tsarikdr, A tsdnkdr ‘summit, top’,
etc,, all ending in final -dr /-a1/ (see §3.6.1.2.).

In Class II, the ending TchB -nma is very productive, but in Tocharian A it is not.>" It
comes from PIE *-mn-h, through regular metathesis of *-mn- to -nm- in Tocharian B
(Pinault 2008: 449). It is the plural marker of both inherited nouns and loanwords of
Indian (cf. kalp ‘eon’ from Skt. kalpa-), Iranian (cf. sasi ‘plan, skill' from Khot. sasia-
‘expedient’), and Chinese origin (cf. cak ‘hundred quarts [dry measure] from MChin.

* A slightly revised version of TEB declensional classes has been proposed by Hartmann (2013: 63-
71). For an introductory diachronic account of these classes, see Pinault (2008: 491-7).

% The singular of this noun seems not to be attested. The plural amparwa Jampdrwa/ is attested
twice in NS32 b1 and b2 (see Pinault 2012a).

% See Hilmarsson (1991a: 152f.) for a subdivision of the Tocharian B class with plural -nma.



58] CHAPTER THREE

*dzyek > shi £1 ‘stone; dry measure’, Lubotsky & Starostin 2003: 264; Blazek & Schwarz
2017: 37). In Tocharian A, the expected ending *-mna has been preserved in the adjective
TchA arkdmnasi ‘pertaining to the burial places’ from *arkdmna ‘burial places, cemeteries’
(cf. TchB erkenma ‘id.’). Indeed, nouns that are expected to show this ending have regularly
added the marker TchA -nt(u) (cf. TchB nakanma, A nakmant ‘faults, errors’; TchB
wakanma, A wakmant ‘distinctions, superiorities’, Pinault 2008: 495). On the other hand,
the Tocharian B ending -na is usually considered to be matched in Tocharian A by -dm.
However, the Tocharian B counterparts of nouns with the plural ending TchA -dm belong
to different classes. Furthermore, nouns with na-plural form two well-differentiated
subclasses in Tocharian B: (1) alternating nouns with no differentiation between nom. and
obl. in the singular; (2) feminine nouns with differentiated nom. and obl. in the singular.
The Tocharian A equivalents of subclass (2) are ranged under other inflectional classes
with differentiated nominative and oblique plural. See §3.6 for both a synchronic and a
diachronic discussion on this ending.

Class III is by far the most productive in both Tocharian A and B. Krause & Thomas
(TEB §167-173) divided it in subgroups on the basis of the vowel preceding the plural
ending. Thus, we have: TchB -enta, A -ant; TchB -onta, A -ant; TchB -anta /-anta/;
TchB -anta /-dnta/, -dnta [-onta/, A -dntu; TchB -inta, A -intu; TchB -unta. In synchronic
terms, the difference between these endings is fairly easy to explain: the plural -nta is
directly attached to the basic stem of the singular form of a given noun, which can in turn
end with all the aforementioned vowels. It follows that the singular has a zero morpheme,
and the plural ending is just -nta. In parallel, we find TchA -ntu as an extended variant of
-nt, and it has become the most common plural ending for alternating nouns. It has no
formal match in Tocharian B. As pointed out by Sieg, Siegling & Schulze (sss §§134-136; cf.
also Pinault 2008: 497), the plurals in TchA -nt have an allomorph -ntw- when constructed
with suffixes of the secondary cases (cf. surmant ‘reasons’, perl. surmdntwa, but not in the
instrumental, where the n¢-stem is maintained). The origin of the n¢-plural is debated, but
probably Melchert (2000) is correct when he compares it with the “individualising”
Anatolian suffix -ant-. In both Tocharian A and B, this class is the most productive,
assimilating most loanwords of Indian origin.

Furthermore, in each of the classes outlined so far, we can randomly find nouns
inflected only in the plural (pluralia tantum or lexical plurals), e.g. misa ‘flesh’, ersna ‘form’.

The remaining classes differentiate the nominative from the oblique in the plural.
Virtually no alternating nouns can be found here. See the following scheme:
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Table 111.3. TEB Classes 1v, v, VI, VII

TOCHARIAN B TOCHARIAN A

PL. ENDING EXAMPLE PL. ENDING EXAMPLE
CLASSIV -il| -m patdrii -i| -dis pacri, -ds
(cLAssT) -a macera - -

- - -e| -es pracre, -es

CLASSV -i| -m yakwi, -em -] -ds aksari, -ds
CLASS VI -l -m rin, -im -fi| -s Tin, -is
CLASS VII -fic| -ntdm laric, -ntdm -mé| -ficds lams, -ficds

Class IV consists of kinship terms that are regularly derived from PIE r-stems. They include:
TchB pacer, A pacar ‘father’; TchB macer, A macar; TchB tkdcer, A ckacar ‘daughter’; TchB
procer, A pracar ‘brother’; TchB ser, A sar ‘sister’. The expected continuant of the nom.pl.
*-es vanished, and it seems that the Tocharian languages independently marked this case
again, with the abolishment of the expected *pacara < PIE *ph,téres, etc. In Tocharian B,
we have variant forms, e.g. nom.pl. tkatdr7i vs. tkacera or patdrvi vs. pacera. On the basis of
the text distribution of the forms and the phonological shape of the stem, Peyrot (2008:
112-4) demonstrated that the cera-plurals are the latest, although it is still debated how
exactly the ending -a was introduced after the plurals of s;suwa ‘sons’, klaina ‘women’, and
other feminine kinship terms. TchA nom.pl. -e, obl.pl. -es is found only in the word for
‘brother’, where it has probably been taken over from the adjectival inflection.

Class V can be divided into three major subclasses. The first and most productive one
contains Tocharian B e-stems (nom.obl.sg. -, the yakwe-type). In Tocharian A, the final
vowel has been regularly dropped. It is generally agreed that these nouns continue the PIE
masculine thematic inflection (i.e. the PIE *o-stems). The nom.pl. TchB -i is indeed the
regular outcome of PIE *-o/ (see §4.3.4.1). In Tocharian A, the expected continuant of this
ending (TchA t-e) seems to have been replaced by -a7i (cf. *h,ékuoi ‘horses’ > TchB yakwi,
but TchA yuk-ari). The obl.pl. is -em in Tocharian B and -as in Tocharian A. Loanwords
referring to human (male) beings are usually inserted into this class (e.g. TchB ar(a)hante
‘arhat’ from Skt. arhant- ~ arahant-, BHSD: 67; TchB winasare ‘expert in monastic discipline’
from Skt. vinayadhara- through Gandhari; Pinault 1987: 143, von Hiniiber 2001: 153).
Another subclass inflects in a slightly different way, since, in Tocharian B, its members
have a zero-marked oblique singular, palatalisation of the stem throughout the inflection,
and obl.pl. TchB -dm, A -dis (cf. TchB merie, A masi ‘moon, month’, obl.sg. TchB meri, A mari,
nom.pl. TchB merii, A maii, oblpl. TchB meriim, A maiids). In addition, a group of
Tocharian B nouns inflects like the previous one, but the obl.pl. TchB -dm is not
palatalising (cf. TchB asce ‘head’, nom.pl. asci, obl.pl. astdm). Finally, a last class also has
palatalising nom.pl. -i and non-palatalising obl.pl. TchB -dm, A -ds, but their members end
with a non-palatalised consonant in the singular (cf. nom.obl.sg. TchB kaum, A kom ‘sun,
day’, nom.pl. TchB kausii, A koii, obl.pl. TchB kaundm, A konds).
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Class VI is very productive and can be subdivided into an impressive number of
subclasses. In Tocharian B, we find the following types:

Table 111.4. Inflectional types with nom.pl. -7i in Tocharian B

NOM. SG. OBL. SG. NOM. PL. OBL. PL.
kantwo-type -0 -a -an -am
okso-type -0 -ai -aifi -aim
arsaklo-type -0 -ai -aii -am
ymiye-type -iye -ai -ain -aim
kdlymiye-type -iye - -ifi -im
wertsiya-type “a “ai “afi Jam
Samaske-type -e -e(m) -aii -am
saswe-type -e -e(m) -efi -e(nd)m
prari-type -0 -0 -or -om

In light of the many similar endings and forms, it is reasonable to assume that some nouns
shifted between these subclasses during the development of nominal declensions, both in
the prehistory of Tocharian B and in Proto-Tocharian.

In Tocharian A, the identification of the inflectional classes is easier. Basically, we only
find the following plural forms: (1) -ar| -as; (2) -afi| -as; (3) -ifi| -is; (4) -efi| -es. A convenient
synchronic mechanism identified by Sieg, Siegling & Schulze (sss §146) highlights the fact
that when a given noun ends with a vowel in the singular, the plural form quite often
repeats that final vowel (cf. TchA 7i ‘city’, nom.pl. rifi; TchA poke ‘arm’, nom.pl. pokeri); on
the other hand, when a given noun ends with a consonant in the singular, the vowel in the
plural form varies (cf. TchA olar ‘fellow, companion’, nom.pl. olariri), although it usually
belongs to those types with plural -a7i or -a7i. From a diachronic perspective, the first type
(pl. -ari| -as) usually matches the Tocharian B e-stems (TEB Class V.1); the second type (pl.
-ari| -as) matches nouns belonging to Class VIin Tocharian B (cf. TchA orikaldm ‘elephant’,
nom.pl. onikdlmari vs. TchB orkolmo, nom.pl. ontkolmari). However, there are significant
exceptions. Indeed, it is important to note that feminine nouns referring to female entities
always belong to this subtype with pl. -a7i| -as (with the exception of TchA lants ‘queen’,
whose plural varies lantsari ~ lantsari). The Tocharian B equivalents of these feminine
nouns belong to Class II (pl. -na).>*

Lastly, we have Class VII, which is the least productive. The most prominent member
is TchB walo, A wdal ‘king’ (pl. TchB laric| lantdm, A lams| laricds). In Tocharian A, this
inflectional class is even limited to this noun.

% For a detailed overview of the plural ending -7i and its various inflectional types in Tocharian A,
see sSS §§146-156 and §§226-240.
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In this thesis, I will not deal with all of these classes, but only with those relevant to the
diachronic analysis of the gender system. They will be outlined in the following
paragraphs.

3.3. AIM

The three pivotal questions this chapter addresses are (1) how the PIE feminine gender
evolved in the Tocharian noun inflection, (2) how the PIE neuter gender evolved in the
Tocharian noun inflection, and (3) whether the PIE neuter gender is continued as the
Tocharian genus alternans. These three questions lead to other minor issues about the
marking of alternating and feminine nouns from both a synchronic and a diachronic
perspective, and, in general, about the consequences caused by the morpho-phonological
mergers of the three inherited genders in the system of the noun.

In order to understand how the PIE feminine gender evolved in Tocharian, I will
investigate the Tocharian inflectional classes that may continue four different PIE types
that are important to the historical evolution of the feminine gender: (1) the non-ablauting
*eh,-type (i.e. the *“@"-inflection); (2) the ablauting *A,-type (i.e. the *a/d-inflection); (3)
the ablauting *ih,type (the so-called devi-type, *-ih,/*-ieh.); (4) the non-ablauting
*ih,-type (the so-called vrki-type). For each of the identified inflectional classes, I will
analyse the paradigm of the singular and the plural in both Tocharian languages, in order
to verify where the comparison between Tocharian A and B allows to reconstruct Proto-
Tocharian structures straightforwardly, and where they do not match. In this latter case,
new problems will of course come to light and for each of them an attempt at an
explanation will be made. It will then become clear that some of these inflectional types
exhibit similar or equivalent characteristics, since they attest nominative and/or oblique
endings that are often the same. As a consequence, it may be assumed that some of these
classes influenced each other over the prehistory of the two Tocharian languages, i.e. in a
Proto-Tocharian phase and then independently in Tocharian A and B.

In order to understand whether the PIE neuter is continued as the Tocharian
alternating gender, I will try to find alleged outcomes of the PIE thematic neuter and clarify
how this reconstructed class has developed in Tocharian. Continuants of the athematic
type will also constitute the subject of my investigation, although they have usually been
well explained. For this reason, I will limit my attention to those types whose origin has in
my view been overlooked and to those that have played an important role in the evolution
of the gender system.

Among the TEB inflectional types outlined above, there are some that are more relevant
than others to carry out an in-depth analysis of the Tocharian gender system. They will be
the subject of this chapter. The Tocharian A classes are simpler, because the Proto-
Tocharian word-final vowels *-a, *-e, and *-d have been lost in this language. For this
reason, I will mostly refer to Tocharian B when individuating and naming these types.
Nonetheless, evidence from Tocharian A will be consistently considered and analysed in
tandem with that of Tocharian B.
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3.4. STRUCTURE OF THE CHAPTER

Although synchronic analyses are sometimes necessary, the main approach of the
investigation is diachronic. In §3.5, the evolution of feminine nouns denoting female
referents is investigated (sana-type and asiya-type). In §3.7, I discuss the plural endings
TchB -na and TchA -d@m, which play an important role in the evolution of both the
feminine and the neuter. Some of the inflectional types from Class VI are historically
analysed in §3.7 (kantwo-type, okso-type, arsaklo-type, wertsiya-type). Each one of these
types contributes to a better understanding of the feminine gender. In §3.8, an overview
of the development of neuter nouns is offered. A short summary of the main findings
concludes the chapter (§3.9).

3.5. FEMININE NOUNS REFERRING TO FEMALE ENTITIES

The sana-type and the asiya-type

This section aims to trace the history of two closely related inflectional classes of feminine
substantives, whose plural formation ends in TchB -na, as well as their Tocharian A
matching nouns and forms. I will discuss problems about their inflection and highlight
their central role in the evolution of the Tocharian feminine gender.

All these grammatically feminine nouns share a core semantic feature: they denote
female referents. From the point of view of their paradigm, they can be grouped into two
main classes:

(1) the Sana-type, with the following inflection (exemplified with TchB Sana ‘wife’,
TchA lants ‘queen’):

Table 111.5. Inflection of the $ana-type

SINGULAR PLURAL

TchB TchA TchB TchA
NOM. -a -0 -ona -an ~ -an

Sana lants $nona lantsari ~ -an*
OBL. -0 -Q ~-am -ona -as ~-as

Sano lants ~ -am s$nona* lantsas* ~ -as
GEN. -0y -e - -

Snoy lantse

(2) the asiya-type, with the following inflection (exemplified with TchB asiya ‘nun’,
A asi‘id))5®

% Note that TchA -§s- is an inner-Tocharian A development of -§y- between vowels (cf. also the
obl.sg.f. variants -ssam ~ -syam in the inflection of Tocharian A si-adjectives, see §4.3.3.1).
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Table 111.6. Inflection of the asiya-type

SINGULAR PLURAL
TchB TchA TchB TchA
NOM. “a -i, -0 “ana “an
asiya asi asiyana assan
OBL. “ai Jam Yana “as
asiyai assam® asiyana assas™
GEN. Yantse e Zanamts Jassi
asiyantse asse asiyanamts assassi

Another feminine noun with the na-plural in Tocharian B is the word for ‘woman’, TchB
kliye, A k,li. This noun forms a separate inflectional class by itself. Also, its paradigm is very
irregular and has several variant forms in some cases: nom.sg. TchB kliye ~ klyiye, A kL,
obl.sg. TchB klaim ~ klai ~ klaifi, A k,le, nom.obl.pl. TchB klaina, nom.pl. A k,lewari, obl.pl.
k,lewas. The etymological and morphological difficulties connected to this word have
been the subject of a very long debate, and proposals about its origin have been made by
several scholars (Pedersen 1925; Schmidt 1980: 409-410; Kortlandt 1988a; Hilmarsson 1996:
157-159; Blazek 2005; Pinault 2005; Adams DTB: 242-3). However, I think that none of the
etymologies proposed is conclusive. I have of course tried to figure out a possible source
and derivation, but I cannot so far offer a convincing solution myself. The reader is referred
to Peyrot (2008: 106£.) for the explanation of most of the variant forms, and to Pinault
(2005) and Kortlandt (1988a) for some etymological proposals, the last one ultimately
based on Schmidt (1980).

As can be seen from the tables above, the corresponding Tocharian A nouns do not
share the same inflection as that of Tocharian B. This mismatch is peculiar and deserves
an explanation. For this reason, in the following paragraphs and in the next section, I will
discuss the endings of the primary cases of these classes, in order to outline their historical
evolutions from Proto-Indo-European to Tocharian.

3.5.1. THE Sana-TYPE

Tocharian B nouns with nom.sg. -a, obl.sg. -0 and their Tocharian A correspondents

The analysis of the sana-type has proved to be a controversial topic, since it plays a pivotal

role in the evolution of the feminine gender. As we will see, the debate has focused on the
paradigm of the singular, in general, and on the opposition between nom.sg. -a and obl.sg.
-0, in particular. My final goal is to understand if these nouns inherited their paradigm
from Proto-Indo-European or if some analogical developments need to be postulated.
Before going into these diachronic matters, however, some preliminary synchronic
remarks will be made.
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3.5.1.1. Members and synchronic problems

The sana-type is not a productive class, since it includes only three nouns: TchB $ana, A
$dam ‘woman, wife’, TchB lantsa, A lants ‘queen’, and TchB sarya ‘(beloved) lady’. Inflected
forms of the first two substantives can be frequently found; the latter is without equivalent
in Tocharian A and it is well attested only in the vocative and in the nominative singular
in Tocharian B. However, on the basis of the comitative form TchB saryompa, attested
once in B496 a3-4, we can infer the obl.sg. saryo.

TchB sana and TchB lantsa are matched in Tocharian A by $dm and lants (frequently
spelled lamts, as in e.g. A324 b4, YQ IIL.7 a8). Both nouns have a peculiar inflection and
some interesting endings.

TchA lants has two oblique singular forms: besides the common lantsam (e.g. lamtsam
in YQ IIL5 b8, perl.sg. lantsana in A78 b1), we find isolated forms of an obl.sg. lants (e.g.
la(m)ts in Agq a5 and abl.sg. lantsac in A319 b7). Since TchA -am represents the ubiquitous
feminine oblique in both nouns and adjectives, it is reasonable to assume that TchA lants
is the archaic form (cf. obl.sg. TchB lantso). We have variants also in the plural inflection:
nom.pl. lantsari, obl.pl. lamtsas stand beside nom.pl. lantsari, obl.pl. lantsas. It is evident
that the former forms are older, since the endings -ari| -as represent the common plural
paradigm of the Tocharian A feminine nouns with female referents (etymologically
equivalent to the Tocharian B asiya-type). As a consequence, the oldest inflection of TchA
lants is: nom.obl.sg. lants, nom.pl. lantsari, obl.pl. lantsas (cf. SSS §233).

On the other hand, the plural paradigm of TchA sdm presents a special problem.
Indeed, besides the expected obl.pl. snas, this noun is supposed to have a pl. snu. Since
Sieg, Siegling & Schulze (sss §179.c), this TchA $nu is unanimously interpreted as a
nominative plural. Winter (1985: 262) argues that TchA $d@m had two parallel plural
paradigms: (1) TchA $nu (nom. = obl.) < *$anwa- had a collective meaning, while (2) TchA
$narni*| $nas was the regular “countable” plural. In my opinion, this explanation is ad hoc.
One could think that snu has been analogically created after the plurals TchA sewaii ‘sons’
(cf. TchB s;suwa ‘id.’) and &, lewari ‘women’, but still I cannot account for the absence (or
the loss) of final -a7i in the nominative plural.>*

I have found only two attestations of TchA snu, and both are from passages with
considerable problems of interpretation.* The first is in A2g99 b2 /// pr(@)mne snu -
brahmavatisim $rififidktes katsam cmolu nutdssi cmol emisdstdr || “... the snu of the
Brahmin [i.e. Brahmayu]. In order to make the births disappear, he takes birth in the
womb of the Srideva of a Brahmavati” (cf. Peyrot & Semet 2016: 367). This leaf preserves
the end of the 10™ act of the Tocharian A Maitreyasamiti-Nataka, which has been

% One may think that this $nu maintained the original situation prior to the addition of final -7
(cf. TchB szsuwa vs. A sewaii). But see the main text below. Not with Cop (1975: 4) can we interpret
final -u in TchA snu as the regular outcome of PIE *-as.

5 According to sss §164, there would be a third attestation of this form in a broken document, but
I'was not able to find this fragment.
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translated into Old Uyghur as the Matrisimit. However, a Uyghur parallel of the Tocharian
A passage is unfortunately missing, and there are therefore no external clues to translate
TchA snu properly. If $nu is a nominative, its position at the end of the sentence, before
the dot, is surprising and urging caution. Furthermore, compositions in other languages
dealing with the legend of the Buddha Maitreya do not mention that Brahmayu (or
Subrahmana), the father of Maitreya, has more than one wife.* Reference is made only to
his divine mother Brahmavati.

A second attestation is in A86 ag, which is very fragmentary: ///tvap snu ma tas(-)am
/1]. The restorations of the gen.sg. (bodhisa)tvap at the beginning of the line, and TchA
tas(km)am ‘like, as’ at the end are quite certain. However, the understanding of the line is
still obscure (/// (bodhisat)tvap snu ma tas(km)am [// “... not like the snu of the
Bodhisattva ...” (?)).

Thus, the contexts do not indicate that $nu is a nominative plural. No nominal
modifiers or inflected verbs are in agreement with this form. Other hypotheses can be put
forward, but they are still not conclusive.” I therefore believe there is no secure evidence
for considering TchA $nu as an inflected form of TchA $dm ‘wife’.

Before proceeding further with the historical analysis of these nouns, let us come back
again to Tocharian B, since another very controversial substantive is supposed to be a
member of the Sana-type. It is a famous hapax legomenon attested as an apparent oblique
singular in the archaic document B275. The traditional reading of line b4, where the noun
is attested, is as follows: tkatre petso aim-ii cai $amna (Peyrot 2008: 98; Kim 2009a: 113 fn.6;
Hartmann 2013: 161). According to this reading and division, the passage would contain
two hapax legomena: the first is our noun TchB petso (equated with TchA pats ‘husband’);
the second is tkatre, a morphological hapax, usually analysed as an archaic genitive
singular of TchB tkacer ‘daughter’, from PIE *d"ugh,tr-6s (Gk. Quyatpés, Skt. duhitith, OLith.
duktereés). The genitive singular of this noun is expected to have been tkatri* (cf. gen.sg.
patri from TchB pacer ‘father’, gen.sg. matri from TchB macer ‘mother’, protri from TchB
procer ‘brother’).

A new look to this passage has been offered by Pinault (2010), who divided the
sequence tkatre petso as tkatr epetso, with tkatr as a sandhi-variant of the obl.sg. tkatdr,
and epetso as the obl.sg. of an unattested noun TchB epetsa* ‘fiancée’ (cf. also Pinault 2019:
97). The entire passage would have to be translated as follows: “The people will give their
daughter as a fiancée”. This reading has two important advantages: first, the irregular
gen.sg. ttkatre ceases to exist; second, it makes the translation of the document more
coherent with the Khotanese parallel passage in the Book of Zambasta (22, 123c-124a):

% Cf. e.g. the Khotanese version of the Maitreyasamiti (Kumamoto forth.).

%" One could indeed claim that TchA $nu is the nom.sg. of a u- or nu-adjective (e.g. ydslu ‘enemy’,
luk$anu ‘shining’), or an inflected form of the otherwise only dual sanwem ‘(two) cheeks’, from PIE
*genu- (the a-vocalism of Sanwem for expected **$(d)nwem is probably due to analogical
development after kanwem ‘knees’, as Michaél Peyrot p.c. pointed out to me). However, both

solutions are very tentative.
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mata pdte ksundai hedd ditdna kdde tcarsuva hvg’ndd “a mother, a father will give to a
husband their five-hundred-year old daughter as yet unmatured” (Emmerick 1968: 307; see
Peyrot 2013: 663 fn.45).

Pinault’s analysis of TchB epetso as the obl.sg. of epetsa * received broad consensus (cf.
Malzahn 2011: 89-go fn. 14; Fellner 2014: 8; Hackstein 2017: 1320; Weiss 2018: 375). Although
I consider the new reading of the passage entirely correct, I think that the hapax
legomenon TchB epetso should be considered as an adverb with the meaning of ‘in
marriage’ (see Peyrot 2013: 663 fn.45), which has been built on the original oblique singular
of the equivalent of TchA pats ‘husband’ (< PTch *petsa, cf. Skt. pdti- ‘lord, master’, Lat.
potis ‘able, capable’, Gk. wéaig ‘husband’). According to this analysis, the final -o of epetso
is due to the so-called “bewegliches o0”, which is fairly common in metrical passages (cf.
Sauwlo for TchB saul ‘life’ at the same line of epetso, and nom.pl.m. porico for poric ‘all’ at
line bs). Although deriving adverbs from substantives is not a productive process in the
historical phase of the Tocharian languages, there is good evidence that it was in Proto-
Tocharian (Adams 2015:172). Furthermore, very often a new adverb is formed with a prefix
e(n)-, as in this case, which could have had either an intensive or a locative value. In this
case, the adverb would mean ‘in husband’ - ‘in marriage’ (cf. TchB elauke ‘far’, from e(n)-
+ lauke ‘remote, far’; TchB eweta ‘in conflict (with), from e(n)- + weta ‘battle’; TchB ese
‘together’, from e(n)- + se ‘one’), and the expression TchB epets ay- should be translated as
‘to give [someone] in marriage’. I have therefore not included it into the sana-type.

3.5.1.2. Diachronic analysis
In the following sections, I will deal with the etymologies of each noun of the sana-type.
Then, I will analyse their problematic endings and forms in order to trace their history and
derivation from Tocharian to Proto-Indo-European.
TchB $ana, A $am ‘wife’
TchB sana and TchA sdm are the most prominent members of this class. They evidently

go back to the PIE word for woman, *g”énh, | *g"n-éh.-* This noun originally belonged to
the proterodynamic inflection:

** The relation of this noun with the PIE root *g”dn-/*g"én- is evident, although the exact
derivation is still problematic. See mainly Hardarson (1987). For the Anatolian evidence, see
Gusmani (1985), Hardarson (1987), Kloekhorst (2008: 501ft.), and Lipp (2009: 11, 57).
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Table 111.7. PIE proterodynamic paradigm of *g"énh.-

CASE R S E ‘WIFE’
nom.sg. é - - *g"énh,
gen.sg. - é - *g"n-éh,-s
acc.sg. é - - *g"énh,-m

Leaving aside for the moment the outcome of this noun in Tocharian and looking at the
other Indo-European languages, we can basically recognise three specific trends of
development for this noun, as summarised below:

(1) conservation of the PIE paradigm, as in Olr. ¢ ‘woman’ < *g"enh,-, gen. sg. mnd
< *g"neh,-s and Arm. kin, instr. sg. knaw.*® In Indo-Iranian the two PIE stems split
into doublets, cf. the i-stem Ved. jdni- ‘wife, woman’, OAv jsni- (YAv. jaini-) <
*g"enh,-, and the a-stem Ved. gna- ‘wife, goddess’, OAv. gana- ‘(heavenly) woman’
(YAv. yana-) < *g"neh,- (Hardarson 1987: 130; EWAIA: I, 503-04 and 569-70; AIGR: III,
13 and 137; Hoffmann & Forssman 2004);

(2) generalisation of one of the two stems, as in Greek, cf. yuvv), Dor. yuvd, Beot. Bavd
(cf. the derived adjective Myc. ku-na-ja /gunaia/ ‘feminine’, a Pylos’ hapax) <
*g"neh,- (GEW:1, 334-335; Chantraine 1999: 242f; Beekes 2010: 291-2);*°

(3) generalisation of the full grade in both the stem and the suffix, as in OCS Zena,
OPr. genno. In Germanic, *k"eno < *g"ena is the basis of the n-stem *k"ené(n) (cf.
Goth. gino).

For Tocharian, two elements are relevant: (1) the consonant §- as the outcome of a
palatalised (labio)velar; (2) the endings nom.sg. san-a, obl.sg. san-o, and the plural stem
$no-.

TchB san- and TchA sdm point evidently to PTch *$an-, which in turn can be the regular
outcome of PIE *g"en- (strong stem). This means that some analogical levelling of the root
took place in the prehistory of this word, since we do not have any alternation between
palatalised velar (*$on- < *g"en-) and non-palatalised labiovelar (*A*an- < *g”n-) in
Tocharian. However, it is not entirely clear if this generalisation took place in a Proto-
Tocharian phase or if it should be reconstructed at an earlier stage. If we opted for the
second hypothesis, then the development of TchB $ana, A sdm would have been parallel

% It seems probable that Olr. bé is from *g”enh., while the feminine Olr. ben reflects a new nom.sg.
PCelt. *bena > Olr. ben (thus Jasanoff 1989; Zair 2012: 223-4).

% The inflection of Gk. yuwy shows allomorphy. The stem yuv#|(-) is attested only in the nominative
and in the vocative, and the stem yuvou- in all other cases (though a number of variant forms exist,
including acc.sg. yuvfv, nom.pl. yvvai, acc.pl. yuvdg). The origin of the x-stem is debated. The
common view involves a comparison between Gk. yuvaw-, Arm. nom.pl. kanay-k’, abl.-loc.pl.
kanay-s, and Messapian gunakhai (from *g"nh.-iH- (?), Olsen 1999: 172). Cf. also Szemerényi (1960),
who reconstructs an original adjective *yuvouds.
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to the one seen in the Slavic languages, where the full grade was generalised, and the word
became a non-ablauting *a-stem (e.g. OCS Zena < *g"ena). This analysis is supported by
some scholars, including Winter (1981: 938), Ringe (1996: 94-7), Adams (DTB: 677), and Kim
(2009: 78). Accordingly, the diachronic evolution of the singular paradigm would have
been as follows: nom.sg. *g”enh, >> *g"eneh, > PTch *sana > TchB sana, A $im; acc.sg.
*g"enh,-m >> *g"eneh,-m > PTch *$and > TchB sano, A $dm.

The problem with such an analysis is twofold. On the one hand, no other Tocharian
continuant of *“@"-stems has a singular inflection with nom.sg. -a, obl.sg. -o, particularly in
adjectival and pronominal inflections.” On the other hand, the fact that *-eh, regularly
yielded PTch *-d even in word-final position is corroborated by other inflectional types
(8§3.7.1.2, §3.7.2.4, §3.8.2.1,, §4.3.4.4).

As a consequence, a better explanation of the nom.sg. TchB -a starts from PIE *g"enh,,
which regularly evolved into TchB sana (Pinault 1989: 59). A special issue relates to the
obl.sg. sano, because it cannot go back to the accusative singular PIE *g"enh,-m. After the
loss of final *-m in Proto-Tocharian, this form should have yielded * $ona, and nominative
and oblique would have become perfectly homophonous. In order to disambiguate these
core cases, Tocharian generalised the stem of the weak cases PTch *-d- < PIE *-eh,- in the
oblique singular. This analysis is supported by Pinault (2008: 486) and is further
corroborated by evidence that will be treated below and in the following sections (cf.
§3.7.1.2). In particular, in some other nominal classes, Tocharian seems to have continued
the stem of the weak cases (e.g. the PIE dative or the genitive singular) as the oblique, in
order to differentiate nominative and oblique in a Proto-Tocharian phase. As for the
palatalised consonant of the stem, it can be explained by analogical levelling based on the
strong cases. This implies that a stem with palatalised consonant *san- became the
standard stem before the break-up of Proto-Tocharian.

Another ending that needs to be discussed is the genitive singular TchB -0y, A -e.
Following a private suggestion by Cowgill, Ringe (1996: 54-5, 59f.) claims that TchB -oy is
the regular outcome of the genitive PIE *-ef,-s, which yielded PTch *-dy and then TchB -0y,
A -e (cf. also Katz 1997: 61f.). This peculiar development of PIE *-s > PTch *-y would be a
specific auslaut sound law that operated in monosyllables. However, the diphthong TchB
-0y- usually originated from a contraction over two syllables. Examples from verbal
morphology include: (1) the optative allomorph -oy-, which only occurs in those
subjunctive stems ending in PTch *-a- (Malzahn 2010: 348t.); (2) the verbal root TchB soy-
‘to be satiated’, which is from PIE *sef,- (cf. Hitt. sah- ‘to stuffup’, Gk. detou ‘is safied’, Lat.
satis ‘enough, sufficient’) + a present formant suffix *-je/o- (Hackstein 1995: 299-300).
Examples from nominal morphology include: (1) TchB poysi ‘omniscient’, which is from po
‘all' + aisi ‘knowing’; (2) TchB soy, A se ‘son’, which is from PIE *suH-iu-, cf. Gk. vivg ‘id.’
(Winter 1985; Chantraine 1999: 1154).

% As I will show in other sections (§4.2.4), the nom.sg. -a in alydk ‘other’ (obl. sg. allok) and sana
‘one’ (obl. somo) is secondary.
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Following Winter (1999: 254-7) and Pinault (2008: 441), it is therefore likely to analyse
the gen.sg. TchB -0y /-oy(a)/ (?) as PTch *-d- + *-ay, where PTch *-d was the regular oblique
singular and PTch *-ay was secondarily taken from the gen.sg. -i of the kinship terms and
the demonstratives. As a matter of fact, the other examples provided by Ringe in support
of a sound law PIE *-s > PTch *-y in monosyllables can now be reconsidered: (1) the
nom.pLf. TchB toy ‘those’ is not from *téh.-es > *tas, but it rather acquired final -y from the
masculine inflection (pace Ringe 1996: 59 and 95; cf. nom.pl.m. cey and the TchA
counterpart nom.pLf. to-, §4.2.3.3, §4.2.3.4); (2) TchB trey, A tre ‘3’ needs not to go back to
PIE *tréjes > *trés > PTch *trey directly (pace Ringe 1996: 54-5), but PTch *tfe (< *trés)
more probably acquired final *y either from the feminine PTch *tarya (as per Pinault
2008: 554), or from the nominative plural ending (as per Michaél Peyrot p.c., cf. also TchB
wi ‘two’ that has added the dual ending -i to the outcome of PIE *dyoh,).

All things considered, the evolution of the singular paradigm of TchB sana, A sdm can
be schematised as follows:

Table 111.8. Evolution of the singular paradigm of TchB sano, TchA sim

PIE PTCH TCHB  TCHA
NOM. | *g"énh, > *K'end >*ona > *$ona >| nom. | Sana Sim
ACC. | *g"énh.m > *K"end(m) >*$ona  _» *Sond > | obl Sano  $dm
GEN. | *g"néh,-s  >*k"na(s) >>*ond  >> *$ond-y > | gen. snoy  $ne*

TchB lantsa, A lants ‘queen’

The second noun to be discussed is TchB lantsa, A lants ‘queen’, which is to be linked to
TchB walo [wdlo/, A wiil king’ (obl.sg. TchAB lant). The formal match between Tocharian
A and Tocharian B and the unproductive inflectional class to which the noun belongs
ensure its archaic formation. The morphological and semantic masculine counterpart
TchB walo, A wil is a substantivised participle from the PIE verbal root *uelH- ‘to control’
(Lubotsky 1994; LIV*: 676).° Although the feminine noun is evidently of Pre-Proto-
Tocharian origin, it is at first sight unclear whether it is a derivative of the masculine noun,
or the substantivised outcome of the feminine participle. However, if we consider that
both Tocharian nouns are members of an unproductive class (cf. also the Tocharian A
plural paradigm) and that feminine nouns deriving from masculines almost always belong
to the asiya-type, the derivation of PTch *lantsa from an old participle seems more
probable (as per Malzahn 2013: 110: “The latter [scil. lantsa] started out as a feminine
formation in *-nt-ih, [...], which was based on the masculine form of a participle [...]
in -nt-", emphasis by the author).

% This evolution strikingly resembles *ur-ant- > Khot. rre, rrund- king’, though I do not think that
Tocharian has calqued this formation from Khotanese (contra Tremblay 2005: 426).
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Further evidence for this historical analysis comes from the reconstructed inflection of
PTch *lantsa. Indeed, it is usually assumed that PTch */antsa took the inflection after the
model of PTch *$ana (Pinault 2008: 486; Malzahn 2013: 110). However, if TchB lantsa and
TchA lants can be ultimately traced back to a substantivised feminine participle, it can be
claimed that they inherited the inflection directly from Proto-Indo-European. Indeed, the
feminine participle inflected as a devi-type in the proto-language, with a proterodynamic
inflection parallel to PIE *g"énh,-:*

Table 111.9. Participle of PIE *yelH-

PROTO-INDO-EUROPEAN PRE-PROTO-TOCHARIAN

MASCULINE FEMININE MASCULINE FEMININE

NOM. *ylH-on(t-s) *ulH-nt-ih, > *walon *wldantyd
ACC. *ulH-nt-m *ulH-nt-ih,-m > *wldnt *wldntyam
GEN. * ulH-nt-os *ulH-nt-ieh,-s > *wldntos *wldntyas

In the feminine, a length-differentiated contrast *-d- vs. *-a- between the strong and the
weak cases can indeed be reconstructed for the antecedent of PTch *lantsa. This contrast
is expected to have yielded *-a- vs *-d- in Proto-Tocharian. As a consequence, there is no
need to reconstruct analogical developments in order to explain the singular paradigm
nom. -a, obl. -0 of TchB lantsa: in a Proto-Tocharian phase, the weak stem */antsd has been
reanalysed as the Tocharian oblique. Thus, we can schematise the following development:

Table 111.10. Evolution of the singular paradigm of TchB lantsa, TchA lants

PTCH TCHB TCHA
NOM. | *lantsa > *lantsa > NOM. | lantsa lants
ACC. | *lantsa _> *lantsa > OBL. | lantso lants >> lantsam
GEN. | *lantsd >>  *lantsay > GEN. | lantsoy  lantse

As far as the plural inflection is concerned, Tocharian A has two sets of plural forms that
are differentiated by the vowel preceding the ending (nom.pl. lantsar, obl.pl. lantsas vs.
nom.pl. lantsafi, obl.pl. lantsas). We have already seen that the second plural set is the
older one. The sources of the vowel TchA -a- are various, but the match TchA -a- : TchB -o-
points to PTch *-d- (if not from Pre-TchA *-a- through vowel weakening). This vowel
should in turn be considered as the regular outcome of PIE *-eh,- > *-G-. In other words,
both Tocharian languages point to the reconstruction of the full grade of the root *-ieh,-
(characteristic of the devi-type) for both the oblique and the plural.

% The table is based on Lubotsky (1994: 70) and Pinault (2008: suf.). If the acc.sg. PIE *-if,-mn
underwent Stang’s Law, yielding *-im, then the acc.sg. Pre-PTch *-ydm was reintroduced after other
case forms. On Stang’s Law, see recently Pronk (2016: 23) and §4.3.4.4.
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TchB sarya ‘(beloved) lady’

The last noun to be discussed is TchB sarya (without equivalent in Tocharian A), whose
etymology has caused years of debate among scholars. This noun is usually translated as
‘beloved, dear (woman)’ (e.g. DTB: 713; Broomhead 1962: 11, 247), ‘Geliebte’ (Sieg & Siegling
1949:180; Otto 2007), ‘female lover, concubine’ (Winter 1981: 938; 2003a: 205), ‘chérie, bien-
aimée’ (Pinault 2008: 486).*

In recent years, a new interpretation has been proposed by Kim (2009a), who claims
that TchB sarya means ‘lady, mistress’, without any sort of affective value. Kim largely
bases his analysis on B33 a4, which is part of the Tocharian Udanalankara without clear
parallels in Sanskrit. The passage in question is as follows:

B33z aq

saswe sarya sompastdr te retke yamtrd
lord:NOM.SG ~ NOM.SG take away:3SG.PRS  DET army:NOM.SG do:35G.SBJ
were te puwar tsaksdm war pardm
smell:0BL.SG ~ DET fire:NOM.SG burn:3sG.PRS  water:NOM.SG  bear:35G.PRS

“The lord (or) the sarya takes this away; the army may reduce that to a scent; fire burns it; water
carries it (off)”. (cf. Peyrot 2013: 705)

Kim argues that the sequence saswe sarya has a sort of official meaning, and thus translates
it as “lord and lady” (see also Otto 2007: 114). Pinault (2013: 241-2 fn.3) is against this new
interpretation. He claims that this passage constitutes a common topos in Buddhist
literature that deals with the impermanence of mundane goods, by enumerating all
entities that caused the ruin of humans. This list is usually composed by five figures, i.e.
kings (or rulers), thieves, fire, water, and unloving heirs (the five enemies of wealth), but
sometimes also female characters are found. Accordingly, Pinault claims that sarya in B33

* Adams (DTB: 713) questioned the part of speech of TchB sarya, since in his dictionary he claimed
that it can be both a noun and an adjective referring to either masculine or feminine nouns. If so, it
would be a sort of synonym of TchB lare ‘dear’. However, we have no clear evidence that sarya can
be used as an adjective, nor that it could refer to both male and female humans or deities (Kim
2009a: 112; Otto 2007: 111). Adams mainly based his analysis on a passage from the Aranemi-jataka,
in B85 az: sarya ammakki poriii appai ma 7iis cempamts raksatsents aissim “beloved mother, tell
father not to give me to these raksas” (translation by Adams). However, as pointed out by Otto
(2007) the fact that one can translate TchB sarya as an adjective does not mean that it was an
adjective in Tocharian B. Indeed, in other passages, this term occurs as a vocative without any other
noun with which it can agree. Therefore, rather two nouns are used in apposition. A more literal
translation is: “Oh lady! Mummy! Tell dad that he mustn’t give me to those raksasas!” (cf. Couvreur
1964: 240; Schmidt 2001: 314). Furthermore, we have several examples of double appositional nouns
in similar constructions as in line a1 of the same document: || tumem uttare m(icu)sk(e) weukaisa
matdr lantso enku “Thereupon prince Uttara while grasping [his] mother, the queen, by the
cheek...”.
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aq means ‘harlot, courtesan’, as the “darling by profession”. However, in some other
Buddhist maxims it is not harlots that are said to cause the ruin, but women in general, as
those who inevitably link man to mundanity, because in inspiring love and affection they
cause the perpetuation of men in the samsara.” Furthermore, in other passages, TchB
sarya refers always to respectable and virtuous women, like queens and princess (e.g. the
Buddha’s wife Yasodhara and the wife of king Aranemi). As a consequence, I do not think
that the passage in B33 a4 implies that sarya means ‘harlot’ and Pinault’s argument is
therefore not sufficient to invalidate the translation ‘mistress, lady’.

Let us see all attested forms of this noun: it is inflected eight times as a vocative (IT11
b3-4, AS15C bg, NS18 b1, NS699 bs, B85 a2, Bg1 a6, B516 b6), twice as a nominative (NS49
bs, B33 a4), and once as a comitative (AS15 bg).

Starting with the vocative, in ITi11 TchB sarya refers to a queen, but the document is
very fragmentary, the character that is speaking is ambiguous, and thus also the
translation of our noun (b3 /// maimaricu sarya oro(tse) /] “...oh excellent one! Oh sarya
... great ...”; b4: [[[ritstse sarya kre(nt) /] “... sarya ... good ..."; for the edition, see Peyrot
2007: n° 11). On the other hand, in AS15C someone talks with queen Ya$odhara and
informs her about the sender of a gift:

AS15Cbg

sarya  ce har saswe epiyacdririe bywa-c

voC.SG  this:0BL.SG  necklace:0BL.SG  lord:NOM.SG  memento:0BL.SG  send:3SG.PRT-25G.SUFF
“Oh sarya, the lord sent this necklace to you as a memento”. (cf. Pinault 1989a: 189)

In this passage, a servant delivered the necklace to Yasodhara on behalf of the lord, and
thus TchB sarya should be translated with a kind of official and reverential value.
Therefore, the meaning ‘lady’ fits well here. Likewise, in NS18 a maidservant addresses to
a female character (probably princess Mitrakamini in line a2) the following question:
sarya candraprabhem mdricuskemem kekamus(a) “Oh sarya, did you come from prince
Candraprabha?” (NS18 b1). Also here, the translation of sarya as ‘lady’ is preferable.

The passage in B516 is difficult. We find two characters, YaSodhara and a female door
warden named Priyasarini, but it is unclear who the speaking character is: b6
lyelyakormem wessim sarya (— —) yasodhara lantsa memiyus(a) //| “After having seen
(this), she speaks: «Oh sarya [ ...], queen Yasodhara, deceived (by)...”). What is clear is that
in all aforementioned passages, the voc.sg. sarya is always used by servants when referring
to princesses or queens.

All other vocative forms come from the Aranemi-jataka. In two passages (B85 and
NS699, which both contain the same portion of text), prince Uttara speaks to his mother

% Several Khotanese passages about the wiles of women can be compared, e.g. chapter 19 of the
Book of Zambasta (the so-called straiya-parivara ‘chapter concerning woman'’); 23.172-3 of the same
text; a lyrical poem (Kumamoto 2000); the tales of the animals in the Ramayana (133-149); passages
in the Book of Vimalakirti (218), etc.
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(B85 a2z sarya ammakki poriii appai ma iis cempamts raksatsents aissim “Oh sarya!
Mummy! Tell dad that he mustn’t give me to those raksasas!”), while in another passage
(Bo1) king Aranemi speaks to his wife (a6 sarya kaum (s)i (pe)rn(e)w t(a)ka-ii “Oh sarya!
This day has become a glorious one for me”). In these texts, TchB sarya can be translated
with ‘beloved one, dear one’, although a more official meaning ‘oh lady’ is possible too.

Apart from B33, TchB sarya is probably attested as a nominative also in NS4o0 bs, where
it can be translated both as “lady” and “beloved woman” (/// m(aka-yk)ne tarsauna
pdlwamane sarya [//, “...lamenting the deceptions of many sorts, the sarya...”, cf. Pinault
2015b: 154).

Finally, the comitative is attested once:

B496 a3-4
sanai saryompa Sayau karttse(s) Saulu-warfiai
0ne:0BL.SG COM.SG live:18G.PRS g00d:ALL.SG life-long

“I'live for the good a life-long with a single sarya”.

Even though this leaf has a clear love content, both lady’ and ‘lover’ may fit well into the
context. One may therefore wonder whether the basic meaning of TchB sarya is ‘lady,
mistress’, and that ‘beloved woman’ is a later meaning (Kim 200g9a: 112), perhaps
influenced by the fact that this noun is mostly attested in the vocative, which gives a sort
of affective pragmatic nuance to its meaning and/or translation.®®

We now turn to the etymology of TchB sarya. In the past few decades, it has been
attempted to link this noun to TchB sar ‘hand’, by postulating a substantivised possessive
adjective (see Van Windekens 1976: 449; Hilmarsson 1987a: 88). This etymology is still
accepted by Adams (DTB: 713), who implausibly reconstructs PIE *¢"eser-iHeh,- ‘(one) at
hand’ -+ ‘the beloved’ (cf. Gk. yeipog ‘under control’). The semantic parallel offered by
Icelandic hand-genginn ‘favourite’ is too meagre to support this hypothesis.

Inrecent times, Otto (2007) argued that the noun is a derivative in *-ik, from the verbal
root PIE *ser- ‘to attach, connect’ (LIv*: 534-5, cf. Lat. ser¢ ‘to link, join’, Gk. €lpw ‘to knit
together’). The semantic evolution would have been ‘the one who is (physically/mentally)
attached’ - ‘the one who is beloved’, via the metaphor of love as a physical/mental
attachment (see also Willi 2010: 252-7). From the phonological point of view, this analysis
works fine, but from the semantic point of view there are some flaws. Indeed, there is no
clear evidence that Tocharian speakers could have considered the physical closeness to
both a mother and a lover as aspects of one and the same notion (cf. Kim 2009a: 113).
Furthermore, and most importantly, we have no other clear continuants of the PIE root
*ser- ‘to attach, connect’ in Tocharian.

% For the sake of comparison, one could notice that the Tocharian A word for ‘lady’, TchA nasi
(without equivalent in Tocharian B), is mostly attested with vocative value (cf. A106 a6, A149 a3 and
b4, probably YQ IIL5 a7, and A160 a6).
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The inflectional class to which TchB sarya belongs suggests that we are dealing with a
very old derivative or at least with a “noun belong[ing] to the oldest layer of the Tocharian
lexicon inherited from Proto-Indo-European” (Kim 2009a: 114). Only two scholars have
taken into consideration this important piece of evidence in their etymological
discussions. They are Pinault (1989: 58; 2008: 486) and Kim (2009a). For this reason, I will
present their proposals in more detail.

Pinault argues that TchB sarya is a devi-derivative of the PIE word for ‘sister’, thus PIE
*sué-sr-ih, > *s’asrya (palatalisation) > *sasarya (assimilation) > TchB sarya [sdrya/
(simplification). At first sight, this development seems difficult, because it requires some
irregular changes. However, the fact that PIE *syésor- is continued in Tocharian as TchB
ser, A sar, i.e. with the same assimilation and syllabic simplification, may be used in
support (Pinault 1989: 58).

From a historical point of view, PIE *syésor- can be analysed as an original compound
of the reflexive pronoun *sué- and the noun *ser-/sor- ‘woman’. The latter can in turn be a
good candidate for our Tocharian B noun. This analysis has been proposed by Kim
(2009a), who claims that TchB sarya is the regular outcome of PIE *ser-ih, (*h,-ser-ih, in
his notation). In most of the Indo-European languages, the noun *ser-/sor- is attested as
the second member of compounds or it has been grammaticalised as a suffix. Besides PIE
*suésor- ‘sister’, examples include: the feminine numerals for ‘three’ and ‘four’ in Indo-
Iranian and Celtic (cf. Olr. téoir, cethéoir, Ved. tisrah, cdtasrah < *trisr-, *k”etesr-) and the
Hittite feminine suffix *-(§)Sara (cf. Hitt. iSha-$$ara- ‘mistress’ from i$ha- ‘master’).”
Probably, also Lat. uxor ‘wife’ belongs here, if an original compound (Ernout & Meillet 1951:
1341; Lujan 1996; Hardarson 2014: 32-35; contra Pinault 2013: 248ff. with references).
However, some other Indo-European languages show continuants of *ser-/sor- as a free
word, even if it is always enlarged with suffixes. We can mention: the thematised
Cuneiform Luw. *asra/i- ‘woman’, inferred on the basis of asrul(i)- ‘female’, asrulahit-
‘womanhood’ and asrahit- ‘id.” (cf. Pinault 2013: 246-7 and Hardarson 2014: 38-41 for the
origin of initial a-); the theonym Gk. "Hpa < *Sera < *sereh, (Willi 2010); YAv. hairisi-
‘woman’ < *sér-is-ih,; and probably YAv. aphairi ‘id.’ as if from *(h,)-eh,-ser-ih, ‘belonging to
woman’ (as per Hardarson 2014: 41ff.).® According to Kim, TchB sarya may be added to
this list, too.

A further objection put forward by Pinault (2013) is that a recharacterisation of a
feminine word by means of the feminine devi-suffix is redundant.® However, the forms

% See recently Gasiorowski (2017) for hypothetical continuants of *(-)sr-ih, in Germanic.

% Kim (2005; 2009a) proposes to add Ved. stri-, YAv. stri-, Khot. striya-, Oss. Digor silce, Iron syl to
this list, but the origin of the dental stop in these forms would be very difficult to justify both
phonologically and analogically. See the criticism by Pinault (2013: 242).

* Pinault (2013: 241-2) further claims that Tocharian has already two terms for ‘woman’ (the
generic TchB klyiye ‘woman, female’ and the specific TchB sana ‘wife’), and that a third noun with
similar semantics would be unnecessary, because it would partially overlap in meaning with sana.
This criticism, however, does not hold, because it is hardly surprising that the lexicon of a given
language has cases of quasi-synonymy. Actually, a good example in this sense is Tocharian A, which,
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just discussed point to the reconstruction of an acrostatic root noun *sor-/ser- that lost its
autonomy as a free word soon after PIE, since it became a feminine suffix, a second
member of compounds, or it has always been recharacterised with some other suffixes. As
a consequence, the claim by Kim (2009a) that PIE *ser-/sor- has been enlarged with the
productive and highly transparent derivational suffix *-ik, cannot be discarded so easily,
although the lack of any exact morphological match of *ser-ik, in other Indo-European
languages may require some caution.

To conclude, whatever ultimately the root, TchB sarya is derived with the ablauting
feminine suffix *-ih,/-iéh,- (of the devf—type). Thus, the protoform from which this noun
comes from must have had the same inflection as TchB lantsa: nom.sg. -ya is the outcome
of nom.sg. *-ih, > *-yd > PTch *-ya, while the obl.sg. -yo is from the weak stem *-jef,- >
*-ya- > PTch *-ya.

3.5.1.3. Summary

Summing up, we have seen that the inflection of the feminine substantives belonging to
the sana-type has to be interpreted as the outcome of the archaic proterodynamic
inflection in *-h,/-éh,- and *-ih,/-iéh,-. In a Proto-Tocharian stage, the weak stem (or
probably the genitive form) has been reinterpreted as the Tocharian oblique. The reason
why this reanalysis took place is easy to envisage: after the apocope of final consonants in
Pre-Proto-Tocharian, the nominative and accusative merged formally. If this
interpretation has already been proposed in order to explain the inflection of TchB sana,
as far as the two other nouns are concerned, it was usually assumed that the PIE acc.sg.
*-ih,-m > PTch *-ya had been analogically modified to PTch *-yd after the obl.sg. sano
(Winter 1981: 938; Pinault 2008: 486; Malzahn 2011: 89 fn.14, etc.). However, the sana-type
is not a productive inflectional class, since it is confined to isolated feminine substantives.
If we assumed that TchB $ana is the only noun whose inflection is original, then TchB
lantsa and TchB sarya are not expected to be analogically included in this class, but rather
in the asiya-type, which is a productive class of feminine nouns referring to female entities.
Analogical extension to this inflectional type would have also been supported by the fact
that the majority of the asiya-nouns have (suffixal) -y- or palatalisation/assibilation of the
stem final consonant, just like TchB lantsa, A lants (assibilation) and TchB sarya. As a
consequence, the inflection of TchB lantsa and TchB sarya must be original.

In conclusion, all nouns of the sana-type have continued the archaic inflection
inherited from Proto-Indo-European: the contrast between nom. sg. -"Ja vs. obl. sg. -0
mirrors the ablauting alternation between the full and the zero grade of the suffix
*-(£)h,*-(i)eh,-, where the original genitive singular has been reanalysed as the Tocharian
oblique.

besides TchA ki and TchA $dm, has a third noun that precisely means ‘lady’, i.e. TchA nasi (on
which see §3.5.2).
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3.5.2. THE asiya-TYPE

Tocharian B nouns with nom.sg. a, obl.sg. *ai and their Tocharian A correspondents

The nouns belonging to the asiya-type are grammatically feminine and denote natural
female referents. This is therefore a feature that the asiya-type and the sana-type have in
common. On the other hand, these two inflectional classes are clearly distinct as regards
their inflection and productivity. The two major inflectional characteristics distinguishing
their paradigms are the oblique singular and the stem forming the derivatives and the
plural: in the asiya-type, the former ends in ~ai-, and the latter in ~a-. Furthermore, the
great majority of these substantives show palatalisation of the stem-final consonant in
both the singular and the plural inflection. The paradigm of the Tocharian A equivalents
has different but uniform inflectional patterns: a usually unmarked nominative singular,
obl.sg. -am, gen.sg. -e, and the differentiated plural -a7i| -as.” The Tocharian paradigms are
therefore identical to the feminine adjectival type ending in pl. TchB -ana, TchA -a7| -as
(see §4.3.3.1).

From a synchronic point of view, the asiya-type is very productive: if a new feminine
noun with female referent needs to be created, it is always added to this class.
Furthermore, several feminine literary and non-literary proper names belong here, mostly
borrowed from Sanskrit or Uyghur (e.g. the girl TchB Carica, obl. Caricai; the princess TchB
Nanda; the queen TchB Yasodhara, obl. Yasodharai; the queen obl. TchA Ksemam; the
Uyghur proper name TchA Kutluk, obl. Kutlukam, see Carling 2009: 148 and Ching 2010:
440 fn. 221). In Tocharian B, these loanwords are sometimes extended either with the suffix
-Ska or with -kka (TchB Lariska, Priska, Riknaska, etc.).

The most representative member of this class, i.e. TchB asiya, A asi ‘nun’, is also a
loanword, from either OKhot. asia- ‘id.” or a Middle Indian language.”

The derivational processes involved have been described in the previous chapter
(§2.4.2) and analysed thoroughly by Malzahn (2013) and Hartmann (2013). In this
paragraph, I focus on major derivational and etymological patterns that these nouns have
in common. Indeed, a curious thing that should be highlighted is that no nouns directly
inherited from Proto-Indo-European belong to the asiya-type. Indeed, inherited nouns
that figure in this class have always been involved in some derivational process. Examples

™ In Tocharian A, nouns of the asiya-type usually end in a consonant, or in -i in the nominative
singular. Sporadic cases of final -7 and -a are attested, but they are loanwords from either Sanskrit
or Tocharian B.

™ In my view, it is still uncertain if Tocharian borrowed this word from Khotanese or not. Indeed,
the noun is neither of Tocharian nor of Khotanese origin, but it may have been borrowed in both
languages from a Middle Indian form linked to Skt. arya-/arya- ‘noble’. The source from which the
Khotanese word derives is usually reconstructed as Prakrit *aZya- (Gandhari ?) < ayya (cf. Pali ayya),
in turn from Skt. ariyika- (Bailey 1967: 9). This Prakrit *aZya- may have been directly borrowed in
Tocharian as *asya-. For the phonological development y > § [Z] in Prakrit, see von Hiniiber (2001:
174).
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include: the substantivised adjective TchB eseriia® ‘sister’ (attested only in the plural
eserfiana in Bio7 a5 and b3) < PTch *@(n)-seer-iia (Pinault 2008: 129); TchB serska ‘little
sister’, which displays the same base of the previous noun but extended with the
suffix -$ka; TchB Samriamska ‘girl’ (on which see below).

The feminine suffix -(7)7ia is of adjectival origin: etymologically, it is the paradigmatic
feminine form of TchB -rifie (Van Windekens 1979: 105, 123; Malzahn 2013: 115f; see
§4.3.3.2). It is also the only native suffix used for creating oppositional feminine nouns. In
some cases, we have the substantivisation of both masculine and feminine forms of a
fifie-adjective, as in ostaiirie ‘male householder’ : ostafifia ‘female householder’ and rifirie
‘male citizen’ : rififia ‘female citizen'. In some other cases, -i7ia is clearly an independent
morpheme. This implies that TchB -7ifia has been grammaticalised as a feminine suffix in
the history of Tocharian.” Examples are: TchB ridkteriria ‘goddess’ from riakte ‘god’, TchB
kataputarifia® ‘female demon’ (= Skt. katapitani-) from TchB katapitane® (from Skt.
katapitana-), TchB °pldrnksifiria* ‘female seller’ from TchB °pldnksi ‘seller’, TchB yaksarifia
‘female yaksa’ from TchB yakse ‘yaksa’. There is no corresponding suffix in Tocharian A.
Indeed, all nouns formed with TchA -7ifia are loanwords from Tocharian B (e.g. TchA
fidkteriria from TchB fidkteriria, cf. §2.4.2). Another frequent Tocharian B morphological
process aimed at creating oppositional feminine nouns provides for the substitution of the
final vowel of the masculine noun with TchB -a, as in orikolma ‘she-elephant’ from orikolmo
‘elephant’, mariiya ‘female servant’ from mariiye ‘male servant’ (borrowed from Iranian
*manja- ‘servant’, Tremblay 2005: 435), and mcuska ~ miicuska ‘princess’ from TchB
mcuske ~ mricuske ‘prince’.

All other suffixes, including TchB -ska and -kka, have been borrowed from Iranian
(Klingenschmitt 1975: 149f.), the most common being TchB -arica, A -aric (Miiller 1908: 47;
Gershevitch 1961: 158). They are often used to form feminine nouns to loanwords from
Indian. Examples are: TchB brahmanarica (attested once in IT956 a2), A bramnaric ‘female
brahmin’ (= Skt. brahmani-) from TchB brahmane, A bramam (loanword from Skt.
brahmana-); TchB upasakarica, A waskaric ‘female lay-discipline’ (= Skt. upasika-), from
upasake ‘(male) lay-discipline’ (loanword from Skt. upasaka-); TchB parivrajakasica®
‘female mendicant’, from an unattested masculine borrowed from Skt. parivrajaka-
‘mendicant’. In Tocharian A, this suffix is particularly frequent: TchA karmavackaric*
‘female Karmavacaka' from karmavacak® (loanword from Skt. karmavacaka-); TchA
kanikaric ‘girl, virgin'; TchA arantaric* ‘female arhat’ from arant ‘arhat’; TchA krdnolasic
‘adopted girl’; TchA pravarapakaric ‘? (cf. Tamai 2014: 301 fn. 88); TchA samneraric
‘feminine novice’ from samner ‘novice’; pretasic ‘female Preta’ from pret ‘Preta’ (loanword
from Skt. preta-); cf. also TchA mdskitaric ‘princess’ from mdiskit ‘prince’.”

™ On the value of TchB -irie and its grammaticalisation as a feminine suffix, see §4.3.3.1.

™ As pointed out by Pinault (2015: 173ff.), TchA mdskit can be used both with masculine and
feminine referents. The specific feminine mdskitaric is probably a secondary form, which
corresponds semantically to TchB mcuska ~ mricuska.
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There are two Tocharian A members of the asiya-type whose origin deserves to be
treated in more detail. They are TchA Somim ‘girl’ and TchA nasi lady’.

The first noun is usually interpreted as a derivative of the masculine som* ‘boy’
(attested once in A63 a2 as an oblique TchA Somdm), by means of the suffix TchA -im,
which is equated with the feminine suffix TchB -(ii)fia by Poucha (1955: 327) and
Klingenschmitt (1994: 368). However, I found no other feminine nouns built with the
feminine suffix TchA -im, and I therefore see no reason for equating TchB -#ifia to TchA -im
in Somim ‘girl’.

On the other hand, Peyrot (2012: 193) links TchA somim ‘girl’ to the adjective TchB
$amiria, which is the feminine form of samsie human’. Although the derivational process
involved is obscure (DTB: 682), TchB samiie seems to be a secondary relational adjective in
-fifie from TchB $aumo ‘human being’ (cf. TchB say- ~ saw- ‘to live’, Gk. {bw, Ved. jivati, YAv.
Jjuuaiti < PIE *g"ih.-ue/o- ‘to live’), with reduction *-au- > -a- before a consonant cluster.
The derivation of TchA sSomim from PTch *sawmoaiiria works phonologically fine, but the
fact that Tocharian A does not show any continuant of the correspondent masculine
*Sawmoririce is suspicious.

The masculine TchA Som™ ‘boy’ has long been equated with TchB saumo ‘human being’
(Pinault 2008: 520). They derive from PTch *Sawmo, an original adjectival derivative in -mo
< PTch *-mo(n) from PTch *saw- ‘to live’. Now, since TchA somim inflects as the feminine
counterpart of an adjective in TchB -mo, A -m (of the klyomo-type, cf. nom.sg.f. TchB
klyomiia, A klyomim; see §4.3.3.2), I believe that Somim and Som* belonged to the same
adjectival paradigm in Proto-Tocharian, which can be reconstructed as follows: nom.sg.m.
*$awmo, obl.sg.m. *Sawmon; nom.sg.f. *Sawmoriria, obl.sg.f. *Sawmorifia (similarly, Pinault
2008: 520).

In Tocharian A, both the masculine and the feminine have been substantivised with
the meaning of ‘boy’ and ‘girl’, while in Tocharian B only the masculine survived with the
generic meaning of ‘people, man’ (but with the deviant plural TchB §amna, on which see
§3.6.1.3). The expected Tocharian B counterpart of TchA somim is probably attested in the
problematic form TchB samiiam-ska ‘girl. Adams (DTB: 678) improbably segmented this
noun as Samfi-amska, claiming that TchB -amska “denotes females”. However, this
hypothetical suffix is not attested elsewhere. Rather, TchB sam#ia® is to be linked
etymologically with TchA Somim as the regular outcome of PTch *sawmoariria. The final
nasal in the Tocharian B stem Sam7iam- may have been taken from somske ‘dear son’ (cf.
also the much less conclusive derivatives ylamske ‘young gazelle’, wlamske ‘soft, pliable’).*

™ Even in these forms the origin of the nasal is debated. Klingenschmitt (1975: 150ff) and Winter
(1985) argue that -m- /-n-/ has been analogically extended after the accusative singular of the n-
stems. This analysis is convincing in the case of somske. Klingenschmitt (1975: 154) seems to go a
little further: he argues that the -m- in Samrsiamska is to be interpreted as an archaic residue of the
Proto-Tocharian state of affairs, where the accusative *-an and the (dative-)locative *-ay were still
formally and functionally distinguished. Afterward, Tocharian B extended *-ay as the oblique, while
Tocharian A has further reanalysed the locative as a genitive *-ay > -e. However, the obl. sg. -m is
only limited to masculine nouns in Tocharian B, and its spread to the feminine in Tocharian A seems
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The second noun, TchA rasi lady, mistress’, is the feminine counterpart of TchA natdk
‘lord, master’. These two words are supposed to be the equivalents of Greek vag, -xtog
‘lord, ruler’ (cf. Mycenaean wa-na-ka, Beotian Fdvag, etc., and also OPhrygian vanak, if not
borrowed from Greek) and dvagoa, -ng lady, queen’. Winter (1970: 53) first proposed this
lexical isogloss, which is today still supported by Adams (2017:1376).

However, there are serious problems with this etymology: (1) the mismatching order
of the consonant -t- and -k- in the masculine noun, and (2) the loss of initial *x- in
Tocharian. Moreover, the reconstructed term from which the Greek word derives is a
puzzle and recent etymological dictionaries raise the possibility of aloanword from a non-
Indo-European language (Chantraine 1999: 84; Beekes 2010: 98-9). On the other hand, if
Gk. dvak is inherited, the most promising etymology has been proposed by Szemerényi
(1979: 217), also followed by Hajnal (1998: 66). Szemerényi reconstructs an endocentric
determinative compound PIE *un-h.eg-t- ‘one who led the tribe’, whose first member was
PIE *yen- ‘kin, tribe’, and the second *A,eg- ‘to lead’.” The final -¢ is interpreted as an agent
suffix. If one wanted to link TchA natik to this protoform, a metathesis *kt > *tk should be
postulated, which is without parallel, however.” Furthermore, the loss of the semivowel
in such a phonetic environment is also unexpected. All these phonological difficulties
invalidate the etymological link between Tocharian and Greek: their formal resemblance
is totally accidental.

Van Windekens (1976: 313) connected TchA natdk to the verb TchA ndtk- ‘to hold off,
push away’ (see also Willms 2010: 251 fn.92), but this proposal has flaws from both the
formal and the semantic point of view. On the formal level, we should postulate a very old
derivative built on a lengthened *o-grade of the root (cf. instead the tépog-derivatives,
TchB snai-netke ‘unprompted’, TchA natdk ‘urge, pressure’, Malzahn 2012: 167). On the
semantic level, a semantic development ‘the one who pushes away’ - ‘the lord’ does not
seem reasonable to me.”

Since TchA natdk cannot be derived from any internal source, I looked for a foreign
origin. One would be tempted to link TchA natdk ‘lord’ to Skt. nathd- (m.) ‘protector,
possessor, lord’ (MW: 534; SWTF: 111, 15; see Pisani 1941-1942), which can also be found in Pali
nathd-, Pkt. naha- and in Gandhari nasa-. This noun is frequently attested in apposition to
gods and men, cf. Skt. govinda-natha- name of Samkara’s teachers, naka-natha- ‘sky-lord’,

to be a recent and independent development. Furthermore, the origin of TchB Samriamska seems
to be quite recent, probably of Pre-Tocharian B stage, also because we have no Tocharian A
equivalent of the suffix TchB -ske/-ska.

5 See Willms (2010) for a slightly different reconstruction, which does not invalidate however the
morphemic segmentation.

7 In order to get out of this problem, Winter (1970: 53f.) reconstructed PIE *wnatk- and further
assumed a metathesis of the cluster *-tk- > *kt- in Greek (like *titxw > TixTw). However, he did not
give any etymological segmentation of the protoform.

" Following Thomas (1964: 110), Van Windekens erroneously translated TchAB ngtk- as ‘soutenir,
appuyer’, and thus claimed that TchA natdik originally meant ‘qui soutient, puissant’. See Jasanoff
(1978: 39) for the correct meaning of the verb.
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loka-natha- ‘saviour of the world (epithet of the Buddha)'. Furthermore, a ka-extended
variant of Skt. natha- is also attested: Skt. naka-nathaka- ‘sky-lord’, gana-nathaka- ‘epithet
of Siva; of Ganesa; leader of the attendants of any god; head of an assemblage corporation’,
vrksa-nathaka- ‘lord of trees’, gana-nathaka- ‘Durgd’ etc. It is therefore probable that
Tocharian borrowed this word from a Middle Indian intermediary of Skt. nathaka-,
integrating it as either PTch *natakce (cf. TchA katak* B kattake ‘householder’ < *ka(t)takee
from a Middle Indian ka-extended variant of Skt grhasta-, cf. Khot. ggathaa-, Pinault 2008:
69), or PTch *natakee (cf. TchA samtdik, B samtke ‘medicine, remedy’ < *santakee from a
Middle Indian equivalent of Skt. santaka-).

Itis clear that TchA nasi ‘lady’ is the derived feminine counterpart of TchA natdk. There
may however be an additional problem related to this form. Indeed, evidence for the
palatalised variant of the cluster -tk- is extremely meagre in Tocharian. In the verbal roots
in -tk-, only the -t- get palatalised, yielding -ck- (cf. TchA the gerundive kackdl from TchA
katk-, see Burlak 2000: 128; Malzahn 2010: 460f,; Peyrot 2013: 76). The same kind of
palatalisation also occurs in TchA nacki ‘lords’, the nom.pl. of natdik. This nom.pl. is
suspicious, since it is limited to this noun and TchA ratdk ‘army’, whose instr.pl. rackisyo
(A183 a5) is very irregular (TEB §181).”° I see two possibilities to explain the palatalisation
in TchA nasi ‘lady’. If PTch *-tk- always palatalised as -ck-, then TchA nasi cannot derive
from TchA natdik directly. The derivation probably occurred at an earlier stage.
Accordingly, TchA nasi is derived from the earlier *natake/*natoke, through the addition
of the palatalising feminine suffix *”a. We can therefore reconstruct the following
development: *natak’ce > *natas’a (palatalisation) > *natok§’a > Pre-TchA *natsi > nasi
(assimilation and simplification). Otherwise, one may think that PTch *-y- palatalised the
cluster *-tk- differently, yielding Pre-TchA *-§§-: *natk’a > *nassi > TchA nasi (Hackstein
2004: 175, 2017: 1328).

To sum up, we have seen that not a single member of the asiya-type can be traced back
to Proto-Indo-European, since all nouns belonging to this inflectional class are of late
origin. Therefore, it could be concluded that the asiya-type became a productive class of
feminine nouns only in a relatively recent Proto-Tocharian period. Indeed, given the fact
that we have clear examples of nouns with the same origin and matching inflections in
both Tocharian languages, the origin of this inflectional class must be sought in a Proto-
Tocharian stage. Taking the common antecedent of TchB asiya, A asi as an example, we
can reconstruct the following paradigm:™

7 Pace TEB §181, the nom.pl. of TchA ratdk ‘army’ is not racki, but probably rackifi (THT134 a3; cf.
obl.pl. rackis* A183 as).

™ The Proto-Tocharian paradigm of the asiya-type follows the reconstruction of the Proto-
Tocharian paradigm of the feminine adjectival inflection (Peyrot 2012: 200-4). For further remarks
on this topic, see §3.7.2.5, §4.3.3.1.
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Table 111.9. Evolution of the asiya-type from Proto-Tocharian to Tocharian A and Tocharian B

PTCH
NOM.SG. *asaya > TchB asiya
> TchA asi
OBL.SG. *asaya >> TchB asiyai
>> TchA assam
GEN.SG. *asayay >> TchB asiyantse
> TchA asse

As can be seen, in a Proto-Tocharian stage nominative and oblique formally overlapped.
As aremedy, in both Tocharian B and Tocharian A the oblique was recharacterised, but in
a different way: Tocharian B reanalysed the gen.sg. *-ay (< dat.sg. PIE *-eh,-¢() as the
oblique and further acquired the gen.sg. -ntse from the n-stems, while Tocharian A turned
the original dative PTch *-ay > TchA -e into the genitive and took -am from the n-stems
(see recently Peyrot 2012). As we will see, this evolution coincides with that of the feminine
in the adjectives with which the asiya-type shares its inflection (see §4.3.3.1).

On the other hand, the plural inflection poses a special problem, because the
comparison between the two Tocharian languages invalidates a direct Proto-Tocharian
reconstruction. Indeed, where Tocharian B attests an undifferentiated plural ending -a-na,
Tocharian A has the differentiated plural nom. -as, obl. -as. Since this mismatch can also
be found in the adjectival inflection, where TchB -ana consistently corresponds to
TchA -aii| -as, I will return to this problem in the next chapter (see §4.3.3, §4.3.4.4, §4.3.4.5).
In the following, I will focus on the synchronic distribution and the diachronic evolution
of the endings TchB -na and TchA -d@m in the noun inflection.

3.6. ORIGIN OF THE PLURAL ENDINGS TCH B -na AND TCH A -dm

The two plural endings TchB -na and TchA -dm are usually considered to be the outcome
of the original neuter plural of nasal stems, which underwent reanalysis: PIE *-n-h, > *-n-a
>PTch *-na > TchB -na, A -(d)m. Despite this alleged common origin, they have a different
distribution: there are no Tocharian B nouns with plural in -na matching Tocharian A
nouns with plural in -d@m. Their productivity is different as well: TchB -na is the plural
marker of a fair number of nominals, while TchA -dm is confined to five substantives only.
The aim of this section is to trace the origin of these plural markers, analysing their
synchronic distribution and diachronic evolution. In the following paragraph, I will focus
on Tocharian B; afterward I will deal with Tocharian A (§3.6.2). At the end of the section,
I will comment on the collected data from a diachronic perspective (§3.6.3).

3.6.1. DISTRIBUTION AND EVOLUTION OF TCH B -na

A basic parameter to divide Tocharian B nouns with the plural ending -na is grammatical
gender. We have seen that the members of the so-called $ana- and asiya-types are
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feminine. With the exception of the masculine TchB saumo ‘man, person’, all other
Tocharian B nouns with plural in -na are alternating. This gender-based subdivision
mirrors a formal one: feminine nouns are differentiated for the nominative and the
oblique singular, while alternating nouns have one form for both the nominative and the
oblique in the singular.

I have already discussed the feminine nouns in the previous section. The alternating
nouns will be examined in the following paragraphs. On the basis of three factors (i.e. the
singular paradigm, the nominal stem, and the phoneme preceding the plural marker), they
can be grouped into various subclasses (TEB §§162-164). Since the aim of this section is to
trace the origin of the plural marker TchB -na, it is more convenient to divide these nouns
into two groups: (1) nouns that have the basic plural TchB -na; (2) nouns that have a slightly
different plural TchB -una. The first group will be scrutinised below; the second group will
be the topic of the subsequent paragraph (§3.6.1.2).

3.6.1.1. Alternating nouns with the plural ending TchB -na

Although TchB -na is more productive than the etymological correspondent TchA -dm, it
seems to represent a closed category in the historical phase of Tocharian B. In this respect,
an important evidence is that only a very few loanwords are morphologically inserted into
this class (e.g. TchB tsdnkana ‘naked barley’, if correctly identified as a loanword from
Chin. ging T, an abbreviated form of gingké & ‘highland barley’,* and probably TchB
karak ‘water pot’, on which see the main text below).*

Most of the Tocharian B alternating nouns with plural in -na show etymological and
derivational problems. In certain cases, this ending is to be interpreted as an innovation;
in some others, it can be traced back to Proto-Indo-European. The latter is the case of four
nouns that all together make up a quite coherent subclass. The members of this subclass
are: (1) TchB sarm (A surm) ‘motive, cause, origin’, with variant plurals sarmna, sdrmanma,
sdarmana, from PIE *syer-men- (Lat. sermo ‘speech’) or PIE *(s)k"er-men- (cf. Skt. kdrman-
‘action, result’, Lubotsky 1988a: 91);* (2) TchB sarm ‘germinated seed’, pl. sarmna,

% See Ching (2010: 384, 2016: 52£.). Lubotsky & Starostin (2003: 264) claim that Chin. ging & ‘blue,
green’ has also been borrowed in Tocharian as the adjective TchAB tsem ‘blue’ (see also DTB: 810).
See also the discussion in Blazek (2016: 232f.) and Blazek & Schwarz (2017: 62-3).

* In his dictionary (DTB: 678-9), Adams refers to a noun samts ‘announcement’ (from Skt. Samsa-),
allegedly attested in the perlative plural in AS7H a6 Samtsnasa spdrkalie westrd “the dissolution is
learned/spoken of by announcements” (ed. by Sieg 1938: 36; transl. by Adams). However, the current
reading of the line is rather pdrnanrniana (wintarwa)m(ts) $(r)amts tusa spdrkaliie westrd “the
dissolution is therefore said [to be] the removing of external (objects)” (cf. Georges-Jean Pinault
apud CETOM). TchB Fsamts ‘announcement’ is therefore a ghost word.

% Peyrot (2008: 110) argues that the older plural must have been TchB sérmanma, since it is never
attested in late and colloquial texts. He claims that sdrmanma developed a plural in -na after
dissimilation of the two labial nasals. Although this explanation is phonologically fine, I think it is
morphologically less probable. First, as pointed out by Peyrot himself, the plural -nma is much more
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sarmana, from PIE *sor-men- (Peyrot 2018:19-20; DTB: 747; Blazek & Schwarz 2017: 207); (3)
TchB 7iem (A fiom) ‘name’, pl. fiemna, from PIE *hneh,-men- (or *h,neh,-men-); (4) TchB
stam ‘tree’, with irregular pl. stana (> *sta(C)mna (?))* from PIE *sth,-men-.

Their derivation from PIE *men-stems is made evident by the final -m in the singular,
which is from Pre-PTch *-man < PIE *-mn. The Tocharian A correspondents have the final
-m as well, but the secondary plural -nt /-ntu (cf. TchA surm : surmant, TchA sarm :
sarmdntu).®*

The plurale tantum TchB sdrwana ‘face, countenance’ has occasionally been compared
with Ved. spkvan- ‘corner of the mouth, lock-jaw’ (cf. also Ved. srdkva- ‘tooth, fang’,
Schmidt 1980: 409; EWAIA: 11, 783-4). There are two problems with this comparison,
however. They are: (1) the unexpected loss of *-&- (if original) and (2) the lack of cognates
forms in other Indo-European languages. For these reasons, Hilmarsson (1989a) analysed
TchB sdrwana as a *men-stem formed to PIE *streuH(d)- ‘to swell’. According to Emmerick
(1990), a similar semantic development could be envisaged in Khot. s§aman- ‘face’, from
PIE *keu- ‘to swell. ® Otherwise, one may wonder whether TchB sdrwana ‘face,
countenance’ has been borrowed from a Middle Indian continuant of Skt. srkvan-,
although the cluster -kv- is expected to have yielded -kk- in Prakrit (Pischel 1981: 240; see
further Schmidt 1987, 2018: 211; Hackstein 1995: 121f.).

Among nouns with doubtful etymology, we find TchB karak (pl. karakna) ‘branch (of
atree)’ (cf. TchA karak* ‘wooden part of a bow’, which is a hapax legomenon attested as a
perl.sg. in A316 a1, Carling 2009:102). Adams (DTB: 150) reports the nominative of this form
as karak [karak/, which is perhaps to be considered as a separate word. Indeed, one can
argue that TchB karak, with stressed last syllable, actually means ‘pot, vessel'. This noun is
attested three times only in AS13D at lines a4 (kaum-pirko kalymi war past fiarka-vi kara(k)
“water kept me away from the eastern direction, the vessel ...”), b6 (/// 7iis karak aimar war
kewu “... 1 will take a vessel and I will pour water”), and b7 (karakmem war ku(tdr) “water
from the vessel will be poured ..."). This karak is a loanword from Skt. karaka- ‘water-
vessel'.

productive than -na. Second, there are no other nouns with singular -m and plural -nma. As a
consequence, I believe that the original plural is TchB sarmna, which is attested in two archaic
documents (B133 a3 and THT1302 a3) and represents the less attested plural variant. Later, two
competitive plurals have been created: sdrmanma (since archaic stage) and sd@rmana (with
epenthesis). The latter becomes the standard variant, since it is attested only in classical and late
documents. A similar analysis can also explain the plural of sarm ‘seed’, with old plural sarmna and
late plural sarmana (attested in the late document AS14.1).

% The expected plural form would have been **stamana, **stamna, or **stanma. The lack of -m-
in the plural led some scholars to reconstruct a PIE root enlarged by -d- (Hilmarsson 1986a) or -s-
(Adams DTB: 777), with the subsequent loss of the labial nasal in the cluster -Cmn-.

* On the evolution of the PIE *men-stems in Tocharian, see Malzahn (2006) and Pinault (2008:

495)-
% See Adams (DTB: 750-1) for yet another etymology.
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On the other hand, TchB karak ‘branch’ (with stressed first syllable according to
Hilmarsson 1996: 83) is attested once as karak (B281 bs) and twice as a plural, karakna
(B554 a4) and karakna (B3 a8). The use of -a- (here /a/) instead of -a- (/4/) is due to the
archaic linguistic stage of B281 and Bss4. The long-spelled -a- in the plural kardkna
[karakna/ (B3 a8) does not allow to reconstruct a nom.sg. karak /karak/ with any certainty.
This word has been traced back to Proto-Indo-European by Adams (DTB: 150) and
Hilmarsson (1996: 83).

However, one may also wonder whether TchB karak® ‘branch’ and karak ‘pot, vessel’
are actually just one word and that the ambiguous spelling TchB karak in B281 bs is to be
interpreted as karak. If so, this karak would mean both ‘pot’ and ‘branch of a three’ and
should be a loanword from Skt. karaka-, which is also used as a proper name of several
types of plants (Mw: 254).

We further find two pluralia tantum ending in TchB -na with a clear singulative
meaning: TchB ersna ‘appearance’ and the hapax legomenon TchB yasna® ‘treasury’ (cf.
THT114 a4 loc.pl. prakrona yasnane “in a firm treasury”). Adams (DTB: 103 and 526) argues
that they are old derivatives of TchB ere ‘form, appearance’ and TchB yasa ‘gold’
respectively. The derivation of the first noun from a PIE *s-stem *h,er-os- > TchB ere has
long been accepted (cf. Gk. 8pog ‘mountain’, Skt. rsvd- ‘high’).*® The second noun is
probably from *A,uesh, > PTch *Wasa > TchB yasa, A wis, an original collective formation
(Pinault 2012:197; Hackstein 2017:1318-9; but see also Driessen 2003: 348-50, who explained
TchB yasa, A wds as a loanword from Proto-Samoyedic *wesd). If these derivations are
correct, it can be argued that the plural ending PTch *-na has been added in a Proto-
Tocharian stage in order to recharacterise the plural form of some *s-stems.

As far as TchB ersna is concerned, another possibility can be envisaged. It can be
argued that this noun goes back to the plural form of an original heteroclitic paradigm.
Comparative evidence may support this reconstruction. In Hittite, we find the heteroclitic
stem harsar, harsn- ‘head, person, beginning'. In the past decades, this noun has been
variously linked to PIE *kérsh,-s-r, *kérsh,-s-n- ‘head’, but this derivation has to cope with
formal difficulties (Kloekhorst 2008: 314-6). For this reason, Goetze (1937: 492) suggested
the comparison with Gk. §po¢ ‘mountain’ and further reconstructed PIE *A,er-s-r, *h,r-s-n-
(cf. also Hitt. harsi- | harsai- ‘high, risen’ < PIE *h.ers-i, *h,rs-ei-, Kloekhorst 2008: 315-6).
From the formal point of view, this reconstruction works fine, and if we add TchB ersna <
*hser-s-nh, it acquires even more credit. If so, Tocharian could have continued both the s-
stem *h,er-os- > TchB ere and the derived heteroclitic stem *h,er-s-nh, > TchB ersna.”

Although TchA ardm ‘appearance, form’ should belong here (Carling 2009: 20), it is
unclear how it is related with TchB ersna, because the change *-rsn- > -rn- is without

% The fact that this noun is synchronically an e-stem (cf. the obl. pl. erem in B566 a6) is secondary
(cf. §3.8.1).

% In passing, it could be noted that the singular TchB salna ‘quarrel’ may originally belong here as
well, if it is an old plural form (which it seems to be). For an etymological suggestion, see Malzahn
(2011:100).
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parallel in Tocharian A.* Rather than deriving TchA ardm from a different protoform (Van
Windekens 1976: 149; DTB: 99), however, one may think that an original Pre-TchA *arsdm,
the regular outcome of PTch *@rsna, has been influenced by the noun TchA ar* ‘formy’, the
unattested Tocharian A counterpart of TchB ere. If so, TchA *arsdm has first lost internal
*-s- and then has been reinterpreted as a singular by aligning the singulative meaning with
the singular number (cf. §3.6.3).

3.6.1.2. Alternating nouns with the plural ending TchB -una

All other alternating nouns belonging to Class IL1 attest a slightly different plural
formation ending in TchB -e,na / -auna or TchB -una. The historical interpretation of these
markers is debated. Before pursuing this diachronic matter, however, these Tocharian B
nouns and the Tocharian A matching forms have to be scrutinised closely from a
synchronic perspective.

We find TchB -e,na [ -auna in two separated groups. The first group contains lexical
plurals with a clear singulative meaning. They are: TchB palauna ‘praise’, TchB tarsauna
‘deception(s)’, and TchB krentauna ‘virtue(s)'. Tocharian A matching nouns are only found
for the former two: TchA palom and TchA tarsom. Although they closely resemble their
Tocharian B counterparts, these two nouns are grammatically singular. It can be argued
that they were plurals in Proto-Tocharian and that Tocharian A has later aligned the
singulative value of the meaning with the singular morphology of the number (see §3.6.3).

The second group consists of nouns that have TchB -i in the singular and TchB -e,na /
-auna in the plural. They are: TchB reki ‘word’ : rekauna (TchA rake : rakentu), TchB sewi
‘pretext’ : sewauna, and TchB yapoy land’ : ypauna (TchA ype : ypeyu).

Finally, TchB -una is the plural marker of only three nouns. Once again, their derivation
is not clear. The first is TchB akriina ‘tears’, which is only attested in the plural and is
matched by TchA akdr (pl. akrunt). The other two substantives are TchB sotri : sotriina
(TchA sotre : sotreydntu) and TchB lams : lamsina (TchA wles : wlesant).

Origin of TchB -una

The comparison between Tocharian A and B does not allow to reconstruct the Proto-
Tocharian plural form of these nouns with confidence. In addition, the singular forms of
some Tocharian B nouns do not match with their respective plural forms, since they seem
to be the outcome of different Proto-Tocharian antecedents. This means that they cannot
be reconstructed as mirroring the same PIE stem paradigm.

* Actually, I found only one certain word where a -rsn- cluster can be shown to predate Proto-
Tocharian. It is TchA |kérsna-| (cf. TchB |karsdna-|), the present stem of krdsa-, ‘to know’, where the
cluster -rsn-, however, could have been easy restored (while TchA |kérsna-| ‘to cut off is from
*|kérst-na-|).
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In the following, I will first focus on the previous etymological explanations of
TchB -(a)una. Then, I will argue that this ending can be traced back to the n-form of
heteroclitic stems in PIE *-ur/n-.

In the past decades, the origin of the plural morpheme TchB -(a)una has been a major
topic of debate. One of the most cohesive discussions is that of Hilmarsson (1988a). His
basic claims are: (1) the ending *-una has been abstracted from the plural akruna ‘tears’,
and (2) the ending *-auna is a conglomerate marker, formed by the collective formation
in PTch *-a and the new abstracted ending *-una. This proposal has to cope with some
difficulties, however. First, some of the nouns with plural -auna attest a variant form -e,na
(sometimes spelled -ewna) in archaic texts. Examples are: krente,na (B244 b1, B248 a2,
B365 b4, krentewnasse B146 b8), pale,na (B248 b1), rekewna (THT1312 b6). This shows that
the plural forms in -auna of classical Tocharian B — or at least a great part of them — are
actually from older -e,na (Peyrot 2008: 43). The second difficulty concerns the origin of the
element *-una. Indeed, it is unlikely that the bulk of its spread lies in its abstraction from
a single plural form, namely akruna ‘tears’, where, moreover, the na-element is taken as
secondary too (see above). For these reasons, Hilmarsson’s proposal is to be rejected.

Adams (1990) dealt with the same topic. His main aim was to reconstruct hypothetical
stems from which both the singular and the plural may have derived directly. Yet, his
derivations are quite algebraic, since he reconstructs chains of derivational morphemes
containing the nasal suffix PIE *-hen- as the last element. Furthermore, some of his
explanations are phonetically dubious.

As pointed out by Malzahn (2006: 400), the fact that the formations in -(a)una are
somehow related to the Tocharian B singular forms in -(a)u seems obvious at first glance,
but after a closer scrutiny this statement seems cryptic.* Another explanation for
TchB -una ought to be found.

In a way, I think Hilmarsson was right in trying to find a way by which the element -una
could have been abstracted and then generalised to other formations that are
etymologically unrelated to this plural ending. On the other hand, the bulk of this spread
cannot be sought in isolated words, but rather in morphological formations where -una is
an inherited morpheme. In the following, I will show that the marker PTch *-una was the
original plural ending of the heteroclitic paradigms in *-uer/n-.

It has long been acknowledged that Tocharian inherited these PIE formations and that
they were quite productive for a certain period. In a recent article, Pinault (2o11)
convincingly argued that the most productive type was derived with the suffix *-yor >
PTch *-weer, a stem allomorph of the collectives in *-yor (Pinault 2011: 164).° This suffix
became quite productive in Proto-Tocharian, where it was employed to form verbal

* In a similar way, it is improbable that these nouns are the outcome of PIE *men-stems (as per
TEB §106) and therefore need to be related with the Tocharian B nouns of the naki-type (with
singular ending -i and plural -nma, on which see Pinault 2008: 495f.).

9° The collective formation in *-yor may have continued in Tocharian only in isolated forms (see

§3.6.2).
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abstract nouns (Malzahn 2014a: 265). Examples include (Pinault 2011: 164): TchB arwer, A
arwar ‘ready, willing’ < PTch *arweer < PIE *h,er- ‘to fit'’; TchB malkwer ‘milk’ < *malkweer <
PIE *h,m{g- ‘to milk’, etc. In most of the cases, however, the outcome of PTch *-wer has
become synchronically opaque, as *-w- has been lost between vowels. Examples include:
TchB yerter ‘wheelrim, fellow’ < PTch *yeerteweer; TchB rser ‘hate’ < PTch *rasewcer; TchB
karyor, A kuryar ‘commerce’ < *k"aryawcer.

In parallel to the formations in *-yor, I believe there is evidence for claiming that
Tocharian also inherited the regular paradigms in *-ur/n, which followed the
proterodynamic type in Proto-Indo-European. Pinault (201: 164) claims that these
formations were no longer productive in Tocharian, since they would be limited to relics.
From a comparative point of view, the best example is TchAB srior ‘sinew’ (pl. TchB
sfiaura), which has cognates in several Indo-European languages, like YAv.
snauuara.bazura- ‘having arms like sinews’, Ved. sndvan- ‘sinew’, a-snavir-d- ‘having no
sinews’, Gk. vefpov ‘string, sinew’, Lat. nervus ‘sinew, muscle, nerve’, Arm. neard ‘sinew’. All
these forms point to the reconstruction of a heteroclitic paradigm PIE *snéh,-ur/n-. The
formal mismatch between the singular TchB s7ior and the plural TchB sfiaura has given
some cause for concern, since they should be traced back to the same base PTch *snewr-.
It is generally assumed that the singular PIE *snéh,-ur > *snéyr developed differently,
because the expected PTch *sicewar (or the like) underwent some kind of contraction,
yielding TchAB s7ior (Pérhallsdéttir 1988: 199-200; Ringe 1996: 155-56).% For instance,
Hilmarsson (1985a; 1986¢) argues that PTch *siicewar first became *sfiewur and then
*sfiowur (through u-umlaut) > TchAB ssior (either with contraction or with irregular
reduction of *-owr to *-or). But this solution is ad hoc and requires a significant number of
unattested intermediate stages. A different explanation must therefore be found.

Lubotsky (1994a) dealt with the reconstruction of the PIE root *turk-, its outcome in
the Indo-European languages (Av. 98orastar- ‘creator’, Ved. tvdstar-, the god-creator, Gk.
odpt ‘meat’, Olrish torc ‘boar’, etc.), and some related issues. One of these problems
concerns the alleged metathesis of PIE *CurC to *CruC (AIGR: I, 206; Mayrhofer 1986: 161ff,;
Meier-Briigger 2003: 98; Byrd 2015: 142-3). After having scrutinised the data that may testify

1 could not find any strong example of a contraction of *-ewa- to *-o-. Ringe (1989) adduces the
reduplicated preterite participle of root beginning with w-. For instance, he argues that TchB ausu,
Awasu ‘having put of (clothing)’ (from TchB was-, A wds- ‘to wear’) can ultimately be traced back to
Pre-PTch *wewas(a)wu, which would have evolved according to the following path: *wewas(a)wu
> PTch *wos(a)wa (> TchA wasu) > Pre-TchB *wowsaw (reintroduction of -w-) > *owsaw > TchB ausu.
This reconstruction is quite cryptic and other solutions can be put forward. Indeed, TchB ausu can
reflect PTch *wee-was-u directly, through a development of PTch *wee to TchB o, i.e. *wee-was-u >
*wewsu > *owsu > TchB ausu (cf. 3sg.prt. TchB otkasa, from wotk- ‘to separate’) < PTch *wetksa; see
Peyrot 2010, 2013: 530). On the other hand, TchA wasu may be from *wee-wees-u, as Michaél Peyrot
(p.c.) pointed out to me (cf. also Malzahn 2010: 248). Furthermore, Tocharian B sequences of -ewa-
and -awa- (< *-eews-) are attested (cf. e.g. obl.pl. TchB kewdm, A kos ‘cows’ < PTch *kewans < acc.pl.
PIE *g"6uns; 2sg.act. rewdt from TchB row- ‘to open’; cf. also nom.sg. TchB pernauntsa, A parnomts
< PTch *pernewantsa < *-untih. (?), Pinault 2008: 525).
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such a phonetic development, he concluded that “in PIE the metathesis *-ur- > *-ru- was
phonetically regular in the final syllable only” (1994a: 191). I believe that Tocharian might
bring new evidence in favour of this reconstruction.

Indeed, the plural TchB s7iaura ‘sinews’ can be traced back to *siiewra, which is from an
older *sfiewna with generalisation of the r-stem, while the singular TchB srior ‘sinew’ is
from *sriceru < *snéru < *snéh,-ur, through older metathesis of -ur# > -ru# and Tocharian
u-umlaut of internal *-ce-, which has been regularly modified to *-0-.°* In addition, there
are a dozen nouns with plural ending TchB -wa, A -u (-wa, -unt), of which the majority can
in my view be traced back to heteroclitic stems in PIE -ur/n-. These nouns have a singular
in TchAB -r and a plural form in TchB -rwa, A -ru (-rwa, -ru-nt). Examples include: TchB
ampdr® ‘limb, member’ (pl. amparwa), TchB kwarsdr, A kursdr ‘mile, vehicle’ (pl. TchB
kwdrsarwa ~ kursarwa, A kursdrwa ~ kurtsru), TchB tarkdr, A tarkdr ‘cloud’ (pl. TchB
tdrkarwa, A tdrkrunt), TchB yarpdr ‘+ enclosure’ (pl. yarparwa), TchB tsankdr, A tsdnkdr
‘top, summit’ (pl. TchB tsdrikarwa, A tsdnkrunt), etc. The morphological derivation of these
nouns has not been clarified yet. Following Van Windekens (1944: 155f,; 1979: 15f.) and
Isebaert (1980: 235; 2004), Adams (1990; DTB: s.v.; 2015: 178) argues they are old action
nouns and verbal abstracts in *-7, which have been extended with an u-suffix in the pre-
history of Tocharian. The u-extension is obviously assumed to explain the unexpected
wa-plural.® However, this explanation is debatable, since it fails to identify a reason
behind the alleged spread of the inherited u-stems, which do not form a very productive
category in Tocharian.*

I believe that the derivational and inflectional issues related to these nouns can be
solved by analysing them as old heteroclitic derivatives in *-ur/n-, which underwent the
sound law *-ur > *-ru. That is to say, all original ur-forms of the paradigm underwent
metathesis in the strong cases, becoming ru-stems.*

As far as the plural paradigm is concerned, all these nouns, including those derived
with the suffix PTch *-wer, has lost the archaic n-form in the plural, since they have

% Through metathesis *-ur > *-ru we can also account for other problematic forms, like TchA kror,
B kror-iya* ‘crescent of the moon’, as if from *g"réh,-ur ‘horn’ (Hilmarsson 1985a, but this etymology
has some problems, see §3.7.3.3), TchB plor-iya from *b'léh-ur ‘blowing, and perhaps TchB fior
‘below’, as if from PIE *néh,-ur (Hilmarsson 1986c¢).

% Cf. Adams (1990: 68): “These neuter r-stems were typically extended as neuter u-stems at some
point in pre-Tocharian”.

% Of a slightly different opinion is Pinault (2008: 493), who claims that the reanalysed plural PTch
*wa of the old u-stems spread analogically to some stems and, in particular, to some nomina actionis
in *-/and *-r.

% The loanwords assimilated to this class, i.e. TchB kottdr (pl. kottarwa), A kotdr ‘family, clan’
(from Skt. gotrd-), TchB cakkdr (du. cakkarwi), A cakkdr ‘wheel, cakra’ (from Skt. cakrd-), TchB
mittar* (du. mittarwi) ‘sun, mitra’ (from Skt. mitrd-), TchB yantdr (pl. yantarwa), A yantdir
‘mechanism, tie’ (from Skt. yantrd-) may be explained in the following terms: after the loss of final
vowels, they became formally identical to indigenous nouns with singular -dr /-ar/, plural -arwa
[-drwal.
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generalised the r-stem, e.g. sfiaura ‘sinews’, wmera ‘jewels’, tdrkarwa ‘clouds’, amparwa
limbs’, pwara ‘fires’, ysara ‘blood (pl.), etc. The reason why this development took place
is fairly easy to envision: the formal link between the r- and the n-stem became
increasingly opaque in the pre-history of Tocharian. It follows that some of these nouns
have been detached from the n-form of the plural, becoming either r-stems (pl. -ra) or
ru-stems (pl. -rwa). Thus, the n-plurals became easy to be abstracted and employed to
mark the plural of other inherited formations. And these formations are in my view some
of the nouns that synchronically attest the plural ending -(a)una.

Let us now look at the diachronic evolution of these nouns within the framework set
up above, starting with the nouns with the plural -una.”®

The reconstruction of the PIE word for ‘tear’ is notoriously difficult, and the derivation
of TchB akrina ‘tears’ is no exception.”” The most comprehensive study on this word is
undoubtedly Pinault (1997: 219f.). Before his investigation, the stem akru® was considered
to be the outcome of PIE *-u-h, by Adams (1988: 32) and Ringe (1996: 30).%® This
explanation is contradicted by several examples of PIE neuter *u-stems, which have a
plural ending TchB -wa < PIE *-uh, (e.g. TchB arwa ‘trees’ < PIE *d(o)ru-h,, TchB ostawa ~
ostwa ‘houses’ < PIE *ueh,stu-h,).° In Tocharian B, this noun is attested only in the plural;
in Tocharian A, also the singular TchA akdr is attested, alongside the late plural form
akrunt. In order to demonstrate that akru® does not represent the outcome of PIE
*h,ekruh,, Pinault (1997: 224-5) notes that the singular TchA akdr does not mean ‘tear’ but
it has the collective meaning of ‘masse de larmes’. He therefore suggests that PTch

% Nouns with dubious etymology will not be considered. This is the case of TchB lams, A wles
‘work’ and TchB yapoy, A ype land’. The first noun is related to the homophonous verbal root TchB
lans-, A wles- ‘to work on, perform’. Adams (DTB: 594) takes the verb as a denominal formation. For
an etymological suggestion, see Malzahn (2010: 834). The second noun has been the topic of
controversial analyses, which have been summarised and commented by Hartmann (2013: 472-3).
Although I am not convinced by the etymology of Hilmarsson (1988a), I believe he was right in
linking the evolution of TchB yapoy, A ype with that of TchB soy ‘son’, A se (see further Malzahn
2006: 402 and Blazek & Schwartz 2017: 49). As far as the plural form is concerned, it is possible that
PTch *yapoy-wna regularly evolved in TchB ypauna, after the loss of internal -y- (see the main text
below).

97 Cf. already Schulze (1927). In order to account for the initial *d- in some Indo-European forms
(e.g. OIr. dér, Gk. 3ducpv, etc.), Kortlandt (1985) claims that the archaic PIE *A.ekru- was replaced by
the compound *dyk-h.ekru- ‘eye-bitter in some languages. Following this reconstruction, de Vaan
(2008: 322) tentatively reconstruct the plural of the second form as *dyk-h.ekru-n-h., continued in
TchB akruna, OLat. dacruma, Gk. 3dxpupa. However, the classical theory that Lat. dacruma has been
borrowed from Gk. 3dxpuua is probably to be preferred (Ernout & Meillet 1932: 336).

% See recently Kim (2018: 98f.).

% In order to solve these problems, Ringe (1996: 31) claims that the final -a of wa-plurals has been
analogically introduced after the alleged outcome of PIE *-eh, > PTch *-a. However, as we will see
in the following sections, PIE *-eh, yielded TchB -o even in word-final position. Furthermore, since
all other a-plurals continue PIE *-h,, it is preferable to say that PIE *-uh, yielded PTch *-wa >
TchB -wa, TchA -u.
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*akru- was the regular outcome of the collective PIE *hzek/réy and that this form has been
reinterpreted as the base of a new plural. This analysis has the advantage of not deriving
PTch *akraw- from the plural PIE *h,ekruh,, which one would rather expect to have yielded
TchB **akruwa. Pinault further argues that the plural endings TchB -na and TchA -nt have
appeared independently in the two Tocharian languages, i.e. when they had already split
off from Proto-Tocharian. However, it is also possible that the ending *-na has already
been added in a Proto-Tocharian stage: on the one hand, Tocharian B has maintained the
plural form *akruna unchanged, while, on the other hand, Tocharian A has extended the
apocopated form *akrun to akrunt (as for e.g. *wakmna > Pre-TchA *wakmdn >> TchA
wakmant ‘separations’).

Although this explanation is certainly possible, some Indo-European continuants of
the word for ‘tear’ clearly point to the reconstruction of a heteroclitic *ur/n-stem (see the
discussions in Hamp 1959 and 1972; Eichner apud Mayrhofer 1986: 162; Matasovi¢ 2004: 87;
Kloekhorst 2008: 391, 2011: 268; Kroonen 2013: 504-5; Byrd 2015: 143)." If we reconstruct
this heteroclitic paradigm for Pre-Tocharian, then the plural TchB akruna, A akrunt may
attest an important archaism: an original paradigm containing *akuna as a Pre-Tocharian
replacement of the inherited collective formation was levelled as an r-stem and the ending
-una was blended in.” On the other hand, the singular PIE *4,ek-ur underwent metathesis
*-ur > -ru, yielding Pre-PTch *akru > PTch *akra > TchB akdr* [dker/, A akdr ‘tear’ (cf. Table
11L.10)."*

Table 111.10. Evolution of the word for ‘tear’ in Tocharian

PIE PRE-PTCH PRE-PTCH PTCH TCHB TCHA
STRONG STEM | * h.ékur > *akru sg. | >*akru > *akra > akdr* akar
WEAK STEM * h.ekuén-  >*akuén- | pl. | >>%*akuna >>akrowna | >akrana akrun-t

The etymology of TchB sotri ‘sign, mark’ (pl. sotriina, du. sotriini) is unclear. The most
recent attempt has been made by Adams (1990: 65), whose reconstruction has some
difficulties, however. Indeed, he posits a vrddhi formation in -r to PIE *syed"- ‘to custom’,

'* The fact that some other Indo-European languages point to the reconstruction of a u-stem may
equally be interpreted as caused by the metathesis of *-ur-> *-ru (as if, in Ved. dsru-, Gk. 8éucpv, Olr.
dér, etc.).

" Judging from the Hittite data (with residues in Old Avestan, cf. aiiars ‘days’), heteroclitic nouns
formed the nom.acc.pl. on the r-stem in PIE (see recently Nussbaum 2014: 300f.). However, several
Indo-European languages have reshaped the nom.acc.pl. on the basis of the n-stem, cf. Ved. dhani
from dhar/n- ‘day’, OLat. femina from femur, feminis ‘thigh’, OAv. sax'sni ‘teachings’ (de Vaan 2003:
138), Gk. fjmota from fmop liver’ (cf. also Cantera 2009: 21 fn. 9 on Middle Persian). Further pieces of
evidence that the same replacement took place in Tocharian are dealt with in §3.6.2.2.

**] think one cannot claim that PTch *akar is from *h.ék-ur directly, because the sequence *-ku-
(or *-kw-) is expected to evolve into PTch *-k"- (cf. PIE *h,ékuo- ‘horse’ > PT *yak"ce > TchB yakwe;
PIE *h.ekutio- > PTch *ak”atscee > TchB akwatse ‘sharp’, Kim 1999).
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which, in the history of Tocharian, would have become a u-stem and then recharacterised
by a nasal suffix. The final protoform would have been *syéd"-r-u-h,en-, which is extremely
cryptic.

The reconstruction of TchB sotri is complicated by the derivative TchB sotarye ‘signal,
remarkable’ (PK DAM 507.32 a5 and a8) and the variant plural sotarnma (AS3B a1). These
forms may point to the reconstruction of a parallel singular sotdr*. If this singular form is
original, then we can reconstruct a Proto-Tocharian paradigm with sg. *sotra, pl.
*sotrowna, which morphologically matches sg. *akra, pl. *akrowna. In Pre-Proto-
Tocharian, this noun would have been inflected as *sotru in the singular and *sotuna in
the plural. Later, the r-stem would have been generalised, resulting in the blended plural
sotr-una. On the other hand, the singular PTch *sotr-eey > TchB sotri, A sotre would have
been analogically created on the model of TchB reki (A rake) ‘word’, pl. rekauna (on which
see below).

From a formal point of view, PTch *sotar can be derived from PIE *seHd"- ‘to achieve a
goal’, according to the following path: *seHd"-ur > *séd"-ru > *seetru > *sotru (u-umlaut) >
TchAB sotr- (on the semantic side, ‘goal’ - ‘target’ - ‘mark’)."”®

All other nouns to be discussed attest a plural formation in -ewna / -auna. Among the
pluralia tantum, TchB palauna ‘praise’ and TchB tarsauna™* ‘deception’ are action nouns
derived from the subj. stem of TchB pala- ‘to praise’ and the poorly attested verbal root
TchB tark- ‘to wind’, A trdk- ‘to lose (consciousness)’ respectively.””® Although their exact
derivation is not clear, ' the plural form -auna is of Proto-Tocharian origin, as
demonstrated by the Tocharian A correspondents tarsom ‘deception’ and TchA palom
‘praise’ (cf. the plural palonas and the adjective palomsi), synchronically singular.”” In
Tocharian A, the two terms have been reinterpreted as singular, due to the singulative
meaning of the plural formation, which is still attested in Tocharian B.

In Tocharian B, a parallel case is kerekauna ‘flood’ (= Skt. ogha- ‘torrent, flood’), which
is also morphologically singular. According to Pinault (2001: 99) and Hilmarsson (1996:
132-3), TchB kerekauna derives from a thematisation of the PIE root *g"o/erh,- ‘to devour’,

"% Cf. Rix (1985) and de Vaan (2008: 562-3). For yet another suggestion, see Malzahn (2006: 402f.).

*** Adams (DTB: 303) reconstructs a singular tarsi* on the basis of the dubious adjective TchB
tarsi(cce) in B133 bs. A genitive singular may be attested in B255 a4 as tarsi<m>tse. On the other
hand, an obl.sg. tarsai seems to be attested in B4g6 a4, which makes the reconstruction of the
singular paradigm difficult. As pointed out by Hannes A. Fellner apud CETOM, tarsauna is expected
to have a singular tarsi*, while the obl.sg. tarsai points to a nom.sg. tarsiye*. Following Pinault
(2015b: 213), I assume that the development of the singular paradigm is a Tocharian B innovation,
and that in Proto-Tocharian this noun was a plurale tantum. See also Malzahn (2006: 400-1).

' Van Windekens (1979: 197) suggested that the ending -auna is to be segmented as -au-na,
where -au- is the mark of past participles. He therefore assumed that the ending -auna in tarsauna
and palauna was original. For criticism, see Hilmarsson (1988a: 35).

" See Malzahn (2006: 401-2) for recent proposals.

"7 For the mismatching root vocalism between TchB palauna and TchA palom, see Malzahn
(2006: 401-2).
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enlarged with *-k-. In fact, in many Indo-European languages, this root appears in
reduplicated nominal forms or in derivatives formed with a *k-suffix (cf. Skt. gargara-
‘whirlpool’, MP galog ‘throat’, Lat. gurges ‘whirlpool’, Lat. vorax, voracis, Lat. vorago, etc.).
Hilmarsson (1996:133) reconstructs a formation *g"orh,0-ko- ‘devouring’ > PTch *kceraekce-,
to which the collective ending TchB -una has been added. This formation regularly
developed PTch *ke@rekewna ‘violent stream’ > TchB *kerekewna > kerekauna.

Another Tocharian B plurale tantum that can be ranged under this class has no
Tocharian A correspondent. It is TchB krentauna ‘virtue(s)’, which evidently derives from
the synchronically suppletive adjective TchB kartse, obl.sg.m. krent ‘good’. Hilmarsson
(1988a: 36f.) reconstructs a neuter plural *Akreenta enlarged with *-una. As noticed above,
however, the only problem with this reconstruction is that we find the spelling krentewna
in archaic texts and this form cannot be the regular outcome of PTch *krentawna.
However, the absence of any krente- among the case forms of kartse is striking.
Furthermore, the derivatives of this adjective took their base from kartse (cf. the
sse-adjective TchB kdrtsesse ‘pertaining to the good’; the abstract kdrtsaurie ‘goodness,
virtue, service’). It follows that TchB krentauna should be interpreted as an old derived
form (perhaps from a derived noun PTch *krentey ‘goodness, see below)."”

We thus remain with two nouns with the deviant singular ending TchB -, i.e. TchB reki
‘word’ (TchA rake) and TchB sewi ‘pretext’ (without equivalent in Tocharian A).** In the
first noun, the vocalism of the stem may derive from either PIE *-0- or *-é-, but the
palatalisation in sewi points unambiguously to PIE *-é-. On the other hand, the matching
TchB -i : TchA -e must reflect PTch *-ey, the outcome of a PIE *oj-stem (Ringe 1996: 82-3).
This reconstruction follows Klingenschmitt (1994: 400), who argued that TchB reki, A rake
‘word’ are from PIE *rek-oi (cf. OCS réév < *reki-) > PTch *feekey. According to
Klingenschmitt, the plural ending should have been -4, but long diphthongs have usually
lost the semivowel in absolute final position already in the proto-language (Gk. mebw <
PIE *b"ejd"-6(;), Ved. sdkha < PIE *sek”h,-6(i)). Be that as it may, we cannot find Tocharian
continuants of either pl. *-; or *-6 and the origin of -e,na/-auna must therefore be sought
in other formations. I believe that the abstracted plural PTch *-una has been added to the
singular form of these nouns in order to recharacterise their plural. We can therefore
outline the following development: *-ey-una (or -ey-wna) > *-ewna (loss of *-y-) >

10

TchB -e,na > -auna.

" Malzahn (2006: 400) reconstructs an original derivative in *-ur/n for this noun, but she does
not specify what was the basis on which TchB krente,na was constructed.

" TchB sewi is the only member of this class that seems to be feminine (cf. Biog a6 yalfiessai
sewisa). According to Adams (DTB: 725), a masculine agreement is found in B325 a5 (alye)k sewisa,
but it is conjectural.

"* See also Malzahn (2012¢: 179). As far as Tocharian A is concerned, we can assume two different
developments. If Tocharian A never had this ending, then the plural *-una originated in a Pre-
Tocharian B stage. On the contrary, if its spread took place in (Pre-)Proto-Tocharian, then Tocharian
A has lost this ending and has further rebuilt the plural with the productive ending -nt(u). The
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3.6.1.3. TchB saumo ‘man, person’

So far, we have seen that the Proto-Tocharian ending *-na has various sources. What is
quite uniform, however, is the semantic meaning of these formations. Indeed, a relatively
large group of Tocharian B pluralia tantum that attests this ending has a clear singulative
meaning, mostly uncountable. I believe that this Proto-Tocharian value of *-na may
account for its attestation in the plural of TchB saumo ‘person, man’. The etymology of this
word is clear: it is an original deverbal adjective in -mo from the ancestor of TchB saw- ‘to
live’ < PIE *g"ih,-u- (LIV*: 2015-6). The singular inflection (nom. saumo, obl. Saumom) is
exactly the same as the adjective klyomo ‘noble’. On the other hand, the deviant plural
s$amna (with reduction of Pre-TchB *-aw- before consonant clusters; cf. also TchB samyie
‘human’, Lane 1938: 26) runs counter to the expected form nom.pl. **saumori (cf. nom.pl.
klyomori). Other substantivised adjectives in -mo also have a differentiated plural
paradigm nom. -o7, obl. -om (e.g. TchB wasmo ‘friend’, nom. pl. wasmori, obl. pl. wasmom).

However, one should note that the plural TchB samna very rarely means ‘men (i.e.
male people)’, since in the great majority of the attestations it must be translated with
‘people, mankind’ (e.g. B3 b3-4: saul attsaik totka Samnamts iike wriyesse pdltakwd atyamts
a(k)entasa “the life of humans is now only short (as) a drop of dew on the tips of grasses”,
cf. Peyrot 2016a: 204). Furthermore, as pointed out by Adams (DTB: 698), TchB Saumo is
often used to designate humans as opposed to deities (e.g. the merism ‘men and gods’ in
B3o b8 riakti Samna tsdlpare pis tom cmelamem “gods and men were freed from the five
rebirths”, cf. Zimmer 1976: 77). Thus, also in this noun the plural ending -na conveys a
collective meaning. As for its origin, it seems that before the loss of the neuter as a category
of target gender in the adjectival inflection, the historical outcome of the neuter plural
*-mna < *-mnh, started to serve as the plural of Saumo ‘man’, conveying the collective
meaning of humankind’. This reanalysis may have occurred when the masculine and the
neuter already merged morpho-phonologically in the singular, but the neuter plural was
still differentiated from both the masculine and the feminine.

3.6.1.4. Summary

Before proceeding further with the analysis of the ending -ém in Tocharian A, I summarise
the result of my investigation of the Tocharian B ending -na.

From a synchronic perspective, we have seen that the alternating nouns with the plural
ending TchB -na are a closed class; from a diachronic perspective, this class is quite
heterogeneous, since its members cannot derive from a common PIE nominal stem type.

A little subclass continues neuter formations in PIE *-men-, where the ending -na
derives from PIE *-nh, (e.g. TchB samna ‘mankind’, TchB fiemna ‘names), etc.). Another
noun that may have inherited this plural marker from Proto-Indo-European is TchB ersna

second hypothesis seems preferable, because the spread of *-una can be reconstructed for a Pre-
Proto-Tocharian stage.
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‘form, appearance’, which I have compared with Hitt. sarsar, harsn- (Kloekhorst 2008:
314-5) as both reflecting the outcome of a heteroclitic paradigm.

Furthermore, we have seen that several nouns with na-plural had a clear singulative
meaning in Proto-Tocharian. This value has been maintained in both Tocharian
languages, but it is morphologically expressed in different ways. Indeed, Tocharian A, as
opposed to Tocharian B, has reanalysed most of the formations in PTch *-na as singulars
(cf. plural TchB palauna ‘praise’ vs. singular TchA palom ‘id.’; plural TchB tarsauna
‘deception’ vs. singular TchA tarsom ‘id.; perhaps plural ersna ‘form’ vs. singular TchA
aram ‘id.’, etc.). The same development can be observed also in a few Tocharian B nouns,
as in kerekauna ‘violent flood’ and probably salna ‘quarrel’. This peculiar value of PTch
*-na is understandable from a comparative perspective. Indeed, as recently argued by
Pronk (2015a), the nasal suffix had a “singulative” meaning in Proto-Indo-European, where
it was initially limited to neuters. Proto-Tocharian has recharacterised this suffix with the
original neuter collective *-A, > PTch *-a and this new ending *-na has become a special
marker of plural nouns with singulative and collective meaning.

The origin of the plural ending TchB -una has been the main topic of my discussion. I
have argued that this marker has been abstracted from the neuter plural of the PIE
heteroclitic stems in *-uer/n. In order to substantiate this claim, I have scrutinised the
Tocharian lexicon with a view to finding continuants of these archaic stems. The results
of my investigation are recounted below.

Tocharian inherited both the regular heteroclites in *-ur/n and the derived collectives
in *-uor/n. In the latter type, the allomorph *-yor > PTch *-weer became a common suffix
to form verbal abstracts (Pinault 2011). In the former type, the PIE sequence *-ur
underwent metathesis, yielding *-ru in all strong cases. These new *ru-stems converge in
the Tocharian Class I.2, where we find a conspicuous number of alternating nouns with sg.
TchB -dr /-ar/, A -dr and pl. TchB -arwa /-drwa/, A -ru (-rwa, -runt). Additional evidence in
support of the metathesis *-ur > *-ru comes from isolated words, where the o-vocalism in
the root has always been a matter of debate. This vowel can be now explained through
affection by final -u (e.g. TchAB srior ‘sinew’ vs. pl. TchB sriaura, TchA kror ‘crescent of the
moon’, TchB kror-iya ‘horn’, TchB plor-iya, a wind instrument, etc.). From a diachronic
perspective, the paradigmatic connection between metathesised *ru-forms (strong stem)
and non-metathesised *un-forms (weak stem) became increasingly opaque in the
prehistory of Tocharian and a new plural form based on the singular was created, thus Pre-
PTch *-ru : *-una >> PTch *-ru : *-rwa > TchB -r: -rwa, A -r : -ru. Indeed, while the singular
*-ar could be from either Pre-PTch *-ru or *-ur, the plural *-rwa proves that the singular
was Pre-PTch *-ru. The formal mismatch between r- and n-forms favoured the gradual
abstraction of the plural ending -una, which started to form pluralia tantum and to
recharacterise the plural form of various inherited stems. Among these stems, PTch *-una
has been attached to singular forms ending in PTch *-e/-a and *-ey, forming a
diphthongised plural *-ewna that regularly developed -e,na in archaic Tocharian B, -auna
in classical Tocharian B, and -omna in Late Tocharian B (Peyrot 2008: 52). The original
distribution of the heteroclitic forms has been partially retained in relics, like akrina
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‘tears’ and sotriina ‘signs, markers’, where the r-containing stem has been generalised and
the plural *-una blended in. As we will see, the same phenomenon also occurred in
Tocharian A.

3.6.2. DISTRIBUTION AND EVOLUTION OF TCH A -Gm
The plural ending TchA -dm is not productive, since it is confined to five substantives
only.™ As can be seen from the table below, the cognate nouns in Tocharian A and B

belong to different inflectional classes.

Table 111.11. Tocharian A nouns with plural -dm and their Tocharian B correspondents

TOCHARIAN A CLASS TOCHARIAN B CLASS
SG. PL. SG. PL.
por ‘fire’ pordm L1 puwar ‘id. pwara L1
ysar ‘blood’ ysardm IL.1 yasar ‘id.’ ysara L1
ytar ‘road’ ytardm L1 ytarye ‘id’. ytarim (obl.) Vi1
wram ‘thing’ wramdm IIa °wreme ‘7’ - ?
plac ‘word’ placim IL.1 place ‘id.’ placi (nom.) V.2
platim (obl.)

Of the five Tocharian A nouns, three are of alternating gender (TchA por, TchA ysar and
TchA wram), and two are of feminine gender (TchA ytar and TchA plac).

The core issue is which of the two languages preserves the older state of affairs, and the
present section aims to answer this question, analysing the synchronic distribution and
the diachronic evolution of this ending in Tocharian. I intend to show that Tocharian A
has generally preserved the original situation, while Tocharian B has mostly
recharacterised the plural form of these nouns. If my analysis is correct, it would also
confirm that this inflectional class is relevant to the reconstruction and the further
development of an archaic Proto-Indo-European class of nouns: the *r/n-heteroclites.

3.6.2.1. Etymology of the nouns
Three of the five Tocharian substantives that belong to Class I.1 can be traced back to PIE

heteroclites." They are: TchA por, B puwar ‘fire’, TchA ysar, B yasar ‘blood’, and TchA ytar,
B ytarye ‘road’. That these nouns reflect PIE *r/n-stems was actually noted decades ago,

" Part of this section appeared in: Del Tomba (2019).

" The connection of these Tocharian nouns with the PIE *r/n-heteroclites had already been
proposed in the past decades by leading scholars, like Petersen (1939: 75), Van Windekens (1944:
79ff.), and Hilmarsson (1984a) but their treatments are in many points different from mine.
Furthermore, a systematic analysis of this Tocharian A class is still missing.
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but the relevance of this fact for their plural formation has not, to my knowledge, been
explicitly pointed out.

TchA ytar, B ytarye ‘road’

Let us start our discussion with TchA ytar, B ytarye [y(a)tarye/ ‘road, street, path’, both of
feminine gender. These words must be compared with Lat. iter, gen. itineris, and the
derivative YAv. pairidna ‘the course oflife’ (Yt 8.54, Panaino 1990:141)." The PIE form from
which these nouns derive is usually reconstructed as *h.éity, *hit-én- (from PIE *h,ef- ‘to go’,
LIV*: 232-3), although evidence for the full grade *A,éjtr is meagre.

A closerlook at the Tocharian words reveals some issues to be discussed. To begin with,
the a-vocalism of the stem does not represent the expected outcome of PIE *A,éit-r. This
means that Tocharian continues a different formation, which can be traced back to the
collective PIE *h,itor (Hilmarsson 1986: 44; Pinault 2011: 163-4; DTB: 559; Kim 2019a: 145).
Kortlandt (1988: 84-5) is the only one to stand against this derivation, since he prefers to
postulate analogy after TchA ysar, B yasar ‘blood’. Even though this solution is certainly
not unthinkable, analogy is in my view unnecessary here, because we can easily
reconstruct a morphologically plausible ancestor from which the Tocharian words may
derive."*

The unexpected feminine gender in both Tocharian A and B, and the element -ye
[-(3)ye/ in Tocharian B are problematic. Hartmann (2013: 470-2 and 519-20) has recently
collected and commented on the previous interpretations of these problems, and he has
further posited PIE *4,itor-ih, or *h,itor-én as the potential virtual ancestors of TchB ytarye.
The first reconstruction follows Klingenschmitt (1994: 396 fn.140), who argued that both
TchB ytarye and TchA ytar would be a recharacterised collective formation by means of
the vrki-suffix. The second reconstruction follows Hilmarsson (1987: 48£.), who argued that
a conflation of the - and the n-stem took place in Proto-Tocharian, in such a way that from
*itor a new form *itor-en- was created. The nominative singular of this preform should
have been *itor-én, which in turn became *yataraye > TchB ytariye ~ ytarye. Hartmann
favours the first hypothesis, while Malzahn (2014b: 198) prefers the second.

I believe there are flaws in both theories. The first reconstruction is unsatisfactory from
a phonological point of view, because PIE *-ih, should have evolved into TchB -(i)ya, A -,
thus TchB **ytar(i)ya, A **ytari. The fact that PIE *-A, yielded PTch *-a > TchB -a, and

" The oft-cited Hitt. titar (alleged hapax legomenon in KUB 41.8 i 20, cf. Rieken 1999: 374-7;
Kloekhorst 2008: 422) has recently been read by Miller (2008: 209 fn. 97) as DUMU-tar ‘offspring’.

"* One might object that, from the semantic point of view, the assumption of an original collective
*hiitor is difficult, as neither TchA ytar nor TchB ytarye denotes a multitude of streets and it cannot
be proven that they did so at an earlier stage either. Nussbaum (2014a: 251) points out this problem
and convincingly suggests that this (morphological) collective formation has an “instantial” value,
i.e. “denotes [...] an individual instance of an action, event, or state” (p. 247), as in Gk. Tépua ‘crossing’
< *tér(h.)-mn vs. Tépuwy ‘a boundary’ < *tér(h.)-mo(n).
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never PTch *-e > TchB -e (as per Hartmann 2013: 470) is corroborated by unambiguous
examples (see e.g. §3.7.3, §4.3.4.5).

The second solution presents no difficulties from a phonological point of view (cf. TchB
yriye ‘lamb’ < PIE *werh,-én, see Pinault 1997a:185-7), but it has to cope with chronological
and morphological problems. Indeed, it implies that an original *yatar, the regular
outcome of PIE *Aitor, first became *yataraye (continued without modifications in TchB
ytarye) and then turned to be *yatar > ytar in Tocharian A, according to the model of TchA
ysar ‘blood’. But this solution sounds very circular.

As the other heteroclites, this noun should be reconstructed as neuter in
Proto-Indo-European. It follows that the feminine gender of TchA ytar, B ytarye must be
secondary, because PIE neuter nouns are usually continued as alternating in Tocharian. In
my opinion, in the Proto-Tocharian phase, this substantive was influenced by the ancestor
of the productive feminine nouns TchB kdlymiye, A kdlyme ‘direction, region’ because of
its meaning, so that PTch *yatar initially acquired feminine gender. Since the gender of
TchA kdlyme also fluctuates between alternating and feminine (Carling 2009: 176; Peyrot
2012: 212), one might assume a case of mutual influence. Subsequently, after the
dissolution of Proto-Tocharian, it shifted inflectional class in Tocharian B, becoming a
noun of the kdlymiye-type."

TchA ysar, B yasar ‘blood’

The second noun to be discussed is TchA ysar, B yasar [ydsar/ ‘blood’. It has cognate forms
in several Indo-European languages, including Hitt. eshar, gen. ishanas, Skt. dsy-k, gen.
asndh, Gk. Eap ~ Yop"®, Latv. asinis, OLat. as(s)yr (Paul. Fest. 12. 19; cf. also aser in CGL
2.23,56 and the derivative OLat. assaratum, a kind of “bloody” drink, de Vaan 2008: 58),
perhaps Lat. sanguen (Ennius, Ann. 108) ~ sanguis, Arm. ariwn etc. These forms may allow
us to posit PIE *h,ésh,-r, *h,sh,-én-. The Tocharian words can easily be derived from this
protoform (Kortlandt 2010:146). Otherwise, they may also be the outcome of the collective
*h,ésh,or (Hilmarsson 1986: 22; Pinault 2011: 163; DTB: 525).

"5 A similar analysis has been proposed by Pinault (2015a). Malzahn (2014: 200) tentatively tries to
analyse the irregular feminine gender of these nouns as an archaism, by comparing it with Homeric
Gk. €éA3wp ‘desire, wish’, of unexpected feminine gender (see also Leukart 1987: 355). In parallel,
Nussbaum (2014: 253) also claims that there is no reason not to interpret the feminine gender of this
noun as original, because the other continuants in *-or inherited by Tocharian are alternating.
However, this statement can also be read the other way around: since the other continuants of *-or
are alternating in Tocharian, *A,itor should originally have been neuter too and thus expected to
evolve as an alternating.

" Gk. #ap is unattested before the Hellenistic period. In the glosses by the fifth-century CE
grammarian Hesychius we find both variants: fap- ofua. uyy (Hsch. sub #-8) and Zap -
afper. Komptot (Hsch. sub e-31).
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TchA por, TchB puwar ‘fire’

The last noun that can be traced back to a PIE heteroclitic stem is TchA por, TchB puwar
‘fire’. Cognates of these words are found in most Indo-European languages. Among these,
Hitt. pahhur (gen. sg. pahhuenas) continued the proterodynamic inflection almost intact
and thus provides substantial evidence for reconstructing the heteroclitic paradigm as PIE
*péh,-ur, *ph,-uén- (Kloekhorst 2013: 111). Other cognates include: Gk. wdp < *pir, gen.
mopds, Arm. howr < *pur (Olsen 1999: 94), Umbr. pir < *piir (cf. acc. sg. sim ‘pig’ < *suH-m),
abl. pure < *piir-ed, Goth. fon, gen. funins, OHG fuir, ON fir < *par (Simms 2009), Cz. pyr
'burning ash' (Machek 1957: 502). There is no doubt that both TchA por and TchB puwar
‘fire’ are somehow linked to these formations. However, the exact apophonic grade and
morphological formation from which they descend are notoriously problematic, since the
phonological comparison between TchA -0- and TchB /-ewa-/ is awkward and complicates
the Proto-Tocharian reconstruction.

Winter (1965: 192f.) was the first to claim that Tocharian A and B point to different
preforms: TchA por would continue PIE *péh,-ur, while TchB puwar would be from PIE
*puh,-r. Other scholars propose that the word for ‘fire’ retained both regular and collective
stems in Proto-Tocharian: Tocharian A would continue the former, Tocharian B the latter.
This reconstruction is followed by Van Windekens (1976: 383) and Adams (DTB: 421-2), and
it has been recently advocated by Kim (2019a:145). However, I believe that multiplying the
number of protoforms that cannot belong to the same morphological paradigm is
questionable and quite unlikely. Indeed, if Tocharian inherited both the regular and the
collective formation of this noun, it is highly probable that it had already generalised one
of the two paradigms before the breakup of Proto-Tocharian.

In an attempt to trace back TchA por, and TchB puwar to a single preform, Hilmarsson
(1985: 42-3,1989:135) argued that a collective *ph,uor may have evolved in Proto-Tocharian
as *pawar and then TchB puwar and TchA por. A similar reconstruction has been
supported by Ringe (1996: 17-8) and Hackstein (2017: 1314). In my view, there are two
problems with this theory. The first is the outcome of the laryngeal. I indeed expect PTch
*pawar > TchB **pawar [pawar/ as the regular outcome of PIE *ph,udr. Ringe points to
this problem and hesitantly argues that in a sequence *CHuV, the laryngeal evolved into
*a rather than *a. This “sound law” is difficult to evaluate, since it is not falsifiable. There
is indeed no other clear parallel that can prove this evolution."” However, PTch *p(a)war
can be the expected outcome of the zero grade *puh.r, and it is therefore much more

""The only parallel that Ringe (1996: 18-9) was able to find is TchB skiyo, which he traced back to
PIE *skh.ieh.-. He imputed the lack of palatalisation in this word to an irregular development of the
first laryngeal that yielded as “some nonfront segment” in Proto-Tocharian (p.19). However, the
evolution of this term is even more complex than the one seen in the word for ‘fire’. As a
consequence, I think it cannot be used as a solid argument in favour of the sound law *CHuV/*CHV
> *CowV/*CayV. See further §3.7.2.1.
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economical to start with this protoform. Still, a more serious problem is the alleged
contraction PTch *awa- > TchA -0-, because it lacks again any immediate parallel.”*

In the following, I base myself on direct and indirect evidence in order to determine
whether this sound law can be established or not. As we will see, however, the overall
picture is still fuzzy. Let us look first at other potential outcomes of PIE *-uf,-. I have found
the following clear examples: (1) PIE *suh.d-ro- ‘sweet’ (Gk. #30g, Skt. svadu-) > PTch
*sware > TchA swar, B sware; (2) PIE *uh,g- (LIV*: 664-5) > PTch *wak-a- > TchB waka- ‘to
split, flourish’, Awaka- ‘to burst’. Other examples of the correspondence TchB -wa- : A -wa-
are: (1) TchA swaricem, TchB swarico (obl.) ‘ray of light’ (to be linked in some way with the
n-stem of PIE *séh,-ul / -uén- ‘sun’) and (2) the dual TchA pdrwam, TchB pdrwane, from
PIE *h,b"ruH- ‘eyebrow’ (Gk. d¢pds, Skt. bhrii-). These examples evidently go against the
proposed sound law, but they are still not conclusive. Indeed, TchB péiwar may inform us
about the original accentuation of this word, which should have been stressed on the shwa
in Proto-Tocharian, thus */pdwar/.

Some other indirect evidence may be adduced. Hilmarsson (1989: 135, 1996: 187) saw a
similar development in the oblique singular of the Tocharian A word for ‘dog’, which is
TchA kom (attested once in Ag60 ag), B kwem. Both of these oblique forms are considered
as the outcome of PTch *k"en < PIE *kuon-m. But this example is probably too uncertain
and quite isolated, also because Proto-Tocharian labiovelars are expected to lose the labial
element before PTch *e < PIE *o (e.g. *k"dlo- ‘+ turning’ > PTch *kcelce > TchB kele ‘navel’;
PIE *¢"yono- ‘sound’ > PTch *kence > TchB kene, A kam ‘melody’). It is therefore probable
that the labiovelar was reintroduced analogically after the nominative at some stage.
Another parallel might be TchA plipv. plos for the expected *pdlwids, as if from *palowasa,
perhaps showing the same alleged contraction as TchA por < *pawar (Peyrot 2012: 210,
2013:171 fn. 178). However, an analogical development after the singular TchA plo* cannot
be excluded, and it is even likely in view of the variant plamds for the regular pLipv. pdlmads
and the lack of root-final -@ in the Tocharian A plipv. (Peyrot 2013: 171 fn.178). A last
indirect parallel of the sound law PTch *-awa- > TchA -o- may be envisioned in the
evolution PTch *-aye > TchA -e-, which has quite a number of comparable items (see the
previous section on TchA ytar, B ytariye).

All things considered, I believe that this sound law cannot be established with
confidence, since other parallels (if any) still need to be found. However, in light of the
data presented, we might say that the disyllabic sequence PTch *swa- became TchA -o- if
the first syllable was accented and the entire sequence came to occur in a closed syllable.

If one is not inclined to accept this sound law, two last possibilities can be ventured.
Ashinted in §3.6.1.2, I expect that in the regular paradigm of PIE *péh,-ur/n ‘fire’ the strong
cases underwent metathesis of *-ur > *-ru in Tocharian. The weak stem regularly evolved
into *phun-V- > *puh,n-V-. If Tocharian inherited this paradigm, it should have yielded

"* Hilmarsson (1989: 135) hesitantly proposed that PTch *pawar became *powar in Pre-Tocharian
A, via umlaut. However, there is no evidence that u-umlaut operated in Tocharian A after the Proto-
Tocharian period. See Burlak & Itkin (2003).
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PTch *pdr(u), *pwan-, which can account for both Tocharian forms. Accordingly,
Tocharian A would have continued the strong stem PTch *pdru > *pdr > TchA por, while
Tocharian B would have continued the weak stem PTch *pwan- > *pawan- (a-epenthesis)
>> Pre-TchB *pawar > TchB puwar (see also Schindler 1967: 242f.). Otherwise, if Tocharian
inherited a double zero grade form *puh,r (from an older *ph,ur), the reverse development
would have occurred. Indeed, Tocharian B would have continued the strong stem PIE
*puh,r > PTch *p(a)war > TchB puwar, while Tocharian A would have continued *ph.uen-
> PTch *pawan- >> Pre-TchA pawar > TchA por. As a matter of fact, this case would not be
isolated in the Tocharian nominal lexicon. Indeed, there are other — admittedly rare —
cases where the two Tocharian languages have continued outcomes of different
apophonic grades of one single paradigm. A clear example in this sense is TchA tsar and B
sar ‘hand’, which point to different inflected forms of PIE *¢"esr- ‘hand’ (for explanations,
see Schindler 1967: 244f,; Pinault 2006: 8of.; Kim 2009a: 112 fn.4; DTB: 711)."

One might think that the paradigm was levelled as a r-stem already in Proto-Tocharian.
However, compelling evidence that Proto-Tocharian still preserved n-forms comes from
Tocharian A, as I will show below.

TchA wram (B wreme) ‘thing, object’

The two last substantives that belong to Class I1.1 are TchA wram (B °wreme) ‘thing, object,
matter’ and TchA plac, B place ‘word’. They cannot go back to heteroclitic stems.

From a synchronic point of view, TchA wram is well attested, while TchB wreme
occurred twice in Big7 as a second member of the compound TchB kdkse-wreme ?’ (= Skt.
visaya-?). This fragment is part of a Sanskrit Tocharian bilingual dealing with matters of
Abhidharma. The Sanskrit parts are quotes from the Abhidharmavatara-prakarana
(Kudara 1974; Catt 2016). The translation of kdkse® is always left out and the meaning of
°wreme is inferred from the comparison with TchA wram. Indeed, the usual Tocharian B
noun for ‘thing, object’ is TchB wdntare, which is not etymologically related to TchA wram.
Furthermore, since the gender of TchB wreme is unknown and it is attested only in the
nominative singular, we are not able to determine to which class it belongs. Indeed, TchB
-e is the nom.sg. of several Tocharian B inflectional classes, among which the most
productive is Class V.1 (continuing old thematic stems). For this reason, the authors of the
Elementarbuch sorted this noun into this class. From a diachronic perspective, one can
think that final -e in kdkse-wreme ‘?’ reflects a secondary thematisation in compounds (cf.
the Greek type atépa ‘mouth’ vs. °atépog).

Following Van Windekens (1976: 580-1), TchA wram can be the exact cognate of Gk.
priua, -atog ‘statement, word’, since both Greek and Tocharian A point to an action noun

" Some other cases of formally different inflected forms due to either regular or syntagmatic
phonological developments are mostly found in Tocharian B: TchB sg. ayo, pl. asta ‘bone’ (cf. TchA
ay, pl. aydntu); TchB or ‘wood’, pl. arwa (due to different kinds of umlaut); TchB s7ior ‘sinew’, pl.
snaura.
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PIE *uréh,-mn. This etymology is supported by the plural form TchA wramdm (cf. gen.pl.

120

wramnassi in e.g. A4a3).
TchA plac, B place ‘word’

The last noun to be discussed is TchA plac, B place ‘word’. Among the five nouns with
plural TchA -dm, it is the only case where Tocharian B has the more archaic inflection,
while Tocharian A hasreplaced the plural form. In the following, I will therefore refer more
to Tocharian B than Tocharian A.

An etymological connection with the verbal root TchB pala-, A pdla- ‘to praise’ is
obvious. This verb is the outcome of either PIE *(s)pelH- ‘to proclaim, speak solemnly’ (cf.
Gk. dmeéw ‘to threat’, Pinault 2008: 345; LIV* 576), or *b"elh,- ‘to yell, roar’ (cf. OHG bellan
‘to bark’, Klingenschmitt 1994: 127; DTB: 403; LIV*: 74), although the meaning of the
Tocharian verb speaks in favour of the first derivation. It is usually assumed that our noun
is an old ti-derivatives of this verbal root.”

From an inflectional point of view, TchB place belongs to an unproductive class (Class
V.2, cf. TEB §183), whose few members display nom. sg. -e after a palatalised consonant,
truncation of this vowel in the oblique singular, and non-palatalised consonant in the
oblique plural. The bulk of this class can be traced back to PIE *i-stems with original
hysterodynamic inflection (Pinault 2013: 345f.). This analysis is confirmed by TchB masce
‘fist’, which is to be equated with Proto-Indo-Iranian *musti- ‘fist’ (cf. Skt. musti-, Av.
musti-), although the Tocharian word continues a nom.sg. PIE *-té(;), instead of the
expected *-ti-s in Indo-Iranian (Pinault 2013: 346f.; DTB: 476; Malzahn 2014a: 259 fn. 2).

All thing considered, the evolution of TchB place is as follows: nom. sg. PIE *plH-té; >
PTch *-cee > TchB -ce, acc.sg. PIE *-ti-m > PTch *-ca > TchB -c, nom.pl. PIE *-tej-es > PTch
*-caya > TchB -ci, acc.pl. PIE *-ti-ns > *-cans >> PTch *-tans > TchB -tdm."**

"I 'see no reason to reconstruct either Pinault’s *rh,-0-mo- (2008: 512) or Adams’ *yré-men- (DTB:
672). Although these preforms have the advantage of deriving both Tocharian A and B words from
a common ancestor, the former does not take into account the unproductive plural ending
TchA -dm (showing, say, the “morphologia difficilior”), while the latter requires an unfounded
lengthened grade in both the root and the suffix. On the basis of TchB kdlymiye, A kéilyme < PIE
*fli-mén, we would expect that an alleged *wré-mén evolved into TchB **wremiye, A **wrame.

" Klingenschmitt (1994: 401-2) reconstructed a hysterodynamic abstract derivative in *-tu (see
recently Hackstein 2017: 1316). However, as correctly pointed out by Hartmann (2013: 486f. with
references), this derivation is implausible, because evidence for reconstructing hysterodynamic
*u-stems is meagre (Neri 2003: 110f.) and the derivatives in PIE *-tu are usually either masculine or
neuter, and never feminine (Adams 1988: 125f.). Furthermore, we have no other clear continuants
of hysterodynamic u-stems in Tocharian (as Klingenschmitt himself acknowledged).

"** The reconstructed paradigm of the PIE hysterodynamic i-stem follows Beekes (1973). Malzahn
& Fellner (2015: 72 fn. 36) argue that the nom. sg. -e and the lack of palatalisation in the oblique
plural are unexpected and that they are due to analogical development after the ubiquitous TchB
e-stems, on the one hand, and to the contrast between palatalised nom.pl. and non-palatalised
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Now that we have clarified what type of PIE stems are continued in the Tocharian A
Class I1.1, we can move forward with the origin of the plural ending TchA -dm.

3.6.2.2. Origin of the plural ending TchA -dm

There are two opposing ways to explain the plural forms of the nouns discussed above: (1)
either Tocharian B has preserved the original situation and Tocharian A has introduced
the morpheme -(d)m < PTch *-na from other stems, or (2) Tocharian A has preserved the
original situation and in Tocharian B the nasal plural *-na has been lost.

At first sight, both hypotheses seem plausible. The former implies that Tocharian A
inherited plural forms identical to those of Tocharian B. When final vowels were deleted
in Pre-Tocharian A, nominative and oblique would have become homophonous in both
the singular and the plural. In order to reintroduce a distinction between singular and
plural, the plural morpheme -dm would have been attached at a later stage (e.g. pl. PTch
*yasara > Pre-TchA *ysar >> TchA ysardm). This hypothesis also has to cope with some
problems, however. As stated in the opening section, the fact that the marker TchA -dm is
the least productive among the plural endings of Tocharian A must be seriously
considered if its origin is to be traced. As a consequence, analogical developments can
hardly be involved: basically, there is no immediate source where the plural *-dm could
have been abstracted and then generalised.”

I therefore believe that the latter scenario is the correct one, since it lends itself to a
more elegant solution: the nasal element in TchA -dm must be interpreted as an archaism
not only in TchA wram ‘thing, object’, which goes back to an old *men-stem, but also in
those words that continue heteroclitic *r/n-stems, where the plural -d@m historically
coincides with the original n-form. It follows that Tocharian A, as opposed to Tocharian B,
has continued the heteroclitic inflection, by refunctionalising the n-form of the oblique
cases in the plural. This is not an isolated trend of development, since it closely resembles
similar cases in Latin and Iranian.

obl.pl. in e.g. laric : lantdm (from TchB walo king’), lysi : lykdm (from TchB lyak ‘thief’), on the other
hand. I agree with them that the replacement of the non-palatalised obl.pl. TchB platdm for the
expected TchB *placdim is secondary. In Proto-Tocharian, the ending *-ans instead of *-'ans was
ubiquitous, and an analogical change after the class of TchB fyak (obl. pl. lykdm) is probable. On the
other hand, I do not see any diachronic problem with the nom.sg. -e of TchB place. Analogy after the
TchB e-stems is in my view unnecessary.

"** One might think that TchA -dm has been introduced from the neuter nasal stems. However, the
only noun that diachronically goes back to a *men-stem and synchronically shows this ending is
namely wram ‘thing, object’, because other continuants of the PIE *men-stems have replaced their
original plural forms, like TchA 7iom ‘name’, pl. iomdntu (cf. TchB 7iem, pl. fiemna < PTch *fiemna).
This evidence implies that *-dm was not a convenient plural ending in Pre-Tocharian A. There is
therefore no reason why words like TchA por ‘fire’, ytar ‘road’, and ysar ‘blood’ should have selected
this ending, and not other much more productive plural markers.
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In the history of Latin, the old heteroclites are normalised in two ways (Ernout 1914:
67-8; Leumann 1977: 359-60; Weiss 2009: 240f.). On the one hand, some nouns have
analogically levelled the r-stem in all cases (e.g. Lat. iiber, -eris ‘udder; abundant’, cf. Skt.
idhar/n- ‘uadder’), although in Old Latin a few of them were still heteroclitic. Compare, for
instance, Lat. femur, gen. femoris ‘thigh’ (e.g. in femore, Cicero, Verr. Or. IV. 43, 93) with
OLat. fermur, gen. feminis ‘id.’ (e.g. femina in Plautus, Poen. 3.1, 68). On the other hand,
nouns like iter, gen. itineris ‘street, way, journey’ or iecur, gen. iocineris ‘liver’ show spread
of the r-stem from the strong cases to the n-stem of the weak cases. It follows that in the
pre-history of Latin two paradigms of the word for ‘way, street’ can be virtually
reconstructed: older *iter | *itinis and newer *iter | *iteris (Leumann 1977: 103). Latin
speakers mixed up the two paradigms, forming a new inflection with a stem *itin-er-, from
a pre-existing *itin-, in all weak cases and in the plural. Only the nominative and the
accusative singular still attest the original distribution of the allomorphs.

Let us now consider some examples from Iranian. In Khotanese, spellings with
double -rr- are the result of consonant clusters beginning with the vibrant (e.g. Khot.
ttarra- ‘grass’ < *trna-, cf. Skt. tfna-; Khot. karra- ‘deaf < *karna-, cf. YAv. karana- ‘ear
[daévic]; deaf, Ved. kdrna- ‘ear, Emmerick 1969: 69). For this reason, OKhot.
gyagarra--liver’ is traced back to *iakyna- by Emmerick (1980: 168). In parallel, the
numeral OKhot. byiirru 10.000, myriad’ can be the outcome of *baiwarnam (Emmerick
1980:168 and 1993: 292; cf. Bailey 1979: 309). Although no clear Indo-European cognates of
this word have been identified so far, OKhot. byiirru has some cognates in several Iranian
languages, from both the Western (e.g. Pahl. béwar, Parth. bywr) and the Eastern side (e.g.
Sogd. Brywr ‘myriad’, Iron bire, Digor be(w)arc, cf. Cheung 2002: 65), including YAv.
baéuuara/baeuuan-, which points to the reconstruction of a heteroclitic *r/n-stem for
Proto-Iranian (KEWA: 11, 2514).

It is reasonable to assume that the same mixture of the two stems has affected the
words for ‘fire’, ‘blood’, and ‘road’ in the Pre-Tocharian A stage. In Proto-Tocharian, these
words must have continued the heteroclitic inflection, with r-stem in the singular and
n-stem in the plural. Then, when Tocharian B and A split off from Proto-Tocharian, the
former generalised the r-stem, and the latter refunctionalised the two stems, adding the
reanalysed nom.obl.pl. PTch *-na < PIE *-nh, to the r-stem (cf. Table 111.12)."

Table 11.12. Heteroclitic inflection from Proto-Indo-European to Tocharian A

PIE PRE-PTCH PTCH PRE-TCHA TCHA
STRONG STEM | *it-6r > *yat-ar sg. | >*yatar > Yydtar > ytar
WEAK STEM *it-n- >*yat-on- | pl. | >%*yato-na  >>*ydtar-an(a) — >ytardm

“* Other survivals of PIE *r/n-stems may have formed their plural as nouns of Class IL1 in
Tocharian A, like TchA srior ‘sinew’ (TchB srior) < *snéh-ur/n- (cf. YAv. snavara, Ved. snavan-).
Unfortunately, the plural of this noun is only attested in TchB sfiaura, but one might reconstruct
sriordm™ for Tocharian A.
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As Hock (1991: 189f.) has pointed out, in analogical changes old and innovative forms have
to coexist as variants for some time before the effective realisation of the analogy.
Occasionally they are affected by blending (sometimes also called contamination). The
phenomenon of blending is usually treated as a sporadic lexical change by which a new
word is created through the combination of two already existing lexemes. In some cases,
however, blending also affects the morphological paradigm of words, especially when they
develop competing stems. This is exactly what has happened to the three Tocharian A
nouns. In Proto-Tocharian, the two stems were therefore maintained for some time,
particularly because they had different grammatical functions: the r-stem was used to
express the singular, and the n-stem the plural. But the entire paradigm was analogically
levelled, and the r-stem became the basis on which the n-containing endings were added.
Through this development, the functional correspondence between singular and plural
has been formally maintained, and PTch *-na has become a new plural marker."s

On the other hand, the competitive - and n-forms have developed differently in
Tocharian B: the entire paradigm of these nouns was levelled in favour of the r-stem, while
the n-form disappeared. This is a common trend of development that is also found in some
other Indo-European languages. Examples include: Lat. @ber, gen. iberis ‘udder’ (cf. Skt.
idhar, gen. idhnas, Gk. 0d0ap, gen. -atog), MP jagar ‘liver’ (cf. Skt. ydkr-t, gen. yaknds, YAv.
yakara), OHG wazzar ‘water’, OE weeter ‘id.’ vs. Goth. wato (n-stem) ‘water’, ON vatn ‘id.’
(cf. Hitt. yatar, gen. uitenas, Gk. 3wp, gen. H8a-t-05), OHG fuir ‘fire; heart’, OD fuir ‘fire’, OE
fyrid.’ vs. Goth. fon ‘fire’, ON funi flame’ (cf. Hitt. pahhur, gen. pahhuenas), and see further
the doublet Goth. sauil ‘sun’ vs. Goth. sunno ‘id.” (cf. OAv. huuars, gen. x"ang).

A similar analysis, mutatis mutandis, also accounts for TchA wram ‘thing, object’,
whose plural wramdm may go back to *uréh,-mn-h, > *wrémnd > PTch *wiemna. On the
other hand, I was not able to find any clear explanation for the plural placdm ‘words’ (cf.
placdnyo ‘because of words' in e.g. A75 b6). Indeed, among the words discussed above, this
is the only case where Tocharian B attests remnants of the original inflection (cf. nom.plL.
TchB placi < PTch *palacays < PIE *(s)plH-tej-es). A tentative analysis suggests that TchA
plac acquired the plural ending from TchA wram. The reason this analogical development
took place lies in the meaning of these nouns. Indeed, TchA wram must originally have
meant ‘speech, word’, as the etymology of the term seems to indicate. For a certain period,
TchA wram and TchA plac were consequently almost synonyms, and this has favoured the
transfer of the ending -dm to the paradigm of plac. Only at a later time would TchA wram
have developed the meaning of ‘object’.

"5 One may wonder whether this phenomenon can be regarded as a process of exaptation, a term
introduced in linguistics by Lass (1990), according to which linguistic relics can be refunctionalised
by being adapted according to existing regular templates.
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3.6.2.3. Summary

Summing up the result of our findings, we have seen that, with the exception of TchA pldc
‘word’, the Tocharian A nouns with plural ending -é@m can be traced back to PIE *r/n-stems
(TchA ytar ‘road’, ysar ‘blood’, por ‘fire’) and to PIE *men-stems (TchA wram ‘thing’). My
final aim was to demonstrate that the plural ending TchA -dm is an important archaism
that in a way continued the Proto-Indo-European state of affairs. We have seen that the
reconstruction of heteroclitic nouns requires strict comparisons between the older stages
of the Indo-European languages, because in more recent times the same languages
generalised one of the two stems. In Tocharian B we find precisely this development: the
formal contention between r- and n-stems was resolved with the victory of the former over
the latter. The final result of this process caused the collapse of the n-stem. On the other
hand, we have seen that Tocharian A preserved the older state of affairs, since it has
maintained both the 7-form of the singular and the n-form of the plural. The final outcome
of this development is a blended plural with the r-form as the stem and the n-form as the
ending. This inflectional class therefore constitutes an important section of the Tocharian
lexicon that offers a small but significant contribution to the diachronic evolution of Indo-
European nominal morphology.

3.6.3. THE DEVELOPMENT OF TCH B -na, TCH A -éim IN THE INFLECTION OF THE NOUN:
A RETROSPECTIVE

Let us summarise the results of our survey. From a synchronic point of view, it has become
clear that TchB -na and TchA -dm are differently distributed. The Tocharian B ending is
characteristic of two groups of substantives: (1) a closed class of alternating nouns, where
TchB -na has to be interpreted as an inherited marker (both of Proto-Indo-European and
Proto-Tocharian origin); (2) a flourishing class of feminine nouns, where the origin of -na
is debated. On the other hand, TchA -édm is confined to archaisms, which mostly inherited
this plural marker from the proto-language.

Nonetheless, the internal comparison between Tocharian A and B allows us to
reconstruct *-na as a quite common marker of alternating nouns in Proto-Tocharian.
Krause & Thomas (TEB) divided Class II into two parallel subclasses: Class IL.1 has a plural
ending TchB -na, while Class IL.2 has a plural ending TchB -nma. This bipartition is based
on Tocharian B, since the metathesis of the cluster -mn- to -nm- entailed the formation of
the second subclass. The Tocharian A correspondent nouns have different plural forms.
On the one hand, a few inherited heteroclitic *r/n-stems and *men-stems continued to be
member of Class II. On the other hand, most nouns with the plural PTch *-na have been
transferred to other classes with plural ending TchA -nt /-ntu (Class 1111 and Class III.2).
These Tocharian A nouns corresponds to Tocharian B nouns of both Class II.1 and II.2, as
the examples below show: TchB sarm, pl. sarmna : TchA sarm, pl. sarmdntu; TchB riem, pl.
fiemna : TchA fiom, pl. iomdntu; TchB naki, pl. nakanma : TchA nakdm, pl. nakmant; TchB
waki, pl. wakanma : TchA wakdm, pl. wakmant, etc. Sometimes we can still see the old
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plural form -mna in isolated Tocharian A derived forms, as in TchA arkdmnasi, derived
adjective from * arkdnma (cf. TchB erkenma) or the gen.pl. TchA wramnassi from
wramdm.

Another trend of development of Tocharian A is that Proto-Tocharian formations with
plural ending *ewna have been reinterpreted as singular, as in TchA palom ‘praise’ (cf.
TchB pl. palauna ‘id.”) and TchA tarsom ‘deception’ (cf. TchB pl. tarsauna).

We should now turn to the feminine paradigm of the $ana and asiya-type. As already
underlined, Tocharian A and B diverge in the formation of the plural paradigm of these
classes, since Tocharian B attests -ona and “ana (nom. = obl.), while Tocharian A has
differentiated markers in the nominative and in the oblique, i.e. TchA -a7| -as and -an| -as.
In this case, the comparison between the two languages invalidates a direct Proto-
Tocharian reconstruction. An important question is therefore which of the two languages
maintained the older situation. There are two opposite ways to explain this mismatch: (1)
Tocharian B maintained the older state of affairs, and thus Proto-Tocharian had *-na as
the plural marker of these classes; (2) Tocharian A maintained the older state of affairs,
and thus we have to reconstruct the situation of Proto-Tocharian as different from that of
Tocharian B. Both hypotheses have advantages and disadvantages. The former implies
that Tocharian B maintained the Proto-Tocharian state of affairs unaltered, but also leads
us to ask why Tocharian A has lost the expected outcome of *-na and, more generally, how
this ending came out in Proto-Tocharian. The second hypothesis suggests that Proto-
Tocharian had formally differentiated nominative and oblique plural forms. This should
have been also the situation of Proto-Indo-European, and thus Tocharian A would have
developed it. But why would Tocharian B lose such a differentiated paradigm?

This problem cannot be addressed without considering evidence form adjectival and
pronominal inflections. Indeed, in the continuant of the PIE thematic type we find a clear
contrast between adjectives with f.pl. TchB -ona, A -am and adjectives with f.pl. TchB -ana,
TchA -afi| -as. Again, for the former type the comparison between Tocharian B and A is
straightforward, while it is not for the latter, which in turn strongly resembles what we find
in the noun inflection. Given the fact that these plural markers are characteristic of both
nouns and adjectives, I will investigate the origin and the development of the feminine
plural ending -na once having also considered data from the adjectival inflection (§4.3.3.1).

3.7. ON THE ORIGIN AND THE EVOLUTION OF INFLECTIONAL TYPES FROM CLASS VI

So far, I have investigated the evolution of the PIE feminine and neuter gender in a
restricted group of nouns, which mostly coincides with TEB Class II in Tocharian B. These
nouns have been consistently compared with their Tocharian A equivalents, in order to
clarify the diachronic evolution of their endings and forms.

Following the same method, I will in the following paragraphs deal with the historical
evolution of selected inflectional types, which synchronically belong to TEB Class VI
(pl. -7@). The aim is to understand how (1) the non-ablauting *eh.-type (i.e. the
*@-inflection), (2) the hysterodynamic *(e)A.-type (i.e. the *a/d-inflection), and (3) the
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*ih,-type (of both the devi-type and vrki-type) evolved in the Tocharian inflection of the
noun.

The section is divided into three central parts. I will first investigate nouns with nom.sg.
-0, obl.sg. -a, which can be grouped under two different types on the basis of their plural
inflection: (1) masculine or feminine nouns with differentiated nominative and oblique in
the plural (nom.pl. TchAB -7, obl.pl. TchB -m, A -s) and (2) alternating nouns with
undifferentiated nominative and oblique in the plural (§3.7.1). Afterwards, I will deal with
two closely related inflectional classes, the so-called okso-type and arsaklo-type, which
both end in nom. -0, obl. -ai in the paradigm of the singular (§3.7.2). In the third part, I will
investigate the origin of the wertsiya-type, whose members have a palatalised
stem -’a- throughout the inflection of both the singular and the plural.

3.7.1. THE kantwo-TYPE

Tocharian B nouns with nom.sg. -0, obl.sg. -a and their Tocharian A correspondents

In this section, I will investigate the diachronic evolution of a small class of nouns, the
so-called kantwo-type. Some preliminary remarks on the identification of each substantive
will be made (§3.7.1.1). These will entail a revision of the list of the members usually
proposed. Thereafter, I will discuss the etymology of the nouns identified and examine the
evolution of their inflected forms. I will also discuss the gender of difficult nouns in order
to have a solid basis for their diachronic investigation (§3.7.1.2).

One of the most recent and detailed works about the nouns of the kantwo-type
(nom.sg. -0, obl.sg. -a) is Malzahn (2011). Within the specialised literature on Tocharian
nominal morphology, this inflectional class has over the years become one of the most
debated types, since the great majority of its members are supposed to go back to the PIE
type in *-eh, > *-a. Nevertheless, an overall discussion on the problems presented by this
class was missing until Malzahn'’s article, which is, as far as I know, the only work that has
considered these nouns all at once. Most notably, she analysed both the synchronic
attestations and the diachronic interpretations of each substantive of the kantwo-type.
Given the wide number of data collected and the relevant examinations suggested, in this
paragraph I will frequently refer to her article, though differing interpretations will be
proposed.

From a synchronic point of view, only a few Tocharian B substantives pertain to this
inflectional class. Their main characteristic is that they have a nominative singular -o and
an oblique singular -a. The plural formation is, on the contrary, not uniform. The great
majority of them falls into TEB Class VL3 (nom. pl. -ar, obl. pl. -am, see below), while, for
some others, no plural forms are so far attested.

Furthermore, two alternating substantives, TchB [uwo ‘animal’ and TchB ayo ‘bone’,
can be included in a class somehow parallel to the kantwo-type: these words have nom.sg.
-0, obl.sg. -a, but also attest the deviant plurals TchB fwasa and TchB asta (with no formal
difference between nominative and oblique). Other two nouns with sa-plural are TchB
byyasa ‘limbs’ (TchA lyiya ~ lya) and TchB piltasa ‘petals’ (TchA pdltwa), but the
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reconstruction of the singular paradigm of these words is either unclear or debated (see
the main text below).

In Tocharian A, the few matching nouns show unmarked nominative and oblique
singular forms. Judging by the comparison with Tocharian B and some rare Tocharian A
plural and derived forms (cf. instr.pl. kdntwas-yo ‘with tongues’, kdntwasi ‘related to
tongue’, katsasi* ‘belonging to the belly’ < *katsdsi), they belong to Class V1.3 as well. The
Tocharian A equivalents of TchB luwo and TchB ayo are TchA [u and TchA a@y. As in
Tocharian B, also in Tocharian A these nouns show no difference between nominative and
oblique plural (TchA lwa and TchA aydntu).

3.7.1.1. The members of the kantwo-type

Krause and Thomas (TEB §8§145, 159, 194) list six members: (1) TchB kantwo, A kdntu
‘tongue, language’, obl.sg. kantwa; (2) TchB kdswo ‘skin disease’, obl.sg. kdaswa; (3) TchB
katso, A kats ‘belly, abdomen’, obl.sg. katsa; (4) TchB tano™® ‘grain, seed’, obl.sg. tana; (5)
TchB tsaro ‘monastery’, obl.sg. tsara; (6) TchB luwo, A lu ‘animal’, obl.sg. luwa.” In
addition, at least three other nouns belong to this class: (1) TchB ayo, A dy ‘bone’, obl.sg.
aya; (2) TchB suwo ‘pig’, obl.sg. suwa; (3) TchB maiyya ~ maiyyo ‘power, strength’, obl.sg.
maiyya.

Somewhat problematic and not listed by Malzahn is TchB kawo ‘desire’, which,
according to Adams (DTB: 164), has an obl.sg. kGwa. While the nominative singular is
clearly attested (e.g. in NS39 b1 and in B588 b4), to my knowledge, no oblique singular form
has been identified yet. However, the allomorph of the oblique singular stem can be easily
inferred from secondary cases and derivatives. Indeed, the causal kawari ‘out of desire’ —
to be phonetically analysed as [kawéiia/*® — allows us to reconstruct the obl.sg. as kawa
(e.g. in AS7L b3 ldks ra misamts kawari naksdm [(are Saul) “like the fish loses [its] dear life
out of desire for meat”). A confirmation of this analysis can be found in the derivative
kawatse ‘desiderous’ (B516 bg)™9, regularly based on the oblique singular form. In addition,

* Schmidt (apud EwaIA: 1, 787) mentions a hypothetical TchA tam ‘grain’ without giving, however,
the attestation (see also Malzahn 2011: 84 fn.3). As pointed out by Peyrot (2018), this tam may be an
overlooked form of the homophonous obl.sg.f. of the demonstrative of remote deixis TchA sam
‘that’.

“” As correctly pointed out by Malzahn (2011: 83 fn.1), an obl.sg. tmaskwa of TchB maskwo
‘hindrance’ is never attested. The forms of the secondary cases (e.g. abl. sg. maswkamem ~
mask.mem) and the derivative maskwatstsai speak in favour of an obl. sg. maskwd /maskwa/ (not
tmaskwa [maskwa/). Furthermore, this noun has a plural in -nta (cf. the derived adjective
maskwantarifiesse in B2g1 b6), which would be strange for a noun of the kantwo-type (Peyrot 2011:
151).

" Cf. the similar accent position in likleri [lokléfia/ ‘because of the suffering’. See Pinault (2008:
400 and 465).

“9 This fragment is admittedly difficult to translate: the form aukatsamat (in bg wessim
aukatsamat ra maka no kawatse, cf. Sieg & Siegling 1953: 319-20) is hard to analyse and the word
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one cannot claim that kawo is a member of the okso-type (nom.sg. -0, obl.sg. -ai, stem -ai-),
because a stem **kawai- should then be expected. Accordingly, TchB kawo must be
assigned to the kantwo-type.

Another noun that has not been considered by Malzahn is the hapax legomenon
nom.pl. TchB kdryar ‘viscera (?) attested in IT1 aq: sememts kdryarn pruknantrd “The
kdryari of some are bounding” (cf. Broomhead 1962: 1, 143-6; Wilkens & Peyrot 2017: 694)."*
This plural form allows us to reconstruct the nom.sg. as karyo® /karyo/. The Tocharian A
equivalent is TchA kri ‘will, desire’, nom.pl. kdryasi (Carling 2009: 217, cf. also TchA kdryar
pranki-fii [my] desires are restrained’ in A115 a4). However, a translation ‘wills, desires’ for
kdryaii does not make sense in the text and one should rather translate it with ‘viscera,
guts’, as Wilkens & Peyrot (2017: 693 and fn.29) pointed out. On the basis of its etymology
(cf. Gk. xpadiy ‘heart’), Hilmarsson (1996: 100), followed by Adams (DTB: 175), proposes a
meaning ‘heart’, despite the fact that the regular word for ‘heart’, TchB ararice, occurs in
the same text (line a1). Therefore, it is tempting to analyse the original contrast between
TchB karyo® and TchB ararice in light of similar pairs of synonyms referring to the notion
of the heart as “the source of emotion”, on the one hand, and “the material organ”, on the
other hand, found in some other Indo-European languages (cf. Bolelli 1948 for an analysis
of frop, xfjp, and xpadiy in Homer).

Problematic is also the alleged obl.sg. TchB ekita ~ ekita ‘help’ (DTB: 80). No evidence
of the nominative singular has been found so far, as it is only attested in the expression
ekita yam- ‘to help’ (Meunier 2013: 173-74), and in some derived forms (cf. ekitatstse
‘helpful, helper’ and ekitatsiie ‘assistance’). From a derivational point of view, one might
claim that it contains the suffix -ito, which also occurs in TchB laukito ‘stranger’ (to be
linked with lauke ‘far’). If so, it might be assumed that the nominative singular of obl.sg.
ekita was ekito™ (cf. nom.sg. laukito) and that the oblique singular of nom.sg. laukito was
laukita® (cf. obl.sg. (?) ekita).”™ However, since TchB ekita is never attested as a free word,
we are still not sure to which part of speech it must be assigned (cf. Meunier 2013: 173, who
considers it an adverb). Since its origin and derivation are unclear too, I think it is better
not to include it into the discussion.

On the other hand, another noun may share the same formation of TchB laukito. It has
beenread by Sieg & Siegling (1953: 333) as TchB tekita, a hapax legomenon attested in B530

division is uncertain. Sieg & Siegling (1953: 320 fn. 8) proposed aukat tsamat “you will grow and
increase” (cf. Adams DTB: 136), but both Malzahn (2010: 547) and Peyrot (2013: 843 fn. 1029) rejected
this division. For discussions, see Hackstein (1995: 338) and Malzahn (2010: 547 and 985).

“° The Tocharian verb pruknantrdi corresponds to OUy. sekriyii sucyu (0794) “springen” in the
parallel passage. See Wilkens & Peyrot (2017: 685, 688, 692).

¥ For a slightly different idea, see Peyrot (2012: 194). Cf. also Pinault (2015: 176 fn. 39).

¥*Van Windekens (1976: 176) claims that a noun TchB ek* is inferable after ekaririi ‘possession’,
and that this hypothetical word would be a loanword from TchA ek ‘fodder. However, this
hypothesis is highly improbable, both for the postulation of a loanword from Tocharian A and for
the meaning. Furthermore, TchB ekari7ii is related to TchA akdmtsune ‘possession’, as Carling (2009:

2) and Adams (DTB: 79) demonstrated.
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bag /|| d va * tekita tasi wat ya [//. This fragment is a bilingual list of Sanskrit terms
translated into Tocharian. Unfortunately, the Sanskrit counterpart of TchB tekita is
missing, because the document is torn on both the left and right sides. As for other
Tocharian words, also in this case the meaning of the noun could be envisaged on the basis
of its etymology. Adams (DTB: 322) connected it to the action noun teki ‘disease’ and thus
translated tekita as ‘sufferer, sick person’, an oblique singular. Although this analysis is
certainly possible from a linguistic point of view, I believe that the line should be read
differently. As is well known, a common difficulty of Tocharian palaeography is how the
signs «na> and <ta> are written and differentiated. Sieg & Siegling read three #-signs in the
line, but it seems to me that the shape of the second differs from that of the other two.

We therefore must decide if the sequence should be read tekina tasi or nekita nasi.
Before looking morphologically at these forms, I checked how <ta> and «na> are written in
the manuscript to which B30 belongs (Couvreur 1968), and it seems to me that «<ta> is
usually written like our second aksara, while <na> is written like the first (i.e. <ne>) and the
third. I will therefore work with nekita nasi. Although both these forms are not attested
elsewhere, they are not difficult to interpret. The second is the expected 3sg.opt. of the
verbal root TchB nak- ‘to destroy, lose’ (Malzahn 2010: 324-26 and 681). On the other hand,
TchB nekito* can be a derivative in -(i)to of an unattested action noun neki* ‘destruction’,
regularly built on the subjunctive stem of nak-. If this analysis is correct, we must interpret
the entire phrase as a figura etymologica with the meaning of “(s)he would destroy the
destroyer”, or the like.”® Therefore, both TchB laukito, A lokit and TchB nekito* will be
treated as members of the kantwo-type below.

According to Adams (DTB: 141), TchB auso®, a verbal noun built on the past participle
of was- ‘to wear, don’, seems to fit into this inflectional class. The supposed attested forms
are: oblique ausa in THT1859 a1 and THTuos b3, and locative ausane in AS4A a2. As
regards the locative (listed also by Hartmann 2013: 326), TchB tausane (AS4A a2) must
now be corrected in aisene ‘in the cauldron’ (Pinault 2015a: 197). The other putative
attestations of TchB ausa are more difficult to analyse with regard to both the meaning
and the form. In particular, the reading of line a1 in the archaic manuscript THT1859 is
debated, to such an extent that I cannot consider it a certain attestation of the noun.”*
Much more certain is the reading ausa in THTuo5 b3 maka-ydkne ausa asitam par
pitsamonta wasdtai “you wore in many kinds, clothes (?), fur (?), plumage (?), scales (?)”

" A last possibility implies that the xe> of the first aksara is a scribal mistake and thus that the
phrase {t}ekita nasi would mean ‘(s)he would destroy the infector’ (cf. also tekanma nakserica
‘destroying all diseases’ in Y2 a2).

¥* Adams (DTB: 141) reads the line as ausa snai parnna yantaite and translates the sentence as ‘they
exchanged clothes voluntarily’. This interpretation is rejected by Ogihara (2015: 106f.), who claims
that the correct reading is ausa snai pernne ayattaite. According to him, ayataitte ‘untamed,
untameable’ is the nominative singular of a fe-adjective that must be linked to some other attested
forms (e.g. obl.sg.m. ayataicce, obl.pl.m. ayataiccem), while ausa would be a nominative singular of
uncertain meaning.
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(edited by Schmidt 2018: 51 and 98; cf. Tamai 2014: 369-370)."*® All nouns attested (i.e. ausa,
asitam, par, pitsamonta) are oblique forms, but their exact meaning is uncertain,
considering that they are hapax legomena. Apparently, these terms denote different kinds
of human and animal hides, in representation of the preceding existences of the character
in the tale. So as to the inflectional class of this noun, we must conclude that, in the present
state of documentation, it cannot be considered as a member of the kantwo-type, because
we lack unquestionable nominative forms and we are not even sure whether to interpret
ausa as a singular or a plural (if a plural, it should be sorted into the misa-type, on which
see §3.8.2.2).%°

In the list made by Malzahn (2011: 88), she includes two other substantives, TchB saro*
‘adult man, elder’ and TchB ridsso ‘part, portion’.

As regards the first noun, she agrees with Peters (2004: 267 fn.5) in reconstructing a
nom.sg. $aro¥, obl.sg. sara® for the attested plural paradigm nom.pl. §ray < *srdna (?),
obl.pl. §randm.” This interpretation is in my opinion unconvincing. The oblique plural of
this noun clearly shows a nasal as part of the stem that does not fit well with the other
nouns of the kantwo-type: indeed, while the latter attests a plural -aii| -am, the
reconstructed plural of §ray may have been *-afia| -anan. If, as Peters argues, this word
went back to an extended *nt-stem, i.e. PIE *gerh,-nt-s, we should still see the outcome
of -t- somewhere in the paradigm, as in the case of TchB walo king’, nom.pl. laric <
*ulH-nt-es, obl.pl. lantdm < *ulH-nt-ns (Lubotsky 1994). As a consequence, Pinault’s
diachronic interpretation (2008: 484f.) is preferable, as he postulates a Proto-Tocharian
stem *Saran- [$aran-/, with fixed accent on the last syllable. Furthermore, given the fact
that no singular forms are attested and that the plural nom. sray, obl. §randm has no
immediate parallels in Tocharian, I believe that the singular of this word cannot be set up
with any certainty.®®

The identification of 7idgsso ‘part, portion’ is also doubtful. According to Malzahn
(2007), this word is attested in two documents: once in B547a2 as a nom.sg. TchB 7iasso
(with -a- /3/?), and twice in THT1168 b4 as an obl. sg. TchB 7iassa. The first fragment
represents a bilingual word-by-word translation of a doctrinal Sanskrit text, in which the
expression TchB s(e) fiasso would be the counterpart of Skt. yomsas, a sandhi-variant of
yah amsah (Sieg & Siegling 1953: 342 fn.13). She therefore interprets riasso (a mistake for
fidsso) as a nominative singular with the meaning of ‘part, portion’ (Malzahn 2007: 241).
She further links this word with TchB 7iassa, which is attested twice in THT1168 b4, and

"% In the document, wasatai is to be corrected in wds(s)atai (cf. lines a3 and a4 of the same text).

% Adams (DTB: 114), followed by Hartmann (2013: 326), interprets this noun as masculine (or
alternating) on the basis of the ghost attestation in AS4A a2 (see the main text above).

¥ On *-drio# > *-dya#, see Carling (2003: 93), Pinault (2008: 485), Peyrot (2012: 185) and §3.7.2.5.
Adams (DTB: 705) suggests that TchB sray is from nom.pl. *gerh.-yes, an ablaut variant of Gk. ypadg
‘old woman'’. However, Gk. ypads is rather from *greh.-iu- (GEW:1, 324; Beekes 2010: 285), and Adams’
acc.pl. *gerh.-uns cannot be the ancestor of the Tocharian obl.pl. srandm.

3 Peters (2004: 267) wants to put also TchB panto in the kantwo-type. On this noun and the
problematic nom.pl. pantari, see Malzahn (2011: 95 fn.31).
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analyses this form as an oblique singular of 7id@sso. The fragment is part of an avadana that
tells the Buddhist story of the merchant Anathapindika, who donates the Buddha a
beautiful garden. Line b4 reads ///kete pelkisi fidssa uppal fiaskem po fidssa sanai tinar sa
[...]%°//], and Malzahn’s translation is “... on his behalf, they demand blue lotus as a share
(fiassa). The entire share (7idssa) of one coin (obl.) this one (nom.sg.fem.) ...".

In defence of her analysis, she points out that THT1168 is more carefully written than
B547,'* and therefore argues that iasso is a mistaken form to be corrected in 7idsso.
Although a wrongly spelled vowel is possible in itself, I cannot agree with her in saying
that TchB 7iassa is the oblique singular of 7iasso, since 7idssa is better analysed as the
perlative singular of TchB 7iyas ‘desire’, which displays a clear development of 7iy- > 7i- in
initial position, otherwise attested in some other Classical Tocharian B documents (Peyrot
2008: 63-64; Ogihara 2012). Contrary to Malzahn (2007: 242 fn.22), who claims that it would
be unlikely to consider 7idssa as a perlative of 7iyas because this document does not show
“any eastern TB language features”, Ogihara (2012: 179) points out that the scribe who
copied this and other fragments belonging to the same avadana probably was a Classical-
Late Tocharian B speaker. Furthermore, the frequent figura etymologica riyassa ricisk- ‘to
seek with desire’ attested also in THT1168 b4 confirms this analysis. As a consequence, the
entire line should be translated as follows: “... To whom they seek with desire a blue lotus;
this one (nom.sg.f.) [seeks] with desire one gold coin ...” (cf. Peyrot 2008: 63-4 fn.61). 1
therefore agree with Ogihara and Peyrot in saying that there is no link between 7iasso in
Bs47 a2 and siassa in THT1168 bg: TchB fiasso (not Y7idsso) is to be considered a hapax
legomenon.

Ogihara (2009: 426-7, 2011: 135 fn.33) also discovered the new inflected form malo (in
THT2382.1 b2), which appears to be the nom.sg. of the already attested obl.sg. mala, a kind
of inebriating drink (= Skt. maireya- in THT103 bi; cf. also the derivative malatsai ‘+
drunkenness, related to malo’ in B241 ag [arch.]). This noun is now demonstrated to belong
to the kantwo-type (DTB: 482; cf. already Klaus T. Schmidt apud Tremblay 2005: 436).

Finally, a last noun that can be inserted into the kantwo-type is TchB patso ‘pollen,
stigma’."* It is a difficult word. From a synchronic point of view, it is attested several times
in the nom.pl. ptsasi (spelled once as pdtsarid in W38 as5): it occurs twice in the Berlin
collection (B497 b8 (ptsa)rid; B498 a8 ptsa(ii)), twice in the Paris collection (AS3B a3 and
bs ptsaii), and eleven times in the Weber series (W4 b1; W7 bg; Wig b2 and bs; W20 as;
W21 bg; W28 a6; Wag b1; W32 a5; W38 a5; W3g a3) . Quite remarkably, TchB ptsari is only
found in nominal phrases with the adjective kurkamdissi ‘pertaining to saffron (pl.)". The
rest of the paradigm is more difficult to be established, because all other inflected forms
are found in broken contexts. The nominative singular may be attested in the archaic

"9 For an interpretation of the final portion of the line, see Ogihara (2012: 178ff.) and Peyrot (2008:
63-4 fn.61).

> Some other misspellings are in fact attested in this document, e.g. monophthongisation of au
into o, cf. ondstrd for aunastrd in B547 a1. See Peyrot (2008: 53ff.).

"' See also Hartmann (2013: 70-1).
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document IT881 b2 (/// pdtso skwdisko ma///, “...pollen, barberry...///, cf. Michaél Peyrot
apud CETOM s.v.), while the oblique singular can be probably found in IT244 a3
(//lkektsemtsa || patsa tal///, “...on the body || pollen this...”)." We find an apparent
oblique plural patsam [pdtsan/ in IT305 at line a4 (malkwer patsam uppaldssana
witsakammpa kdrkos $atrempa ma swalle “milk is not to be drunk with pollens, lotus roots,
and sprouted grain”, cf. Thomas 1964: 72 fn.2), and a5 (patsam semestem kwrarak arkwariai
Sesuwermem ma malkwer yokalle “After having eaten pollens ..., the milk is not to be
drunk”). Filliozat (1948: 62), followed by Adams (DTB: 388), claims that the translation of
patsam as ‘pollens’ does not seem appropriate, but I do not see any problem with this
meaning (cf. Thomas 1964: 217; Sieg 1955: 70; Broomhead 1962: 1,20). Adams (DTB: 388)
further objects that “the difficulty of associating patsam [obl.pl.] with ptsarsi [nom.pl.] in a
single paradigm argues against the equation [of patsam as an inflected form of patso]”.

In other words, the claim by Adams is that we would expect ptsam* [p(a)tsan/ as the
obl.pl. of a noun of the kantwo-type. However, there are parallels contradicting this claim.
Indeed, nouns of the kantwo-type seem to have a contrast between nom.pl. -a# /-afi(a)/
and obl.pl. -am /-an/ in Tocharian B, showing that the observed accent is regular. A noun
that pairs well with patso is TchB tano ‘seed’, which has nom.pl. tanasi [tanafi(a)/ (cf.
tanai1T305 b3; tanani® Wi a6), obl.pl. tanam [tanan/ (PK DA M 5067.37 and .36 a36, a40).

Malzahn’s list (2011: 88) can now be amended to contain the following nouns:'*

Table 111.13. Nouns with nom.sg. -a, obl.sg. -0

TCHB NOUN GENDER OBL. SG. NOM. PL. OBL. PL. STEM TCHA
kantwo m. kantwa kantwari* kantwam™® kantwa- kdntu
‘tongue’
katso f. katsa katsari - katsa- kats

‘belly, stomach’

tano f. tana tanan tanam tana- -
‘seed of grain’
patso m. patsa p(a)tsari patsam - -
‘pollen, stigma’

malo f. mala - - mala- -
“tspirit, alcohol’

karyo* ? karya* kdryari - - kri (m.)
‘+viscera’

“* On the basis of the prevalent occurrence of TchB patso in agreement with the nom.pl.m.
kurkamdssi (Hartmann 2013: 215), I do not believe that the obl.sg.f. ta agrees with patsa in IT244 a3,
also because the word order clearly suggests that the demonstrative refers to a following word.
Moreover, ta/// occurs at the beginning of a broken line, where it may stand for obl.sg. ta(na) ‘seed
of grain’, among many other words.

" The list could of course become larger if for additional nouns the relevant forms are identified
in the texts. Other nouns that are not listed, but which could probably be listed here too, will be
discussed in the following paragraphs.
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kawo f kawa - - kawa- -
‘desire’

kaswo f kaswa* - - kaswa- -
‘skin disease’

tsaro f tsara - - - -
‘monastery’

laukito ? laukita™® - - - lokit
‘stranger’

nekito* ? nekita - - - -
‘tdestroyer’

suwo ? suwa - - s(uywa- -
‘pig

luwo alt. luwa lwasa lwasa lwa- lu
‘animal’

ayo alt. aya asta asta aya-; asta- ay
‘bone’

maiyya ~ -yo f maiyya maiyyana~  maiyyana ~ maiyya- -
‘strength’ maiyyari (?) maiyyam

3.7.1.2. Analysis of the nouns

This section is the central part of my discussion on the kantwo-type, in which I deal with
the diachronic evolution of all nouns identified in the previous paragraph. Because of its
etymology, TchB kantwo, A kdntu ‘tongue’ is the obvious choice to start our discussion.
Then, I will deal with four nouns that are supposed to go back to the PIE type in *-eh, > *-a
(TchB tano ‘seed of grain’; TchB karyo* ‘+viscera’; TchB katso, A kats ‘belly, stomach’; TchB
kaswo ‘skin disease’) and I will discuss the origin of malo ‘spirit, alcohol’. The outcome of
*-eh, in word-final and internal position will be outlined and examined. Furthermore, I
will discuss whether these nouns can go back to the same PIE inflectional type or if some
phonological and/or analogical changes have mixed up different inherited stem types.
Afterwards, I will deal with the remaining substantives. First, I will analyse the abstract
nouns kawo ‘desire’ and tsdaro ‘monastery, nunnery’, and investigate the origin of the suffix
TchB -to, A -t in TchB laukito, A lokit ‘stranger’, TchB nekito* ‘+destroyer’, and other agent
nouns. Then, I will analyse the faunal terms TchB suwo ‘pig’ and TchB luwo, A {u ‘animal’.
The last two nouns, TchB ayo, A ay ‘bone’ and TchB maiyya ‘strength’ will be treated
separately.

TchB kantwo, A kéntu ‘tongue’

The Tocharian word for ‘tongue’ has attracted the interest of many scholars, since it is the
only member of this class for which cognates are found in most of the Indo-European
languages. Before proceeding to the discussion ofits historical development, however, the
gender of the noun in both Tocharian languages must be clarified.
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In the singular, TchB kantwo is found in agreement with a masculine modifier (e.g. Bu18
b7 “arkwi (m.sg.) mésketdr-ne "kédmtwo “his tongue becomes white”). On the other hand,
the plural paradigm is not attested directly; however, the oblique plural kantwam®
/kéntwan/ can be easily inferred on the basis of the perlative plural colormessem
kdntwamtsa “with colormesse tongues” (AS17H a3). Although the meaning of colormessem
is unknown, it can be formally analysed as the obl.pL.m. of an adjective TchB colormesse*
in argreement with the perl.pl. kdntwamtsa (cf. also colormetse NSu b1; colormecce 1T823
az; colormemtsa B3s5 b2). This plural concord is not listed either in Hartmann (2013: 327)
or in Adams (DTB:147). They report the gender of the noun as masculine or alternating, but
I cannot agree with this analysis. Even if we did not have the plural agreement in AS17H,
TchB kantwo could not have been interpreted as an alternating noun in any case, because
it should then have had identical nominative and oblique plural forms (§2.4.1).

The gender of the Tocharian A equivalent, TchA kdntu, is more difficult to establish.
Hilmarsson (1996: 79) claims that we have only three agreement sets: TchA kdntu agrees
twice with a masculine modifier (Azoo a8; YQ Il.10 a8), and only once with a feminine
modifier (A57 a2), both in the singular. These contradictory environments led scholars to
lemmatise the noun as both masculine and feminine (e.g. Carling 2009:163; TEB §194). The
cases in the singular are given below (Hartmann 2013: 309-10):

A300 a8
napemsindm kantuyo
human:0BL.SG.M tongue:INSTR.SG.M

“with human tongue”.

YQ IL1o a8
wdrts knumts kéntu
broad:NOM.SG.M supple:NOM.SG.M tongue:NOM.SG.M

“the tongue is broad and supple”.

Ag7 a2
opal-yokam kantuyo
lotus-coloured:0BL.SG.(F ?) tongue:INSTR.SG.(F ?)

“with a lotus-coloured tongue” (cf. SSS §58 p.33)

The only plural attestation is the following:

A356 b2
triskas kantwasyo
?? tongue:PERL.PL

Let us start with the plural form. Hartmann (2013: 310) hesitantly gives the instrumental
plural kdntwasyo as agreeing with TchA triskas, which he interprets as a hapax legomenon
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of uncertain meaning and formation. However, another inflected form seems to be
attested in a broken passage of A375 a2 as triskam, which, if an adjective, could formally
be a feminine plural in agreement with patruk /// ‘skull(s)’ (likewise sss §174).** Otherwise,
TchA trisk* can be a noun with plural TchA -a7i| -as and loc.sg. triskam.* In view of these
inconclusive data, I agree with Sieg, Siegling & Schulze (Sss §58, p.33) in saying that TchA
triskas is too uncertain (“dunkel”) to be used for identifying the gender of kdntu.

Back to the singular paradigm, we see that, in the first two passages, TchA kdntu and
kdntuyo agree with the targets wdrts ‘broad’, knumts ‘supple’, and napemsindm ‘human’,
three adjectives inflected as masculine. Based on these nominal agreements, we should
therefore consider TchA kdntu a masculine noun. However, the problematic passage in
As7 a2 seems to contradict this analysis, since oppal-yokam ‘lotus-coloured’ is generally
interpreted as a feminine oblique singular. Hartmann (2013: 99f.) has correctly questioned
this analysis. He lists a range of cases where the adjectival compounds of the type
oppal-yok (literally ‘lotus-colour’ - ‘lotus-coloured’) take an obl.sg. TchA -am when they
refer to either masculine or feminine nouns.*® This leads to the conclusion that they are
not gender-differentiated and cannot therefore be used to identify the gender of a noun.

Since no substantives with an oblique plural in -as (cf. kdntwas-yo) can be interpreted
as alternating, it follows that TchA kdntu is definitely a masculine noun. This fits the Indo-
European comparative situation nicely: given the fact that Avestan, Balto-Slavic, and some
Old Irish and Breton formations point to the reconstruction of the noun as masculine in
Proto-Indo-European (cf. AIGR: 1.2, 492; EWAIA: I, 592), Tocharian seems to preserve the
original state of affairs.

After having determined that ‘tongue’ is masculine in both Tocharian languages, the
historical evolution of the noun is to be discussed. TchB kantwo, A kéntu can be traced
back to the familiar PIE word for ‘tongue’, PIE *dpng’ueh,-, through metathesis of *dpg"- >
*dnd"- (Ringe 1996: 45f,; Pinault 2008: 428). The singular paradigm nom. -0, obl. -a has given
rise to debate, insofar the outcome of *-(e)h, is concerned. For this reason, it is best to start
the diachronic analysis of the kantwo-type with this noun. I will first deal with the origin
of the nom.sg. -0, and then with the obl.sg. -a.

In order to explain the nominative singular -o, three different proposals have been
made:

" On the correct meaning of patruk, see now Malzahn (2014: 91f.).

"5 For the two forms discussed, no certain etymology has been proposed. Poucha (1955:133) is the
only one who suggests a link with the verb TchA trdyk- ‘be confused, faint’.

1 do not think that compounds of the type oppal-yok* can be interpreted as a
“Karmadharayabildungen”’, as Hartmann seems to argue. These compounds are evidently of the
Bahuvrihi-type, as demonstrated also by the most prominent member of this type of compounds,
TchB ysa-yok, TchA wsa-yok ‘gold-coloured’, calque from the Sanskrit Bahuvrihi suvarna-ripa-
(Pinault 2008: 562).
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(1) Asigmatic nominative singular, PIE *-eh,, which regularly yielded PTch *-d >
TchB -0. Accordingly, the nom.sg. can be reconstructed as PIE *dng"ueh, > PTch
*kontwd > TchB kantwo (Hilmarsson 1986: 18; Pinault 2008: 428);

(2) Sigmatic nominative singular, so that TchB -o is the outcome of a Pre-PTch form
with final *-@s (< PIE *-eh,-s), which yielded *-d(s) before the loss of final *-s. Thus,
PIE *dpg'ueh.s > *kontwds > PTch *kantwd > TchB kantwo (Peters 1991; Kim 2009;
Malzahn 2011), while PIE *-eh, > PTch *-q;

(3) TchB kantwo does not derive from PIE *dng"ueh, directly, but rather from a nasal-
extended variant. The new nominative singular *-on first became *-6(n) and then
TchB -0 (Adams 1988a: 13-14, 2015: 177).

The reason why Adams reconstructs TchB kantwo as an old on-stem (hypothesis 3) is
twofold. To begin with, he argues that PIE *e#, first became PTch *a and then TchAB a, in
both internal and final positions; however, if PIE *-eh,- was in the proximity of an
etymological nasal, the sequence *-e,N(-) should have given PTch *-oN(-), through
rounding of the vowel (Adams 1988: 20). As a consequence, reconstructing a nom.sg. PIE
*dng'ueh,, acc.sg. *dpg'ueh,-m as the ancestors of TchB nom.sg. kantwo, oblsg. kantwa
would make no sense according to Adams’ assumptions, since a paradigm with nom.sg.
**kantwa, obl.sg. **kantwo is expected (i.e. exactly the opposite of the attested forms).

Second, he claims that, within Indo-European, Tocharian is most closely related to
Germanic. One of the similarities singled out by Adams would include the extension of
n-stems in both these Indo-European branches (Adams 1984). The same extension would
have affected also TchB kantwo, A kdntu, which has a nom.pl. -7i < PIE *-n-es. As a
consequence, he claims that TchB kantwo mirrors Goth. tuggo (< PGerm. *tungon-, Ringe
2006: 81; Kroonen 2013: 526), as both reflecting PIE *dpg"udn or PIE *dpg'ueh,on (Adams
2015:177).

These reconstructions are questionable. Indeed, there is no evidence that Tocharian
had a Germanic-like distinction between strong and weak inflection (Jasanoff 2018; Fellner
2013: 20; Pinault 2008: 4781.). Furthermore, it is today agreed that PIE *-eh,- did not develop
into PTch *-a-, but rather into PTch *d@ > TchB o, TchA q, o (cf. e.g. PIE *b"réh,-tér > TchB
procer, A pracar ‘brother’; PIE *uéh,stu > TchB ost, A wast ‘house’).

On the other hand, the development of *-e4, in word-final position is still debated. This
diachronic matter is behind the two remaining explanations on the origin of the
nom.sg. -o. In order to assess these opposite theories, we must now look at the
reconstructed inflection of this noun in Proto-Indo-European.

As pointed out above, the word for ‘tongue’ is attested in several Indo-European
languages, though it has often been subject to various irregular and analogical changes:
the initial /- in Lat. lingua (cf. also the regular OLat. dingua), Lith. liezivis, and Arm. lezu
has been influenced by the outcomes of the PIE root */ejg"- ‘to lick’ (LIv*: 404; Olsen 1999:
67); in Sanskrit, we find a feminine a-stem, Ved. jikvd-, with -a- extended throughout the
whole paradigm, alongside with a feminine i-stem juhzﬁ- (EWAIA: I, 591; Pisani 1954: 143f.);
in Old Persian and Germanic, it became an n-stem, cf. OP hazan-, acc. hazanam (Skjeerve
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2007: 886), and PGerm. *tungon (Ringe 2006: 81f.; Kroonen 2013: 526-7); OPr. insuwis and
OCS jezyks display loss of initial *d- before syllabic nasal and resuffixation with *-ks in
Slavic (Derksen 2015: 285); finally, in Celtic this noun became a t-stem, PCelt.
*tangwat- (Matasovi¢ 2009: 368).'" Among all these cognate formations, only Av.
hizuua- ‘tongue’ helps us to reconstruct the PIE inflectional type of this word. It is therefore
worthwhile to have a closer look at the attested paradigm of Av. hizuua-** acc.sg. YAv.
hizuugm (< PIE *-yéh,-m), gen.sg. OAv. hizuuo (< PIE *-uh,-és), instr.sg. OAv. hizuua (YAv.
hizuua) ‘with the tongue’ (< PIE *-uh,-éh,) (Beekes 1985: 30ff.; EWAIA: I, 501f,; Martinez & de
Vaan 2014: 60).'*

This paradigm points to the reconstruction of a hysterodynamic type for Proto-Indo-
European, with ablauting suffix *-éa,-/*-h,- (Kuiper 1942: 15; Peters 1991: 242):

Table 11.14. PIE hysterodynamic paradigm of *dpg"uéh.-

CASE R S E ‘TONGUE’
nom.sg. - é - *dng'uéh.(-)
gen.sg. - - é *dng'uh.-és
acc.sg. - é - *dpg'uéh,-m

"7 The main work on the evolution of the Celtic word for ‘tongue’ is Widmer (1997). He shows that
nouns that originally belonged to other stems adopt inflectional patterns of the -stems for different
reasons. As far as the word for ‘tongue’ is concerned, he argues that PCelt. *tangua- has been
remodelled as a #-stem (PCelt. *tanguat-) because the regular outcome of the paradigm of this
hysterodynamic noun would have created a unique and isolated inflection in Celtic. Widmer’s
theory implies that the original sigmatic nom.sg. *fanguas has been analogically influenced by the
nom.sg. *-V-s of the t-stem (< PIE *-Vt-s). This view was accepted by some scholars (e.g. Matasovi¢
2009), but there may be some problems of relative chronology. First, the reconstruction of a
sigmatic nom.sg. for PIE *dpng"ueh.- is not ascertained (see below the discussion on the main text).
Second, in Proto-Celtic the t-stems were still not a productive morphological class (Vijunas 2009).
One could draw an optimistic view according to which this trend of attracting nouns from various
classes to t-stems was only occasional in Proto-Celtic, but it became even more productive later,
especially in Irish. However, the list of t-stems with a long vowel before the consonant, i.e. with
nom.sg. *-V(t)-s, includes only few substantives (Pedersen 1913: 101f. listed only 8 nouns), and for
many of them a Proto-Celtic reconstruction is impossible. Indeed, they are not listed in Matasovi¢’s
dictionary (2009). As a consequence, the transition of the PCelt. word for ‘tongue’ from an a-stem
to a t-stem has happened in a stage in which the nouns with ¢-inflection were just a few, especially
those with nom. sg. *-Vs. I therefore do not believe that the Proto-Celtic word for ‘tongue’ developed
a t-inflection due to its sigmatic nominative singular.

“* For the evolution of PIE *dpg"yeh.- in Indo-Iranian, see EWAIA: I, 591-3 and now Lipp (2009: 1,
188f.), who reconstructs the following transitional stages: IIr. */ij'uaH- > Plr. *dzidzwa > *[zidzwa]
(dissimilation) > *[sidzwa] > OAv. hizuua-. See also de Vaan (2011: 6).

"9 On Av. hizi- and the instrumental plural OAv. hizubis, see further Benveniste (1954: 30f.),
Kuiper (1942: 16; 1978: 12ff.), and Peters (1991: 243).
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Actually, the nominative singular of the Avestan word is more difficult to reconstruct,
since it is only attested in compounds. I found the following attestations: *° Av.
hizuud.uxdai§ ‘parole prononcée par la langue’ (Y. 183 Y. 47.2; Y. 513), OAw.
hizuud.auuarato ‘prisonnier de la langue’ (Y. 451), YAv. hito.hizuud ‘dont la langue est
liée™" (Y. 65.9). The interpretation of Av. hizuua® as the first member of the compound is
disputed in both the linguistic and the philological analysis. For this reason, the two
modern editions of the Gathas (Kellens & Pirart 1988-1991 and Humbach 1991) have
different readings: on the one hand, Kellens & Pirart have hizuua® because it is
“massivement imposé par la tradition manuscrite”; on the other hand, Humbach does not
analyse the Old Avestan forms as compounds, emending hizuud as an instrumental
singular from hizii-. Humbach argues that the variant hizuud uxdais “by thought (voiced)
by one’s tongue” is due to corruption, because final -a@ of hizuua would have been
assimilated to the initial u- of uxdais, due to the oral transmission of the text. In a similar
way, the great majority of the manuscripts read hizuua for the sequence draguua hizuua
auuarato “the deceitful one, invited by one’s tongue” (Y 45.1.), which, according to
Humbach (1991:165), has facilitated the writing variant with -uuda.

Although Kellens & Pirart maintain the reading with hizuud, they state that - is an
“absurd terminaison”, explaining the final vowel as a peculiarity of this word in the
internal compound boundary.®* As a matter of fact, hizuud- and hizuud- alternate
frequently in the manuscripts, but the variant hizuua® is considered a bizarre form by
almost all experts of Avestan (cf. already Kuiper 1978: 16, who argued that readings with
hizuud® must be corruptions for hizuua-).'s?

The nom.sg. YAv. hito.hizuua (Y. 65. 9) is even more difficult to analyse. On the basis of
this form, Peters (1991) and Widmer (1997), followed by Malzahn (2011), reconstruct a
sigmatic nominative singular PIE *dpg'uéh,-s: indeed, from a diachronic point of view,
only a final sequence PIr. *-s (< *-eh,-s) turned into Av. -@, while PIr. *-a (< *-eh,) yielded
Av. -a.** However, I believe that YAv. hitd.hizuud is not sufficient evidence for arguing that

*° The translations presented follow Kellens & Pirart (1988-1994). On the compound hizuuarana
‘by moving the tongue’ (Yt. 5.6), Oettinger (1983: 187-88), who reconstructs *hizuua-arna- ‘by a
tongue movement'.

** This compound is usually translated as ‘having a bound tongue’. For a new translation of
hito.hizuua- ‘dont la langue est liée’, see Kellens (2009: 333).

' For different proposals on the interpretation of hizuua.auuarata-, see Kuiper (1978: 12ff),
Kellens & Pirart (1991:187f.), and Kellens (1994: 60-61).

' See Pirart (1986: 188) for the distribution of the variants. See also Skjeerve (2007: 886), who puts
a question mark after a hypothetical nominative singular attestation of hizuua-.

5*It seems to me that the supporters of the reconstruction of a sigmatic nom.sg. come from the
School of Vienna, where they certainly attained Professor Jochem Schindler’s classes. Indeed,
Malzahn, Peters, and Widmer all studied and/or teach(ed) at the University of Vienna. Furthermore,
in EwAIA under the etymological discussion of Skt. jihva-, Mayrhofer refers to Schindler's
reconstruction of Av. hizuua < PIE *dyghyéhzs. However, as far as I know, Schindler has never
discussed this reconstructed form in his publications.



120 CHAPTER THREE

the PIE nominative singular was sigmatic, because the nominative singular of hizuua-
never occurs as an independent word and is only attested in compounds.’® Furthermore,
in the Frahang i oim, an Avestan-Pahlavi glossary, the gloss of Pahl. uzwan ‘tongue’ is Av.
hizuua (nom.sg.), not hizuua (EWAIA: 1, 591; Reichelt 1900: 187). However, the dictionary
entry cannot be considered as probative evidence, since it could have been based on other
inflected forms.

For all the aforementioned reasons, we do not have sufficient evidence in support of
the reconstruction of a sigmatic nom.sg. for the PIE word *dng"uéh.-; 1 therefore see no
strong comparative evidence for claiming that the nom.sg. -o of TchB kantwo is to be
traced back to a sigmatic nom.sg. *-e,-s (cf. also Hilmarsson 1986; Pinault 2008: 428, 286,
2012: 189 fn.48).156 In any case, I assume that both PIE *-ef, and *-eh,-s would have turned
into *-d in Proto-Tocharian (see §4.3.4.4).

As the nominative, also the oblique singular TchB -a has given rise to controversy.
Scholars usually argued that the obl.sg. -a has been influenced by the *on-stems, so that
TchB -a would be the outcome of either the obl.sg. PTch *-an < acc. sg. *-on-m (Adams
1988a: 13-4; Hilmarsson 1986: 18) or the late gen.sg. PTch. *-anse, resegmented as -a-nse
(Pinault 2008: 486f.).

On this issue, Malzahn (2011: 96f.) has now proposed a different explanation. Following
the teachings of the late Schindler, she reconstructs the acc.sg. of the PIE word for ‘tongue’
as *-eh,-m (with syllabic nasal), and therefore suggests a sound law “Very Early pre-PT

% If one compares Av. hizuud- with Ved. jihva-, some issues related to both the inflection and the
gender of the IIr. noun come to light. Indeed, Av. hizuua- is a masculine, while Ved. jihva- is a
feminine. Moreover, the Indian word does not attest a sigmatic nominative singular. The relevant
problems that the comparison between the two cognate forms highlights are: (1) the mismatching
gender of the nouns; (2) the different shape of the nominative singular. Lipp (2009: 1, 188-90)
reconstructs a masculine noun with asigmatic nominative singular PIE *dpg"uéh., which yielded Ir.
*/i/'ud. In Indian, the word has been reinterpreted as a feminine G-stem, since the members of the
a-inflection were only feminine since the Vedic period (Lazzeroni1997: 193-205). On the other hand,
if final -@ in YAv. hizuua is not due to compounding, one may wonder whether the masculine
gender of the noun has hindered its inclusion into the feminine a-stems, while the nom.sg. has
become sigmatic under the pressure of original root nouns ending with a vowel, like xa f. ‘well’, °sta
‘standing’, pantd m. ‘path’, mazdd m. ‘Mazda’ (Skt. medha- f. ‘wisdom’ < Ilr. *mas-d"aH- < PIE
*mps-d'eh,). One could also be tempted to say that the alternation between -uud and -uud in the
manuscripts partly mirrors this development. But this is speculative.

' Malzahn (2011: 89) claims that one would like to derive the nom.sg. -a of the Tocharian B
feminine “thematic” adjectives from a non-ablauting PIE *eh.-stem. However, the ending of these
Tocharian adjectives is not -a, but rather 2, which cannot be reconciliated with *-eA. > *-a. Indeed,
according to Malzahn’s explanation, the expected Tocharian B outcome of the PIE adjective in
*-reh, should have been TchB **-ra, but the attested form is rather TchB -rya. Her claim cannot
therefore be considered as a real counterargument against the evolution of PIE *-eA, > TchB -o. I will
discuss more thoroughly the evolution of PIE *-eA, in word-final position in other sections of this
chapter. For a discussion about the evolution of the feminine inflection in the Tocharian adjective,
see §4.3.4.4.
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*-ah,m > Later pre-PT *-d@m”. I find this sound law very hard to accept. First, it is not
falsifiable, because there are no Tocharian parallels that may testify it. Second, even if we
reconstructed a syllabic acc.sg. *-m, I do not understand what the exact phonetic
condition was for causing the loss of the laryngeal in the sequence *-eh,-m > *-aH-m
(perhaps through *-aH-am?) > *-dm.

Klingenschmitt (1994: 393), followed by Kim (2009: 79), argues that the obl.sg. -a is
from the zero grade *-A,-, which was not characteristic of the accusative singular in the
hysterodynamic type. This implies that the obl.sg. -a is to be traced back to the weak stem.
Pinault (2008: 483-4) questioned this reconstruction, since it would not be coherent with
the general development of the Tocharian oblique, which mostly mirrors the PIE
accusative. He correctly points out that, in several inflectional types of Tocharian, the
nominative and the accusative must have coalesced in the singular “en raison des lois
phonétiques des finales”. The same development must be assumed also for the paradigm
of kantwo: both nominative and accusative should have merged in *kantwa < *gnd"ueh,(m)
in Proto-Tocharian, while the gen.sg. *gnd"uh,-és should have yielded *kantwa. This
*koantwa can be the direct ancestor of TchB kantwa /kéntwa/, A kéntu (cf. TchA °kdntwa-si
‘related to tongue or language’, Carling 2009:163).

As a matter of fact, this is not an isolated trend of development, since there are other
Tocharian obl.sg. endings that cannot go back to the PIE accusative. As pointed out in
§3.5.1.2, the contrast between nom.sg. -(*)a vs. obl.sg. -(*)o in the $ana-type mirrors the
ablauting alternation between strong and weak stem of the suffix *-(i)A,, *-({)eh.-. In
addition, Peyrot (2012) has recently identified indisputable correspondences between the
TchB oblsg. -ai and the TchA gen.(-dat.) sg. -e and has highlighted the fact that the
Tocharian B feminine adjectives (with obl.sg. -ai) do not attest genitive singular forms.
This clear piece of evidence allows us to support the reconstruction of a dative (or locative)
PIE *-(e)h,-(e)i as the ancestor of the obl.sg. TchB -ai (Pedersen 1941: 53, see further §3.7.2.
and 4.3.3.). Also, the obl.sg. forms of the kinship terms in PIE *-ter- of the type TchB patir
‘father’, matdr ‘mother’, protdr ‘brother’ cannot be derived from the acc.sg. PIE *-tér-m,
which was expected to have yielded **-cdr, but it is instead the outcome of the zero grade
stem of the gen.sg. *-tr-és > PTch *t7a > TchB -trd ~ -tdr (cf. Lat. patrem vs. Gk. matépa).

Back to the obl.sg. TchB kantwa, I believe that, after the formal confusion between the
nominative and the oblique in the paradigm of the singular (both resulting in *-d in
Proto-Tocharian), Tocharian B has acquired a new obl.sg. *-a, which is itself the regular
outcome of the weak stem of the hysterodynamic paradigm (probably of the gen.sg. PIE
*-h,-€s).5"

All things considered, the diachronic evolution of the paradigm of TchB kantwo, A
kéintu ‘tongue’ can be schematised as follows:*

7 Unfortunately, this analysis cannot be confirmed by Tocharian A, where the Proto-Tocharian
nonhigh vowels disappeared in word-final position.

** There is some hesitation in the gen.sg. of Tocharian A. Carling (2009: 130) indicates two
variants, TchA kdntwis and TchA kdntwes, both attested in Agoo (at lines b1 and b3 respectively).
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Table 11.15. Evolution of the singular paradigm of TchB kantwo, TchA kantu

PIE PRE-PTCH PTCH TCHB TCHA
NOM. | *dpg'uéh,  >*dnd'uas > Fhontwa > *kantwad > | NOM. | kantwo kantu
ACC. | *dpd'uéh.m >*dpd'uam > “kontwd > *kantwa > | OBL. | kantwa kantu

GEN. | *dpg'uh-és >*gpd'uds > Fkontwa  >> *kontwanse(?) > | GEN. | kdntwantse kintwis
TchB karyo* ‘viscera (?)’, A kri ‘will’

Besides TchB kantwo, another noun with clear etymological comparanda is TchB karyo*
‘tviscera’, A kri ‘will, desire’. Since Sapir (1936: 263), TchA kri has been connected to the
familiar PIE word for ‘heart’, as represented by e.g. Skt. Ajd-, OAv. zarad-, Gk. xijp, Lat. cor
(gen. cordis), etc. In fact, a Proto-Tocharian singular paradigm nom.sg. *karyd, obl.sg.
*korya would fit well from both a Tocharian and an Indo-European comparative
perspective (Hilmarsson 1996: 100). We can therefore posit PIE *krdjeh, as the ancestor of
TchB karyo*, A kri (cf. Gk. xapdia, Hom. Gk. xpadiv but also the stem Hitt. kard(i)-, Olr.
cride and Skt. hfdaya-, Av. zaradaiia-).

TchB kaswo ‘leprosy’, TchB katso, A kats ‘abdomen, belly’, and TchB patso ‘pollen,
stigma’

Asregards TchB kaswo and TchB katso, A kats, I believe no certain etymologies have been
proposed so far.

Hilmarsson (1996: 107) relates TchB kdswo to PGerm. *haswa- ‘grey’ (cf. ON hgss, OE
haso, MHG heswe ‘pale, dull’; cf. further PGerm. *hasan-, *hazan- > ON heri ‘hare’, OE hara
id., OHG haso ‘id., MDu. has ‘id.) both from PIE *kh,es- ‘grey; hare’ (cf. also Lat. canus
‘grey, ashen, old’ < *kas-no-; Ved. $asa- ‘rabbit, hare’, Khot. saha- ‘id’ < *kas-o-, etc.) followed

This fragment is part of the Maitreyasamiti. Parallels from the Old Uyghur Maitrisimit can be
identified: A300 a5 can match Hami 21.5v9-12 (Geng et al. 1998: 33 and go; Michaél Peyrot p.c.), while
A300 a7 can match Mainz 973.r2-4 (Tekin 1980: 179-80). See Laut & Wilkens (2017: 184-5 and 385).
These documents belong to Chapter 21 of the Maitrisimit. As far I can see, a Uyghur parallel of line
b3 is missing. However, the fact that two variants of a genitive form are attested just in the same
fragment is very suspicious, and TchA kdntwes is actually written kdatwes: b3 siii kdtwes mdtkont
prakte ypamtdr karunik. This line may refer to tortures and penances the penitents suffered in one
of the eight hells. Thus, TchA kdtwes may be interpreted as an obl.pl. of kdtwe*, which has been
translated by Hilmarsson (1996: 114) with ‘deception’ or ‘sin’, and the line may be translated as
follows: “we make penance to ourselves, to our own sins”. As a consequence, I do not consider this
kdtwes as a miswritten genitive singular form of TchA kdntu ‘tongue’. See further Malzahn (2010:

553).



GENDER IN THE NOUN INFLECTION |123

by *-uo-. If so, the ancestor of TchB kaswo would be *kas-ueh, (cf. also Hackstein 2003:
84).°

Another possibility is to connect ka@swo with PIE *kes-/ *lésey- ‘to comb, scratch’, but the
vocalism of the root and the lack of palatalisation in Tocharian would be difficult to
explain. Following Van Windekens (1976: 625), Tremblay (2005: 441) proposes a loanword
from an unattested Khotanese word *kasva- < Olran. *kasu-uis- ‘+ bubonic’, otherwise
attested only in Av. kasuui$-. However, the isolation of this word in Iranian urges
caution.”® Since the last two possibilities are too uncertain, I will focus on Hilmarsson’s
derivation of TchB kdswo from the PIE root for ‘grey’.

TchB kaswo is attested four times: twice as a nominative TchB kaswo (IT305 bs; THT1111
b3), once as a perlative TchB kaswasa (B282 a4 [arch.]), and once in the derivate kaswatse
‘leprous’ (IT305 a6). According to Filliozat (1948: 561f.), the fragment IT305 is a Tocharian
reworking of passages from the Satrasthana, the first book of the Ayurvedic
Carakasamhita. At line b6, TchB kaswo matches Skt. kustha, the Sanskrit technical term
referring to skin disease in general, and to leprosy in particular (Emmerick 1984: 96f.).
Moreover, the derived adjective TchB kaswatse is the translation of Skt. kusthin- ‘suffering
from kustha, leprous’. On the contrary, B282 is not a medical fragment, but a poetic
composition (Skt. kavya-), where we find the following passage: saisse se klesanmassai
wdmyu rdskre kaswasa, “this world is harshly covered by the leprosy of klesas” (ag).

The last document to be discussed (THT1111) may confirm the translation of TchB
kaswo ‘leprosy’ and may suggest some new etymological arguments. The passage in
question is from the Tocharian Karmavdacana, of which several fragments are Sanskrit-
Tocharian bilinguals.” At line b3, we find a list of diseases: no ern(k)wetse tom te
Y(dknetsana teka)nm(a) kostd kaswo pistrd ksai apasmar, “now there are such diseases of
aman: kostd, kaswo, pistra, ksai, apasmar” (cf. Schmidt 2018: 74; Tamai 2014: 378). Although
an internal Sanskrit parallel for this passage is missing,® TchB kost is clearly borrowed
from Skt. kustha- ‘leprosy’. One may therefore wonder whether we have a sequence of
apparent synonyms, i.e. kostd and kaswo. However, following Schmidt (1986: 68-70, 2018:
74), we can interpret these two terms as different types of leprosy: the former would be the
‘black disease’, while the latter would be the ‘white disease’, a distinction that mirrors the
modern one between lepromatous (black) and tuberculoid (white) leprosy. This
identification is further confirmed by a specific section of the Sanskrit Karmavacana that
is about the rite of ascetic vetting thanks to which a candidate enters the community (Skt.

' This etymology seems to be accepted also by Malzahn (2011: 99), who says that the Tocharian
word may go back to an old plural form denoting ‘the grey ones'.

‘% For the etymology of the Avestan term and dubious Indo-European cognate forms, see Kellens
(1974: 367-8) and Humbach (1974: 92).

‘ For an overall overview of all known Tocharian Karmavicana materials, see Ogihara (2013:
325-6). For the edition and the translation of the texts, see Schmidt (1986; 2018), Tamai (2014), and
Ogihara (2013), who has also discovered some new fragments.

' The Sanskrit parallel of THTu is attested in THT116, a fragmentarily preserved document in
which the list of diseases is missing, due to the damaged condition of the fragment.
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upasampada ‘ordination’) and in particular with the so-called Befragung im Geheimen
(Hértel 1956: 77ff.). In this section, the Unterweiser im Geheimen explains one of the
obstacles that may prevent the admission of the candidate: the diseases. Those which
occur in both Sanskrit and Tocharian are (Schmidt 2018: 103): epilepsy (Skt. apasmara- =
TchB apasmar), tuberculosis (Skt. ksaya- = TchB ksai), goiter (Skt. ganda- = TchB pistrd ?),
leprosy (Skt. kustha- = TchB kostd and Skt. kilasa- = TchB kaswo). According to Sayana, a
medieval commentator of the Ayurveda, Skt. kilasa- is ‘white leprosy’. This view is partly
shared by Emmerick (1984: 96), who concludes that kilasa- must have meant a “disorder
of the coloration of the skin characterised by whiteness”, although it is unclear whether it
denoted the same skin disease already in the Ayurvedic medicine. Now, given the fact that
TchB kost corresponds to ‘black leprosy’, and TchB kaswo to ‘white leprosy’, I think that
the etymological connection proposed by Hilmarsson with PIE *kh,es- ‘grey, whiteness’ is
correct. The derivational and semantic developments are as follows: *kh,s-uo- ‘having
whiteness’ - *k/hzs-ye-/z2 ‘mass of whiteness’ > PTch *kaswd > TchB kaswo ‘white leprosy;
skin disease’.

The etymology of TchB kdtso, A kats ‘stomach, belly® is equally disputed. Pinault
(1991: 186) suggests a connection with Gk. xaté ‘down’, Hitt. kattan ‘below’, and further
argues that the Tocharian word is the outcome of an animate derivative of the PIE adverb
*kati, PIE *kati-eh,. The semantic evolution would have been ‘below’ » ‘what is below’ -
‘stomach’.

Adams (DTB: 165) puts forward another hypothesis, connecting the Tocharian word
with PIE *g"o¢- ‘belly’, with alleged cognates in Germanic (e.g. Goth. gipus ‘stomach, belly’)
and probably in Latin (Lat. botilus ‘sausage’). This form would be suffixed in *-jon or in
*-jeh,. In IEW: 481, PIE *g"et- is said to mean ‘swelling, rotundity’, but from the point of view
of the lexical typology it is quite preferable to state that the root meant ‘stomach, belly’
already in the proto-language. Indeed, in a diachronic approach to lexical typology, a
general diachronic trend from a concrete to an abstract meaning can be fixed.
Furthermore, the continuants of this root mean precisely ‘stomach, belly’, e.g. PGerm.
*k"ipu- > Goth. qipus ‘stomach, womb’, Olcel. kvidr ‘belly, womb’ (and kvidugr ‘pregnant’),
Anglo-Saxon cwida ‘womb’, OHG quiti ‘vulva’, etc. From a formal perspective, Adams
reconstructs the protoform from which TchB katso, A kats derives with lengthened o-grade
of the root. The o-grade is perhaps attested also in Lat. botilus ‘cumb, sausage’ (loanword
from an Italic language, where the PIE labiovelars developed into labial stops, Weiss 2009:

‘% TchA kdts seems to have a slightly different meaning, namely ‘womb’ (Peyrot 2012: 207 fn.32). If
so, we have a case of asymmetry in overt marking: ‘womb’ is expressed by an overtly marked term
on the basis of ‘belly/stomach’, but not vice versa. This assumption can find some confirmation in
the semantic evolution of terms of the same meaning in some other languages. For example, Ved.
uddra ‘belly’ > Old Gujarati loc.sg. uyari ‘womb’; Prakrit petta-, pitta- ‘belly’ > Sindhi petu ‘belly,
womb, foetus’.
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473 fn.45), so that one could also say that PIE *g”6¢- derives from PIE *g”et- through both
qualitative and quantitative ablaut. But many details are unclear.**

Finally, Hilmarsson (1996:112) connects TchB katso, A kdts ‘belly, womb’ with the hapax
legomenon TchA kac* ‘skin’ (A147 b4 y(p)es(umts)enam kacyo epunt ysitstseyam lmont
“sitting on a couch, covered with the skin of a leopardess”, cf. Carling 2009: 109), with
possible cognates in Lat. cutis ‘skin’, ON Aud ‘id.’, OHG hit ‘id., Lith. kidutas ‘shell, rind,
peel’, etc. If so, TchB katso, A kats could be from PIE *kuH-ti-eh, > *k"atsa > PTch *katsa,
with delabialisation of *k” > *k before a consonant (Hilmarsson 1985b; Kim 1999: 158 fn.
42).

The origin of TchB patso ‘pollen; stigma’ is also unknown. Adams (DTB: 388) is the only
one who has proposed an etymology, reconstructing *6"ed"-ieh, from *b"ed"- ‘to stick’ (cf.
OCS bodls ‘punctured, spine of plant’; for the semantic development, Gk. otiyua from
otilw ‘to mark’).

TchB tano ‘seed of grain’ and TchB malo ‘+inebriating drink’

Another noun of the kantwo-type is usually considered to go back to the same PIE
inflectional type of kantwo, i.e. TchB tano ‘seed of grain’. Two different etymological
analyses have been proposed so far: (1) TchB tano goes back to PIE *d*oH-neh, ‘grain’ (>
the plurale tantum Skt. dhanah ‘grain’, Khot. dand- id., Manichean Sogd. &’n ‘id., Lith.
diuona ‘bread’, Latv. dudéna ‘slice of bread, heel of a loaf; Kortlandt 2013: 96 suggests a
derivation from the zero grade *d"h,nd, with vocalisation of the laryngeal)® or (2) it is a
loanword from either Indian or Iranian.*® The former hypothesis has no problems from a
phonological point of view; it is sustained by e.g. Adams (DTB: 303) and Pinault (2008:
486).7

Recently, Peyrot (2018: 258f.) has supported the latter hypothesis, since he claims that
TchB tano has been borrowed from Iranian *dana-. There are two indications that may
substantiate this analysis. On the one hand, the semantic resemblance between TchB tano
and Khot. dana- as both referring to single seeds that may be counted one by one is
admittedly remarkable; on the other hand, Peyrot reveals that the Baltic forms have some
semantic problems if derived from PIE *d"oH-neh, ‘grain’ (see Peyrot 2018: 259-60 for these
problems and for etymological suggestions). If Baltic must be removed from the list of

"% According to NIL: 185ff.,, Germanic is to be connected with *g"ieh,- ‘to live’. Kroonen (2013: 319)
reconstructs PGerm *kwepu-, considering the derivation from PIE *¢"iA;-i- conjectural. See also
Mallory & Adams (2006: 185-6).

' Cf. also the Young Avestan compound dano.kars(a)- ‘grain-carrying’, where the 6-vocalism of
dano® does not necessarily indicate that it is a masculine a-stem (Malandra 2002: 229f.; EWAIA: I,
787)-

% See Klingenschmitt (1994: 394 fn. 136).

71 think there is no reason for claiming that the final -o of TchB tano should reflect an original
plural *-eh.-es (Peters 1991: 243, followed by Malzahn 2011: 98).
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comparanda, the peculiar distribution of the term strongly suggests that Tocharian
borrowed from Iranian.

There is, however, a serious problem with this analysis. Indeed, TchB tano belongs to
a non-productive class of nouns, where borrowed items are not expected. Peyrot adduces
TchB twarkaro ‘ginger’ (« Khot. ttumgare ‘id.’; see Bailey 1937) as an example of Iranian
loanwords inserted into genuine Tocharian inflectional classes (the so-called
arsaklo-type). However, this class is more productive than the kantwo-type and its
productivity can be easily reconstructed for Proto-Tocharian as well (see §3.7.2).

Still, I believe that the problem of the inflectional class of TchB tano can be solved,
because another loanword can now be included into the kantwo-type. It is TchB malo ‘+
alcohol, spirit’ (obl.sg. -a, see Ogihara 2011: 135). Since Bailey (1959: 131), a foreign origin of
this term has been suggested: it has been connected with YAv. madu- ‘Beerenwein’, Sogd.
mdw ‘wine’, Khot. mau- ‘intoxicant drink’ (cf. Skt. mddhu- ‘sweet, sweet drink’, EWAIA: I,
302-3). As Adams (DTB: 483) pointed out, TchB malo must derive from an Iranian variety
where *-d- became -/-. Therefore, Winter (1971: 152) connected this word with Bctr. poAo
‘wine’ < *malu- < *madu-. As one can see, however, the vocalism of Bctr. poio /mul/
deviates from that of TchB malo /malo/. The Bactrian vowel is the outcome of u-affection
of an original *-a- (in labial environment), which results in a back, rounded vowel Bctr. -o-
(Gholami 2014: 65). Since the class to which TchB malo belongs testifies its old acquisition,
one may claim that Tocharian borrowed this word before u-umlaut took place in Bactrian.

To conclude, we can say that both TchB tano ‘seed of grain’ and TchB malo ‘spirit,
alcohol’ are loanwords from Iranian.

If we look at the gender of the nouns just discussed, we notice that TchB kantwo, A kéntu
‘tongue’ and TchB patso ‘pollen, stigma’ are the only certain masculine nouns, while four
of the last five substantives are feminine (TchB tano ‘grain’, TchB malo ‘alcohol’, kaswo
‘leprosy’, katso ‘belly, abdomen’). The gender of TchB karyo* is unknown, but its equivalent
TchA kri is masculine (Carling 2009: 172). The interpretation of this evidence is crucial to
the historical analysis of the obl. sg. -a. In my view, two possibilities can be envisaged.

If one interprets the feminine gender of TchB kd@swo and katso (but cf. the masculines
TchA kri and TchB patso) as due to their derivation from non-ablauting *eh,-stems, then
the obl.sg. -a must be secondary. If so, this may have been analogically created after TchB
kantwa;, in order to disambiguate the nominative from the oblique singular (both ending
in *-d). This explanation would work formally fine for TchB kaswo (final -wo in both
nouns).

Otherwise, one could be tempted to reconstruct an ablauting paradigm for the
ancestors of all these nouns, so that they inherited (or generalised) the full grade in the
nominative (*-éA.-) and the zero grade in the weak cases (*-A,-). If so, there would be no
strict historical link between the gender and the inflectional type of these nouns.
Kortlandt (2013: 95f.) reconstructs a PIE hysterodynamic type with full grade in the nom.sg.
and zero grade in the other cases for some of the members of the kantwo-type (i.e. kantwo,
katso, tano). This reconstruction is possible, although not entirely provable. Between the
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two hypotheses, I will favour the latter, as one can also argue that some old derivatives in
*-@ < *-eh, developed an ablauting paradigm in a Pre-Proto-Tocharian period. This is an
issue we will return to in the following sections (see §3.7.2.5), where I will show that it is
more economical to assume that Tocharian inherited and generalised the hysterodynamic
type in *-A, in the older stage of the Pre-Proto-Tocharian nominal inflection.

TchB kawo ‘desire’ and TchB ¢saro ‘monastery’

The deverbal nouns TchB kawo ‘desire’ and tsaro ‘monastery’ must be discussed. The latter
has been thoroughly investigated by Malzahn (2011: 98f.). I think that her analysis can also
account for the evolution of kawo.

Following Krause (1952: 51), she links TchB tsaro ‘monastery’ with the verb tsar- ‘be
separated, separate’. However, the derivation of the noun from the verb raises some
difficulties: (1) the non-productivity of the kantwo-type as a class of abstract derivatives;*®
(2) a deverbal noun from tsar- is expected to show root-vowel -a- /3/, instead of -a- /4/ (cf.
TchB palsko ‘thought’ from plaska- ‘to think’; TchB trariko ‘sin’ from trank- ‘to lament’). In
order to solve these problems, she claims that TchB tsaro is a very archaic derivative of the
Indo-European root from which also the verb TchB tsar- derives, i.e. PIE *der- ‘to split’. She
further reconstructs a derived abstract in *-eh,, i.e. PIE *dareh,.'

In a similar way, TchB kawo ‘desire’ is usually regarded as a deverbal noun from
kawa- ‘to crave’ (DTB: 164-5). If so, it would be a very archaic derivative from the same PIE
root from which also the verb TchB kawa- goes back, PIE *k(u)ap- ‘well up’ (Malzahn 2010:
563; but LIv*does not reconstruct such a verbal root). However, the matter is a little more
difficult than it seems.

The problems involved are: (1) the lenition -p- > -w- in both the noun and the verb; (2)
TchA kapa- ‘to surge up; be greedy’ as the apparent cognate of TchB kawa- ‘to crave’; (3)
alternation of -p- and -w- in the inflection of the Tocharian B verb.”® The formal match
between TchB kawa- and TchA kdapa- is an issue on which scholars strongly disagree: on
the one hand, Malzahn (2010: 563) reconstructs PTch *kapa-, implying that Tocharian A
would attest the original form; on the other hand, Peyrot (2013: 729) has a diametrically
opposite view, as he claims that the Proto-Tocharian form was *kawa-. In fact, the only
TchB attestation of a p-form from kawa- is the isolated prt.ptc. kakapau (adduced by Saito
2006: 301), which is not easy to interpret and translate (B66 a8).” Since we do not have
any parallel to account for the consonant mismatch between Tocharian B and A (that is,
PTch *-p- > TchB -w- or PTch *-w- > TchA -p-)," I think that the best solution is

' On the contrary, among the noun classes with nom.sg. -o, the alternating members of the
oko-type are verbal abstracts (with nom.obl.sg. -0, nom.obl.pl. -o-nta). On this class, see §3.8.2.1.

' In fact, Malzahn claims that TchB tsaro is the outcome of a plural *doreh.-es.

"° See Malzahn (2010: 562f.) and Peyrot (2013: 729) for further details.

7 On TchB kakapos, see Malzahn (2010: 563).

" The evolution -p- > -w- is only attested in Late Tocharian B, and not in the prehistory of the
language, nor in its archaic phase (Peyrot 2008: 88-9o).
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reconstructing different protoforms for the two Tocharian languages. Indeed, while TchA
kapa- can be the regular outcome of PIE *k(u)ap- ‘to well up’, the root from which the
Tocharian B verb comes from may be PIE *geh,u- ‘to rejoice’ (> Gk. yn6éw ‘to rejoice’,
yavupat ‘to be glad’, Lat. gaudeo ‘id.”), which resulted quite regularly in TchB kawa-."® The
reconstruction of two different roots for the Tocharian A and B verbs could also explain
the fact that in Tocharian A the verb is intransitive, while in Tocharian B it is transitive.
Furthermore, it seems to me that TchB kawa- and TchA kapa- differ quite remarkably also
in the meaning. In Tocharian A, this verbal root is attested in the following forms (Malzahn
2010: 562-3): 3sg.subj.act. omdl ysar surikac kapas-dm “hot blood will rise to his throat” (YQ
L7 by, cf. Ji1g98: 51), and 3sg.prt.act. $(wa)tsisy akal-yo kapar ymar “in their wish for food
they soon became fully impatient” (A340 a3, cf. Schmidt 1974:146 fn.1). As a consequence,
the meaning of TchA kapa- is ‘to surge up, be impatient’, while TchB kawa- means
specifically ‘to crave’ (Peyrot 2013: 729; cf. also the derivatives TchA kaplune* ‘boiling’ vs.
TchB kawalyrie ‘desire, craving’).

Asregards TchB kawo ‘desire’, it would be an old derivative of this root (perhaps of the
touy)-type?): PIE *g(o)hu-eh, > *§o/dua > PTch. *kawd > TchB kawo, intended as ‘what
makes someone glad’ » ‘what someone desire’."*

The suffix TchB -to, obl.sg. -ta, TchA -¢

We have seen that TchB laukito ‘stranger’ and, if well identified, TchB nekito™ ‘+ destroyer’
may belong to the kantwo-type. The problem here is the origin of the suffix -({)to, which is
an unproductive derivational morpheme in Tocharian. The only match between
Tocharian A and B is TchB laukito : TchA lokit ‘guest, stranger, with regular
monophthongisation *aw > o in Tocharian A (cf. also the gen.sg. TchA lo«kirtap-cik in A6
a4). In Tocharian A, we also find TchA mdskit ‘prince’, which is matched in Tocharian B by
mcuske ‘id.” (see fn. 32). As a consequence, the suffix TchB -ito, A -it only surfaces in four
nouns, two in Tocharian B (laukito and nekito*) and two in Tocharian A (lokit and mdiskit).

It seems that TchB -ito, A -it is the result of some kind of reanalysis, since the vowel -i-
cannot synchronically belong to the stem (cf. laukarifie ‘for a long time’ /laukaiifie/).
Pinault (2015: 176) has recently dealt with the origin of this suffix. He reconstructs PTch
*-gy-td, which in turn may have had two possible Indo-European sources: (1) *-9y- was part
of the stem and PTch *-td is from the “individualising” suffix PIE *-teh, > *-ta; (2) PTch
*- aytd reflects a second compound member PIE *-Hi-t-eh, > *-ita, from the verbal root
*h.ei- ‘to go’ (cf. the type of Lat. comes, comitis ‘companion’, and Hom. Gk. mepuetityg
‘neighbor’ etc.)."

'# On TchB katk-, A katk- ‘to be glad’, see DTB: 159 and Hackstein (2002: 8).
7*1t is still matter of debate if the paradigm of TchB kawa- started out as a denominative to kawo.
For discussions, see Hilmarsson (1991b: 80-1) and Malzahn (2010: 563).

75 See Leukart (1994: 661t.). Not with Benveniste (1942-1945: 49), who analyses TchB laukito, A lokit

aloanword from the adjective Skt. laukika- ‘mundane, profane’.
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Pinault seems to favour the latter hypothesis, so that the meaning of PTch *lawk-aytd
would have been ‘coming from afar’. Then, the original value of the second member *-aytd
would have become obsolete and it would have been employed in the derivation of few
other nouns. However, whenever we assume that PIE *i palatalise neither velar nor
labiovelar stops in Tocharian,” I would expect PTch *lawkatd > TchB **laukato, A
**laukdt as the outcome of a (virtual) compound *louk-Hi-teh,."

Following the first hypothesis, one could posit an abstract noun */awkay at the origin
of TchB laukito, as suggested by Pinault himself.”® If so, the original suffix was *-td, which
would have been reanalysed as *-gytd via resegmentation of *lawkay-td as *lawk-aytd."™
The only problem with this analysis is that final TchB -i is usually matched by TchA -e in
these abstract nouns (cf. TchB telki ‘sacrifice’ : A talke ‘id.’; leki ‘Ded’ : A lake ‘id’. etc.). As a
consequence, one should assume that the expected **loket became lokit under the
influence of Tocharian B. But this sounds speculative. A last hypothesis is to reconstruct a
derivative PTch *lawk(a)ye ‘far; distance’ (cf. TchB werpi-ske, A warpiske ‘little garden’,
based on TchB werpye*, A warpi ‘garden’, etc.) from which an agent noun in *-¢d is derived.
This reconstructed noun is expected to have evolved into TchB laukito, A lokit. Be that as
it may, TchB laukito, A lokit is clearly related to the adverb TchB lauke, A lok ‘far, remote,
away'.

" Word-initially, PIE *i (*Hi) evolved into PTch *ya > TchA yi-, B ya-, while it becomes PTch *-5-
> TchA -d-, B -a- in internal position. The palatalising effect of PIE */ is debated. Palatalisation seems
to be regular in front of *-/- and dental stops, cf. */imp ‘bay, like’ > PTch *loma > TchA lyam, B lyam
‘lake’; PIE *-nti (3pl.) > PTch *-iica > TchA -7ic. It is clear that it does not palatalise labiovelars (e.g.
*k"i-so- ‘who’ > PTch *kwase > TchB k.se, A kus; PIE *duitd- ‘second’ > PTch *Wwate > TchA wit, B
wate ‘id.”). Pinault (2008: 433) assumes that PIE *i did not palatalise labials, velars, labiovelars, and
*s.

" On the other hand, iflaryngeal metathesis must be reconstructed, I would expect that Pre-PTch
*Tin *loyk-Hi-teh, >*louk-iHteh, > *lowkita would have palatalised the internal velar.

"™ One would be tempted to say that this */auki actually derived from the verbal a-root TchB
lowka-, on which see Adams (2012) and Peyrot (2013: 811). Cf. further the adverb laukar ‘afar’ (AS6A
as, a6, by).

7 A similar type of reanalysis also characterised some Ancient Greek nouns in -ttyg. On several
occasions, Van Windekens (1942: 295, 1944: 132, 1976: 176 and 266) equated this suffix with TchB -ito,
A -it asboth reflecting PIE *-iteh, (cf. also Hirt 1912, 1927: 228). However, the Greek suffix can be easily
explained as an indigenous formation, through the same reanalysis that hypothetically
characterised PTch *-itd, too. Indeed, as pointed out by Redard (1949: u1ff.), partially followed by
Leukart (1994:187ff.), Gk. -ty is a back-formation from oAty ‘citizen’ (regularly from mé)is ‘city’),
on the basis of which the -1- has been reanalysed as part of the suffix and then generalised to form
other common and proper nouns (e.g. Hom. Gk. 63t ‘traveller’ + 6365 ‘road’; Gk. émAtty ‘hoplites’
« 3mov ‘tool, weapon’; Att. Gk. épnuits ‘hermit’ « #pnuos lonely, solitary’; Hom. Gk. @cpatyg
‘Thersites’, the antihero of the Iliad). This new suffix became increasingly productive in the history
of Greek (with its feminine counterpart as -it1g), especially from the Hellenistic period on, when it
started to form technical terms, as well as ethnic designations and Biblical tribal names.



130| CHAPTER THREE

The second Tocharian B noun built with the suffix -(i)to is TchB nekito*. As we have
already seen, thisnoun is a hapax legomenon and its precise meaning cannot be identified,
due to the broken context where it is attested. However, if TchB -(i)to has a sort of agentive
value and nekita nasi in B530 b4 is a figura etymologica, then TchB nekito* should mean ‘+
destroyer’ as a form derived from the subjunctive stem of TchB nak- ‘to destroy, lose’
(perhaps from an abstract *neki ‘distruction’).

So far, we have seen that the suffix TchB -ito, A -it must be historically segmented as
TchB -i-to (obl.sg. -i-ta), A -i-t. This should be traced back to the agentive suffix PIE *-teh,
of the type Lat. nauta ‘sailor’, Myc. e-re-ta épétag ‘rower’, Hom. Gk. inmétd ‘horseman’, etc.
(Pinault 2015: 176; Adams 2015: 180). The reconstruction of the obl.sg. *-ta for this type of
derivatives allows us to consider other agent nouns which seem to have been formed with
the same suffix in Proto-Tocharian. The nouns in question are: (1) TchB kdryorttau, A
kuryart ‘merchant’; (2) TchB olyitau ‘boatman’; (3) TchB pdlkostau ‘spy’; (4) TchB
*kamarta- ‘ruler’ (cf. kamartaiiie ‘rulership’), A kakmart ‘ruler, master’.”*

Pinault (2015: 161-2) claims that the suffix -tau was abstracted from the noun TchB
kdryorttau ‘merchant’, which is the most prominent and attested member of this class of
derivatives. He analyses TchB kdryorttau as a compound of TchB karyor®, A kuryar® ‘trade’
and °ttau, an agent noun based on the verbal root PTch *tatta- ‘to put’. The reason why he
reconstructs a compound is that TchB kdryorttau is very often spelled with geminated -¢¢-
. According to Pinault (2015: 162), once “the original meaning of the root of the second
member vanishes”, the formation was reanalysed, and the suffix was abstracted. I cannot
agree with this analysis. Indeed, the gemination of TchB -¢- in the cluster -r¢- > -rt¢- is very
frequent, as the following examples show: warto ~ wartto ‘forest’; kartse ~ karttse ‘good’;
akarte ~ akartte ‘near’; gen.sg. udavarttdntse (< Skt. udavarta- ‘disease, ileus’); kerte ~ kertte
‘sword’; kamartaniie ~ kamarttaiiie ‘rulership’; kamarttike ~ kamartike ‘ruler, etc.™
Furthermore, TchA kuryart, with a stem kuryarta-, points to the reconstruction of a noun
with nom.sg. *k"rydr-td obl.sg. *k"rydr-ta for Proto-Tocharian, which would also explain
the derivative TchB kdryortariiie, name of a metre. The same analysis can also account for
other nouns from this class, like TchB olyita-u ‘boatman’ from olyi (obl.) ‘boat”. In my view,
the final -u must have been taken over from other nomina agentis, like yenme, ‘gatekeeper’
(from yenme ‘portal’), TchB yotkolau ‘controller, director [of a monastery attendants]’
(from *yotkol ‘order’), TchB weta, ‘warrior, A waco (from TchB weta, A wac ‘battle’),”®* and

%> TchB *kamarta-, A kakmart ‘ruler is borrowed from Bactrian *xapipdtyo, a suffixed form of
xopupdo ‘head, chief (god)'. See the discussion in Pinault (2002: 262£.). On TchB mlyokotau, a kind of
seed for lamp (?), see Ching (2014: 45).

*® Example of non-geminated -¢- can be found in AS131 b2 kédryortantim, T8 b1 kéryortantimne,
NS73 a3 kdryortau, B23g b3 kdryortantdmys, and frequently in the derived kdryorttaririe(ne), name
of a metre (cf. IT887 a2; AS171 a5; NS58 b3; B350 b3; Bi21 ag).

% The formation of TchB samtkinau, A samtkenu ‘physician, doctor’ has not been understood yet,
since we would rather expect TchB -itau, A -it. It is evidently derived from TchB samtke, A samtcik
‘medicine’ (+ Middle Indic intermediary of Skt. Santaka- ‘allaying’), but the two Tocharian languages
do not match phonologically and the suffix TchB -(i)nau, A -(e)nu is not attested elsewhere.
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from the adjectival type TchB talla,, A talo ‘miserable’, TchB maiyya, ‘powerful, strong’ (cf.
Van Windekens 1979: 98f.). These formations contain the outcome of the PIE possessive
suffix *-yent-.

To conclude, we have seen that Tocharian inherited from Proto-Indo-European the
agentive suffix *-teh, of the type Gk. vadtyg ‘sailor’. The Proto-Tocharian outcome of this
suffix was used to derive agent nouns from nominal bases. The paradigm of the singular
was nom.sg. *-td, obl.sg. *-ta. This paradigm has been maintained in isolated words, like
TchB laukito, A lokit (stem TchA lokita-) ‘stranger’, TchB nekito* (oblsg. nekita)
‘+destroyer’, TchA kuryart ‘merchant’. In Tocharian B, there is a general tendency to turn
all these nouns into want-stems, of which the majority can be traced back to the possessive
formations in *-yent-. This suffix formed denominal adjectives but, already in Proto-
Tocharian, it started to be reanalysed as an agentive suffix, cf. PTch *weta ‘battle’ -
*weetaw ‘combating, warlike’ » TchB weta, ‘soldier, warrior’ (cf. TchA waco). Tocharian B
has therefore started to level all the original formations in *-td| *-ta with the existing want-
stems. The result of this process is the attested conglomerate suffix *-taw, which regularly
follows the nt-inflection.

TchB suwo ‘pig’ and TchB luwo, A lu ‘animal’

Two faunal words can be ranged under the kantwo-type: TchB suwo ‘pig’,* of unknown
gender, and TchB luwo, A [u ‘animal’, an alternating noun with the rare plural morpheme
TchB -sa.

The PIE source of the first term is *suH- ‘pig, swine’ (> Lat. sis, Gk. 0, YAv. hii-, etc.),
but the Tocharian paradigm is problematic since from PIE *suH-s we would expect a
nom.sg. *suwa, and not the attested suwo (B549 a6, cf. Katz 1997: 79f.). For this reason,
usually a protoform enlarged with a nasal suffix is reconstructed, i.e. PIE *suHon/*suHn-
(Winter 1965: 192; Hilmarsson 1988: 507f.; DTB: 763). Peters (1991), Kim (2009), and Malzahn
(2omn) are of a different opinion: they all claim that nom.sg. *suHs, acc.sg. *suHm yielded
nom.sg. *suwds, obl.sg. *suwdm in a Pre-Proto-Tocharian period. The expected paradigm
should have final -a in both the nominative and the oblique singular. In order to explain
the nom.sg. -0, Peters (1991: 243) argues that an analogical replacement of *-ds by *-as
affected the nominative singular (after *kntuds). On the other hand, Malzahn puts forward
a different scenario, postulating a sound law pre-Ptoch. *-ds > PTch. *-d > TchB -o, so that
the nom.sg. suwo would directly mirror PIE *suHs.

Before commenting on this sound law, let us introduce the paradigm of TchB luwo
‘animal’, clarifying its etymology and derivation. So far, two different etymological
proposals have been put forward:** (1) TchB luwo is from PIE *{uHs- ‘+ louse’ (cf. OHG [is,

% A plural form of TchB suwo is perhaps to be restored in THT2071 4 ///tem yiknesa skas ssuw///
“In this manner six pigs (?)” (Ching 2010: 307).

% The two etymologies were first proposed by Pedersen (1941: 72) and Van Windekens (1976: 268)
respectively, but the formulations presented here are from Hilmarsson (1988: 155) and Adams (DTB:
607; differently in Adams 1988: 129).
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Olcel. lus, OE lows; MW lleu, MBret. lou [collective], etc.); (2) TchB luwo is to be linked with
the verbal root PIE *leyH- ‘to separate, cut off (PSl. */6vs ‘hunting’ (?), Lat. {uo ‘to suffer’
(?), Skt. lunati ‘cuts off) or *ley- ‘beschmutzen’ (LIV*: 414, cf. also Gk. Adua ‘filth, garbage’ <
*[us-mn)." From a formal point of view, both Germanic and Tocharian point to PIE */uHs-,
which can be interpreted as a neuter s-stem built on the zero grade of the root PIE *leyH-.

The reconstruction of a neuter s-stem for the Tocharian word is suggested by the plural
formation TchB lwasa, which displays an “s-Erweiterung”. This plural morpheme is
extremely rare, since it is further attested in piltasa ‘leaves’ (TEB §159) and fyyasa limbs’
only. * Therefore, there is no doubt that it is an archaism, not a secondary
“s-Erweiterung”."’

For the same reason, I cannot agree with Adams (DTB: 607) in arguing that the
Tocharian B plural -sa in luwo “may result from a cross of this etymon with a PTch *tsquwa
‘animal’, reflecting PIE *d"éuh,0s ‘animal”. This hypothesis has to cope with two problems:
on the one hand, no other Indo-European language points to a collective s-stem *d"éuh,os,
but rather to a thematic formation (e.g. Goth. dius ‘wild animal’, OE deor ‘id.” are from
PGerm. *deuza- ‘beast’ < *d"eysd-, see Kroonen 2013: 94-5); on the other hand, we have no
Tocharian continuants of Adams’ *tsduwa ‘animal’. I therefore believe one must
reconstruct a PIE s-stem for both the singular and the plural inflection of TchB luwo, A lu.

We can now finally discuss the sound law proposed by Malzahn (2011: 94f.). As
mentioned above, she believes that Pre-PTch. *-as and *-ds resulted in PTch. *-d > TchB -o.
This sound law is aimed at explaining the singular paradigm of both suwo and luwo. But
this is not convincing. While nom.sg. *suH-s (> *suwds), acc.sg. *suH-m (> *suwdm) could
theoretically underlie nom.sg. suwo, obl.sg. suwa, a sound law *-ds > PTch. *-d could not
account for the singular paradigm of luwo, because it comes from a neuter s-stem, with
both nominative and accusative reconstructed as *uHs (> *luwds). In accordance with
Malzahn’s sound law, we would expect TchB luwo both in the nominative and in the
oblique singular and further reconstruct analogy after obl.sg. suwa to explain the obl.sg.
luwa. Since this sound law does not solve all problems linked to the paradigm of TchB suwo
and luwo and, above all, it is based on these two nouns only, I cannot accept it."**

% Adams (DTB: 607) thinks that Gk. Aéwv lion’ can be interpreted as a nominal derivative from PIE
*leuH-, i.e. *leyH-on ‘the hunter, predator’. However, several details are still unclear, and scholars
still prefer a non-Indo-European source for Gk. Aéwv ‘lion’, probably from Semitic (see Beekes 2010:
854; GEW: 11, 113).

% Winter (2003: 117f.) reconstructs a nom.sg. lyiyo*, obl.sg. lyiya*. For an etymological proposal,
see Van Windekens (1976: 567). For further details on the plural form, see Pinault (2008: 467),
Schmidt (2008: 326f.), Malzahn (2010: 851).

7 The corresponding Tocharian A forms show a different development, since the plural of pelt
‘leaf is paltwa, and the plural of lu ‘animal’ is fwa. See Winter (1965: 122f.) for further details.

% Malzahn (2011) claims that through the sound law *-ds > 0 we would be able to explain some
members of the oko-type (nom.obl.sg. -0, nom.obl.pl. -onta) as the descendants of an inflectional
type in PIE *-A.s-, cognate with the so-called Greek xpéag-type. Meissner (2005: 122f.) clarifies that
this type is a recessive category in Greek (with less than thirty nouns), which seems to be the
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We are left with Winter’s PIE *suH-on (1965: 192), which would yield the attested TchB
suwo quite regularly. Since analogical influence between the Proto-Tocharian paradigms
of suwo ‘pig’ and luwo ‘animal’ may have occurred, one may wonder whether the -0 in TchB
luwo would have been taken from the word for ‘pig’ (Hilmarsson 1988). There is, however,
a problem in the reconstruction of PIE *suH-on itself. Indeed, no other IE language points
to such a protoform, and this isolation within the Indo-European domain is suspicious.

As a consequence, I believe Tocharian inherited PIE *suH- ‘pig’ and *(uHs- ‘+louse’
directly. For a certain stage, a paradigm with an undifferentiated sg. *sowa and * lowa is to
be reconstructed. Then, a secondary distinction took place between the nominative and
the oblique through the introduction of the forms *sawd and */awd in the nominative. This
final PTch *-a@ > TchB -o has plausibly been introduced after other faunal terms that
synchronically belong to either the okso- or the arsaklo-type (both with a late obl.sg. -ai cf.
§3.7.2.5), like okso ‘ox, cow’, arsaklo ‘snake’, kercapo ‘donkey’, mewiyo ‘tiger’, orikolmo
‘elephant’, krariko ‘cock’, etc. As we will see, the singular paradigm of these nouns can be
reconstructed as nom. *-d, obl. *-a for a certain stage of Proto-Tocharian (§3.7.2.4). As a
consequence, both the singular inflection and the semantics of these nouns have favoured
the generalisation of the ending nom.sg. *-d to the otherwise undifferentiated singular
paradigm of PTch *sawa and *lowa.® On the other hand, the plural PIE */uHs-h, regularly
yields the attested TchB pl. lwasa, while, in Tocharian A, it was expected to develop to
*lwds (nom. = obl.). This isolated plural form was soon remade in the attested plural iwa."°

There are two other nouns that have the rare plural TchB -sa, i.e. piltasa leaves, petals’
and lyyasa limbs’ (see also the next section). Winter (1962: 112) and Schmidt (1982: 363)
suggests that the paradigm of the word for ‘leaf, petal’ was parallel to TchB luwo, positing
a nom.sg. TchB pilto*. The same reconstruction has been recently advocated by Malzahn
(2011: 86-7 fn.10). On the other hand, Krause & Thomas (TEB §159.2), Adams (DTB: 415), and
Pinault (2008: 205) give a singular pilta (nom.=obl.). I believe that only the latter paradigm
is correct. Indeed, the form pilta, attested in B622 bg /// uppalse pilta nest |/ “you are a
lotus petal”, can hardly be interpreted as something other than a nominative. This makes
the paradigm of TchB pilta and TchB luwo synchronically different. However, since the
nom.sg. -o in luwo has been explained as secondary, their paradigms were probably
identical at an unattested stage of Tocharian. This allows us to reconstruct an old s-stem
for the antecedent of TchB pilta: the singular paradigm goes back to PIE *-Hs, while the
plural paradigm is from PIE *-Hs-h,. The word may come either from *b"eltH- (DTB: 415) or
*pelth,- (Pinault 2008: 205).

Indo-European language that maintained this inflectional type best (together with the Indo-Iranian
group). On the origin and the evolution of the oko-type, which is quite different, in my view, see
§3.8.21.

% Probably, TchB suwo retained a singular suwa and did not develop an obl.sg. **suwai because
of its formal resemblance with TchB luwo, obl. luwa.

"9° A form TchB luwari seems attested in IT395 a3, which is a very fragmented document. Formally,
this luwarimight be interpreted as a secondary nominative plural of fuwo.
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TchB ayo, A ay ‘bone’

There is just one other alternating noun that has nom.sg. -o, obl.sg. -a: TchB ayo, A ay
‘bone’. In the previous edition of his dictionary, Adams (1999: 45) provides a list of variants
for the singular paradigm of this noun in Tocharian B: nom.sg. ay ~ ayo, obl.sg. ay ~ aya,
with (synchronically) suppletive plural asta. Pinault (2008: 333) argues that the singular is
ay < *ays, and further analyses ayo as a poetic form and dya as a new plural formation.
However, as correctly pointed out by Peyrot (2008: 111-112), a hypothetical TchB tay is
never attested in the entire corpus of Tocharian B. The singular forms are the following
(Peyrot 2008: 111):

(1) nom. sg. in W2o bs, onkolmaiiitie ayo [ay] -ile “elephant’s bone is to be ...ed™?.
Unfortunately, the correct reading of the line is hindered by ink stains from another
leaf that was laid over it. However, Peyrot is certainly right in reading the final part
of a gerundive at the end of the line. This gerundive is inflected as a nom.sg. in
agreement with @yo ‘bone’. As for the internal coherence of the text, an elephant
bone that must be treated in some way would fit well in a medical context;

(2) obl. sg. in AS4A ba tsirauwriesse kausn aya ompalskosse mrestiwe paksdm “He breaks
the bone of energy [and] he cooks the marrow of meditation” (cf. Meunier 2015:
169; the same portion of text is in NS27 a2). The fact that TchB @ya must be analysed
as a singular is confirmed by the agreement with a modifier inflected as a masculine
singular (¢sirauwriesse ‘pertaining to energy’).'* Furthermore, the derived adjective
ayasse [ayasse/ corroborates this analysis, since it is regularly based on the oblique
singular (Peyrot 2008: 113; differently Pinault 2008: 333).

Other fragments where one could read independent sequences of @yo or aya are broken
or severely damaged, especially at the end of the line, where unfortunately these words
are mostly attested. For many of them, the restoration of the frequent noun TchB ayor ‘gift’
is preferable (instead of TchB ayo ‘bone’). Other probable, but not certain, readings of TchB
ayo are in IT826 bg and THT1324.b a2. The former is a small fragment, but it seems to deal
with some medical or magical practice; in the latter, the reading TchB ayo may be
supported by the attestation of the plural dsta ‘bones’ in line b1.

Dealing with the paradigm of this word, Hartmann (2013: 267-8) proposes a new
interpretation that seems to give credit to the variant forms given by Adams (1999:4 5).
Once having introduced and commented on Peyrot’s analysis about the singular

"' The reading follows Peyrot. Filliozat’s ortko(lma)ririe ay (1948: 72) is based on an inaccurate fac-

simile by Hoernle (1902), as Filliozat himself wrote (p. 64). The manuscript clearly reads
onkolmaiiirie for expected ornkolmaririe, with ai for a probably due to the following palatal consonant
(Peyrot 2008: 54).

" Cf. the translation of the passage by Georges-Jean Pinault apud CETOM, where aya is translated
as a plural form.
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paradigm, Hartmann argues that the annexation of TchB ayo to the kantwo-type is
probable, but not entirely convincing. Crucial in his argumentation is the hypothetical
attestation of TchB ay in B284 b2 (arch.), which he interprets as an oblique singular of ayo:
apsal Sakattai sdp ay sesa pyakdlyiie “striking with sword, club together with bone”
(translation by Adams 1999: 619). Since the obl.sg. aya is attested in a classical document
with some late forms, while the alleged obl.sg. ay occurs in an archaic one, Hartmann
concludes that TchB ay is the old and regular form. In the history of Tocharian B, a new
nom. sg. ayo would then have resulted through reanalysis of a form with o-mobile’® and,
later, the obl. sg. aya would have been analogically created after the paradigm of TchB
luwo ‘animal’.

I believe there are flaws in this theory. If, on the one hand, it is true that the spelling ay
might be an archaic writing variant of TchB ay /4y/, the syntax of the sentence in B284 b2
is very strange and Adams’ translation is puzzling. From a morphosyntactic perspective,
one should notice that the verb TchB pyak- is never combined with sesa and that the
postposition sesa is usually constructed with a nominal in the comitative. A form aydmpa*®
(or the like) would therefore be expected. I am further hesitant to assume that a new
singular paradigm nom. ayo, obl. aya originates after the creation of the new nom.sg. ayo
from *aya with o-mobile. Indeed, the Tocharian B phenomenon named “bewegliches 0”
usually presupposes that an original final -é /-a/ is replaced by final -0 in metrical (mostly
archaic) texts in pada- or colon-final position (Pinault 2008: 404f.; Malzahn 2012a). To my
knowledge, the variant with o-mobile has never been reinterpreted as a new inflected form
replacing the original one with final -G. Perhaps the only exception could be the plural of
the imperative active, where the variant with -o is not confined to the usual contexts
(Malzahn 2010: 42). Alternatively, one might say that TchB ayo is itself an example of
o-mobile of a regular ayd* (as per Pinault 2008: 333). However, as noticed above, the only
clear occurrence of TchB ayo is from a non-metrical text, i.e. a collection of medical
recipes.

To sum up, the correct paradigm of the word for ‘bone’ in Tocharian B is: nom.sg. ayo,
obl.sg. aya, nom.obl.pl. (suppletive) asta.”* The Tocharian A paradigm is: nom.obl.sg. ay,
nom.obl.pl. aydntu.

As far as the etymology of the term is concerned, one would like to derive the
Tocharian noun directly from the familiar PIE word for ‘bone’, namely PIE *A,ést- | *h.ést-
(or *h.ést-). The plural TchB asta has evolved quite regularly. Pinault (2008: 428) outlines
the following development: PIE *A,ést-h, > *eesta > PTch *asta (through a-umlaut) > TchB
asta.'

On the other hand, the origin of the singular TchB ayo (obl.sg. aya) and TchA ay (pl.
aydntu) is more difficult. Hartmann (2013: 448-453) and Adams (DTB: 48-50) have recently

' On the insertion of -0 in metrical texts, see Malzahn (2012a).

"** See also Adams (DTB: 48ff.) and Malzahn (2011: 99).

"% Not with Van Windekens (1976: 172-3) a loanword from Khot. astaa- ‘bone’ < *astaka-, with pl.
aste, cf. Isebaert (1980:190).
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summarised and commented on the previous etymological attempts. Van Windekens’
derivation from PIE *A.éju- ‘life-force’ (cf. Skt. @yu-) is phonologically fine, but semantically
difficult (1976: 173; cf. DTB: 49-50). Hilmarsson's *h,.eid-i-h, ‘swelling’ (cf. Arm. ayt ‘cheek’)
is also difficult, from both a morphological and a semantic point of view.

Katz (1997: 73-7) takes *ay as the regular outcome of PIE *A.ést- > *ast > *as > PTch *ay
by sound law of Pre-PTch *-s > -y in monosyllables. Such a sound law, however, has no
clear parallels in Tocharian (see §3.5.1.2) and the word TchB @y no longer exists.

As a matter of fact, the situation of this word is quite peculiar, because it is an accented
monosyllable. The expected outcome of PIE *4,ést would have been PTch *a after regular
loss of final consonants.”* One may wonder whether this PTch *a ‘bone’ (?) was reshaped
in *ayd (obl.sg. *aya) after the paradigm of the word for ‘member’, TchB lyiyo* /{dyo/, pl.
lyyasa [lyasa/ (TchA pl. byiya ~ lya). However, this noun is not attested in the singular,
neither in Tocharian B, nor in Tocharian A and its etymology is equally unknown.'?”

TchB maiyya, -yo ‘force, strength’

The last substantive ranged under the kantwo-type is the abstract noun TchB maiyya ~ -yo
‘force, strength’. There are some issues about the derivation and the alternation -0 ~ -a in
the nominative singular of this noun.

From an etymological point of view, the word must be linked to the PIE root *mei(H)-
‘+ soft, little’ (cf. PGerm. *maiwa- ‘slim, narrow’, and further Lat. mitis ‘soft’), in turn
probably derived from PIE *meh;- ‘to measure’ (cf. further DTB: 508). TchB maiyya is linked
to the adjective TchB maiwe ‘young’, which Adams (DTB: 509) traced back to PIE *moHi-

9® Adams (DTB: 49) suggests that this PTch *a was perceived as overly short by Tocharian speakers
and it was extended in some way, perhaps by the outcome of the PIE suffix *-jo-/-ieh.-, also attested
in other body-part terms in some other Indo-European languages (e.g. Skt. asya- ‘mouth’ alongside
as-‘id.).

“7For the identification of the word, see Pinault (2008: 146-7) with references. Blazek (2012: 16)
has connected TchB fyiyo* with Hitt. salije/a-"‘to kneel down’, which has been traced back to PIE
*hol-0f-] *h.l-i- by Kloekhorst (2008: 273f.) (cf. the reduplicated halihla/i- ‘to genuflect’ <
*h.li-h.l(0)i-). For Tocharian, Blazek reconstructs *A.li-h.i-, without clarifying how this protoform
could have evolved into TchB fyiyo*. Witczak (2017) recently reconstructs an s-stem noun referring
to fleshy parts of the body, which he derives from the PIE root *leA- ‘+smooth’ (cf. Gk. Agiog level,
smooth’, Lat. [évis ‘id.’ < *lehi-y- (?), Gk. Alg ‘smooth’ < *[ih,-t-). According to him, evidence for this
s-stem would come from OE lira ‘muscle, soft part of the body’, MLG liese ‘thin skin’, Lith. liesas
‘lean, thin’, Latv. liéss ‘id.’, and Hitt. [esi, (i$$i ‘liver’. If Proto-Indo-European had such a neuter s-stem
noun, a paradigm sg. *l(e)A,i-s, pl. *{(e)h.i-sh. ‘soft part of the body’ would have evolved in Tocharian
into sg. *[ay, pl. *laysa (or sg. *ley, pl. *leysa). Then, this paradigm may have been remade to sg.
*[3yd| -a, pl. *lbyasa after other body-part terms that belong to the kantwo-type. Otherwise, one may
link TchB fyiyo* with the PIE root *lei- (cf. Goth. lipus ‘member, body part’, ON lidr joint’, OHG lid
Yjoint, articulation’, Du. lid ‘id.” < *lipu-, ON limr limb’, E limb ‘id.’ < *limu-, Kroonen 2013: 338 and
340).
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uo-. He reconstructs an old abstract in *-jef, derived from this adjective, which would have
evolved into our TchB maiyya.**

However, I am not aware of other abstract nouns formed with (the outcome of) the
suffix *-jeh, in Tocharian.® Furthermore, since I expect *-ef, to have yielded TchB -o (see
§4.3.4.4 and above), Adams’ proposal implies that TchB maiyyo is to be considered as the
older variant. However, on the basis of the textual distribution of the variants, Peyrot
(2003: 62ff. and 2008: goff.) demonstrated that many substantives of the wertsiya-type
(nom. sg. “a ~ -0, obl. sg. “ai) show a general trend to shift to a subtype with nom.sg. -o
between the classical and the late stage, while they consistently attest a nom.sg. -a in
archaic documents. I have therefore checked the occurrences of TchB maiyyo in the texts.
They are all from classical and late texts, thus confirming Peyrot’s distribution of the
variants: maiyyo (NS103 a1 [class.]., B21 b5 [class.-late], B231 b5 [class.-late], B278 bz
[class.], B371 b2 [class.], THTn31i [late?]; (mai)yyo (IT27 a1 [class.]); mai(yy)o (B17 b8
[class.-late]); maiyo (AS8B ag [class.-late]). I therefore consider the nom.sg. maiyya as the
archaic variant. This cannot be the outcome of a virtual PIE *moh.i-u-ieh,.

In my opinion, the best option is to consider TchB maiyya a substantivised adjective of
the original feminine form of TchB maiwe ‘young'. Indeed, after the generalisation of the
feminine singular paradigm in “a(-) in the thematic adjectival inflection (cf. nom.sg.m.
ratre ‘red’ < *rotre < *hyrud'ro-, nom.sgf. rtarya, not *ratro < ratrd <*hyrud'réh; cf. Lat.
ruber, rubra ‘red’, Gk. ¢puBpé, épubpa ‘id.), the feminine form of TchB maiwe < PTch
*meeywce should have been TchB maiyya < PTch *meywa. Moreover, TchB maiwe does not
attest a feminine inflection. This kind of development strongly resembles the one of the
abstract nouns TchB emalya and TchA omlyi ‘heat’, which, from a formal point of view,
seem to be the feminine counterparts of the adjectives TchB emalle and TchA omadl ‘hot,
warm’ (again, with no feminine inflection attested). In addition, this analysis may improve
the historical interpretation of the plural paradigm of TchB maiyya. Adams (DTB: 508)
reports the following plural forms: nom.pl. maiyyasi, obl.pl. maiyyam ~ maiyyana. The
suppletive plural form in -ana is problematic, because this plural marker is exclusively
confined to nouns of the asiya-type (§3.5.2). I checked the attestations of the plural forms
and my results are given below:

(1) 1T96 a5 snai-maiyyasi; 1T36 b1 /| maiyyaii; NS56 b2 sak-maiyyam; Bzn a2
sak-maiyyam; B3o3.d. b1 /[ maiyyam; B621 b3 maiyyam;

(2) Bzt a1-2 (mai)yyana (cf. Sieg & Siegling 1983: 67-8); NS49A bs maiyyana; B533b4
mai(yyana) (rest. by Claus-Peter Schmidt apud Hartmann 2013: 237).

198

An older variant meyya is attested in archaic texts (e.g. B248 a1; B274 b1-b2). See Peyrot (2008:
58f.) and Pinault (2008: 275).

"% According to Adams, TchB periiya ~ -o, A pa7ii ‘splendour’ may also go back to an abstract in
*-jeh,. On this noun, see §3.7.3.3.



138 CHAPTER THREE

All these documents are drafted in classical Tocharian B, with archaic forms in B2n1 and
late forms in NS56. I was not able to find any nom.pl. ¥maiyyasi. An important thing to be
noticed is that the plural maiyyana is always attested as an independent word, while the
nom.pl. maiyyari and the obl.pl. maiyyam are for the most found in composition with snai
‘without' (snai-maiyyari ‘without powers’ in I1Tg6), or sak ‘ten’ (Sak-maiyyam ‘provided
with ten powers’ in NS56 and B211), an epithet of the Buddha (Pinault 2008: 564). Since the
forms maiyyasi in 1T36 and maiyyam in B3o3.d. are the first discernible words at the
beginning of a broken line, we cannot tell whether they were in composition or not. I
therefore believe that the original plural form of maiyya was maiyyana (nom. = obl,, cf. TEB
§163 and Hartmann 2013: 237), as attesting the common ending of the feminine adjectival
inflection. Soon after, the plural -na started to be perceived as incorrect, because this
ending usually marks feminine words with female referents in the noun inflection. As a
consequence, TchB maiyya acquired a new plural in -a#i| -am, as the attestation in B621 b3
seems to confirm, where an obl.pl. maiyyam cannot be part of a compound.

A last thing that still needs to be explained is the obl.sg. -a. A possibility is that an
original obl.sg. *maiyyai was dissimilated in maiyya. However, the obl.sg. -a is attested
since the archaic stage, where an obl.sg. **meyyai would have hardly evolved into meyya
after dissimilation.”> Now, since we have traced TchB maiyya back to an old feminine
adjective, one may wonder whether the obl.sg. -a reflects the maintenance of the original
obl.sg. ending of the feminine adjectives. Indeed, at a certain pre-stage of Tocharian, the
singular paradigm of the feminine adjectives did not differentiate the nominative from the
oblique, since they both ended in *~a (cf. §4.3.3.3). This fits the analysis of maiyya as an
old feminine adjective nicely. **

3.7.1.3. Summary

In this section, I have analysed a group of nouns with nom.sg. -0, obl.sg. -a. I have pointed
out that many of its members can be traced back to the PIE hysterodynamic type in *-(e)A.,.
Furthermore, we have seen that there is no reason to explain the nom.sg. TchB -o as the
outcome of either a sigmatic nom.sg. PIE *-ef,s or a plural formation *-eh,-es (vel sim.).
The discussion can be summarised as follows. The stock of the kantwo-type words is
made up of: (1) words with certain etymologies and exact Indo-European correspondences
that are the outcome of a PIE type in *-(e)A, of the hysterodynamic type (TchB kantwo, A
kidntu ‘tongue’); (2) words with certain etymologies and exact Indo-European
correspondences that may have inherited (or developed) an hysterodynamic inflection as
well (TchB karyo* ‘viscera’, A kri ‘will, desire’); (3) words with probable etymologies with
no precise Indo-European correspondences that can go back to a PIE type in *-eh, or *-A,

*° Cf. also Malzahn (2011: 93 fn. 25).

** A last possibility is to interpret TchB maiyya as a vyki-derivative of maiwe (see §3.7.3.). From a
semantic point of view, this reconstruction works fine, because the original meaning of PTch
*meeywa would have been ‘pertaining to the youth’ and then ‘force, strength’. If so, however, the
deviating plural maiyyana would be hard to explain.
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(TchB katso, A kats ‘belly, stomach’; TchB kaswo ‘leprosy, skin disease’); (4) two old
loanwords from Iranian (TchB tano ‘seed of grain’; TchB malo ‘alcohol; spirit’); (5) abstract
nouns that are very old Tocharian formations (TchB tsaro ‘monastery, nunnery’; TchB
kawo ‘desire’); (6) nouns built with the suffix PTch *-(i)td (TchB laukito, A lokit ‘stranger’;
TchB nekito* ‘+destroyer’); (7) substantivised adjectives (TchB maiyya ‘strength’). The only
two alternating nouns belonging to an inflectional type somehow parallel to the kantwo-
type can be traced back to old s-stems (TchB luwo, A [u ‘animal’) or to PIE root nouns (TchB
ayo, A ay ‘bone’). As for TchB suwo ‘pig’, we do not have any attestation of the plural
paradigm, so that the inflectional type remains unknown. However, it can mirror its PIE
reconstructed ancestor, with some motivated analogical adjustments.

3.7.2. THE 0kso-TYPE AND THE arsaklo-TYPE

Tocharian B nouns with nom.sg. -0, obl.sg. -ai and their Tocharian A correspondents

The Tocharian B okso- and arsdaklo-types are two closely related inflectional classes. Since
they have the same case endings, their paradigms seem to overlap at first sight. However,
a closer look at their inflection and derivation reveals distinct differences. As can be seen
from the table below (Table 111.16), the inflection of these two types differ in the stem to
which the case markers are attached: in the okso-type, all non-nom.sg. forms and
derivatives are built on an ai-stem (cf. gen.sg. oksaintse* and the derived adjective oksaifirie
‘pertaining to the ox’), while in the arsaklo-type they are built on an a-stem (gen.sg.
arsaklantse and the adjective arsaklatstse* ‘+ snake-infested’).”

Table 111.16. Inflection of the okso-type and the arsaklo-type

NOM. SG. OBL. SG. NOM. PL. OBL. PL. STEM
okso-type okso oksai-@ oksai-fi oksai-m oksai-
arsaklo-type arsaklo arsakla-i arsakla-ii arsakla-m arsakla-

This difference has caused some debate, in which a central question was the origin of the
ai-element. Winter (1989: 111f.) was the first who dealt with this problem in a systematic
way. In contrast with other theories previously proposed,®”® he showed that the two
Tocharian B inflectional classes are in complementary distribution: all members of the
okso-type are disyllabic, while all members of the arsaklo-type are tri- or polysyllabic. As a
consequence, he explains the contrast -ai- vs. -a- as depending on the position of the
accent in the plural: on the one hand, the substantives of the okso-type were stressed on

** Cf. also the contrast between dual forms of the okso-type, e.g. TchB oksai-ne ‘two oxen’, TchB
pokai-ne ‘(two) arms’, A pokem ‘id.’, and dual forms of the arsaklo-type, e.g. TchB yerkwanta-ne
[yerkwdntane/ ‘two wheels’, weitka-ne [wacéwkane/ ‘(two) chins’. See recently Kim (2018: 44-6).

** Cf. e.g. Adams (1988a: 16), who ascribed the difference between -a7i and -aii as due to
“analogical dominance” of either the nominative or the oblique.
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the last syllable, while, on the other hand, the substantives of the arsaklo-type were
stressed on the penultimate syllable.

Winter's analysis is generally accepted today. However, the historical issues to which
these classes give rise are by no means solved, to such an extent that little convergence of
scholarly opinions can be acknowledged. On the strength of views expressed by some
scholars (most notably Pinault 2008: 483-5 and Peyrot 2012), I will in this section deal with
the origin of these classes and with the spread of TchB -ai in the nominal declension. My
final aim is to understand what the role of these inflectional classes has been in the
evolution of the *ef,-stems from PIE to Tocharian. However, before proceeding to this
diachronic matter, an introduction to the nouns of these classes as well as a discussion on
some of the etymologies of their members are needed.

3.7.2.1. The okso-type

As noticed above, the okso-type consists of disyllabic nouns, which build the plural and
derivatives on a stem ending in -ai- (cf. oksaifirie ‘pertaining to an ox’). The nouns of this
type are usually feminine, but we can also find sporadic masculine nouns (e.g. okso ‘ox’,
panto ‘support’, naunto* ‘street, road’, Hilmarsson 1987). The stem finals are usually not
attached to a preceding palatalised consonant, with very few exceptions (e.g. swarico ‘ray
oflight’). In addition, some nouns attest alternation between -0 and -iye in the nominative
singular, a phenomenon that is still being discussed by the specialists of Tocharian.

Hilmarsson (1987: 44f.) argues that the nom.sg. -iye is the result of analogy after other
inflectional classes, as he recognises the oldest variant in the nom.sg. -o. This analysis
would be substantiated by phonological evidence. Indeed, the o-umlauted stem in some
of the okso-nouns can be explained by reconstructing an older nom.sg. -o. Furthermore,
the assumption that the nom.sg. -o has been replaced by -iye poses no difficulties from the
point of view of Tocharian A.***

Taking into consideration the meaning of the nouns, we can make the following
semantic groups: (1) faunal and floristic terms, like TchB okso, A opds™ ‘cow’; TchB koro*
‘camel’ or ‘mule’;**® TchB krarko ‘chicken’; TchB tsaktso* ‘+duck’ (hapax legomenon

*** An apparent counterexample could be TchB prosko ‘fear’, whose Tocharian A counterpart is
praski ‘id.. However, TchA praski (alt.) cannot be the morphological match of TchB proskiye (f.) for
formal reasons. Following Peyrot (2008: 103, 2012: 211) and Pinault (2011: 174), the possibility of an
independent formation in the two Tocharian languages seems to be the best way to explain this
mismatch.

** The meaning and the etymology of TchB koro* are unknown. It is mostly attested in the plural
in documents that deal with caravan-passes (korai PK Bois B18 a4, koraim Bs77 b2; cf. also koraiske
(?) PK DA M 507.27 b2). For proposals, see Adams (DTB: 218, in favour of a meaning ‘camel’) and
Pinault (2008: 391f, who suggests ‘mule’). On TchB etswe ‘mule’, see Peyrot (2015: 222, 2018: 243,
2018a). Another peculiar faunal term is TchB krarko ‘chicken’ (cf. perl.pl. krdnkaimtsa AS16.8a4 and
the adjective krankairirie W14 a5, THT1520 a3, etc.), which has to be related to the onomatopoeic
PIE root *kerk-/krek- ‘make noise’ (cf. the nominal derivatives in Gk. xpe&, xpexds ‘ruff, Skt. krkara-‘a



GENDER IN THE NOUN INFLECTION |141

nom.pl. tsaktsaim in AS16.8 a5); TchB pyapyo, A pyapi flower’; (2) abstract and action
nouns, like TchB prosko (~ -iye) ‘fear’; TchB scono, A som* ‘enmity’; TchB yoko (~ -iye), A
yoke ‘thirst’; TchB panto ‘support’; (3) terms for body parts, like TchB pokai (obl.), A poke
‘arm’; TchB klautso ‘ear’; TchB porsno ‘ankle’. In addition, there are some nouns without
any common semantic feature, like TchB kolmo*, A kolim ‘boat’, TchB naunto* ‘street’,
TchB kosko (~ -iye) ‘(wooden) hut; hole (?)’, TchB koto ‘crevice, hole in the ground’, TchB
lyauto ‘opening’ (cf. TchA ot ‘hole’ and TchB laute ‘moment, see Hilmarsson 1988b).*
Two points show the productivity of this inflectional class. On the one hand, there are
some nouns that analogically developed new inflected forms with an ai-stem, as in the
case of the late obl.pl. esaim (IT85 b2) from TchB ek ‘eye’, shaped after nouns for body parts
of the okso-type.”” On the other hand, this class comprises some loanwords. A clear
example is TchB patro, A patdr ‘alms bowl’, borrowed from Skt. patra- (nt.). A loanword of
Iranian origin seems to be TchB kosko ‘(wooden) hut (?); pit (?)’, to be probably linked to
the Middle Iranian ancestor of Pahl. kwsk ‘part of a building’, MP ko$k ‘pavilion, palace,
kiosk’, Khot. kiisda- ‘mansion’ (cf. also Tum. kugda TUMXUQ o0o2.a7; see Ogihara & Ching
2017: 456 fn.14), or to Khot. kusda- ‘hole, clearing’ (Van Windekens 1976: 627; Tremblay
2005: 434; Bailey 1979: 63-4; but cf. also Adams DTB: 220, who is sceptical about this
etymology).

It is generally assumed that the bulk of this class is to be traced back to two PIE stem
types: stems in *-on and stems in *-eh, (Hilmarsson 1987: 44; Pinault 2008: 484). I am in
general agreement with this reconstruction. Indeed, among the various members of this
class, there are two nouns that seem to derive from the PIE stems just outlined. They are
TchB okso, A opds* ‘ox, cow’ and TchB skiyo ‘shadow’. Before proceeding further, it is
therefore worth recalling and commenting on the etymology of both nouns in more detail.

The etymology of TchB okso, A opdis* has never been in doubt: it has been linked to the
familiar PIE word for ‘ox’, continued by many Indo-European languages, e.g. Ved. uksdn-

kind of partridge’, krkavaku- ‘chicken’, YAv. kahrka® in kahrkasa- ‘vulture, lit. ‘eater of chickens’,
MIr. cercc ‘hen’). It seems that we have the outcome of a nasalised variant *Arenk- in Tocharian,
which is also attested in Germanic (cf. OE Aringan ‘to sound, ring’, ON Arang ‘noise’). In Khotanese
we find krriga- ‘fowl, cock’ (Bailey 1967: 52;1979: 64), which strikingly resembles the Tocharian noun.
Since all other Iranian languages have continued the nasalless variant (cf. YAv. kahrka-tat, NP kark,
Oss. kark, etc., de Vaan 2000: 284), one may wonder whether Khotanese borrowed this term from
Tocharian (or vice versa?).

** On TchB pito ‘price’, see §3.8.2.1.

*" The palatalisation of the stem in esaim (vs. non-palatalised sg. ek < PIE *h,ek"-) comes from the
dual stem es®, which is from *,ek™-ih, (Kim 2018: 78). In addition, TchB klautso ‘ear’ (A klots, du.
klosdam) has two different stems: the singular has nom.sg. klautso, obl.sg klautsai, while the dual is
constructed on a stem klauts®. I agree with Hilmarsson (1989: 102-3) that the original forms must be
sought in the dual, as reflecting an Indo-European *ti-stem, *klouti- from PIE *kley- ‘to hear'. This
noun originally had a ne-less form, as confirmed by the derivative klautsa-pdlsi [klaut’dpalsi/
‘tpricking up the ears’ (IT246 a4; B162 b2 (?)). Also in this case, the singular paradigm must be
analogical after body part nouns of the okso-type.
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id., Av. uxsan- ‘id., Goth. auhsa ‘id., OE oxa ‘id.’, OHG ohso ‘id.", MW ych ‘id.’, MIr. oss ‘deer’
etc. This word is usually reconstructed as a hysterodynamic n-stem *uks-én-, *uks-n-
(Oettinger 1980: 46; EWAIA: 1, 20).*® Accordingly, the nominative singular was PIE *uksén.
However, this reconstructed form cannot be the direct ancestor of nom.sg. TchB okso for
phonological reasons (final TchB -o, lack of palatalisation, o-umlaut), and several of the
Indo-European cognates just mentioned cannot continue a nom.sg. “uksén either. Indeed,
Tocharian, (West) Germanic (OHG ohso, OE oxa < *uhsan- < *-on-), and Celtic (MW ych,
OBret. ohen < *uxso) offer evidence for the reconstruction of a nom.sg. with o-vocalism in
the suffix. This comparative evidence has led some scholars to reconstruct nom.sg. *-6(n)
for an older stage of Proto-Indo-European, by arguing that Celtic, Germanic, and
Tocharian would have preserved the original form (Szemerényi 1989: 154; Peters 1993:
394f,; Hofler 2015: 231£.).

The paradigm of TchB okso presents additional problems. Indeed, the fate of PIE *-0(n)
in word-final position keeps being a debated issue among the phonological developments
of Tocharian. Scholarly opinions can be divided into two trends of thoughts: on the one
hand, Kortlandt (1988: 84), Ringe (1996: 89-90), Pinault (2008: 421-2), and Kim (2018: 101-2)
have supported *-0 > *-aw > TchB -u, -@, while Hilmarsson (1988), Fellner (2014b: 63), and
Jasanoff (2018) have argued *-6 > *-d > TchB -0.*° The supporters of the first hypothesis are
certainly aware of the case of TchB okso and they also agree that part of the members of
the okso-type are from PIE *on-stems. As a consequence, Pinault (2008: 421f,, 2017b: 144-
45) and Hajnal (2005: 228 fn. 27) claimed that nom.sg. -o is the outcome of a secondary
*-on, originated from the contraction between the inherited *-6(n) plus the so-called
Hoffmann suffix PIE *-oHon (cf. OAv. mgdran- ‘knowing the mgdras’ < *mantra-Han-). The
outcome of this conglomerate suffix would have been a Proto-Tocharian vowel with
o-timbre, which yielded TchB -0, A -@. However, as Jasanoff (2018) pointed out, there is no
evidence that the Hoffmann suffix was productive in Tocharian, nor that Proto-Tocharian

*** The PIE root is sometimes reconstructed with a labiovelar, but there is no evidence in support
of this reconstruction. Hofler (2015: 232) favours the following PIE internal derivation: *.eug- ‘to
grow’ - *h,eug-es- ‘strength’ - *h,ug-s-6- ‘having strength’ » *h,uk-s-on- ‘the strong one’.

** Clear examples of PIE *-0 > PTch *-u are (Ringe 1996: 89-90; Pinault 2008: 421-2; Kim 2018: 101-2):
(1) PIE *hyekto ‘eight’ > TchB okt, A okdt (with u-umlaut); (2) PIE -oH (1sg. thematic ending) > TchB -u
(1sg.subj.); (3) *kuo ‘dog’ > TchAB ku; (4) PIE *duéh, ‘two’ > PTch *wu > TchA wu; (5) *-uds
(part.prfact.) > TchAB -u; (6) *h.ent-b"oh, > TchA ampuk ‘both’ (if final -uk is not analogical after
TchA puk; Kim 2018: 85-6). In some of these forms (3-4-5), PTch *-u can have resulted through
affection by *-u-, but for all others the situation is more complex. The reduction of PTch *-u > *-3 in
‘eight’ may be analogical after *sapta ‘seven’ (Kim 2018: 101). Jasanoff (2018) has recently questioned
the sound law *-0 > PTch *-u. However, I do not see any reasons for his reconstruction of a PIE dual
*-oy for (1)-(4)-(6) (see also Hilmarsson 1989: 9f.), and there are no parallels for a hypothetical long
diphthong *-oy yielding TchAB -u (on TchB akrina, A akrunt ‘tears’, see §3.6.1.2). Furthermore, I see
no reason either for his claim that the participles in TchAB -u are the outcome of an alleged neuter
*-uyus (see Peyrot 2010: 79), or that the 1sg.prs. TchB -u is from a supposed lenited form of PIE *-mi
(but see Malzahn 2010: 28-30).
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developed a Germanic-like morphological distinction between weak and strong
inflection.

Two solutions can be put forward: (1) either the nom.sg. *-0 restored the final nasal
after all other n-forms of the paradigm (Ringe 1996: 10-1), or (2) Tocharian has simply
preserved the original nom.sg. *-on. A clear parallel for this development is found in Greek,
e.g. Gk. x0wv ‘dog’, gen.sg. xuvds, Gk. dpavy ‘male’, gen.sg. -evog, where final -n may represent
either a preservation or a restoration (Chantraine 1933: 158f.; Mayrhofer 1986: 159; Byrd
2015: 21). These solutions would also explain other cases of Tocharian nominal n-stems
with nom.sg. -o (e.g. the adjectives of the klyomo-type).”

To sum up, the nom. sg. PIE *-6n of the n-stem was either preserved or it has been
remade in *-on very early in the pre-history of Tocharian, through analogical levelling after
other n-forms of the paradigm that caused the replacement of the inherited nominative
case. Furthermore, there is strong evidence that at the same stage Tocharian generalised
the vocalism of the suffix from the nominative throughout the rest of the paradigm.
Indeed, the fact that we do not have any traces of a suffix *-en- in this type is confirmed by
the lack of palatalisation. And yet, there are no traces of *-on-, either. If we, for instance,
consider the nominative plural, it is expected to have evolved PIE *-on-es > PTch *-eria >
TchB **-efi. As a consequence, we have to assume that the suffix was *-on- in all case forms,
and that it regularly yielded *-an- in all the non-nominative singular cases (see above). On
the other hand, the spread of the ai-stem for the expected *a-stem should be interpreted
as secondary. We will deal with this secondary replacement in the following paragraphs,
where an overview of the previous interpretations will also be given.

The Tocharian A equivalent of nom.sg. TchB okso is reconstructed as opds*, based on
the hapax legomenon nom.pl. opsi in YQL4 a4.”" This form has been analysed and
commented in-depth by Pinault (1999: 467f., 2008: 457f.). He argues that TchA opds™*
attests a phonological development proper of Tocharian A, according to which the
consonant cluster PTch *-ks- developed into TchA -ps- (cf. TchB klayksa- vs. TchA klaypsa-
~ klepsa- ‘to dry up’ < PTch *klayksa-; TchB eksalye vs. TchA opsdly ‘festive day; celebration’,
see Pinault 2015d). What is actually unexpected is the nom.pl. TchA -i, which obviously
cannot match the nom.pl. TchB -aiii. It follows that TchB okso and TchA opds*
synchronically belong to different inflectional classes. There is however strong evidence
to support that the nom.pl. -i of TchA opsi is secondary. Leaving aside the Indo-European
comparative evidence, nom.pl. TchA -i (TchB -i) is usually accompanied by the
palatalisation of the stem-final consonant (e.g. TchA mafii, B me7ii ‘moons, months’). As a
consequence, TchA **opsi would have been expected (Pinault 2008: 498). Following

210

Jasanoff (2018) rejects both solutions, since he believes that Tocharian shortened long vowels
before final nasals. I cannot agree with this shortening, since all forms proposed can be explained
differently (e.g. the obl.sg. TchB -a in the kantwo-type, on which see §3.7.1.2). Pace Malzahn (201
94-5), there is no clear evidence that PIE *-on yields PTch *-ay (see the main text above), neither
that the PIE ending *-0 was enlarged in Pre-Proto-Tocharian by *-s.

**Ileave the putative “Lolanisch” ok,som out of my discussion (Schmidt 2018: 166).
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Pinault (1999: 468), it is possible to assume that the non-palatalising nom.pl. -i in the hapax
legomenon TchA opsi has been introduced after TchA kowi ‘cows’, which is attested
exactly before opsi in YQI4 ag-5: (klankaii wa)mpus yetwentuyo kowi opsi kayursari :
ma(hirsari), “(vehicles) adorned with decorations, cows, oxen, bulls, buff(aloes)” (cf. Ji et
al. 1998: 37).

To conclude, on the basis of this clear PIE etymology, there is good reason to set up the
hypothesis that other nouns of the okso-type derive from on-stems, too.

Let us now move on to TchB skiyo ‘shadow’, which has no match in Tocharian A. This noun
has been the subject of several investigations from both the Tocharian and the Indo-
European comparative perspectives. Many problems are involved. TchB skiyo has
cognates in most of the Indo-European languages, including Gk. o ‘shadow’; Ved. chaya-
‘shadow, reflection’, YAv. a-saiia- ‘throwing no shadow’ (de Vaan 2003: 120; Lubotsky 2001:
35), MP sayag ‘shade’ < *saya-ka-, Sogd. sy’k, Khot. sahauja- ‘ambrella’ (Bailey 1979: 398);
Latv. seja ‘face’, OCS sénz ‘shadow’; Alb. hije ‘id.’ < OAlb. hé (Demiraj 1997: 201; Matzinger
2006: 96). Despite these cognate forms, the precise identification of the PIE root and the
type of suffixation involved are debated.

Beekes (2010: 1350-1) reconstructs an original ablauting formation *skéh,-ih,,
*skh,-iéh.-, i.e. a PIE root *skeh,- followed by the so-called devi-suffix (cf. also GEW: 11, 731).
Accordingly, Indo-Iranian would have generalised the full grade of both the root and the
suffix, while Greek would have generalised the allomorph of the weak cases (Lubotsky
2001: 35). Although the derivational part of this reconstruction is supported by some other
scholars, the value of the laryngeal is debated. Mayrhofer (EwWAIA: I, 559) reconstructs the
laryngeal as PIE *A,. The reason behind this reconstruction is the connection with the
Slavic forms. Indeed, the vowel - é- in OCS séns cannot be from PIE *-eh,- > *-a-, while it
can be the outcome of PIE *-eh,- > *-¢-.** However, the Slavic form can be also accounted
for with a slightly different PIE reconstruction.

Indeed, there is some evidence that the i-element found in all Indo-European
descendants of this noun was part of the PIE root (as also per Rasmussen 1989: 33; Ringe
1996: 18-9; Lubotsky 2001: 35) and that the laryngeal was *-A,-. To begin with, outcomes of
the verbal root PIE *skeh,i-/ *skHi- ‘to shine’ are traceable in Goth. skeinan ‘id., Croat.
siném < *skiH-n-, and OCS sijati (LIV*:546; see further Derksen 2008: 450-1; Kroonen 2011:
246-7).2% Second, OCS séns ‘shadow’ can be the direct descendant of PIE *sketi- followed
by an n-suffix, thus PIE *skeh,i-n- > *skain-is > OCS séns (with regular monophthongisation
of *-aj- > -é-; cf. also Derksen 2008: 447, 2014:549). Third, if Lat. scaevus ‘left, inauspicious’
and Gk. oxaués ‘id.” are independent derivatives from this root (de Vaan 2008: 541), they
both presuppose a protoform *skai-uos (cf. *g”eih,- ‘to live’ - *g"ih,-uos living, alive’ > Gk.

** Beekes’ reconstruction is also based on the alleged etymological connection of Gk. axnvy/oxavd
‘tent, booth, stage’ to the root under discussion, but this connection is by no means certain.

% According to Yakubovich (2002) and Hitch (2017: 518-9), Sogd. sy- ‘to seem, appear’ and Khot.
se- ‘id.’ are from *skai- < PIE *skeh.-.
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{&ov, Lat. vivus, Lith. gyvas, Latv. dzivs, etc.). If this analysis is correct, then the suffix
cannot have been *-ih,/-jeh,. Accordingly, Rasmussen (1989: 61) and Ringe (1996: 18-19)
reconstruct *skéh,i-h,, *skh,i-6h,- (cf. also Lubotsky 2001: 35).

The various Indo-European forms continue different apophonic grades from this
paradigm. The full grade of both the root and the suffix was apparently maintained in
Indian, where the noun has become an a-stem.”* Other languages, including Greek,
selected the zero grade of the root and the full grade of the suffix *skHi-eh, > *sk(H)i-eh,
(Pinault’s law) > *skija (Siever’'s Law).”®

Back to Tocharian, TchB skiyo must be traced back to PTch *skayd. The final vowel
PTch *-d is the regular outcome of *-eh, (see §4.3.4.4, §3.7.1). It follows that the word had
already become an *@-stem in the prehistory of Tocharian. However, it is still not clear why
palatalisation of the stem did not take place; and it is in fact a debated topic of Tocharian
historical phonology, since the precise contexts where PIE *i failed to palatalise are still
unclear. As a matter of fact, we have no other clear evidence of a PIE sequence
*_K/Ki- continued in Tocharian, so it is difficult to verify if the lack of palatalisation in TchB
skiyo is regular.”® On the other hand, we know that PIE *e¢ also palatalised those
consonants that PIE ¥ failed to palatalise, e.g. *k” and *u (cf. *duito- ‘second’ > TchB wate,
A wit and *k"i- > TchB k,se, A kus ‘who’ vs. *uég"no- ‘cart’ > TchB yakne, A wkdm and
*k"etyores ‘four’ > TchB stwer, A stwar). However, it would be strange if PIE *i did not
palatalise velars in Tocharian, because velars are typologically among the consonants
most easily palatalised.””

Be that as it may, the nom. sg. TchB skiyo can be the outcome of *-eh, > *-@ > PTch *-d
> TchB -o. On the strength of this etymological analysis, we can argue that other nouns

* Neri (2003: 332) reconstructs another formation for the Vedic form, i.e. *skh.oi-dh..

5 In my opinion, it is not possible to reconstruct laryngeal metathesis here (*A.( > *ik.), since
metathesis usually occurs between stops.

*% Normier (1980: 256) and Pinault (2008: 423) suggested that PIE *i does not palatalise bilabials,
velars, labiovelars, and *s. Van Windekens (1976: 88-9) listed alleged examples of *k > § before *;, but
they are all uncertain, to say the least.

7 Cf. Bateman (2o11). Accordingly, Ringe (1996: 18-9) claimed that palatalisation of the PIE velars
in front of */ must have happened in Tocharian and thus that it should have affected also TchB skiyo.
He argued that the laryngeal in *skHi- was not lost and that it must have survived as a sort of non-
front vowel until after palatalisation had run its course. But this assumption sounds very improbable
to me, and its fragility is acknowledged by the scholar himself. Admitting that *; palatalised, one
may claim that Tocharian inherited the Indo-European paradigm of the word for ‘shadow’ still
intact. This led to an opposition between non-palatalised *skeh.i- > PTch *skai- and palatalised
*skij- > PTch *say- (or the like). This aberrant alternation in the paradigm was normalised soon after:
the resulting form would show the consonantal skeleton of the former, but the vocalism of the latter.
But this solution is extremely questionable. A last possibility is to dismiss the etymological link of
TchB skiyo with Gk. oy, etc. and to rather support a derivation from the PIE root *skeuH- ‘to cover’,
with possible continuants in Germanic (cf. OHG scuwo ‘shadow’) and Latin (cf. Lat. obscurus ‘dark’).
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that synchronically belong to the okso-type were originally *(e)A,-formations in the proto-
language, including some abstract nouns previously mentioned.”®

3.7.2.2. The arsaklo-type

As mentioned above, the arsaklo-type differs from the okso-type in the formation of the
genitive singular, the plural, and the derived forms, which are not built on a stem in -ai-,
but on a stem in -a- (e.g. arsaklatstse ‘snake-infested’). This inflectional type includes both
masculine and feminine nouns. As in the okso-type, we also find several faunal words in
the arsaklo-type, like TchB ornkolmo, A ornkaldm ‘elephant, TchB mewiyo ‘tiger’, TchB
kercapo ‘donkey’, TchB arsaklo, A arsal ‘snake’, possibly TchB yerkwantalo leopard (?)', as
well as body part nouns, like TchB pratsako ‘chest’, TchB wcuko [wacdwko/ ‘cheek, jaw’
(late wicuko), TchB ckdcko /cakacko/ ‘leg’ (cf. also du. tskertane ‘(two) calves’, DTB: 813; Kim
2018: 45). We also find several loanwords from Iranian. Examples include: (1) TchB witsako
‘root’, borrowed from an Iranian form related to Oss. Ir. widag, Dig. wedagce/jedagee <
*uaitika- (cf. Av. vaeéti- ‘willow’, Winter 1971: 222; Tremblay 2005: 426); (2) TchB mewiyo
‘tiger’, probably to be linked with LKhot. muyi ~ mauya < OKhot. *mitya- < *mauya- (cf.
Manichean Sogd. myw ‘id.);*? (3) amporio ‘putrefaction, infection’, to be linked with a
Middle Iranian form *hampu- (cf. Khot. hambita- ‘rotted, festering); (4) tvarnkaro ‘ginger’,
loanword from Khot. ttumgare ‘id.’ (see already Bailey 1937: 913).

Two more complex words are TchB eficuwo/ificuwo, A aricu ‘iron’ (see Peyrot 2008: 60
on the Tocharian B variants) and TchB kercapo ‘donkey’. The former has been variously
linked to the Proto-Iranian noun for ‘iron’. Schwartz (1974: 409) was the first who
suggested a relation with Khwar. incw ‘steel’, though he claimed that both Khwarezmian
and Tocharian borrowed from a third language. Tremblay (2005: 424-5), on the other hand,
reconstructed (in his notation) *aluan- > Khot. hisana- ‘iron’ (with irregular *aé- >
higs-)* and further claimed that a nasalised variant of *aduan- was borrowed into
Tocharian. Recently, Adams (2004: 29f.; DTB: 85) has put forward a different analysis. After
having collected a number of etymologically related Iranian words meaning ‘iron’, he
ultimately posited a Proto-Iranian ancestor *anc¢uwan- (in his notation). According to
Adams, however, this protoform would be etymologically unanalysable in Iranian terms.
For this reason, he claimed that Tocharian was actually the source language, and that
Iranian borrowed from Tocharian, which had in turn inherited this form from PIE

**It could be claimed that at least a part of them are the outcome of the PIE tow-type (Pinault
2011:174), cf. TchB prosko ‘fear’ < *proskd (umlaut) < *preeskd (PIE *perk- ‘to fear’ (?), cf. TchB praska-,
A priska- ‘to be afraid’, TchA praskarii ‘fearful’, DTB: 402; Hilmarsson 1987; IEw: 820), TchB kolmo
‘boat’ < * kolmd (umlaut) < *keelma (PIE *kelh.- ‘to rise up’ (?), DTB: 219), etc.

* See recently Blazek & Schwartz (2017: 58f.) with references. However, an onomatopoeic
common origin cannot be discarded.

* The development *aduan- > Khot. hissana- ‘iron’ is not expected: the initial Khot. /- is
unetymological (cf. Khot. hays- ‘to drive, send’ < Ir. *Hadz-a- < PIE *h.eg-; see Maggi 2016: 76f. with
references), but the palatalisation *-a- > Khot. -i- could be from a secondary added suffix *-ia-.
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*h,n-¢"eueh,- ‘what is poured in’ - ‘cast iron’ (see also Hackstein, Habata & Bross 2015:103).
I cannot agree with this analysis. If, on the one hand, TchB eficuwo can be the outcome of
a formation PIE *Ap-¢"eueh,- from a formal point of view, on the other hand, it is
improbable to me that this word spread from Tocharian to practically all Iranian
languages. Indeed, we find continuants of a protoform *atsyan- in several Eastern and
Western Iranian languages (Sadovski 2017: 572): *atsuana- > Oss. efsen; *atsuania- >
Khwar. ’spny, Khot. hissana-, Shughni sipin, Waxi (y)isn; *atsuania- > MP ‘syn; *atsuna- >
Parth. ’swn, MP *hwn, NP dhan. I therefore remain unconvinced by Adams’ proposal, but I
have to admit that the exact phonological derivation of the Iranian forms is still to be
clarified.

A similar case is TchB kercapo ‘donkey’. In the past decades, this noun has been
considered a loanword from the ancestor of Skt. gardabhd- ‘donkey’ < *gord®eb"o- (Pisani
1942-1943: 25; Van Windekens 1976: 214; DTB: 210.). It has been assumed that the borrowing
happened in an early Indo-Iranian period, taking place before the merger of the non-high
vowels in Indo-Iranian (Carling 2005: 54). However, this scenario is to be rejected, not only
for chronological issues, but also because of the fact that a hypothetical *gordeb"o- is
expected to yield PTch *kcerts’apce- > TchB **kersape or * *kertsape, as Pinault (2008: 393f.)
has demonstrated. Even if this form were at a certain point transferred to the arsaklo-type
because of its meaning, there is no way to explain the unexpected outcome of *d.

3.7.2.3. On the origin of their inflection

The diachronic evolution of the okso- and the arsaklo-types has been one of the most
debated topics within Tocharian nominal morphology. The most important and/or recent
discussions are Hilmarsson (1987, 1989: 82-3), Winter (1989), Hajnal (2005), Kim (2007,
2018: 67-8), Pinault (2008: 483-5), Peyrot (2012), Hartmann (2013: 413-424), and Jasanoff
(2018). Each one of these scholars has taken a step forward towards a clearer understating
of the development of these inflectional classes.

The pivotal question of this section is how the *(e)A.-type and the *on-type evolved
into these Tocharian inflectional types, merging their inflection in Proto-Tocharian. This
central question leads to a number of sub-issues: (1) the reconstruction of the
Proto-Tocharian paradigm(s); (2) the origin of the contrast between ai- and the a-stems in
Tocharian B and their historical relation with the d-stems of Tocharian A; (3) origin of the
obl.sg. TchB -ai. In this section, I will address all these issues. Although the problems are
clear, they are not easy to solve. Indeed, the data involved is difficult to be analysed from
a diachronic perspective, since it requires the reconstruction of some intermediate and
non-attested stages. It follows that my historical account of these inflectional types must
be taken as a working option to their evolution: my final results are admittedly not entirely
new, nor fully conclusive. However, I hope they will be an impulse for further
investigations on this important topic of Tocharian nominal morphology.

The structure of the rest of the section is diachronically oriented. I will first deal with
the reconstruction of the Proto-Tocharian paradigm of the okso- and arsaklo-types and I



148| CHAPTER THREE

will try to understand their PIE source(s). Then, I will deal with its evolution from Proto-
Tocharian to Tocharian A and Tocharian B. At the end, I will recapitulate the achieved
results.

3.7.2.4. Reconstruction of the Proto-Tocharian paradigm

It is usually assumed that the okso-type and the arsaklo-type must have descended from a
common proto-type (cf. e.g. Winter 1989: 111-5; Hilmarsson 1989: 82f.; Pinault 2008: 484f,;
Kim 2018: 67-8). This is certainly correct and substantiated by synchronic and diachronic
evidence.

First, we have already seen that the difference between the two types is that the
members of the okso-type are disyllabic, while the members of the arsaklo-type are
trisyllabic, so that an accent-conditioned sound law caused the split of the common proto-
type. Second, apart from the highlighted similarities in their inflection, the members of
both okso- and arsaklo-types have many semantic features in common: animal names,
terms for body parts, abstract nouns, and floristic terms are typical of both classes. Third,
from a derivational point of view, we find e.g. derivatives in -nto in both types. Compare
the following examples: disyllabic naunto® ‘road’ (obl.pl. nauntaim) and panto ‘support’
(obl.pl. pantaim) vs. trisyllabic ausiento ‘start, beginning’ (obl.pl. aurientam®, cf. TchA
oriant) and yerkwanto* ‘wheel’ (obl.pl. yerkwantam, cf. TchA wdrkdnt).”

Therefore, there are good reasons for claiming that the okso-type and the arsaklo-type
descend from a common proto-type. But still, we need to understand how this common
proto-type was inflected and if its split must be reconstructed for Pre-Tocharian B or for
Proto-Tocharian.

In order to answer this question, we need to compare closely the Tocharian B data with
that of Tocharian A. As Peyrot (2012: 208f.) points out, the formal differences between the
Tocharian B okso-, arsaklo-, and kantwo-types do not exist in Tocharian A. The great
majority of Tocharian A nouns matching these Tocharian B inflectional types have an
unmarked singular paradigm and nom.pl. -@#, obl.pl. -Gs. Some examples are:

TchB pyapyo vs. TchA pyapi (nom.pl. pyap(p)yari in e.g. A68 a2 and THT3878 a1; obl.pl.
pyappyas in e.g. A253 bg);

TchB kolmo vs. TchA koldm;

TchB arsaklo vs. TchA arsal (obl.pl. arslas in e.g. A1b3);

TchB orikolmo vs. TchA orikaldm (nom.pl. orikdlmaii in e.g. A22 b6; obl.pl. orikdlmas in
e.g. A395 bg; cf. the derived adj. ornikdlmasi in A4o3 b6);

TchB yerkwanto* vs. TchA wdrkdnt (obl.pl. wéirkdnta(s)/// in e.g. A152 b1);

TchB kantwo vs. TchA kédntu (obl.pl. kdntwas*);

TchB karyo* vs. TchA kri (nom.pl. kdryasi in Ans a4, obl.pl. kdryds (?) in THT2424 b2);

TchB katso vs. TchA kats (cf. derived adj. katsasi* in e.g. A68 a5).

** On the confusion between the okso- and the arsaklo-type is Late Tocharian B, see §3.7.2.6 below.
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On the other hand, there are three cases where a Tocharian B noun with stem in -ai- is
matched by a Tocharian A noun with stem in -e-. They are: TchB pokai (obl.) ‘arm’ : TchA
poke (du. pokem, obl.pl. pokes), TchB yoko (~ -iye) ‘thirst’ : TchA yoke, and TchB swarico (~
-iye) ‘ray of light' : TchA swaricem. On the basis of these word-equations it is sometimes
assumed that *-ay already served as an oblique in Proto-Tocharian, since TchA -e can be
the regular outcome of PTch *-ay.*** However, Peyrot (2012: 21f.) has correctly claimed
that none of these equations is probative. TchA poke can be compared with other body
parts nouns that also have an e-stem in Tocharian A, including pe ‘foot’, du. kanwem
‘knees’, du. sanwem ‘jaws’, etc;*** TchA yoke is compared by Peyrot with other abstract and
action nouns ending in -e (but note that the exact morphological formation of this word
is not clear, cf. Pinault 2008: 433; DTB: 552-3);*** TchA swaricem cannot be the exact
morphological match of TchB swarico ~ -iye, since the Tocharian A noun seems to be a late
derivative from the Proto-Tocharian ancestor of swarico (cf. the nasal enlargement).*
Furthermore, for the interpretation of these nouns it may be relevant that there is
another small class of Tocharian B nouns that inflects exactly as the okso-type with the
only exception of having a nom.sg. in -iye. As noticed above (§3.7.2.1), in the history of
Tocharian B, some nouns of the okso-type were developing a parallel nom.sg. in -iye
(Hilmarsson 1987: 44-45; Peyrot 2008:102-106). However, it seems that a class with nom.sg.
-iye, obl.sg. -ai already existed in Proto-Tocharian, the so-called ymiye-type (Peyrot 2012:
188). Only five nouns can be considered as belonging to this class: TchB oskiye ‘habitation’,
TchB kaumiye ‘pond’, TchB ymiye ‘path; station of the life’, TchB spakiye ‘pill, poultice’, and
TchB sdly(i)ye ‘line’. The Tocharian A matching nouns usually end in -e in the singular:
TchA yme : B ymiye; TchA oske : B oskiye. This correspondence is parallel to the type TchB
kdlymiye : TchA kdlyme (with TchB nom.sg. -iye, obl.sg. -i, nom.pl. -iii, obl.pl. -im; TchA

** Kim (2018: 67-8) reconstructs both the okso-type and the arsaklo-types as *ay-stems in
Proto-Tocharian, with a subsequent reduction of posttonic *ay > *a in Tocharian B. The same
reduction would have also occurred in Tocharian B adjectives with pL.f. “ana, which, according to
Kim, would go back to PTch *“ayna. However, the reconstruction of an *ay-stem for the Proto-
Tocharian paradigm of the feminine adjectives is totally unfounded (see §4.3.3). On the alleged
reduction of *ay > *a in Pre-Tocharian B, see below.

** Winter argues that we must posit *pokiye and not *poko as the nom.sg. of obl.sg. TchB pokai. If
so, this word would have been a member of the ymiye-type and TchA poke would regularly match
TchB *pokiye. Cf. also the irregular paradigm of TchB paiyye ‘foot’ (nom.obl.sg. paiyye, du. pai-ne,
nom.pl. pai-fi, obl.pl. pai-m), which is matched by TchA pe ‘id.” (du. pe-m, nom.pl. pe-7i % oblL.pl. pe-s,
see Kim 2018: 80 with references).

*4 Jasanoff (2018) reconstructs an i-stem Pre-Proto-Tocharian *ég""-0i- as the antecedent of TchB
yokai (obl.), A yoke.

**> One may wonder whether PTch *swaricd/a- (obl.) has been resuffixed in *swaricd/a-AfiV in
Pre-Tocharian A, with the following development: *swaricd/a-AiAV > *swaficd/a' AV > *swaricefia >
TchA swaricem. Cf. also Hilmarsson (1987b).
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nom.obl.sg. -e, nom.pl. -eri, obl.pl. -em), where TchB -iye /-aye/ phonologically corresponds
to TchA -e.

The historical analysis of the ymiye-type is debated, also because its members are not
attested in the archaic period of Tocharian B (with the exception of ymiye), and their
paradigm seems to be nothing but a hybrid combination of the okso- and the kdlymiye-
type. Recently, Peyrot (2012) reconsidered his previous opinion on the secondary
development of the ymiye-type (Peyrot 2008: 105-6), because the existence of this
inflectional class in Proto-Tocharian would be necessary to explain the acquisition of the
ending -iye by the okso-type.

To sum up, the Tocharian B okso-type (ai-stems) and arsaklo-type (a-stems) are
matched in Tocharian A by an inflectional class with zero ending in the singular and plural
nom. -@#, obl. -Gs.”*® Two scenarios can therefore be outlined: (1) Proto-Tocharian had both
*ay- and *a-stems and Tocharian B preserves this situation unaltered; (2) Proto-Tocharian
had only *a-stems and Tocharian B has developed the ai-stems later.

Three pieces of evidence can be adduced in order to substantiate the second
hypothesis. First, in the Tocharian A counterpart of Tocharian B okso- and arsaklo-types
we do not find any certain or systematic counterpart of TchB -ai. This may imply that there
was no okso-like class in Proto-Tocharian, where *-ay did not serve as an oblique (see
above). Second, in the feminine inflection of the adjectives, the oblsgf. TchB -ai
consistently matches with the gen.sg.f. TchA -e, and not with the obl.sg.f. -am; as we will
see, the latter ending should be reconstructed as a Pre-Tocharian A innovation, since some
adjectival classes point to the reconstruction of an unmarked singular ending *-a for both
the nominative and the oblique of the Proto-Tocharian feminine paradigm (see §4.3.3).
Third, some other noun types that have TchB -ai as the oblique singular are not match
by -e in any case form of Tocharian A (cf. e.g. the wertsiya-type §3.7.3, and the inflection of
the nomina agentis of the aknatsa-type). It follows that Proto-Tocharian must have had
only one inflectional type, and that the origin of the obl.sg. -ai and the ai-stems (i.e. the
okso-type) is to be sought in a Pre-Tocharian B period (see also the next paragraph).

Now, since Tocharian A nouns matching Tocharian B okso- and arsaklo-types have a
plural paradigm -asi| -as, we need to understand whether the vowel stem TchA -a- < PTch
*-a- is to be interpreted as an innovation or an archaism. As a matter of fact, -asi| -as is a
common plural set of Tocharian A, so one might think that its spread to this type is
secondary. Furthermore, once we have understood that the oblsg. *-ay should be
interpreted as a Tocharian B innovation, the next task is to envision what the oblique
singular in Proto-Tocharian was. I agree with Peyrot (2012) that just two endings can be
postulated: either PTch *-a (cf. TchA a-stems) or PTch *-d (cf. TchB nom.sg. -0). The
Tocharian A zero-marked singular is ambiguous, since it could go back to both these

** The Tocharian Bymiye- and kélymiye-types corresponds to a Tocharian A inflectional class with
a singular ending TchA -e and a plural paradigm nom. TchA -efi, obl. TchA -es (Peyrot 2012: 210f.). If
the inflection of the ymiye-type is old, Tocharian A -e can correspond to both nom.sg. TchB -iye and
TchB -ai(-).
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Proto-Tocharian endings. However, only the first would have yielded -a- in the plural.
Therefore, it is more economic to assume that both okso- and arsaklo-types were *a-stems
in Proto-Tocharian and that Tocharian A has preserved the original state of affairs.

Once we have reconstructed that the common proto-type inflected as an *a-stem in
Proto-Tocharian, we need to understand how these *a-stems came about as the outcome
of both *(e)h,- and *on-stems. In what follows, I will deal with this issue, which is very
tricky. As a matter of fact, I have to admit that some of my developments and
reconstructions are hypothetical and, sometimes, speculative, being based on
intermediate reconstructed stages.

Asnoticed above, at least two PIE stems are continued in both okso- and arsaklo-types,
i.e. the PIE *on- and the *(e)h,-stems: we have therefore to clarify how these types
developed in Proto-Tocharian.

Starting with the nasal inflection, it is usually assumed to have evolved as follows
(Hajnal 2005: 238; Hilmarsson 1989: 83; Pinault 2008: 483f.; Hartmann 2013: 418-9; Fellner
2014b: 63): nom.sg. *-on > *-4, acc.sg. *-on-m > obl.sg. *-an, nom.pl. *-én-es > *-aria, obl.pl.
*-on-ns > obl.pl. *-ans.”*” The final nasal in the oblique singular, which, etymologically, was
part of the stem, has probably been lost already in a Proto-Tocharian phase. A semantic
reason is behind this irregular change. Indeed, the ending PTch *-n (> TchAB -m /-n/)
started to become a special marker of [+ human] and [+ male] entities already in Proto-
Tocharian, and since there are no nouns sharing these semantic properties in the
proto-type of both okso- and arsaklo-types, they simply lost final *-n in the oblique for

*7 Actually, there is still some hesitation in the Tocharian development of PIE *-6- in non-final
position. The communis opinio is that *-6- gives PTch *-a-. However, the oft-cited PIE *d"oHneh,
‘grain’ > *d"ona > TchB tano is better explained as a loanword from Iranian (see Peyrot 2018: 257f.
and further §3.7.1.2). TchB kramdr ‘weight, heaviness’ (cf. TchA kramdirts, B kramartse ‘heavy’) need
not to be the outcome of PIE *¢"réh,-mr (as per e.g. Ringe 1996: 8; Pinault 2008: 424), since internal
-a- [-a-/ can regularly reflect a vocalised laryngeal (Hilmarsson 1996: 174-5; DTB: 230-1). Also, TchB
antse, A es ‘shoulder’ is usually compared with Gk. Gpog ‘id.” (cf. e.g. Ringe 1996: 7; Pinault 2017b:135),
as both reflecting a lengthened grade PIE *omso-. However, other hypotheses have been formulated
to account for the vocalism of both Tocharian and Greek (cf. already GEw: 11, 1148 and further
Hilmarsson 1989: 127-8; Hackstein 2002: 190f,; Kim 2018: 81 fn. 205; the reconstruction of PIE
*h,ems-is based on Tocharian, cf. Kloekhorst 2008: 178). There are, however, other examples that
may prove an evolution PIE *-0- > PTch *-a-. The collective suffix PIE *-or always surfaces as -ar in
both Tocharian languages, as in TchA ytar, B ytar-ye ‘road’ < PIE *hjitor (cf. §3.6.1.2), TchA ymar
‘quickly’ < PIE *A,imor (Van Windekens 1976: 592), PTch *Wasar- ‘spring’ (cf. TchB ysare ‘wheat’, A
wsar ‘grain’) < *yesor (Peyrot 2018: 251f; Pinault 2017b: 131). Theoretically, TchB aknatsa, A aknats
‘foolish’ may reflect either PIE *n-gneh,-ti- or a zero grade *n-gnh,-ti-. However, cognate formations
from other Indo-European languages point to the former form (cf. Gk. dyvwrog ‘unknown’, Lat.
ignotus ‘ignorant; unknown’, Ved. djfiata- ‘unknown’ and further Gk. dyveg ‘unknown; ignorant’; but
Goth. unkunps ‘unknown’ < *n-gnh,-t-; see Pinault 2012: 187f. and Hackstein 2012: 156f.). Therefore, I
still work with PIE *-0- > PTch *-a- (cf. Pinault 2017b: 144).
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morpho-semantic reasons (Hilmarsson 1987: 46). Accordingly, PIE *on-stems became
PTch *a-stems.

On the other hand, the phonological development of the non-ablauting PIE *e,-stems
is reconstructed as follows (cf. Pinault 1989: 67f.; Hajnal 2005; Fellner 2014): nom.sg. *-eh,
> *-d, acc.sg. ¥-eh,-m > obl.sg. *-d, nom.pl. *-eh.-es > *-d, acc.pl. *-eh,-ns > obl.pl. *-dns (?).
At this point, two hypotheses are possible: either this PTch *d-stem remained as such until
the dissolution of Proto-Tocharian, or it developed an obl.sg. *-a and consequently became
an *a-stem prior to when Tocharian A and B split off from Proto-Tocharian. Accepting
either of these two theories implies different scenarios.

If the former is the case, it follows that in Tocharian A an original PTch *d-stem (> TchA
a-stem) has been influenced by the PTch *a-stem (> TchA aG-stem). A possible reason
behind this supposed analogical change is that the PTch *d-stem and the PTch *ce-stem
would have merged phonologically (see Peyrot 2012: 214 for an account of this supposed
merger). There are, however, other problems to be considered.

It is generally assumed that the conflation between the Proto-Tocharian outcomes of
the PIE *on- and the *(e)h,-stems has been caused by the homophonous nominative
singular PTch *-@:**

“The reason for the wide-spread merger of a- and dn-stems in Tocharian is the
identical outcome of *-a and *-6n in the nom. sg.” (Hilmarsson 1986: 18).

“Older feminine *-g-stems have joined this class [i.e. nasal stems] due to the
coincidence of the nom. sg. B -0” (Pinault 2017: 1339).

Although formal identity of the nom.sg. forms is reconstructable (cf., for instance, TchB
kantwo ‘tongue’ < PIE *dpg"ueh,- and TchB okso ‘ox’ < PIE *ukson) and this is certainly an
important case form, I think that additional homophonous case forms can be
reconstructed in order to historically account for the merger of these stems (see below).

Thus, it is time to test the second hypothesis, i.e. these types were *a-stems already in
Proto-Tocharian. Indeed, it can be claimed that also the PIE *(e)h,-stems developed into
a-stems in Proto-Tocharian, and that Tocharian A has maintained the original situation.
Following this line of argument, we could reconstruct the following inflection for the
primary cases of Proto-Tocharian: nom.sg. *-d, obl.sg. *-a, nom.pl. *-a(#is), obl.pl. *-ans.
This paradigm strongly resembles the Tocharian B kantwo-type, where I have explained
the contrast nom.sg. -0 vs. obl.sg. -a of Tocharian B as mirroring an ablauting paradigm
with PIE strong stem *-eh, > *-a vs. weak stem *-A,- > *-d (§3.7.1.3). One can therefore
hypothesise that from this type the obl.sg. *-a spread also to the Proto-Tocharian outcome
of the PIE *eh,-stems and that the *a-reflexes in the common proto-type of both okso- and
arsaklo-types did not develop from *eh, by sound law.

% Cf. also Jasanoff (2018: 77): “The identity of the nom. sg. forms [...] was the basis for the
amalgamation of the two types”. However, Jasanoff thinks that the coalescence was between the
outcome of “amphikinetic n-stems” and “amphikinetic i-stems”.
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However, another possibility can be envisaged. The Leiden School (see Beekes 1985:
20-36, 2011: 199-201) reconstructs the Proto-Indo-European *(e)h.-stems with an original
ablauting suffix *-éh,/-h,. If we were prone to accept that Tocharian inherited and
generalised this hysterodynamic ablaut throughout the inflection of the “G-stems”, then
the merger with the *on-stems would be perfectly understandable (also on the condition
that *-on-m > PTch *-a). Accordingly, the nom. sg. *-d can be historically interpreted as the
outcome of the full grade PIE *-éh,, and the obl. sg. *-a as the outcome of the zero grade
PIE *-h,-. It follows that the only form of the paradigm where the two types differed was
the nominative plural, which would have been *-a < *-A,-es for the *(e)h,-stems and *-aria
< *-on-es for the *on-stems. I tentatively reconstruct the development of the paradigms
ancestral to the okso- and arsaklo-types as follows:**

Table 11.17. Evolution of the *h,-stems and the *on-stems from PIE to PTch

*h,-stems STAGEI STAGEII STAGE III STAGE IV
nom. sg. *_eh, >*d >*d > *g

acc. sg. *eh,-m > *d(m) >>*q > *q
nom. pl. *(e)h-es > *a(s) >*q >> *-afia

acc. pl. *(e)h,ns > *ans > *ans > *ans
*on-stems STAGEI STAGEII STAGE III STAGE IV
nom. sg. *on >*d > %4 >4

acc. sg. *on-m > *an >>*q > *q
nom. pl. *-on-es > *-aiia > *-aiia > *-aiia

acc. pl. *-on-ns > *-ans > *-ans > *-ans

STAGE I: proto-inflection of the *A,- and the *on-stems;

STAGE II: regular evolution of their inflection;

STAGE III: generalisation of the weak stem *-A,- > *-a in the oblique singular of the
h,-stems, and loss of final *-n in the on-stems for semantic reasons;

STAGE IV: merger of the two paradigms and generalisation of the nom. pl. *-7ia.

The reconstructed paradigm outlined above evolved without relevant modifications in
Tocharian A. The original contrast between nom.sg. *-d, obl.sg. *-a disappeared when
these vowels were regularly apocopated in Pre-Tocharian A. On the other hand, the
*a-vocalism of the stem was maintained in the plural, nom. PTch *asia > TchA -a7, obl.
PTch *-ans > TchA -ds,** and in derived forms (e.g. orikdlma-si ‘belonging to an elephant’).

*91t is also possible that the acc.pl. of the *on-stems first developed *-anans and it was then
reduced to *-ans by haplology. If so, the obl.pl. of the *4,-stems may have also been reanalysed as
*-anans, with the subsequent spread of the nom.pl. *-ara.

**” On the evolution of the Proto-Tocharian cluster *-ns in word-final position, see Pinault (2008:
458) and §4.3.4.1.
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3.7.2.5. From Proto-Tocharian to Archaic Tocharian B:
Origin of the obl.sg. TchB -ai and ai-stems

Among the research questions outlined, we have dealt with the reconstruction of the
Proto-Tocharian paradigm of these inflectional types, and tentatively described the
morpho-phonological conditions that may have caused the merger between the *on-stems
and the *(e)h.-stems. We remain with the source of the obl.sg. TchB -ai and the origin of
the contrast between ai- and a-stems in Tocharian B. These two problems are related.

Indeed, the connection between the nouns with ai-stems (i.e. the okso-type) and nouns
with a-stems (i.e. the arsaklo-type) warrants a more extensive discussion of the origin of
the obl.sg. -ai, which has been very controversial since the beginning of the study of
Tocharian nominal morphology. Let us start with the proposal by Winter (1989: 305f.), who
has been the first to identify the two inflectional types under discussion. He reconstructs
a sound law PTch *-an > TchB -ai, according to which the nasal vocalised in Tocharian B,
at least in morpheme-final position. He attributes the difference between obl.pl. oksaim
and arsaklam to a change from *oksan# to *oksai#, with restoration of the nasal in e.g. the
obl.pl.: *oksan > *oksai >> oksai-m. This sound law is accepted by some scholars (e.g. Hajnal
2005: 2371.). Hilmarsson (1989: 82f.) pointed out that this development was conditioned by
the accent as follows: accented *-dn- became TchB -ai-, while unaccented *-an- yielded
TchB -an. I see two problems with this hypothesis. First, the obl.sg. of the okso-type never
has final accent (cf. pyapyai [pyapyay/; Peyrot 2012: 184). Second, I cannot find any
phonetic reason for the change *n > *y.

Another theory holds that TchB -ai may directly derive from Proto-Indo-European and
that the source of this ending would be sought in the PIE amphidynamic i-stems. Thus,
acc.sg. PIE *-oi-m > obl.sg. PTch *-ey > TchB -ai (Van Windekens 1979: 16 and 177; Marggraf
1975; Cop 1975: 11). A recent contribution by Jasanoff (2018) brought this theory back to the
attention of the scholars. He claims that the amalgamation of the PIE *0n-stems with the
PIE *oi-stems (with the generalisation of the allomorph *-g- throughout the paradigm)
was caused by an alleged homophony of their nominative singular, both reconstructed as
yielding Pre-PTch *-6 > PTch *-d. Jasanoff further adds that this merger was favoured by
the “immense productivity of the amphikinetic i-declension in Tocharian”, but at the same
time he does not clarify what nouns he refers to. Indeed, it is generally assumed that the
amphidynamic i-inflection (if inherited in Tocharian) was too small a category to account
for the spread of the obl.sg. TchB -ai (Hilmarsson 1987; Pinault 2008: 483). Furthermore,
there are no certain clues in support of a lengthened grade *-0i-m > PTch *-ay (Jasanoff
2018: 76). As Pinault (2008: 483) rightly objects, if Tocharian inherited this small class, it
could not account for the proliferation of the obl.sg. -ai. In addition, if *6n- and *0i-stems
really merged in Pre-Proto-Tocharian under the identity of their nominative singular, I
would have expected that the new conflated paradigm was based on the most productive
stem-type, which, in the case under discussion, is not the *di-stem. As a consequence, it
does not seem possible to derive TchB -ai (exclusively?) from the PIE i-stems.
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The two last theories that need to be commented on are those of Pinault (2008) and
Peyrot (2012). Their results are greatly at odds, since Pinault argues that the origin of TchB
-ai should be sought in the *on-stems, while Peyrot sees it in the *(e)h,-stems. Rather than
taking sides in favour of one or the other, what I would like to show is that both theories
are correct, since they offer complementary explanations of the origin and the spread of
TchB -ai. We start the discussion with Peyrot’s hypothesis.*

Peyrot’s theory implies that the ending TchB -ai is of Proto-Indo-European origin: it
would be the outcome of PIE loc.sg. *(e)h,-i and dat.sg. *(e)h.-ei, reanalysed as the oblique
in a Pre-Tocharian B stage. In the past decades, Pedersen (1941: 43), Lane (1976: 145-6),
Klingenschmitt (1975: 153, 1994: 319-20), and Kim (2009: 84 fn. 29) have proposed or
supported the same Proto-Indo-European origin, but they only based their analyses on the
formal level of this equation. Instead, Peyrot has made this derivation clearer and more
precise through closer inner-Tocharian correspondences. Indeed, he claims that the
gen.sg. TchA -e and the obl.sg. TchB -ai must be analysed as the outcome of the same PIE
form, namely the dative-locative, and that this marker served as a genitive-dative in
Proto-Tocharian. This claim receives a strong confirmation by a close comparison
between Tocharian A and B.

The evidence found by Peyrot can be summarised as follows: (1) some of the
inflectional classes with obl.sg. TchB -ai have the respective Tocharian A matching nouns
with gen.sg. -e (e.g. obl.sg. TchB asiyai : gen.sg. TchA asse, from TchB asiya, A asi ‘nun’); (2)
Tocharian B lacks any gen.sg.f. form in the adjectival inflection, while Tocharian A
consistently attests a gen.sg.f. -e (e.g. obl.sg.f. TchB klyomyiai : gen.sg.f. TchA klyomine from
TchB klyomo, A klyom ‘noble’); (3) several adverbs end synchronically in TchB -ai, A -e (e.g.
TchB amaskai ‘with difficulty’, TchB anaisai ‘carefully’, TchA katse ‘close’, TchA pre
‘outside’ etc.). All these correspondences lead to the reconstruction of TchB -")ai, TchA -Ve
< PTch *-Y)ay < PIE *()(e)h,-¢i or/and *({)(e)h.-i (cf. also Kim 2018: 94). I thus reconstruct
the singular paradigm of the Pre-Tocharian B ancestor of both the okso- and arsaklo-types
as follows: nom.sg. PTch *-d > Pre-TchB *-0; acc.sg. PTch *-a >> Pre-TchB *-a-y. This *-ay
may still have served as a genitive-dative in Proto-Tocharian. When Tocharian B
reanalysed it as the oblique, the gen.sg. was marked with the nasal genitive *-nse, which
was attached to the new obl.sg. *-ay, thus *-ay-nse > TchB -aintse. Unfortunately, there is
hesitation in the genitive singular of Tocharian A, because a-stems matching TchB
okso- and arsaklo-types usually do not attest genitive singular forms. A direct
correspondence between gen.sg. TchA -e : obl.sg. TchB -ai can be observed in gen.sg. TchA
orikdlme : obl.sg. TchB orikolmai from TchA orikaldm, B orikolmo ‘elephant’ (Pinault 2009a),

231

For yet another proposal, see Hackstein (2012:161), who seems to equate the TchB obl.voc.sg. -ai
found in the formation in TchB -efica with the vocative of the type yovat. He concludes that the
homophony between the vocative and the oblique singular is nothing but the preservation of an
older state of affairs.
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which might be used for reconstructing a gen.sg. *-ay for Proto-Tocharian. However, the
isolation of this genitive form requires caution.”**

Although Peyrot’s analysis can explain the origin of most of the obl.sg. -ai, I believe it
can hardly account for the origin and the spread of the Tocharian B ai-stems (i.e. the
okso-type). We should therefore wonder whether other sources of TchB -ai- can be
identified. At this point, Winter and Hilmarssons’ theory on the difference between
okso- and arsaklo-types becomes relevant again. We have already seen that they explain
these two classes by means of different outcomes of PTch *-an- conditioned by the accent
(Marggraf 1975): considering the oblique plural, on the one hand, the substantives of the
okso-type were disyllabic and stressed on the last syllable (e.g. oksdim), while, on the other
hand, the substantives of the arsaklo-type were trisyllabic and stressed on the penultimate
syllable (e.g. arsaklam).*® As a result, in the okso-type the accent would have caused the
diphthongisation: the two inflectional types would have the same origin, but the
arsaklo-type would preserve an older state of affairs.

Recently, Kim (2007: 19f,, 2018: 44-46, 67-8) and Peyrot (2012: 184f.) have put this
development into question, claiming that the correspondence is to be interpreted the
other way around. They argue that both okso- and arsaklo-types were originally *ay-stems
in a prehistoric stage of Tocharian B. The diphthong has been maintained in accented
position (i.e. in the okso-type), but monophthongised in posttonic position (i.e. in the
arsaklo-type). That is to say, after the break-down of Proto-Tocharian, the *a-stems first
became *ay-stems, continued as the TchB okso-type, and then a part of these new
*aqy-stems turned into *a-stems, becoming the TchB arsaklo-type. The sound law
underlying these developments can be schematised as follows (Peyrot 2012:189): * -ayn >
*’-an. However, there is no strong evidence that may testify this sound law, except for the
alleged reduction of -0y- to -o- in TchB impf. and opt. forms of the type takom ‘may they
be’ < *tdkoy-an (Kim 2007:19-20 fn. 32; Peyrot 2008: 142-4). A general fact in favour of Kim
and Peyrot’s hypothesis is that stressed syllables are typologically better maintained.
Although this is certainly true, it does not mean that they cannot undergo modifications
but simply that they are louder and less apt to be dropped. Indeed, diphthongisation of
stressed vowels can be found in the historical development of many languages. A good
example in this sense can be sought in the phonetic evolution from Latin to Romance
languages, where cases of diphthongisation of stressed vowels are frequent (e.g. Lat. pédem
> It. piede; Lat. pdrtum > Sp. puerto; Lat. ndvum > OFr. nuef, etc.). Furthermore, neither
Kim, nor Peyrot clarify how these alleged *ay-stems would have come about in

232

A further comparable item may be TchA katse ‘near, close’, which could be related to TchA kats
‘belly, womb’, B katso ‘id.’, a member of the kantwo-type. TchA katse is traced back to PTch *katsay
by Pinault (1991: 186) and Hilmarsson (1996: 112). See further Peyrot (2012: 207). The gen.sg. TchA
kdntwis from kdntu ‘tongue’ must be secondary. On the form kdtwes (Az00 b3), cf. Hilmarsson (1996:
114), Malzahn (2010: 553), and §3.7.1.2 fn. 156.

*# Cf. Winter (1987: 305f.).
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Pre-Tocharian B (or Proto-Tocharian); I think that the generalisation of the new obl.sg. -ai
is not sufficient.

I therefore believe that the classical interpretation as formulated by Winter has the
advantage of leaving a way out in this intricate development.

With the reconstruction of okso- and arsaklo-types as both coming from Proto-
Tocharian *a-stems, introducing the theory of Pinault (2008) on the origin of TchB -ai
becomes relevant. Pinault argues that the source of TchB -ai should be sought in the
nominative plural of the *on-stems, PIE *-on-es > PTch *-afias. He claims that in final
syllables an accented sequence PTch *-dria# would have regularly become *-dys. This
sound law could be more clearly discerned in two isolated forms (Carling 2003: 92-3): (1)
nom.pl. TchB sray ‘elders’, whose obl.pl. srandm [$ranan/ clearly speaks in favour of the
reconstruction of a Proto-Tocharian nominative plural *sraria; (2) TchB ylai-fidikte ‘Indra’
< *ylafi-fiakte < *ylan-fiakte (cf. TchA wlam-fikdt). According to Pinault, in an unattested
phase of Tocharian B, all nouns of the okso-type spontaneously developed a nominative
plural *oksay, and from this protoform the element *-aqy was extracted and then
generalised as the oblique singular of some other inflectional classes. Soon after, the
expected nom.pl. *oksay was replaced by TchB oksaifi, on the model of arsaklari.

In broad terms, I agree with the sound law suggested by Pinault, although my proposal
differs in some details. First, the diphthong that arose in the nominative plural can hardly
be the source of the oblique singular (see the criticism by Peyrot 2012: 191). Second, if
nom.pl. *-d#ia really evolved into *-dy, I would expect to find more direct evidence of this
ending.

Still, I believe Pinault’s sound law can be slightly modified as follows: PIE *-on-es > PTch
*-dria# > Pre-TchB > *-@7ia# > TchB -dif, i.e. in stressed syllables a palatal nasal transferred
the palatalisation to the preceding vowel, which thus became a diphthong. From a
phonetic perspective, this development can be explained as a case of anticipated palatal
pronunciation (assimilation) of a vowel in front of a following palatal consonant. It follows
that, if a noun of the okso-type had an obl.sg. Pre-TchB *-ay as the outcome of the
gen.(-dat.)sg. PTch *ay and a nom.pl. Pre-TchB *-ayria as the outcome of the sound law
just discussed, it may have generalised *-ay- as the basic stem of all other cases and
derivatives, which were equally stressed on the last syllable.”* A schematic summary of
the final development of okso- and arsaklo-types is the following:**

** One may object to Pinault’s sound law that also the residual kantwo-type could have had a
nom.pl. *-dria in Proto-Tocharian. However, this inflectional type shows many differences with
respect to the okso-type. From a diachronic point of view, there are, apparently, no historical n-
stems continued in the kantwo-type and the nom.pl. marker -7 may have been added at a later stage.
From a synchronic point of view, it seems to have a clear contrast between stressed nom.pl. -azi and
unstressed obl.pl. -am, and an obl.sg. -a (vs. -ai of the okso-type). As a consequence, even if PTch
*-diio# became Pre-TchB *-@7ia# also in this type, then analogical levelling from the rest of the
paradigm could have easily changed it to *-diia again.

** As concerns sray ‘elders’ (attested only in classical and late texts), I would suggest the following
development: *srdfia > *sSra’iia > *sra’na > sray. The reason why this development could have taken
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Table 111.18. Evolution of okso- and arsaklo-types from Pre-Tocharian B to Archaic Tocharian B

okso-type PRE-TCHB ARCH. TCHB araklo-type | PRE-TCHB  ARCH.TCHB
nom. sg. *-0 >*"0 >0 nom. sg. *-0 >%*"0

obl. sg. *ay  >*-ay > "-ai obl. sg. *-ay >*-qi
nom. pl. *dia > *dTa  >-difi(d) nom. pl. *"-aria > *"an
obl. pl. *dn > *dn >> *din obl. pl. *-an >*"-an

A further indication of the phonetic change *-d7i > *-@7 may be warranted by the fact that,
out of the kantwo-type, final -a7 /-4fi(9)/ in extremely rare in Tocharian B.** Furthermore,
this modified version of Pinault’s sound law PTch *-dria# > Pre-TchB *-&7ia# > TchB -difi
partially resemblances to similar processes of assimilation in late and colloquial texts. All
these developments involve assimilation of the palatal pronunciation of a palatal
consonant over a preceding (or following) vowel. Examples are: (1) a (and /3/) > ai (Peyrot
2008: 54-5), e.g. ravaififie (Gsuz 1) for rapariiie [rapdiifie/ ‘pertaining to the last month of
the year', ldksairie* (IT206 b1) for liksaririe [loksafifie/ ‘pertaining to fish’, onkolmaitirie
(W20 b3) for orikolmaririe /onkélmarifie/ ‘pertaining to elephant’; (2) non-accented é /a/ >
i [ay/ (Peyrot 2008: 55-7), e.g. astarififie (B586 4) for astardriiie [astdrefifie/ ‘purity’,
miricuska (Bgoo a5) for mdricuska /maficuska/ ‘princess’, bram-iikte (e.g. Bio7 a8-b1) for
brahm-fidikte ‘god Brahma';"® (3) the isolated word aiime > ayme ‘soul, self. Furthermore,
a comparable phenomenon occurred in the prehistory of Tocharian B, where the
Proto-Tocharian palatalised labials *p and *m transferred their palatalisation to a
following *a causing its colouring to i (e.g. TchB pilko, A péilk ‘thought’ < PTch *palkd; TchB

place is probably twofold: on the one hand, TchB sray is an accented monosyllable and the apocope
of the final nasal could have happened earlier; on the other hand, dissimilation of the two palatals
§...71 could have taken place.

1 found the following forms: (1) TchB kari (ITg by; Bas a2; THT1375.c a5) is a word of unknown
meaning and etymology (DTB: 158); (2) TchB luwari is attested only once in IT395 b2 /// ma luwari
Sau//|.If not an error for luwaririe ‘pertaining to animal’ (as it seems not to be, since it is written with
final ¢ and the virama), this luwari can be a late nom.pl. of luwo ‘animal’ (regular nom.obl.pl. lwasa,
see §3.7.1.2), which has been analogically created after nouns of the kantwo-type (both with nom.sg.
-0, obl.sg. -a); (3) on TchB sari ‘skill’, see Peyrot (2008: 83 and 170); (4) the hapax legomenon nom.pl.
lakle-tyakari ‘seeing suffering’ (AS7E a6 [class.]; Sieg 1938: 22), a verbal governing compound of the
rita-type, is not written as one would expect (cf. Malzahn 2012b: 114 “Widerspriichlich ist der Befund
bei der Form B likle-lyakari [...]"; cf. further yikne-ritafi; yolo-ritar; see also Fellner 2018); (5) TchB
ydiktari (B3s1 a6) is a sandhi-variant of ydktarim ‘feeble, weak’. Other instances of final -a7i are of no
value (cf. the verbal forms with 1sg. 7i-enclitic, e.g. krasari in Bgoo b1 or nautasi in Bso1 a7;
nervvaiii//| Bsg1 a3 is to be restored as nervvarid(sse), cf. Peyrot 2013: 323).

*" There may be a few examples of -a- [3/ > -i- [3y/, e.g. in lykiske (Big2 b3, class.) for lykaske
[kdske/ ‘small, little, fine’ (cf. Kim 2018: 53; Hilmarsson 1989: 85; Pinault 2011: 182 fn. 41). On TchB
fias ~ iiis ‘I, me’, cf. Peyrot (2008: 56) and now Malzahn (2017).
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mit ‘honey’ < PTch *mata < PIE *méd"u-). All these developments occurred in different
chronological stages and they are never the same development. Still, they are all similar
and may perhaps form a kind of drift.

3.7.2.6. From Archaic Tocharian B to Late Tocharian B

In his book on variation and change in Tocharian B, Peyrot (2008: 78-84) dealt with variant
forms that attest final -7i alternating with final -7. He has collected and commented on a
large amount of data, which appears however quite inconsistent. Indeed, some cases may
offer support for a -ii > -m development, while some others do not. He concluded that a
sound law -7 > -m should be postulated in any case, at least for the late stage of Tocharian
B. The main reason why Peyrot dealt with this problem of Tocharian B historical
phonology is namely the attestation of variant forms in the nominative plural of Class VI
(TchB -7i). Krause and Thomas (TEB §185) have been the first to notice these variants, but
they were not able to understand if -7 > -m was due to sound change or analogy.

Attestations of a nom.pl. -m in place of the expected i can also be found in the classes
with pl. -a#i, -airi, which are also the most frequent classes with nom.pl. -7i.

Table 111.19. Variant forms of the nominative plural in nouns with ai-stems

TOCHARIAN B NOM.PL. FORMS DOMINANT
STAGE NOM. PL.

archaic Ai-plural (4): k.saifid (B275 b, verse); nauntaiiic (B275 a3, -aifi
verse); klyotairii (AS9B by, prose); pyappyaifi (B275 a2,
verse)*

archaic - classical | 7i-plural (2): kotaiii (AS7H b4, verse) pokaiyri(o) (B214 b3, -aift

verse)

classical fi-plural (1): kaumairio (B4s b7, verse); -aim

n-plural (14): oksaim (AS15B b3); koraim (Bs77 b2);
nauntai(m) (AS17] b1), nauntaino (AS16.41 bs); parsaim
(AS16.1b3, AS17G b6); pyapyaim (AS8C b6; IT14 b2; AS6D a3);
swaricaim (IT107 a2, NS37 av); sitaim™® (1T1094 b2); tsaktsaim
(AS16.8 a5?);**°

O-plural (1?): swasicai (THT1455 a3, frgm.)

¥ Cf. also nauntaind in B394 b3. I have not included in this list the hapax legomenon TchB
kompaino (B588 a1) of uncertain meaning (DTB: 216; Thomas 1997: 100). Malzahn (2012a: 62)
interpreted it as a nom.pl. with o-mobile. If this interpretation is correct, then TchB kampaino
should be considered as a nom.pl. in -ain from an archaic text (Hilmarsson 1996: 166).

** On TchB sito ‘messenger’, see CETOM (s.v. sito), Ogihara (2013a: 207-8), and Pinault (2017b).

***T have omitted spakaim ‘pills’, which is found several times in construction with the gerundive
pLf. yamassdllona from yam- ‘to do’, though it seems to be inflected as a nom.pl, i.e. spakaim
yamassdllona “pills are to be made” (cf. DTB: 729-30).
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late - -aim [ -ai (?)
colloquial n-plural (4?): (0)ksaim (PK Bois B3o a1), ok(s)ai(m) (PKBois | -aim [ -ai
Big a5), oks(aim) (PK Bois B1o4 a3); korraim (PK LC 11 b4?);
O-plural (3?): (oks)ai (PK Bois Bi3g a2), oksai (PK reserve B
3.2. a1); korai (PK Bois B1g a4)

The situation of the okso-type is complex, but clear enough. We systematically find -aifi in
archaic texts, -aim in classical texts, and -ai in colloquial texts. Outside of archaic and
archaic-classical texts, the only form with -ai7i is TchB swaricairi (B 108 [late]), which is
however used as an oblique plural (Peyrot 2008: 80).

Table 111.20. Variant forms of the nominative plural in the arsaklo-type

TOCHARIAN B STAGE NOM.PL. FORMS DOMINANT
NOM. PL.
archaic fAi-plural (3): kercapari (Bu8 b3); tvarkarasi (ASgA by); -afi
moko$wari (Bu8 b3)
archaic - classical | 7i-plural (1): onikolmari (NS3o b3) -afi
classical fi-plural (3): mewiyani (IT195 a6 ); yerkwantalasi (ITig5 a6); | -afi [ -am

taunaulykaii®** (ITg6 b2);
n-plural (1): arsaklam (IT199 b2, damaged)
late - (?)
colloquial n-plural (3): kercca(p)pam (PK Bois Bio4 a3?), kercapam -am
(PK réserve 1517 B3.1 a4,), kerccapam (PK Bois B2o a3?)

As far as the arsaklo-type is concerned, the situation is clear. Except for the nom.pl. TchB
arsaklam in a classical fragment for which I do not have a clear explanation, we
systematically find the plural form -asi in archaic, classical, and classical-late texts. The
only attestations of a variant -am are from colloquial texts. If we consider Tocharian B
agent nouns of the aknatsa-type, which attest a plural paradigm identical to the one of the
arsaklo-type, we find confirmation for this development, since I found nom. pl. -a7i in
several classical texts: aknatsari (B263 a4, [arch.]; SI B 121(2) a2 [class.]; B2 b1 [class.]; B24
b3 [class.]; B31 a7 [class.]; B286 b2 [class.]) vs. aknatsam (B23 by [class.]), kausentasi (AS7H
a6 [arch. - class.]; AS17] b6 [class.]), yokdntari (B248 a3 [arch. with late form]), preksentam

** Adams (DTB: 295) interprets TchB tanaulykam in B48 a5 as a nominative plural: tanaulykam
ramt sektwetse pile ra ptark(aso) “leave the suppurating wound [which you are buzzing around] like
flies” (transl. by Adams). On the other hand, Sieg & Siegling (1949: 70-71) translates tanaulykam as a
regular oblique: “...also like the wound of pus [attracts] flies. Give up the...” (cf. Hannes A. Fellner
apud CETOM).
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(NSa4 b3 [class.]), kdlpaucari (NS263 a1 [class.]), kdrsaucaii (B597 a2 [class.]), yassiicari
(B78 a1 [class.]), yniicari (AS1A b [class.]; B45 a2 [class.]), kleficam (AS6a a2 [class.]), etc.**

The data just discussed confirm the sound law proposed by Peyrot but further add
that -aifi became -aim earlier than -asi became -am. The motivation that underlies this
development is phonetic: the nasal in -aifi lost its palatalisation earlier because it was in
the proximity of a palatal (semi)vowel. The causative pelki7i ‘for the sake of > pelkim (cf.
also pelykim in PK DA M 507.7 a6, LC 6 a1; SI B Toch 11 a5; B1o8 bg; B177 a6) confirms this
assumption. Other examples of -ii > -im can be found in the nominative plural of the
kdlymiye-type (TEB V1.1.), e.g. TchB rim ‘cities’ for ri7i* in THT1311 b6 k,cesa plkantdr tom rim
no/// “but how are these cities to be seen/visible” (cf. Malzahn 2010: 716); TchB kdlymim
‘regions, directions’ for kdlymiri* in Bio8 b6 swara kdlymim po prautkar nermi(t)em
(p)oysintasa “The four directions (became) filled up with artificial Buddhas” (cf. Meunier
2013: 156; but see also Peyrot’s translation 2008: 133-4 “they [i.e. the beams] filled all four
cardinal points with artificial omniscient (Buddhas)”). I found only one example of a
nom.pl. in -i7i in Tocharian B, namely kdrtse-yamiii in B81 bs (class.).**® One cannot even
rule out the possibility that depalatalisation of -7i > -n only occurred in the proximity of a
palatal vowel or semivowel, i.e. only before -ai- and -i-, and that the arsaklo-type extended
this new nom.pl. -n by analogy.**

Another interesting fact that, to my knowledge, has not been properly pointed out so
far is that some nouns belonging to the okso-type are sometimes inflected as members of
the arsaklo-type in classical-late and late texts, and vice versa. Examples include: TchB
klyoto (nom.pl. klyotairiii AS9B b7 [arch.] and klyotaisse ™ AS2A a5 [class. ~ late], AS3A a5
[class. ~ late] vs. klyotasi THT 500-502 bg [late]), TchB wrako* (obl.pl. wrakaim in AS17K
a3 [class.] vs. wrakarifiem in NS18A a2 [late]), TchB panto (perl.pl. pantaintsa in B274bg
[arch.] and pantaitstse in AS7K ba [class.] vs. nom.pl. pantasi B1o8 a6 [late]), TchB krarko
‘chicken’ (krdnkaiivie ‘stemming from chicken’ in Wig a5 [class.], THT1520 a3 [arch.] vs.
krdnkarie in AS3A b3 [class. ~ late]), TchB pyapyo ‘flower’ (gen.sg. pyapyaintse 1T879 b3
[class.] vs. pyapyantse (?) W32 b2 [class.]),*® and probably TchB mantalo* ‘+malice’
(mantalaitstse® ‘evil-minded’ in IT51 be [class.?] and IT262 a1 [class.?] for expected

** Nom.pl. -am for regular -a7i is also found in the wertsiya-type (Peyrot 2008: 79-80): e.g.
wertsiyam in B221 (if a real nominative, as per Peyrot 2008: 79, but cf. also Thomas 1957: 172 who
considered it as an oblique); ploriyam in B289 a6. The nom.pl. TchB sisuska#i seems to be
consistently written as such (e.g. in B25), and the voc.pl. always sisuskam (B81 a1; B198 a5; B1573.3;
B108 and probably THT3596 a4). Cf. also voc.pl. saiyyiskam.

** The form saksiri in B623 a3 is a hapax of uncertain meaning (see DTB: 744 for a suggestion).

***Indeed, it should be note that -7 > -m in the nominative plural mostly occurred in those classes
with obl.sg. -i or -ai. One may therefore wonder whether this development originated in the okso-
type and the kdlymiye-type and then spread to other classes with obl.sg. in -a-i (e.g. arsaklo-type,
wertsiya-type, etc.).

*5 The fragment W32 is very fainted and a reading pyapyaintse cannot be excluded.
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**mantalatstse).*** These variants may prove that there was confusion between the

inflection of the okso- and arsaklo-type even in the historical phase of (late) Tocharian B.

In addition, if we accept this sound law, then we can explain the irregular plurals
klyotaii and pantari in the late documents B500-502 and B108 a6 as hypercorrect forms, as
already pointed out by Malzahn (2011: 95 fn. 31; cf. also maiyyari in IT96 a5 [class.-late];
perhaps the perl.sg. klafitsa for klaifitsa in B33oag [late] and wrakaririem for wrakaifiviem™*
in NS18A a2 [late]). The data just discussed may be summarised as follows:

Table 111.20. Evolution of the nominative plural in okso- and arsaklo-type

ARCHAIC | ARCHAIC-CLASSICAL | CLASSICAL LATE COLLOQUIAL
okso-type -aifl -aifi -aim -aim (>> -an) [ -ai -ai
arsaklo-type -an -ani -aii /-am -ani /-am -am

3.7.2.7. Summary

To sum up the results of our investigation, we have seen that okso- and arsaklo-types are
two closely related inflectional classes in Tocharian B. They have similar case markers, but
the former includes ai-stems, the latter includes a-stems. On the other hand, these
Tocharian B classes correspond to only one inflectional type in Tocharian A, which
includes a-stems. After having considered several hypotheses to explain this mismatch,
we have seen that Tocharian A has maintained the archaic state of affairs, as only one class
can be reconstructed for Proto-Tocharian. This proto-type inflected as an *a-stem.
Therefore, I have investigated the split of this proto-type in Tocharian B, commenting on
the origin of the ai-stems and the obl.sg. -ai. If, on the one hand, this ending can be traced
back to a dat.sg. *(e)h,-ei and/or to aloc.sg. *-(e)h.-i, on the other hand, the spread of -ai
in both the inflection and the derivation of the okso-type has been explained as secondary.
It is the outcome of a paradigmatic analogical levelling, which originated not only in the
oblique singular, but also in the nominative plural, which evolved by sound change as
follows: PTch *-dria# > Pre-TchB *-@7ia# > Archaic TchB -difi# > Classical TchB -aim# >
Late-Colloquial TchB -aé#. In partial accordance with the scholarly literature, the bulk of
both okso- and arsaklo-types is to be ultimately traced back to the PIE *6n-stems and to
the hysterodynamic PIE *(e)A,-stems.

*** Another case could be TchB appo* ‘dad’. The nominative singular of this noun is not attested
so far, but all scholars agree in reconstructing it with final -o. And since it is disyllabic, we would
expect it to be a member of the okso-type. However, a genitive singular appantse (e.g. in B589 b4)
and not *appaintse is attested. But since this noun is mostly attested in the vocative (cf. B83 a5: appa
ate yamtsi pikn(a)star-fi, ‘Daddy, do you intend to give me away?’), one may think that the gen.sg.
appantse is actually based on the vocative form. Cf. also the derivative appakke ‘dear dad’, with -(k)ke
(with its variants, on which see Malzahn 2013: 112-4) forming hypocoristics. On this form and the
alleged gen.sg. pyapyantse, cf. Hilmarsson (1996: 35).
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3.7.3. THE wertsiya-TYPE

Tocharian B nouns with nom.sg. a, obl. sg. ai and their Tocharian A correspondents

The most noteworthy formal characteristic of the wertsiya-type is that its members have a
palatalised stem or a palatal stem final. Their inflection for the archaic period of Tocharian
B was as follows:

Table 111.20. Inflection of the wertsiya-type

INFLECTIONAL CLASS NOM. SG. OBL. SG. NOM. PL. OBL. PL. STEM

wertsiya-type wertsiya-0  wertsiyai wertsiyan* wertsiyam wertsiya-

If we compare this inflectional type with other classes examined so far, we can easily
recognise that the wertsiya-type is halfway between the asiya- and the arsaklo-type: the
singular is the same as the former, while the plural is like the latter (apart from the
palatalisation).*”” In the history of the studies about Tocharian nominal morphology, the
wertsiya-type has never received much attention. Even though several studies have
referred to nouns from this class, a systematic investigation of their origin and evolution
is still missing.

Peyrot (2008: 101, 2012:189-90) divides this inflectional type into two subclasses: a class
of disyllabic words (the so-called wserifia-type) and another one of trisyllabic words (our
wertsiya-type). This subdivision is functional to the diachronic analysis of Tocharian B.
Indeed, from archaic to classical-late Tocharian B, the nouns of the wertsiya-type
developed a new nom.sg. in -0, analogically taken after the arsaklo-type, with which the
wertsiya-type shares the following characteristics: (1) number of syllables; (2) stem in -a-;
(3) case markers, with the exception of the nominative singular.**® Peyrot (2008: 101)
further claimed that the disyllabic nouns of the wsefiria-type could have had variants for
the nominative singular, although they are not attested. Later, Peyrot (2012) changed his
view, claiming that the wsefi7ia-type did not develop a nom. sg. form in -o, because it
consisted of disyllabic nouns.

Although I agree with this modified view, it is for my investigation not needed to split
the wertsiya-type into two subclasses: this distinction is secondary, and it is not relevant
for the reconstruction. Instead, I will analyse this inflectional type from an Indo-European
comparative perspective, trying to reconstruct the PIE source from which the nouns of this

*7Winter (1989) grouped the arsaklo-type and the wertsiya-type in a single inflectional class. See
Peyrot (2012: 190) for criticism.

** The only substantive this explanation cannot account for is TchB pefiiyo ~ -ya ‘splendor,
beauty’, which, according to Peyrot (2008:100), is attested in a fragmentary archaic text (AS12K bg)
in the variant periiyo. However, Peyrot and I now believe that a reading periiya (archaic form for
classical periiya) cannot be excluded, though the line is very fainted.
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type come. Therefore, with the single label “wertsiya-type”, I will refer to both Peyrot’s
wertsiya- and wsefiria-types.

3.7.3.1. Members of the wertsiya-type

Only a few nouns can be counted in this class. From a derivational point of view, they are
formed by means of various suffixes, and can be presented as follows:

(1) TchB -lya, TchA -lyi: TchB emalya, A omlyi ‘heat’, TchB kaccalya ‘joy’;

(2) TchB -‘efivia, TchA -'em: TchB wesefifia (~ -0), A wasem ‘voice’, TchB wsefiia ‘dwelling
place’;

(3) TchB -orifia: TchB scmorifia®, A $movifie ‘place’;

(4) TchB -aufia: TchB katkauria joy’, TchB lik,tsauiia light’, TchB wrausia ‘?’;

(5) TchB -ya /-(a)ya/, TchA -i: TchB atiya®, A ati ‘grass’ (?), TchB arsakdrsa ‘bat’, TchB
kremiya ‘7, kroriya® ‘horn’, TchB newiya ‘canal’, TchB periiya, A parii ‘splendor’, TchB
posiya, A posi ‘wall, side’, TchB ploriya* a wind instrument, TchB presciya ‘time,
occasion’, TchB skwarya ‘creeper’, TchB yoriiya, A yorii ‘path, track’, TchB wertsiya, A
wartsi ‘council, gathering, assembly’.

I will deal with each member of this class. First, I will consider the nouns of the first four
groups, while those of group (5), which is also the most productive, will constitute a
separate section.

3.7.3.2. Analysis of the suffixed nouns

The derived abstract nouns ending in TchB -lya, TchA -lyi can be interpreted as
substantivised feminine adjectives. A clear example is TchB emalya, A omlyi ‘heat’. From
a formal point of view, this abstract noun is the expected feminine form of the adjective
TchB emalle, A omadil ‘hot’, which does not attest a feminine inflection either in Tocharian
A or in B. We can therefore reconstruct for Proto-Tocharian an adjective *emalle (m.),
*@emolla (f.) ‘hot’, from which the feminine form has been substantivised as an abstract
noun, ‘hot’ - ‘the hot one’ - ‘hotness’ (see Pinault 2017a for the etymology of the adjective).
The noun TchB kaccalya™ ‘joy’ (attested twice as a perlative singular in AS16.5 a3 and B520
a3) can be analysed in the same way, by reconstructing an adjective kaccalle* ‘joyful
(gerundive of TchB katk- ‘to rejoice, be glad’, cf. also ka(cca)l7i(e)ne in NS29 a3).

On the other hand, TchB wserifia ‘dwelling place’ and TchB weseriiia, A wasem ‘voice’
are abstract nouns from the verbal roots TchB was- ‘to dwell’ and from the noun TchB wek,
A wak voice’ < PIE *uok”- (cf. Lat. vox, Skt. vac-, OAv. vax$ [nom.sg.], Gk. *&), etc.),
respectively. The palatalisation of the stem in these derived forms is problematic. Pinault
(2012: 190) assumes that both substantives were originally feminine agent formations in
*-én-ih, > *-'eiifia, reanalysed as abstract nouns under the influence of the common
abstract suffix TchB -(dr?)iie. Otherwise, one can assume an old thematic derivative from
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which an 7ie-adjective was built and then substantivised (Kim 2007:19 fn.30), but then the
origin of the palatalised stem would be left unexplained (perhaps the palatalisation comes
somehow from the verb; cf. also TchB aiserica from ayk- ‘to know’, TchB kesserica from kas-
‘to extinguish’, TchB 7idsserica from 7iask- ‘to desire’, etc.).

As regards TchB s$cmoiifia ‘place’, Pinault (2012: 190) reconstructs a secondary
derivative in -7ifia from an action noun *scamad (< *stem-eh,?), itself derived from the verbal
root TchB stama- ‘to stand’ (see Winter 1962a: 27 for the reconstruction of the root).
However, one may reconstruct also a derivative of the preterite stem |$comal, thus
*$coma-ceriria > TchB $cmoriria (Peyrot 2010: 72).

From the aforementioned root TchB katk- ‘to rejoice’ we have also TchB katkauria joy’
(older katkewria), probably based on an unattested adjective katke* joyful’ or a derived
noun PTch *katkey (cf. TchA kacke ‘joy, happiness’; see §3.6.1.2). The suffix -ausia is merely
a feminine variant of the well attested abstract suffix -ausie (Pinault 2012: 190).** The
second noun with the suffix -ausia is TchB lik,tsauiia ‘light' (older lik,tsewria). It is
matched in Tocharian A by luksone ‘id.” (probably reshaped for *luktsone after [ kdsnu
‘shining’, as per Georges-Jean Pinault apud Malzahn & Fellner 2014: 70 fn.31). The basis of
these nouns is the adjective TchB lak,tse ‘shining’ (cf. also the noun TchA [kds ‘light’).”>°
However, the abstract suffix TchA -one is usually matched in Tocharian B by -ausie. There
are two ways to account for this incongruity. One option is that PTch *-awriee is the older
form and Tocharian A has preserved the archaic situation. Otherwise, one could claim that
PTch *-awria first developed to Pre-TchA *-on and then was remarked under the influence
of TchA -one. Nonetheless, the occasional attestation of the feminine variant TchB -auria
may also be explained by appealing to an analogical influence after the formations in
pl. -auna (like TchB krentauna ‘virtue(s)’).”"

**1f of Tocharian origin, this suffix can derive from the weak stem of the heteroclitic suffix PIE
suffix*-ur/n (see recently Pinault 20ona). As pointed out by Kim (2007), in some Middle Iranian
languages we find continuants of a similar suffix, cf. Sogd. -oni-, Khot. -ausia- | -ofia- | -uria (see
Emmerick apud Emmerick & Skjeerve 1987: 16 and Degener 1989: 160). Since the Iranian suffixes
share both formal and semantic similarities with the Tocharian one, it is possible that one language
borrowed from the other (Kim assumes that Tocharian borrowed from Iranian).

**” See Malzahn & Fellner (2015: 71). Apparently, TchA lkds ‘light’ is a hapax legomenon attested in
A249 a2. As Michaél Peyrot (p.c.) pointed out to me, one cannot rule out the possibility that this lkds
is misspelled for [ ks (cf. TchA [ kdsnu ‘shining’ and the variants of p.kis ~ pkis, the genitive of TchA
puk ‘all, every’).

** Formally, TchB wrauiia may belong here. It is a hapax legomenon attested in B28 b4. Most of
the Tocharian dictionaries and lexicons (e.g. DTB: 673; Poucha 1955; Thomas 1964) assume that we
are dealing with a sort of talking bird. This meaning has been suggested by Sieg & Siegling, who were
the first translators of the fragment. The first part of line b4 runs as follows: (k).(se) parsi-ne ksa tuk
sitwesy entwe mdkte ramt wrauria “Wer immer ihn fragen sollte, genau dasselbe sagte er dann, gleich
wie eine Prediger-Krédhe (?)” (Sieg & Siegling’s translation 1949: 47). The translation of wrauria as
‘Prediger-Kréhe’ has rapidly been accepted by most of the scholars and it has been confirmed by
Krause (1951a: 199), who suggested an etymological connection with Balto-Slavic, cf. Lith. vdrna
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3.7.3.3. Analysis of the nouns in TchB -iya, A -i

In this section, I will investigate the origin of the productive group of derivatives in
TchB -iya, A -i. As far as the form is concerned, one is tempted to connect the suffix with
PIE *-ih,, and in what follows I will attempt to prove that this connection is correct. As is
well known, however, two different formations in *-iA, can be reconstructed for Proto-
Indo-European. They are usually named with Indian terms, the devi-type and the vrki-
type.”* These two reconstructed formations shared some formal and semantic features,
but they also had several differences. It is therefore worth recalling their functions before
proceeding further.

As noticed above (§3.5.1.2), the devi‘type inflected proterodynamically, with an
unmarked nominative singular. It was used to form feminine nouns from athematic stems,
including *i- and *u-stems. For this reason, we find continuants of the devi-suffix in the
feminine inflection of both the *nt-participles and the perfect participles in several Indo-
European languages, including Indo-Iranian and Greek. The main functions of the
devi-suffix are (Pinault 2014; Fellner 2014a):3

(1) forming possessive endocentric derivatives (e.g. Gk. péAiooa ‘bee’ « ‘provided with
honey’ from péAi, -tog ‘honey; Gk. yAdooo ‘tongue, language’ « ‘provided with a
peak’ from yA&yes ‘beard of a corn’);

(2) deriving oppositional feminine nouns from masculine ones (e.g. Ved. jdnitri-
‘genitrix’ from jdnitar- ‘genitor’);

(3) forming verbal and nominal abstracts (e.g. Gk. ¢0Za ‘flight, panic’ from gedyw ‘to
flee, escape’; Ved. saci- ‘power’ from $akrd- ‘powerful’).

‘crow’, OCS vrana, Russ. vordna, etc. Adams (DTB: 673) goes a step further, as he proposes that TchB
wrauria means ‘myna (Acridotheres tristis)’. However, there are problems with such a connection
from both a phonological and a semantic perspective. First, the Tocharian word cannot be the exact
match of the Balto-Slavic forms. Van Windekens (1976: 583) suggested that the Proto-Tocharian
outcome of a zero grade *yyn- was suffixed by *-auria, with an evolution *warn-ausia > TchB wrausia
after dissimilation of the two nasals. I find this solution very improbable, especially because the
suffix -auria is not productive and clearly forms abstract nouns. Furthermore, the reconstruction of
a root *yor- on the basis of the Balto-Slavic evidence has been dismissed by Kortlandt (1985a: 121)
and Derksen (2015: 490f.). They believe that the PIE root *kor- (Gk. xépaf ‘raven’, Lat. corvus) was
replaced by *wor- in Balto-Slavic. In addition, as far as I can evaluate, Sieg & Siegling’s proposal is
not supported by parallel passages (Sieg & Siegling put in fact a question mark after the alleged
meaning of wrausia). Since we therefore lack any direct evidence for translating TchB wrauria
properly, I consider the meaning of the word unsettled, just like the question of a possible
etymological connection with the proper name TchB Wrau attested several times in secular
documents.

**1 agree with Pinault in reconstructing both suffixes for Proto-Indo-European. On the value of
the laryngeal for the vrki-type, see Pinault (2014).

*% Functions (2) and (3) can be interpreted as an extension of function (1), which is to be
considered as the original one.
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As the devi-type, also the vrki-type mostly formed feminine nouns, but from both nominal
and adjectival thematic stems. A few masculine nouns occurred as well (e.g. Ved. rathi-
‘charioteer’).”>* Furthermore, it is reconstructed with no ablaut. As already pointed out by
Lohmann (1932: 69), the original meaning of the suffix was affiliation (“Zugehérigkeit”).*s
Its main functions are (Rau 2007; Fellner 2014a):

(1) forming possessive exocentric derivatives, i.e. “genitival’, as they are sometimes also
named (OCS sgdii judge’ « ‘pertaining to the vedict’ from sods ‘verdict, court’; Ved.
rathi- ‘charioteer’ « ‘pertaining to the chariot’ from rdtha- ‘chariot);

(2) deriving oppositional feminine nouns from masculine ones (Ved. vrki- ‘she-wolf
from vjka- ‘wolf’; Ved. arayi- ‘evil (female) spirit’ from draya- ‘evil spirit');

(3) individualising formations (things or entities with the characteristic of the basic
form), mostly from thematic adjectives (typically from colour or material terms,
e.g. Ved. krsni- ‘night’ from krsnd- ‘black’; ON reydr ‘rorqual’ from raudr ‘red’).

Let us now look at the Tocharian nouns of the wertsiya-type in light of the semantic
patterns and the derivational mechanisms of the two suffixes *-ik,.”s

In my opinion, three nouns can be analysed as old derivatives of the vrki-type. They
are: TchB peiiiya, A paiii, TchB wertsiya, A wartsi, and TchB presciya (cf. the underived
noun TchA prast).

The comparison between TchB peiiya ‘splendour’ and TchA parii ‘id.” allows us to
reconstruct a common ancestor PTch *peeriaya. Possible Indo-European connections are
difficult to find. Following Van Windekens (1976: 346£.), Adams (DTB: 423) argues that PTch
*peeriaya could come from *(s)pen-d- ‘to shine, glitter, a root otherwise attested only in
Baltic, e.g. the verb Lith. spindéti ‘shine’ (cf. also spingéti ‘id.’, Derksen 2015: 421), the noun
Lith. spinda ‘splendor’, etc. Cognates from other Indo-European languages are however
missing and the Baltic root is itself problematic. On the other hand, Beekes (2010: 1546)

** Pinault (2014: 274) claims that the vyki-derivatives do not show any specialisation of gender,
except for the fact that they are animate. Although masculine nouns are equally attested, the bulk
of the vki-derivatives is of feminine gender (Macdonell 1910: 269 lists only 1 masculines).

%5 It should be noted that the exact value of the laryngeal in the vyki-suffix is still at issue (some
scholars have recently reconstructed the suffix as *-is, see mainly Widmer 2005 with references).
Also the relation between the vyki-suffix and the devisuffix has been the topic of debate. Some
scholars, like Olsen (2000: 402), derive the former from the latter, while some others, like Stempel
(1994: 205), have the exact opposite view. I assume that Proto-Indo-European already had both
suffixes fully formed (cf. the discussion in Pinault 2014 with references).

** I will not discuss nouns that are too uncertain or otherwise useless from a historical
perspective. This is the case of TchB newiya (probably a loanword from Iranian, cf. DTB: 364), TchB
atiya*, A ati (because of the unexpected lack of palatalisation), TchB skwarya ‘creeper’ (etymology
unknown), TchB saiwerifia* (see Winter 2003), and TchB santalya ‘shepherd (?)’ (unclear derivation;
cf. Adams 2009a: 5-6; Ching 2015: 46).
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has linked the Tocharian words with the productive PIE root *b"eh,- ‘to shine, appear’ (Gk.
patve ‘to make visible', Skt. bhati-, etc.). From a comparative perspective, this root is well
attested in nominal derivatives, usually followed by a nasal suffix, like in Ved. bhanu-
‘beam of light’, YAv. banu- ‘id.” < *b"eh,-nu- or Skt. bhana- ‘das Leuchten, Erscheinung’ <
*b"aH-ana- (?), OIr. bdn ‘white’ < *b"e/oh,no-. However, these derived protoforms cannot
historically account for the Tocharian substantives. One could toy with the idea of loss of
the laryngeal in *b"oH-no- > *b"0-no- > PTch *peence- ‘shining’, but this is very speculative.
Despite these problems, the vowel correspondence TchB -e- : TchA -a- may be used as a
tip to reconstruct a derivative of the *R(o0)-(0o)-type (of either the touog-type or the
Topés-type), which was very productive in Tocharian (see Malzahn 2012). If so, an old vrki-
derivative from this hypothetical form works fine, because it would have been regularly
derived from a thematic formation, i.e. *pene - *peeriaya.””

Similar considerations are possible for TchB wertsiya, A wartsi ‘council’. Again, the
vowel correspondence between Tocharian A and B allows us to reconstruct a form with
*o0-vocalism in the root. If Adams (DTB: 665) is right in setting up a connection with PIE
*(H)uerd"- ‘to grow’ (LIV: 228), then we may reconstruct a noun *(H)uord"o- ‘growth (in
time and space)’, from which a derivative in *-iA, ‘pertaining to growth’ - ‘mass’ would
have regularly evolved PTch *weertsya ‘group, reunion’ > TchB wertsiya, A wartsi.*

Another noun that may be traced back to the vrki-type is TchB presciya ‘time, occasion’.
It has no direct match in Tocharian A, where we find the underived noun TchA prast ‘id’
instead. These two words clearly differ in their derivation.

The Tocharian A noun has been linked with Germanic, cf. OHG fiist ‘period of time’,
OE first ‘id.’, ON frest ‘delay’ (Pinault 2008: 203; Hartmann 2013: 465-6). It is possible that
they come from the PIE root *steh,- ‘to stand’ (NIL: 637 and 646), prefixed with *pro-
‘beyond, forward’ (cf. also Skt. prastha- ‘elevated land’ (late) or Skt. pratisthi- ‘resistance’,
MIr. ros ‘wood, height’ < PCelt. *frosto-, Matasovi¢ 2009: 142). To this list we can add TchA
prast ‘time’, as if from PIE *pro-stH-o- > *prosto- , i.e. “what stand beyond” - “time” (Pinault
2008: 203; cf. also Lat. postis ‘door-post’, OHG fast ‘firm, fixed’). In Proto-Tocharian, a
feminine derivative was created, which may originally have had a slightly different
meaning from *preeste- < *prosto-, probably ‘season’ (« ‘pertaining to time’, cf. e.g.
smayana presciyamts ‘of the summer seasons’ = Skt. grismasya ‘of the summer’, Ogihara
2011:129).

Finally, Pinault (2014a: 207f.) has recently attempted to take the hapax legomenon
TchB arsakdrsa ‘bat’ (= Skt. mandilya, B549 a6) as a vyki-derivative. This word looks like an
indigenous Tocharian compound. Pinault interpreted the first member arsa° as a cognate

*7 On the reconstruction of a Sievers’ variant of the suffix *-i4, in these nouns, see Hilmarsson
(1987a: 91).

*® From a comparative perspective, the exact reconstruction of this root is notably difficult, as the
following derivatives show: Skt. urdhvd- ‘straight, upright’, YAv. aradfa- ‘raised up’, Gk. op8dg
‘straight, upright’, OCS rods ‘genus, birth’ (IEw: 1167; GEW: 11, 415-6; EWAIA: ], 243). The main problem
lies in the shape of the first part of the root, since some languages point to the reconstruction of an
initial *u-, while some others of an initial laryngeal. See recently Barber (2014: 32-36).
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of TchB arkarie* ‘darkness’, as both referring to the notion of night (but cf. also Carling
2004 and Adams 2016a). The second member °karsa can be historically analysed as a vrki-
derivative of the thematic noun *kur-ko-, designing young or little animals (cf. Hitt. kiirka-
‘colt, foal’, the Iranian nouns MP kwlk’, NP kurra, Ossetic kur < PIr. *kurna-, and probably
some other derivatives in Nuristani languages, on which see Hegedtis 2002).

For all remaining nouns of the wertsiya-type it is more difficult to reconstruct an original
thematic formation from which they could be derived. Sometimes, however, the
underived base is still attested in Tocharian A. Examples include: TchB kroriya® horn (?)
vs. TchA kror ‘crescent of the moon’; TchB posiya™ ‘wall’, A posi ‘side’ vs. TchA posac and
posam ‘below, next to’; TchB yoriiya, A yorii ‘path, zone’ vs. TchA yom ‘trace’. As we will see,
the evidence of these underived formations is of particular importance to the diachronic
analysis of the nouns.

The hapax legomenon TchB kroriya® ‘horn’ (B580 bg) is derived from the Proto-
Tocharian antecedent of TchA kror ‘crescent of the moon'. So far, two etymological
proposals have been put forward. Hilmarsson (1985a) argued that TchA kror is cognate to
Arm. efjewr ‘horn’ and Hitt. karauar ‘id., which are said to reflect PIE *g"reh,-ur. Although
this derivation works formally fine for Tocharian, it relies heavily on the supposed strength
of the etymological connection with Armenian and Anatolian. However, neither Arm.
efjewr ‘horn’ nor Hitt. karayar are self-evident continuants of PIE *g"réh-ur. Indeed, the
palatalised consonant -/~ in Arm. effewr cannot be the outcome of the velar *g" (see Pisani
1950 and Scala 2003; the noun is not discussed by Martirosyan 2010), while for Hitt.
karayar an etymological connection with PIE *g"réh-ur is openly rejected by several
scholars (e.g. Rieken 1999: 349 fn. 1722; Kloekhorst 2008: 446f.). Thus, the reconstruction
of a PIE noun*g"réh,-ur ‘horn’ is fragile.

On the other hand, Adams (1991: 5-7) connects TchA kror with the Indo-European word
for ‘horn’, PIE *ker-. This root noun has been the subject of an exhaustive investigation by
Nussbaum (1986), who also commented on most of the derived Indo-European forms. One
of these formations is a heteroclitic paradigm with nom.sg. *krh,sy. Starting with this
reconstructed form, Adams claims that a final *-u has been added in Tocharian, which in
turn caused u-umlaut of the root vowel PTch *-a- < *-h,-, thus * krh,sr-u > *k(a)ra(s)ru >
*kroru > TchAB kror(°). However, there is no evidence that u-umlaut has affected internal
PTch *-a- (Hilmarsson 1986: 21f,; Ringe 1996: 98-9). Thus, other possibilities need to be
investigated.”*

Kloekhorst (2008: 446-7) argues that the heteroclitic paradigm of Hitt. karauar,
karaun- ‘horn, antler’ originated from the PIE basic stem *4er- ‘horn’ (Nussbaum 1986:1-18).
He therefore posits PIE *£r-6-ur/n- for Hittite. As we have already seen (§3.6.1.2), there are
strong indications that the sequence *-ur# is reflected as a metathesised *-ru# in
Tocharian. If Tocharian inherited the same heteroclitic paradigm reconstructed by
Kloekhorst for Hitt. karauar, then it should have regularly evolved as follows: *kr-6-ur >

** See also Kim (2019a: 145 fn.12) for additional criticism to Adams’ etymology.
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*kr-6-ru > *kreeru and finally TchAB kror(-) after u-umlaut and apocope of *-u. Otherwise,
if Melchert (1994: 86, 2014) was right in reconstructing PIE *-eh,-ur for the Hittite
suffix -auar, then TchAB kror(-) may also be from PIE *kreh,-ur.>®

At any rate, there is no doubt that TchB kroriya® is derived from the ancestor of TchA
kror. It may be ultimately analysed as the outcome of a devi-derivative with an original
endocentric meaning ‘pertaining to the horn'.

Next to TchB kroriya*, there is another noun that may be derived from an heteroclitic
formation, i.e. TchB ploriya®. According to Pinault (1994: 188f.), this noun refers to a kind
of wind instrument, probably a flute (cf. also the derivative TchB ploriyatstse* ‘musician,
flutist’). The obl.pl. TchB ploriyam (in THT1104 a4) seems to correspond to Skt. vaditra-
‘music instrument; instrumental music’ (MW: 940) in a passage of the Karmavacana
(Schmidt 2018: 97; cf. also Hannes A. Fellner & Theresa Illés apud CETOM: s. THT1104).
Pinault is surely correct in seeing here a descendant of either PIE *b"elH- ‘to roar’ or *b"leh,-
‘to blow’. However, the type of derivation involved is unclear. Adams (DTB: 463) works with
the second root and posits *b"loH-ru-jeh,, but in my opinion this protoform could not have
evolved in ploriya, but should have given *plariyo instead. On the other hand, Pinault
(2008: 385 fn.11) claims that TchB ploriya® represents “I'elargissement d'un nom d’action
*plor ‘bruit, son’ < *plewdr ou *plawdr”. Although PTch *-w(a)r is easily derivable from the
PIE heteroclitic suffix *-ur/n, I cannot understand the first part of either of the two forms.
On the one hand, if PTch *plee- is the outcome of *b"leh,- > *b"(é-, then T would expect
palatalisation of the lateral, thus *plewr > TchB *plyor-. On the other hand, I cannot
envision any protoform from which PTch *pld- would have come. It is well known that
Pre-PTch *-w- is usually lost between vowels. If we therefore reconstruct the Pre-PTch
suffix as *-uor, instead of *-ur, we could say that the vowel -o- in TchB plor-iya originated
after contraction: *b*loH-uor > *b"loyor > PTch *plar > TchB plor® (just like *k*rih,-uor >
*k*ryaweer > TchB karyor ‘trade’). Otherwise, a last possibility involves the reconstruction
of a metathesised protoform *b"leh,-ur > *b"leh,-ru-, which yielded * pleeru- > PTch *pldru
through u-umlaut, and then *pldraya >> TchB ploriya (with depalatalisation of *-I- for
dissimilation with *-y-?, cf. TchA klyokds vs. TchB klokasce ‘pore; opening of the body’;
furthermore, I have found no instances of a sequence plyo /plo/ in Tocharian B). From a
semantic point of view, the noun *p{or- should have meant ‘sound’, while the derivative
TchB ploriya underwent the semantic evolution ‘having sound’ - ‘+flute’ (Pinault 2008:
385).

The selection of the r-stem instead of the n-stem in the derivational developments
discussed above closely resembles the pairs Ved. pivari-, Gk. mieipa “fat, fertile’ vs. Ved.
pivan- ‘fat’, Gk. wiwv ‘id.” as both derived from PIE *piH-ur, -uen- (cf. Gk. miop ‘fatness’). As

*° TchAB kror(-) cannot be from PIE *£rh,-uor because the laryngeal was lost in this position (cf.
*prH-ud- > PTch *parwee > TchB parwe ‘(at) first, A pdrwa-t ‘eldest’). On the correspondence
TchB -o0- : TchA -o0-, see Burlak & Itkin (2003). Van Windekenes (1976: 236) reconstructs *kreru,
which may be from an older *kreh,-ur (cf. Lat. crésco ‘to grow’).
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pointed out by Fellner (2014a: 70-1), external derivatives usually select the strong stem,
while internal derivatives usually select the weak stem.

The next word to be discussed is TchB posiya®, A posi. These nouns slightly differ in
their meaning: indeed, TchB posiya usually means ‘wall’, while TchA posi seems to have
the more general meaning ‘side’ (Barbera 2000: 235f.), since it can refer to (1) the “sides” of
human beings (e.g. A320 a3), (2) the “sides” of an animal (e.g. A12 bg), or (3) the “sides” of
a house, i.e. its walls (e.g. A8 a3). These nouns must be derivations of a third noun.
Evidence for this third noun comes from Tocharian A, where we find TchA posam and
TchA posac as postpositions governing both the genitive and the oblique (Meunier 2015:
345-6). There are two clues that allow us to reconstruct these postpositions as original
nominal inflected forms. First, the fact that they govern the genitive is unusual. Indeed, as
Carling (2000: 368 and 399) pointed out, the genitive as a governed case usually refers to
living beings or abstract concepts. Second, an isolated form TchA posa is attested in A146
a5 k,li tas salyas posa “if a woman is at the right side”. If Winter (1985a: 584-5) is wrong in
reconstructing haplology for possasa, then TchA posa can only be the perlative singular of
an unattested noun TchA pos*. One may therefore claim that inflected forms of TchA pos*
underwent a process of grammaticalisation, since they first became relational nominals
and subsequently postpositions.

Several etymological proposals have been made for TchB posiya, A posi, and TchA
pos*?* The most solid is the one by Fraenkel (1932: 229), who connected the Tocharian
words with Lith. piisé, Latv. puse, OPr. pausan, pauson ‘cote, moitié’. The common ancestor
of these nouns is reconstructed with an ablauting paradigm *pous-, pus- ‘+ half (Fraenkel
1962: 676). It could therefore be argued that Lithuanian and Latvian continue the zero
grade, and Old Prussian and Tocharian the full grade. Otherwise, the Tocharian word
could come from the PIE root *peh,- ‘to protect’ (Skt. pati, Av. pa-), which is attested with
an s-extension in several Indo-European languages (Hitt. pahs- ‘to protect’, Lat. pastor ‘to
herd’, OCS pasti ‘to pasture’). The original meaning of TchA pos* could have been ‘what
protects’ - ‘wall’, and then the derivatives in -iya ‘pertaining to the wall’ > ‘side (of humans,
animals, and things in general)’. But this latter option is not entirely convincing.

There is another noun belonging to this class that attests (Tocharian) o-vocalism in the
root. It is TchB yoriiya, A yorii ‘path, zone’. Again, Tocharian A shows continuants of the
underived noun, TchA yom ‘trace, footprint’. If not a loanword from Iranian (cf. Khot.
gyuna- ‘gait, course, time’, see Isebaert 1980: 142), the most straightforward comparison
would be with Lat. ianus ‘passage’ (old u-stem) and ianua ‘door’ (Van Windekens 1976:
604). Accordingly, Latin and Tocharian would both continue an n-derivative of the PIE

** See Couvreur (1947: 1 fn. 14) and Klingenschmitt (1994: 313) for yet other proposals, none of
which is phonologically satisfactory. See also Tremblay (2005), who improbably assumes a
loanword.
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root *jeh,- ‘to go’, still attested in TchA yom, while TchB yo7iiya and TchA yorii would be
derivatives in -ya of this noun (with the meaning ‘having traces’ - ‘path, caravan’).***

The last noun to be discussed is TchB kremiya, a hapax legomenon attested in W5 a6
as anominative singular. The meaning of this word is not easily detectable. For this reason,
Filliozat (1948) and Broomhead (1962) do not translate it, while Adams (DTB: 234) only says
that it would designate a plant part. The etymology of the term has not been ventured yet.
Sometimes however understanding the etymology of a term can shed new light on its
meaning.

The noun is attested in the following line: W5 a6 /// -re - erkdntse yasorifia kremiya *
tsdnkacca pyapyo + sdrt (new transcription by Michaél Peyrot, p.c.). This fragment is very
difficult to translate, since it contains a number of hapax legomena. The only noun that
can be translated with confidence is pyapyo ‘flower’. TchB tsdrkacca*® may be derived
from tsank* ‘naked barley’, and it seems to be an adjective in agreement with pyapyo, thus
‘flower of naked barley, spike (?). However, one has to note that the ending -cca is
unexpected, since -tstsa would be the regular nom.sg. form (but cf. possibly nom.plLf.
motarcca(na) ‘green’ in THT1121 a3; see Schmidt 2018: 108). On TchB erkdntse and the
possible reconstruction of anoun erk(a)* ‘decoction (?)’, see Carling (2003: 89, 2004; contra
DTB: 100). Finally, TchB yasorifia might be derived from the noun TchB ydso ‘desire,
passion’.

Since the fragment contains a list of medical ingredients, TchB kremiya may indeed
designate some kind of plant, as Adams proposed (DTB: 234).

Now, if we look at TchB kremiya in the light of the nouns discussed so far, we can safely
leave the element -iya out from our historical discussion. This TchB krem(e)° has no clear
formal match in Tocharian, though it is not completely isolated. Indeed, another
comparable item might be kremot, attested in W37 a3: tsikallona kremotsa dasne
ya(masd)lle “... are to be shaped; it is to be applied to the head with kremot” (cf. Filliozat
1948: 87). To my knowledge, Adams (DTB: 234) provides the only etymological attempt for
TchB kremot. He does not point to the formal similarity with TchB kremiya, since he
analyses TchB kremot as a compound of °mot ‘alcohol’ and kare® [kdre/, a term that is
usually translated as ‘rank, dignity’ (Adams) or ‘good’ (Winter 1968: 61; Hilmarsson 1996:
84). However, both ‘alcohol of the dignity’ and ‘good alcohol’ do not make any sense in this
passage.

Formally, the protoforms from which TchB krem® may derive can be summarised by
the two following notations: *Krom-, *Kreh,m-, where *K may represent any velar stop. I
have therefore checked for Indo-European forms matching one of these protoforms and I

*** One may also claim that TchA yom ‘trace, footprint’ is the exact counterpart of Lat. ianus, as if
both reflecting *ieh.-n-u-. If so, TchB yoriiya would regularly derive from *ydnw-ya > yoriiya (with *w
>y) and TchA yorii would have been borrowed from Tocharian B

*% Broomhead (1962: 1, 7) read tsdrkana, which is impossible. On the other hand, Filliozat (1948:
66) read tsdnkantd, which is the accepted reading (cf. DTB: 803; Blazek & Schwartz 2017: 62; Ching
2016: 55). This form is usually interpreted as a variant plural of the regular sdrkana (see also Ching
2010: 384). In any case, however, this tsdnkantd is a mistake, since tsdrkanta would be expected.



GENDER IN THE NOUN INFLECTION |173

found a straightforward correspondence in Gk. xpdupvov ‘onion’, with variant forms
xpépvov (Hom.) and xpépfuov (pap.) (Chantraine 1999: 586; GEW: I, 23-24), MIr. crem ‘(wild)
garlic’, W crafid.’, OE hramsan ‘ramsons’ (pl.) (Kroonen 2013: 242-3), Lith. kermusé ‘wild
garlic’, OCS ¢rémoss ‘ramsons’, Russ. ¢eremsd ‘Allium garlic’ (IEw: 80-1; Derksen 2015: 239-
40), Yazghulami gams ‘wild onion’, Tajik kam¢ ‘Allium rubiginosium’ (Steblin-Kamenskij
1982: 73). Greek and Germanic point to *krom-, while Celtic and Balto-Slavic point to
*krem-. If Tocharian belongs here, as I think, TchB krem® could be ranged under the first
group, as continuing PIE *krom-. The original Proto-Tocharian formation from which TchB
kremiya is derived is however unknown. Some of the forms just mentioned point to an
extension in *-us-, while some others do not attest any direct medial *-u-.>**

One may therefore wonder whether TchB kremiya and TchB kremot denote something
linked to garlic or onion. As noticed above, the fragments where both words are attested
are of medical content and therefore plants names are expected to be found. But
unfortunately, it is hard to say which of the two meanings is correct. Indeed, neither the
word for ‘garlic’, nor the word for ‘onion’ is attested in Tocharian. However, if TchB kremot
has been correctly identified as a compound of krem™ (or the like) and mot, then a meaning
‘garlic-based alcohol’ is of course possible. A liquid brew based on garlic is widely used in
Ayurvedic medicine. It is known as the Skt. lasunadi, a sort of garlic oil. Although several
types of this composite herbal drug-oil are attested, the lasunadi ghyta (attested in the
seventh century’s Astanga hydaya) is prescribed for neurological disease and thus seems
to fit well in the context of the document (if so, “...are to be shaped (and) to be applied to
the head with the lasunadi”). Returning to TchB kremiya, we can therefore conclude that
it might mean both ‘tgarlic plant’ (if a noun) or ‘pertaining to garlic’ (if an inflected
feminine adjective).”*

3.7.3.4. Summary

To sum up, we have seen that the bulk of the members of the wertsiya-type can reflect
formations in *-ih, of both the devi- and the vrki-types. Although the Indo-European
comparison is either ambiguous or too meagre to ascertain the derivation of some of the
wertsiya-nouns, it has become clear what the derivational processes involved were. An
important analytical tool to investigate the nouns of the wertsiya-type has been the
reconstruction of possible underlying underived formations. In some cases, Tocharian A
clearly attests the noun from which a ya-derivative has been formed. One can assume that
the formal and the semantic division between the devi- and the vrki-types became
increasingly opaque in the history of Tocharian. The result of this process has implied that

% 1f TchB krem® is from *kromus-, then the lack of u-umlaut would be surprising. But one may
also invoke analogy after other case-forms without *-u- in the paradigm.

*% Actually, a last possibility can be ventured. Indeed, if one interpreted TchB kremiya and TchB
kremot as attesting two different bases, one could analyse TchB kre- in kremot as a loanword. The
best formal match would be with Khot. gira- ‘grapes’. If so, kremot could be translated as ‘wine (lit.
grapes-alcohol)’.
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these inherited formations have influenced each other, before they finally merged into a
single category. As a matter of fact, this is not an isolated development, since the same
formal and semantic merger of the devi- and the vrki-type can be discerned in several other
Indo-European languages and branches (see e.g. Cardona 2003: 161 for Indian, Johnsen
2005 for Germanic, and recently Piwowarczyk 2016: 115f. for Latin).

3.8. THE EVOLUTION OF THE PROTO-INDO-EUROPEAN NEUTER IN TOCHARIAN
A HISTORICAL AND TYPOLOGICAL OVERVIEW

This section is aimed at clarifying how the PIE neuter gender evolved in Tocharian and to
what extent it has been continued as the Tocharian genus alternans in the inflection of the
noun. Much attention will be paid to the development of the thematic neuter and to cases
of gender fluctuation caused by morpho-phonological mergers with the feminine and the
masculine.

The section is divided in two parts: the first analyses the evolution of the neuter
singular and the merger with the masculine; the second investigates the evolution of the
neuter plural and the merger with the feminine.

3.8.1. THE EVOLUTION OF THE NEUTER SINGULAR

The classification of PIE neuter nouns is based on the shape of the stem. The stem could
be thematic or athematic. Thematic are those stems that ended with *-o-, rarely
alternating with *-e-. From the inflectional point of view, it is well known that the neuter
did not mark any difference between the nominative and the accusative. In the athematic
inflection, they were zero-marked in the singular. In the plural, thematic and athematic
types shared the same ending PIE *-A,. The two inflections can be schematised as follows
(Melchert 2014; Steer 2014; Lundquist & Yates 2018):

Table 111.23. Nominative and accusative in the inflection of the PIE neuters

ATHEMATIC THEMATIC
NOM.ACC.SG. ] *-0-m
NOM.ACC.PL. *-h, *-e-h,

From a diachronic point of view, an important difference between athematic and
thematic neuter is that the latter is chronologically more recent than the former.

In fact, several athematic neuters can be reconstructed for the proto-language. They
are generally continued as alternating in Tocharian. The absence of formal differences
between the nominative and the accusative in PIE is perfectly mirrored in Tocharian, since
alternating nouns are limited to Class [, II, and III (nom. = obl.). Examples are numerous
(Pinault 2008: 491-97; Hartmann 2013: 523):
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TchB asta ‘bones’ (pl.) < PIE *Host-h, (YAv. asti, Lat. ossa)

TchA wast, B ost ‘house’ < PIE *ueh,stu- (Skt. vastu-, Gk. dotu)

TchAB or ‘wood’ < PIE *doru- (Skt. daru-, Gk. d6pv, Hitt. taru-)

TchA ysar, B yasar ‘blood’ < PIE *h.esh.(0)r (Hitt. eShar, Skt. dsr-k, Latv. asinis)

TchA stam, B stam ‘tree’ < PIE *sth,mn- (Olr. taman, OHG stam (adj.), Lat. stamen, Ved. sthaman-)

This short list is purely illustrative and could easily be extended. On the other hand, the
reconstruction of the thematic neuters is a difficult task for Indo-European comparative
linguistics. Indeed, only a very restricted set of thematic neuters can be traced back to
Proto-Indo-European; most of them were developed independently by individual
Indo-European languages. Some types are more archaic, even if they are still limited in
number. Examples include: PIE *(H)iugdm ‘yoke’ > Lat. iugum, Hitt. iuka-, Skt. yugdm, Gk.
Luydv; PIE *pédom ‘place’ > Hitt. pedan, Gk. tédov, Skt. paddm; nomina instrumenti in PIE
*-trom, like *h.,erh-tro-m > Lith. drklas, Lat. aratrum (lengthening based on arare ‘to
plough’), Gk. &potpov, Arm. arawr, MIr. arathar; PIE *u(e)rd"om ‘word’ > Lat. verbum, Goth.
watird, and a few others. Apparently, these reconstructed nouns did not survive in
Tocharian.

A related question is therefore where we can find Tocharian continuants of the PIE
thematic neuter. If we approach this problem from a formal perspective, the nom.acc.sg.
PIE *-om is expected to have yielded nom.obl.sg. PTch *-@ > TchB -e, A -@. There are two
classes with this singular paradigm: the yakwe-type (nom.pl. -;, obl. -em) and the ake-type
(nom.obl.pl. -e-nta).**® In the following paragraphs, I attempt to track down PIE neuter
nouns in these inflectional types.

3.8.1.1. The yakwe-type

The yakwe-type is a productive class of masculine nouns with a differentiated plural
nom.pl. TchB -i, A -a#i, obl.pl. TchB -em, A -as (TEB Class V.1). The origin of this class is
generally well understood (TEB §179-180; Adams 1988: 112-3; Pinault 1989: 78-81): the bulk
can be traced back to the PIE masculine *o-stems, as it is made clear by TchB yakwe, A yuk
‘horse’ < PIE *h,ékuo- (m.) itself (Skt. d$va-, YAv. aspa-, Gk. inmog, Myc. i-qo, Lat. equus, etc.).

** In addition, there is another class with nom.obl.sg. TchB -¢, A -@, whose members point to old
thematic neuters. This class may be labelled as the kante-type (TchB: sg. -e, pl. -enma; TchA: sg. -@,
pl. -ant/-antu), and it consists of a few numerals (TEB Class II.2). The most prominent member is
TchB kante, A kiint 100 (num. ), which regularly comes from PIE *£mtom (> Lat. centum, Gk. éxatév,
Skt. satd- etc.). As pointed out by Winter (1992: 122), the plural formation of these numerals cannot
be reconstructed for Proto-Tocharian with confidence, because it seems to be of recent origin in
both Tocharian B and A. This is particularly clear in Tocharian B, since TchB kante mechanically
selected the plural marker on the basis of the number of the syllables of the word (Winter 1992: 120).
TchB yaltse, A wilts 1,000" and TchB tmane ~ tumane, A tmam ‘10,000’ behave like TchB kante, A
kdnt. On the other hand, TchB pkante, A pkdnt ‘hindrance’ has been presumably included into this
class for the formal resemblance with TchB kante, A kdnt.
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From a morphological perspective, Malzahn (2012) showed that many nouns from this
class can be ultimately analysed as derivatives of the tépoc-type (e.g. TchB werke, A wark
‘hunt, chase’ < *udrg-o- ‘work’; TchB kene, A kam < *g"uén-o- ‘sound, etc.).

There are, however, some other nouns that do not continue this flourishing type of
masculine nouns (TEB §180 p. 130).*”” Klingenschmitt (1994: 316) analyses TchB yakne, A
wkém ‘way, manner’ as the outcome of a neuter *ueg"-no-m (cf. Olr. fén ‘wagon’, W gwain;
see further OHG wagan < *uog"-no-). In all likelihood, it is the Tocharian A form that has
brought him to this reconstruction. Indeed, TchA wkdm does not belong to the yakwe-type,
being it an alternating noun with plural form wédknant (thus a member of the ake-type).
Therefore, one may say that this noun was originally a neuter (continued as alternating in
Tocharian A) and that it was reinterpreted as a masculine in Tocharian B, as a result of the
morpho-phonological merger of masculine and neuter in the thematic paradigm of the
singular. A clear case of a PIE neuter noun reinterpreted as a Tocharian masculine is TchB
ere ‘appearance’ (obl.pl. erem), if correctly identified as the outcome of a neuter s-stem
*h,eros- (Gk. dpog ‘mountain’, see DTB: 99 and §3.6.1.1).

Another peculiar case that went the other way around is TchB spane (pl. not attested),
A spdm ‘sleep’ < PIE *syep-no-. The Tocharian A noun has two plural variants: TchA
sdpnant (ake-type, alternating) and TchA sdpnani* (yakwe-type, masculine, cf. loc. pl.
sdpnasam ‘in the dreams’ in A78 a1 and A56 b3). Comparative evidence points
unambiguously to the reconstruction of a masculine noun (PIE *syep-no-, cf. Lat. somnus
m. ‘sleep, dream’, Skt. svdpna m. ‘id.’, Av. x"afina- m. ‘id.’; Gk. Umvog m. ‘id.’, OCS ssns m. ‘id’
and Alb. gjumé m. ‘id.” continue *sup-no-; cf. also OE swefn ‘dream’, which is neuter), which
allows us to reconstruct the noun as masculine for Pre-Proto-Tocharian.

There is one further example that may prove the sporadic reinterpretation of thematic
neuter nouns as masculine. It is TchB twere* ‘door’ (pl. tweri), which must be related to the
familiar PIE word for ‘door’, *d"udr-/d"ur- (NiL: 130f.). This root noun has been extended
with different suffixes in many Indo-European languages (NIL: 131; EWAIA: I, 764-5; Beekes
2010: 566). Among these derived forms, we find outcomes of a neuter o-stem *d"yoro- in
Skt. dvara- ‘door, gate, passage’, OP duvara-, Lat. forum ‘market place, public space’, OCS
dvors ‘courtyard’, Lith. dvéras ‘estate, village’ (NIL:131).”*® Indo-European languages do not
attest a derivationally similar masculine stem. Based on this comparative evidence, we can
therefore argue that TchB twere* ‘door’ is the regular outcome of the neuter noun PIE
*d"yorom and that its masculine gender and inflection are secondary.>®

*7 As pointed out by Nussbaum (2017), neuter forms of the type *R(6)-o- are randomly found (cf.
Ved. rékam vs. rékah ‘light’, etc.), but evidence from Indo-European languages is too meagre for
comparison with the Tocharian data.

** The Balto-Slavic forms are masculine, but the accentuation of the Slavic noun points to an old
neuter (Illi¢-Svity¢’s Law; see Derksen 2015: 148-9 and Matasovi¢ 2014: 63-3, 72).

*% Cf. also TchB yetwe (pl. yetwi) ‘ornament’, which is a derivative in *-yo- of the verbal root TchB
yata- ‘to adorn; be decorated’. This noun has been borrowed to Tocharian A as yetwe, but the two
Tocharian languages differ again in the gender and the inflection of the respective nouns. Indeed,
TchA yetwe is alternating, while TchB yetwe is masculine. Theoretically, one could think that, at the
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In the following paragraph, we will verify whether inherited masculine nouns have
been reanalysed as alternating.

3.8.1.2. The ake-type

Allnouns belonging to the ake-type are alternating and have a plural ending in TchB -enta,
A -ant. Some of them have a clear etymology.

TchB ake, A ak ‘end, tip’ is usually traced back to PIE *f ek-0s-, with a clear cognate in
Lat. acus, aceris ‘husk, chaff’ (DTB: 40). Some other nouns of this class are said to go back
to PIE s-stems, like TchB salype, A sdlyp (but pl. sdlypas) ‘oil’, TchB cake ‘river’, TchB ike
‘place’, TchB yarke, A ydirk ‘honour, veneration’.”””

TchB salype, A sdlyp (pl. TchA sdlypaii) is usually connected with Gk. €Amog/ €Agog
(Hesychius [with psilosis?]).”” However, Beekes (2010: 415f.) pointed out that if &\mog is
from *sélp-os-, we should expect spiritus asper in Greek and no oscillation between
internal -m- and -¢-.*"* Skt. sarpis- ‘molten butter, lard’ is a secondary formation. Germanic
points to the reconstruction of a feminine *salbo- ‘ointment’ (cf. Goth. salba, OHG salba)
and a neuter *salba- (cf. OHG salb). If TchB salype is not the exact cognate of Gk. &\mog/
€\¢pog, one could say that the Tocharian word was in origin an adjectival derivative of PIE
*selp- ‘fat’, subsequently substantivised as a neuter (cf. the type of Lat. serum ‘whey’ from
*ser-0- ‘flowing’, Skt. punah-sard- ‘running back’, beside *sor-6- > Gk. dpé¢ ‘whey’).”®

As far as TchB cake ‘river’ is concerned, the reconstruction of an s-stem from the verbal
root *tek”- ‘to flow, run’ is formally possible, but it is not supported by comparative
evidence. In Germanic, the root has been nominalised as an o-stem in e.g. Got. pius
‘servant’, OE peow, while in Balto-Slavic we find OCS toks ‘current, course’ and Lith. tdkas
‘(foot-)path’ < PIE *tok"-o0- (Derksen 2015: 457). Both Germanic and Balto-Slavic seem to

moment of the borrowing, Pre-TchB *yetwe was alternating (< neuter) and that TchA maintained
the gender of the borrowed word, while Tocharian B reinterpreted the noun as a masculine.
However, since loanwords are typically inserted into Class III (alternating), it is more probable that
the gender of TchA yetwe is an innovation.

*™ Another neuter s-stem continued in Tocharian is TchB °kdlywe [kolwe/, A °klyu ‘fame’, attested
only in the dvandva-compound TchB riem-kdlywe, A fiom-klyu ‘renown’ (< ‘name’ + ‘glory’). It is from
*fley-os- (cf. Ved. srdvas-, Gk. xAéog, OIr. cli, etc.). See Hofler (2012:132f.).

*" The shape of the Tocharian word is peculiar, because of the palatalised -f- /I/. Mechanically,
TchB salyp- [s$lp/, A sdlyp points to the reconstruction of *selep- or perhaps *selpi-, which are not
found elsewhere in the Indo-European domain. However, on the basis of TchB kalp- ‘to steal’ < *klap-
< PIE *klep-, one can traced TchB /sdlp-/, A slyp back to PTch *salp- < * slap- < *sleb- (cf. Goth.
slepan ‘to sleep’, LIv*: 565).

*” Rieken (1999: 180) equates Gk. 8Amy ‘oil flask’ with Skt. sarpis-. The former would be the
outcome of *solpeh., and the latter would mirror a secondary s-derivative *sélp-h.-s-. She further
thinks that Gk. €\¢og is from *sélph.-e/o-s-, with -¢- from *-pH-.

** One may even wonder whether PGerm. *salbo < *selpeh. is to be ultimately interpreted as the
neuter plural of *salba < *selpom.
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match YAv. taka- ‘flowing, course’ (m.) morphologically. For Tocharian, I see two options:
TchB cake is either the outcome of a thematic derivative *tek”-6- ‘flowing’, substantivised
as ‘river’ (cf. Lat. serum), or an original nt-participle from the same root, i.e. *tek”-ont- ‘that
which flows (nt.)’ - ‘river’ (DTB: 267).

On the other hand, TchB ike ‘place’ (pl. ikenta ~ ykenta)*™* can unambiguously be
compared with Lat. vicus ‘village’, PGerm. *wiha- < *ueik-o- (masculine o-stem, cf. also Gk.
(F)olxog ‘house, household’, Skt. vésa- house, brothel’, de Vaan 2008: 675; see Kroonen 2013:
585 on the Germanic evidence).

Lastly, TchB yarke, A yéirk ‘honour, veneration’ has been related to Skt. arkd- ‘ray, light,
shine; song’, and Arm. erg ‘song, poem, playing’ as reflecting PIE *h,erk-o- (m.). Schindler
(1980: 84) questioned this derivation, claiming that, if from a masculine *o-stem, this noun
was not expected to be alternating in Tocharian. He therefore argued that the Tocharian
noun points to an *s-stem *A,erk-os- (cf. also Hilmarsson 1986d; Ringe 1987: 102; Pinault
2008: 497), but this reconstruction cannot be substantiated from a comparative
perspective. I would rather claim that the merger of the masculine with the neuter in the
thematic inflection has produced the reanalysis of old masculine nouns as alternating,
since they both ended in PTch *- in the singular. As a consequence, TchB yarke, A ydrk
‘honour, veneration’ can be traced back to a masculine thematic type, which was
transferred to the alternating class at a later stage (cf. below §3.8.1.3).”

A similar case is TchB erepate (pl. -enta), A arampat ‘shape (= Lat. forma)’, a compound
of TchB ere, A aram ‘appearance’ (see §3.6.1.1) and PTch *pate (pl. *patenta). Since Pisani
(1942-1943: 28), PTch *pate has been compared with Skt. bhati- ‘splendor’ as derived from
PIE *b"eh, ‘to shine’. Following Van Windekens (1976: 149), we may reconstruct a
substantivised participle *b"h,-to- > *hdto- ‘splendid, appeared’.

274 (o)

It seems that the distribution between the variants ike’ and yke'® is partially conditioned by
the position of the stress, since the latter variant is only found in inflected or derived forms with
more than two syllables, like in secondary case forms (e.g. ykene goK-58F-o1 a1, AS13C a2, AS17H bs,
AS171 b2, NS36 and 20 bs, NS80.3 b3, B3 a6, B32 b6, B88 b2, Bg2 b3, B278 b; ykemem 1T127 b, B1o8
b2, B143 b2), in derived adjectives (ykessa B41 a3), in the plural (e.g. ykenta AS19.22 bs, SI B121(2) b,
SIP 2 a3, B4 b3, B241 bg, THT3153 b2; ykenta /// B614 a1; ykentane 9oK-58F-o1 a2; DA M 507.37 and
.36 as54, B88 b2, B3o2 b3, B427 bs, B506 b3; ykentine Bsas b3; ykentamem IT127 by; ykentassem B213
a1), and in the compound yke-postim ‘bit by bit’ (e.g. G-Qm 1 a2, IT55 by, IT188 b3, IT271 bg, IT723
a2, AS6C a1, AS7M b2, AS15A bg, AS17A a2, SI P 2 b6, Bio b7, B45 b4, B46 b3, Bgg b2, Bio7 bg, B205
b2, B270 b1, B271 a2, etc.). Somewhat similarly we have TchB ore ‘dust’ vs. pl. wrenta.

*5 Pinault (2008: 30) reconstructs PIE *b"ag-os- (nt.) as the ancestor of TchB pake, A pak ‘part,
portion’. However, all other Indo-European languages point unambiguously to a thematic *o-stem
(cf. Ved. bhdga- ‘prosperity’, YAv. baya- lord, god; prosperity’, OP baga- ‘god’; Ved. bhagd- ‘share,
portion’, OAv. baga- ‘id’, see Lubotsky 1981). The Slavic noun *bogs ‘god’ (cf. OCS bogs ‘id.’, Russ. bog
‘id.’, etc.) is generally considered to be a loanword from Iranian (Derksen 2008: 50). In view of the
semantic and formal similarities of TchB pake, A pak with IIr. *b*aga- and the absence of strong
comparative evidence outside Indo-Iranian, borrowing of the Tocharian word from Iranian is most
likely (cf. further Khot. baga- ‘part, portion’; see Van Windekens 1976: 636 and Tremblay 2005: 424).
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A more complex case is TchB satre ‘grain’”®, which is usually taken as the outcome of

an instrumental noun *g"i(e)h,u-o-trom ‘= Lebensmittel’ (DTB: 682). Pinault (2008: 368-9)
doubts this reconstruction, since the instrumental suffix *-tro- is usually not continued in
Tocharian. He therefore reconstructs *g*ioh,-tu- (cf. OAv. jiiatu- ‘life’), which, however,
would require a heavy remodelling of the expected outcome (see Peyrot 2018: 257). For
this reason, I still think that the classical etymology is to be preferred, despite the isolation
of the suffix *-tro- in Tocharian.””

Another noun that can be reconstructed as neuter is TchB wase, A wds ‘poison’. Adams
(DTB: 634) gives no plural forms, but Thomas (1964: 239) suggested wsenta as the plural of
TchB wase (cf. also Van Windekens 1976: 563). In fact, this wsenta may be restored in B355
a5 /] tarya wse(n)ta tasimme “... may I touch three poisons for us”, which also allows us to
reconstruct TchB wase as an alternating noun. As far as the etymology of the noun is
concerned, TchB wase, A wiis can be compared to Skt. visd-, Av. visa- ‘venom, poison’ (nt.)
< PIE *uisom, and, more distantly, to Lat. virus, Gk. (.

There are some other words that may point to old thematic neuters, but their
etymology is either too uncertain or comparative evidence is weak*”® (e.g. TchB lakle
‘suffering, sorrow’ < PIE *luglo- [m. or nt. ?], cf. Gk. Aevyaréog ‘unhappy’, Avypés ‘id.’; Lat.
lugere ‘be sad’).”™®

3.8.1.3. The mainstream development of the thematic neuters
In the previous paragraphs, we have seen that Tocharian inherited a few thematic nouns

which comparative evidence allows to reconstruct as neuter. For the most part, they have
been continued as alternating, and thus have converged in the ake-type. However, some

276

For the meaning of the word, see Ching (2012: 308-9) and Peyrot (2018).

7 Other hypothetical continuants of the PIE suffix *-tro- are TchB enmetre ‘bark’ and TchB
tsaratre ‘extract’ (DTB: s.v.).

*™® According to Hilmarsson (1986b), TchA klop (pl. -ant ~ -antu) ‘misfortune’ (= Skt. duhkha) can
be derived from *g"lobom with cognate in Olcel. glap ‘mistake, misfortune’. On the other hand, van
Beek (2013: 319) hesitantly tries to link TchB yenme ‘gate, entry, portal’ with Gk. ebvy ‘lair, bed’ (cf.
also Hilmarsson 1986: 52f). He reconstructs PIE *A,ieb"-mn-o- denoting ‘that into which one
penetrates’ as the ancestor of the Tocharian word and PIE *h,ieumneh.- ‘cave lair’ as underlying Gk.
b, with a special phonetic development of *hjieb"-mn- ‘to enter’ > *Hieu-mn-. But all these
explanations are difficult. On the paradigm of TchB ore ‘?’, quoted by Krause & Thomas (TEB §167),
see Winter (2003). Adams (DTB: 103-4) gives TchB ewenta as the plural of TchB ewe ~ iwe ‘inner skin,
leather’, but I was not able to find this plural form. I wonder whether this alleged ewenta is actually
a misreading for the adverb eweta ‘in conflict (with)’.

*¥ One could also be tempted to see in some adverbs ending in TchB -e the crystallisation of neuter
forms. For instance, TchB ratke ‘urgently, quickly’ (linked to natka- ‘to push away’) can be
interpreted as an original *R(e)-(0)-derivative, which is reconstructed by Malzahn (2012: 169) as
*fiatke ‘pushing, holding off' (cf. the derived adjective eriaktetse, on which see Ogihara 2009: 396-8
and Malzahn l.c.). Cf. also TchB lauke ‘far’ from *loykd- ‘free, light space’ (Lith. latikas, Skt. lokd-). In
a similar way, TchB ate ‘away’ has been traced back to PIE *A.et-om by Hilmarsson (1996: 51).
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others have been reassigned to the masculine gender, as they synchronically belong to the
yakwe-type.

The same kind of evolution can be seen in Latin, from the early stages. Some examples
include (Loporcaro 2018: 19; Rovai 2012):

Lat. dorsus (m.) ‘back’ (PL. Mil. 2g97) vs. regular dorsum, gen.sg. dorsi (nt.)

Lat. corius (m.) ‘leather, skin’ (PL. Poen. 139) vs. regular corium, gen.sg. corii (nt.)
Lat. lactem (m.) ‘milk’ (Petr. 7.1.1) vs. regular lac, gen.sg. lactis (nt.)

Lat. vinus (m.) ‘wine’ (Petr. 41. 12) vs. regular vinum, gen.sg. vini (nt.)

Sporadic cases of the reverse development are equally attested. Examples are (Loporcaro
2018: 234-5):

Lat. catilla (nt. pl.) ‘bowls’ (Petr. 50.6) vs. regular catillus (m.)

Lat. nasum (nt.) ‘nose’ (Pl. Am. 444; Mil. 1265) vs. regular nasus (m.)

Lat. puteum (nt.) ‘pit, well’ (Pompon. Dig. 19.1.14) vs. regular puteus (m.)

Lat. caseum (nt.) ‘cheese’ (Varro, Rust. 2.1.4.; Apul. Met. 1.5) vs. regular caseus (m.)

Lat. pane (nt.) ‘bread’ (PL. Cur. 367) vs. panis (m.)

Lat. sale/ sal ‘salt’ (nt.) (Varro, Gram. 64; Lucr. 4.1162; Ennius, Ann. 386, etc.) vs. sal, -is (m.)

As this list shows, neuter variants of regular masculine nouns are attested from Archaic to
Imperial Latin. However, real signs of the decline of the neuter begin to appear only at a
later stage (with some earlier instances in Petronius; Adams 2011: 271f.). Indeed, with the
gradual depletion of the neuter gender, the confusion between masculine and neuter
gradually increased, and this caused a mix-up of the two inflections.

The same kind of doublets can in my opinion be reconstructed also for an unattested
phase of Tocharian. That it is to say, after the morpho-phonological merger between
masculine and neuter in the singular, it is reasonable to assume that some nouns started
to shift inflectional class and gender. The case of Tocharian is more difficult to evaluate,
because we do not have the attestation of this gender fluctuation and inflectional
oscillation. Cases where original neuter nouns have been probably reassigned to the
masculine gender in Tocharian are:*

PIE *d"yor-o- (nt.) > *tweeree (alt.) - (m.) > TchB twere ‘door’ (m.)
PIE *uég"-no- (nt. ?) > *Wakne (alt.) - (m.) > TchB yakne ‘manner’ (m.), TchA wkdm (alt.)
PIE *h.er-os- (nt.) > *erce (alt.) - (m.) > TchB ere ‘appearance’ (m.)

The last example matches the Latin type corpus, corporis ‘body’ (nt. III decl.), reanalysed
in Late Latin as a masculine II declension noun corpus, corpi. It is very probable that other
cases like these still wait to be discovered in Tocharian. Perhaps, the fact that the

** On TchB ere ‘appearance’, see also §3.6.1.1.
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masculine and the neuter fluctuated for a while may be shown by some isolated forms. A
good example is TchA spdm ‘sleep’, which attests a plural inflection of both the yakwe-type
(obl.pl. sdpnas, masculine) and the ake-type (sdpnant, alternating). However, we also have
apparent cases of the reverse development, i.e. masculine nouns reassigned to the
alternating gender:

PIE *h.erk-o- (m.) > *yarkee (m.) - (alt.) > TchB yarke ‘honour (alt.), A yirk (alt.)
PIE *tek”-o(nt)- (m.?) > *cokee (m.) - (alt.) > TchB cake ‘river’ (alt.)
PIE *b"h,-to- (m.) > *patce (m.) - (alt.) > TchB °pate (alt.), A °pat (alt.)

These data are contradictory only in appearance. Indeed, they simply point to variation in
the gender assignment of (Pre-)Proto-Tocharian, showing that the system was flexible for
a period of time before it was standardised and became more fixed. This development was
caused by the formal merger of the masculine and the neuter in the thematic inflection of
the singular. Another piece of evidence that may support a relation between the
diachronic evolution of the gender systems of (Pre-Proto-)Tocharian and Latin is that
some old neuters are inserted into new inflectional types, whose plural morpheme is the
outcome of a reanalysis of the final part of the stem as part of the ending. The Tocharian
classes with pl. -wa < *-u-a, -na < *-n-a, -nma < *-mn-a, and -nta <*-nt-a strongly resemble
the Late Latin inflectional class with plural -ora. In central and southern Italian dialects
and in Romanian, a second neuter plural form *-ora > Olt. -ora, Rom. -uri has emerged.
The source of this ending is to be sought in the morphological reanalysis of plurals of the
type corpus : corpora ‘body(s), tempus : tempora ‘time(s)’, etc. This class became quite
productive in the history of Old Italian, since it acquired some new members, like OIt.
cambio ‘exchange’ : cambiora from cambiare ‘to change’, Olt. campo ‘field’ : campora from
Lat. campus, -im. ‘id.’, Olt. fuoco ‘fire’ : fuocora from Lat. focus, -i ‘fireplace; heart’, Olt. prato
‘meadow’ : pratora from Lat. pratum, -i‘id.’, Olt. orto ‘vegetable garden’ : ortora from Lat.
hortus, -T ‘garden’ (Loporcaro, Faraoni & Gardani 2013; Ciancaglini & Keidan 2018: 50-1).
Cf. also the productive neuter plural marker -er in German (old s-stems), as compared to
the much rarer Dutch plurals in -eren (of the type been ‘bone’, pl. beenderen, blad ‘leave’,
pl. bladeren). The same happened in Tocharian, where the plural forms ending in *-C-a
have been reanalysed as *-Ca and then these new plural markers (particularly TchB -nta,
A -nt, and TchB -nma) have been generalised to other formations that are etymologically
unrelated to these endings.

To sum up, the development described above was caused by the morpho-phonological
mergers between the three inherited genders. This produced fluctuation in the gender
assignment. In the noun inflection, the outcome of this development caused the shift of
the lexical gender of some nouns. The origin of this evolution is clear, but how exactly the
gender reassignment has worked is not easily detectable from the data.
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3.8.2. THE EVOLUTION OF THE NEUTER PLURAL

So far, we have focused on the development of the thematic neuter singular, investigating
details of its formal and functional merger with the thematic masculine. In the following
section, I will analyse the evolution of the neuter plural and its merger with the feminine.
If I am correct, evidence of this merger may be found in the so-called oko-type, where old
thematic plural forms may have been reanalysed as singular due to the formal merger of
the neuter plural with the feminine singular.

3.8.2.1. The oko-type

From a synchronic perspective, the nouns belonging to the so-called oko-type constitute a
coherent class. They are typically alternating and have no formal differentiation between
nominative and oblique in the inflection of both the singular and the plural: nom.obl.sg. -o
and nom.obl.pl. -onta. Since this is the only Tocharian B inflectional class with obl.sg. -o
(with the exception of the unproductive and semantically marked $ana-type), it follows
that if a noun has an obl.sg. -0 (or derived forms regularly based on the oblique stem) and
does not refer to a female entity, it can be included into this class of alternating nouns.
From a diachronic perspective, they are problematic. As pointed out by Adams (2015:
179), in origin it is a heterogeneous group, which, for the most part, is represented by verbal
nouns (both abstract nouns and nomina actionis). Synchronically, the nouns of the oko-
type can be divided into two groups: (1) nouns that have cognate verbs; (2) nouns without
any cognate verb attested. In the following, I will deal with these two groups separately.

Nouns with cognate verbs
The mechanism thanks to which the noun is derived from the verb is not always the same.
Indeed, the root vowel of the noun does not often match the root vowel of the verb
synchronically (Ringe 1987; Adams 2015: 179f). See the following list (Tocharian A

loanwords from Tocharian B are given in square brackets):

Table 111.24. Nouns of the oko-type derived from verbs

VOWEL
NOUN VERB
CORRESPONDENCE
(1) a:a TchB kako /kéko/ ‘invitation’ TchB kwa-, kaka- ‘to call, invite’
TchB kraso [kraso/ ‘vexation’ TchB krasa- ‘to vex, annoy’
TchB planto [planto/ ‘joy’ TchB planta- ‘to rejoice, be glad’

[TchA planto ‘id]



(3) aw:zaw

(4) ayzay

(7) yauwa

(8) ayuay
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TchB yaso [yaso/ ‘excitement

TchB palsko [pdlsko/ ‘mind’
TchA paltsck ‘id’

TchB raso [raso/ ‘span’
TchB trariko [tranko/ ‘sin’

TchB pauto [pawto/ ‘flattery’
TchA poto™ id.

TchB laiko [layko/ ‘lotion ()

TchB pilko [pdylko/ ‘insight’
TchA pailk ‘id.’

TchB pirko [pdyrko/ ‘rise’
1285

TchA opdrka ‘at sunrise
TchB misko /mdysko/ ‘trading’

TchB siko /sdyko/ ‘(foot)step’
TchA sik ‘id.’

TchB yarpo [ydrpo/ ‘merit’

TchB traiwo [traywo/ ‘mixture’

TchB yasa- ‘be excited’

TchB plaska- ‘to think’
TchA plska- ‘id.’
TchB ras- ‘to stretch’
TchB trank- ‘to lament’

or PTch *trank- ‘to cling™**
TchB pawta- ‘to flatter’
TchA pawta- ‘id”

TchB layka- ‘to wash’

TchB palka- ‘to see, look’
TchA pdlka- id.’

TchB parka- ‘to rise, come up’
TchA pdrka- ‘id”

TchB mask- ‘to exchange’

TchB sayka- ‘to take a step’
TchA sdyka- ‘to be flooded’

TchB warpa- ‘to enjoy’

TchB traywa- ‘to mix’

Let us ignore for a moment the question of the origin of the final TchB -0 and let us focus
instead on the mismatching root vowel between the noun and the verb. As can be seen,
the nouns grouped in (1)-(2)-(3)-(4) merely repeat the root vowel of the underlying verbs.
The relevant issue here is to understand whether the nouns are derived from the verbs or
the derivation is to be interpreted the other way around. For groups (1)-(2), the first

** Adams (DTB: 533) glosses the word as feminine. It is only attested in two fragments (Bis5 b4 and
Bs27 a4), where there are no agreement environments that allow us to establish the gender with
certainty.

** See Adams (DTB: 332).

*® See Pinault (2008: 434).

** The meaning follows Filliozat (1948) and Broomhead (1962). Adams (DTB: 610) proposes ‘bath,
washing’.

*% This noun is a hapax legomenon attested in A265 a3. The meaning follows Krause & Thomas’
“zur Morgenzeit” (TEB § 286). Sieg, Siegling & Schulze (sss) translated it as “vielleicht = im Osten”.
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solution seems generally more plausible, but the case of TchB krasa- is problematic.”*®
Malzahn (2010: 613) analyses it as a denominal verb from an unattested continuant of a
PIE *o-stem (but see DTB: 231 and Hilmarsson 1991: 142ff. for yet other suggestions). On the
other hand, TchB pawta- ‘to honour, flatter’ is derived from an abstract formation
*b"oud"o- ‘listening, attention’, which is however not directly attested itself (Malzahn 2010:
730). Otherwise, one might say that TchB paut-o is itself directly derived from PIE
*b"oud"- and that the verb is denominal after this attested substantive.

The nouns sorted in the other groups have different root vowels with respect to the
verbs to which they are related.

Nouns in (5)-(6)-(7) are the continuants of the PIE *e-grade, while the underlying
verbal roots go back to the zero grade (Winter 1988: 777f.). Indeed, labial consonants had
a palatalised counterpart in Proto-Tocharian, which mostly resulted in the corresponding
non-palatalised consonant with colouring of the following PTch *a to TchB i.**” Therefore,
the vowel mismatch between nouns and verbs in groups (5)-(6) is to be interpreted as an
original paradigmatic opposition between the zero grade of the verb and the *e-grade of
the derived noun, which in turn caused palatalisation of the preceding consonant. A
confirmation of this analysis is offered by TchB sik- ‘footstep’ < *sejk-, which shows
palatalisation of the s- (cf. the underlying verb TchB sayk- < *sik-). Furthermore, if TchB
yarpo [ydrpo/ (7) has been correctly identified as derived from warpa- (Winter 1988: 777),
we can account for the palatalisation of the initial *w- by postulating an e-grade of the root
*uerP-.

The case of TchB traiwo ‘mixture’ (cf. the derived adjective traiwosse*) and TchB
traywa- is difficult, because the etymology of the verb is debated. However, the type of
vowel correspondence between the noun and the verb may allow us to think that the
former derives from a form with *o-vocalism in the root, while the underlying verb shows
the outcome of the zero grade. If so, one may wonder whether this noun is to be
interpreted as a derivative of the touy-type (with lack of o-umlaut in roots with ai- or au-

** TchB kwa-/kaka- ‘to call’ has been correctly derived from PIE *§"uH- ‘to call’ (cf. Skt. hdvate, Van
Windekens 1976: 192; Hackstein 1995: 24). Hilmarsson (1996: 200-1) reconstructs *¢"uH-kH- yielding
*k"aka- > PTch *kaka-, while a non-extended root *¢"uH- should have developed TchB kwa-. TchB
kako ‘invitation’ is historically derived from the subjunctive stem |kaka-| of TchB kwa-. TchB planta-,
A planta- is from *sploH-nd- (cf. Lat. splendéo ‘to shine’). For the development PIE *-nd- > PTch *-nt-
(instead of *-nt'-), see Malzahn 2010: 742; DTB: 459. TchB yasa- ‘to be excited’ is an intransitive verb
derived from TchB yasa- ‘to excite (sexually)’ < PIE *ies- ‘to seethe’ (Gk. {éw ‘to boil’, Skt. ydsati ‘to
froth up’, etc.). As for the verbs with a-grade, TchB plaska-, A pléska- is from *b'lg-ske/o- (cf. Lat.

fulgo, Melchert 1978: 104), while for TchB ras-, A rdsa- ‘to stretch’ no clear etymology is available.

* TchB palsko, A piltsik (with t-epenthesis) ‘thought’ may have derived directly from PTch
*palsk- < *b"lk-ske/o-. Otherwise, if from an original *e-grade, one can say that the noun was
originally *plasko (cf. 3sg.subj. plaskam), which subsequently evolved into *palsko > *palsko with
regular depalatalisation of */s > Is (cf. TchB palka- ‘to see’ vs. TchB plaska- ‘to think’ and TchB karsa-
‘to know’ [3sg.prt. sarsa] vs. TchB krasta- ‘to cut’ [3sg.prt. karsta]). See Kim (2007b) and Peyrot (2013:
479-80).
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diphthongs, cf. Peyrot 2013: 52; Pinault 2008: 433-38). But the isolation of the stem pattern
in the vowel correspondences between the noun and verb invokes caution.”*®

The vowel mismatch described so far can be historically presented in the following
terms:

Table 111.25. Vowel correspondence between nouns and underlying verbs

TOCHARIAN VOWEL CORRESPONDENCE PIE GRADE
'y 12 e *0
‘y a3y e *0
ya:wa Yo *0
ai:ay o *e or *e(h,) "0

Origin of the oko-type

It is now time to comment on the final vowel TchB -0 and to discuss its origin. First, we
need to clarify how these nouns were inflected in Proto-Tocharian. The comparison
between Tocharian A and B yields a clear picture. See the following correspondences:

TchB palsko ‘mind, thought', pl. pdlskonta :: TchA pdltsdk, pl. palskant
TchB wartto ‘forest’, pl. wirttonta :: TchA wdrt, pl. wdrtant
TchB parso ‘letter, pl. pdrsonta :: TchA pdrs, pl. pdrsant

TchB pilko ‘insight, view’, pl. pilkonta :: TchA pdlk, pl. pdlkéintu
TchB siko ‘(foot)step’, pl. sikonta :: TchA sik, obl. pl. sikas

#289

** The underlying verb TchB traywa- has been connected with the PIE root *terH- ‘to drill, rub’
(Gk. teipw, TpiPw, Lat. terd ‘to rub?’, Lith. tirti ‘to investigate’, etc. LIv*: 632), but the derivation and the
ablaut grade from which it comes from are unclear. On the basis of the alleged participle tattripu in
Tocharian A, Adams (DTB: 337) reconstructs PTch *trayp-, but Malzahn (2010: 671) claims that p for
w could be secondary (likewise Peyrot 2013: 759 fn. 322). One can toy with the idea that the paradigm
of the verb actually originated from the noun. Thus, TchB traiwo could be the outcome of either PIE
*troH-i- or *trHo-i- (cf. ppp. Lat. tritum < *treh,-i-, de Vaan 2008: 616), enlarged with the resultative
adjectival suffix -yo-, thus *troHi-yo- or *trHoi-yo- (cf. TchB traiwe ‘mixture (?)’, Malzahn 2012:168).
Our TchB traiwo would be the original neuter plural reanalysed as a (collective) singular. Otherwise,
TchB ¢ri-w- is from an athematic present PIE *trH-ej- (de Vaan 2008: 616) followed by -w-. If so, a
derived noun based on the o-vocalism of the stem was built in Pre-Proto-Tocharian. But this is of
course very speculative. The adjective triwaitstse®, based on a noun triwo*, obl. sg. triwai* is
secondary and based directly on the verb. Compare also TchB sart-, A sdrttw- ‘to incite, instigate’
and the nouns TchB sartto* ‘encouragement (?)’ (obl. sg. sarttai), B sertwe ‘instigation’ (tépog-type)
and TchB spartta-, A spartwa- ‘to turn’ and the nouns TchB spartto ‘discipline (?), TchB spertte
‘behavior’, A spartu, on which see Pinault (2008: 448) and Malzahn (2012: 169).

* Cf. TchA piilkintwis in A227-228 by and TchA pélkéntwa-si in A222 a1.
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Only five nouns attest a plural paradigm in Tocharian A. Three of them match the
inflection of Tocharian B. On the basis of this correspondence, it is safe to reconstruct a
Proto-Tocharian inflectional class with nom. obl. sg. *-d@ > TchB -0, A -@, and nom. obl. pL.
*-dnta > TchB -onta, A -ant. The only two nouns that may invalidate this reconstruction
are TchA pdlk and TchA sik. As for the first noun, the plural -dntu is very productive in
Tocharian A, so it can be interpreted as secondary (cf. also the alternation in the Tocharian
B plurals pdrsonta ~ pdrsanta and trdnkonta ~ trarkanta). The plural TchA sikari |-as is
more problematic. I will come back to this form later.

As pointed out by Hilmarsson (1986:19) and Adams (2015:179), the nucleus of this class
is to be sought in deverbal nouns derived with the PIE abstract suffix *-eh,. By assuming
that the plural -nta is late, this reconstruction works phonologically fine, since an original
paradigm nom.sg. *-eh,, acc.sg. *-eh,-m would have yielded nom.obl.sg. PTch *-d.

But there are two additional problems to be solved: (1) why do these nouns not inflect
as members of either the kantwo-type or the okso-type? (2) Why are these nouns
alternating and not feminine? I think that these two questions are linked, and a common
answer can be offered.

In my view, some of the nouns of the oko-type can be historically analysed as neuter
plural forms ending in *-e, of corresponding thematic neuter formations in *-om of the
following types: (1) PIE *jugém ‘yoke’, pl. *iugéh,, (2) PIE *h.érh-trom ‘plow’, pl.
*h,érh,treh,; (3) and perhaps *d'eusém, pl. *d"euséh,, if this latter type is to be
reconstructed for the proto-language (Goth. dius ‘wild animal’, ON dyr, OE déor <
*d"eysdm, but cf. also OCS duxs ‘breath, spirit’ < *d"ousém, Nussbaum 2017: 2441F; cf. also
PIE *yerd"om ‘word, *ueg”iom ‘vehicle’).?*> Furthermore, they can also be the outcome of
neuter nouns of the R(d)-o-type. We have seen that these derivatives are typically
masculine. However, neuter forms can be occasionally found in some Indo-European
languages. An example is Hitt. yarpa- (nt.) ‘enclosure’, mostly used in the plural ua-ar-pa
(Melchert 2014; Nussbaum 2017: 234). This noun can be compared in both the meaning
and the formation with PTch *werpe (cf. A72 b2 loc.sg. talont warpam “in a miserable
enclosure”), which was the base of TchB werwiye ‘garden’ (colloquial spelling for werpiye,
cf. the derived adjective werpyesse®), TchB werpiske* ‘garden’, A warpi ‘garden’. This
reconstructed noun seems to be also the source of the verb TchB warpa-, A warpa- ‘to
surround’ (DTB: 637; Malzahn 2012:167).

It follows that the oko-type can be traced back to either *ef,-formations or old neuter
plural forms reinterpreted as singular.*"

*° Cf. also Hilmarsson (1986b: 115): “Perhaps in this case the -o : -onta flexion is based on an old
neuter collective plural in *-a?”. For a theoretical framework of this merger based on Latin data, see
Rovai (2012).

**If s0, TchB krasa- ‘to torment’ may be a denominal verb from *g"ros-om, pl. *¢"ros-eh, with the
a-vocalism due to a-umlaut which in turn has been transferred to the noun TchB kraso. Also, TchB
traiwo ‘mixture’ seems to be linked with traiwe* ‘id’ (hapax legomenon in IT30s51 bg).

Synchronically, they are two different nouns, but one could also toy with the idea that they originally



GENDER IN THE NOUN INFLECTION |187

This development has been caused by the morpho-phonological merger between the
singular inflection of the feminine in *-eA, and the plural inflection of the neuter thematic
stem, both ending in *-d in Proto-Tocharian. This merger would have favoured the
reanalysis of old neuter plural forms as singular. If this is indeed the case, we have to
assume that words with *d-inflection (from both the feminine *-e/, and the old neuter
plural) had some variants forms in the ancestors of the classes with pl. ending
TchB -afi/-aifi, A -aii and the oko-type for a while, with the subsequent victory of one of
the paradigms at the end. Indirect evidence for such a reconstruction comes from other
nouns with a formation parallel to the one of the oko-type but with different inflection,
gender, and root grade. Some examples include (Adams 2017: 1374): TchB prosko f. ‘fear’
(obl. sg. -ai) : TchB praska-, A priska- ‘to be afraid’; TchB yoko £. ‘thirst, desire’ (obl. sg. -ai)
: TchB yok- ‘to drink’; TchB sartto (obl. sg. -ai) ‘encouragement (?)’ : TchB sartt- ‘to incite’;
tsaro (obl. sg. -a) ‘monastery’ : TchB tsar- ‘to separate’. The deviant plural TchA sikari| -as
‘(foot)steps’ for the expected **sikant may be now interpreted in the same light.

Nouns without cognate verbs

According to Adams (DTB: s.v.) the few nouns of the oko-type for which no cognate verbs
attested are: (1) TchB wartto, A wdrt ‘forest’; (2) TchB miso ‘urine; (3) TchB oko, A oko ‘fruit’;
(4) TchB parso, A pdrs ‘letter’; (5) and perhaps TchB ¢o ‘hair (?)'.

Under this short list, another noun needs to be ranged. It is TchB pito ‘price, cost’, a
loanword from the pre-form of Khot. ptha- ‘price’ < *piba- (Bailey 1967: 196-7, 1978: 242;
Tremblay 2005: 428). Adams (DTB: 412) analyses the noun as masculine and gives the
following paradigm: nom.sg. pito, obl.sg. pito, gen.sg. pitantse, obl.pl. pitaim, with a derived
adjective pitaitstse ‘thaving a price’. This paradigm is truly bizarre, since it makes TchB
pito a concurrent member of the oko-type (cf. nom.obl.sg. -0), the okso-type (cf. obl.pl. -aim
and the derived adjective), and the arsaklo-type (cf. the gen. sg. -antse). In the following, I
will show that TchB pito is a regular alternating noun of the oko-type, since all other
deviant forms must be explained differently.

Let us have a closer look at the number of occurrences that each stem has. I found the
following attestations:

belonged to the same paradigm that split into doublets after the morpho-phonological merger of
the neuter with both the masculine and the feminine (note that TchB traiwe is masculine). A similar
case might be TchB pilke ‘copper’ and TchB pilko ‘insight’, both derived from the PIE root *b"leg- ‘to
burn, shine’ (see also Malzahn 2012: 170).
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Table 111.26. Occurrences of the inflected forms of TchB pito ‘price’

STEM OCCURRENCES
pito-|pito- nom.obl.sg. pito (IT574 b3; Ot 12 a14; AS7A a1; AS18A ag, a5, bs; DA M 507.5 b2;

DA M 507.23 a10; DA M 507.37-.36 a76; DA M 507.38 a54; DA M 507.42-.40 a4;
LC 39 a2; Bgg b3; B1oo a1; B315 b3; B337 a2, b3; THTu07 a5; THT1548.a a3, a5);
nom.obl.sg. pito (IT105 b2; IT134 a1; IT222 b2; AS18A as; NSg5 b2; B516 az2);
nom.obl.sg. p(i)t(0) (DA M 507.38 a52);
all.sg. pitos (DA M 507.34 a26; DA M 507.38 a6g);
perl.sg. pitosa (B203 b4; B204 a3; Bi460.a a2);
perl.sg. pitosa (IT159 bs; THT 1548.b b3).

pita- gen.sg. pita(ntse) (Bgq b2).

pitai- acc.pl. pitaim (IT255 a2; B2u1 b2);
der.adj. pitaitse (THT1663 bu).

As one can see, in all the non-plural forms this noun is consistently spelled pito(-)/pito(-)
(cf. also the perl.sg. pitosa in e.g. B204 a3 saulanmasse pitosa ce perneriie kraupatai “at the
price of life you have collected this gloriousness”).

The oblique plural pitaim ‘prices’ occurs only twice: (1) IT253 a2 ///stwara kdlymimtsa
ydkwecem pitaim//| “In the four quarters (of the heavens) the purchase prices in horses
[are]...” (transl. by Broomhead 1962: 1, 262); (2) B211 b2 abhiseksem pitaim/// “prices of the
ritual bathing...” (?).

On the other hand, the derived adjective pitaitse ‘having price’ is only attested in B316
a1 snai preke pitaitse “without time having a purchase price” (literal translation; cf.
Broomhead’s pitaitse ‘having a purchase price’, 1962: 11, 179). Recently, however, Ogihara
(2009; 2013a) discovered the new word TchB sito ‘messenger’ in the Berlin fragment
B333.* This noun is a member of the okso-type and thus has all the non-nominative forms
regularly based on the stem sitai-. Given that the aksaras «pi> and <si> are very similar in the
Tocharian Brahmi, one may wonder whether all the pitai-forms actually belonged to the
paradigm of sito ‘messenger’ (Ogihara 2013a: 207-8; Peyrot 2007: n° 253): IT253 a2 ///stwara
kdlymimtsa ydkwecem sitaim/// “In the four directions, horsed messengers (obl.)...”; B2n1
b2 abhiseksem sitaim || “consecrated messengers” (read so but emended to pitaim by Sieg
& Siegling 1953: 126); B316 a1 snai preke sitaitse |/ “seasonably by the messenger” (= Skt.
akala dutasya, cf. Ogihara 2009: 208-9).** It follows that all the okso-like forms of TchB
pito ‘price, cost’ are ghosts.

As far as the a-stem is concerned, it would be attested once in Bg3 b2 ///spalmem
tsaifi(enta)sa pita(ntse)//[ “...with excellent ornaments of the price of...”. As one can see,

*” See Pinault (2017b: 138f.) for the etymology and the attested forms of TchB sito.

*% Since the spelling gen. sg. -tse for -ntse is usually confined to late and colloquial texts (Peyrot
2008: 69), while B316 is an archaic-classical fragment, TchB sitaitse can also be interpreted as a
derived tstse-adjective.
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the gen.sg. pitantse is the outcome of a restoration by Schmidt (2001: 326) for the attested
pita//]. This restoration has been recently accepted by Tamai (2018: 389), but it is
untenable, because TchB -antse is the genitive singular of the arsaklo-type, where only
nouns with more than two syllables are included. One would rather expect pitontse* (or at
least *pitaintse) as the gen.sg. of pito. Furthermore, in similar context, we usually find the
perl.sg. pitosa ‘with the cost of, at the price of. These problems have been solved by
Hilmarsson (1991c: 76), who analysed TchB pita < *pa-yata as the imperative of TchB yata-
‘to adorn’ (cf. Malzahn 2010: 792). The line should therefore be translated as follows:
“...adorn with excellent ornaments...”.*** All things considered, we can conclude that TchB
pito ‘price, cost’ is a regular alternating member of the oko-type.

Back to the other five nouns, the fact that, synchronically, no cognate verbs are attested
does not imply that they never existed historically.

In this respect, a clear case is TchB wartto, A wdrt ‘forest’. Adams (DTB: 630) assumes
an etymological connection with Skt. vyti- ‘surrounding, covering’ (< PIE *yrti-) and OE
worp ‘enclosed place’ (< *uorto-), but it is difficult from both the phonological and the
semantic point of view. On the semantic side, the development ‘enclosure’ - ‘sacred
enclosure’ - ‘sacred grove’ - ‘forest’ is not convincing; on the phonological side, from PIE
*urti- 1 would expect palatalisation or assibilation of PIE *-t-.

A more elegant solution has been proposed by Hackstein in a communication
delivered to the Thirty-Seventh East Coast Indo-European Conference (University of
Michigan, June 14-17, 2018). He argues that TchB wartto, A wdrt is to be derived from the
verbal root *ure(H)d"- ‘to grow, be high’, through the resultative verbal adjective *-uo-, thus
*ur(H)d"-yo- ‘grown, upright/high’.*% This form would have been subsequently enlarged
with the collective suffix *-e4,. The only problem with this etymology is that we should
expect TchA wdrtu® instead of the attested TchA wdrt as the outcome of the final Proto-
Tocharian sequence *-wV. I see two possible solutions to this problem. The first implies
the reconstruction of the non-complex suffix *-eh,, instead of *-ueh,. If so, the cluster -t¢-
in Tocharian B could be explained by recurring to a secondary gemination of -t- in front of
-r-, which is irregular but common enough (see §3.7.1.2). However, Indo-European
nominal derivatives of the verbal root *uer(H)d"- are very frequently suffixed with *-yo-
(e.g. *(w)r(H)d"-y-0- > Ved. irdhvd- ‘upright’, YAv. aradfa- ‘id.’; *(u)orHd"-u-o- > Gk. 3pf6g
‘standing’, cf. the Hsch. gloss Bopadv’ atavpdy, 'HAeloy, etc.; see Chantraine 1999: 818-9). The
same type of suffixation is therefore expected for Tocharian too. A last possibility is to
invoke some kind of contextual change, like the dissimilation of the sequence *w...w to
*w...0, thus *wartwd > *wartd.

Be that as it may, one could also advocate that TchB wartto, A wdrt is to be historically
analysed as a neuter plural, according to the following path:

** This sentence appears in an exchange of words between king Candramukha and

king(-gardener) Aranemi.
*% See Barber (2014: 32-36) for the problems related to the reconstruction of this root.
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(1) Resultative verbal adjective *uyHd"-yo- ‘grown, upright/high’;

(2) Substantivised thematic noun *wyrHd'yo-m (nt.) > *wart(w)e ‘tree’, pl.
*urHd"ye-h, > *wart(w)d ‘mass of trees’ (see Winter 1972: 385f.; Hackstein 1995: 29
for the loss of the laryngeal);

(3) Reanalysis of PTch *wartd as a singular with subsequent specialisation of the
meaning as ‘mass of trees’ > ‘forest’;

(4) PTch *wartd ‘forest’ > TchB wartto [wartto/, A wirt.

Another noun with no attested cognate verb is TchB miéso ‘urine’. This noun is to be linked
with PIE *h,meig"- ‘to urinate’ (Skt. méhati, Av. maézaiti, Lat. mei6, perf. mixi, Gk. opetyw,
ON miga-). This is a highly productive verbal root, which generated derived nouns in
several languages. It is however quite remarkable that none of them is formed through the
suffix *-eh,. We may therefore etymologically link TchB mi$o with OLG migge ‘Harn’ <
PGerm *migja- (nt.; see Seebold 1970: 348; NIL: 384) as both reflecting a neuter thematic
noun in *-jo-. If so, the reanalysis of the plural *(h,)mig"-ieh, > *masd as singular would
have been favoured by the collective meaning of the noun. Otherwise, following Adams
(DTB: 497), the Tocharian word is derived from an *je/o-present (cf. Lat. meio).

The next noun to be discussed is TchB oko, A oko ‘fruit’. The formal resemblance
between Tocharian A and B strongly suggests that one language borrowed from the other.
Van Windekens (1976: 332) advocates that Tocharian A is the source language, but this is
improbable, since almost all the assured inner-Tocharian loanwords point to Tocharian B
as the source language. For this reason, any formal link with the PIE root *A,eug- ‘to grow’
is difficult, because only in Tocharian A would *aw yield o. This root is continued in
Tocharian as TchB awks-, A oks- ‘to grow, increase (Gk. ad&w ‘to increase’, Malzahn 2010:
547, cf. also Kiimmel apud LIv*: 288f,, who sets up a PIE root variant with final *-s-).
However, a last possibility in order to connect TchB oko with PIE *h,eug- is starting with a
zero grade *h,ug-e-h, (neuter plural or *eh,-derivative), which would have yielded *ukd >
*dkd (umlaut) > oko (cf. PIE *ukson > *uksd > okso) quite regularly. Otherwise, Winter (2011:
229-30) suggests an etymological connection with OCS agoda ‘fruit’, Russ. jdgoda ‘berry’,
Lith. toga ‘id.” and Goth. akran ‘fruit’ (cf. also DTB: 115).

The origin of TchB parso, A pdrs ‘letter’ is debated. Van Windekens (1976: 365-6) derives
TchB parso, A pdrs from TchB parsa-, A prdsa- ‘to sprinkle’, but this is semantically
difficult. Tremblay (2005: 428) suggests a loanword from “Primitive Khotanese” *parsa-,
which is said to be the ancestor of Khot. pa’sa- ‘messenger, emissary (?)'. Bailey (1979: 224)
claimed that this word comes from PIE *pel-(k) - ‘+ to turn, wind’, but his reconstruction
is doubtful because continuants of this verbal root are not attested in other Iranian
languages and the Iranian origin of Arm. parsem ‘to throw (in a sling)’ is unproved and
semantically difficult (Hitbschmann 1897: 514). Furthermore, LKhot. pa’sa- is sporadically
attested and only in late texts, where, moreover, a meaning ‘messenger’ does not always
fit the context. Furthermore, there is no proof that in LKhot. pa’sa- the so-called subscript
hook stands for OKhot. -r-. Therefore, I think that an etymological link between TchB
parso, A pdrs ‘letter’ and an alleged OKhot. *parsa- is better to be abandoned. On the other
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hand, one may wonder whether this word is part of the inherited lexicon. If so, it could be
derived from the possible outcome of the PIE root *b"ers- ‘hurry, haste’, cf. Hitt. pars- ‘to
flee, escape’, Lat. festino ‘to hurry’, W brys ‘haste, speed, hurry’ (Schrijver 1990; Kloekhorst
2008: 640-1; de Vaan 2008: 216; Matasovic 2009: 29).

The last noun to be discussed is very difficult to identify and to interpret historically. It
is TchB to, whose meaning has been established as human body hair, pubic hair’ by Adams
(1987 and DTB: 327). This noun seems to be attested only once in the following documents:

AS8A b6
artdrne paknatrd klaim ekalmi yamtsi
Ardraioc.sG intend:35G.SBJ WOman:OBL.SG subjected to do:INF
naine ysissi Yyoriyesse to pwarne
? touch sexually:INF ~ ? ? fire:L0C.SG
hom yamasdle sa ekalmi mdsketrd
oblation:NOM.SG ~ d0:GER.N.SG this:NOM.SG.F subjected to be:38G.PRS.ACT

Filliozat (1948: 65) and Adams (DTB: 237) give a second attestation in W2 a6, where they
read the plural form tonta: | /weri erkasenta lani yamassdlona kete*® ratre krake tonta ala/||
“erkasenta and lani are to be made; to whomever the red dirt and the tonta... (?)” (cf.
Adams DTB: 237). The document W2 is damaged and very fainted, and the line a6 is
particularly hard to read. What is pretty sure, however, is that tonta seems not to be
attested at all, because the line quite certainly reads totka, as Broomhead (1962: I, 4)
already pointed out. The second part of line a6 should therefore be read as follows:
yamassdlona - kete ratre krake tokta ala(ssdm) “... are to be made; to whom a few red dirt
(i.e. the menstrual blood (?)) is ailing ...” (7).

It follows that evidence for a noun TchB to comes exclusively from the fragment AS8A,
which is also difficult to interpret and translate. It is a Sanskrit-Tocharian bilingual, but
the Tocharian part is not a translation of the Sanskrit one; it is instead a detailed
commentary on the practical aspects of a magical procedure named brahmadanda
(Filliozat 1948: 95-7). As a consequence, the Sanskrit passage does not help to understand
the content of the Tocharian section, which explains how this spell should be cast by
enumerating for each lunar mansion all ingredients and oblations that one has to burn, in
order to obtain the control over someone. In the passage cited above, a woman is to be
subjected to someone and a to must be placed into fire to achieve this goal. On top of that,
there are two other terms that are difficult to interpret. The first one is taine/naine.
Filliozat (1948: 89-91) reads taine and interprets it as a locative plural of the demonstrative
pronoun TchB se ‘this’ (p. 143). Adams (1986: 339-40) initially included this form into the
paradigm of to, but then changed his mind, analysing TchB taine as a pronominal dual
(DTB: 327). On the contrary, both Schmidt (1997: 256) and Pinault & Malzahn (apud CETOM:
s. PK AS 8A) read naine, but their interpretations are different: on the one hand, Schmidt

*° Filliozat (1948: 65) reads kene, but Broomhead’s kete (1962:1, 4) is to be preferred.
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connects this word with TchA neyam and thus translates ‘(female) bottom’, but there is no
evidence in support of this meaning (cf. Tamai 2014: 392 who translates neyam with ‘on
the mat (?)’); on the other hand, Pinault & Malzahn etymologically link TchB nai* with
Chinese ndi J} ‘women’s breast, nipple, milk’ (see Pulleyblank 1991: 221 for the Middle
Chinese reconstruction), which would fit well into the context (see also Kim 2018: 52 and
62 fn. 161).%7

The second problematic word in the same passage is yoriyesse. Morphologically, it is
clearly a derived sse-adjective, but the base yoriye® is not clear (cf. also the loc. sg. (?)
yoriyene in AS8B a4). Adams analyses it as a new word with the meaning of ‘pubis’. This
would be etymologically connected with Skt. yoni- ‘womb, vulva’. On the other hand, Sieg
(1955: 78-80) interprets yoriy{e}sse as a mistake for TchB yoriyaisse ‘pertaining to the path,
domain’. However, with the current knowledge of Tocharian, this yoriyesse can be now
interpreted as a late form of the regular yoriyaisse, without recurring to any emendation
(cf. Peyrot 2008: 59). Adams (1986: 240) objects that both AS8A and AS8B do not show
confusion between -ai- and -e-, but this is not true since another clear example that can be
adduced is TchB ce for cai ‘these’ in AS8A b7. As a matter of fact, this text is not carefully
written, since many misspellings, omissions of aksaras, and colloquial forms can be found.
From a formal point of view, a form yoriyesse is therefore totally justified. However, it could
leave some problems with regard to the meaning. Indeed, if derived from TchB yoriiya
‘way, path, domain’, a meaning ‘pertaining to the way, domain’ does not fit, apparently,
the context of the passage.

We can now turn back to TchB to. As for its etymology and meaning, Adams (1986 and
DTB: 327) is the only one to discuss this noun from a historical perspective. He links TchB
to with ON dinn (m.) ‘down, feathery stuff (Danish dun ‘id.’) and further claims that
PGerm. *diina is a thematisation of the weak grade from an original paradigm *d"ouHon-,
*d"uHn- < PIE *d"euH- ‘to move back and forth, shake’. On the other hand, Tocharian
would reflect a form *d"ouHon (a collective?), with the following phonological and
semantic development: *d"ouHon ‘fluff > *tewd ‘down’ > *tdwd (umlaut) > to ‘body-hair’
(contraction?). I find this etymology quite difficult to accept. First, there is no
straightforward evidence that allows us to reconstruct an n-stem for both Tocharian and
Germanic (cf. Kroonen 2013: 109, who reconstructs PIE *d"uh,-no- for Germanic). Second,
this derivative cannot be found in other Indo-European languages and it is completely
isolated in Germanic. Third, I cannot understand how a meaning ‘body-hair’ or ‘pubic hair’
could fit the context of the aforementioned fragment. As a consequence, I believe that
another etymology for TchB to is needed.

As we have already seen, all the other members of the oko-type are derivatives of a
Proto-Indo-European or a Proto-Tocharian verbal root. We have also seen that where not
attested, it can at least be reconstructed on a comparative level. Keeping in mind this
derivational pattern and the contexts where TchB to is attested, I have tried to find another
possible verbal root from which it could have come. From both the formal and the

297

For yet another hypothesis, see Thomas (1991: 298ff.), who interprets naine as an adverb.
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semantic perspective, TchB to might be linked to the PIE root *d"eh,(i)- ‘to suck, drink
mother’s milk’ (cf. Arm. diem ‘id’, Skt. dhdyati ‘id., dadhir ‘they have sucked’, Gk. 8jjgba
‘suckle’ (Hom.), aor. 89oato ‘he sucked’, Lat. felare ‘to suckle’, etc.). This root is continued
in nominal derivatives in several Indo-European languages. Some examples include: Skt.
dhéna-‘stream of milk, breast, dhdyas- ‘the sucking’, su-dha- ‘juice, sap, nectar’, Av. daénu-
‘female animal’, Gk. 8yA7 ‘mother’s breast, nipple’, 8nviov ‘milk’, Lat. femina ‘woman,
female’ (« *the nursing one’), Umbr. feliuf“give milk’, Lith. dieni ‘pregnant’, OCS déva ‘gir],
virgin'. If Tocharian can be inserted into this Indo-European group of nominal formations,
then we can reconstruct a derivative of the type *iugém- (nt.), thus *d"Hém ‘breast milk’,
(pl) *d"H-éh,, which evolved quite regularly in Proto-Tocharian as *te, *td (or
*d"oHj-om/-eh,, with possible loss of intervocalic *-i- >* -y-; Ringe 1987: 129f.). This noun
has been reinterpreted as singular for two reasons: (1) the increasing formal overlap
between the feminine singular and the neuter plural favoured the reanalysis of the old
neuter plural as singular; (2) the expected singular form TchB **te ‘breast milk’ would have
been homophonous with the Proto-Tocharian nt.sg. of the demonstratives.

If Pinault and Malzahn are right in analysing TchB naine as a dual with the meaning of
‘(two) nipples’, the passage in question may be translated as follows: “[If] one intends to
bring a woman under one’s control [and] to make [her] nipples excited, yoriyesse (breast)
milk [is] to be made as an oblation in the fire: she will become subject”. Although the new
meaning of TchB to would fit well into the content of the fragment, I have to admit that
also my new interpretation and etymology remain uncertain.

Conclusion

To summarise, the members of the oko-type can be historically analysed as verbal nouns.
For some of them, the verb from which they derive is still attested. For all others, we have
seen that a verbal root can be reconstructed on the basis of the comparison with the other
Indo-European languages. The oko-type can ultimately be traced back to the PIE type in
*-eh,and to old thematic neuter plurals reinterpreted as singulars. The reason behind this
reanalysis has been partially explained in the previous paragraph. A thorough analysis of
this evolution will be addressed in the following section.

3.8.2.2. On some Tocharian pluralia tantum and singularia tantum

In many languages, some nouns are inflected either only in the plural (like Eng. clothes
and Lat. divitiae ‘wealth’) or only in the singular (like Eng. dust and Lat. vulgus ‘folk’). These
words are respectively labelled pluralia tantum and singularia tantum. In other words,
they are nothing more than lexical plurals or singulars whose distinctive property is to
have either no singular or no plural inflection (Acquaviva 2008: 15-6).

In Tocharian, there are many nouns that belong to these linguistic categories. Some
rare cases of masculine pluralia tantum are TchB kercci (nom.pl.) ‘palace’ and TchB mel;,
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A malaii (nom.pl.) ‘nose’. However, most of the Tocharian pluralia tantum are the
outcome of old neuter forms. These lexical plurals generally have collective semantics.

Their paradigm can be exemplified with the noun TchB misa ‘flesh’, whose inflection
is as follows:

Table 11.27. Inflection of TchB misa

INFLECTIONAL CLASS NOM. PL. OBL. PL. GEN. PL. STEM

misa-type misa misa misamts misa-

To this paradigm, we can add the distributive plural misaiwenta ‘pieces of meat’. This noun
is to be linked with PIE *meéms- | *mems- ‘meat’ (cf. Skt. mamsd-, Goth. mimsz, etc.).
Although this etymological connection is evident, some details on the phonetic evolution
of this word are still to be clarified (in particular, PIE *-ms- > *-ns- would be expected to
yield **-nts- in Tocharian B). A recent discussion on this word and the related issues can
be found in Pinault (2013a: 350-353).

Like TchB misa, practically all other nouns included in this class have some problems
in their historical analysis. For some of them, despite clear Indo-European cognates, the
derivational process involved is unclear. Some others lack any clear etymology. In the
previous sections, I have already discussed a productive group of pluralia tantum which
show a plural in -na or -(a)una. They are: TchB sdrwana ‘face’, TchB krentauna ‘virtue(s)’,
TchB ersna ‘from, beauty’, TchB yasna ‘treasury’, etc. For a diachronic analysis of these
nouns, I refer to the relevant section (§3.6.1). For a discussion of TchB dsta ‘bones’, see
§3.7.1.2.

Other alleged pluralia tantum are: TchB stmanma ‘pipes, tubes’, TchB proksa ‘grain (?),
TchB aka ‘grain’, TchB tserekwa ‘deception’, TchB mekwa, A maku ‘mails’, and TchB
par(u)wa ‘feathers’.

As regards the first noun, it is a hapax legomenon attested in AS6C a5 wramtse
stmanma ‘pipes of the water, gutters’, but we have no evidence for analysing it as a plurale
tantum, since its singular form could simply be unattested. If so, the singular of stmanma
could be reconstructed as stanmau®, parallel to TchB Sanmau, pl. Sanmanma (see
Hilmarsson 1991: 153).

Two words, TchB proksa ‘grain (?)" and TchB dka ‘millet’, refer to different types of
grain. The former has been identified by Schmidt (2002: 3-4) in the document THT2998.3.
However, both its meaning and etymology are unknown (see Peyrot 2018: 259-60 for
critical remarks). On the other hand, TchB aka ‘millet’ is attested as both a plural and a
singular. It is usually compared with Lat. acus, -eris ‘husk’ and Gk. dxoo) ‘barley’, both
from *h,ek- ‘sharp’. If belonging to this root, TchB @ka seems to be an original neuter plural
from *h,ek-h, (see Pinault 2008: 371 and Peyrot 2018: 253-4 for different proposals). As we
will see, the fact that TchB @ka is both a singular(e tantum) and a plural(e tantum) is
diachronically relevant.
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The other nouns to be discussed end in TchB -wa. Pinault (2008: 25) interprets TchB
tserekwa ‘deception(s)’ as a plurale tantum. A possible clue for such an analysis lies in the
fact that it occurs frequently with TchB snai ‘without’, an adverb which usually combines
with singular nouns. If so, it could be translated with a singulative meaning, i.e. ‘deception’
(but cf. Adams DTB: 810 translates TchB tserekwa with a plural meaning, i.e. ‘deceptions’).
The noun is related to the verb TchB tsere-i7i- ‘to deceive, trick’, whose base seems to be
borrowed from Khot. jsir- ‘to deceive’ (cf. also jsirgya- ‘deception’, see Bailey 1979: 115-6; cf.
also Hilmarsson 1991a: 87-8).”%°

The two remaining nouns are also those with stronger Indo-European comparisons,
even if their derivation and formal shape are not as one might expect. TchB mekwa, A
maku ‘nails’ (both plural, pace Blazek 2001:192, cf. A321 a2 tsres maku arnkardsyo “with hard
nails and fangs”) is connected to the familiar Indo-European noun for ‘nail’, PIE *A,n0g"u-
(or *Anog""-?) > Lat. unguis ‘claw’, ungula ‘hoof, Gk. $w§ ‘talon’, Arm. etungn ‘nail’, OHG
nagal ‘nail’, etc. The unexpected m- is usually explained through labial assimilation
*nekwa > mekwa (DTB: 502 with references; cf. also Blazek 2001, who postulates a
compound *sm-h,nog"-uo- or *sem-nog"-uo-). Another problem is the lack of a-umlaut (cf.
TchB yakwa ‘body hairs’ < *yekwa). I see two possible ways to explain this irregularity. If
the plural TchB -wa is original, then one could invoke analogical levelling after an
unattested singular of this noun. However, if we reconstructed a Proto-Tocharian singular
*maeekw-, then we would expect u-umlaut, as in TchB or ‘wood’ < *eru < PIE *doru-. A
second hypothesis is that TchB mekwa has been inserted into this inflectional type at a
later stage (DTB: 502), when a-umlaut ceased to operate. As a matter of fact, this noun is
not expected to be alternating in Tocharian because all other Indo-European languages
point either to a masculine or to a feminine (Adams l.c.).

The last noun to be discussed is TchB paruwa | parwa (?) ‘feathers’. This noun is
attested four times with different spellings: (1) parwa in B282 by; (2) loc.pl. parwane in B282
a5 (cf. Peyrot 2013: 815 fn.819); (3) parwa in B89 a4; (4) paruwa in W32 b3. On the basis of
these forms, it is unclear if the root vowel was /a/ or /a/. Indeed, B282 is an archaic text,
where the spelling parwa seems to stand for /parwa/ (likewise parwane [parwane/, cf.
Pronk 2009: 88 and Peyrot 2008: 33-39). The other occurrences are from classical texts: on
the one hand, parwa in B89 a4 speaks for /pdrwa/, while, on the other hand, paruwa in
W32 b3 speaks for /pardwa/. However, one should note that B89 has various misspelled
forms, like ksa (b6) for ksa ‘some, any’, tamp (b6) for tamp ‘that’, trdnko (a1) for trarko ‘sin’,
kdryaurtto (b6) for kdryorttau ‘merchant’, so that parwa might stand for parwa here. In
addition, as pointed out by Hannes A. Fellner (apud CETOM: s. THT1105), one is tempting
to relate the hapax legomenon TchB par [par/ ‘plumage (?)’ in THT1105 b3 to the plural

*® Michaél Peyrot (p.c.) pointed out to me that TchB tser-ek* (pl. tserekwa) ‘deception(s) might
be compared to TchB tdrr-ek (TchA trak) ‘blind; blind person’, which is usually considered to be a
compound with TchB ek, A ak ‘eye’. One may claim that the verb TchB tserefifi- is from
*tserek™fin- through assimilation. However, the comparable case of TchB weii- ‘to say, speak’ <
*wek-7ifi- shows that degemination of *-7ifi- > -ii- is to be expected.
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TchB parwa. In light of the above, I consider TchB paruwa ‘feathers’ to be phonologically
analysed as /pardwa/.

The historical analysis of TchB paruwa is equally uncertain. Indeed, within a
comparative framework, the reconstruction of the PIE word(s) for ‘feather, wing’ is
notoriously difficult. As summarised by Pronk (2015a: 335), we can subdivide the Indo-
European languages into two groups. Some languages point to *p(t)er-: Gk. mtepév ‘wing,
feather’, CS pero, Hitt. partayar, -aun-, etc.; some other languages attest an n-suffix: Skt.
parnd-, YAv. parana-, Lith. spainas, OE fearn ‘fern’. Latin penna < *pet-na can be put in the
middle. Beside these forms, Hittite has an heteroclitic paradigm pattar, pattan- (or pettar,
pettan-; cf. also OW eterin ‘bird’ and atan ‘wing’), and Sanskrit has a thematised derivative
Skt. pdtra- ‘wing’, which is also attested in Germanic, cf. OHG fedara, OE feder, etc.

Kloekhorst (2008: 659) points out that all these words may be interpreted as showing
traces of an old *r/n-stem. If these forms (or at least a great part of them) are to be
ultimately connected with a PIE heteroclitic paradigm, then several analogical
adjustments were independently developed in the Indo-European languages. In this
context, the position of TchB paruwa is unclear, since none of the Indo-European cognate
words just mentioned points to the reconstruction of a u-stem. Pronk (2015a: 336)
reconstructs PIE *pth,-er-u- or *pt(h,)-or-u-h, but these are ad hoc reconstructions. It is
further unclear to me what the fate of PIE *p¢- would be in Tocharian, but I am not aware
of any counterevidence for postulating an outcome PTch *p-. I therefore see two possible
solutions for TchB paruwa. The first is reconstructing a root *(s)perH- ‘to move; fly’,
subsequently extended with a u-suffix and inflected as a neuter (as per Adams DTB: 383, on
the basis of CS pero, ORuss. pero, etc.). Otherwise, one can relate TchB paruwa to the PIE
root *péth,- ‘to fly’ (LIv*: 479). If PIE *pt- developed PTch *p-, then TchB par ‘feather’ (?), pL.
paruwa could be the outcome of an heteroclitic paradigm *péth,-ur, *pth,-uén-, which,
with analogical adjustments, would have become *paru- in Proto-Tocharian (metathesis
of PIE *-ur > *-ru in word-final position and generalisation of the r-allomorph in the weak
steam). However, some Indo-European languages clearly speak for the reconstruction of a
heteroclitic paradigm with the non-complex suffix *-r/n, thus *péth,-r, *pth,-én- (Kroonen
2013:138-9; Pronk 2015a). In this case, it is possible that the outcome of this paradigm has
been influenced by nouns of Class L2 with sg. *-ar(u), pl. *-arwa (of the type kwarsdr
‘league, vehicle’, pl. kwdrsarwa, see §3.6.1.2 and further Isebaert 2004).

As briefly hinted above, the case of TchB dka ‘millet’ is important, because it is inflected
both as a singulare (cf. HWB74(1).3 dka las ‘millet has been spent’, cf. Ching 2010: 309-10)
and a plurale tantum (cf. SI P 136.b a3: aka latem ‘millets went out’, cf. Ching 2010: 324-6).
This irregularity in the inflection becomes relevant if related to another class of nouns that
show an ending TchB -a in both the nominative and the oblique singular.

In this regard, another good example is TchB wina ‘pleasure’. This noun occurs several
times in the texts, especially in constructions with the verbs yam- ‘to do’ and kalp- ‘to
obtain’ (Meunier 2013:170-2). However, it is never attested in agreement with any modifier
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that may let us understand its gender and number.**® For this reason, TchB wina could be
either a singulare or a plurale tantum (DTB: 654; Malzahn 2011: 85 fn. 7).3°° In Tocharian A,
it is matched by warii, but the two words, though related, cannot go back to the same
protoform. From a derivational point of view, TchA warii might match Lat. venia ‘favour,
permission’ and possibly Olr. fine ‘kindred’ < PIE *yenH-ih,. However, Tocharian A points
to the reconstruction of either *o-vocalism or *é-vocalism in the root. In the first case,
TchA warii can be interpreted as a derivative in *-ih, of a noun of the téuog-type from
*uenh,- ‘to desire’. ** Otherwise, according to Adams (DTB: 654) a vrddhi-derivative
*weénH-iyo- might be reconstructed.

As for TchB wina, a mechanical reconstruction would be *unh,, which is ad hoc and
does not account for the internal -i- /ay/. A last possibility, though very tentative, is to
reconstruct a root noun with long vowel in the strong cases for the proto-language, thus
*uénH-, *unH- ‘desire’ (nt.?) (see de Vaan 2008: 662 for indirect evidence in support of this
reconstruction). From this paradigm, a derivative in *-{jo- would lead to the Tocharian A
noun. Indirect evidence that the non-derived form survived in Tocharian A comes from
the denominative verb TchA wdynas-, B waynask- ‘to venerate’ (see Hackstein 1995: 101;
Hilmarsson 1g9g1a: 85ff.; DTB: 9o6). On the other hand, in Tocharian B this ablauting
paradigm would have led to aberrant outcomes with palatalisation of *-w- in the strong

** Hilmarsson (1991a: 85-6) claims that the nominative singular of TchB wina is not attested. On
the contrary, Adams (DTB: 654) gives the nominative as TchB wina, but he does not provide any
attestation. A possible example could be found in IT233 a4(=SI B 75 a7): taiknesa pdlskontse wina
erepate, “thus, the face (is) a pleasure for the mind”. That wina is an apposition of erepate ‘face’ is
confirmed by the Sanskrit parallel: tatha manoramam bimbam jaraya hy abhimarditam “because a
face gratifying to the mind is destroyed by old age” (Uv. 1.29c-d; cf. Bernhard 1965: 106; Peyrot 2013:
309 fn.275). See Wilkens, Pinault & Peyrot (2014: 12-13) for yet another possible attestation. I
therefore agree with Adams that this noun has an undifferentiated nom.obl. wina. The following
attestation may play relevant to the understanding of the number of wina: /// no wina takom “(how
then) pleasure should arise?” (SI B 75 b7, cf. Pinault apud ceTom and Skt. ka nu tesam ratir bhavet
“how then should there be pleasure for them” Uv. 1.33b). If this passage has been well understood,
then TchB wina is the subject of the sentence, in agreement with takom (3pl. opt.). If so, TchB wina
is to be considered as a plurale tantum and not a singulare tantum.

*° The grammatical number of TchB kerekauna ‘flood’ and TchB sdrwana ‘face’ is clear (contra
Malzahn 2011: 84-5 fn. 7): the former is a singular (cf. ce, orocce kerekau(na) “this great flood” in
Or.15009/296 by, cf. Tamai 2009), and the latter is a plural (cf. kaklaiksauwa sdrwan(a) “the face is
wrinkled” in B4os bg, cf. Hilmarsson 1989a; Saito 2006: 225). On these words, see Hartmann (2013:
330 and 369).

%" TchA warii is said to be masculine on the basis of the agreement in YQ 1L.13 a4: mdricam klyom
warii te napemsam “What is the noble pleasure among the mortals?” (cf. Ji et al. 1998:131). If this
passage has been well interpreted and translated, then the adjective kfyom ‘noble’, inflected as a
masculine singular, agrees with wasii (Hartmann 2013: 319; Poucha 1955: 285). However, Peyrot’s
translation “Oh noble one, is there somehow pleasure among men?” (2018c: 85) is probably to be
preferred, because it is perfectly compatible with the Old Uyghur parallel and the question particle
TchB te usually marks polar questions (cf. also Geng, Laut & Pinault 2004: 364).
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cases, lack of it in the weak cases, and different vowels in the two stems (strong stem
**yena vs. weak stem **wana). As a consequence, the entire paradigm would have been
normalised in favour of the weak stem *wan-, with secondary colouring of *a to *i
analogically taken from the strong stem. But this reconstruction is speculative.

Next to TchB wina, there are a few nouns that may have had an undifferentiated ending
-a in both the nominative and the oblique singular. They are not numerous. According to
Malzahn (2o11) and Pinault (2012), the members of this class are TchB yasa, A wds ‘gold’,
TchB salna ‘quarrel’, TchB weta® ‘battle’ (fem.), TchB sarka® ‘song, music’, TchB keta®
‘estate’, TchB sampa™ ‘conceit; pride’.** Their formal structure invites to consider them as
old collective plural forms in PIE *-A,. This may be true at least for TchB yasa, A wis
(gender unknown, contra Malzahn 2011: 88) and TchB salna.>® Some others, however,
seem to have added the morpheme *-a at a later stage. There are three indications in
favour of this claim. The first is that weta* and keta* do not show a-umlaut (Pinault 2012:
197). The second is that the Tocharian A equivalents of these nouns have different
suffixation and inflection (cf. TchA wac ‘battle’ = B weta and TchA tsdrk = B sarka). The
third is that at least one noun, i.e. TchB keta* ‘estate’, is a loanword from Prakrit khetta-
(cf. Skt. ksetra- ‘field’; von Hiniiber 2011: 183), as pointed out by Tamai (2004: 100-1) and
Pinault (in class and 2012:197).

Malzahn (2011) has attempted to etymologise some of these nouns, but for many of
them she could not find any clear derivation. For some others, she tried to see either
influences from an “informal styles of Tocharian B” or analogical influences from rhyming
words.** I would rather agree with Pinault (2012: 198) that “the most likely assumption
would be that this suffix *-@ (nom. = obl. sg.) was extracted from the old pluralia tantum
of the type TB misa ‘flesh’ [...]", and that it became productive for a while.

If so, a cross-linguistic comparison with Latin and Romance languages becomes
significant again. Indeed, in the gradual transition between Classical Latin to modern
Romance languages, several neuter plural forms became feminine singular, such as
Classical Lat. arma, -orum ‘arms, weapons’ (nt.pl.) > Late Lat. arma ‘weapon’ (fem.sg.) > It.
arma ‘weapon’ (fem.sg.), Sp. arma ‘id.’, Port. arma ‘id.. Another comparable type is
Classical Lat. folium ‘leaf (nt.sg.), whose paradigm split into doublets: the original neuter
singular folium was reinterpreted as masculine with the meaning ‘paper’ (cf. It. foglio, Sp.
hoja, etc.), while the original neuter plural folia was continued as a feminine noun and
maintained the original meaning of the Latin word (cf. It. foglia, Sp. hoja, but cf. Fr. feuille
‘leaf; sheet of paper’).

Tocharian A points to the same development. In this language, we find just a few
pluralia tantum and, to my knowledge, they cannot be traced back to old neuter plurals.

3 Given the fact that the nom.sg. of some of these nouns is not attested, one cannot exclude that
they actually belong to the kantwo-type (with nom.sg. -o, cf. §3.7.1 and Malzahn 2011).

3% See Malzahn (2011: 99-100) for a probable etymology of the second noun.

** For instance, she advocates that TchB sarka derived from the informal style, where PTch
*ts’arka might have evolved into sarka.
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What has happened is that collectives in PTch *-a have been mostly reinterpreted as
singulars and transferred to other inflectional classes. Some examples include: TchA
palom (sg.) vs. TchB palauna (pl.), TchA tarsom (sg.) vs. TchB tarsauna (pl.), and perhaps
TchA aram (sg.) vs. TchB ersna (pl.) (see Carling 2009:15).

A more intricate case is TchA wmar ‘jewel’, a feminine noun with count plural wmari.
This noun is matched in Tocharian B by wamer ‘jewel’ (pl. wmera), a masculine noun. As
is clear, the two Tocharian words differ in both the gender and the inflection. Recently,
Pinault (2011: 160-64 and 171-3) has commented on these forms and he has reconstructed
an alternating noun with singular *wamcer, and plural *wamera. After the dissolution of
Proto-Tocharian, this word has undergone independent developments in both Tocharian
languages. On the one hand, TchB wamer took over the masculine gender from the
(quasi-)synonym TchB yetwe ‘ornament’; on the other hand, a more significant
development took place in Tocharian A. The plural form *wamcra first evolved into
*wamara (through a-umlaut), and then was reanalysed as a feminine singular, thus
*wamara > TchA wmar. The expected singular PTch *wamer > TchA **wmar vanished.
The new singular wmar has then been provided with a new countable plural wmari. In my
view, Pinault’s explanation is impeccable, and it allows us to insert TchA wmar into the
group of Tocharian A nouns coming from original collective formations. As a general
tendency, the reanalysis of old plural forms as singulars has been more extensive in
Tocharian A. The reason is relatively easy to envisage. Indeed, after the general apocope
of final vowels, these substantives would not have had any clear plural marker.
Furthermore, given the fact that the great majority of these nouns had a clear collective
meaning, the reanalysis of these plurals as singulars is easy to understand.

3.9. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The main questions addressed in the introduction to this chapter were related to the
historical evolution of the feminine and the neuter genders in the Tocharian inflection of
the noun. In each section, it has been attempted to discuss and solve several issues related
to these questions. In particular, I have identified and commented on those inflectional
types that have been variously connected to the feminine gender, in order to trace their
evolution from Proto-Indo-European to Tocharian. In parallel, the problematic status of
the Tocharian genus alternans and its historical link to the PIE neuter has been discussed.
These two points will be synthetically recapitulated below.

3.9.1. EVOLUTION OF THE FEMININE IN THE TOCHARIAN NOUN

First, I have tried to understand what the evolution of the PIE inflection in *-eA, > *-a has
been. To this end, I have firstly identified the Tocharian inflectional classes in which we
can find synchronic continuants of this reconstructed type. The identified classes are: the
kantwo-type, the okso-type, the arsaklo-type, and, in part, the oko-type. Afterwards, I have
discussed the etymological and the derivational problems connected to the members of
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these classes. The results of my investigation show that Tocharian has inherited and
generalised an hysterodynamic ablaut paradigm in *-(e)A, throughout the inflection of the
nouns. The outcome of this reconstructed paradigm has been maintained in the Tocharian
B kantwo-type, where the singular paradigm nom. -0, obl. -a can mirror the PIE opposition
between strong stem *-ef,(-), and weak stem *-A,-. In Tocharian A, the formal differences
between the Tocharian B okso-type, arsaklo-type, and kantwo-types does not exist. Indeed,
the majority of Tocharian A nouns matching these Tocharian B inflectional types are
a-stems (< PTch *a-stems). I have therefore tried to understand whether this mismatch is
to be interpreted as an archaism or an innovation. In other words: what was the Proto-
Tocharian state of affairs? In order to answer to this question, I have discussed
contradictory evidence revealed by a closer comparison between Tocharian A and B. It
has been attempted to reconstruct a single inflectional type for Proto-Tocharian, which
has tripled in Tocharian B. There are several developments that have caused this split. In
short, we can say that some endings and forms are the outcome of specific marks of the
*h,-inflection, some others of the *on-inflection, and yet others have originated after
sound changes that are peculiar to Tocharian B. Finally, we have seen that some
*(e)h,-stems may have been continued in the so-called oko-type, where they have been
reinterpreted as alternating.

Second, I have discussed the distribution, the origin, and the evolution of the two
*ih,-formations reconstructed for the proto-language, i.e. the devi-type and the vrki-type.
We have seen that the poorly represented sana-type can be traced back to the former type,
with the exception of TchB $ana, A $dm ‘wife’ itself, whose singular paradigm nom. -a, obl.
-o mirrors the PIE stem type *g"énh,-/-éh.-. On the other hand, the origin of the so-called
asiya-type can be traced to a more recent Proto-Tocharian stage, since the members of
this class seem to have calqued their inflection from that of the adjectives. In addition, we
have also seen that the formal and the functional distinctions between the devi-type and
the vrki-type ceased to exist in Tocharian: the final result of this merger has led to the
merger of these formations, the outcome of which is continued in the wertsiya-type.

3.9.2. EVOLUTION OF THE NEUTER IN THE TOCHARIAN NOUN

As for the development of the PIE neuters, we have confirmed the common assumption
that they are in principle continued as the Tocharian genus alternans. Our attention has
been focused on the evolution of both the thematic and the athematic neuter paradigms.

On the one hand, I have investigated the formal merger of the thematic neuter with
the masculine inflection in the singular and with the feminine inflection in the plural. This
development must have been quite scattered and gradual, since cases of fluctuation in the
gender assignment of (Pre-)Proto-Tocharian can be reconstructed. This led to sporadic
cases of shifting of inflectional classes and genders of some nouns.

On the other hand, I have also analysed in detail the outcome of some athematic
neuters that have played an important role in the creation of new endings (like the
alternating plural marker TchB -na, A -dm) and to the evolution of the Tocharian gender
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system in general, like the heteroclitic stems in *-r/n, the s-stems, and the neuter n-stems.
Special attention has been devoted to the evolution of the heteroclitic stems in *-r/n and
*-ur/n. I have also laid the basis for the postulation of a new sound law PIE *-ur > *-ru in
Tocharian (probably occurred already in the proto-language?), and I have showed that,
through this metathesis, we can historically account for (1) the source of r-stem nouns with
plural in TchB -wa, A -u (-wa, -unt), (2) the unexpected o-vocalism in some isolated forms,
and (3) the origin and the spread of the plural marker TchB -una.






CHAPTER FOUR

GENDER

IN THE PRONOMINAL AND ADJECTIVAL INFLECTION

The present chapter aims at investigating the evolution of the category of gender in the
inflection of pronouns and adjectives. The final goal is to understand what type of gender
system Tocharian inherited from Proto-Indo-European and how it has evolved.
Considering that the feminine has given rise to debate within the diachronic investigation
of Tocharian nominal morphology, particular attention will be paid to the development
of this gender. Furthermore, the evolution of the neuter will be investigated, in order to
test the theory of its merger with the masculine in the singular and with the feminine in
the plural, and to understand how the Tocharian genus alternans has come to light as a
result of these mergers. In order to achieve these aims, we will consider endings and forms
of the relevant declensions in both pronouns and adjectives. The final goal of this study is
to clarify if Tocharian inherited a different gender system with respect to the other non-
Anatolian Indo-European languages and to what extent this reconstructed system differs
from that attested by Tocharian.

4.1. GENERAL AIM AND STRUCTURE OF THE CHAPTER

As pointed out above, the general aim of the chapter is to understand how the system of
gender developed in the Tocharian system of nominal modifiers. This leads to a large and
heterogeneous number of issues, which are sometimes different if approached from the
point of view of the pronouns or from that of the adjectives. The structure of the chapter
had to mirror this fact and it has therefore been divided into two sections.

In the first section, the development of the Tocharian demonstratives and other
pronouns based on these is investigated, in tandem with the peculiar inflection of the
pronominal adjective TchB allek, A alak ‘other’.

In the second section, a synchronic overview of the Tocharian adjectival system is
offered. The main part is devoted to the diachronic evolution of both thematic and
athematic adjectives from Proto-Indo-European to Proto-Tocharian and from Proto-
Tocharian to Tocharian A and B.
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4.2. GENDER IN THE PRONOMINAL INFLECTION
4.2.1. OVERVIEW OF THE TOCHARIAN PRONOMINAL SYSTEM

As in most of the ancient Indo-European languages, Tocharian retains a large number of
different pronouns, which have different functions and origins. They are also
distinguished according to their inflection. We find:

—  Personal pronouns for the first and second persons, i.e. TchB 7ids, A nds ‘T, TchB
tuwe, A tu ‘you’ (and suffixes for the first, second, and third persons);

— Demonstrative pronouns, e.g. TchB se, A sa- ‘this’;

—  Indefinite pronouns, e.g. TchB ksa ‘some, any’;

- Interrogative and relative pronouns, e.g. TchB k,se, A kus ‘who, which’;

—  Pronominal adjectives, e.g. TchB allek, A alak ‘other’, TchB makte, A mdttak ‘self.

Some of these are inflected according to gender, number, and case (i.e. the
demonstratives, the relative and interrogative pronoun TchB mdksu ‘which’, the
interrogative pronoun TchA dntsam ‘which’** the pronominal adjectives TchB makte, A
mdttak ‘self and TchB allek, A alak ‘other’, the personal pronoun TchA nds T [fem. riuk]),
some other according to number and case (e.g. the personal pronouns TchB 7ids ‘I and
TchB twe, A tu ‘you’, the interrogative and relative pronoun TchA kus ‘which’, etc.), and
others yet according to case only (e.g. the indefinite TchB £sa, the interrogative TchB intsu

‘who? which?', etc.). A synthetic table of the Tocharian pronouns is the following:
Table 1v.1. Tocharian pronouns

PRONOUNS AND PRONOMINAL ADJECTIVES
GENDER-NUMBER-CASE | “ndis ‘T; "se “sdis ‘this’; "su “sdm ‘(s)he’; "samp “sam ‘that’; "sem ‘<this’;
Adntsam ‘which’; *mdéksu ‘which’; *makte *mdttak ‘self’; "allek “alak ‘other’
NUMBER-CASE Piidis T; tuwe, “tu ‘you’; *kus ‘which’
CASE Bksa ‘some’; ®intsu ‘which’; *k,se ‘which’

Since the main focus of this work is on the gender system, it follows that only those
pronouns that display gender distinctions will be the topic of my investigation.

From a comparative perspective, it is quite surprising that the Tocharian A pronoun of
first person distinguishes a feminine form (TchA 7iuk, see sss §266-270), since no other
ancient Indo-European language displays gender differentiation in the personal

% On the evolution of the interrogative pronouns TchB intsu, A dntsam, see recently Peyrot
(2018b).
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pronouns.®® As a matter of fact, the overall development of the first-person pronoun, in
general, and the source of the gender-distinction, in particular, are still a matter of debate.
Nonetheless, scholars agree in attributing the origin of the feminine form to a Tocharian
A innovation (Jasanoff 1989a; Pinault 2008: 534). It will not therefore constitute a topic of
my analysis.

Feminine inflected forms of the interrogative pronoun TchA dntsam ‘which’ are only
attested in the oblique singular dntam (cf. A4 a5 dntam tkand “in which land/where on
earth” and A7o a2 dntam kdlymeyam “in which direction”). This pronoun can be traced
back to PTch *an-se-na (m.), *an-sa-na (f.), where *-see-, *-sa- are the reconstructed
outcomes of the PIE demonstrative *sd, *séh, (see Peyrot 2018b, with references). In fact,
the great majority of the Tocharian gender-differentiated pronouns follow the inflection
of the demonstratives, since the demonstratives form the base from which these pronouns
derive. For this reason, in the following paragraphs we will mainly deal with the evolution
of the demonstrative pronouns in Tocharian.

4.2.2. AIM AND STRUCTURE OF THE SECTION

The general aim of this section is to discuss some problematic endings and forms of the
Tocharian pronominal inflection. The feminine paradigm of the demonstratives and that
of the pronominal adjective TchB allek ‘other’ will be the core issue of my investigation.
The final goal is to demonstrate that both masculine and feminine paradigms are to be
interpreted as the regular outcome of their Proto-Indo-European ancestors, with some
minor and motivated analogical changes.

4.2.3. EVOLUTION OF THE TOCHARIAN DEMONSTRATIVE PRONOUNS

Cross-linguistically, pronouns play a pivotal role in the emergence of gender markers and
in their subsequent evolution.*” In particular, the demonstratives have a special function
in the rise, the further development, and the possible decline of gender values (Corbett
1991: 310-11; Claudi 1997; Luraghi 2011). However, despite their importance, in recent works
on the diachronic evolution of the Tocharian gender system, the demonstratives have
never been a central matter of discussion (e.g. in Hartmann 2013, where the pronouns are
not discussed). Nevertheless, the history of the demonstratives constitutes a fascinating
topic within the study of Tocharian nominal morphology, because we still have to account
for some peculiarities in both their inflection and historical evolution. A case in point is

3 Actually, one should notice that the Tocharian A paradigm is even more noteworthy from a
typological perspective. For instance, Aikhenvald (2000: 252-3) argues that: “If gender oppositions
are found in 2™ person, they will normally also be there in 3", and if they are found in 1%, which is
rare, they will normally also be there in 2™ and 3. In addition, the gender distinction in the
Tocharian A first person pronoun violates Greenberg’s Universal 44: “If a language has gender
distinctions in the first person, it always has gender distinctions in the second or third or in both”.

7 Parts of this section appeared in: Del Tomba (2018).



206)| CHAPTER FOUR

the plural paradigm of the feminine, where, as I will argue, an essential issue has been
overlooked.

In the first part (§4.2.3.1), I will briefly introduce the synchronic paradigms of the
Tocharian demonstratives, from both a functional and a derivational perspective. Then, in
the second, central part (§4.2.3.2, §4.2.3.3), I will outline the synchronic distribution and
the diachronic evolution of both the singular and the plural inflection. Some important
issues concerning the distribution of the plural forms and the reconstruction of cases of
homophony within the paradigms will come to light. Finally, in the third part (§4.2.3.4), 1
will summarise the evolution of the demonstratives, identifying the most significant
modifications and subdividing them into chronological stages. Further remarks and
suggestions will conclude the discussion (§4.2.3.5).

4.2.3.1. Introduction to the Tocharian demonstratives

Tocharian shows a wide range of demonstrative pronouns, which can be classified
according to both functional — i.e. spatial deixis — and formal patterns. However, form and
function of Tocharian A do not pair with the respective form and function of Tocharian B.
For instance, we find four different paradigms in Tocharian B and only three in Tocharian
A. In the table below, the demonstratives are presented according to their match in

function (Stumpf1971; Kiimmel 2015: 109f.):3*®

Table 1v.2. Tocharian B and Tocharian A demonstrative pronouns

FUNCTION TOCHARIAN B TOCHARIAN A MEANING
Anaphoric Su, S, tu ~ sdm, sam, tim ‘he, she, the’
Proximal se, sq, te = sdis, sas, tas ‘this’

Remote samp, somp, tamp ~ sam, sam, tam ‘that’
Medial (?) sem, sam, tem ‘+ this’

Formally, the Tocharian demonstratives differ chiefly in their derivation and in the
suffixes employed in the two languages. The basic stem is the descendant of the PIE
pronoun *sé (masc.), *séh, (fem.), *téd (nt.), which can unambiguously be compared with
Ved. sd ~sdh, sa, tdd, Av. ha ~ hé, ha, tat, Gk. 6, %), 16, etc. Taking as examples the nominative
singular masculine form, we can identify five fusional elements and outline the following
six derivations (Pinault 1989: 115-16):

3% Regarding the origin of the Tocharian system of demonstratives, Kiimmel (2015: 114) notes that
some Middle Iranian languages — like Sogdian, Khotanese, and Tumshuqese — and Gandhari show
a similar ternary system, classified according to deixis as neutral, near, and remote (Sims-Williams
1994; Emmerick 1989: 387-88). Kiimmel consequently proposes that the new Tocharian system is the
outcome of a contact-induced change with these Middle Iranian and Middle Indian languages.
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TchB se < PTch *sce < PIE *s¢;

TchB su < Pre-TchB *sa-w (cf. Skt. asau ‘that’, Gk. oGrog ‘this’);

TchB samp < Pre-TchB *sa-mpa (cf. TchB ompe ~ omp ‘there’);>*

TchB sem, TchA sam < PTch *sce-na (cf. perhaps TchB -m, 3sg.pr.act.);*°
TchA sds < Pre-TchA *sa-sa (cf. perhaps TchA -s, 3sg.pr.act.);

TchA sdm < Pre-TchA *sa-ma (cf. perhaps Skt. aydm ‘this’).

[
~

w

A~ N N~~~

As can be seen, the three Tocharian A demonstratives resulted from the addition of
various particles to the original basis PTch *se-, *sa-, which itself represents the
descendant of the PIE demonstrative pronoun. Although these kinds of evolutions are
generally well identified and explained (see recently Pinault 2009), some inflectional
patterns of the Tocharian demonstratives remain matter of debate. In the following
paragraph, I will focus on the singular paradigm and then I will move on to the plural
paradigm.®"

4.2.3.2. Paradigm of the singular

Considering the Tocharian B pronoun of proximal deixis and the basic shape of the
demonstratives in Tocharian A, we can outline the following paradigm of the singular:

3% According to Pinault (2009), the Tocharian B graphic cluster mp corresponds phonologically to
[Bo].

° The status of TchB sem and its Tocharian A functional correspondent is debated. A few decades
ago, Stumpf (1971: 100-133 and 1976) maintained that TchB sem was functionally equivalent to TchB
se, while Winter (1975) argued that it had a 2" person deictic function. Similar considerations were
put forward by Peyrot (2008: 122-24), who followed Winter (1975) in attributing an intermediate
deictic function to it, but Pinault (2009: 226-29) concluded that it had an endophoric function.
Finally, Kiimmel (2015) has now demonstrated that TchB sem was used primarily in cases of medial
deixis in the historical period, with dominant recognitional use. However, in Proto-Tocharian,
*sce-na had distal function, as in Tocharian A, and it subsequently acquired a medial deictic function
in Tocharian B, when its original value was taken over by the new TchB samp (cf. TchB omp ~ ompe
‘there’), which is more marked compared to TchA sam.

" In both Tocharian A and Tocharian B, the demonstrative pronouns show sporadically some dual
forms in the masculine inflection. Given the fact that these are not relevant to our discussion, I do
not consider the pronominal dual here. See Hilmarsson (1989: 36ft.), Pinault (2008: 542), and Kim
(2018: 61-3, 69, 85-7).
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Table 1v.3. Tocharian B and Tocharian A paradigm of singular

MASCULINE FEMININE NEUTER

TchB TchA TchB TchA TchB TchA
NOM. SG. se sa-| sd- sa sa- te ta-| td-
OBL. SG. ce ca-| cd- ta ta- te ta-| td-

As is clear from the above, not only endings, but also the changes of the stem mark the
inflection. Both masculine and feminine, in fact, distinguish the nominative and the
oblique by means of different stems, with s- for the former and c-(m.)|t-(f.) for the latter.
Furthermore, through the palatalisation of *#- into c-, the masculine and the neuter are
disambiguated. The origin of this palatalised allomorph c-, which is also peculiar of the
masculine plural, is debated. Cowgill (2006) and Pinault (2008: 541ff.) argue that it
represents the regular outcome of PIE *te-, through a conflation of the o-grade,
characteristic of the strong cases, and the e-grade, characteristic of the weak cases.**
Another possibility is that the c-forms originated from a mixture with the pronoun *A.e
(Skt. aydm, Lat. is, etc.), but precise explanations on how this development would have
worked are still missing.*® Be that as it may, there is no doubt that the palatalisation must
first have arisen here before it spread as a morphological pattern in the adjectival
inflection (see §4.3.1, §4.3.3.1).

As we have already suggested (see §2.3.2), a further peculiarity of the demonstratives
is the preservation of some “crystallised” forms, which are formal remnants of the PIE
neuter gender: e.g. TchB te, A ta- < PIE *tod (Skr. tdt, Gk. 16, etc.). They are limited to the
singular inflection. As thoroughly demonstrated by Stumpf (1971: 471.), these forms must
be explained as archaisms: actually, they can be used only with pronominal function and
never attributively. Strictly speaking, it means that in a noun phrase the neuter
demonstrative cannot be used as a modifier of a noun, i.e. with adjectival function (see the
examples in §2.3.2). Moreover, the distribution of the genitive singular markers between
the masculine and the neuter is significant: the former ends in TchAB -;, while the latter
ends in TchB -ntse, A -is. Whereas TchAB -i may go back directly to a PIE ending (most
likely, the dative singular *-ef, Pinault 2014: 275-7; contra Klingenschmitt 1994: 365-9), the
endings TchB -ntse, TchA -is are a Tocharian innovation: they go back to PTch *-nsc, which
originally was the genitive singular of the nasal stems and subsequently spread to some

312

In particular, Pinault (2008: 541) reconstructs the c-stem from the genitive singular TchB
cpifewi, which in turn derives from an archaic dative singular *te-smay > *cazBu > *cafla > TchB
cp-ifcw-i with further addition of the ending -i (cf. the genitive singular -e-pi characteristic of the
adjectival inflection). In the feminine paradigm, the gen. sg. tay consists of a basis ta- and the same
genitive singular marker -y that we descriptively find in the three substantives of the sana-type with
nom. sg. -a, obl. sg. -0, gen. sg. -0y.

%3 For yet another proposal, see Winter (1980: 551f.).
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other inflectional types.** The spread of this ending to the pronominal neuter inflection
must therefore be a late phenomenon.* This inflectional evidence is further prove of the
non-adjectival use of the neuter demonstratives, since the gen.sg. TchB -ntse, A -s can only
be found as a marker of nouns in Tocharian.

A phonological problem that needs to be mentioned is the doublet forms in the
masculine singular, cf. TchB se, A sa- vs. TchB sa- (in samp < *samp and su < *sa-u), A *sd
(in sds and sdm) and in the neuter TchB te, A ta- vs. TchB ta-, A td-. The development of
PIE *o to *3 is unexpected, but it is not without parallels, cf. TchB mdksu ‘which’ < PTch
*ma-k"a-sa-u, virtually from PIE *mo-k"i-so-u (Peyrot 2018b), and further TchB ompe ~ omp
‘there’ (Pinault 2009), TchB kete ~ ket ‘whose’, TchB ate ~ at ‘away’, TchB pest ~ pdst etc. If
all these forms must be regarded as attesting the same development, then one has to agree
with Peyrot (2008: 164-5, 2018b) that an irregular sound law *-e > *-3 was caused by the
weak accentuation of these words (cf. the non-accented article in Ancient Greek).

Otherwise, one may also wonder whether the doublet *sa ~ *see resulted from two
different competitive protoforms: the former would have been the descendant of PIE *sd,
while the latter would have been the outcome of a recharacterised form *sé-s. A similar
s-variant can be seen in e.g. Skt. sdh, OAv. h3, YAv. ho, alongside Skt. sd, Av. ha.**

As far as the feminine inflection is concerned, the nom.sg. TchB sa /s4/, A sa- has clear
comparable cognates in other Indo-European languages, like Skt. sa, Gk. ) etc. However,
such a straightforward origin is problematic, since the regular outcome of PIE *-eA, > *-a
should have been PTch *-d > TchB -o (see §4.3.4.4).

As a matter of fact, the condition of *séh, is quite peculiar, since it is an accented
monosyllable. To my knowledge, four different explanations have been outlined in order
to account for the nominative singular TchAB sa:

(1) shortening of the original *@ in accented monosyllables, thus PIE *séh, > *sa > *sd
> PTch *sa > TchAB sa (as per Ringe 1996: 94-96);

(2) loss of the laryngeal in pausa (Kuiper’s law), thus PIE *séh, > *sd(h,) > PTch *sa >
TchAB sa (as per Pinault 2008: 542; Fellner 2014:13);

(3) final PTch *-d has been replaced by *-a through analogy with the athematic
inflection (as per Fellner 2014: 13, but with hesitation);

(4) lowering of PTch *-d > *-a in monosyllabic Auslaut position (as per Kiimmel

2009:172-73).

¥4 For an in-depth analysis of this ending, see Pinault (2008: 489-90) and Jasanoff (2019). For the
evolution of the cluster PTch *-ns(-), see §4.3.4.1.

5 The fact that Tocharian maintained some neuter forms in the demonstratives is typologically
significant. Indeed, when gender distinctions are lost, their traces are frequently preserved in the
demonstrative pronouns, if anywhere in the language (Corbett 1991:310f.).

3% See Pinault (2009: 232f.) for yet another hypothesis.
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Explanation (1) seems quite improbable to me, since a long vowel is expected to be
maintained in accented position. The analogical replacement of *-d to *-a — explanation
(3) — is difficult, since in the adjectival inflection we find nom.sg. “a and not -a (cf.
nom.sg.f. TchB astarya, A astri ‘pure’; see further §4.3.3.1, §4.3.4.5). I found neither
evidence in favour, nor counterevidence against hypothesis (4), i.e. lowering of PTch *4.
Kiimmel (2009: 173) adduces PIE *méh, ‘not (neg.)’ > *mé > *mee > TchB ma (for expected
TchB **me) as a comparable item. However, the assumption of loss of the laryngeal in
pausa (hypothesis 2) is still a serious possibility to explain the Tocharian forms (Pinault
2009: 231), although the exact syntactic context where the reduction took place is unclear.
Alast option would involve the reconstruction of PIE *sih, (cf. possibly Goth. si, Olr. s, Skt.
st-m, OAv. hi) as the antecedent of TchAB sq, at the cost of taking the non-palatal *s- as
analogical after the masculine and recurring to some restructuring of the inherited
paradigms.®”

Moving now to the oblique singular, TchB ta shows phonological problems closely
related to those seen for the nominative singular. Indeed, an outcome TchB **to from PTch
*ta(m) < PIE *téh,-m should be expected, since in internal position *-ek,- should have
yielded PTch *-G- > TchB -0-.** Considering that a shortening of the original *a in an
accented monosyllable is quite improbable, TchB ¢a must be the result of an analogical
replacement of *¢d after the new nominative singular *sa (Pinault 2008: 542). The reason
why this analogical replacement took place involves the diachronic development of the
plural paradigm of the feminine and the neuter. On these and other problems we will focus
in the following paragraph.

4.2.3.3. Paradigm of the plural

In the plural, Tocharian A shows a rigid system with clear formal markers (sss §287):

317

For the reconstruction of PIE *sik., see Sihler (1995: 389), Kloekhorst (2008: 750f.), Kortlandt
(2017: 100-1). According to Fellner (2014: 14), the reconstruction of PIE *sih, is phonologically (but
not comparatively) possible, given the fact that he does not accept that the suffix *i4. could have
palatalised the preceding consonant. See also de Vann (2019), who, however, explains Goth. si and
Olr. s ‘she’ as recent remakes of the PIE anaphoric pronoun nom.sg.f. ik, plus *s-.

3 For the outcome TchB -0 from PIE *-eh,m compare the TchB se 1’ with its oblsg.f. somo, which
is from PTch *semd < PIE *someh,-m. The plural TchB somona, A somam ‘some’, obviously less
frequent than the singular, goes back to the same Proto-Indo-European stem. See Pinault (2006: 89)
for an in-depth discussion of the paradigm of both masculine and feminine inflections of the
Tocharian numeral for ‘1. See also Adams (DTB: 722) and Winter (1992: 98ft.) for further suggestions.
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Table 1v.4. Tocharian A plural paradigms

DEIXIS MASCULINE FEMININE
Anaphoric nom. cem tom
sam obl. cesdm tosim
Proximal nom. ces tos
sds obl. cesds tosds
Remote nom. cem tom™
sam obl. cesiam tosam

From a synchronic point of view, these paradigms are easy to describe. All enclitic
elements (-m, -s/-s, -m) are added directly to the basic shape of the pronoun, which attests
the c-allomorph in the inflection of the masculine, and the t-allomorph in the inflection of
the feminine. In all the oblique plural forms, we note dG-epenthesis between the ending
TchA -s and the enclitic. In the pronoun of proximal deixis, Pinault (2008: 540) suggests
that the final sibilant undergoes morphological palatalisation in the nominative plural.
However, a different explanation is also possible: the original enclitic element was the
palatalised sibilant *-s, which was depalatalised through assimilation in all the allomorphs
with initial or internal (-)s- (as per Pedersen 1941: 116 and Kortlandt 1983: 320-21, cf. also the
numeral TchA sas ‘one’ < Pre-TchA *sas [B se]). Although the nom.pl.f. of the pronoun of
remote deixis is not attested, it can easily be determined as TchA tom* on the model of the
other paradigms.

In Tocharian B the situation is more complex, because three out of the four
demonstratives that are differentiated in the singular have just one paradigm in the plural.
Indeed, the only pronoun that features a formally distinct paradigm is TchB sam(p):

Table 1v.5. Plural paradigm of TchB sam(p)

DEIXIS MASCULINE FEMININE
Remote nom. caim(p) - ceym toym*
samp obl cemp* toym

Compared with the other demonstratives, the paradigm of TchB sam(p) is the least
frequent. This is true especially for the plural inflection. For the masculine, I have found
only eight nominative plural occurrences: two in the London collection (cain in IT248 b4
[class.], IT89g b2 [class.]), one in the Paris collection (caim in AS17K a4 [class.]), and five
in the Berlin collection (caimp in B83 6 [class.], B85a3 [class.~late], B88 a5 [class.], ceym in
B1o7 bz [late], caim in THT2381.e b2 [frgm.]).*® The nominative plural ceym has only one

9 As pointed out by Stumpf (1971: 133f.), the great majority of the attested forms of TchB samp are
from the Aranemi-Jataka. Perhaps, we could add TchB cem (AS16.7 bs), which, according to the
above analysis, should be an oblique plural, but the context requires a nominative plural instead:
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occurrence in a late document (Bio7 bz2), so it represents a late variant of caim(p).
Furthermore, no oblique plural forms are attested: we have only one genitive plural in B85
a2 ma nis cempamts raksatsents aissdm “he must not give me to those raksasas!” (Schmidt
2001: 313). This form allows us to reconstruct with greater certainty the oblique plural of
the masculine inflection: according to Krause & Thomas (TEB §269) it might have been
ceympa*® (?), but, looking at the genitive plural cempamts [cempdnts/, which must have
been built on the oblique form, it was probably cemp*, from *cen-mp.

The feminine plural paradigm is even more difficult to determine, since I have found
only one plural form, the oblique toym in Big a1 toym liklenta lkatsi “to see those
sufferings”. No genitive plural forms or secondary cases are attested.

Now, if we look at the plural forms of the other Tocharian B demonstratives, several
difficulties come to light. In the following, I will summarise and compare two different
hypotheses on this topic. Afterwards, I will put forward new considerations in support of
one of them.

According to the classical view of Krause & Thomas (TEB §266-69), the three Tocharian
B demonstrative pronouns of anaphoric, proximal, and remote deixis would have three
different sets of paradigms in the plural. See the table below:

Table 1v.6. Tocharian B plural paradigms (TEB § §266-268)

MASCULINE FEMININE
Anaphoric nom. cai, cey tom
su obl. cem tom
Proximal nom. cai, cey toy
se obl. cem toy
Remote nom. cai, cey toyna
sem obl. ceyna, cendm toyna

A similar description of the paradigms can also be found in more recent literature and
handbooks on Tocharian (e.g. in Pinault 2008). As one can see, the paradigm of the
masculine is the same in the three sets, with nominative and oblique differentiated. The
only exception concerns the oblique plural of the pronoun of remote deixis sem, which is
TchB ceyna ~ cendm.*° On the other hand, the paradigm of the feminine plural is quite
peculiar: it never distinguishes the nominative from the oblique, but it shows different
forms in the various pronominal inflections.

cem wa nraine tsiksentrd “nevertheless, those burn in hell”. Therefore, TchB cem may be a late
variant from caimp.

#°The obl.pl. cendm is only sporadically attested (in AS19.21 a5 [class.], THT2291 b2 [frgm.], and
NS355 ba [class.; but cf. cem in the parallel text B85 b4]). This form can be interpreted as either a
recharacterised obl.pl.m. or as a real occasional attestation of a m-form plural of the regular TchB
cem.
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However, a closer inspection of the linguistic stage of the documents where the various
forms are attested allows for a different analysis. On various occasions, Stumpf (1971, 1974,
1976, 1990) dealt with the Tocharian demonstratives, providing innovative insights both
on their forms and functions. In a pioneering article (Stumpf 1974), he claimed that
Tocharian B did not have any differences between se, sem, and su in the plural. As a
consequence, Tocharian A and B would differ significantly in the formation of the plural
inflection of their respective demonstratives, since Tocharian B would not display any
formal diversification in the plural paradigm of the pronominal sets. This analysis
obviously stands against the traditional one of Krause and Thomas.

Stumpf (1974) explained the different forms of the plural within the framework of a
restructuring process from archaic to late Tocharian B. In recent years, this hypothesis has
been closely evaluated and further confirmed by Peyrot (2008: 124f.). In the masculine
paradigm, the archaic form is TchB cai, given that it occurs with greater frequency in
archaic texts and almost never in late and colloquial texts (I have found only one
occurrence of cai in a late text, i.e. B330 a3). Since the archaic stage (e.g. in B255), sporadic
forms of TchB cey begin to appear and they become more frequent in classical and late
texts (e.g. in B331 a5, B347 b1, B375 bs). The oblique plural TchB cem is attested in archaic,
classical, and late texts, while TchB ceyna is only attested in classical, late, and colloquial
texts (e.g. in B108 b3-b6, B325 b1, B375 ba-bs). The text distribution of the forms allows us
to determine that TchB cai is the archaic variant and that it must be the regular outcome
of PIE *#6; (Ringe 1996: 86, cf. Skt. té, Gk. ot); TchB cem is from PIE *tdns (cf. Skr. tdan, Gk.
Tovg). The palatalised allomorph c- is a Tocharian innovation. Going back to Tocharian A,
the nominative plural ce- shows regular monophthongisation of the PIE diphthong *-o0/ >
TchA -e, while the oblique plural continues PIE *tons >> Ptoch *cens (with morphological
palatalisation) > Pre-TchA *cces >> TchA ces-.

In view of the larger number of variants, it is not surprising that the distribution of the
feminine plural is more difficult to outline. Following Stumpf (1974; 1990), Peyrot (2008:
126-7) convincingly suggests that TchB tom is the old plural form (both in the nominative
and in the oblique), since it mostly occurs in archaic and classical texts. I have found the
following attestations of TchB tom in archaic documents:

tom: AS7N bs; Buiy a7, Buy b3; Bi23 bs; Bi27 a2; B128 a4; Bi33 a3; Bi33 a5; B137 a7; B274
a1; B275 a3; B284 as5; B338 b3; B338 b4; B3q1 bs; IT22 a7 (?); IT80 az2; IT157 a2; Or8212.163
b5"; 018212163 b6; THT1254 a4; THT1450.a by (?); THT1535.a a6; THT2247 a3; THT2247 bs;
THT2371.g b2; THT3597 a2; to(m): B24o b; tomn: B274 a3; ton: U23 ag; B2g1.a a1; B365 a2;
tomtsa: B563 b6; tonmem: B274 a4; tontsa: B135 ag4; tonts: B274 a1.

On the other hand, the nom.pl. toy and the obl.pl. toyna are both new formations. The
former might be attested only once in a fragmentary archaic document (IT853 a2, cf. the
spelling trdrnko at line a3), but it became the standard nominative form in classical-late
texts. Finally, on the model of toy, a new nom.obl.pl. toyna was created, which is the
common form in late texts. One can also compare the similar distribution of the feminine
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plural variants of the interrogative and relative pronoun TchB mdksu, which is formed by
TchB su:

mdktom: Or8212.163 bs [arch.]; NS54 a3 [class.], THT2386.j and.s a5 [class.]; IT174a6
[class.] (mdkt(o)m); IT733a3 [class.], THT1603.a b2 [class.] ((md)ktom); NS76bs [class.]
(md(kt)om); mdktoynas: Biggba [late].

Indeed, in the history of Tocharian B, the ending -na has become the ubiquitous marker
of the feminine plural in the adjectival inflection, and in some inflectional types of nouns
referring to female entities (the so-called Sana- and asiya-types, see §3.5). A general
scheme of the distribution of the variants is offered in the graph below:**

Graph 1v.1. Distribution of the feminine plural variants in the history of Tocharian B
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4.2.3.4. Origin of the feminine plural

At this point, a central question that needs to be answered is where the archaic form TchB
tom and the Tocharian A feminine plural paradigm (nom.pl. to-, oblL.pl. tos-) come from.
Their origin and historical evolution have never been precisely investigated, although they
certainly constitute a problematic issue within the development of the demonstratives
and the analysis of the system of gender in Tocharian. In this section I will therefore put
forward new considerations aimed to fill this gap.
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The graph shows the number of attestations of the feminine plural variants in the Tocharian B
texts. The y-axis refers to the percentage of fragments attesting a given form. If, in the same text,
more than one occurrence of the same variant is attested, it has not been reported in the graph. The
x-axis refers to the linguistic stage of the fragments (Peyrot 2008).
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Let us start our discussion with Tocharian B. In view of the variant TchB tonak, a first
hypothesis in order to explain the archaic form tom might be that it is a phonetic
development of an original *tona, where *to- would be the “regular” PIE outcome,
recharacterised by the ending -na. As we have seen, this ending is indeed the most
productive plural marker in the adjectives. However, the sequence tona- is not attested
elsewhere, and TchB tonak can be analysed as /tondke/ < *tonska, which is from *ton + the
emphatic particle *-ka (with d-epenthesis), rather than /ténak/ (Thomas 1984: 224; Peyrot
2008: 126). Furthermore, if tom derived from *tona, we should postulate an ad hoc
apocope, since the sequence -na in Tocharian B is always maintained in the nominal
inflection, and final -a is not apocopated anywhere else. For all these reasons, this
hypothesis is to be rejected.

As other Inner-Tocharian explanations are doubtful, I think that it is preferable to
postulate an Indo-European source for these forms. In my opinion, the final nasal in TchB
to-m is in fact the regular outcome of the Indo-European accusative plural *-ns. Tocharian
A confirms this hypothesis, since the obl.pl.f. TchA tos- (cf. tos-dm, tos-ds, tos-dm) can go
back to the same protoform: both TchA tos- and TchB tom allow us to reconstruct an
ancestor PIE *téh,-ns > *tans.*** The outcome of the PIE accusative plural *-ns (> TchB -m,
A -s) is clearly attested in the nominal inflection, where the historical interpretation is
widely accepted. Alternatively, one might want to explain TchB tom, A tos- as the result of
an analogical development on the basis of the masculine obl.pl. TchB cem, A ces-.
However, analogy is in my view unnecessary. Since in the masculine *-ns developed into
TchB -m /-n/, A -s, we would expect the same correspondence for the feminine (but see
also §4.3.4.4).

The vowel match in TchB tom : TchA tos- could be a problem, since it is generally
assumed that PTch *d yielded a in Tocharian A. However, the correspondence TchB o : A
o is characteristic of a well-known group of words, where the vowel match between
Tocharian B and Tocharian A partially violates the generally assumed evolution of PIE
*-eh,- > PTch *-d- > TchB -0-, TchA -a- (e.g. PIE *b"réh,tér > TchB procer, A pracar ‘brother’).
Even though they do not refer to the demonstratives, Burlak & Itkin (2003) have
highlighted the fact that TchB o matches TchA o mostly when this vowel appears in initial
syllables in Tocharian A. This is particularly evident in monosyllables, as in TchB kos : A
kos ‘how much’; cf. also TchB moko : A mok ‘old’, TchB pont-, A pont- ‘all’ (Burlak & Itkin
2003: 28; Burlak 2000: 137-40). To this list, we can add without any difficulty the feminine
plural of the demonstratives TchB to- : A to-. This further confirms that PTch *d regularly
yielded (or it has been maintained as) TchA o in monosyllables.

Nonetheless, one problem still needs to be solved. The fact that Tocharian B, since the
archaic stage, attests a nom.pl. tom formally identical to the oblique does not match the
Tocharian A counterpart, where we find nom.pl. TchA to- as the regular outcome of

322

I do not believe that the expected outcome of PTch *tdns is TchA *tes, through intermediate
*td's (see §4.3.4.1). In any case, the o-vocalism could have been taken over from the nominative.



216| CHAPTER FOUR

*teh,-es > *tas.*® The same outcome *to should be expected also in Tocharian B. In other
words, we do not have any Tocharian B formal descendant of the reconstructed Indo-
European nominative plural feminine. The nom.pl{f. torm must therefore be a secondary
Tocharian B innovation. In my view, the only plausible explanation is to reconstruct an
analogical development, according to which the historical obl.pl. tom spread to the
nominative plural in a Pre-Tocharian B stage. Indeed, various reasons for this analogical
development can be envisaged.

To begin with, it is to be expected that certain forms of the feminine pronominal
paradigm became homophonous in the prehistory of Tocharian. Most importantly, the
oblique singular and the nominative plural feminine should have become identical after
the loss of final *-m and *-s. In order to resolve these coalescences, analogical
replacements took place in unattested phases of Tocharian B, perhaps beginning already
in Proto-Tocharian, aimed to both disambiguate the forms of the paradigm and to favour
formal isomorphism of the stem. From a hypothetical PTch *td (< PIE *téh,-m), parallel to
PTch *alld- (< PIE *h.elieh,-m), a new oblique singular TchB ta /ta/ was created, by
analogical levelling from the nominative singular TchB sa /s4/ (Pinault 2008: 542).%* The
expected neuter plural PTch *td < PIE *téh, was apparently lost, since we have only the
singular of the neuter preserved. If the neuter plural survived into Pre-Tocharian B, this
additional homophony may further have favoured the creation of the new nominative
plural tom. Be that as it may, this new feminine plural paradigm follows a general
Tocharian B trend of development, according to which the plural inflection of the
feminine shows no difference between nominative and oblique in both adjectival and
pronominal declensions. As we will see, a closer look at the feminine paradigm of TchB
allek confirms the evolution outlined above (see §4.2.4).

4.2.3.5. Evolution of the Tocharian demonstratives

In the following, conclusive section, I will summarise the diachronic evolution of the
inflection of the Tocharian demonstratives, subdividing the analysis into four parts:

1) from Proto-Indo-European to Pre-Proto-Tocharian;
from Pre-Proto-Tocharian to Proto-Tocharian;
from Proto-Tocharian to Tocharian A;

from Proto-Tocharian to Tocharian B.

~

2

3
4

(
(
(
(

= =

I use a distinction between Pre-Proto-Tocharian and Proto-Tocharian here, in order to
distinguish evolutions that presumably took place in different non-attested chronological

% An example of nom.plLf. TchB tom in an archaic document is tom liklenta tne cmelants sirmtsa
mdskentrd “these sufferings are here because of the rebirths” (B284 as).

#* Actually, the comparison of TchA ta- and TchB ta suggests that the supposed evolution *td >>
*ta had taken place already in Proto-Tocharian. However, it cannot be excluded that the same
development occurred independently in the two Tocharian languages.
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stages. In a very similar way, I also refer to Pre-TchA and Pre-TchB to reconstruct
transitional phases.

Table 1v.7. From Proto-Indo-European to Pre-Proto-Tocharian

MASCULINE FEMININE NEUTER
PIE PRE-PTCH PIE PRE-PTCH PIE PRE-PTCH
sg.  nom. *s6 > *sce *séh, > *sd or *sa *od > *teT
acc. *tém > *teem *téh,m > *tam *od > *teT
pl.  nom. *toi > “teey *téh,s > *tds *téh, > *ta
acc. *tdns > *tens *téh,ns > *tans *téh, > *ta

Before the split of the two languages from Proto-Tocharian, most of the characteristic
phonological developments of the vowel system had been completed. In this phase, we
can reconstruct: (1) general loss of the quantitative system; (2) PIE *o > PTch *e; (3) PIE
*eh, > PTch *d (4); merger of the PIE series of stops into a single voiceless series (here, PIE
*d > PTch *t).*% The different outcome of PIE *séh, depends on the two possible
interpretations of TchAB sa /[sa/: either it is the outcome of the loss of the laryngeal
through Kuiper’s law, or it first became *sd and then *sa by lowering in final word position.
If we accept the second hypothesis, then an outcome *sd is expected for Proto-Tocharian.

Table 1v.8. From Pre-Proto-Tocharian to Proto-Tocharian

MASCULINE FEMININE NEUTER
PRE-PTCH PTCH PRE-PTCH PICH | PRE-PTCH PTCH
sg.  nom. *sce > *sce *saor*sa > *sa “teT > *tee
acc. “teem - “cce *tam > “ta “teT > “tee
pl.  nom. “teey - *caey *tas > *ta *ta > -
acc. *teens - *caens *tans > *tans *ta > -

In this phase, two important modifications took place: (1) generalisation of the palatalised
stem c° in all the t-cases of the masculine inflection; (2) gradual loss of the neuter plural,
which started in a Proto-Tocharian phase. IfI am correct in saying that TchB tom and TchA
tos- go back directly to PTch *tdns, it is impossible that the neuter plural became
homophonous with the entire paradigm of the feminine plural. Instead, the neuter plural

%5 The diachronic evolution of PIE *d in Tocharian is particularly difficult (see Winter 1962a). In a
non-palatalising context, the regular outcome was PTch *ts (e.g. PIE *der- ‘to split’ > PTch *tsar- >
TchB tsar-, A tsir- ‘to be separate’). Other outcomes may be: (1) PTch *-@ in some consonant clusters
(e.g. PIE *duoh, ‘two’ > *dwu > PTch *wu > TchA wu); (2) PTch *-t in some other consonant clusters
(e.g. PIE *neud- ‘to push’ > *nat- + -sk- > PTch *natk- > TchB natk- ‘to thrust away’). See also Ringe
(1996: 64f. and 146f.).
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PTch td became homophonous with the oblique singular and with the nominative plural
of the feminine inflection and subsequently lost its function.?*°

Table 1v.9. From Proto-Tocharian to Tocharian A

MASCULINE FEMININE NEUTER
PTCH TCHA PTCH TCHA PTCH TCHA
sg.  nom. *sce > sa- *sa > sa- “tee(T) > ta-
obl. “cce > ca- *ta - ta- “tee(T) > ta-
pl.  nom. *caey > ce- *ta > to- - > -
obl. *caens - ces- *tans > tos- - > -

As we have already seen, Tocharian A recharacterised the basic outcome of the
demonstrative by adding the enclitic suffixes *-ma (anaphoric), *-sa ~ *-sa (proximal) and,
perhaps, -na (remote). As far as the phonological evolution is concerned, we note regular
monophthongisation of the Proto-Tocharian diphthong *ey > TchA e in the nom.pl.m.,,
and regular outcome of PTch *e > TchA a (e.g. PIE *gomb"o- ‘tooth’ > PTch *keme > TchA
kam). Both masculine and feminine oblique plural forms continue the ending PIE *-ns by
sound-law *-ns > -s.

Table 1v.10. From Proto-Tocharian to Archaic Tocharian B

MASCULINE FEMININE NEUTER
PTCH TCHB PTCH TCHB PTCH TCHB
sg.  nom. *sce > se *sa > sa “tee > te
obl. “cee > ce “ta - ta “tee > te
pl.  nom. *caey > cai *ta - tom - > -
obl. *ceens > cem *tans > tom - > -

In Tocharian B, the situation is more difficult than in Tocharian A. Several analogical
replacements took place, aimed to both diversify the paradigm and favour formal
isomorphism. In the table above, I outline the evolution from Proto-Tocharian to archaic
Tocharian B. The singular paradigm does not show any substantial modifications over the
course of the evolution of the language. In the feminine, PTch *sa regularly evolved into

3 With regard to the other demonstratives, it is possible that the Tocharian A demonstrative of
remote deixis sdém and the Tocharian B demonstrative of medial deixis sem were created before the
split of the two languages from Proto-Tocharian: the original value of *se-na was remote deixis,
which was maintained in Tocharian A and further reinterpreted as medial deixis in Tocharian B.
Probably, a real chain shift took place when the new demonstrative TchB samp was created and
caused the reanalysis of TchB sem.
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TchB sa /s&/, while a new oblique singular ta /ta/ was created in place of the regular **to <
*td, by analogical levelling from the nominative singular. This evolution was probably
favoured by the homophony of the oblique singular with both the nominative plural and
the neuter plural.

With regard to the plural paradigm, we have to take into account its evolution from
archaic Tocharian B to late Tocharian B. A general scheme of this development is offered
in Table Iv.11 (adapted from Peyrot 2008: 127).

Table 1v.11. Evolution of Tocharian B plural paradigm

STAGE | NOM.PL. M. OBL. PL. M. NOM. PL. F. OBL. PL. F. LING. PHASE
I *ccei *caens *ta *tans PTch
1I *cai *cen *to *ton Pre-TchB
11 cai cem tom tom Archaic TchB
v cey cem tom tom
v cey cem to-y tom l
VI cey cem toy toy-na
Vil cey cey-na toy toyna Late TchB

In the masculine inflection, we see the preservation of the diphthong *cei > cai in the
nominative plural (stage I-1iI). The oblique plural of the feminine TchB tom is the regular
outcome of PTch *tdns < PIE *téh,ns (stage I-1Iv). However, the homophonous nominative
plural form TchB ¢tom cannot go back directly to PIE *#éh.-es: the regular outcome should
have been TchB **to (stage 1i1). The original oblique plural was generalised to the
nominative plural when the nominative was not well characterised and possibly
homophonous with both the oblique singular and the neuter plural (stage Iv).

In the historical development of Tocharian B, new inflected forms were created. First
of all, anew nominative TchB cey began to appear sporadically in archaic Tocharian B, but
became even more productive in classical, late, and colloquial texts (stage Iv-vir). The fact
that TchB cai never occurs in late and colloquial texts clearly shows that it is the older
form. This change is phonetically motivated, since it also occurs in morphologically
unrelated forms (e.g. sai ‘was’ > sey, Stumpf 1990: 107). The new nominative plural
masculine TchB cey was then subject to reanalysis: -y was reanalysed as a nominative
plural marker and spread to the feminine plural. As a result, a new nominative plural
feminine toy was created (stage V).*7 Finally, in classical and late Tocharian B, a new
oblique toyna was formed by the addition of -na, the plural marker of the adjectival
feminine inflection, to a basis toy- (stage VI-viI). This element -na was further reanalysed

#7 According to Peyrot (2008:126), of a sample of 33 attestations, 19 are nominative, and only one
(in Bsoga4) is an oblique, probably a mistake (the other 13 attestations come from fragmentary
documents where the case is unclear).
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as the oblique plural marker in the pronominal inflection, and it spread to the oblique
plural of the masculine, too (stage vir).

In addition, I think that also TchB sam(p) points to this evolution. Indeed, next to the
nominative plural caim(p), one occurrence of the late variant ceym is attested in B1o7 bz,
a well-preserved document drafted in late Tocharian B. No oblique plural is directly
attested, but we can reconstruct it as cemp*, on the basis of the genitive plural cempamits
(§4.2.3.3). With respect to the feminine, in my opinion we would expect a form tomp as
the mp-variant of tom, through assimilation of the dental nasal before the labial nasal. This
reconstruction is confirmed by the oblique of the masculine cemp® < cen- + -mp. I have
checked all the attestations of tom(p) and toym(p) in order to evaluate whether they may
be plural variants, and I have found only three attestations: tom in B42 a4, which is
undoubtedly an oblique singular, because it agrees with abl.sg.f. arsaklaimem; tomp in
AS17K bs, which is used with pronominal function in a context that seems to require a
singular; and, finally, the aforementioned toym in Biga1.*** It seems to me that the plural
paradigm of samp was thus affected by the same modifications that we have seen for the
other demonstratives: an original nom.pl.m. caim(p) evolved into ceym(p), while an
original nom.pl. tom(p), reconstructed at least for phonological reasons, evolved into
toym(p). This analysis highlights the fact that the plural paradigm of TchB sam(p) differs
from the others solely by the presence of the enclitic particle -m(p): the inflection and the
evolution of the various endings are the same as those of the other demonstratives.

4.2.4. EVOLUTION OF THE PRONOMINAL ADJECTIVE TCH B allek, A alak ‘OTHER’

The paradigm of TchB allek, A dlak ‘other’ reveals some peculiarities, since it seems to be
halfway between the inflection of the demonstratives and that of the thematic adjectives.
The aim of this section is to clarify how the inflection of this pronominal adjective evolved
from Proto-Indo-European to Tocharian. As will become clear, the historical evolution of
TchB allek, A alak ‘other’ has much in common with that of the demonstratives, especially
as regards their feminine inflection.

The etymological connection of TchB allek, A alak ‘other’ with Gk. &AAog, Lat. alius, Olr.
aile, Arm. ayl, Goth. aljis, etc. is an acquisition of the very first insights into Tocharian (cf.
the equation “alyek = alius” in Sieg & Siegling 1908: 927). All these cognate formations can
be traced back to PIE *A,elios (cf. perhaps also Ved. anyd- ‘other, different, alien’, Av. aniia-,

¥ One may point out that an obl.pLf. toym (< *toymp) is somewhat peculiar, since TchB toy usually
serves as a nominative plural. In my view, this difficult form can be interpreted in two ways: (1) the
expected obl.pl. **tomp < *tonmp was replaced by toym(p) at an early stage, because it would have
been homophonous with the attested obl.sg. tomp; or, (2) if the obl.pl. toy in B5o4ag4 is to be taken
seriously, then the obl.pl. form toym(p) could be interpreted as the “regular” pre-form of a later
toynamp®. These two proposals are not mutually exclusive. Admittedly, the analysis of this
pronominal set is specifically tricky because we have only one attestation of the feminine plural
paradigm, and in general too few forms are attested to establish the evolution of the paradigm from
archaic to late Tocharian B.
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if n instead of / can be a secondary replacement, as per Mayrhofer EwAIA: I, 80).%*° The
singular and the plural paradigms run as shown in the following table (Winter 1992: 151f;
Peyrot 2008:127):

Table 1v.12. Paradigm of TchB allek, A alak

MASCULINE FEMININE
TCHB TCHA TCHB TCHA
SG. NOM. allek alak alyak alyak
OBL. alyek alyakdm allok alydakyam
PL.  NOM. alyaik alyek allonk(na) alkont
OBL. alyerikdam alykes allorkna alkont

The reconstruction of the Proto-Tocharian paradigm is quite difficult, since Tocharian A
and B do not match in more than one case form, particularly in the feminine inflection.

There exist a number of variant and misspelled forms in Tocharian B. Let us start with
the paradigm of the masculine.

According to Krause & Thomas (TEB §282), Pinault (2008: 548), and Fellner (2017: 156
fn.33), the nom.sg.m. allek would have had a variant alyek, but I was not able to find any
evidence for this form. Even if some occurrences of a nom.sg.m. alyek really existed, they
would not have been sufficient in number for claiming that alyek was a real variant of the
regular allek. As far as the obl.sgm. is concerned, Peyrot (2008: 127-8) points out that
alongside the regular alyek we find one example of alyerik, attested in B346 a6 (late). He
argues that the nasal may have been taken from the obl.pl. m. Otherwise, one may also
think that it has been analogically introduced after some thematic adjectives, which has
obl.sg.m. TchB -em [-en/.*° Still, in the plural, an isolated nom.pl. alyaink is found in B580
ba (late frgm.), which may have acquired the nasal from the rest of the plural paradigm, cf.
obl.pl.m alyenkdm and pLf. alyorik(-).

The singular paradigm of the feminine does not display any relevant variant. An
oblsg.f. alyok is sometimes mentioned (cf. e.g. TEB §282; Pinault 2008: 516). Winter (1992:
151) hesitantly gives this variant as attested in B244 a1 (class.), (a)lyok wes(e)7i(ai)sa
brahmasvar “with another brahmasvara-sounding voice”, but the initial part of the lacuna
is probably to be restored as (uppad)l-yok wes(e)ii(ai)sa brahmasvar “with [his]
brahmasvara-sounding lotus-voice” (as suggested by Georges-Jean Pinault apud CETOM:s.
B244). As a consequence, variants may only be found in the feminine plural paradigm.

9 Pace Adams (DTB: 31), there is no need to reconstruct PIE *A.el-no- ‘that, yonder’ as the ancestor
of the Tocharian forms. He further compares Tocharian with Lat. ollus ‘that’, Olr. o/ ‘beyond’, OCS
lani ‘in the past year’, but this connection is far-fetched for both semantic and comparative reasons
(all these forms clearly point to an o-grade *(A.)ol-no-).

%3° The forms alleksa in B42bg (wnolm=alleksa) and IT24b1 (nanw alleksa) are not to be interpreted
as perl.sg. but as sandhi variants of allek ksa (cf. 1T137 a2: //[(a)llek ksa kdryorttau lyaka-ne istak [//
“a certain merchant saw her. Suddenly...” (cf. Ogihara 2009: 403).
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Peyrot (2008:127-8) claims that allorik (with the graphic variant allom#ik in B173 a5) is only
attested as a nominative, allornkna (frequently written alloring; cf. also allorikna in B4s az2)
only as an oblique, while the morphological hapax alloykna in B2oo a1, though unclear in
the case, can successfully be compared with the late oblique plural toyna ~ mdktoyna. In
essence I agree with Peyrot’s paradigm. However, we must also remark that the
attestations of the nom.pl.f. are just a few and that they are by no means conclusive (three
certain attestations in total, allori[kna] in B133 a5, allorik in B379 b2, and allomrnk in B173
a5). There is further one additional form that Broomhead (1962: 1, 24) read allorina, in a
context that clearly requires a nominative:

IT195 a6
/// yerkwantalari mewiyan allorina lwasa sw(atsi)
leopard(?): NOM.PL  tiger: NOM.PL other:NOM.PL.F animal:PL.A food:INF

“Leopards, tigers, and other animals [crave?] food”.

On the contrary, Peyrot (l.c.) reads alloritd in this line, which he interprets as a mistake
either for allorina or for allorikd. However, there is not sufficient evidence for arguing that
anom.pl.f. allorikna did not exist.

Turning back to the historical evolution of the paradigm, a peculiarity of this
pronominal adjective is that in a Proto-Tocharian phase the emphatic particle *-ka was
added to the base *allee-. This particle is often suffixed to pronominal and other deictic
words (cf. TchB ykak ‘still, TchB sek ‘always’, TchA okak ‘until’). As Winter (1992: 151f.)
pointed out, it was initially inflected before the particle and, subsequently, after it as well
(cf. gen.sg.m. alyekepi). What we see before -k should therefore be the expected outcome.
This is particularly evident in the case of Tocharian B but less so in the case of Tocharian
A. Indeed, Tocharian A has largely reshaped the inherited paradigm of alak, following a
general tendency to eliminate the ending before -k and move it to after the enclitic, with
subsequent generalisation of the nominative form as the basic stem (Winter 1992:153). All
Tocharian A variant forms can be explained in light of this development. Thus, we have:
oblsg.m. alakdm (cf. nom.sgm. alak) vs. alyakdm (for expected **alyak); obl.sgf.
alydkyam (< *alyakyam, cf. nom.sg.f. alyak); obl.pl.m. alyekds (cf. nom.pl.m. alyek) vs.
alykes (for expected *alyesk), etc. The plural paradigm of the feminine has been totally
remade by the addition of -ont to the stem alk- (< *alak-). A similar recharacterisation
affected also the f.pl. TchA mdtkont vs. B méktona* from TchA mdttak, B makte ‘himself (=
Lat. ipse)” and probably originated after the f.pl. TchA pont (B ponta) from TchA puk
‘whole, all’ (Pinault 2008: 549). In light of all these replacements, Tocharian B is the best
candidate for reconstructing the Proto-Tocharian paradigm of this pronominal adjective.

An important fact is that TchB allek, A alak displays allomorphy TchB all- ~ aly-, A al- ~
aly- throughout the paradigm. In Tocharian B, the allomorph all- is found in the nom.sg.m.
and in the entire inflection of the feminine, with the exception of the nom.sg. The
contrast -/[- vs. -ly- has been the topic of controversial interpretations. Pinault (2008: 419-
20 and 548f.) suggests that they are graphic variants of the palatalised lateral /{/. A different
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analysis is provided by Malzahn (2010: 5). She argues that PIE */; became *// and later it
could have two different outcomes: (1) it has become palatalised -fy- /{/ or (2) it has been
depalatalised into -//-. This assumption has to cope with some theoretical problems, given
the fact that the twofold outcome of PTch *// would not have been conditioned by any
phonetic context. Following in embryo an idea by Winter (1992: 152), Peyrot (2013: 223ff.)
proposes another explanation for the alternation between all- and aly-. He suggests that
PIE */{ became PTch */l, which underwent regular degemination in Tocharian A. It follows
that the stem-allomorph TchB all- preserves the archaic state of affairs, while the
stem-allomorph aly- is a secondary innovation. Similar considerations have been recently
provided by Fellner (2017: 156 fn.i56), who has however attempted to question the
evolution PIE */i > PTch *-ll-. Indeed, he claims that the expected outcome of PIE */i must
have been PTch *-/- (continued as such in Tocharian A) and that the other forms of the
paradigm showing the allomorph TchAB -fy- and the geminated TchB -//- could be
motivated through analogy after the gerundives in TchB -lle, A - (see §4.3.3.1). Analogy
from the gerundives is, in my view, not very convincing, and Fellner’s sound law PIE */; >
PTch *-[- is difficult to be tested. I found the following attestations of the degeminated
stem TchB al-:

archaic: aleksa (B284 b7); classical-archaic: alekk (B207 bz2), alek (B221 a3); classical:
ale(k) (THT1109 b1), alorikna (THT1115 a1); classical-late: alekd (B289 b3); late: alekd (Big7
ba), alekak ‘in addition’ (OT12.1 a5), alorikna (B18g bs).

As is clear, the distribution of the variants is difficult. Indeed, the stem al- can be found
since the archaic period but it is only rarely attested. However, rather than considering the
stem al- as an archaism that occasionally surfaces in sporadic forms, one could attribute it
either to scribal mistakes or to prior examples of the reduction // > [ that characterises late
and colloquial texts in particular (Peyrot 2008: 66; Fellner 2017: 151).5*

%% There are problems in some derived forms, like TchB aletstse ‘foreign, unrelated’ (= Skt. ajAiati-),

TchB alokdlymi leaving all other things aside’ (= Skt. ekanta), and TchB aldm ‘elsewhere’, since they
all show single -/-. It is generally assumed that some kind of degemination in preaccentual position
took place (so Hilmarsson 1996:16; Winter 1992:154£.,, which also dismiss a direct relation of alim
with PIE *aljo-). In the case of TchB alokdlymi, we also find the variant allokdlymi in the archaic
fragment Bi25 a1 and all(o)kd kdlymisa in THT1520 a1 (arc.), which might be used as an argument
that an original phrase allok kilymi (obl.sg.f) was univerbated in *allokakalmi > * allokalmi >
*alokalmi in the archaic phase of Tocharian B. Otherwise, one has to assume that the original form
was alo-, which is indeed the lectio difficilior, and that the variants with allo- were influenced by
allok (see now Hackstein, Habata & Bross 2019: 181-2). As far as TchB aletstse is concerned, the
obl.sg.f. alletst(s)ai in THT1544.b a2 and the derived abstract alletsrie ‘+ foreignness’ in B327 a4 are
of no value, since they are from fragments drafted in late Tocharian B. Even though one is tempted
to explained all these forms as directly derived from allek, it is also possible to trace the form TchB
ale- in some of these forms back to a different morphological formation (Pinault 2008: 549), namely
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Turning back to the historical evolution of allek;, it is now possible to assume that the
regular outcome of this paradigm would have displayed *all- as the basic stem. In a second
stage, a new stem *all- has analogically been introduced, through morphological
palatalisation, after the paradigm of the demonstratives, which has the same distribution
between palatalised and non-palatalised stem (Winter 1992). After analogy has taken
place, the paradigm would have displayed non-palatalised nom.sg. vs. palatalised stem in
the rest of the paradigm of the masculine.

On the other hand, if we look at the inflection of the feminine, we notice that the
distribution is the other way around: a form aly- is attested in the nominative singular only,
while a stem al- is attested in all other cases. As a consequence, we should admit that the
nom.sg.f. alyak has been created at a later stage. This reconstruction is rejected by Malzahn
(2011: 97), who suggests that PIE *-eh, yielded TchB -a and assumes that TchB alyak is the
regular outcome of PIE *A.elieh,. If so, however, a non-palatalised form *alldk should have
expected. As a consequence, I believe that the form TchB alyak has been secondly
recharacterised after the feminine inflection of the adjectives that always displays the
pattern -[Plq (see §4.3.4.5). The reason behind this replacement is that the expected
outcome of PIE *h.elieh, would have merged morpho-phonologically with that of
PIE*h,elieh,-m, both resulting in *alld-.

In the feminine plural, the stem TchB allorik- is common to both nominative and
oblique. Winter (1992: 153) and Hilmarsson (1996: 18) analysed it as a reduced form of a
pre-existing *allonaka, which lost the *-a- before the enclitic. This reconstruction is totally
ad hoc.** In my view, the form allonk must be explained just as much as the feminine
plural paradigm of the demonstratives: TchB allon- is the regular outcome of the obl.pl.
PTch *allans, which in turn is the direct continuant of the acc.pl. PIE *h.elieh,-ns. The
nom.pl. allorik obviously cannot go back to PIE *h.elieh.-es > *alias, given that it should
have evolved into PTch *alld- > TchB **allo-. Since this nom.pl. has an obvious parallel in
the demonstratives, we could assume that also in the paradigm of allek the inherited
oblique has been extended to the nominative. A distinction between nominative and
oblique was then reintroduced by the addition of -na to the oblique form, which resulted
in the attested allorik-na (cf. also the late obl.pLf. TchB toy-na).

Summing up, it becomes clear that the historical evolutions of both the pronominal
adjective TchB allek and the demonstratives have much in common, especially as regards
their feminine inflection. The general development of TchB allek is recounted below:

PIE *h.el-o-, which is found, for example, in Germanic, where a form *ala®still occurs in compounds
(Goth. ala-, OHG ala-, Kroonen 2013: 23).
%% Even more improbable is Van Windekens (1979: 267 and 273) and Adams’ (DTB: 31) nom.pl.

*allo-i-ka.
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Table 1v.a3. Evolution of TchB allek

PIE PRE-PTCH PTCH PRE-TCHB TCHB
*h.elios > *alle > *allce-ka > *alle-ka > allek
*h.eliom > *allee >> *al(l\ee-ko > *al({)e-ko > alyek
*h.elio > *alleey >> *al(ley-ko > *al(lay-ko > alyaik
*h.elions > *alleens >> *al(lens-ka | > *al(l)en-ko >> alyenk-dm
*h.elieh, > *alla >> al(la-ko > *al(l)a-ka > alyak

*h.elieh,m > *alld > alld-ka > *allo-ka > allok
*h.elieh.es > *alld > alld-ka >> allon-ka > allonk
* h.elieh,ns > *alldns > alldns-ka > allon-ka >> allonikna

Reconstructed PIE paradigm of *A.el-jo-;

Regular outcome of the paradigm, where the sequence PIE */; regularly
evolved into *//;

Two important modifications took place, which reshaped the whole
paradigm: (1) morphological palatalisation of the masculine paradigm,
analogically extended after the demonstratives; and (2) palatalisation of
the nom.sgf. after the pattern of the thematic adjectives. These
developments solved cases of homophony in the paradigm, especially
between nominative and oblique in the singular inflection of both the
masculine and the feminine;

Extension of the regular outcome of the obl.pl. to the nom.pl., which must
have become homophonous with the obl.sg.f;

Finally, a new distinction between nominative and oblique was
reintroduced in the feminine, since the latter took the ubiquitous marker
of the feminine plural TchB -na. Perhaps, on the model of this new case
form, the obl.pl.m. was remarked by -G@m /-an/, according to the following
diachronic proportion: obl.plf. allorik-na :: obl.plm. alyerk >> obl.plf.
allorikna :: obl.plm. alyenk-dm.

4.2.5. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

This section has focused on the diachronic evolution of the pronominal inflection in
Tocharian. Although a large number of endings and forms have been discussed, my results
are not difficult to summarise. The main goal was to demonstrate that the great majority
of the endings of both Tocharian demonstratives and the pronominal adjective TchB allek,
A alak ‘other’ can be directly traced back to Proto-Indo-European. Furthermore, I have
adduced new evidence in support of the scenario provided by Stumpf (1974 and 1990) for

the evolution

of the plural inflection in Tocharian B. The main part of my analysis has

involved the paradigm of the feminine. In particular, I have argued that the nominative
plural PIE *téh,-es > *tas evolved regularly into Tocharian A to-, while the accusative plural
PIE *téh,-ns > *tans yielded Tocharian A tos-. The archaic Tocharian B plural form tom was
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explained as the regular outcome of the accusative plural PIE *téh,-ns > *tans, while its
secondary spread to the nominative plural was motivated on paradigmatic grounds. The
feminine paradigm of TchB allek can be analysed under the same light.

At this point, one important issue remains: if the oblique plural was morpho-
phonologically maintained, this may complicate the traditional view on the hypothesised
Proto-Tocharian merger of the PIE feminine plural with the PIE neuter plural, which
should therefore be further investigated. On this and other issues, I will concentrate in the
following section.
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4.3. GENDER IN THE ADJECTIVAL INFLECTION
4.3.1. OVERVIEW OF THE TOCHARIAN ADJECTIVAL SYSTEM

Tocharian adjectives agree in number, gender, and, with certain limitations, in case with
their target. Indeed, when the head-noun is inflected in the nominative, the oblique, or,
often, in the genitive, the adjective consistently agrees with it; when the head-noun is
inflected in one of the secondary cases or, sometimes, in the genitive, the adjective is in
the oblique. See the following examples from Tocharian B:

B350 a4
iprerdintse Tante snai téirkarwa “astare klautka
sky:GEN.SG  surface:NoM.sG ~ without  cloud:0BLPLA  pure:NOM.SGM  become:3SG.PRT.ACT
“The surface of the sky became pure without clouds”. (cf. Thomas 1957: 93)

AS5A a2
"(pe)laiknetse Ckreficepi “stamaliiesse Takalksa
Law:GEN.SG.A g00d:GEN.SG.M prtng to establishment:0BL.SG.M wish:PERL.SG.A

“[...] through the wish for the establishment of the good Law”.

AS7] b
lwake tatakau md(sketdr) (s)u
POt:NOM.SG be:PRT.PART.NOM.SG be:38G.PRS.MID this:NOM.SG.M
cm(e)lane kremt "(pe)laiknetse
birth:LoC.PL.A g00d:0BL.SG.M Law:GEN.SG.A

“This one becomes a pot of the good Law in the rebirths”. (cf. Pinault, Malzahn & Peyrot apud CETOM)

From a derivational point of view, Tocharian adjectives can be derived from nominal (e.g.
TchB kdssiifie ‘related to a teacher’ from kdsst ‘teacher, master’), and verbal bases (e.g.
gerundives and preterite participles), rarely from adverbs (e.g. TchB spdntaitstse ‘having
faith’ from spantai ‘trustingly’), and pre- and postpositions (e.g. TchB emsketstse ‘lasting,
permanent’ from emske ‘up to’). From an inflectional point of view, they are traditionally
grouped into four classes. This classification has been established by the authors of the
Elementarbuch (TEB §213-247), who selected the masculine plural paradigm of Tocharian
B as the standard criterion, as shown in the following table (corresponding forms in
Tocharian A are put in square brackets):
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Table 1v.14. TEB adjectival classes

CLASS | NOM.PL. OBL. PL. EXAMPLE

L TchB - TchB -em TchB astari |-em ‘pure’
[A-e] [A -es] [A astre |-es ‘id.]

1L TchB -7i TchB -(nd)m TchB klyomori |-om ‘noble’
[A-s] [A -ficds] [A klyomdis |-dricds ‘id.]

u. | TchB-7ic B -ntim TchB perneic |-entdm ‘worthy’
[A-ms, -s] [A -ficds] [A parnos |-oricds ‘id.’]

e TchB -s TchB -sdm TchB yamos |-osdm ‘having done’
[A-s] [A -ficds] [A yamus |-uricds ‘id.]

Each class can in turn be divided into subclasses, on the basis of minor differences in their
inflection. Historically, the first class continues the PIE thematic inflection, while the other
classes go back to the PIE athematic inflection.

Class Il is divided into five subclasses, which are usually traced back to different types
of PIE nasal stems. Tocharian A and B often diverge in the respective inflection of this
class. A good example in this sense is provided by the common adjectives in TchB -mo, A
-m of Class IL.5, where, in the paradigm of the masculine, Tocharian A has taken over some
endings from the nt-declension (Class III) in the oblique singular and plural, and from the
declension of the preterite participle (Class IV) in the nominative plural (cf. TchB obl.sg.m.
klyomom vs. TchA klyomdnt; obl.pl.m. TchB klyomom vs. TchA klyomdiicds, see Peyrot
2010; nom.pl.m. TchB klyomofi vs. TchA klyomdis, all from TchB klyomo, A klyom ‘noble’).
Another important mismatch between Tocharian A and B can be found in Class 1.4,
where, in the paradigm of the masculine, Tocharian B n-forms are matched by the regular
continuants of the thematic inflection in Tocharian A (cf. nom.pl.m. TchB tdipreri
[topréii(a)/ < *-cefia < *-on-es vs. A tdpre < *-@y < *-of from TchB tapre [tdpre/, A tpdr <
*d"ub-ré- ‘deep’, see below §4.3.3.1).

As far as Class III is concerned, in some (isolated) cases, the comparison between
Tocharian A and B is straightforward, e.g. obl.sg.m. TchB krent, A krant ‘beautiful’ < PTch
*kreent (but cf. also the Tocharian A variant kraricdm, which has taken over palatalisation
from the nom.pl.), or nom.pl.m. TchB poric, A poris ‘all’ < PTch *pdrica. A productive section
of this class can be traced back to the PIE possessive formations in *-yent-, where in
Tocharian A the expected nom.pl.m. *-7i§ < *-fic has been remade in -s after the preterite
participle.

Class IV corresponds to the Tocharian preterite participles, which continue the PIE
perfect participles in *-yos-.

This quick overview makes clear that a grammatical sketch of the Tocharian A and B
adjectival systems taken together can only be provided with some difficulty, since a
number of analogical processes have independently occurred in both languages. These
have sometimes blurred the derivations of some adjectival types from the common
antecedent. As a consequence, the classification of the TEB has given rise to criticism.
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Among the problematic aspects is the fact that it is entirely based on Tocharian B, even
though the endings of Tocharian A do not very often match those of Tocharian B, both
synchronically and diachronically. However, since TEB’s classification is the only standard
so far, and the aim of this chapter is to discuss the inflections diachronically, it will be
taken as a starting point.

4.3.2. AIM AND STRUCTURE OF THE SECTION

The two pivotal questions that this section addresses are: (1) what type of gender system
Tocharian inherited from the proto-language, and (2) how it evolved in the adjectival
system. These two questions lead to a number of sub-issues, which revolve around the
status of the feminine gender and its evolution in the thematic declension. In fact, this
topic has become one of the most controversial sections of the Tocharian historical
morphology. Further pivotal issues concern the evolution of the neuter gender and its
functional loss as a category of target gender.

In order to solve these problems, I will first focus on the reconstruction of the
Proto-Tocharian paradigms of those adjectival declensions that have played a relevant
role in the evolution of the gender system. The reconstruction is based on a systematic
comparison between Tocharian A and B. Subsequently, I will compare the obtained Proto-
Tocharian adjectival system with that reconstructed for Proto-Indo-European, in order to
understand the relevant modifications that have occurred and to comprehend which
types of morpho-phonological mergers between the three inherited genders have taken
place.

4.3.3. RECONSTRUCTION OF THE PROTO-TOCHARIAN ADJECTIVAL PARADIGMS

In what follows, I will discuss the outcome of thematic and athematic types in the
Tocharian adjectival system. The aim of this paragraph is twofold: (1) providing a more
detailed overview of the synchronic inflectional patterns that define the classes, and (2)
understanding how these classes must be reconstructed for Proto-Tocharian. In the first
part, [ will deal with the thematic type, in the second part I will discuss some athematic
types, and in the third part I will summarise the achieved results, providing a general
overview of the reconstructed adjectival system of Proto-Tocharian.

4.3.3.1. The thematic type (Class I)

By far, Class I is the most productive. It consists of both primary and secondary adjectives,
which are derived by means of a relatively large number of suffixes. The fact that these
formations can ultimately be traced back to the PIE thematic type is made evident by the
masculine inflection: cf. nom.obl.sg. TchB -e, A -@ < PTch *-e < nom.sg. PIE *-0-s, acc.sg.
PIE *-0-m; nom.pl. TchB -;, A -e < PTch *-ey < PIE nom.pl. *-04; obl.pl. TchB -em, A -es <
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PTch *-eens < acc.pl. PIE *-0-ns (see §4.3.4.1 for further remarks). The suffixes employed
and the adjectives derived are the following: 3

(1) re/r-adjectives (e.g. TchB astare, A astdr ‘pure’);
(2) le/l-adjectives, i.e. the gerundives (e.g. TchB pralle, A pril ‘to be carried’);
(3) tte/t-adjectives, ie. the privatives (e.g. TchB etankdtte, A atdnkdt ‘not

obstructed’);

te/t-adjectives, i.e. the ordinals (e.g. TchB trite, A trit ‘third’);
iyeli-adjectives (e.g. TchB fiakc(i)ye, A fidikci ‘divine’);
sse/si-adjectives (e.g. TchB orasse, A orsi ‘wooden’);

S

fifie/m-adjectives (e.g. TchB lwaiirie, A lwem ‘pertaining to an animal’);
tstse/ts-adjectives (e.g. TchB kramartstse, A kramdrts ‘heavy’);
fici-adjectives (only in Tocharian A, e.g. TchA k,lerici ‘female’).

A~~~ N~ o~
I OO
NS RN AN NN

Krause & Thomas (TEB §213-229) grouped these thematic suffixes under various
subclasses, on the basis of two parameters that pertain to Tocharian B. These parameters
are: (1) the feminine plural form TchB -ona vs. -ana; (2) the paradigmatic alternation
between palatalised and non-palatalised stem-final consonant in the masculine inflection.
The intersection of these criteria leads to the creation of four different subclasses: (1)
adjectives with no palatalisation alternation and f.pl. -ana (sse-, iifie-, (i)ye-adjectives); (2)
adjectives with palatalisation alternation and f.pl. -ana (tstse-adjectives); (3) adjectives
with no palatalisation alternation and fpl. -ona (re-adjectives and [lle-adjectives); (4)
adjectives with palatalisation alternation and f.pl. -ona (tte-adjectives and te-adjectives).
Some criticism can be aimed at this classification, which, once more, implies that
Tocharian A should be adapted to it. Before proceeding further, however, I think we must
go deeper into the second parameter, commenting on the role of palatalisation in
Tocharian. Indeed, one has to distinguish carefully between “phonological/etymological”
and “morphological/analogical” palatalisation. The first type is the “regular” palatalisation,
i.e. the assimilation of a consonant in front of etymological high (semi-)vowels, which
results in a palatal (or palatalised) consonant. On the other hand, palatalisation is also a
morphological phenomenon in Tocharian: “it is not a palatal feature added to a consonant,
but it is a system of morphological alternations of non-palatal and palatal consonants”
(Peyrot 2013a: 223). It is “morphological” because (1) it is no longer caused by sound law,
but has an analogical mechanism behind it, and (2) it has morphological functions, since

%% In addition, Krause & Thomas (TEB §220 and 232) list a handful of adjectives in TchB -ke, A -k,
whose inflection is shifting between Class I and Class IL.5 (nom.pl.m. TchB -a7i). These formations
are almost exclusively found in loanwords, and they are mostly used as substantives (e.g. TchB
asanike, A asanik ‘worthy, arhat [epithet of the Buddha]’ from TchB asam, A asam ‘worthy’ « Khot.
asana- ‘id.’; TchB eynake ~ ainake, A enak ‘vulgar’ derived from an Iranian source related to Christian
Sogd. ’yrn’qw¢ [énakud/ ‘blasphemer’, MP énak ‘ill', Isebaert 1980: 115).
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the contrast palatalised vs. non-palatalised consonant marks different grammatical forms
(Peyrot 2013: 69-70).

We can now turn to TEB's subgrouping. If we consider only the
phonological/etymological palatalisation and not the analogical one, adjectives from
Class I can be grouped into two subclasses, which account synchronically for several
mismatching forms in the plural of both Tocharian A and B. Indeed, based on this
parameter the paradigm can be predicted: (1) those adjectives without a palatalised suffix
throughout the paradigm (i.e. without phonological/etymological palatalisation) take the
fpl. TchB -ona, A -am, while (2) those adjectives with a palatalised suffix throughout the
entire paradigm (i.e. with phonological/etymological palatalisation) take f.pl. TchB -ana,
TchA nom.plf. -ar, obl.plLf. -a@s. Morphological/analogical palatalisation is found in the
first type only.

In this regard, a special problem is posed by the derivatives in TchB -tstse, A -ts, since
they belong to different subgroups in the two Tocharian languages. Indeed, in Tocharian
B they have morphological palatalisation and nom.obl.pLf. -ana (Subclass 1.2), while in
Tocharian A they have no palatalisation and nom.obl.pLf. -am (Subclass L.1). Although this
mismatch is certainly fuzzy, I will argue that this synchronic incoherent distribution of the
tstse/ts-derivatives can be explained diachronically: in Proto-Tocharian, the tstse/ts-
adjectives inflected just like the re/r-adjectives (Subclass 1.1) and Tocharian A has
preserved the archaic state of affairs (see below). A general scheme of the two subclasses
is given below:

Table 1v.15. Class I

ADJECTIVES PALATALISATION PLURAL PARADIGM
CLASS | TCHB | TCHA | PHONOLOGICAL | MORPHOLOGICAL MASCULINE FEMININE
Ia -re -r NO NO
- -ts NO NO nom. TchB -i, A -e nom. TchB -ona, A -am
-lle -l NO YES obl. TchB -em, A -es obl. TchB -ona, A -am
-tte -t NO YES
-te -t NO YES
L2 -iine -Vm YES NO
-sse -8t YES NO nom. TchB -i, A -7ii nom. TchB -ana, A -ar
-iye - YES NO obl. TchB -em, A -nés | obl. TchB -ana, A -as
-tstse - YES NO
-fici - YES NO

The subgrouping outlined above does not only predict the plural paradigm of the
feminine, but that of the masculine too. Since these two subclasses show independent
diachronic problems, they will be treated separately in the following paragraphs.
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Subclass .1

Mostly, adjectives in TchB -re, A -r are primary in Tocharian. They are built with the PIE
thematic suffix *-ro-, which is well attested in adjectives describing “property concepts”
and has a prominent role in the Caland system. See the following examples: TchB ratre, A
rtiir ‘red’ < PIE *hrud"-ré- (cf. Gk. ¢pubpds, Lat. ruber, etc.), TchB sware, A swar ‘sweet’ < PIE
*suh,d-ré- (cf. Gk. 730, Skt. svadii-, etc.), TchB pdrkare, A pérkdr long’ < PIE *brg"-ré- (cf.
Arm barjr ‘high', Hitt. parkus ‘id., Skt. brhdnt- ‘id’, etc.). Isolated re/r-adjectives derived
from verbal bases can seldom be found (e.g. TchB kdtkare ‘deep, far’, possibly from katk- ‘to
put down (?)*, if the root is to be set up with this form and meaning; TchB cdricare ~
cificare, A cificdr ‘charming, pleasant’ from TchB cank- ‘to please’, DTB: 272).

As pointed out by Hilmarsson (1991: 14f.), the so-called privatives in TchB -tte, A -t
continue a common Indo-European derivational construction of the type Ved.
amyta- ‘immortal’, Gk. duppotos ‘id.’; Ved. dksita- ‘imperishable’, Gk. d¢0itog ‘id.’; Lat.
invictus ‘invincible’ (Pinault 2015¢: 162). The general construction is as follows: *n-[verbal
base]-to- ‘one who is not x'. In Tocharian, these formations are synchronically based on
the subjunctive stem. See the following examples: TchB ekamditte ‘future’ (cf. kam- ‘to
come’) < *e(n)-k"sma-tee not (yet) come’ < *n-g"m-to-; TchB etankdtte, A atdnkdt
‘unhindered’ (cf. TchB tonk-, A tink- ‘to stop’) < *ee(n)-tanka-te ‘not stopped’ <*n-tpg"-té-.
They are very productive in Tocharian B, while in Tocharian A they are marginally attested
(TEB §228). The gemination in the Tocharian B suffix is not well explained but must be
secondary.

The source of the te/t-ordinals is obvious. They can unambiguously be compared with
several reflexes of PIE *-to- of the type Gk. méuntog, Lat. quintus, TchB pinkte, A pdnt, all
from *penk”to- ‘fifth’ (Winter 1992: 129f.).

The adjectives in TchB -tstse, A -ts form possessive derivatives (e.g. TchB oktatse, A
oktats ‘having eight parts, eightfold’ from TchAB okt ‘eight’). Some of them can be
synchronically interpreted as Tocharian primary adjectives, like TchB wartse, A wirts
‘broad, wide’ and TchB orotstse ~ wrotstse ‘great, big'. See Fellner (2014c) for a recent
account of these formations.

Finally, both Tocharian languages have two types of gerundives (Fellner 2017:150): the
first derives from the present stem (e.g. TchB kdrsanalle, A kdrsnal ‘to be known’ from the
prs. TchB |karsdna-|, A |kdrsna-|); the second derives from the subjunctive stem (e.g. TchB
karsalle,*® A kdrsal ‘knowable’ from the subj. TchB |karsa-| ~ |kdrsa-|, TchA |krasa-| ~
|krésa-|). The former expresses necessity, the latter possibility and mostly refers to future
events (Peyrot 2013: 24; Thomas 1952). The exact origin and PIE derivation of this suffix is

%3¢ Cf. DTB: 169. See also Peyrot (2013: 730) and Malzahn (2010: 567-8) for the problems involved
with this verbal root.
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The gerundive II of TchB kdrsa- is attested once as kdrsalle in archaic THT134 a4, but cf. the
verbal abstract karsalrie [kdrsalfie/ and the infinitive karsatsi [kdrsatsi/.
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debated. Since this issue is tightly connected to the inflection of the gerundives, I will
address it in the following paragraph.

Inflectional patterns and related problems of Subclass L.1.

The standard inflection of Subclass 1.1 can be exemplified by the adjectives in TchB -re, A
-r:

Table 1v.16. Inflection of the re/r-adjectives

MASCULINE FEMININE
TchB TchA TchB TchA
NOM. SG. -re r -rya ri
OBL. SG. -re(m) -rim -ryai -ryam
NOM. PL. -ri -re -rona -ram
OBL. PL. -rem -res -rona -ram

As we can see, palatalisation affects neither the paradigm of the masculine, nor that of the
feminine, but in the feminine singular we find the cluster -ry-3* This is at odds with the
other derivatives of Class 1.1, which show paradigmatic palatalisation in all the cases but
the nominative singular and the feminine plural. This is particularly evident for the
privatives in TchB -tte, A -t and the ordinals in TchB -te, A -t. Their inflection is as follows:

Table 1v.17. Inflection of the privatives and ordinals

MASCULINE FEMININE
TchB TchA TchB TchA
NOM. SG. -(t)te -t -(c)ca -ct
OBL. SG. -(c)ce -cdm -(c)ai -cam
NOM. PL. -(c)ci -ce -(t)tona *tam
OBL. PL. -(c)cem -ces -(t)tona *tam

Since, on the one hand, no etymologically expected palatalisation can be reconstructed
for these derivatives and, on the other hand, the opposition between non-palatalised
nom.sg.m. vs. palatalised suffix in the rest of the paradigm is fairly common in Tocharian,
we have to assume morphological, i.e. analogical, palatalisation to explain their inflection.
It follows that the non-palatalised forms are the older ones, while the palatalised forms are
secondary (just like the paradigm of TchB allek, A alak ‘other’, on which see §4.2.4). The

% That -ry- is not a palatalised consonant, but a consonant cluster, is shown by e.g. the

comparison between the obl.sg.f. TchA eslyam vs. TchA rtdryam, from esdl ‘to be given’ and rtdr
‘red’. In the former, the cluster -sly- is formed by biconsonantal /-s-/, while, in the latter, the cluster
-try- is formed by triconsonantal /-try-/, otherwise we would have had **rdtryam.
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origin of this morphological palatalisation is relatively easy to envision: it originated after
the demonstratives, where we find the same correspondence between non-palatalised
nom.sg.m. TchB se, A sa- and palatalised stem ce(-), ca(-) in the rest of the paradigm
(Winter 1992:131; cf. §4.2.3.2).

In this context, the gerundives in TchB -lle, A -[ present a special problem, which is also
connected to the origin of these formations. According to Krause & Thomas (TEB §225),
the gerundives would not display any clear alternation of the stem-final consonant
throughout the paradigm. They give the following inflection:

Table 1v.18 Inflection of the gerundives (TEB §225)

MASCULINE FEMININE
TchB TchA TchB TchA

NOM. SG. -lye, -({)le -l -lya -byi
OBL. SG. -lye, -({)le -lam -lyai -lyam
NOM. PL. -byi -lye -(lona, -lyana -lam
OBL. PL. -lyem -lyes -(l)lona, - lyana -lam

The inflectional problems involved can be summarised as follows (Fellner 2017: 149-50):
(1) variant case-forms in the m.sg. and in the f.pl. of Tocharian B (cf. m.sg. -lle ~ -le ~ -lye;
fpl. -llona ~ -lona ~ -lyana); (2) (apparent) discrepancies between Tocharian A and B in
some case-forms of the masculine singular.

The distribution of the variants -//- ~ -/- has been explained by Schmidt (1986a: 641) and
confirmed by Peyrot (2008: 66) as due to a phonetic development: they demonstrated that
in late and colloquial texts the geminate -//- is frequently simplified in -/-.

Fellner (2017) has recently dealt with the other variants and with the origin of the
suffix. His reconstruction is recounted below.

Confirming the paradigm as given by Krause and Thomas, he claims that TchB -lle
and -lye were two variants of the nominative singular. Fellner aims to explain the matching
pairs TchB -/[- : A -[- and TchB -/y- : A -ly- as the outcomes of two different inherited suffixes
that merged morphologically in the prehistory of Tocharian. The former would go back to
the neuter abstract nouns in PIE *-lom, and the latter to the “animate” adjectives in PIE
*-lijo-.*¥" Accordingly, the masculine plural paradigm of both Tocharian languages would
have continued the formations in *-/ijo-. On the other hand, the singular paradigm would
have been independently remade in the two Tocharian languages: nom.obl.sg. TchB -fye <
nom.sg. *-lifos, acc.sg. -lifom (masculine), while the nom.sg. TchB -/le and the nom.sg. TchA
-l, obl.sg. -{(dm) < nom.acc.sg. *-lom (neuter). The gemination of PTch *-/- > TchB -ll- is

%" The different origin of TchB -l/-, A -I-, on the one hand, and TchAB -ly-, on the other hand, has
been already proposed by other scholars, like Couvreur (1947a), Krause (1952: 203), and Van
Windekens (1979: 81-2). This analysis cannot be further supported. See the remarks by Thomas (1985:
59) and the main text above.
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explained by Fellner as a secondary development on the model of -fy-, which he interprets
as a geminate /-[l-/. The fact that these two different PIE formations coalesced in Proto-
Tocharian in a single paradigm would be due to the fact that the masculine and the neuter
singular merge morpho-phonologically in other thematic formations.

I believe there are some flaws in these explanations. First, Fellner's reconstruction
implies that the Proto-Tocharian paradigm of the gerundives would have had an
impressive number of variant forms, because the alleged merger between the formations
in *-lom and those in *-lijo- would have been a very scattered development, which started
in Proto-Tocharian but ended independently in the two Tocharian languages, i.e. after the
breakup of Proto-Tocharian. In addition, I do not see any place where the Proto-Tocharian
outcome of *-lom and *- lijo- could have coalesced, because the former would allegedly
have formed abstract substantives, and the latter verbal adjectives. Second, Fellner
explains the gemination of TchB -//- analogically after the geminated -fy-. Although I agree
with him that -ly- may stand for /-[I-/, the claim that an original sequence Pre-TchB *-le <
PTch *-lee < PIE *-lom would have been firstly levelled in -l/le and then turned to be -le in
late and colloquial texts sounds circular to me. Third, I believe that the distribution
between non-palatalised nom.sg.m. -le vs. palatalised obl. sg. m. -fye is well established in
archaic Tocharian B.

Indeed, I found that the nom.sg.m. is consistently spelled as -lle in archaic texts, while
anom.sg.m. -lye is only sporadically attested (e.g. IT7 a2 ma wdr tirkalye ikene, “not at the
place where the water is to be sprinkled”, Ogihara 2009: 93 and 333-4; cf. also Adams’
translation “in a place not accessible to water’, 2015:132).3® As a consequence, the variant
-lye for the nominative singular started to appear only in classical texts and it does not
become the standard variant even in late texts, where the original sequence -lle has
regularly been reduced to -le. This is consistent with Thomas’ findings (1967), who
concludes that the distinction between nom.sg.m. -lle and obl.sg.m. -lye was disappearing
(but never actually disappeared) only in classical and late Tocharian B (Peyrot 2008: 118-
9). I therefore agree with Winter (1962b; 1992: 152) and Pinault (1989: 102-3; 2008: 458) that
the gerundives in TchB -lle, A -/ are to be derived from a single PIE ancestor, which can
indeed be reconstructed as *-fio- (cf. Arm. -(e)/i, Olsen 1999: 395-8). As already outlined
above (§4.2.4), Peyrot (2013a; cf. already Winter 1992) has recently proposed that the
expected development of the PIE sequence *-/- was PTch *-/[-, which evolved regularly in
TchB -l[- and TchA -[- (cf. Gk. &A\\og ‘other’ < PIE *aljos). If that is correct, it follows that, in
the paradigm of the gerundives, all forms with palatalised -fy- must be explained as
secondary and that the non-palatalised forms should be considered in particular for

3% For instance, I found the spelling -({)/e in the following archaic texts: IT47 bz aille; IT80 a2 smille;

IT106 ag yamdsdle; IT122 a3 (yama)ssdlle; IT157 b2 yamdsdlle; 1T234 b3 pralle; IT268 az2 tsrelle; AS7N
a4 sarkdssdlle; AS9A b8 sonopiille; AS12C a2 ydnmalle; AS12D ba yatalle; Bi23 b2 kdllalle, by |/ /ssdlle;
B134 a5 preksdlle; Bi3s by aisdlle; Bi3g a5 srukalle, b6 tsdankall(e); Bigo b3 kly(e.)ssdlle; Bu8 bg
srukalle; B127 aq yatalle; B132 a4 wessdlle, etc.; B24o bu slinkdll(e); B2s1 a3 klyelle; B279 bg smidille;
B2gra b6 (kata)lle; B336 a5 swale; THT1193 bs yatalle(?); THT1536.a kdllalle; THT1540.1 kallalle;
THTu84 a2 passdlle; THT1535.d a1 yamadsille.
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historical considerations and reconstructions of the paradigm of the gerundives. In both
Tocharian A and B, we have seen that the /y-forms are found in all the paradigm but the
nominative singular masculine and the feminine plural. This type of paradigm strongly
resembles that of the privatives, the ordinals, and the pronominal adjective TchB allek, A
alak. This analysis was firstly proposed by Winter (1962: 1068-9 fn. 2), and it is further
supported by both the distributions of the variants in Tocharian B texts and a closer look
at the Tocharian A paradigm.®®

The status of the spelling <ly> is ambiguous, but Fellner is probably right in saying it
could stand for /Ii/. Indeed, evidence for a palatalised geminate /li/ can be found in the
occasional attestations of the spelling «lly> in archaic, classical, but even in late Tocharian
B texts, as in tdrkdnallya (IT7 a6 [arch.]), passallyi (B67 bs [class.]), lkassdllye (THT3599.a
b3 [arch. ~ class. (?)]), triwdsdllya (W39 ba [class.]), nassallyanasa (B324 a5 [late]), —
ssdll(y)i (Big3 b8 [arch.]), ///-llyi (IT289 a2 [class.]) and in the paradigm of TchB allek
‘other’, e.g. allye(rikamtso) (B137 a7 [arch.]), (a)lly(e)kdmpa (B144 b3 [arch.]), allyaik (B273
a1 [arch.]), and allyenkd (THT1860 a4 [arch.]). One has to note that the spellings with
geminate -lly- /li/ occur specifically in the inflection of both gerundives and TchB allek
‘other’. This may indicate that -lly- /-[-/ is a secondary palatalisation of geminate *-(/- /-I-/
only. On the contrary, in the inflection of e.g. the eksalye-type (nom.sg. -fye /-le/, obl.sg. -ly
[-i(3)/, nom.pl. -lyi [lay/, obl.pl. -lycim /fan/) we never found spellings with -fy-, but always
-ly-, as was pointed out to me by Michaél Peyrot (p.c.).

In Tocharian A, the oblsg. -l-dm instead of the expected **-fy-dm can easily be
explained diachronically: PTch *-lye > Pre-TchA *-ly (apocope) > *-/ (depalatalisation in
word-final position, cf. PTch *ifie > TchA -m [-n/) >> TchA -lim (regular
recharacterisation of the inherited oblique, cf. obl.sg.m. -rd-m << PTch *-re; see §4.3.4.1).

Finally, we have to deal with the adjectives in TchB -tstse, A -ts. Their paradigm is as
follows (TEB §222; SSS §251):

Table 1v.19. Inflection of the ¢stse/ts-adjectives

MASCULINE FEMININE
TchB TchA TchB TchA
NOM. SG. -tstse -ts -tstsa -tsi
OBL. SG. -cce -tsam -tstsai -tsam
NOM. PL. -cci -tse -tstsana -tsam
OBL. PL. -ccem -tses -tstsana -tsam

%9 The same clear distribution between palatalised vs. non-palatalised stem can also be found in
the isolated adjective TchB empele ‘terrible, horrible’ (from PTch *en-peele, lit. ‘without law’, cf.
TchB pele ‘law, way’), which has non-palatalised nom.sg.m. empele (e.g. B254 a4), plL.f. empelona (B42
b4) vs. palatalised obl.sg.m. empelye (e.g. B4 a6), nom.pl.m. empelyi (e.g. THT1254 b3), obl.pL.m.
empelyem (e.g. AS7A a2), nom.sg.f. empelya (e.g. IT145 ba), obl.sg.f. empelyai (B88 b3).
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As correctly pointed out by Fellner (2014c), these adjectives pose two difficulties: (1) the
variation between non-geminated and geminated suffix in Tocharian B; (2)
(morphological) palatalisation in Tocharian B vs. lack of it in Tocharian A. To these, I shall
add: (3) contrast between pLf. TchB -ana (< PTch *-ana) and TchA -am (< PTch *-dna).®*°
With regard to the first two problems, I agree with Fellner that the gemination of the suffix
and the morphological palatalisation in Tocharian B must be regarded as innovations,
which have analogically been extended after other adjectives of Class I: on the one hand,
the gemination is taken from the adjectives in -sse and -7ifie, and, on the other hand, the
palatalised consonant -c-, i.e. -cc-, from the privatives, the ordinals, and the pronouns.**
This conclusion is informed by Tocharian historical phonology. Indeed, PTch *ts was not
a palatalised consonant in the Proto-Tocharian sound system: it can go back to PIE *d
(through *dz, as per Ringe 1996: 147f.) or to inherited sequences of Pre-PTch *t + y (as in
this case), through assibilation. In some verbal formations, the palatalised variant of TchB
ts appears to be -tsy- (cf. the preterite causative tsyara- from tsara-), while in some others
it remains -fs- (cf. the e-presents |t°’enke-| from tsonka- ‘to rise’ vs. TchB |fiewe-| from
nawa- ‘to roar’).3* This may lead to the conclusion that PTch *ts < Pre-PTch *t + y has no
palatalised counterpart in Proto-Tocharian and for considering the tstse/ts-adjectives as
parallel to re/r-adjectives.>* The contrast between TchB -ana : TchA -am can be seen
under the same light. Indeed, if I am right to see the palatalisation *-ts- > -c- as secondary,
then the original feminine plural was *-dna for Proto-Tocharian, which regularly yielded
TchA -am. Then, in the prehistory of Tocharian B, the sequence *-tsona (and not the

3*° The contrast invoked by Fellner (2014c¢: 50 fn.3) between pLf. TchA -tsam and -tsam is illusory.
Tocharian A rather attests a differentiated plural set nom.f. -as, oblf. -as (cf. knanmune priintu | ...]
palketsari “wisdom [and] virtue are bright” in A17 b5-6; palketsari tom “these [are] bright” A148 a2-
ag; wdrtsar [...] Sanwem “the jaws [are] broad” in A292 a6; //lkatsari in A158a2; sorkatsaii THT1136
bs; tspoktsari in A398 a3 and THTug4s bs; //ktsas THT1378.a a8). However, only a few cases of
agreement environments are attested with this plural set, so we cannot exclude it may also refer to
masculine head-nouns. This plural paradigm is better explained as secondary (perhaps through
analogy after the inflection of the nomina agentis of the aknats-type ‘fool, ignorant’ [TchB aknatsa]
or after the feminine paradigm of other adjectives of Class I.2).

' That the paradigm of the tstse-adjectives was analogically reshaped after that of the
demonstratives can be also seen in the dual: cf. non-palatalised du. TchB tai, TchA tim ‘the two;
these, those two’ and non-palatalised du. TchB cakkartsane ‘wheeled’, aletsi ‘foreign’, etc. (Kim 2018:
83).

3% See Peyrot (2013: 69-88) for an in-depth discussion on the palatalisation in the Tocharian verbal
system.

% Furthermore, Pre-PTch *dz (> PTch *ts) might in turn undergo palatalisation, resulting in *s, as
the following isolated example seems to confirm: PIE *dékim ‘ten’ > *d”’aka > PTch *$aka > TchB $ak,
A $dk (Pinault 1989: 49-50; Ringe 1996: 146-8). The contrast ¢s vs. § have probably been extended in
the Tocharian A verbal system. Examples include: the present stem TchA |$alpa-|, B |t*slpé-| < PTch
*|t"elp’/-| from TchA tsélpa-, B tsalpa- ‘pass away; be redeemed’, see Peyrot (2013: 846); reduplicated
preterite [class 2] |[$asdma-| from TchA tsdm- ‘to promote’; the imperfect stem |$aka-| from TchA
tsdka- ‘to pull out’, on which see Peyrot (2012a).
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expected **-ccana) was analogically adapted to -fifiana and -ssana with subsequent
generalisation of the a-vocalism. To recapitulate, three arguments lead us to think that the
tstse/ts-adjectives originally belonged to Class L1 in Proto-Tocharian: (1) *ts had no
reconstructable palatalised counterpart in Proto-Tocharian; (2) Tocharian A has
pLf. -tsam, which clearly point to -tsdna; (3) Tocharian B does not have a pl.f. *-ccana, with
analogical palatalisation (cf. the paradigm of the singular, which has -cc-, while in
Tocharian A we find -ts- throughout).

In light of the above, I think that the original paradigm of Class 1.1 was mutatis mutandis
that of the re/r-adjectives and that of the Tocharian A ts-adjectives.

However, before the breakup of Proto-Tocharian, analogical palatalisation affected
those derivatives whose formant suffix could undergo palatalisation. Through this process,
a new differentiation between the nominative and the oblique was reintroduced in the
singular paradigm of the masculine (-lle vs. lye; -tte vs. -cce; -te vs. -ce; -tstse vs. -cce). On the
other hand, the re-adjectives, which did not have any palatalised counterpart, took the
obl.sg. marker -m, which was not a mandatory ending in Proto-Tocharian (§4.3.4.1).

The evolution of the masculine paradigm can be summarised as follows:

Table 1v.20. Evolution of the masculine paradigm

TCHB TCHA PTCH
NOM. SG. -e -0 < *e
OBL. SG. -e(m) -G-m << *e(m)
NOM. PL. - -e < *y
OBL. PL. -em -es < *@ns

On the other hand, the Proto-Tocharian feminine paradigm poses a special problem,
which involves the oblique singular. Indeed, the correspondence TchB “ai : A *am does
not allow us to reconstruct the Proto-Tocharian state of affairs with confidence. Several
scholars dealt with this problem, trying to trace these two endings back to a single Proto-
Tocharian antecedent (see §3.7.2.5). However, I failed to see any phonological reality for
such a development. As a consequence, I follow the reconstruction recently defended by
Peyrot (2012), according to which the obl.sg.f. TchB “ai is to be compared with the
gen.(-dat.) sg. TchA e.3* As a matter of fact, Tocharian B does not synchronically display
any gen.sg.f. form, which may be an indication of the functional reanalysis of this ending
as an oblique marker (see further §3.5.2, §3.7.2). Furthermore, the generalisation of the
oblique marker TchA *-n to the paradigm of the feminine can easily be explained as an
innovation: on the one hand, if Proto-Tocharian had obl.sg.f. *”an, there is no reason why
it should not have been maintained in Tocharian B; on the other hand, TchA *-n is the

3 Pace Kim (2018: 84) there is no evidence that *“ay already served as an oblique in Proto-
Tocharian.
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ubiquitous oblique ending in Tocharian A. It follows that the Proto-Tocharian obl.sg.f.
cannot be reconstructed as either *~ai or *~’an, but as an unmarked ending *-a (see Peyrot
2012: 203-4 and the evidence from the TchA (s)i-adjectives below). The Proto-Tocharian
paradigm of the feminine would have been as follows:

Table 1v.21. Proto-Tocharian feminine paradigm of Subclass 1.

TCHB TCHA PTCH
NOM. SG. ‘a -0 < *q
OBL. SG. ai Yam << *q
GEN. SG. - ‘e < gy
NOM. PL. -ona -am <  *dna
OBL. PL. -ona -am < *dna

Subclass I.2

All adjectives that can be ranged under this subclass show etymological palatalisation
throughout the entire paradigm of both the singular and the plural. There are, however,
several mismatches between the inflection of Tocharian A and that of Tocharian B, which
have given rise to strong disagreement as far as the reconstruction of the Proto-Tocharian
paradigm is concerned. In the following, I will first deal with the derivational patterns of
the suffixes and, then, I will move on to the inflectional problems.**

The suffix TchB -(i)ye, A -i comes from PIE *-ijo-, used for the formation of adjectives
of appurtenance (cf. PIE *med"-io- ‘middle’ > Ved. mddhya-, Gk. pé(o)oog, Lat. medius, etc.,
cf. Meillet 1937: 261f.). A good comparable example is TchB patarye ‘paternal’, Skt. pitrya- ~
pitriya-, Gk. ndtpiog, Lat. patrius, etc. Among the suffixes from Subclass 1.2, it is not very
productive, and it is only employed to derive adjectives from nominal bases.

On the other hand, TchB -sse, A -ssi is by far the most productive adjectival suffix in
both Tocharian languages. It has genitival semantics and denotes appurtenance in a broad
sense (i.e. also material, origin, designation, etc.). In addition, derived adjectives in -sse/si
are frequently used instead of a noun inflected in the genitive (Zimmer 1982; Meunier
2015), and they translate the determiner (i.e. the first term) of Sanskrit karmadharaya-
compounds (Meunier 2015a). A derivational peculiarity of this suffix is that it can form
denominal adjectives from singular, dual, and plural stems when these stems are different,
i.e. only with number suffix (e.g. sg. TchB liklesse ‘sorrowful’ |loklé-sse|, pl. TchB
ldklentasse |loklénta-sse| ‘pertaining the pains, painful’; sg. TchB paiyyesse |payyé-sse|
‘pertaining to the foot’, du. painesse™ |payné-sse| ‘pertaining to the feet’, Hajnal 2004) and
can be attached to nouns, pronouns, and adverbs. Its origin has always been in question.
Some scholars have traced it back to *-s(i)io- (cf. Lat. -arius and the Anatolian adjectives

3% For an overview of the meanings of the suffixes, see Adams (2009), Fellner (2013), and Meunier
(2015:199-217).
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in *-ssa/i-, see Ringe 1996: 117; Pinault 2008: 515; Adams 2009: 308), while some others
derive it from *-sk(i)io- (cf. Arm. -c%, see Pedersen 1941: 95; Couvreur 1947a: 141; Fellner
2013: 63f.).

The development of the adjectives in TchB -7ifie is problematic, since it is generally
assumed they have two formal equivalents in Tocharian A: adjectives in -7ifii and
adjectives in -(e)m. In Tocharian B, this suffix is quite productive and forms adjectives of
appurtenance with genitival semantics. An important derivational mechanism involved is
that the 7ifie-adjectives are mostly derived from substantives referring to living beings
(animals, humans, demons, deities, etc.) or from personal pronouns (TchB 7ififie ‘my,
pertaining to me’ from the genitive of 7ids ‘I'; TchB tasirie ‘your’ from the genitive of tuwe
‘you’; TchB saridriiie ‘own; nature, essence’ from sazi ‘id.”). Additionally, they can rarely be
derived from terms for body parts (TchB paiyyeirie ‘related to the foot’ from paiyye ‘foot’;
TchB spalariiie ‘related to the head’ from *$apal ‘head’ (vel sim.), cf. TchA spal‘id.’ and TchB
Spalmem ‘superior, excellent’, originally an ablative of *$pal) and inanimate concrete
nouns (TchB pyapyaififie ‘related to flowers’ from pyapyo ‘flower’).* Furthermore, the
feminine -7i7fia has been grammaticalised as a suffix of feminine oppositional nouns (e.g.
fiakte ‘god’ : fidkteriria ‘goddess’, see Malzahn 2013: 115-6 and §3.5.2). The reasons for this
grammaticalisation are easy to envision: (1) on a comparative level, oppositional feminine
nouns are typologically very often formed through denominal adjectives denoting
appurtenance; (2) among the Tocharian suffixes denoting appurtenance, only TchB -irie
displays such a clear derivational animacy-based feature, which makes it the best
candidate to express gender-marking, i.e. a motion suffix.

Returning to the origin of the suffix and to its Tocharian A counterparts, scholars have
long debated about the fuzzy match between TchA -(e)m, -ii7ii and TchB -rifie. These
suffixes have traditionally been traced back to PIE *-n(i)io-. Hilmarsson (1987a, followed
by Pinault 2011a) dealt with the history and the distribution of the suffixal alternations
*-ii/-i- and he argued that Tocharian developed two variants of this suffix, i.e. *-nijo- and
*-njo-, which were originally conditioned by Sievers’ Law. According to him, PIE *-nijo- and
*-njo- yielded PTch *-figyce and *-7ice respectively. Later, they merged in Tocharian B -7irie,

3 One can notice that the Khotanese suffix -ifia has suspicious similarities with TchB -firie,
A -(e)m. Konow (1932: 62) argued that Khot. -i7ia forms denominal adjectives from substantives.
Degener (1989: 129f.) clarified that it is only used with nouns denoting living beings. It is not
productive and mostly used with borrowed items, although important examples with inherited
nouns are attested (cf. Khot. dahiria- ‘belonging to a man’ from daha- ‘man’; Khot. kaviiia- ‘belonging
to a fish’ from kava- ‘fish’). See Degener (1989: 130) for a doubtful etymological attempt. It goes
without saying that the Khotanese and the Tocharian suffix share a core semantic feature. However,
Khot. -i#ia is limited to a handful of derivatives, while TchB -7ifie, A -(e)m is very productive. As a
consequence, one wonders whether Khotanese borrowed this suffix from Tocharian and inserted it
to a quite productive class of adjectival derivatives that have -i- before the nasal. See further the
following correspondences: TchA nagem ‘snakelike, related to the Naga-' : Khot. nagiria- ‘id’; TchA
kinnarfia- ‘(female) Kinnara-' (probably from TchB kinnarariiia*®) : Khot. kindarivia- ‘id. .
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while Tocharian A maintained them distinguished, i.e. *-7igyce evolved TchA -7ifii and *-fice
yielded TchA -(e)m.

Recently, Fellner (2013) has questioned this reconstruction. He claims that TchA -(e)m
cannot correspond to TchB -iifie, because the inherited PIE sequence *-ni- never
palatalised the nasal in Tocharian. Accordingly, Tocharian would have inherited only
*-nijo-, which evolved TchB -rifie, A -7ii. He based this reconstruction on the non-
palatalised nom.sg.f. TchB sana, A sdm ‘1, which he traced back to PIE *smih, (cf. Gk. pia,
Arm. mi) > *smya > PTch *sanya- (see also Fellner 2017: 154 fn. 17). However, there exist
several counterexamples to Fellner’s hypothesis. See the following clear correspondences,
where, in the same context, a palatalised nasal of Tocharian B is matched by an non-
palatalised nasal of Tocharian A: (1) the isolated adjective TchB arkwarifia : A arkim ‘white’;
(2) the adjectival type TchB klyomiia : A klyomim ‘noble’ (Class IL.5); (3) the noun TchB
Samria-m-ska : A somim ‘girl’; (4) the noun type TchB weserifia : A wasem ‘voice’; (5) the
adjectives TchB pokairiiie ‘related to the arm’ : pokem ‘bracelet’, etc. Fellner comments on
(some of) these counterexamples and he consistently resorts to either analogical changes
in order to explain the palatalisation of the nasal in Tocharian B or to accidental
attestation of the suffix -emn in the matching forms of Tocharian A. However, in light of all
the examples outlined above, it is more likely to reconstruct analogy only for the nom.sg.f.
TchB sana, A sdm ‘', where, in fact, the dental nasal cannot be the regular outcome of the
sequence *-my-3¥

Nonetheless, if one compares formally TchB -7ifie and TchA -em, another problem
comes immediately to light: how to explain the vowel -e- in Tocharian A? Winter (1977),
Hilmarsson (1987a), and Pinault (2008: 458-9) dealt with this problem and convincingly
suggested the following change: PTch *-V##AV > Pre-TchA *-V##V (raising of anaptyctic *i)
> *-V'fia (apocope), and then *-/ > -n (noted -m) with monophthongisation of the new
diphthong. This phonetic development explains several (apparently) irregular
mismatches between Tocharian A and B: (1) TchB -a7i- :: A -in-, e.g. TchB ostaririe [ostdiifie/
‘related to the house’ vs. TchA wastim < Pre-TchA *wasta'fia < PTch *wdstarifice;*® (2) TchB
-afi- :: A -en, TchB lwaiirie [lwéiifie/ ‘related to an animal’ vs. TchA hwem < Pre-TchA *fwa'ria

¥ Despite the fact that an evolution PIE *-m- > *-n- in front of the semivowel *-{- is sometimes
attested in other Indo-European languages (cf. Gk. faivw, Lat. venio < PIE *g"m-ie/o-), Fellner’s path
PIE *smih. > *smya > PTch *sanya- is without parallels in Tocharian. On the possible origin of TchB
sana, A sdm, see further fn. 388.

3% Perhaps, one may also add TchB warfie*, A wrim* ‘aquatic’ < PTch *warasiice, which is used in
both Tocharian languages as a modifier of the word for ‘animal’, thus ‘aquatic animal(s)’, cf. B588 a4
wdrfii lwasa; A154 a4 wrinaii lwa; A394 a2 wrinds lwa. As one can see, in B588 the adjective wirrii is
inflected as a nom.pl.m.,, but it agrees with the alternating noun /wasa ‘animals’. This is unexpected,
since warfie* should have been inflected as a feminine plural. As already pointed out by Claus-Peter
Schmidt (1972; cf. also Hartmann 2013: 109, 534-5), however, in Tocharian B metrical passages
alternating nouns sometimes agree with a masculine modifier in the plural, replacing the usual
feminine concord. This is a poetic device aimed to adjust the syllable count in poetry (cf. also Peyrot
2008: 116 on the plural variants palskaliii, m. ~ palskalfienta, alt.).
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< PTch *hwariiice; (3) TchB -efi- :: A -en, TchB weseriiia ‘voice’ vs. TchA wasem < Pre-TchA
*wasa'fia < PTch *weescenrice; TchB weii- ‘to say’ vs. TchA weri- < Pre-TchA *wa'fia < PTch
*weerifi- (Winter 1977; Peyrot 2013: 469-70).34

On the other hand, Fellner (2013) would dismiss this development, claiming that one
would expect to find vowel raising also before the nom.pl. -i. I think this is not relevant
parallel, because this phonetic change is not expected to occur in word-final position, and
even if it effectively occurred, it could have been removed very easily by analogy (cf. the
similar development in the outcome of the PIE cluster *-ns-, which developed anaptyctic
*{ only word-internally, see §4.3.4.1). Furthermore, as already pointed out by Winter (1977:
149-50), only Proto-Tocharian geminated sequences of the type *-ViiiV are affected by this
Tocharian A sound law. Lastly, the claim by Fellner that the suffix TchA -em can be either
inherited from PIE *-no- (as per Couvreur 1947a) or borrowed from Skt. -na- seems
difficult, and it does not explain how TchA -e- has come about. As argued above, TchB -firie
and TchA -(e)m can be found in several comparable pairs of words, which also share the
same animacy distribution of the base from which they derived (cf. inter alia TchB
asiyarifie : TchA as$em [< *asyania < *asya'fifie] ‘pertaining to a nun’ from TchB asiya, A
asi mun’). It is therefore evident that TchB -7i7ie and TchA -(e)m must be traced back to the
same reconstructed suffix, which can be reconstructed as PIE *-ni(i)o-.

As far as TchA -fii is concerned, it is very sporadically attested, since it is limited to
three adjectives only: TchA o7ii ‘human’, TchA yokarii ‘thirsty’, and TchA praskarii ‘fearful’.
TchA praskaiii is a hapax legomenon attested in A1 b4, while yokarii is attested twice in
construction with kassi (kassi yokarii “hungry and thirsty”, in A13 a1 and A1o5 bs; cf. also
[l/ime kdlpo yoka7i(i)/// in THT1143 a3). The only adjective that displays the expected
semantics of the base from which it is derived is TchA o7ii ‘human’. It is attested only once
as a free word (As1 a2), since it normally figures in compounding with cmol ‘birth’ (cf. also
the derived adjective TchA orii-cmolsi ‘pertaining to the human birth’). It is generally
assumed that this adjective is the counterpart of TchB erikwaririe human’ (Van Windekens
1979: 119; Hilmarsson 1987a: 85; Pinault 20oma: 454). Winter (1961: 277) questioned this
equation, claiming that the paucity of the attestations of the suffix TchA -ii (vs. the
productivity of its supposed counterpart TchB -7ifie) may be an indication of its late
creation. As a matter of fact, the stem from which praskarii (vs. praski fear’) and yokarii
(vs. yoke ‘thirst’) derived is not clear. If the adjectives were derived from the nouns, a
different form might have expected, i.e. **praskirii and **yokerii (cf. ypesi ‘pertaining to the
land’ from ype ‘land’; pekesi ‘pertaining to the drawing’ from peke ‘drawing’). ®°

39 Cf. further TchB onkolmaiiirie, A orikalmem ‘of the elephant’ and TchB rsakaririe : A risakem
‘propre a un sage’.

%° Similar considerations have been put forward by Sieg, Siegling & Schulze (sss §29), who claim
that praskarii and yokarii are derived from the respective verbal roots and not from the nouns, since
“[d]ie alleinnachweisbaren Substantivformen [...] lassen sich lautlich mit den Adjektiven nicht gut
vermitteln”. As far as TchA ofii is concerned, Winter proposes a formation in TchA -, thus *ork-i >
*onisi > orii, although the reduction *-7is- > -ii- is, to my knowledge, unattested (cf. also 3sg.opt. nsitdr
from TchA ndk- ‘to perish, disappear’).
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Nonetheless, precisely the fact that these adjectives are derivationally and semantically
obscure may be an indication for their early creation. Furthermore, the relation between
TchB enkwariiie and TchA o7ii < *onk-7ii cannot be questioned (the loss of *k is parallel to
TchB epirikte : A opdint, TchB pinikte : A pdnt, see Peyrot 2013: 538f,; cf. also TchA aricdm vs.
anm-, with ficm > fim). An additional fact is that these adjectives seem to be uninflected,
and they mostly occurred in fixed expressions and derivatives. This may be used to claim
that they continue crystallised forms of the adjectival paradigm, without renewed case
endings. However, precise explanations about how the suffix TchA -7ii originated are
missing. One possibility is that in TchA o7 a different development of PTch -7ifie took
place, due to the fact that *-7i7ice was reduced to *-iiee in consonant clusters, i.e. *enkvirice
> ¥onkiice > *oniii > ofii. But this explanation is very tentative.

Finally, there is the suffix -7ici, which is a peculiarity of Tocharian A. It is limited to a
handful of adjectives. The most prominent members are k,lerici ‘womanly, female’ from
k,li ‘woman’ (obl. sg. k,le) and atldrici ‘manly, masculine’ from atd/ ‘man’. These formations
are sometimes matched in Tocharian B by the 7irie-adjectives, as in TchA atroici ‘of a hero’
: TchB etregirie* ‘id.’. In fact, TchA -fici and TchB -fifie share the same semantic
distribution. Furthermore, ordinals based on decades are also formed with TchA -7ici, like
taryakirici ‘thirtieth’ from taryak ‘3o’. Pinault (2017: 1343) traced it back to a palatalised
doublet of *-ntce < PIE *-nto- (of the type TchB suktante, A sdptdnt ‘seventh’, TchB oktante,
A oktdnt® ‘eighth’, etc.; see also Van Windekens 1979: 123f.). Indeed, I think that he is right.
More specifically, I see in this suffix a conglomerate of *-nt- + *-yce.

Inflectional patterns and related problems

In Tocharian B, the derivatives in -({)ye, -sse, and -7irie inflected according to the following
paradigm:

Table 1v.22. Inflection of the adjectives from class I.2. in Tocharian B

MASCULINE FEMININE
NOM. SG. Oce 9¢a
OBL. SG. Oce OCqi
NOM. PL. L9¢; “OCana
OBL. PL. Olem O¢ana

If compared with adjectives of Subclass L1, it can easily be recognised that the two most
relevant differences are exactly those which define the distinction between the two
subclasses: (1) phonological palatalisation throughout the paradigm; (2) feminine
plural -ana. A related question is therefore what the relation between the plurals -ana and
-ona has been. We will return to this issue in the following paragraphs.

In Tocharian A, we find a different situation. Indeed, a heavy restructuring process
affected the paradigm of these derivatives. This process resulted in an incredible number
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of synchronic variant forms, especially in the case of the adjectives in TchA -i and -si (sss
§110-2). In the following, I will first outline the synchronic paradigms of these derivatives,
and then I will discuss them diachronically.

The paradigm of the masculine is as follows (TEB §215):

Table 1v.23. Masculine paradigm of the i- and si-adjectives in Tocharian A

MASCULINE
SINGULAR PLURAL
NOM. ~(s)i ~(s)irti
[-(s)ir]
OBL. ~(s)i ~(s)inds

-(s)im [-(s)is]

The obl.sg. -(s)i is common and coexists with the nasal variants (Sss §111-2). Examples from
the i-adjectives include: ridikci ‘divine’ (A13 b3) ~ laricim (A17 by, bs), fidikcim (A145 b6; A257
b3) ~ lasicindm (As6 a2; A57 a1). The case of obl.sg. larici ‘royal’ (A1 bg; A16 ag, b1; A276 a7;
A394 a2; Aqo3 a1) is less certain, since it consistently occurs before wast ‘palace’, so it
cannot be excluded it is in compounding with the noun (cf. also la7ici wastantu “royal
palaces” in A319 bs). In the plural, the variants nom.pl. -(s)ér, obl.pl. -(s)is are not frequent,
and they are mostly used with substantivised adjectives (cf. A1 b6 maski kdatkaldm ktdrikeric
tsrasiii samuddrd, “the energetic ones cross the ocean that is hard to traverse”, cf. Thomas
1952: 34, but cf. also A447 bs (s7ii)kek nu cem tsrasifi sefic, “...hingegen waren sie energisch”,
Knoll 1996: 17). I found the following examples: nom.pl. -si#i (tsrasiii A1 a3, b6; A447 bs,
from tsrasi ‘energetic’), -ifi (kassiii A341 aq; A340 agq (?), from kassi ‘hungry’, cf. TchB
kesciye), obl.pl. -sis (all.pl. tsrasis-ac A1 ag; perl.pl. tsrasis-a A354 b3), -is (instr.pl. kdrpis-yo
SHT4438 [= instr.pl. Skt. anaryaih ‘vulgar, inferior’], from kdrpi ‘common, vulgar’, cf. TchB
kdrpiye®).
In the feminine paradigm we find even more variants:**

%5 Sieg, Siegling & Schulze (sss §110a and 111) gave two attestations of forms ending in -em and -i
used as feminine plurals. The former is attested in A378.1 wsasy-ople{m} tsakkiii “tsakkis of golden
lotuses” (see Peyrot 2014 fn.46 for the correct reading and translation), where the anusvara has to
be restored and we cannot exclude that wsasy-oplem was an uninflected adjectival compound. The
second is larici wastantu “the royal palaces”, which is better explained as a compound (Bernhard

1958:158).
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Table 1v.24. Feminine paradigm of the i- and si-adjectives in Tocharian A

FEMININE
SINGULAR PLURAL

NOM. -(s)i -yan, -ssar
-(s)im -(s)inarn

OBL. ~(s)i -yas, -$sas
-(s)im -(s)inas
-(s)inam
(

In the nominative singular, -(s)i alternates frequently with -(s)im, which is, however, less
attested. On the other hand, TchA -(s)i used as an obl.sg. has a very limited productivity.
See the following attestations (Sss §110-1; Peyrot 2012: 201-3): (1) larici k,leyac “to the royal
woman” in A6 bs; (2) 7i(d)kci nawemsi(n)e “of divine and human...” in A410 bg; (3)
kn(am)munesi kapsifiziis “of the body of wisdom” in A244 b2 (from knanmunesi ‘related to

=«

knowledge’); (4) opp{a}lsi parena “on the lotus throne” in A316 b5.%* The obl.sg.f. -(s)im is
more frequently attested but it is not the standard variant (SSS §112 counted g attestations
in total), because -(s)inam represents the most productive obl.sg.f. For the last variant, I
found the following attestations: ridkcyam A3s b1, A63 a6, A208 a3, THT3020a2; //-sam As
b (?); puttisparssam A257 a3, A313 a2, A338 a2, THT2399 a6, YQIL12 a8 (from puttisparsi
‘relating to Buddhahood’); aficwassam A34o a7 (from aricwasi ‘related to iron’); wsassam
A378 5 (from wsasi ‘golden’); orii-cmolsam A379 a3 (from orii-cmolsi ‘related to the human
birth’), iemisyam A227-228 a1 (from riemisi ‘pertaining to joy’).

The distribution of the variants in the plural paradigm is more intricate. As far as I
know, among the i-derivatives only two adjectives attest a feminine plural inflection: TchA
ficikci ‘divine’ and TchA lafici ‘royal’. The former consistently has a nom.pl. 7idkcyari (e.g. in
A25 b2, Agg a1, A187 a6, A189 a2, A249 a1, A257 b4, A268 a1, A269-290 b1, A272 by, etc.), and
an obl.pl. fidkcyas (e.g. in A73 a6, A77 a2, A144 b2, YQIL14 a6, etc.), while the latter always
has a nom.pl. laricinari (A64 b1, A76-83 a4), and an obl.pl. laficinas (A76-83a3). In the
si-adjectives, the plural set -sinari| -sinas constitutes the standard variant, but the second
set is equally attested: wasirssari A264 a2 (from wasirsi ‘pertaining to a diamond’);
aricwassaii A295 a3, YQN.3 a7; obl.pl. samsarssas A69 a2 (from samsarsi ‘related to the
samsara’); cmolwassas A152 a6 (from cmolwasi ‘related to the birth); puttisparssas ~
puttisparsas A2s ba, YQIL12 a6; parnoressas YQIL12 a6 (from parnoresi ‘of splendor’);
arkdimnassas A375 bs (from arkdmnasi ‘of the place of the dead’); fiemissas YQN.4 a6;

352

I am not convinced by the interpretation of TchA wasti ‘related to the house’ in A102 a2 //
(wa)sti fidkterifianac as an obl.sg. of an i-adjective in agreement with ridgkterifianac ‘to the goddess’,
as Peyrot (2012: 202) does. Indeed, if an i-adjective, I would expect palatalisation of the cluster
*wast-i > *wassi (cf. larici ‘royal’ from the obl.sg. lant king’). Furthermore, TchA wasti is a hapax
legomenon that appears to be at the beginning of a broken line so that the reading is effectively only

[11sti.
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kapsimiiasas A7 bs-6 (from kapsifiriasi ‘related to the body’); napemsas YQL.2 a4, YQIIL6
a3 (from napemsi ‘of a human being’); wlalunessdas A454 b3 (from wlalunesi ‘belonging to
death’).

From both a synchronic and a diachronic point of view, all these variants can be
divided into two parallel paradigms: one is based on the historically regular form of the
suffix -(s)é-, and the other on an extended nasal variant -(s)in-. The problems involved are
various. They relate to both the diachrony of Tocharian A and the comparison with the
Tocharian B matching paradigms. The first issue certainly concerns the origin of the nasal
stem and how the variant forms are to be interpreted diachronically. On the other hand,
if we look at the Tocharian B counterparts, two further questions arise: (1) what is the
relation between nom.pl.f. TchA -aii, obl.plf. -@s vs. pLf. TchB -ana (nom. = obl.)? (2) what
was the Proto-Tocharian paradigm of these adjectives?

Let us start with the first problem. If we compare the two-layer system of Tocharian A
with the much simpler one of Tocharian B, the n-paradigm of Tocharian A appears to be
an innovation. It follows that the shorter forms are to be interpreted as the archaic ones
(Peyrot 2012: 201). The precise origin of the n-paradigm is not entirely clear, since it may
have had multiples sources. As a matter of fact, the influence of the nasal inflection in the
Tocharian adjectival system has been notably profound, and it has affected both
Tocharian A and B also after the dissolution of Proto-Tocharian.

A good point of comparison may be the case of the re-adjectives in Tocharian B.
Indeed, we find two types of re-adjectives in this language (Pinault 2008: 513-4): (1) the first
is the regular outcome of the PIE thematic formations, which are ranged under Class I.1
(the so-called astare-type, cf. TchB astare ‘pure’, nom.pl.m. astari, obl.pl.m. astarem); (2)
the second differs from the first in having developed a nasal inflection that is limited to
the paradigm of the masculine (Class IL4, the so-called tapre-type, cf. TchB tapre ‘deep’,
nom.pl.m. tdpresi, obl.plL.m. tdprendm).>* In addition, these two types of re-adjectives are
differentiated by the number of syllables (disyllabic for the nasal type, polysyllabic for the
thematic type), the subsequent position of the stress (synchronically on the ending in the
nasal type, but on the root in the thematic type), and the formation of the verbal abstracts
(the suffix is -ausie for the nasal type, but -(as7)7ie for the thematic type). Tocharian A does
not have this division of the thematic adjectives and there is no evidence it would ever
know such a binary system. Therefore, one may wonder whether a similar
recharacterisation of some “thematic” adjectives took place in the Tocharian A derivatives
in -(s)é.

Again, another possibility is that Tocharian A has generalised the singular form as the
basic stem of the plural in all adjectival paradigms of Class I.2. A clear example in this sense
is provided by the TchA (e)m-adjectives, whose paradigm is as follows (sss §253):

%5 A similar contrast can be also noticed in the dual inflection (cf. i-duals TchB astry ‘pure’, kdtkri
‘deep’ vs. ne-duals TchB tparyane ‘high’, prakaryane ‘firm’).
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Table 1v.25. Inflection of the adjectives in -(e)m in Tocharian A

MASCULINE FEMININE
NOM. SG. -(e)m -
OBL. SG. -(e)m -(e)nam
-(e)ndam
NOM. PL. -(e)rii -(e)nar
OBL. PL. -(e)nds -(e)nas

As can be seen, in an unattested phase of Tocharian A, the singular stem -(e)m (the regular
outcome of PTch *-(V)iirie) was generalised and the endings were reattached to this new
stem. Indeed, if we look, for instance, at the paradigm of the masculine, we notice that the
nom.pl. -e7ii, obl.pl. -ends cannot be the expected outcomes of nom.pl. PTch *-iricey, obl.pl.
PTch *-fifiens, since the diphthong -y was expected to yield TchA -e and we have no
continuant of either the thematic vowel PIE *-0- > PTch *-ce-, or the cluster PTch *-7i7i-,
which is expected to yield TchA -7i- in non-final position.

I believe that the same kind of recharacterisation should be reconstructed for the
derivatives in TchA -i, -si, where a new stem *-(s)in- was created, probably based on a
recharacterised oblique singular *-(s)in. The masculine paradigm nom.pl. -(s)ii,
obl.pl. -(s)inds can indeed be descriptively interpreted as the oblique singular -(s)in- plus
the palatalising nom.pl. -i on the one hand (< PTch *-’ays) and plus the “athematic” obl.pl.
-ds on the other hand (< PTch *-ans < PIE -ns). The generalisation of the oblique singular
*-n may have been favoured by the productivity of the nasal stems in Tocharian. This
restructuring development produced the contrast between nasal and nasalless stems. The
latter is to be interpreted as the regular outcome (Peyrot 2012: 201):

nom.obl.sg. TchA -si, -i : B -sse, -iye (< *-sg’ce, *-(a) e)
nom.obl.sg. TchA -(e)m : B -rifie (< *-(V)iifice)

The fact that the nasal recharacterisation is a secondary development is also confirmed by
the paradigm of the feminine, which shows a clear contrast between nasal and nasalless
stems in the plural. As a matter of fact, the feminine is the place where we find more
variants. If we isolate the n-forms, we are left with the following paradigm: nom.sg.f. -;;
oblsg.f. -i, -yam, -syam (> -ssam);*>* nom.pl.f. -yari, -ssaii, obl.plLf. -yas, -ssas.

This brings us to discuss the relation between the plural TchA -ari| -as vs. TchB -ana.®
This problem can be turned into the following question: which of the two languages
preserves the older state of affairs? Some scholars, like Kim (2009: 74) and Fellner (2013;
2014: 19 fn. 35), claimed that neither Tocharian A nor Tocharian B have continued the

% The evolution TchA -sya- > -ssa- is an inner-Tocharian A gemination, cf. perl. sg. possa from
posi ‘wall, side’, nom.pl. asyasi ~ assan from asi ‘nun’.
%% Pace Fellner (2014: 8), there is no nom.obl.pl. +<am in Tocharian A.
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Proto-Tocharian ending. That is to say, in the Proto-Tocharian continuant of the PIE
thematic type, there existed a single feminine plural ending, which is reconstructed as
*-dna (= Subclass L1). I cannot agree with this reconstruction. Indeed, the precise
synchronic subdivision of Class I, as exemplified above, largely speaks in favour of the split
of the two subclasses already at a Proto-Tocharian stage (cf. TchB -ona, A -am vs. TchB -ana
vs. -ari| -as). Again, I believe that Tocharian B has preserved the original situation. Indeed,
I cannot envision any reason why a plural paradigm with nom. PTch *-asia (cf. TchA -ar),
obl. *-ans (cf. TchA -as) should not have been maintained in Tocharian B, nor why these
endings would have come about in Proto-Tocharian in the first place. On the other hand,
if we reconstruct plLf. *-ana (nom.=obl.) for Proto-Tocharian, we can envisage a plausible
diachronic development thanks to which this ending has been eliminated in Tocharian A.

Let us start with the reconstructed Proto-Tocharian paradigm of the feminine as
Tocharian B allows us to reconstruct:

Table 1v.26. Proto-Tocharian feminine paradigm of Subclass I.2.

SINGULAR PLURAL
NOM. *O¢q *OCana
OBL. = O *OCana
GEN.(-DAT.) «OCay -

This paradigm was continued without relevant modifications in Tocharian B (for the
replacement of oblsg. PTch *-a with the gen.sg. *-ay, see §3.7.2.5). Before the vocalic
apocope of Tocharian A, a distinction between nominative and oblique was reintroduced
in the singular: as is regular in Tocharian A, a nasal ending *-n was added to the inherited
oblique singular, which led to a contrast between nom.sg. *-@, obl.sg. *-an. Then, vowel
apocope took place and the new obl.sg.f. became homophonous with the apocopated
plural *-an < PTch *-ana. Such a homophony of obl.sg., nom.pl. as well as obl.pl. in the
paradigm could not be maintained for long. As a consequence, a new distinction between
nominative and oblique plural has been reintroduced: the nom.pl. *-@n was palatalised
into *-an, and the obl.pl. *-an was levelled with the ubiquitous oblique plural marker -s,
thus *-as. A similar development can be inferred looking at the paradigm of some
athematic declensions, as I will discuss in the following paragraph. The diachronic
evolution of the Tocharian A paradigm can be exemplified as follows:
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Table 1v.27. Evolution of the feminine paradigm from Proto-Tocharian to Tocharian A

PTCH PRE-TCHA I PRE-TCHA II TCHA
NOM.SG. *(a > *(a >*Ci >-Ci
OBL.SG. *q >> * Can >*Can >-Cam
GEN.SG. = Cay >*Cay > = >-Ce
NOM.PL. *(ana > *-CYana > *Can >>-Can
OBL.PL. *.(ana > *-CYana > *Can >>-Cas

4.3.3.2. The athematic type (Class II, III, and IV)

In this section, I will deal with the remaining adjectival classes of Tocharian, in order to
clarify which adjectival types are relevant to the development of the gender system and to
reconstruct their Proto-Tocharian paradigms. Since the inflection of the Tocharian
preterite participle (Class IV) has been heavily remodelled in both Tocharian languages, it
will not constitute a central topic of my discussion.®*

According to Krause & Thomas (TEB §230-39), Class Il is very heterogeneous. It is divided
into five subclasses on the basis of the inflected form of the Tocharian B nominative plural
masculine: (IL1) -iAi; (IL.2) -aift; (11.3) -ai; (IL4) -efi; (11.5) -o7i. Given the fact that each of
these subclasses presents individual problems and different degrees of productivity, I will
introduce them separately to understand which subclasses can be used to reconstruct the
Proto-Tocharian state of affairs.

Class II.2 is practically non-existent, since the plural -airi is just limited to the paradigm
of TchB yolo ‘bad, evil’, which has an isolated and peculiar paradigm (cf. also the
alternating stem yolo- ~ yolai- ~ yoloy- ~ yoly-). Peyrot (2016) dealt with the inflectional
problems and the etymology of this adjective, supporting its foreign origin (from Khot.
yola- ‘falsehood’) and clarifying that this nominal was first borrowed as a noun, which
subsequently developed adjectival use (Hilmarsson 1987: 36).

The derivatives with plural -i7i (Class IL.1) and -a7i (Class I1.3) have been the topic of
controversial interpretations. The latter plural is characteristic of a number of agent
formations that are both morphologically and semantically connected. They are built on
different verbal stems by means of the following suffixes: (1) TchB -tsa, A -ts (TchB aknatsa,
A daknats ‘foolish’); (2) TchB -ntsa (TchB wapantsa ‘weaver'); (3) TchB -nta, A -nt (TchB
kausenta, A kosant ‘killer, killing’); (4) TchB -uca (TchB kdrstauca ‘cutting’); (5) second
members of verbal governing compounds in TchB -a (TchB yolo-rita ‘seeking evil’). In
recent years, these formations have become one of the most debated topics within the
Tocharian nominal morphology. The problems involved are various, but they revolved
around (1) the class of speech to which they belong and (2) the origin of their inflection.

3% See Saito (2006), Pinault (2008), and Peyrot (2010) for a recent discussion on the evolution of
their paradigm.
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See recently Malzahn (2010: 481-491), Pinault (2012), Hackstein (2012), and Fellner (2014b
and 2o17a). I basically agree with Peyrot (2013a; 2017) in arguing that they are to be
analysed as nomina agentis, i.e. as substantives, including the so-called n¢-participles
(Malzahn 2010: 480-1). Indeed, they do not have some of the characteristics that allow us
to set up the Tocharian adjectives as an independent class of speech. We can say that a
prototypical adjective shares the following peculiarities in Tocharian:*7

(1) inflectional peculiarities, i.e. special case markers, like the gen.sg.m. TchB -(e)pi, A
-ap;

(2) syntactic peculiarities, i.e. semi-rigid position with respect to the head-noun
(inversion is sometimes attested in metrical texts or even in prose as a stylistic
devise);

(3) paradigmatic peculiarities, i.e. different forms with respect to number, gender,
and case;

(4) morphosyntactic peculiarities, i.e. agreement with the head-noun in number,
gender, and case.

In fact, these formations are lacking any differentiation according to gender, some of their
endings are characteristic of the noun inflection (cf. gen.sg. TchB -ntse, A -es), they are
used to translate Sanskrit agent nouns in -in- (Peyrot 2017), and they are only sporadically
employed to modify a noun (where they may be interpreted as being in apposition, rather
than as attributive adjectives; but there exist counterarguments, on which see Fellner
2017a: 73-84).

The peculiarities of Class IL.3 are, in my opinion, also shared by the derivatives of Class
IL1. This subclass is mostly represented by verbal governing compounds that in the
singular end in TchB -i, A -e (see recently Malzahn 2012b and Fellner 2018). Examples
include: TchB °aksi ‘announcing, proclaiming’ (from aks- ‘to announce’); TchB °aisi
‘knowing’ (from ayk- ‘to know’); TchB °yami ‘doer, doing’ (from yam- ‘to do’); TchB °plarnsi
‘seller, selling’ (from plonk- ‘to sell'); TchB °naksi ‘destroyer, destroying’ (from nak- ‘to
destroy); TchB °pilsi ‘listening’ (from pay!- ‘to listen’); TchA °kdmse ‘occurring’ (from kdn-
‘to occur’); TchA °pase ‘protecting’ (from pas- ‘to protect’). These formations are mostly
used as nouns, rather than as adjectives. Even when they are used to modify a noun, they
can be interpreted as appositions without any difficulty (e.g. B22g b [arch.] likle-ndiksi
sikw-aissericai kdssi “Oh master, destroyer of suffering, giver of fortune”). From an
inflectional point of view, they are inflected as nouns, since they have the characteristic
gen.sg. TchB -ntse (e.g. IT159 a5 /// (wa)ki po-aisintse snay allaiknesa “the superiority of the
all-knowing in no other way” Broomhead 1962: 1, 229; cf. also °yamintse in B251 a4 and B3o4
b3). Furthermore, some of them develop a different plural marker, like TchB po-aisi ~ poysi
‘all-knowing, the omniscient one’ (calque from Skt. sarva-jfia-, Pinault 2008: 561), which

357

Tocharian has also a number of uninflected adjectives, which often blurs the boundary between
adjectives and adverbs (Carling 2017: 1352).
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has a plural poysinta, taken after kdssinta ‘masters’ (plural of TchB kassi), both frequently
used as epitheta of the Buddha (Pinault 2003a: 338).

An argument against the above interpretation lies in the fact that these formations are
supposed to have paradigmatic gender-differentiation (TEB §230). Indeed, some
formations ending in TchB -ififia are usually interpreted as the paradigmatic feminine
counterparts of these nomina agentis. The formations in question that I was able to find
are just the following: (1) poysififia ‘all-knowing’; (2) pkdnte-yamififia ‘hindering’; (3)
kdryor-plansirifia ‘selling (?); woman seller (?)'. The latter is a hapax legomenon attested
in IT129 bs, without context. It is therefore impossible to determine if it is used to (1)
modify a noun or (2) not. Ogihara (2009: 351) and Malzahn (2013: 111) favour the second
hypothesis. Malzahn interprets the suffix -Aifia as the Tocharian marker of feminine
motion (see §4.3.3.1 above), thus ‘female seller’. The other two formations are consistently
attested as modifiers of a head-noun: TchB pkdnte-yamifiria is only found in agreement
with wantarwa ‘things’, thus pkdnte-yamififiana wintarwa “hindering things” (in IT27 bg;
AS$19.8 by; THT111 a4; THT113 bs); TchB poysirifia is found several times without context
(nom.sg. poysimiia AS17B as; obl.sg. poysiifiai THT1247 bs, THT1260 bg; pl. poysiiitiana
IT272 a2), but in all other attestations it modifies a head-noun (poysiririai eksalympa “with
the feast of the all-knowing” IT2 a2; poysififiana rekauna “the words of the all-knowing”
IT144 bs; poysififiana eksalydnmem “from the feasts of the all-knowing” IT271 bz;
poysififiana krentauna “the virtue(s) of the all-knowing” B2os a1). This fact clearly is at odds
with that of the respective masculine forms and it may invalidate our analysis. However, I
believe that these formations in -ifia are not to be interpreted as the paradigmatic
feminine counterpart of the verbal governing compounds in TchB -i, but rather as
feminine inflected forms of derived fifie-adjectives. Clear evidence in support of this
analysis is that the adjective TchB poysifirie ‘pertaining to the all-knowing’ (from poysi ‘all-
knowing), cf. also poysiiiriesse ‘id.’) is attested in the same morphosyntactic context as the
feminine poysifiria.

To sum up, I believe that the Tocharian formations of subclasses IL.1 (TchB -, A -e), and
11.3 (TchB -a, A -@) are to be interpreted as (agent) nouns. They may sporadically modify
ahead-noun in apposition, since there is no strong morphosyntactic (inflected like nouns;
no rigid position; seldom agreement with a head-nouns) and/or paradigmatic evidence
(no feminine paradigm) to claim that they can be labelled as “adjectives”(but see recently
Fellner 2017b). Therefore, their inflection will not be considered in the present chapter.

On the other hand, there exists an isolated nominal that is formally ranged under Class
111, although it is not derived from any verbal root and its adjectival use is beyond dispute.
It is the adjective for ‘white’, which seems to belong to an original nasal inflection in
Tocharian B. Its paradigm is as follows (Hilmarsson 1996: 40):
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Table 1v.28. Paradigm of TchB arkwi ‘white’

MASCULINE FEMININE
SG. PL. SG. PL.
NOM. arkwi arkwiii* arkwarifia arkwina
OBL. | arkwim®™ (?)  arkwinim arkwarfiai arkwina

In Tocharian A, this adjective shifts to the nt-inflection in the plural (class III), cf.
nom.pl.m. arkyams, nom.obl.pLf. arkyant, possibly taken over after TchA arkant-* ‘black’,
B erkent- < PIE *hyg"-ont- (Carling 2009: 15-6; DTB: 101). The identification of TchB arkwi,
A arki with Gk. apyd, Skt. drjuna-, etc. goes back to the first years of Tocharian studies
(Meillet 1911: 149). All these cognate forms are the descendant from PIE *#,erg- ‘shining,
white’. However, the exact derivational mechanism involved is still a matter of debate.
Indeed, the Tocharian adjective seems to have been variously suffixed. Hilmarsson (1996:
41) argues that a reconstructed PIE *h,ergu- ‘white’ (Caland adjective) has been extended
with an individualising n-suffix *-ion-/-ien- in Tocharian. As a matter of fact, the PIE root
*h,erg- has been heavily suffixed in the Indo-European languages, sometimes with *-i- or
*-{-n- (cf. Hitt. harki-; Gk. dpyt- in compounds and further dpytAdog ~ dpytAda ‘herbe a
chévres’, dpywoéeig ‘whitish, shining’ [Hom.; Plut.], dpyaive ‘to be white’, Chantraine 1933:
249), sometimes with *-u-n- or *-u-r- (Skt. drjuna ‘white’, Gk. dpyvpog ‘white, silver,
dpyveog ‘silver-shining’, cf. also Lat. argentum ‘silver’). Be that as it may, the fact that TchB
arkwi, A arki goes back to an n-stem adjective is assured by its inflection, cf. obl.pl.m.
arkwindm (acc.pl. < *-n-ns) and nom.sg.f. TchB arkwarifia [ark“siina/, A arkim, which can
be interpreted as the direct cognate of Ved. drjuni-, outcome of PIE *h,ergu-n-ih,. The lack
of palatalisation in the nom.obl.pLf. TchB arkwina is unexpected. This evidence is at odds
with the paradigm of TchB tsem ‘blue’, a loanword from MChin. tsheng > cang 7
(Lubotsky & Starostin 2003: 265), which shows palatalisation of the nasal throughout the
paradigm (f.nom.sg. tseifia, obl.sg. tserifiai and the nom.obl.pl. tserifiana). It goes without
saying that the plural arkwina cannot therefore be historically analysed as an original
feminine inflected form, i.e. it is not the outcome of a reconstructed form containing the
athematic feminine suffix *ih,. More specifically, we can say that it does not attest
palatalisation because it is the regular outcome of the old neuter plural form. We will turn
back to the paradigm of TchB arkwi in the following section.

Adjectives with nom.pl.m. TchB -e7i (I1.4) are mostly those thematic re-formations that
developed a nasal inflection (of the tapre-type). It seems that this pattern has also been
extended to other original thematic adjectives, which are all disyllabic, like TchB tute
‘yellow’, obl.sg. tucem, obl. pl. tucendm (DTB: 318), and some we-adjectives, like maiwe

3 The obl.sg.m. is allegedly attested in IT170 a2 saiwaisa arkwim tseficem “on the right, white and
blue (?)” in a difficult context, because no head-noun is attested which arkwim may be in agreement
with and ¢seficem ‘blue’ is a hapax legomenon based on the stem of tsem ‘id.". As a matter of fact, this
arkwim may also be a late variant of nom.pl.m. arkwiii (see Hilmarsson 1996: 40).
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‘young’ and raiwe ‘slow’, etc. Since the birth of this subclass is agreed to be a Tocharian B
innovation, it will not be used for the reconstruct of Proto-Tocharian (Pinault 2008: 513-5).

The last group to be commented on is Subclass ILs5. It is the only inherited adjectival
class of the nasal type that is quite productive in both Tocharian B and A. It consists of
adjectives in TchB -mo, A -m. The most prominent member is TchB klyomo, A klyom (<
PTch *klowmd < PIE *kleumon, cf. Av. sraoman- ‘hearing’, Skt. romata- ‘reputation’, OHG
hliumunt ‘id.”), which was inflected as follows (TEB §238):

Table 1v.29. Paradigm of the klyomo-type

MASCULINE FEMININE
TchB TchA TchB TchA
NOM. SG. klyomo klyom klyomria klyomim
OBL. SG. klyomom klyomdnt klyomiiai klyominam
NOM. PL. klyomori klyomds klyom#iana klyominari
OBL. PL. klyomom  klyomdicds |  klyomsiana klyominas

These formations go back to the PIE type in *-mon-/-mn-. As pointed out by Hilmarsson
(1996:156) and Pinault (2008: 520), the nom.sg.m. *-mon regularly yielded TchB -mo, A -m;
the rest of the masculine paradigm has been remodeled after this case-form in both
Tocharian languages. Thus, we have nom.pl.m. TchB -mo7i for expected **-mari > *-mon-es
or **-mefi > *-mon-es. We have already noticed that in Tocharian A the masculine
paradigm has been heavily influenced by the n¢-stems (cf. also the late variant obl.sg.m.
TchB klyomont, on which see Peyrot 2008: 119).

As far as the feminine is concerned, we can see that both the singular and the plural
paradigm of the kfyomo-type closely mirror those of the thematic type of Subclass I.2. The
basic stem can be traced back to the zero grade *-mnih,- > PTch *-marii?a-. Subsequently,
Tocharian B has degeminated the palatal nasal *klyomoarisia- > *klyomriia- > klyomsia-,
while Tocharian A underwent the following development: *klyomoariiia > *klyoma'fifia
(raising) > *klyoma'fi > klyomim (depalatalisation).?® This form has been generalised to the
rest of the feminine paradigm through paradigmatic levelling. The contrast in the plural
TchB klyomiiana : A klyominaii| -as is to be interpreted as that of Subclass L2 (see §4.3.3.1).
We can therefore reconstruct the following Proto-Tocharian feminine paradigm:

% The reduction of PTch *-ma#ini- to TchB -mii- is testified by several other formations, like the
abstract nouns TchB campamiie ‘ability, power’ < PTch *compamoarisice, TchB aisamiie ‘wisdom’ <
*ayssmonifice, TchB orkamiie ‘darkness’ < *orkamoarifie (Pinault 2011: 454; vs. TchB arkwarifia
[ark“éifia/ ‘white’, TchB enkwarifie [enk"diifie/, TchB tdnkwarifie [tonkwadiifie/ ‘pleasing, lovely’).
The same reduction can be seen in the type TchB cdricarrie ‘love’ from cdricare ‘lovely, agreeable’
and in the fifie-adjectives, cf. TchB gautamiie ‘pertaining to Gautama’ from gautame ‘Gautama’,

TchB eservie ‘related as a sister’ from ser ‘sister’ vs. TchB ostasirie ‘domestic’ from ost ‘house’, TchB
yikwerifie ‘related to horse’ from yakwe ‘horse’ (Kim 2007).
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Table 1v.30. Proto-Tocharian feminine paradigm of the klyomo-type

SINGULAR PLURAL
NOM. *-moarifia * marifiana
OBL. *-moarifia * marifiana
GEN.(-DAT.) *-morifiay -

Moving on to Class III, it can be divided into two groups. The first group is made of two
isolated adjectives, which share some peculiarities in their inflection and are
synchronically characterised by suppletion in their paradigm: TchB po, A puk ‘all, each’
and TchB kartse A kasu ‘great, good'.

The former adjective has pont- as the basic stem in both Tocharian languages and it
has been connected with Gk. ndg, ndoa, wdv, as if from PIE *peh,-nt- (Lévi1g33: 38). Pinault
(2008: 522-4) and Kim (2019b) have recently discussed some problematic forms and the
origin of this adjective. A relevant issue is that in Tocharian B it does not show gender and
case distinction between nominative and oblique in the singular.* In Tocharian A, puk
marks the nom.sg. of both masculine and feminine, but the oblique is usually
differentiated, i.e. obl.sg.m. poricim, obl.sg.f. pontsam. One can assume, at an older stage
of Proto-Tocharian, this adjective was inflected for gender and case, and that the gradual
loss of this distinction in the singular started in a later stage of Proto-Tocharian.?* Another
thing to be noticed is that the feminine plural TchB ponta, A pont does not show any
assibilation of the stem final consonant, neither in Tocharian B nor in A (cf. the obl.sg.f.
pontsam and the singular feminine paradigm of the nt-adjectives, nom. TchB -ntsa, A -mts,
obl. TchB -ntsai, A -ntsam).

This applies also to the feminine plural of the second adjective, TchB kartse (fem.
kartsa), TchA kasu (fem. krdts), which builds the majority of the forms from the stem TchB
krent(-), A krant(-). Though synchronically suppletive, there is general agreement that
these stems are diachronically related (with the exception of nom.sg.m. TchA kdsu; see
Pinault 2008: 521-2 and Kim 201gb). In the feminine we find a clear contrast between the
singular and the plural: indeed, the singular is built on an assibilated stem, TchB kartsa, A
krits, while in the plural we have no assibilation, TchB krenta, A krant.**

The same pattern can be found in the second subclass of Class III, which is formed by
a productive group of derived adjectives, which go back to the PIE suffix *-yent-. This suffix
has undergone various modifications, depending on the stem final vowel on which it has
been attached (cf. TchB perne,, A parno ‘worthy’ from the ancestor of TchB perne, A pardm
‘glory’; TchB tallaw, A talo ‘miserable’ from the Proto-Tocharian present stem of TchB

3% The uninflected form TchB po, A puk occasionally occurs also in agreement with plural forms,
as well as when it is used as a pronoun. Thomas (1997) recognised that uninflected forms are more
common in poetic texts, probably for metrical reasons.

3 According to Pinault (2008: 523), this development has been triggered by the uninflected TchB
maka, A mak ‘much, many’.

3% For a discussion of TchA kréntso ~ krdmtso ‘beautiful, pretty’, see Kim (201gb).
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tall- ‘to bear’). Again, a feminine singular TchB -ntsa, A -nts (with assibilation) is matched
in the plural by the non-assibilated -nta, A -nt.

At this point, it is clear that the singular and the plural feminine paradigms cannot go
back to the same Proto-Tocharian stem. As for the case of TchB arkwi ‘white’, the singular
continues the feminine singular *-ntya- < *-ntih,-, while the plural goes back to the neuter
plural *-nta < *-nth,.

All things considered, the Proto-Tocharian paradigm of the feminine can be
reconstructed as follows:

Table 1v.31. Proto-Tocharian feminine paradigm of Class III

SINGULAR PLURAL
NOM. *-ntsa * nta
OBL. *-ntsa * nta
GEN.(-DAT.) *-ntsay -

4.3.3.3. Summary of the Proto-Tocharian adjectival system

Before commenting on the ultimate evolution of the adjectival system from
Proto-Indo-European to Tocharian, let us summarise the Proto-Tocharian paradigms as
they have been outlined in the previous sections.

We have seen that Class I, which continues the thematic type, can be synchronically
divided into two subclasses in both Tocharian A and B. We have also seen that there exist
good reasons for claiming that such a binary system must be traced back to Proto-
Tocharian as well. Their respective paradigms are reconstructed as follows:

Table 1v.32. Proto-Tocharian Class 1.1

MASCULINE FEMININE

SG. PL. SG. PL.
NOM. e ey *a *-dna
OBL. *@(m) *ens *a *-dna

Table 1v.33. Proto-Tocharian Class 1.2

MASCULINE FEMININE

SG. PL. SG. PL.
NOM. e ey *a *-ana
OBL. *e *@ns *a *ana

The remaining classes continue the athematic inflection. We have seen that Tocharian A
has mostly remade the inherited paradigms, since they mutually influenced each other
and sometimes merged. For this reason, Tocharian B constitutes our main source for
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reconstructing the Proto-Tocharian state of affairs. As far as the masculine inflection is
concerned, a contrast between nominative and oblique singular can be reconstructed: as
opposite to the nominative, the oblique was marked by the pure stem in Proto-Tocharian,
which, in the case of the n-stems, was *-n, and, in the case of the nt-stems, was *-nt. Also
in the plural, we have the residue of the original stem in the nominative, which undergoes
palatalisation in front of the PIE athematic ending nom.pl. *-es. As far as the feminine in
concerned, the paradigm of the singular matched that of Class I, while the nominative and
oblique plural ended in *-a. The general paradigm is as follows (C indicates a consonant
or a consonant cluster; C indicates a palatalised or an assibilated consonant or consonant
cluster):

Table 1v.34. Athematic adjectival paradigm of Proto-Tocharian

MASCULINE FEMININE
SG. PL. SG. PL.

NOM. 27/ *Ca *Ca *Ca

OBL. *Ca *Cans *Ca *Ca

The klyomo-type (Clas IL.5) deviates from the paradigm outlined in the feminine plural,
where we can reconstruct an ending *-a-na preceded by palatalisation of the stem-final
consonant, thus PTch *-marifiana.

Now, if we have a new look at these reconstructed paradigms from an Indo-European
comparative perspective, a number of diachronic issues would come to light. These
problems are addressed in the following paragraph, where I deal with the ultimate
evolution of the gender system from Proto-Indo-European to Tocharian.

4.3.4. EVOLUTION OF THE GENDER SYSTEM IN THE ADJECTIVAL INFLECTION:
FROM PROTO-INDO-EUROPEAN TO TOCHARIAN

The ultimate goal of this paragraph is to trace the Proto-Indo-European origin of the
Tocharian gender system in the adjectival inflection. The problems revolve around the
evolution of the feminine, its merger with the neuter, and the functional loss of the neuter
as a category of target gender. In order to understand how these genders evolved in
Tocharian, I will recount the most important theories on their evolution, discussing the
morpho-phonological convergences that led to the attested situation. I will first deal with
the masculine inflection, and afterwards I will move on to the feminine, which will
constitute the core of my discussion. Particular attention is devoted to the thematic
inflection, which is the place where most of the mergers between the three inherited
genders occurred.
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4.3.4.1. Evolution of the masculine and the neuter singular

From a formal point of view, the singular inflection of the masculine evolved without
relevant modifications from Proto-Indo-European to the two Tocharian languages. The
inherited distinction between nom.sg. *-o-s, acc.sg. *-o-m has been blurred due to the
process of consonant erosion that affected Proto-Tocharian in word-final position.
Apocope affected also the neuter inflection, which became homophonous with the
masculine in the singular:

Table 1v.35. Formal merger of the masculine and the neuter in the singular

PIE PTCH
MASC. NT.

NOM. SG. *0-s *0-m > *-ce

ACC. SG. *o0-m *0-m > *e

Before the dissolution of Proto-Tocharian, a new distinction between nominative and
oblique started to be reintroduced through the addition of the oblique marker *-n, taken
from the nasal stems (Pinault 2008: 476f.). This ending became mandatory only in
Tocharian A, while in Tocharian B it has a limited distribution (TEB §142), since it only
appears in those paradigms where analogical palatalisation did not differentiate the
nominative from the oblique.?* The origin of the oblique marker *-n must certainly be
sought in a Pre-Proto-Tocharian stage, where, however, it may not have been
grammaticalised as a fixed inflectional marker yet. One may therefore wonder whether
the regular obl.sg. PTch *-e had *-en as a variant form, which originally marked only a
direct object characterised as [+human] (like in the substantives, cf. obl.sg.m. samane-m
‘monk’ vs. obl.sg.m. yakwe ‘horse’).?** This reconstruction would also explain the lack of
any continuant of *-en > **-am in Tocharian A adjectives, where we find instead -ém (e.g.
obl.sg. astrdm ‘pure’ vs. -am in the noun, e.g. ortkam ‘man’). In other words, since the obl.sg.
*-n was not a mandatory adjectival ending in Proto-Tocharian, it could not protect the
original obl.sg. *- from the regular apocope of final vowels in Tocharian A.

As far as the plural inflection is concerned, the inherited nominative plural PIE *-gs <
(virtually) *-0-es (preserved in Ved. -ah, Goth. -os, Osc. -iis, etc.) has been replaced by the

3% Rarely, a nasal oblique singular seems to alternate with the nasalless form, cf. (a)s(t)are $aul
$(a)ye(ric)ai “one who lives a pure life” (IT579 bg) and se laiko yetse as(tar)e yamasdim “this lotion
makes the skin pure” (W1 b1) vs. Silne stmoso astarem “remaining in the pure moral behaviour”
(NSs5 bg) and (sila)ss=astrem weresa “with the pure smell of the moral behaviour” (B313 a3=AS5b
a2-3).

% According to Sims-Williams (1990) and Pinault (2002), the marking of a direct object
characterised as [ +human] and [+ definite] with specific forms is a peculiarity that Tocharian shares
with some Eastern Middle Iranian languages. Cf. the similar use of the Bactrian accusative
preposition afo.
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pronominal PIE *-oj, as has happened in e.g. Gk. -o1, Lat. -, OCS -, etc. This regularly yields
PTch *-ey > TchB -i, A -e.

On the contrary, Kim (2018: 64-5) and Ringe (1996: 81-2) believe that PIE *-oj
monophthongised very early in the pre-history of Tocharian, resulting in a front vowel
PTch *-e (in their notation) before palatalisation ceased to operate. According to them,
proof of this early monophthongisation of PIE *-o; is seen in relic nouns, whose nom.pl.
form has palatalisation before the ending TchB -i. Indeed, in all other nouns that regularly
continue PIE *-oj, the palatalised nom.pl. would have been eliminated through levelling
from the rest of the paradigm. Kim (2018: 64) adduces the following three relics (cf. also
TEB §181):* (1) nom.pl. TchB kokalyi [kokdlay/ ‘chariots’ vs. obLpl. kokalem* [kok3len/ ~
koklem; (2) nom.pl. TchB kerc(c)i [kérc(c)ay/ ‘swords’ vs. obl.pl. kert(t)em [kért(t)en/; (3)
nom.pl. TchB trici /trdycay/, A trice ‘third (pl.)’ vs. nom.sg. TchB trite /trdyte/, A trit.

The palatalisation in the plural paradigm of TchB trite, A trit is of no value, because
ordinals in -te show morphological (i.e. analogical) palatalisation in all case forms of the
masculine (with the exception of the nom.sg.). Therefore, there is no contrast between e.g.
palatalised nom.pl. vs. non-palatalised obl.pl (cf. nom.pl. trici, obl.pl. tricem or nom.pl.
waci, obl.pl. wacem, from TchB wate ‘second’).

TchB kercci ~ kerci is usually considered to be the nom.pl. of kertte ~ kerte ‘sword’. This
case form is attested twice: IT89 b1 (= B73 ba) suryakamtsi kercci ram no liktsecci “like
bright siiryakanta-swords” (Thomas 1968: 211; Couvreur 1954: 103; Adams 2012: 28); AS17D
a2 ylairidkti 7it kerci ra aiskem traike lkalfiesa “The Indra gods provide confusion to me
through their appearance, like swords [do]” (unpublished fragment; edition and
translation follow Georges-Jean Pinault apud CETOM). Since TchB kercci is homophonous
and homographic with TchB kercci ‘palace’ (< *kerc(c)ayi, cf. obl.pl. kerc(c)iyem), a plurale
tantum, one may wonder whether all these kercci-forms actually belong to the paradigm
of ‘palace’ rather than to that of ‘sword'.

We do remain with kokalyi. Here the contrast between palatalised nom.pl. kokalyi and
non-palatalised obLpl. koklem is clearly attested.**® However, also in this case the
palatalisation of the nom.pl. may have been analogical after the inflection of the adjectives

3% T have omitted TchB recci (attested once in B423 b6), obl. reccem (cf. reccenmpa B3o7 by),
probably the plural forms of a derived tstse-adjective. Indeed, Chams Bernard (p.c.) has pointed out
to me that these forms actually belong to the paradigm of another word, and they are not inflected
forms of TchB retke ‘army’ (cf. already DTB: 585).

3% If derived from the nominative plural kokalyi ‘wagons’, the noun TchB kokalyiske* ‘little wagon’,
attested once in B352 a2, would be very irregular, because Tocharian derivatives based on plural
stems select nouns with suffixed plurals (with nom. = obl,, like siswaskari ~ sisuskari ‘dear sons’ from
sasuwa, pl. of soy ‘son’). Furthermore, the nominative form is not used as the stem of a noun. One
may therefore wonder whether this kokalyi is actually the dual of kokale ‘wagon’, with regular nom.
=obl.
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(i.e. the gerundives) in -lle (Hilmarsson 1996: 163-4), or it can reflect a secondary
palatalisation of TchB -li /-lay/ > -lyi [loy/ 3

Additional evidence against the sound law PIE *-0i > PTch *-e is that palatalisation
never occurs in those nouns that continue PIE *o{-stems, like TchB reki, A rake ‘word’, TchB
leki, A lake ‘bed, couch’, TchB telki, A talke ‘sacrifice’, etc. In these cases, one cannot invoke
paradigmatic levellings intended to eliminate the palatalised allomorph, because the
diphthong *-o; > (as if) *-e must have been maintained throughout the entire paradigm. I
am therefore skeptical to accept an early monophthongisation of *-o{ > *-¢, in general, and
to reconstruct a palatalising value for this alleged monophthongised new vowel, in
particular.®®

On the other hand, the history of the accusative plural is slightly more complicated,
especially from the point of view of Tocharian A. Indeed, while the obl.pl. TchB -em
unambiguously continues PTch *-ens < PIE *-ons, the obl.pl. TchA -es is historically less
clear. If we consider the equation TchB -em : A -es in the adjectives, one would be tempted
to include the obl.pl. TchA -es among the list of environments where vowel raising before
the inherited cluster *ns has occurred. This view is shared by e.g. van Brock (1971), Adams
(1988:116), Hilmarsson (1987b: 69f,; cf. also 1986: 342), Kim (2012), but there may exist direct
and indirect evidence that puts this into question.

First of all, among the phonological developments of Tocharian, the evolution of the
inherited cluster *ns is a peculiar one (Winter 1961). Indeed, the unconditioned outcome
is TchB -nts-, A -s- as corroborated by unambiguous examples: TchB antse, A es (< Pre-
TchA *a'see) ‘shoulder’ < PTch *ansce < PIE *omso- (?) (cf. Gk. og, GEW: 11, 1148); gen.sg.
e.g. TchB -entse, A -es (< Pre-TchA *-@'see) < PTch *-ensce; TchB klontsa-, A kliysa- (< Pre-
TchA *klo'sa-) ‘to sleep’ < PTch *klonsa- < PIE *klej- ‘to rely on’ (Malzahn 2010: 625); cf. also
TchA wlays-, B lans- ‘carry out’ (cf. also the noun TchA wles, B lams ‘work, service’),**® TchA
esdk, B emske ‘while’, and the perl.pl. TchB -ntsa < Pre-TchB *-n-sa.

This outcome is more clearly attested in word-internal position, since there is no
evidence that PTch *-ns yielded TchB -nts, A -s word-finally. Indeed, one has to note that
the equation obl.pl. TchB -em : A -es is never found in the inflection of the noun, where

37 Oscillations between -li- [lay/ and -lyi- [lay/ are frequently attested: TchB lyipdr ‘remainder,
residue’ (e.g. Bug b3; Bgg b2, IT187 a5) vs. lipdr (AS15C a1; B44 b6; THT1579 a3); aricali ‘gesture of
palms together (« Skt. afijali-)' (e.g. B134 a4 vs.) vs. aricalyi (AS13] b1; B602.b ba); meli ‘nose, nostrils’
(B527 as5; IT491 a2) vs. melyi (IT306 az); loc.sg. aline ‘in the palm of the hand’ (IT803 b2; AS19.6 bg;
THT107 bg) vs. alyine (AS16.2 bs; B567 a1 and az2); loc.sg. Soline ‘in the hearth’ (e.g. IT4 b4; Bis3 a2;
AS19.3 b3) vs. Solyine (IT4 b3).

3% Cf. also the nom.pl.m. TchB alyaik ‘others’, where, according to Ringe, the addition of the
emphatic particle PTch *-ko must have been added after the supposed sound change *-oi > *-¢. It is
more convenient to say that PIE *A.eli-0 regularly evolved into Pre-PTch *alleey (or *alley, with
analogical palatalisation) and then the diphthong PTch *ey yields TchB ai because it was protected
by the newly added PTch *-ka.

3% For the spelling of TchB lams, see Mazahn (2010: 749 and 833).
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TchB -em is consistently matched by TchA -as.*° Another important piece of paradigmatic
evidence is that we find the obl.pl. TchA -es only in those (adjectival) paradigms that have
nom.pl. -e < PTch *-ey < PIE *-oj, while we find obl.pl. TchA -as only in those (noun)
paradigms that have nom.pl. -a7i (old PIE *o-stems, e.g. nom.pl. yukas, obl.pl. yukas from
TchA yuk ‘horse’ < PIE *h,ékuo-). It goes without saying that analogical levellings have
taken place in one of the two plural sets.

If vowel raising of PTch *ns > Pre-TchA *'s was only found in internal position, we
should assume that the unconditioned development of PTch *-ens (< PIE *-ons) was TchA
-as (Pinault 2008: 458), and that the vocalism of TchA -es has been taken over from the
nominative plural. A further piece of evidence in favour of this reconstruction is that the
continuants of the PIE athematic type have an obl.pl. TchA -ds < Pre-TchA *-ans (cf. TchA
marvids, B meridm ‘moons’ < PTch *merians; TchA konds, B kaundm ‘suns’ < PTch *kawnans;
TchA laficds, B lantdm ‘kings’ < PTch *lantans; TchA poricds, B pontdm ‘all’ < PTch *pantans;
TchA tos, B tom ‘these (f.)’ < PTch *#dns, etc.) and not the **-is < Pre-TchA *-a'ns we would
expect if raising took place (cf. TchA wastim ‘related to the house’ : TchB ostaririe; gen.sg.
TchA -is : TchB -dntse [-ontse/, -antse [-dntse/; TchA kldysa- ‘to sleep’ : TchB klantsa-).

Possible counterexamples could be the gen.pl. TchB -mts, A -is and TchB wemts, A wes
‘excrement, urine’. However, the former had a final shwa in Proto-Tocharian, as the
spelling -mtsd and -mtso (with o-mobile) in poetic and/or archaic passages of Tocharian B
clearly show (cf. e.g. krentdmtsd in Bis bg and krentamtso in B416 a3; onolmemntsd Or
8212163 b6 and onolmemtso in 1T183 b, see Malzahn 2012a: 641f.). As far as TchB wemts
and TchA wes are concerned, both words are only rarely attested: in Tocharian A, we find
nom.sg. wes in A124bg and gen.sg. wesis (< Pre-TchA *wa'sa'see ?) in A150 b6; in Tocharian
B, nom.obl.sg. wemts is always found together with its derivative wemsiye ‘excrement,
urine’ (B42 b6; B522 a4; B524 a8; THT4122 b4), while the perl.sg. wemtsa is attested three
times (AS3A bg; B497 bg; W2 a5). Its etymology is unknown, but Adams (DTB: 662) traces
it back to PTch *ween(a)sa. Be that as it may, I think that TchB wemts, A wes is not a strong
example for claiming that PTch *-ns yields TchB -nts, A -'s also word-finally.

Therefore, in the adjectival paradigm of Tocharian A the following developments can
be outlined: PTch nom.pl. *-cey, obl.pl. *-eens > Pre-TchA nom.pl. *-¢, oblL.pl. *-as >> TchA
nom.pl. -e, obl.pl. -es.

A related problem may be why Tocharian A does not show any continuant of the
nom.pl. *-ey in the noun inflection (apart from TchA nom.pl. pracre, obl.pl. pracres, where
the nom.pl. -e is unexpected). I see two possibilities to explain this state of affairs. The first
implies that Tocharian A replaced the nom.pl. *-e with the productive nasal plural -a-7i
because TchA *-e came to be homophonous with a relatively large and heterogeneous
group of nouns (sss §82; TEB §88, 102, and 105), which has TchA -e as a singular marker
(nom. = obl.). Otherwise, one may wonder whether Tocharian A has maintained a more
archaic state of affairs, and the spread of the nom.pl. *-0i has developed as follows:

¥ The only exception is the obl.pl. pracres of TchA pracar ‘brother’, where the “thematic” plural
paradigm -e| -es cannot be original (Peyrot 2008: 114).
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pronouns - adjectival pronouns — thematic adjectives » thematic nouns. If so, in Proto-
Tocharian, this development had not yet reached the nouns, but only the adjectives, and
Tocharian A would attest the older distribution. After the breakup of Proto-Tocharian, the
Tocharian B continuant of the PIE thematic nouns did replace the inherited nominative
plural with -i < PTch *-ey, while Tocharian A developed -afi, adding the productive
nom.pl. -7i to the stem final vowel -a < PTch *-. Unfortunately, there is no proofin support
of one of these theories. From a comparative point of view, the former is probably to be
preferred, because several Indo-European languages have replaced the original nom.pl.
*-0-es > *-0s with the pronominal *-o; since their prehistoric phase, and, to my knowledge,
we have no continuant of a nom.pl. *-0s in Tocharian.

To sum up, the evolution of the masculine plural paradigm in the adjectival thematic
inflection can be schematised as follows:

Table 1v.36. Evolution of the adjectival masculine plural from PIE to Tocharian

PIE PTCH TCHB TCHA
NOM.SG. | *os >>*0f > *-ey > - >-e
ACC. SG. *ons >*ons > *-ens >em >*-as >> -es

4.3.4.2. Evolution of the feminine and the neuter plural

The historical analysis of the Tocharian feminine poses several problems. Some of these
problems may be relevant for the reconstruction of the PIE gender system, since they
revolve around the status of Tocharian with respect to the branching of the Indo-European
tree and the evolution of the gender markers within Proto-Indo-European.

As outlined above, the Tocharian singular paradigm of the feminine is peculiar, since
it shows palatalisation or assibilation of the stem-final consonant in the outcomes of both
thematic and athematic adjectival types. This is unexpected from a comparative
perspective. Indeed, the ancient Indo-European languages, especially Greek and Indo-
Iranian, indicate that the potentially palatalising suffix *-ik,/-ieh, of the devi-type was
originally specialised in athematic adjectives, like nt-stems, s-stems, u-stems, etc. On the
other hand, the feminine-marking suffix *-eA, > *-@ was confined to the thematic type.

The following table shows the contrast between Tocharian and some other Indo-
European languages in the outcomes of the nom.sg. of the PIE adjectives in *-ro- (Fellner
2014a: 65):

Table 1v.37. Evolution of thematic adjectives in some Indo-European languages

NOM.SG. PIE POST-PIE GK. SKT. LAT. PTCH

masc. *ros > *ros > -pog -rah -rus *re
fem. *reh, > ra > -pa -ra -ra *ra
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As one can see, while Greek, Latin, and Sanskrit have the regular outcome of *-reh,, no
continuant of the same ending can be reconstructed for Proto-Tocharian, since this would
be expected to have yielded PTch *-rd > TchB **-ro, A **-r, without -y- (see §4.3.3.1).

This mismatch between Tocharian and the other Indo-European languages has given
rise to a fierce debate. As was summarised by Fellner (2014a: 67), two mutually exclusive
recent theories can be identified, both aiming to explain the evolution of the feminine:*"

(1) Tocharian inherited the devi-suffix as the only standardised feminine marker in
the adjectival inflection;

(2) Tocharian analogically extended the outcome of the devi-suffix from the
athematic to the thematic type.

The first theory indirectly aims at revisiting the development of the feminine gender
within Proto-Indo-European. It implies that Tocharian preserves a more archaic status
than the other Indo-European languages (with the exception of the Anatolian branch),
according to which *-eh, was not completely grammaticalised as a feminine marker when
Tocharian was separated from the proto-language. It follows that the gender system might
provide new evidence on the phylogenetic position of Tocharian as the second branch that
split off from Proto-Indo-European, after the earlier departure of Anatolian. Kim (2009;
2014) has been the first to propose this theory, which received some scholarly consensus
(cf. Hackstein 2012, Kortlandt 2017, both differing on several details; cf. also Loporcaro &
Paciaroni 2o11).5

On the other hand, the second theory implies that, like the other non-Anatolian
Indo-European languages, Tocharian has inherited *if,/ich, (of the devi-type) as a
feminine athematic suffix and its spread to the thematic type must be regarded as a
secondary development (Pinault 2008, 2012; Fellner 2014, 2014a).

In what follows, I will argue that the first theory has shortcomings and that the second
theory is the correct one.

" As pointed out in §1.2, Hartmann (2013) does not deal with this central problem of the

Tocharian gender system. According to him, the peculiar distribution of the outcomes of *-ih, and
*-eh, deserves an explanation (p.35-8), “[o]b die angenommene Zweitausgliederung des
Tocharischen von ihren Vertretern nun ausreichend begriindet ist oder nicht, sei dahingestellt”
(p-530). See further Pinault (2015a: 189-92).

3 Cf. Hackstein (2012: 167): “In contrast to other branches of Indo-European, [...] Tocharian is
peculiar in preserving a second stage, which precedes the functional extension of the collective-
abstract to denote natural and grammatical feminine gender. At this intermediate stage, we observe
the incipient association with male and female referents of those collective-abstract formants that
are firmly associated with feminine grammatical gender in most other Indo-European branches,
namely *-ih, and *-eh.”.
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4.3.4.3. Theories on the origin of the feminine in Tocharian

Let us introduce Kim'’s theory in more detail, highlighting the results of his investigation
and outlining the consequences from a comparative perspective. Kim developed his idea
in two separate and recent articles, which have been published five years apart (Kim 2009
and 2014).%® Considering that the first article presents the theory in an embryonic way,
while the second article covers more extensively the matter and reviews a few
shortcomings, they will be jointly presented.

Kim’s central idea is based on the assumption that the element *a in the feminine
inflection of the thematic adjectives is to be taken as an archaism in Tocharian. In support
of this claim, he offers a brief revision of the gender system of Anatolian, concluding that
the *eh,-stems were continued as an inflectional class only and that the PIE suffixes *iA,
and *(e)h,had no feminine value in Anatolian (Kim 2009: 70-2). It follows that, at an older
stage of Proto-Indo-European, they did not serve as gender-marking suffixes, but they had
other functional values. According to Kim, the former had an original “possessive-
instantive” function (i.e. referring to an instance of an action or state), while the latter was
mostly employed to mark collective formations, individual and abstract nouns, and had
an endocentric function. The feminine value of these suffixes must have been a secondary
development that took place in the proto-language only after the departure of the
Anatolian branch (Rieken 2005; Melchert 2014). Kim's proposal is that the relative
chronology of this development would imply that *i4, had been grammaticalised earlier
than *(e)h, as a feminine motion suffix and that the strongest evidence for this
reconstruction would come precisely from Tocharian. Accordingly, the fact that the
continuants of the thematic adjectives are marked in the feminine by *a < *-ih, and that
“the reflex of PIE eh,-stems had no particular association with feminine referents, but were
simply another [Tocharian] inflectional class” (Kim 2009: 81) would be a strong indication
for this internal development. As a consequence, the common ancestor of both Tocharian
and the so-called “Brugmannian languages” would have grammaticalised *i4, as the
feminine marker of both nouns and adjectives.** However, this suffix could not be
attached to the demonstratives and to primary adjectives, because they are not derived
from nouns and “made use of the suffix *#4, in its endocentric sense” (Kim 2014: 127).
Therefore, an important difference between the “Brugmannian languages” and Tocharian
would be a differentiation in the marking of the feminine gender between primary and
secondary adjectives: the former took *(e)h, and the latter took *iA,. Only after the split of
Tocharian, the so-called “Inner Indo-European” languages would have grammaticalised
the opposition between *eh, and *ih, as the one between thematic and athematic type.

¥ An overview is also in Kim (2018: 83-5).
%7* Recently, similar considerations have been put forward by Kortlandt (2017), who suggests that
“the split between Tocharian and the other Indo-European languages preceded the creation of the
feminine paradigm of thematic adjectives” and that “[...] the generalization of *iH, as a distinct
feminine marker was more logical than the introduction of the predicative ending *H., which was

also found as a neuter plural ending and would render the agreement rules more complex” (p.100).
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This new contrast would have been favoured by the demonstrative pronouns, which
regularly took *(e)h, (thus *séh,).>

Though this theory is fascinating and innovative, I believe there are flaws in it on the
phonological, morphological, and comparative levels.

First of all, it is not falsifiable. On the one hand, there is no evidence in favour of any
previous grammaticalisation of *ik, in Anatolian, nor is there any against it. On the other
hand, all other Indo-European languages attest a well-established opposition between
thematic *eh, vs. athematic *i,. Only Tocharian serves as proof for this reconstruction,
which cannot be supported comparatively.

There are also some phonological difficulties. If, on the one hand, the feminine
continuants of the PIE *ro-adjectives may formally go back to *-rih, > PTch *-rya (in the
singular), the reconstruction of a feminine suffix *-i4, could not account for the feminine
form of some other adjectival derivatives. Let us consider, for instance, the case of the
ordinals in *-to-, whose nominative singular feminine ends in TchB -ca, A -ci. This form
cannot be historically analysed as the outcome of *-tih, > *-tid, since this would be
expected to yield TchB **-tsa, i.e. with assibilation of the dental stop rather than with
palatalisation. Similar considerations can be put forward for the tte/t-adjectives, nom.sg.f.
TchB -cca, A -ci < PTch *-cca (not *-tsa), and the lle/[-gerundives, nom.sg.f. TchB -lya, A -lyi
(not *-lla).¥° This evidence strongly speaks in favour of a secondary generalisation of the
pattern *-'P!lg, which has been abstracted from the outcome of the athematic feminine,
rather than a direct preservation of *-ih, as an inherited suffix in the thematic inflection
(see §4.3.4-4, §4.3.4.5)."

Morphologically, the claim that the primary adjectives took *-ef,, while the secondary
adjectives took *-ih, can be questioned. Indeed, some scholars agree that adjectives did
not constitute an independent derivational category in Proto-Indo-European. For
instance, in Vedic only a handful of non-derived adjectives can be recognised, but it cannot
be excluded that these synchronically primary adjectives are derived from non-attested
verbal roots (Alfieri 2009, 2016, 2018). In any case, whenever we reconstruct adjectival
roots for Proto-Indo-European, they would have been just too limited in number to favour
the generalisation of *e#, in the thematic type.

¥ According to Kortlandt (2017: 101), a feminine *sih, was created before the rise of *séA.. On the
centrality of the demonstrative pronoun in the rise of the feminine gender, see Meillet (1931) and
Martinet (1956 ). See also Luraghi (2011) and Pinault (2011b) for a recent overview of the deictic origin
of the feminine.

3% See Peyrot (2013a: 223f.) for the outcomes of the PIE sequences */j, */i, and */e.

7 The status of the tse/ts-adjectives is a bit more complicated, since no palatalisation can be
reconstructed in the paradigm of the feminine. As a matter of fact, no clear paradigmatic alternation
between palatalised and non-palatalised -¢s- is synchronically attested, especially not in Tocharian
B.If such a contrast really existed, it was therefore levelled out already in Proto-Tocharian. Another
possibility is that the feminine of the tse/ts-adjectives was created on the model of the assibilated
feminine PTch *-ntsa < PIE *-nt-ih, (Class III).
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Furthermore, there exist some inherited adjectival forms in Tocharian that
unambiguously show the expected outcome of the PIE *eh.-inflection. Out of the
demonstratives, we find some relics in the obl.sg. allok ‘other’, pl. allorik- (see §4.2.4), in
the obl.sg. somo ‘one’, pl. somo-, and perhaps in the adverb TchB wato ‘again’, which may
be a frozen feminine form of wate ‘second’ (cf. Skt. dvita ‘twofold’, DTB: 626; Fellner 2014a:
68 fn.g). As far as the Tocharian continuants of PIE *h.eljo- ‘other’ and *duité- ‘second’ are
concerned, Kim’s opinion is not altogether clear. On the one hand, he advocates the
reconstruction of a feminine paradigm with *ih,/ieh, for *h.elio- ‘other’, which, according
to him, would have produced TchB allok in the oblique and TchB alyak in the nominative
(Kim 2009: 78-9, 2014: 122 fn.18; see also Fellner 2014: 13 fn.20 and cf. §4.2.4). On the other
hand, he states that the aforementioned PIE *4.elio- ‘other’ and *duito- ‘second’ could have
maintained *-ef, in the feminine inflection of primary adjectives as “possible relics” (Kim
2014: 127). Of these two analyses, only the latter can be accepted, because the stem
allomorph alya- is clearly secondary (see §4.2.4), and a reconstructed acc.sg. *h.eli-ieh,-m
(with the full grade of the suffix taken from the weak cases, Kim 2009: 79) would probably
not have yielded obl.sg. TchB allo-.

Another weakness of Kim'’s theory concerns the evolution of the feminine plural
paradigm and the morpho-phonological mergers between the feminine and the neuter in
Tocharian. In his earlier article, he modifies his previous view according to which “[...] in
all clear cases without exception, feminine thematic adjectives also exhibit a suffix which
can only continue PIE *-i4,!” (Kim 2009: 76, emphasis by the author). This was criticised
by Pinault (2012: 190-1). Indeed, in Subclass L1. we find the plural TchB -0-na, A -a-m
(without palatalisation of the preceding consonant), where the correspondence TchB -o-,
A -a- can only be the outcome of a reconstructed form that must have contained PIE
*-eh,- > PTch *-d-. In order to account for this problem, Kim (2014: 122) traced the vowel
*-d- back to the PIE neuter plural *-e-A, in his later article (cf. also Winter 1962: 126-7;
Marggraf 1975: 200-1; Hackstein 2017).5”® Although this reconstruction poses no problems
from a formal point of view, there are some issues related to the diachrony of the merger
between the feminine and the neuter. Indeed, if the neuter plural was *-e#, in the thematic
inflection and *-4, in the athematic inflection, while the feminine was only marked by the
suffix *-ih, in both inflectional types, there would not have been any formal context where
the feminine and the neuter could have merged morpho-phonologically, either in the

¥ Kim'’s opinion about the Tocharian outcome of PIE *-ek, in word-final position is not clear (cf.

also Kim 2018: 105f.). If TchB -0-, A -a- in TchB -ona, A -am is from the thematic neuter plural, then
PIE *-eh, must have yielded PTch *-d, because the spread of the ending *-na must have occurred
after most of the Proto-Tocharian vowel modifications having taken place. Nonetheless, in the same
article (2014: 122 fn.16; cf. also 2009: 80), he seems to sympathise for an outcome PTch *-q, since “[...]
the evidence for the treatment of PIE *-eh, is effectively reduced to *seh, (> PT *sa) and the neuter
plural”. With “neuter plural”, he is not referring to TchB -ona, A -am, but to those plural markers
ending in -a, which are characteristic of some (athematic) adjectival classes and alternating nouns,
where, according to Kim, the final vowel can reflect either *-A, or *-eh, (cf. also Ringe 1996: 94-7;
contra Pinault 2008: 491-497). On the outcome of word-final *-e#., see the next paragraph below.
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singular, or in the plural. Therefore, the reanalysis of the neuter *-0-na as a feminine
marker would have had no basis.*®

For the reasons given above, Kim'’s distribution of *-i4, in the Tocharian thematic type as
an inherited feature is to be rejected. We should rather follow the second view, according
to which Tocharian inherited a classical Indo-European three-gender system, where the
feminine was marked by *-eh, in the thematic adjectives. In accordance with previous
theories on this topic, I will show that the drastic modifications in the adjectival feminine
inflection of Tocharian are innovations. This does not say anything about the alleged early
split off of Tocharian: basically, the evolution of the feminine gender in the adjectival
system cannot serve as proof of the so-called “Indo-Tocharian” hypothesis, because the
spread of *ik, in Tocharian is an innovation.

Nonetheless, the second hypothesis is not without problems, either. Each of these
problems can be framed as independent working questions, which have led me through
my investigation of the evolution of the Tocharian feminine. They can be summarised as
follows: (1) how did the non-ablauting *eh,-type evolve in Tocharian?; (2) how and why
was the outcome of the *iA,-type generalised in the thematic inflection?; (3) why did the
feminine plural continue the neuter plural in the athematic inflection?; (4) why is there a
contrast between palatalised singular vs. non-palatalised plural in Subclass L1, and how
did Subclasses 1.1 and L2 became differentiated in Proto-Tocharian? We will deal with
these problems in this order below.

4.3.4.4. Evolution of the non-ablauting *ef.-inflection in the adjectives

In the previous sections and chapters, we have randomly dealt with phonological and
morphological problems related to the Tocharian outcome of the PIE *ef,.-inflection,
mentioning that its evolution has given rise to major disagreement. Once having
considered evidence from the nominal and the pronominal inflection, it is now time to
discuss more extensively how the non-ablauting *ef,-inflection has evolved in Tocharian.

Van Windekens (1976: 24-5) and Adams (1988: 20-1; 1998: 615-6) maintained that the
unconditioned outcome of PIE *eh, was PTch *a. However, the majority of the scholars
currently agree on modifying the explanation of this phonological development,
suggesting PTch *d > TchB o, A 0, a.3* Nonetheless, the development of *-eh, in word-final

% One might wonder whether the merger of the feminine with the neuter originated in the
athematic inflection, where the distinction between feminine (*i4, > *’a) and neuter plural (*4. >
*a) consisted only in the palatalisation/assibilation of the stem in the feminine. However, I believe
that this reconstructed quasi-homophony is too meagre to justify the merger. In Kim (2018: 83-4),
he reconstructed a mixed paradigm for Pre-Proto-Tocharian: the singular and the dual would have
continued PIE *-ih,/-ieh.- (of the devi‘type), while the plural would have continued PIE *-e,-. I
cannot agree with this reconstruction, which is ad hoc.

3% Adams (DTB) is virtually alone in still adhering to a sound change *ek, > PTch *a. On the other
hand, Winter (1981: 935-941) was the first to suggest a development PIE *es, > PTch *d. A
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position is still a debated issue: (1) on the one hand, some scholars (e.g. Peters 1990; Ringe
1996: 94f£., partially followed by Kim 2009, 2014; Malzahn 2o11) suggest PIE *-eh, > PTch *-a
>TchB-a;* (2) on the other hand, some other scholars (e.g. Hilmarsson 1986; Pinault 2008:
421f; Fellner 2014, 2014a) maintain PIE *-e, > PTch *-d > TchB -0. With regard to the
*eh,-inflection, it goes without saying that the main point of debate is the outcome of the
nominative singular, which is the only case-form where we can reconstruct word-final
*-eh,.

I side with those scholars who claim that the regular development of *eA, > *a was
PTch *d in all positions. Indeed, the adduced forms where *-ef, allegedly yielded PTch *-a
by sound law are not probative, since most of them have been misinterpreted or require
other explanations. The relevant forms are:

(1) feminine thematic adjectives with nom.sg. ending TchB -, like -7ifia, -ssa,
etc. (Ringe 1996: 94; Hajnal 2005; Malzahn 2011: 89);

(2) the Motionsfemininum TchB -a in e.g. onkolma ‘she-elephant’ or mariiya
‘maid-servant’ (Ringe 1996: 94);

(3) the productive alternating plural TchB -a (Adams 1988: 32; Ringe 1996: 31;
Kim 2014: 122 fn.16);

(4) the pronominal nom.sg.f. TchB sa, A sa- < PIE *séh, (Ringe 1996: 94; Jay
Jasanoff apud Ringe 1996: 96-7 n. 1);

(5) substantives with nom.sg. in TchB -a of the wertsiya-type (Adams DTB s.v.;
Malzahn 2011: 89);

(6) the nom.sg.f. alya-k from allek ‘other’ (Malzahn 2011: 97);

(7) the nom.sg.f. TchB siuwa ‘new’ (Hackstein 2012; Fellner 2014: 14; Kim 2014).

Starting with the data from the noun, we have already explained the substantives of the
wertsiya-type (5) as reflecting formations of either the devi-type or the vrki-type (§3.7.3).
In these nouns, the final sequence “ais to be interpreted as reflecting *-iA,. On the other
hand, the regular outcome of a nom.sg. *-ef, > PTch *-d > TchB -o in the noun inflection
can be found in several other types, like the kantwo-, okso-, arsaklo-, and oko-types (see the
relevant sections in §3.7.1, §3.7.2, §3.8.2.1). There is no need to reconstruct a sigmatic
nom.sg. *-as to explain TchB -o (pace Kim 2009: 80; similarly, Peters 1990: 243 and Malzahn
2011; see §3.7.1.2): in my view, both *-as and *-@ would have evolved into PTch *-d in any
case. Also, there is no evidence for claiming that the feminine suffix TchB -a (2) of the
ortkolma-type (cf. orikolma ‘she-elephant’ vs. ortkolmo ‘elephant’ et sim.) is the outcome of

counterexample that is sometimes adduced is TchB macer /macer/ ‘mother’ > PIE *meh.tér, instead
of the expected **mocer (cf. Skt. matdr, Av. matar, Gk. yymvp, Lat. mater), but an analogical a from
TchB pacer [pacer/ ‘father’ can be assumed in order to explain the unexpected vowel in macer
(Marggraf1975). On the twofold outcomes of Tocharian A, see Burlak & Itkin (2003).

3% Cf. Ringe (1996: 96): “If post-PIE word-final *a developed into PT a by regular sound changes
alone, the crucial change was probably a shortening of *-a to *-a, since inherited short *a underwent
no changes before the PT period”.
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PIE *-eh,, since TchB -a could have been abstracted from the adjectival inflection at any
stage of Tocharian B. Indeed, these feminine nouns follow the inflection of the asiya-type,
which took the paradigm from the adjectives (see §3.5.2, cf. the plural ma7i(i)yana from
marifya ‘maid-servant’ < marifye ‘male servant’). As far as the alternating plural ending
TchB -a is concerned (3), there is no comparative evidence to trace it back to the thematic
nt.pl. *-eh,. Indeed, in the noun inflection it is consistently found as the outcome of
athematic neuter formations, whose nt.pl. is reconstructed as PIE *-A, > *-d (see Pinault
2008: 491-497).

Turning now to the adjectival inflection, Malzahn (2011: 89) hints at “a large number of
feminines to thematic adjectives [...] that one would want to derive from non-ablauting
PIE *eh,-stems, which show a nom.sg. ending in TB -a and not in TB -0”. Even though she
does not mention what these formations are, she is in all likelihood referring to those
adjectival derivatives from Class 1.2 that show phonological palatalisation as a structural
characteristic of the suffix, i.e. m. -iifie | f. -iifia, m. -sse | f. -ssa, etc (1). In my view, this
explanation is too rash, and it is invalidated by other outcomes of thematic derivatives
that display palatalisation only in the feminine (e.g. m. -re| f. -rya, m. -lle| f. -lya, m. -tte|
f. -cca etc.). That is to say, the feminine singular forms of these thematic formations are all
formed through a secondary addition of the pattern *-I P"lg, which applied variously to
the adjectival derivatives, depending on the basic structure of the suffix: those adjectival
suffixes that were not already palatalised took “explicit”, i.e. visible, palatalisation in the
feminine, while those adjectival suffixes that were already palatalised took “implicit”, i.e.
invisible, palatalisation (because the suffix could not be further palatalised). Similar
considerations can be made to account for the mismatching stem in nom.sg.f. alyak vs.
oblsg.f. allok (6), where the contrast -fy- vs. -ll- speaks in favour of a secondary
palatalisation of the former form (§4.2.4). On the other hand, the pattern *-'"!g surfaced
as *-ya when the consonant preceding the suffix does not have a palatalised counterpart
(cf. nom.sg.f. TchB -rya, A -ri of the re/r-adjectives).

Hackstein (2012) adduces one further instance where PIE final *-ef, allegedly yielded
PTch *-q, i.e. TchB riuwa*, A /iwi* ‘new’ (7) (cf. Kim 2014: 32; also Fellner 2014: 14 points to
this form, albeit with some hesitation).?* The problem here is the lack of palatalisation,
because, according to Fellner, an analogical nom.sg.f. TchB **iuwya or **fiuyya would
have been expected (cf. also Kim 2009, which starts, however, from Pre-PTch *newyd <
*neuih,). But I do not think that is a problem. Indeed, TchA w cannot be palatalised and in
Tocharian B synchronic alternations between w and y are limited to the causatives. In all
other cases, alternations between y and w were levelled, and y was no longer felt as the
palatalised counterpart of the w-allomorph (cf. with levelling of the y-allomorph e.g. TchB
Say- ‘to live’ < *$ay- ~ *Saw; cf. also Kim 2018: 66).

3 Fellner's nom.sg.f. TchA f7iwa (2014: 13) is not attested and it is phonologically impossible,

because final -a does not occur in Tocharian A. But even a more regular TchA {7iwd is not supposed
to be the morphological correspondent form of TchB rfiuwa* since a form TchA *7iwi would rather
be expected (cf. Michaél Peyrot apud Kortlandt 2017: 100 fn.4).
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We are now left with the pronominal nom.sg.f. TchAB sa < PIE *séh, (4), where the
isolated outcome TchAB -a of PIE *-eh, may have had multiple sources (see §4.2.3.2).

Finally, there exists another cogent grammatical argument that may indirectly prove
the evolution PIE *-eh, > PTch *-d. As recently pointed out again and explained further by
Fellner (2014), this evolution must be postulated for the prehistory of Tocharian. Indeed,
the source of the Tocharian alternating gender and the neuter origin of some Tocharian
feminine plural endings and forms can only be due to some kind of morpho-phonological
mergers of the feminine with the neuter plural (see below). If PIE *-eh, yielded PTch *-q,
no cases of homophony between feminine and neuter should be reconstructed, since the
thematic neuter plural would phonologically have merged only with the nominative
singular of the feminine. It would not have been sufficient to account for the formal
merger of the two genders. I therefore agree with Pinault (2008) and Fellner (2014) that
the evolution of the singular feminine and the plural neuter in the thematic inflection has
been as follows:

Table 1v.38. Evolution of the feminine singular and the neuter plural in the thematic inflection

*eh,-DECLENSION PIE PTCH
nom. sg. *eh, >*g
acc. sg. *eh,-m >*d

THEMATIC NEUTER PIE PTCH
nom. pl. *eh, >*4
acc. pl. *-eh, >*4

As can be seen, mergers of the neuter plural with (at least) the feminine singular can be
reconstructed.

This situation strongly resembles the historical evolution of the gender system from
Latin to Romance. In fact, a typological comparison between Tocharian and Romance
languages (particularly Romanian) has often been made (see, for instance, Ringe 1996: 97;
Igartua 2006; Kim 2009: 73-4; Fellner 2014: 15-6). As a matter of fact, systems with a third
gender value that combines alternating agreement traits of the masculine and the
feminine between the singular and the plural are cross-linguistically uncommon,
especially in the Indo-European domain. Within this typological comparison, however, an
important diachronic fact has been overlooked so far. Although it is true that the
masculine and the neuter must have merged in the singular, the rise of the Romanian
genus alternans is not due to a merger of the neuter and the feminine in the plural! Such a
merger cannot have occurred, because the nt.pl. ended in *-a (< Lat. -a), while the f.pl.
ended in *-e (< Lat. nom. -ae or acc. -as, if it developed through *-ay as per Faraoni 2016:
392). In fact, the Romanian genus alternans originated in a more gradual way. See the
following schema from Loporcaro (2018: 223; see further pp. 219-239 and Loporcaro 2016):
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Table 1v.39. Transition of the gender system from Latin to Romanian

I. CLASSICAL LATIN II. TRANSITION III. ROMANIAN
SG PL SG PL SG PL
M| -US |—F— -1 M T -i M 0 s -i
u _
NT | -UM |[—HE 7 -A > it -a > \H\
o had _e
F A | O-AE F -a i -e F -a Tt

Loporcaro claims that in a transitional phase between Classical Latin and Romanian, the
third gender value (old neuter) has experienced a double optional agreement set in the
plural (fpl. and nt.pl). In this stage, the neuter displayed full syncretism with the
masculine in the singular, “[...] with optional preservation of the contrast in the plural,
where dedicated agreement targets persisted alongside the innovative option, that is,
feminine plural agreement [...]"” (Loporcaro, loc. cit.). Comparative evidence from Old
Italian, and other (West) Romance languages and dialects confirms this reconstruction (cf.
Old Italian ill-a brachia ‘those arms’ vs. ill-e brachia ‘id.’ in the Codice Diplomatico
Longobardo; see Loporcaro, Faraoni & Gardani 2014 and Loporcaro & Paciaroni 2011).3%

On the strength of this diachronic comparison, one may therefore wonder whether the
rise of the Tocharian genus alternans started out in the merger between the masculine
singular and the neuter singular and between the neuter plural and the feminine singular.
A possible scheme of this development is given below:

Table 1v.40. Morpho-phonological mergers between the masculine, the feminine, and the neuter

PIE PTCH PIE PTCH

MASC.SG. NT.SG. FEM.SG. NT.PL.
NOM. *0-s *0-m >*-ce NOM. | *eh, *-eh, >*qd
ACC. *0-m *0-m >* e ACC. *eh,m *-eh, > %4

Nonetheless, a special problem is posed by the evolution of the feminine plural paradigm.
While, on the one hand, the nom.pl. *-eA,-es is expected to have evolved into *-as > PTch
*-d, the evolution of the acc.pl. *-ef,-ns is more intricate, from both an Indo-European and
an Inner-Tocharian comparative perspective. Indeed, the reconstruction of this case form
for Proto-Indo-European is not clear. A summary of the various reconstructions can be

3% See also Paciaroni, Nolé & Loporcaro (2013), and Maiden (2011: 172-3; 2016: 12-3). As Faraoni
(2016: 383-4) clearly states: “[I]] toscano antico, e con esso le tante varieta centromeridionali antiche
e moderne analogamente analizzabili, possedeva un sistema a tre generi. Certo, [...] tale sistema
non era in tutto e per tutto simile a quello del latino, dove anche i sostantivi neutri, al pari di quelli
maschili e femminili, disponevano di un paradigma di accordo specifico, con marche dedicate e non
sincretiche come accede per il neutro alternante rumeno e italo-romanzo”.
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found in Olander (2015: 246f.). In the following, I will briefly review the Indo-European
data:

(1) Ved.-ah and OAv. -a point to IIr. *-Gs (contra e.g. Kurylowicz 1927: 222-3);

(2) Attic-Ionic Gk. - is ambiguous (cf. also Lesbian -atg), but Cretan Gk. -avg clearly
speaks for *-ans (with Osthoff's Law);

(3) Lat. -asis ambiguous, since it may go back either to *-ans (with loss of the nasal,
cf. -0s < *-ons, see Ernout 1945: 25) or *-as (Weiss 2009: 235-6);

(4) Umbr. -ass, Osc. -af may directly result from *-ans, with the change of word-final
*-ns > Umbr. -ss, Osc. -f(Pisani 1964: 12);

(5) Goth. -os speaks for PGerm. -0z < *-as, but, according to Boutkan (1995: 141-2), it
may also reflect PGerm. -ons < *-ans (cf. the doublets nom.acc.pl. OE -e ~ -a and
see further Guus Kroonen apud Olander 2015: 248);

(6) the evidence from Balto-Slavic is notoriously difficult: in Baltic, Litv. def.
adj. -gsias, and Old Prussian -ans point to *-ans, while Latv. -as, and Lith. -as point
to -as; in Slavic, OCS -y, -je is from *-({)ans (see Vaillant 1958: 83-4, Olander 2015:
248, Kortlandt 2016, and Kim 2019 with references therein).

As one can see, the Indo-European comparative evidence is quite tricky, because some
languages point to *-as, while some others point to *-ans. That is to say, was *-eh,ns
reduced to *-eh,-s still in the proto-language (i.e. IE languages pointing to *-n- restored the
nasal) or was *-ef,ns maintained (i.e. IE languages without *-n- have independently lost
the nasal)? The reconstruction is further complicated by the effect of the so-called
“extended” Stang’s Law, i.e. a PIE sequence of a vowel, followed by a semivowel (or a
laryngeal) and a nasal is word-finally simplified with loss of the semivowel (or the
laryngeal) with compensatory lengthening of the preceding vowel, thus *-VHN > *-VN
(Stang 1965). Stang’s Law has given rise to debate, especially with regard to the
*eh,-inflection.®*

The Tocharian data are equally ambiguous. In the adjectival inflection we cannot find
any clear continuant of a nasal variant *-ef,ns, but we have seen that in the pronominal
inflection the match obl.pl.f. TchB tom : A tos < PTch *tdns clearly speaks for the
reconstruction of *-eh,ns (cf. also TchB allorik < *allans(-); Hackstein 2017: 1313). Various
explanations for these inconsistencies are conceivable. These largely depend on which
different reconstruction of the accusative plural of the *ef,-stem one favours.

The first hypothesis is the least probable: the reconstruction of different accusative
plural forms of the thematic *eh,-stems in adjectives and pronouns. On the one hand,
pronouns should have taken *-ef,-ns, while, on the other hand, adjectives should have
taken *-eh,-s. This hypothesis would be linked to the late creation of the feminine gender
within the proto-language: when the new feminine agreement environment started to be

3% The bibliography on Stang’s Law is abundant. See e.g. Vaux (2002), De Decker (2o11), Pronk
(2016), and Kortlandt (2017), with references.
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created in late Proto-Indo-European, the feminine adjectival inflection was marked in the
plural (nom. = acc.) by *-eh,- (originally the neuter plural) + the plural marker *-s. This
hypothesis is totally ad hoc.

The second hypothesis requires the more likely reconstruction of a uniform plural
paradigm for both pronouns and adjectives. The paradigm was nom.pl. *-eA,-es and acc.pl.
*-eh, s (< **-eh,-ms)* in the older stages of PIE. Then, the accusative plural underwent
Stang’s Law, yielding *-ans and then *-gs still in the proto-language (as per AIGR, but also
Rix 1986; Weiss 2009; De Decker 2011). As a consequence, those Indo-European languages
that point to the nasal would have reintroduced it analogically after other stems, where
the nasal was retained (as per e.g. Kim 2019). As far as Tocharian is concerned, this implies
that the pronominal obl.plf. forms TchB tom, A tos and TchB allorik(-) would have
reintroduced the nasal (perhaps after the masculine) at a later stage. I am personally
reluctant to support this hypothesis, since I believe that the pronominal form of the
obl.plf. is better explained as an inherited archaism (see §4.2.3.4).

The third hypothesis does not need Stang’s Law in the *ef.-inflection: the acc.pl.
*-eh,-ns may or may not have resulted in *-ans already in the proto-language, but it
retained the nasal in both cases (as per Beekes 2011: 200). It follows that those Indo-
European languages that do not point to the nasal have independently lost it.** Then,
there are two different working hypotheses for Tocharian: the outcome of *-ans has been
continued in Pre-Proto-Tocharian or it has developed into *-ds at an older stage. If the
former was the case, then the expected Proto-Tocharian outcome would have been *-dns
(just as PIE *-ons > PTch *-ens). The reason why this ending has disappeared in favour of
PTch *-d-na is not immediately clear, but one can toy with the idea that it has been
replaced morphologically. Indeed, at a Pre-Proto-Tocharian stage the feminine paradigm
of the thematic inflection should have been marked by *-4, with the only exception of the
accusative plural. This has of course caused the merger between the feminine and the
neuter (nt.pl. PIE *-eh,- > PTch *-g). After the formal merger of the two genders, the new
remarked neuter ending *-d-na has been generalised to the feminine. Though in a different
framework, this hypothesis has been supported by Kim (2014) and Hackstein (2017), who
both take TchB *-dna as *-d- (collective) with additional plural marker *-na. Similar
considerations have been put forward by Winter (1962: 26-7) and Marggraf (1975: 200).

On the other hand, if *-ans yielded *-as before Proto-Tocharian, one might say that the
nasal was lost phonologically. In particular, it may be tentatively suggested that the
inherited sequence *-Vns had undergone two different changes depending on the prosodic
environment: in non-accented position *-Vns > *-V's > *-Vs; in accented position *-Vns >

3% Hittite persuasively speaks for the reconstruction of an older acc.pl. *-ms, cf. Hitt. -us < *-ms
and *-oms (Meier-Briigger 2003: 163; Kloekhorst 2008: 928-9; Beekes 2011:188; Kim 2012).

3% Cf. also Martinez & de Vaan (2014: 58): “One thinks of different dialectal (or already IE?)
treatments of *-eh.-ns: in one group, the nasal was lost in this sequence, while in the other group, it
was maintained (or restored?)”.
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s > *-Vns.3 This would explain why in the pronominal inflection the cluster -ns was
maintained in the acc.pl. *tdns > PTch *tdns > TchB tom, A tos, while it has been lost in the
adjectives. Although this explanation poses no relevant problems from a phonetic
perspective, it is equally difficult to test. Indeed, it is hard to find other inherited sequences
of *-Vns in word-final position that may prove the genuineness of this sound law.3*

Since I take the reconstructable obl.plf. *-dns in the pronominal inflection as an
archaism, I believe that Tocharian inherited the acc.pl. of the *eA,-stems as *-ans, and that
this ending was lost in the adjectival inflection either morphologically (replaced by the
neuter *-d-na) or phonologically (reduction of *-ans > *-as in non-accented syllable), but
it survives in the pronominal inflection.

As a consequence, for a Pre-Proto-Tocharian stage, the neuter can be reconstructed as
having no distinct singular marker, since it merged with the masculine singular, and the
feminine did not have either a transparent singular, or a transparent plural: on the one
hand, the singular merged with the neuter plural; on the other hand, the plural (partially?)
merged with its own singular and with the neuter plural. As a consequence, neither
feminine nor neuter had unambiguous paradigms in either the singular or the plural. At
this stage, function could have played a role in the reassignment of both case and gender
markers. The development which led to the reassighment of the gender values in
Tocharian must have begun under mergers in the forms, but, after the merger of the
gender markers, function may have favoured the spread of endings and forms of the
historical neuter to the feminine plural. This led to a new paradigmatic differentiation
between the singular and the plural within the paradigm of the feminine.

*71If s0, one may wonder whether the nasal was retained as nasalisation of the preceding long
vowel in a transitional stage. See Hilmarsson (1991: 197£.) for this possibility.

38 Hilmarsson (1984) claims that the nom.sg.m. of the numeral for 7', TchB se, A sas, continues PIE
*séms > *séns. However, | agree with Pinault (2006) that Gk. €lg 4’ does not point to such a protoform:
the long vowel of the Greek form is best explained starting with an original nom.sg.m. *sem-s > *sens,
which lost the nasal in Greek, with compensatory lengthening of the vowel (cf. Gort. ev[3] 3- from
gvg 3-, see GEW: I, 471; Beekes 2010: 394). The vocalism of the Tocharian forms cannot therefore mirror
*-e-, but rather originated by analogical leveling with the rest of the paradigm, which is built on the
thematic stem *semee- < *somo- (Ved. samd-, OP hama-, Gk. 6uds, Goth. sama, etc.). The feminine
form TchB sana, A sdm testifies that the nasal in the masculine survived for a while. Indeed, it
cannot directly mirror PIE *smih, (cf. nom.sg.f. Gk. uix), because the internal n must have been
introduced from the nom.sg.m. The expected palatalisation caused by *-ih. may have been lost
when the palatalised *m was replaced by the non-palatalised *n. To my knowledge, there is no
evidence for Fellner’s evolution *smih, > *smya > *sanya (2014a: 66 fn.6). On the other hand, a
possible section of Tocharian historical morphology that may support the reconstruction of *-Vns >
*-Vs is the development of the sequences acc.pl. *-0n-ps vs. *-on-ps in the nasal inflection. Indeed,
the former sequence evolved *-ons > TchB -am, and the latter *-on-ns > TchB -endm (e.g. in the
nouns of the saswe-type, if not of recent origin [see Pinault 2008: 477f.], and in the adjectives of the
tapre-type). Cf. also obl.pl. srandm ‘elders’ as if from PTch *Saranans < *kerd-n-ns < PIE *gerh,-n-ns
(Georges-Jean Pinault apud Carling 2003: 93 fn.47).
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Of the research questions listed at the beginning of this section, I have discussed the
phonological evolution of the ef.-inflection (1). We can now move on with the secondary
spread of *-iA, in the Proto-Tocharian continuant of the feminine thematic paradigm (2).

4.3.4.5. Evolution of the ablauting *iA.-inflection in the adjectives
and its spread to the feminine thematic type

Now that it has become clear that the generalisation of the devi-type in the (singular)
thematic inflection must be regarded as a Tocharian innovation, we have to clarify how it
evolved in Tocharian and what type of internal change caused its spread.

Fellner (2014; 2014a) has recently dealt with the latter topic. He recurred to
non-proportional analogy in order to explain the spread of *i,. According to him, this
analogical development was favoured by a derivational mechanism that is quite common
in Indo-Aryan, where the suffix was often used to form the feminine of secondary thematic
adjectives, including vrddhi formations. The starting point of this evolution would have
been the opposition between PIE *deiu-o- ‘god’ (Lat. deus ‘god, deity’, divus ‘godlike’, Ved.
devd-, Av. daéuua-, etc.) and *deiy-ih, ‘goddess’ (Ved. devi-, Gk. 3iat), both independently
derived from PIE *diey-/ *diu- ‘sky, heaven'. According to Fellner, “Pre-Proto-Tocharian
speakers” reworked the relation between these two isolated words and generalised the
pattern of *dejy-o- : *deju-ih.- to the whole adjectival system, abstracting the element *-iA,.
This analogical change would first have affected other vrddhi formations and, then, it
would have spread throughout the entire thematic inflection, in so far that: “the extension
of the pattern to thematic adjectives in Pre-Proto-Tocharian finally eliminated almost all
traces of old *-eh, feminine adjectives, thus giving rise to the attested situation” (Fellner
2014:11).

Though I agree with Fellner in the basic assumption that Tocharian did not inherit a
different gender-marking system than the one of the other Indo-European languages, his
explanation is, in my opinion, not totally convincing. Despite the fact that a similar
phenomenon took place in Indo-Iranian, where the devi-type with vrddhi became the
model of several derivatives, which often built the feminine with the outcome of *-iA,, 1do
not see any evidence for claiming that the same development took place in Tocharian.?*
The core of this analogical development would have been based on the hypothetical
opposition between *deiu-o and *deiu-ih., but this reconstruction is doubtful because, in
my opinion, it would be too meagre a basis to explain the spread of *i4,. Furthermore, the

3% In this regard, see also Lazzeroni (1997a: 93f.). Comparing Vedic Sanskrit with Classical Sanskrit
data, he noted that the feminine substantives in -; and -u gradually adhered to the i- and z-inflection
respectively, while the masculine substantives in -7 and -i became i- and u-stems. As a consequence,
in the history of Old Indian, the vowel quantity became a morphological marker of gender
opposition: the masculine took short vowels, and the feminine long vowels. This development
would have started from the opposition between the masculine stem in -a (< PIE *-0) and the
feminine in -a@ (< PIE *-eh,). The same principle has been applied to the other vocalic sounds,
through a process that Lazzeroni calls “synergetic drift”.
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continuants of these two Indo-European words are not attested in Tocharian (as Fellner
acknowledges), where vrddhi formations are, moreover, not productive. One must
therefore agree with Kim (2014: 123) that “they would not [...] amount to a sufficient basis
for generalization of *-ih,- as the feminine suffix”.

Another way to account for the spread of *ih, must therefore be investigated. I
essentially agree with Pinault (2008: 516f.) that the generalisation of the devi-type to the
thematic declension has been a very scattered development that has been caused and
favoured by the interplay of both phonological and morphological factors. Parallels from
Romance languages suggest that this development may well have proceeded in a gradual
manner. The basic principle is that sound changes have caused irregularities, i.e. mergers
and intransparencies, and that analogical developments have taken place to solve them.
Therefore, I believe that the generalisation of *ih, has been caused by two types of
analogical development: (1) analogical levelling favouring the isomorphism of endings; (2)
non-proportional analogy solving opaque morphological markers.

Let us first try to understand how the athematic type in *-ih, evolved in Proto-
Tocharian. Comparative evidence allows us to reconstruct the devi-type as characterised
by paradigmatic ablaut: the allomorph *-ih,- was characteristic of the strong stem, and
*-jeh,- of the weak stem. Nonetheless, no direct continuant of the allomorph *-ieh,- >
*2d- can be reconstructed on the basis of the Tocharian data. It may be continued in the
plural, where, however, it was mostly replaced by neuter forms (see e.g. Class III pL.f. TchB
ponta, A pont and TchB krenta, A krant < *-nt-h,, and Class IL.1 fpl. TchB arkwina <
*-n-h,).3° A different replacement occurs in the klyomo-type (Class IL5), where the f.pl.
TchB klyomiiana (cf. TchA klyomina-) consists of the singular stem (PTch *klyomoarifia- <
*kleumn-ih,-), which has been recharacterised by the nasal neuter plural *-na. The
generalisation of historical neuter plural forms has been caused by the morpho-
phonological merger of the neuter and the feminine in the thematic inflection (on which
see the previous paragraph above). The exact relative chronology of these replacements is
very difficult to be fixed, but indirect evidence that the allomorph *~d- (< *-jeh,-) might
have survived for a certain period in the plural can be adduced.

We first turn to the spread of *ik, in the thematic inflection. Although, on the one hand,
Kim (2009: 77) is essentially right in saying that the athematic adjectives are less
productive than the thematic ones, so that analogical developments from the athematic
type would have been implausible, on the other hand, among the thematic adjectives, the

%° One has to note that historical forms of the neuter plural are mostly preserved when the
feminine is assibilated (i.e. in old *nt-stems). Peyrot (2010: 76ft.) proposes that the feminine of the
nt-stem *-ntsa may have been reanalysed as *-nt-sa in late Proto-Tocharian. If so, one may assume
that, in the plural, this *-nt-sa was homophonous with the f.sg., and that the isolated plural marker
*-sa was replaced by *-a, giving the attested *-nt-a as a result. Otherwise, if we reconstruct a
recharacterised f.pl. *-ntsa-nta (parallel to *-7ifia-na of the n-stems), it may have been reduced to
*-nta by haplology. A third possibility is that the singular paradigm of the feminine became
homophonous with its own plural, both resulting in *-ntsa, and that the plural was marked by the
original nt.pl. *-nta in order to resolve these mergers.
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so-called “secondary derivatives” are more common and productive in Tocharian, i.e.
thematic adjectives with etymological palatalisation of the suffix (formed with PIE
*-{jo-[-io-). These adjectives synchronically correspond to Class L.2. In my opinion, the
generalisation of the athematic feminine *-ih, has been favoured by a progressive
convergence of the feminine inflection of these thematic derivatives with that of the
athematic type, thanks to the common palatalisation of the stem-final consonant. Similar
considerations have been put forward by Pinault (2008: 516-7): “Il est vraisemblable aussi
que l'extension du féminin de type devi- fut favorisée par le fait que la plupart des suffixes
d’adjectifs thématiques comportaient déja I'élément yod au masculin, d'ou résultait
ensuite la palatalisation”.

This development took place when, in the athematic inflection, a contrast between
*La- (< *C-ih,), in the singular, and *-d- (< *-C-jeh,-), in the plural, still existed. As a
matter of fact, the formal difference between thematic derivatives of Class L2 and
athematic adjectives was only found in the singular paradigm, which was marked by
*CG- (< *-Ci-eh,-) in the thematic type, and *-a- (< *-C-ih,) in the athematic type. As a
consequence, the inherited opposition between thematic and athematic feminines has
been gradually blurred, in so far that the thematic derivatives of Class .2 started to replace
the thematic *“d- with the athematic *-a- in the singular. The feminine has therefore
evolved according to the following analogical proportion:

ATHEMATIC THEMATIC
1. ‘- = sg *%x-:pl *%-

x=*a<<*q

sg. *-Ca-:p

Taking the continuants of the thematic formations in *-n(i)jo- and the athematic
formations in *-men- as examples, the following evolution can be outlined: nom.sg. PIE
*-mnih, > *-mnjd > PTch *-moarifia :: nom.sg. PIE *-n(i)ieh, > *-nia > *-fifid >> PTch *-fifia.
This development had an important morphological advantage, since it disambiguated the
feminine singular from the plural inflection of the feminine and the neuter.

Once the result of this analogical process had been fixed, the pattern *-I"*lqg was
reanalysed, abstracted, and then generalised to the remaining thematic adjectives, which
synchronically belong to Class L1 (e.g. nom.sg.f. rtar-ya, but nom.sg.m. ratre ‘red’ < PIE
*hrud'ro-). Then, the plural paradigm has been replaced by the neuter plural of nasal
stems PTch *-na. This recharacterisation affected the plural paradigm of the adjectives of
the entire Class I and the adjectives of Class II (old n-stems, cf. TchB klyomiiana).

4.3.4.6. Origin of the split of Class I

The last point that needs to be discussed is how the differentiation within Class I
originated in Proto-Tocharian. After all the phonological and morphological
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modifications outlined above, the feminine paradigm of the thematic adjectives should
have had the following endings:

Table 1v.41. Feminine paradigm in Proto-Tocharian Class I.1

SINGULAR PLURAL
NOM. *bpally *dna
OBL. *bpally *dna

This reconstructed paradigm evolved without relevant modifications in Subclass I.1, which
retains a contrast between palatalised singular with vowel TchB -a-, A -a- < PTch *a- vs.
non-palatalised plural with vowel TchB -0-, A -a- < PTch *-d-. Yet, those adjectives with
etymological palatalisation of the suffix, which had a palatalised stem even before the
plural ending, started to align the singular pattern *-'"""la- of the singular also in the plural,

which led to the creation of a different subclass:

Table 1v.42. Evolution of the feminine paradigm in Proto-Tocharian Class 1.2

SINGULAR PLURAL
NOM. *Lq *Lana >> *“ana
OBL. *Lq *Léna >> *“ana

To sum up, we can divide the Proto-Tocharian continuants of the Proto-Indo-European
thematic adjectives into two groups: (1) PTch adjectives with no etymological
palatalisation of the suffix; (2) PTch adjectives with etymological palatalisation of the
suffix. These two groups differed in the paradigm of the feminine plural: both had pl. *-na
(nom. = obl.), but in the former this ending was preceded by *-d- and no palatalisation of
the suffix (thus *-dna), while in the latter it was preceded by *-a- with palatalisation of the
suffix (thus *~ana). I therefore think that palatalisation must have played a central role in
the split of the two classes. In essence, my idea is that the original plural ending was *-dna.
This marker was already accompanied by etymological palatalisation in the second group
of derivatives (continuing the PIE type in *-({)io-). When the ending *-a was generalised
in the feminine paradigm of the singular, the vowel *-a- was levelled to the plural paradigm
of the adjectives from the second group. In this way, *~ana replaced *~dna (Class L.2),
while, in the first group, *-dna was retained.®"

" An indirect confirmation of this change may come from the gerundives in TchB -lle. We have

seen that the feminine plural attests a transitional stage: the original non-palatalised plural -llona
was replaced by the palatalised TchB -fyana in late texts (Pinault 2008: 519; cf. Peyrot 2008: 118: “it is
striking that the new pl.f. -ana was introduced together with palatalisation”). We have also seen that
the morphological contrast between palatalised vs. non-palatalised case endings was being lost in
the historical development of the gerundives in Tocharian B, since they started to shift from Class
L1 to Class L2. Within this diachronic drift, the hypothetical plural **-/**lona must have been felt
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4.3.4.7. Summary of the evolution of the gender system in the adjectives

After having recounted the most important theories on the origin of the Tocharian gender
system and their importance from a comparative perspective, I have discussed the
relevant modifications that the gender system has undergone. It has been seen that the
comparison between Tocharian and Romance languages suggests that the evolution of the
gender system may have been a gradual development, in the course of which the
masculine, the feminine, and the neuter mutually influenced each other morphologically,
before being fixed in the attested agreement system. While the masculine evolved without
relevant modifications from Proto-Indo-European to Tocharian, the feminine underwent
a number of characteristic changes, since it has generalised the outcome of the devi-type
in the singular, and it has developed endings and inflectional forms from the neuter in the
plural.

The principle of this heterogeneous set of developments is recounted below.

Regular phonological change caused cases of homophony within the paradigm of the
feminine and formal mergers with the neuter plural. Indeed, in the continuant of the PIE
non-ablauting *eh,-inflection, the feminine was not marked either in the singular, or in
the plural: on the one hand, the singular merged with the neuter plural; on the other hand,
the plural partially merged with its own singular and with the neuter plural. In order to
remark a distinction between the singular and the plural, the feminine started to take over
plural ending from the neuter inflection, while the singular was influenced by the
athematic inflection of the devi-type. Among the continuants of the PIE thematic type,
those adjectives with etymological palatalisation of the suffix substituted *d (< PIE
*-(i)ieh,-) with *“a- (< PIE *-ih,-). This process has been caused by two complementary
developments: levellings of case and gender markers, and non-proportional analogy to
solve opaque morphological markers.

Once this process was completed, the pattern *-[Plg- was abstracted as a
morphological marker of the feminine singular and it could spread to the rest of the
thematic type. It mostly surfaced as *-ya when the consonant preceding the suffix does
not have a palatalised counterpart. This new opposition between singular stem *-!"P*!lg-
and old plural stem *-?*/G- has been retained in those derived adjectives whose suffix was
not etymologically palatalising; on the other hand, those derivatives with etymological
palatalisation of the suffix generalised the vowel *-a- also in the plural. The late Proto-
Tocharian paradigm of the feminine in Class I can be schematised as follows: Class L1: f.sg.
#[pllg vs, £pl. *PMg-na; Class La: f.sg. *U'P*a-vs. fpl. *I'P"g-na. After the break-up of
Proto-Tocharian, the two Tocharian languages independently remarked the oblique
singular. The Proto-Tocharian gen.sg. *-ay was reanalysed as the new oblique in Tocharian
B, while, in Tocharian A, it continued to serve as a genitive. As a general tendency of

to be ungrammatical, because the plural -ona always occurs with non-palatalised stems. Thus, a new

plural -/""ana (not **-'"*"Jona) has been analogically introduced.
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Tocharian A, the obl.sg. marker *-n was generalised in the feminine before Tocharian A
apocope of final vowels took place, and the obl.sg.f. became Pre-TchA *-an. Then, vowel
apocope took place and in Class L.2. some markers became homophonous again: indeed,
the f£.pl. *-ana was apocopated to *-an and it coalesced with the new obl.sg. In an attempt
to solve these mergers, a new distinction between nominative and oblique plural has been
introduced, and the ubiquitous endings nom.pl. -7, obl.pl. -s were added.

To conclude, all the peculiarities of the Tocharian feminine in the adjectival inflection
are best explained as the outcome of internal developments that took place within the
evolution of this language.






CHAPTER FIVE

RETROSPECTIVE AND CONCLUSION

This study has dealt with the Tocharian grammatical gender, its synchronic description,
and diachronic evolution. The main findings are recapitulated below.

5.1. SYNCHRONIC ANALYSIS

The main questions to be answered in Chapter 2 were whether the genus alternans is a
real gender value and, consequently, how many genders Tocharian has. After a general
introduction to the linguistic typology of grammatical gender (§2.1) and a short
description of the reconstructed Proto-Indo-European gender system (§2.2), the
synchronic analysis of Tocharian gender has been discussed (§2.3). In §2.4, the mechanism
of synchronic gender assighment has been examined, individuating inflectional,
derivational, and semantic strategies to predict gender of Tocharian nouns.

On the basis of typological and cross-linguistic comparisons with Romance languages
in general and Standard Italian and Romanian in particular, it has been demonstrated that
Tocharian has three gender values, including the genus alternans (§2.3.1). The reasons
behind this analysis are recounted below:

(1) alternating nouns have specific agreement patterns, which are different from
those of the masculine and the feminine;

(2) alternating nouns belong to individual inflectional classes, whose peculiarity is
that they have no formal distinction between nominative and oblique in either
the singular or the plural;

(3) alternating nouns form a productive group: loanwords and inherited words are
inserted into this class of nouns;

(4) alternating nouns are only inanimate;

(5) the agreement of an alternating noun provides for a nominal concord where a
controller agrees with a target inflected as masculine in the singular but as
feminine in the plural. This agreement set is respected even when coordinated
NPs headed by alternating nouns agree with nominal modifiers or pronouns.
Indeed, they regularly select a feminine plural agreement.

Finally, in §2.3.2, terminological problems of naming the third Tocharian gender have
been discussed. It has been shown that the label “alternating”, as opposed to “neuter”, is to
be preferred. Indeed, although alternating nouns historically derived from PIE neuters, the
Tocharian genus alternans is the outcome of formal and functional mergers between the
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three inherited genders. In Tocharian, the term “neuter” is more appropriately used for a
relic class of forms limited to pronouns and ordinal numerals. Although these relics derive
from the PIE neuter, they do not form a distinct gender from a functional-synchronic
perspective, since they do not share any exponent in any agreeing word class: they are
used for non-gender reference.

5.2. DIACHRONY OF THE MASCULINE

The evolution of the PIE masculine in Tocharian is not complex. Nouns reconstructed as
masculine for the proto-language are synchronically continued as masculine in Tocharian,
in both the thematic and the athematic type.

In the singular inflection, the opposition between nom.sg. *-s, acc.sg. *-m was lost,
caused by the Proto-Tocharian apocope of final consonants. This produced the formal
merger of the nominative and the oblique (< PIE accusative) in the singular. In the
thematic type, they coalesced in PTch *-ce < PIE *-0- (§3.8.1.1).

In the inflection of the noun, a distinction between nominative and oblique was
reintroduced, through the addition of PTch *-n to the oblsg. This new obl.sg. *-en
(thematic) ~ *-an (athematic) was confined to male human beings (cf. obl.sg. TchB
erkwem, A ortkam ‘man’; obl.sg. TchB lykam [{kén/, A lykdm ‘thief). In Tocharian A, the
obl.sg. -m /-n/ became more productive and it was used for feminine nouns as well. On the
other hand, some other types continuing the athematic inflection generalised the original
weak steam to the oblique in order to remark the opposition (cf. TchB pacer ‘father’ < PTch
*paceer < PIE *ph,tér vs. obl. patdr < PTch *patar < PIE *ph,tr-; TchB masce ‘fist’ < PTch
*mascee < PIE *musteé(j) vs. obl. masc < PTch *masca < PIE *musti-; TchB yriye [yrdye/ lamb’
< PTch *warayce < PIE *yerh,én vs. obl. yari [ydray/ < PTch *Waray < PIE *uerh,en-). Usually,
Tocharian A levelled the paradigm with the generalisation of one of the two stems (cf.
nom.obl.sg TchA pacar ‘father’).

In the inflection of the adjective, different strategies have been employed. In
particular, analogical palatalisation was introduced after the inflection of the
demonstratives (§4.3.1, §4.3.3). The palatalisation affected all the masculine paradigm
with the exception of the nom.sg., thus remarking the opposition between nominative and
oblique (cf. e.g. TchB allek [A alak] ‘other’ vs. obl. alyek [A alyak-dm]; TchB trite [A trit]
‘third’ vs. obl. trice [A tricim], TchB ayamditte ‘not done, not able to do’ vs. obl. ayamdicce,
etc.). On the other hand, those adjectival suffixes which could not have any palatalised
counterpart took the obl.sg. marker *-n, which, in the adjectival inflection, became a
mandatory ending after the Proto-Tocharian period (§4.3.3.1, §4.3.4.1; cf. TchB -em vs. TchA
-dm [not **-am] in TchB astarem, A astrdm ‘pure’). Indeed, in Tocharian A the obl.sg.m. -m
has been generalised only after the Tocharian A loss of final vowel (cf. TchA obl.sg. tricim
‘third’ [cf. TchB trice] < Pre-TchA *tric < PTch *tricce; TchA gerundival obl.sg. -ldm [ cf. TchB
-lye] < Pre-TchA *-[ (apocope and depalatalisation) < PTch *-({)le; cf. also TchA obl.sg. -i
vs. -im in the i-adjectives, TchA obl.sg. ficikci ‘divine’ [cf. TchB 7idkc(i)ye] vs. fidkcim).
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In the plural inflection, the thematic nom.pl. *-0f has been clearly continued in
adjectives and pronouns. In Proto-Tocharian, it evolved into *-eey, and was then
monophthongised in TchB -i, A -e (non-palatalising; see §4.3.4.1). In Tocharian B, word-
final PTch *-cey was maintained only in monosyllables (cf. nom.pl. PIE *toj ‘these’ >> PTch
*ceey > Archaic TchB cai > Classical TchB cey; du. PIE *toih, ‘these (du.)’ > PTch *teey > TchB
tai). There is no evidence for an alleged early monophthongisation of PIE *-of >
(palatalising) PTch *-e.

In the noun inflection, the nom.pl. -i is the marker of a productive class of Tocharian B
e-stems, which can be traced back to the thematic type (§3.8..1). On the other hand,
nom.pl. TchA -e cannot be found in the noun inflection (with the exception of pracre
‘brothers’, where it is unexpected). Indeed, the Tocharian A counterparts of Tocharian B
e-stems probably remade the expected nom.pl. *-e with TchA -ai, levelling the a-vocalism
of the stem (< *-e- < PIE *-0-; cf. obl.pl. -as). In the athematic type, the PIE nom.pl. *-es
caused palatalisation of the preceding consonant. When apocope took place in Proto-
Tocharian, this palatalised consonant was reanalysed as the nominative plural marker (cf.
nom.pl. TchB -7ic, A -ms < (*-fic) < PTch *7ica < PIE *-nt-es; nom.pl. TchAB -7i < PTch *-ia <
PIE *-n-es).

As far as the development of the thematic oblique plural is concerned, I side with those
scholars who claimed PIE *-ons evolved into PTch *-ens > TchB -em, A -as (without vowel
raising in Tocharian A; §4.3.4.1). In Tocharian A, the obl.pl. -as can be regularly found in
the continuants of the PIE o-stems. On the other hand, in the adjectival and pronominal
inflection we find obl.pl. TchA -es. It has been attempted to explain the e-vocalism in this
marker as the result of analogical levelling from the nom.pl. -e. In the athematic type, PIE
*-ns regularly evolved into PTch *-ans > TchB -dm, A -ds (without vowel raising in
Tocharian A).

5.3. DIACHRONY OF THE FEMININE

Among the issues discussed in the thesis, the evolution of the feminine gender has been a
central point of study. Indeed, it has recently been claimed that Tocharian inherited a
gender system different from that reconstructed for the other Indo-European languages:
in this system, the feminine had either not yet risen as a grammatical category, or marked
by the suffix *-ih,/*ieh.- in both thematic and athematic declension. As a matter of fact,
in the thematic inflection of Tocharian several endings seem to continue a declension in
PIE *-ih,, which is conversely attested in the athematic inflection in the other Indo-
European languages. These theories have been scrutinised in §4.3.4.3, where it has been
concluded that they cannot account for the Tocharian evidence; therefore, another
solution was needed.

In §4.3.4.5, the generalisation of the *iA.-inflection in place of the non-ablauting
*eh,-inflection in the adjectival paradigm is explained as a secondary innovation, internal
to Tocharian. This has been caused by a gradual and heterogeneous set of developments
caused by formal and functional mergers of the feminine within the inherited
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*eh,-inflection and with the neuter plural in the thematic paradigm (§4.3.4.4). At this
stage, endings and forms that originally belonged to the neuter paradigm started to shift
to the plural paradigm of the feminine, which, synchronically, does not attest any
differentiation between nominative and oblique plural (e.g. f.pl. TchB -na, A -m < PTch
*-na < PIE *-nh, or £.pl. TchB -nta, A -nt < PTch *-nta < PIE *-nth,). In order to solve these
mergers in some case markers, the thematic type took over endings from the athematic
type, reintroducing a distinction between singular and plural in the feminine paradigm.
The process involved can be interpreted as a “synergetic drift”, i.e. a set of changes aimed
at reorganising linguistic traits through new parameters governing them (Lazzeroni1gg7).

The drift began when the Proto-Indo-European opposition between the feminine
*eh,-inflection of the thematic derivatives in *-(¢/)io-, and the feminine *iA,-inflection of
the athematic stems started to be conveyed only by the difference between *-["P*1g- vs.
*[P2llg_in the singular. In an attempt to solve the cases of homophony mentioned above,
the vowel *-a- (< *-h,-) has been generalised, in place of the inherited *-d- (< *-eh,-). This
ending must have become too ambiguous, being used to mark e.g. the nominative singular
(< *-eh,), the oblique singular (< *-eh,-m), the nominative plural (< *-eh,-es), as well as the
plural of the thematic neuter (< *-eh,). The generalisation of *-a- first affected those
thematic formations that continued Proto-Indo-European suffixes derived with *-(i)io-.
The pattern *-""lq was then abstracted as a morphological marker of the feminine
singular, and it spread to the rest of the thematic type (§4.3.4.5). The opposition between
the new singular stem *-I""*g- and old plural stem *-[?"/g- has been retained in those
derived adjectives whose suffix was not etymologically palatalising (cf. sg. TchB -rya, A -ri
vs. pl. TchB -rona, A -ram; sg. TchB -lya, A -lyi vs. pl. TchB -llona, A -lam; sg. TchB -cca, A -cci
vs. pl. TchB -(t)tona, A -(t)tam), but it has been lost in the other types formed with *-(¢)jo-,
which have levelled the vowel *-a- also in the plural (cf. sg. TchB -ssa, A -si vs. pl.
TchB -ssana, A -saii| -as; sg. TchB -iia, A -nam (obl.) vs. pl. TchB -Afiana, A -'nari| -as). The
final result of this process was the attested bipartition of the feminine inflection of Class I,
which continues the PIE thematic type (§4.3.4.6). The mismatching plural paradigm
TchB -ana vs. TchA -ai| -as has been explained as a secondary innovation of Tocharian A
(§4.3-3.1).

The diachronic evolution of the pronominal inflection has been investigated in §4.2.3,
where it has been demonstrated that the majority of the endings of Tocharian
demonstratives and pronominal adjectives can directly be traced back to Proto-Indo-
European.

A main point in Chapter 3 was to track down the PIE *eh,-type and the PIE *iA,-type in
the Tocharian noun morphology. It has been argued that Tocharian inherited and
generalised a hysterodynamic ablaut paradigm in *-(e)#, throughout the inflection of the
noun. The outcome of this reconstructed paradigm has been maintained in the Tocharian
B kantwo-type (§3.7.1), where the PIE opposition between strong and weak stem *-ef,/-h,-
has produced the contrast between nom.sg. -o (PIE *-e4,) and obl.sg. -a (< *-h,-). A similar
paradigm has also been reconstructed for the Proto-Tocharian ancestor of the okso-type
(ai-stems with nom.sg. -0, obl.sg. -ai), and the arsaklo-type (a-stems with nom.sg. -o,
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obl.sg. -ai). The original situation has been preserved in Tocharian A, where the three
inflectional types mentioned above more clearly correspond to just one type with an a-
stem (< PTch *a-stem). In §3.7.2, I have investigated the possible conditions that caused
the merger between *(e)h,-stems and *on-stems. Finally, some *(e)h.-stems may have
been continued in the oko-type, where they have been reinterpreted as alternating as a
result of the morpho-phonological merger of some case endings of the *(e)A,-stems (cf.
nom.sg. PTch *-d < nom.sg. PIE *-eh, and acc.sg. PIE *-eh,-m) and the neuter plural (cf.
nom.obl.pl. PTch *-d < nom.acc.pl. PIE *-eh,).

The members of the sana-type have been traced back to two different PIE stem types,
which both inflected proterodynamically in Proto-Indo-European (§3.5.1): TchB $ana, A
$dm ‘wife’ is from a stem in PIE *-£,/-eh,-, while TchB lantsa, A lants ‘queen’ and TchB sarya
‘(beloved) lady’ are from a stem in PIE *-ih,/-ieh,- (of the devi-type). Also in this class, the
contrast between nom.sg. -a, obl.sg, -o mirrors the ablauting alternation between strong
and weak stem of the suffix *-(i)A,/-({)eh.. The generalisation of the PIE weak stem in some
Tocharian obliques has been caused by the formal merger of the inherited nominative and
accusative in many inflectional types. To solve this homophony, a trend of development
in the evolution of Tocharian nominal morphology has been to reanalysed the inherited
genitive or dative singular as the new oblique (cf. obl.sg. TchB -a < gen.sg. PIE *-A,és vs.
nom.sg. TchB -0 < nom.sg. PIE *-éh,; obl.sg. 2o < gen.sg. PIE *-iéh,s vs. nom.sg. *a < nom.sg.
PIE *-ih,; obl.sg. -ai < dat.sg. PIE *-h,€j).

On the other hand, it has been shown that, apart from few exceptions, the nouns of the
asiya-type are all of recent origin and they have calqued their paradigm from the
adjectives of Class L2. (§3.5.2, §4.3.3.1). From the adjectives, the sana-type and the
asiya-type also took the plural marker PTch *-na.

Furthermore, it has been argued that Tocharian inherited the feminine suffix *-ix, of
both the devi‘type and the vrki-type, and that these two formations merged in Proto-
Tocharian. The outcome of this merger formed the inflection of the wertsiya-type (§3.7.3).

5.4. DIACHRONY OF THE GENUS ALTERNANS

The Tocharian genus alternans reflects the PIE neuter, but it originated after
morpho-phonological mergers, of which its peculiar alternating agreement is a direct
outcome.

As suggested by a typological comparison with languages with similar gender systems
and further confirmed by a close reconstruction of the Proto-Tocharian adjectival
paradigms, the thematic neuter must have become homophonous with the masculine
singular in the singular and with the feminine singular in the plural. This coalescence first
took place in the adjectival system, and it was a gradual process. Indeed, in some pronouns
and adjectives, we still find relics of crystallised neuter forms. Synchronically, they are
either used adverbially or with pronominal function (i.e. non attributively). Since these
relics are found in paradigms where, in the masculine, the contrast between nominative
and oblique singular has been secondarily remarked by analogical palatalisation, the
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neuter probably survived for a while also in the inflection of the modifiers, where it was
differentiated from the masculine in the oblique singular. When the new alternating
agreement was grammaticalised, these old neuter forms could not correlate any more with
any neuter nouns and were reanalysed. On the other hand, in the plural inflection,
historical neuter forms have spread to the feminine in some adjectival paradigms.

In the noun inflection, the development of both the thematic and athematic neuter
has been analysed. It has been attempted to track down PIE thematic neuters in
Tocharian: some of these have been continued as alternating and thus have converged in
the ake-type, while some others have been reassigned to the masculine gender, as they
synchronically belong to the yakwe-type. This fluctuation has been caused by the formal
merger of the PIE masculine and neuter in the thematic paradigm of the singular. A similar
coalescence also characterised the PIE neuter plural and the feminine. Evidence of this
merger can be found in the oko-type, where old thematic plural forms may have been
reanalysed as singular (§3.8.2.1).

I have also investigated in detail the outcome of those athematic neuters that have
played an important role in the creation of new endings and in the evolution of the
Tocharian gender system in general. In particular, isolated pluralia tantum and lexical
plurals have been discussed in §3.8.2.2; s-stem formations and neuter root nouns have
been treated in §3.7.1.2.

Particular attention has been paid to the evolution of an archaic class of nominals, the
heteroclites in PIE *r/n. We have seen that some heteroclitic stems have been continued
in Class IL.1 (pl. TchB -na, A -édm), where Tocharian A has maintained both the r-stem of
the singular and the n-stem of the plural. The final outcome of this development was a
blended plural with the r-form as the stem and the n-form as the ending (§3.6.2). The
evolution of the PIE *ur/n-stems has been carried out in §3.6.1.2, where the basis for the
postulation of a sound law PIE *-ur > *-ru has been laid. This metathesis can account for
the origin of -stem nouns with plural in TchB -wa, A -u (-wa, -unt), the unexpected
o-vocalism in some isolated forms, and the origin and the spread of the plural marker TchB
-una.

5.5. OUTLOOK

In this thesis, it has been argued that, despite the many peculiarities of its gender system,
Tocharian has not preserved a more archaic gender marking than the other non-Anatolian
Indo-European languages. Indeed, these peculiarities have been caused by internal
developments that took place within the historical evolution of the language. Therefore,
Tocharian inherited a regular three-gender contrast. In a nonattested stage, formal
mergers took place, and the masculine, the feminine and the neuter influenced each other
morphologically, before being fixed in the attested agreement classes. These mergers
caused the functional loss of the neuter as a target gender, the rise of the new alternating
agreement class, and other morphological developments aimed at remarking the
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feminine. Therefore, the results of this study indicate that the gender system cannot be
used to support the early split-off of Tocharian.

It is generally assumed that Tocharian offers relatively little of Indo-European interest
in the domain of nominal morphology. Although the nominal system has certainly
innovated and eroded, the statement that Tocharian is of only minor importance for the
reconstruction of the PIE nominal system has been proven to be wrong. We have seen that
extensive reductions and phonological changes have caused several irregularities in the
nominal paradigms, which have mostly been solved by analogical changes to restore
regularity in morphological patterns. This has led to a heavy restructuring in morphology.
However, both in the regularities and in the irregularities of its nominal system, Tocharian
has mostly used and refunctionalised inherited material. It is hoped that new studies will
do justice to the Tocharian nominal system in the future, as this thesis has tried to do.
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INDEX VERBORUM

This index contains a reasoned number of words cited in the thesis. This includes
members of compounds (°x or x°), deduced forms (x*), and ghost words (1x). Restored
Tocharian forms are cited without brackets.

The order of the languages is: (1) Tocharian A, (2) Tocharian B, (3) Old Indian (both Vedic
and Sanskrit), (4) Avestan, (5) Old Persian, Middle Persian, and West Iranian languages,
(6) Khotanese, (7) Sogdian, (8) Khwarezmian, (9) Old Church Slavonic, (10) Lithuanian,
(1) Latvian, (12) Old Prussian, (13) Hittite, (14) Armenian, (15) Ancient Greek dialects (and
Mycenaean Greek), (16) Latin, (17) Romanian, (18) Italian, (19) Gothic, (20) Old High
German, (21) Old Norse, (22) Old English, (23) Celtic languages.

aricu 146
ancwasi 245
ancwassam 245
ancwassan 245
atdnkdt 232
amok 46
amokdits 46
aram 178
arampat 178
ardm 84
arkdmnasi 58; 245
arkdmnassas 245
asi 62; 81
assam 81

asse 81;155
assem 242
asamkhe 43
asamkhes 43
asi 76

ak177

ak- 45

akdr 8s5; 89; 9o
akdalsdl 47
aknats 151

TOCHARIAN A

akrunt 8s; 89; 90
aklaslyi 47

ap 51

amas 43
amasari 43
ampuk 142

@y 42; 43; 49;108; 134
aydntu 108; 135
arantarc* 77
arki 252

arkim 24z1; 252
arkyant 252
arkyams 252
arwar 87

arsal 146

arslas 148

alak 204; 220; 222; 225;

282
alakdm 222
alyakdam 222; 282
alydkyam 222
alyekds 222
alykes 222
asand 45

asdntam 45
asam 230

asanik 230
astrdm 282

as 50

dntsam 204; 205
enak 230

esdk 259

es 151; 259

okak 39

okdit 142

oko 29; 49; 190
oritkam 282
onikaldm 60;146; 148
onkdlmari 60; 148
onkdlmasi 148
onkdlmas 148
onkdlme 155
oniant 148

07ii 242; 243
orii-cmolsam 245
orii-cmolsi 242; 245
opdnt 39; 243
opdrka 183
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opds* 140; 141; 143

oppal 42

oppal-yokam 116

opsily 43;143

0psi143

omdil 164

omlyi137;164

oriys

olar 60

olarifi 60

oske 149

kam 176

kanwem 149

kapsimiiasas 246

kayurs 50

karmavackaric* 77

kassi 242; 244

kassiri 244

kakmart 130

kac12s

kackdl 8o

kacke 165

katak* 8o

kanikaric 77

kapa- 127;128

kaplune* 128

kasu 48; 254

kaswone 48

kats 108;122; 124; 156

katsasi*108;148

katse 155; 156

kdtwes 122

kdn- 250

kdnt 175

kdntu 49;108; 115; 116; 117;
121

kdntuyo 116

kdntwasi 108

Ckdntwasi 121

kdntwas® 148

kdntwasyo 108; 115; 116

kdntwes 122

INDEX VERBORUM

kdntwis 121
°kdmse 250
kdrpi 244
kdryari109; 148
kdryas 148
kdlyme 97;101;149
kdissi 43

kdissifi 44

ku 142

kuryar 87
kuryart 46;130
kursdr 88
kursdrwa 88
k.li 63

k.lewari 63; 64
k.lewas 63

kus 129; 145; 204
ko 50

ko- 45

kom 28; 59; 99
koldm 141
koldm 148
kowi144

kosant 45

kos 87; 215
knanmune 36; 48
kraricdim 228
krant 228; 254
kramdrts 151
krdanolaric 77
krdsa- 85

krdts 254
kri109;122; 148
kror 94;169; 170
klaypsa- 143
klaysa- 259
klosdm 141

klots 141
°klyur77

klyom 228; 253
klyomdricds 228
klyomdint 228
klyomds 228

klyomim 78; 241
klyominari 253
klyomine 155
cam 28

ckacar 44; 59
cmolwasi 245
cmolwassas 245
Aidikci 244; 245; 282
fidkcim 244; 282
Adkcyarn 245
Adkcyam 245
Adkcyas 245
Aidikteriria 47
Aidikteririanac 245
Aluk 204

niemisi 245
rlemissas 245
niemisyam 245
riom 83

Awi* 268

ta- 26; 38; 208
tarp 43

tarpan 43

tam 108

tarsom 85; 91; 94
tipre 228

tdm 38

tdmne 39
tdmnek 39
tamyo 39
timyok 39
tdrkdr 88
tarkrunt 88

tu 204

turik 36

to- 69; 215

tom 36

tkam 28

tpdr 228

trik- g1

triyk- 16
tricdim 282

trice 258



trit 39; 258; 282
triskam 16
triskas 115

tre 69

natdk 79
napemsas 246
napemsi 246
nas- 48
naslune 48
nakdam 48
nakmant 58
nacki 8o

natdak 47; 79; 8o
nasi 47;73; 78; 79; 8o
ndtk- 79

nds 204
parii167
pardm 254
parivrajak 47
parno 254
parnoresi 245
parnoressas 245
paryari 43
palom 85; 91; 94
palonas g1
palomsi 91
pawta-183
pats 65; 66
pak178

pacar 44; 59
°pat 181

patdr 141; 282
pase 45

°pase 250

pas- 45; 250
pant 243

payk- a5
pdrka- 183
pdrkdr 232
piirs 185; 190
pdirsant 185
pdrwam 99
pdla- 101

INDEX VERBORUM

plk 158;183; 185
pilka-183
pdlkdntu 185
plkets 35
plketsari 35

pdlt 132

pdlmds 99

pdltwa 107; 132
plska- 183
pdlskant 185
puiltsik 183;184; 185
pikar 43

pikaras 43

puk 142; 222; 254
pukal 43
puttisparsas 245
puttisparssam 245
puttisparssas 245
pe 49; 51,149
pekant 45
peri*149

pes 149

poke 49; 60; 141; 149
pokem 139;149; 241
pokeri 60

pokes 149

poricim 254

poris 228

poto 183

pont 222; 254
pont- 215

por 44; 95; 98; 99; 100
pordm 44
posi169; 171
pos*171

posac 169; 171
posam 169; 171
posa 171

pkant 175

priintu 36

pyapi 49; 141
pyap(p)yari 148
pyappyas 148

pracar 44; 59; 117
pracre 283
pracres 260
pravarapakaric 77
prast 43;167;168
praskarii 242
praski 140
priska- 187
pre1s5

pretaric 77
planta- 184
plamds 99

plac 43; 44; 95;101
placim a4;104
placdnyo 104
planto 182
plaska-184

plos 99

bramam 77
bramnaric 77
maku 195

mari 59

malaii 194
mdcar 44; 59
madtkont 222
mdttak 204; 222
maskit 128
mdskitaric 77
mok 215
yamlam 36
yark177;178;181
yuk175

yukari 59

yok- 48

yokarii 242

yoke 1415149
yoktsi 48
Yorii169; 171
yom 169; 171
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ytar 43; 44; 95; 96; 97; 151

ytaram 44
ynarimune 36
ype 85
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ypeyu 85
ymar1s1
yme 149

ysar 29; 44; 95; 96; 97; 175

ysardm 44;102
rake 85; 92
rakentu 85
rackiri 8o
rackis* 8o
rackisyo 80
ratik 8o

rape 43

ri 60

rtdr 232

larici 244; 245
laricim 244
laricinan 245
laricinas 245
laricindm 244
lant 47; 69

lants 47; 60; 62; 64; 69;

70; 285
lantsac 64
lantsari 60; 64; 70
lantsas 70
lamtsas 64
lantsari 60; 64; 70
lantsam 64
lantsana 64
lantsas 64; 70
lu 49;108;131; 132
L kiisnu 165
luksone 165
lok 129
lokit 110;128; 129; 131
lokita-131
lkds 165
lwa108;133
lwem 241
lya107;136
lydm 129
lyiya107;136
lyiya-apsa 35

INDEX VERBORUM

lykdm 282

wak 47,164
wac 198

waco 46
wani197

want 44

wark 176
warpi129; 186
warpiske 129
wartsi167; 168
wasirsi 245
wasirssan 245
wasem 164; 242
wast 117; 175; 244
wasti 245
wastim 241
wasu 87

waka- 99
wakdm 48
wakmant 58; 9o
wakmats 35
wakmtse 35
warpa- 186
wasak 47
waskaric 47; 77
wdknant 176
wdt 39;129; 145
wdr 51; 52
warkdnt 148
widrkdnta(s) 148
wdrt 185;189
wdrtant 185
wdrts 232

wil 47; 60; 69
wds 84;179;198
WU 142

weri- 242

wes 260

wesis 260
wkdm 145; 176; 180
wtas 40

wtak 40

Wram 44; 95; 100; 104

wramdm 44; 101; 104
wramnassi 101
wlalunesi 246
wlalunessas 246
wlam-rikdt 157
wles 85; 89; 259
wlesant 85

wmar 199
wmari199

wsar 151

wsasi 245
wsdassam 245

wsok 48

wsokone 48
Sanwem 65; 149
Sdk 237

$dm 64; 65; 66; 68; 285
som* 141
som* 78
somdm 78
somim 78; 241
$nas 64

$nu 64; 65
$ne 69

Stwar 145
swa- 48
swatsi 48
sSwatsi-yoktsi 48
sar 59; 74

san 43
samneraric 77
sdpnant 176
sdpnasam 176
sdrttw-185
salyp 177
sdlypaii177
sdlypas 177
sik 183;185
sikas 185
surm 82
surmant 58
surmdntwa 58
somam 210



sotre 85; 91
sotreydntu 85
sfior 87; 94
stam 175
spam 176

sa- 204; 209
sam 108; 207
samsarsi 245
samsarssas 245
salat 50

sas 211; 273

akarte 130
akartte 130
aknatsa 151
akruna 86; 9o
akruna 85; 89
akwatse 9o

aks- 45; 250
aksassuki 45
anaisai 155
apasmar 124
appakke 46
amparwa 57; 88; 89
amac 43
amaskaiss
ampdr* 88
amporio 146
ammakki 48
ar(a)hante 59
ararice 109

ariwe 50

arkarie* 169
arkwarifia 241; 252; 253
arkwim 252
arkwindm 252
arsakdrsa 168
arsaklam 154; 160
arsaklatstse *139
arsaklo 146
alam-srotaririe 50

INDEX VERBORUM

sa- 209
samtik 80;130
samtkenu 46;130
sdm 241; 273
sdm 207; 209
sayka- 183

sds 207; 209
s.kasinas 28
se 68

sewari 64
spartwa- 185

TOCHARIAN B

alam-yritarifie 50

alekak 223

alekd 223

alekk 223

aleksa 223

aletstse 223

alokdlymi 223

alorikna 223

allek 204; 220; 221; 222;
225; 236; 267; 282

allok 265; 268

allorik 222

allonk- 224; 265

allorikna 222; 224

allontd 222

allonina 222

alloykna 222

allyenkd 236

alyak 224; 265; 268

alyek 221; 282

alyekepi 222

alyenk 221

alyernkdm 221

alyaink 221

ay- 45; 48

ayasse 134

ayk- 250

asari 43

asiya 28; 44; 62; 76; 81

333

swaricem 99; 149
swar 99; 232
tsar 49; 100
tsdnkdr 43; 57
tsankrunt 88
tsdrk 198

tspok- 46
tspokdits 46
tsrasi 244
tsrasini 244

asiyana 44
asiyaririe 242
asiyantse 81
asiyai 81; 155
asam 230
asanike 230
astardririe 158
astarinirie 158
astarem 282
a, 50
aka 194;196
akadr* 9o
ake 177
°aksi 250
antse 151; 259
ap 51
apam 52
appo* 46
amma* 48
ampdr* 57
tay134
aya108;135
ayo 42; 49;107;108; 134;
135
ayor 48;134
arkwi 252
arsaklo 148
arwa 89
arwer 87
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also

alyriye 50
aldm 223

alek 223

allyaik 236
asce 49; 59

as 50

asta 43;107;134; 135; 175
ikenta 178
ificuwo 146
intsu 204

tke 177;178
udavarttdntse 130
upasakarica 47; 77
upasake 47
uppal 42

ek 141

ekamditte 232
ekita 109

ekita yam- 109
ekita 109
ekitatsrie 109
ekitatstse 109
eksalye 143
enkwariiie 242
ernkwem 282
erficuwo 146
etankditte 232
emske 259
epinkte 39; 243
epets ay- 66
Tepetsa 65
epetso 65; 66
emalle 164
emalya137;164
empele 236
eynake 230

ere 84;176;178; 180
erem 176
erepate 178
erkdntse 172
erkenma 58
ersna 58; 84; 93

INDEX VERBORUM

elauke 66

eweta 66

esaim 141

ese 66

eserfia® 77

esernana 77

ainake 230

aisamiie 48

aisamo 48

°aisi 250

aisserica 45

oko 49;190

okt 142

oksai 160

(oks)ai 160

oksaifirie 139

oksaim 154; 159

ok(s)ai(m) 160

(0)ksaim 160

oks(aim) 160

oksaine 139

0ks0140;141; 152

onkolma 47; 77; 267

onkolmari 60

onkolmaririe 134; 158

onkolmari 160

onkolmai1ss

onkolmairirie 134; 158

onkolmo 47; 60; 77; 146;
148; 267

otkasa 87

omp 207

ompe 207

or17s

orotstse 232

olyi 46;130

olyitau 46;130

oskiye 149

0st 117; 175

ostaninia 47; 77

ostanifie 47; 77; 241

ostuwa 89

aurientam™ 148

auriento 148

ausa 110; 111

Tausane 1o

ausu 87

kaka-182

kakapau 127

kaccalya® 164

kataputaniia® 77

kataputane® 77

katk-164;165

katkauria 47;165

katkewria 165

kattake 8o

kante 175

kantwa 108; 117; 121; 126

kantwam* 15

kantwo 49;108; 115; 116;
117; 120; 121; 152

*kamarta-130

kamartaririe 130

kamartike 130

kamarttarivie 130

kamarttike 130

karak 84

karakna 84

karak 82; 84

karakna 83; 84

karttse 130

kartsa 254

kartse 92;130; 254

karyo* 109; 122;148

karyor 46; 48; 87; 170

kalpanma 52

kaw- 45

kawa-127; 128

kawari 108

kawatse 108

kawo 128

kaswatse 123

kako 182;184

kari158

karak 83

kalp 52; 57



kawa 108

kawalyrie 128

kawo 108; 127

kaswa 108

kaswasa 123

kaswo 108;122; 123; 124
katsa 108

katso 108;122; 124; 156
kdkse-wreme 100
kantwamtsa 1
kdntwaske 46
kdryari109

kdryor-pldnsififia 45; 251

kdryortaririe 130
kdryorttau 46; 130
kdlpassuki 45
kdlpauca 45
kdlymim 161
kdlymiye 97;101;149
°kdlywe 177

kéissi 43

karya- 48

korsa- 48;184
kalp- 45

kalpa- 45

ku 142

kunti 46

kuntiske 46
kurkamdssi n2
kuryart 130
kuryarta- 130
kursdr 57

k.saifid 159

k.se 129; 145; 204
ke, 50

keta* 198

kene 176
kerekauna o1; 94;197
kercapari 160
kercapam 160
kercapo 146; 147
kerccapam 160
kercca(p)pam 160

INDEX VERBORUM

kerci 258
kercci193; 258
kerc(c)i 258
kerte 130; 258
kertte 130; 258
kert(t)em 258
kewdm 87
kesciye 244
kes 36
kokalem* 258
kokalyi 258
kokalyiske™ 258
koklem 258
kotairi 159
koto 141
kottarwa 57
kottdr 57
kompaino 159
korai 140; 160
koraim 140; 159
koraiske 140
koro 140
korraim 160
kolmo*141;148
kosko 141
kostd 123; 124
kos 215

kaum 59
kaumiye 149
kaumaifio 159
kayrse 50
kauserica 45
kausenta 45
kraniko 140
kramartse 151
krasa-182;184; 186
kramdr 151
kraso 182;186
krdnkarie 161
krdnkainivie 140; 161
krasta- 184
krent 92; 228
krenta 254

krente,na 86
krentewna 92
krentewnasse 86
krentauna 85; 92
krem® 172
kremiya 172;173
kremot 172;173
kror°169

kroriya* 94;169; 170
klaritsa 162
klayksa-143
klontsa- 259

kliye 63

klai 63
klai-yritaiifie 50
klairi 63

klaifitsa 162

klaim 63
klaim-$rotaririe 50
klaina 59; 63
klaiyna srori 50
klautsa-pdlsi 141
klautso 141
klyotari 161
klyomo 93; 228; 253
klyomori 228
klyomom 228

klyomiia 78; 241; 252; 253

klyomiiana 253; 275
klyomiiai 155
klyotairid 159; 161
kwa-182;184
kwarsdr 57; 88
kwdrsarwa 88
kwem 99
ksai124

ksa 204
ktsaitsrie 36

cake 177;181
cakkarwi 88

cak 57

cakkdr 88

cem 212; 213
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cendm 212

cem 211
cempamts 212; 220
cey 69; 213; 219; 283
ceyna 212

ceym 211; 220
cai 213; 219; 283
caim 211

caimp 211
colormessem 115
ckacko 146

cpi 208

cwi 208

Alatke 179

Aasso 12

Adassa 1m

Aasso 11
Aidikteriria 47; 77
Ads 204

Aiuwa * 268
Auwe 46

riem 83

riemna 83

nyas 12

Aiyassa rfidsk- 12
nwetse 46
tanan 113
tanaulykam 160
tapre 228
tarkantsa 45
tarkdr 88
tarsauna 8s; 91; 94
tallaw 51

ta 216; 219
takom 156

tana 108

tanam 113

tano 49;108; 113; 125; 151
tarsi* g1

tarsai o1

tipreni 228
tiarkarwa 88; 89
tirkanallya 236

INDEX VERBORUM

tark- 91

torka- 45
tumem 39

tuwe 204

tusa 39

te 26; 38; 208
teki 36

tai 283

Ttaine 191

to191

totka 191

ton 213

tom 28; 36; 213; 215; 219
tonak 215
Ftonta191

tomn 213
tonmem 213
tonts 213

tontsa 213
tomtsa 213

toy 69; 213; 219
toyna 213; 219
toym 212; 220
tos- 215
taunaulykaii® 160
tkacera 59
tkacer 44; 59; 65
tkatdr 65
tkatdrvi 59
Ttkatre 65
trarko 183
tronk-183

trayk- 45
traywa-183; 185
trikserica 45
trici 258

trice 282

tritas 40

trite 39; 40; 258; 282
tritesse 40
tritesa 40

trey 69

traiwo 183; 184; 185; 186

tvarikarar 160
tvarikaro 146
twarikaro 126

twe 204

tweri176

twere* 176;180
nakanma 58
°naksi 250

nakte 47

nasi 1o

naki 48

ndtk- 79

nak-130; 250
nekita 110; 131
nekito*110; 128; 130; 131
nes- 48

nesalfie 48

naine 191; 193
nauntaifid 159
nauntai(m) 159
nauntaim 148
nauntaind 159
nauntaino 159
naunto *140; 141; 148
naumikke 46
naumiye 46
pacera 59
patarye 239

°pate 181

pantari 111; 161
pantaim 148
pantaintsa 161
pantaitstse 161
parivrajakarica® 44; 77
paruwa 195; 196
parwa19s

parwa 195
parwane 195
parsaim 159
parso 185; 190
palauna 8s; 91; 94
pale.na 86

palsko 183; 184; 185



pawta-183;184

passallyi 236

patsa 113

patsam 113

patso 112; 113; 125

pake 178

pacer 44; 59; 282

patdr 121

patdrri 59

patro 141

panto 111; 140; 141; 148; 161

parigs

pdrkare 232

pdrwane 99

pdirsonta 185

pdlkostau™ 46;130

pdlskauca 45

palkaucdkka 48

pdlskonta 185

pditsarid 1z

payl- 250

parka- 183

pala- 91;101

palka-183;184

pikul 43

pinkte 243

pita 189

Tpitantse 187;189

Tpitaim 187;188

Tpitaitse 188

Tpitaitstse 187

pito187;189

pitosa 188

pirko 183

pilko 158;183; 185; 187

pilkonta 185

pilta 43;133

piltasa 43; 57;107;132;
133

°pilsi 250

pistrd 124

puwar 95; 98; 99; 100

periiya 167

INDEX VERBORUM

periiya 163

pem 149

perne 254
pernew 51; 254
pelkiri 161
pelkim 161

pew 51

Tpetso 65

paini 149

paine 149

paim 149

paiyye 49; 51,149
po 254

po-aisi 250
pokai 49;141; 149
pokairifie 241
pokaine 139
pokaiyfi(o) 159
poric 228

pont 215

ponta 254
pontsam 254
poysi 43; 68; 250
poysiiifia 251
poysiiifiana 251
poysiiifie 251
poysinta 251
pOrsno 141
posiya® 169; 171
pauto 183;184
pkante 175
pkdnte-yaminifia 251
pyapyantse 161
pyapyaim 159
pyapyaintse 161
pyappyairi159
pyapyaiisa
pyapyo 49;141
pratsako 146
praska- 187
pruknantrd 109
presciya 167;168
proksa 194
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procer 44; 59; 17
protdr 121
proskiye 140
prosko 140; 141;187
plaktukariria 47
place 101

°plansi 250
planta-182;184
place 101

planto 182
planksi 77
°plinksinia* 77
plansi 45

plonk- 45; 250
plaska- 45;183;184
ploriya*94; 170
ploriyam 170
ploriyatstse*170
pwara 89

ptsan 1nz; 13
brahmanarica 77
bram-iikte 158
brahm-fidkte 158
brahmane 77

ma 210

makte 204
maniya 47; 77
mariiye 47;77
mantalaitstse® 161
malkwer 87
masc 282

masce 101; 282
maskwatstsai 108
mdcer 44; 59
matdr 121

mala 2
malatsai n2
malo 12;126
Tmaskwa 108
maskwd 108
maskwo 108
mdksu 204; 209
mdktom 214
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midktoynas 214
mdricuska 158
mdskit 77
mask-183
mificuska 158
mit 159
mittarwi 88
mittdr* 88
miso 190

misa 58; 194
misaiwenta 194
misko 183
mekwa 195
meli193

merie 59
meyya 138
mewiya 47
mewiyari® 160
mewiyo 47; 146
maiyya 108;136;137
maiyyari 138
maiyyam 138
maiyyana 138
maiyya, 131
maiyyo 108;137
maiwe 136; 137
moko 215
mokomska 47
mokomske 47
mokoska 47
mokoswari 160
mokauska 47
mcuska 77
mcuske 43; 77
micuska 77
miicuske 77
mlyokotau 130
yakne 145; 176; 180
yakwe 175
yakwi 59
yaksarifia 77
yapoy 85; 89
yam- 45; 48; 250

INDEX VERBORUM

yamassuki 45
yari 282

yarke 177;178;181
yarpdr 88

yarpo 183;184
yal 46

yasa 84;198
yasa-183;184
yasar 29; 95; 96; 97; 175
yasornifia 172
yasna* 84
yamditstse 46
yami 45

°yami 250
yamor 48
yaso183

yiktarn 158
yakwe-plansi 45
ydrparwa 88
Yyata-189
Yyasa-184

yente 44

yenme, 130
yerkwantam 148
yerkwantane 139
yerkwantalari 160
yerkwantalo 146
yerkwanto* 148
yerter 87

Yok- 48;187

yoko 36;141;149; 187
yoktsi 48

Yorifya 169; 171
yoriyesse 192
yotkolau 46;130
yolo 249

Ykak 39
yke-postim 178
ykenta 178
ytarye 95; 96; 97; 151
ynamriiana 50
ynamo* 50

ype 89

ypauna 85; 89
ymiye 149
yriye 97; 282
ylamske 46
ylai-fidkte 157
ysara 89
ysare 151
raktsi 48
ratre 232
raparirie 158
ravainirie 158
raso 183
raksatsa 47
raksatse 47
rok- 48
rayn- 46
ras-183
rim 161
rinfia 77
rinifie 77
rinditstse 46
reki 85; 92
rekewna 86
rekauna 85
recci 258
rser 87
lakle 29
lamsuna 85
lantsona 44
layka-183
larekke 46
laric m
lant 47; 69
lantdm 1m
lams 43; 85; 89; 259
lantsa 44; 47; 64; 69; 70;
75; 285
lare 46
liik tsewria 165
lik tsauria 47;165
lakle-tyakari 158
liikleri 108

liksaririe 158



liksairie* 158

luwa 43;108; 132

luwari 158

luwo 42; 49;107;108;131;
132;133; 158

laiko 183

laukarivie 128

laukita® 109

laukito 109; 110; 128; 129;
131

lauke 129; 179

lwarivie 241

lwasa 43; 57;107;132; 133

lyam 129

lyiya* 132

byiyo* 43;132;136

lyauto 141

lykam 282

lykaske 158

lykiske 158

byasa 43; 57;107;132;
133;136

Sak 237

sSak-maiyyam 138

sana 44; 62; 64; 66; 68;
75; 285

sano 68

Tsamts 82

Samriamska 47;77;78;
241

say-78

sarka* 198

saro® m

Salna 84; 94;198

saw- 93

satre 179

samria 78

samrie 78

samna 93

sampa* 198

Saw(a)- 48

Saumo 43;78; 82; 93

saumom 93

INDEX VERBORUM

Sauwlo 66
scono 141
s$cmoriria 165
Stwer 145
Stwer-pew 50; 51
snoy 69
$nona 44
srandm 111;157; 273
Sray 1115157
swatsi 48
sSwatsi-yoktsi 48
samane 28
sar 49; 73; 100
sarm 82
sarmire 46
sarmirske 46
sarmna 82
sarya 64; 715725 73; 74;
75; 285
saryo 64
saryompa 64
salype 177
sartto® 185;187
sdrmana 82
sdarmanma 82
sart-185
sartt-187
sik-184
siko 183;185
sikonta 185
sitaim 159
sito 188
se 210; 273
sek 39
ser 47; 595 74
sertwe 185
serska 44; 47; 77
serskana 44
sewi 85; 92
sewauna 85
sotarnma 91
sotarye 91
sotri 85; 90
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sotrina 85; 90
sotruni 9o

sfior 87; 94

siiaura 87; 88; 89; 94
spakiye 149
spakaim 159

spane 176
slyamriana 50
sana 241; 273
samtkinau 46;130
samp 207; 209; 220
sam(p) 211
sarmana 83

sa 209; 216; 219; 267
san 57;158

samtke 46; 80; 130
sarm 82

sarmna 82
sdaly(i)ye 149
sdrwana 83
sasuwa 59
sayk-184

sayka- 183

su 207

suwa 108; 132

suwo 108;131; 132; 133
se 28; 204; 207; 209
sem 207; 212
somske 78

somo 210; 265
somo- 265

somona 210

soy 68

skiyo 98;144; 145
stana 83

stam 83;175
stama- 165
stmanma 194
snai-netke 79
snai-maiyyari 138
spartta-185
spertte 185
srukaliie 36
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swaricai 159
swaricairi 160
swaricaim 159
Swarico 99; 140; 149
sware 99; 232
waka- 99
wakanma 58

wace 40

wate 39; 40; 129; 145; 265
watesa 40

wato 265

wapa- 45
wapantsa 45
wamer 43;199

war s51; 52

warto 130

wartto 130;185; 189
warpa-186

wartse 232

walo 47; 60; 69; 111
wasem 47

wase 179

wastsi 48

waki 48

wasmo 93
wasmori 93
wasmom 93
wdntarwa 251
wdrttonta 185

dksita- 232
djiiata- 151
anaduh 50
anaryaih 244
anyd- 220

ap- 51
apasmara- 124
amyta- 232
aydm 207; 208
arahant- 59
daraya- 167

INDEX VERBORUM

warpa-183

was- 48; 164

wi 69

wi-pew* 50; 51
wicuko 146

wina 196; 197
winasare 59
witsako 146

wek 47,164
weri- 45; 242
werienta 45
weta* 46;198
wetad, 46;130
wemts 260
werke 176
werpiskatse 46
werpiske* 46; 129; 186
werpye* 129
werwiye 186
wertsiya 167; 168
wertsiyam 161
weserifia 47;164; 242
wessuki 45
wotk- 87
wcikane 139
wecuko 146
wtentse 40
wtentsesa 40
wtesse 40

OLD INDIAN

arayi-167
ariyika- 76
arkd-178
drjuna- 252
drjuni- 252
arya-|arya- 76
dsru- 9o
dsva-17s5
asau 207
asnavird- 87
dsr-k 97;175

wmera 89;199
wrakaim 161
wrakaririem 161; 162
wrakaiririem 162
wrako* 161
°wreme 100
wrotstse 232
wrauria 165
wseriria 164
wsenta 179
tsaktsaim 141; 159
tsank* 172
tsankdr 57; 88
tsaktso* 140
tsara 108

tsaro 108; 127; 187
tsdnkacca 172
tsdnkana 82;172
tsdnkantd 172
tsdankarwa 88
tscrnkdr 88
tsar-127;187
tsem 82; 252
tserekwa 195
tsere-fifi- 195
tsain 57

tsainwa 57
tskertane 146

asndh 97

uksdn- 141
utpala- 42

udan- 51
udavarta-130
upasampada 124
upasaka- 77
upasika- 77
idhar/n-103;104
urdhvd- 189
rsvd- 84



ogha- o1
kataputana- 77
kataputani- 77
karaka- 84
kdrna-103
kdrman- 82
kalpa- 57

katk- 8o

kavya 123
kilasa- 124
kustha-123; 124
kusthin- 123
krkara-140
krkavaku- 141
krsnd-167
krsni-167
ksaya- 124
ksetra- 198
gana-nathaka- 8o
gana-nathaka- 8o
ganda-124
gardabhd 147
gargara- 92
grhasta- 8o
go- 50

gotra- 57
govinda-natha- 79
gna- 67
grismasya 168
cakra- 88
cdtasrah 74
cdtuspad- 50; 51
chaya-144
jani- 67
jdnitar-166
janitri- 166
Jihva-n7;120
Jivati 78

Juhi- 17

tdt 26; 38; 208
tdd 206

tdn 213

tisrdah 74

INDEX VERBORUM

daru-175
duhitih 65
dvira- 176
dvipdd- 50; 51
dhayatiigs
dhandh 125
dhéna-193
naka-natha- 79
naka-nathaka- 8o
nathd- 79
nathaka- 8o
paksin- 50
patatrin- 50
pati- 66
pdtra- 196
paddm 175
padvat- 51
parivrajaka- 47; 77
parnd-196
patra- 141
pitdr- 25
pitriya 239
pitrya 239
pivan-170
pfvar[— 170
punah-sard- 177
pratisthi- 168
prastha- 168
preta-77
brhdnt- 232
brahmana- 77
brahmani- 77
bhaga-178
bhagd- 178
bhana-168
bhanii- 168
bhati-168;178
bhrii- 99
mandilya 168
mddhu- 126
mddhya- 239
matdr- 25
mamsd- 194
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mitra- 88
musti- 101
méhati19o
maireya- 112
yakr-t 104
yaknds 104
ydsati 184
yugdam17s
rdtha- 167
rathi-167
lasunadii73
loka-natha- 8o
vdc- 164

vita-, 44
vaditra-170
var st

vdstu- 175
vinayadhara- 59
Visd- 179

vitka- 167
vrki-167
vrksa-nathaka- 80
vrti- 189

vésa- 178
Sakrd- 166
Saci-166

sasa- 122
santaka- 46; 80;130
Sromata- 253
sd 206; 209
sdkha 92
sarpis-177
sarva-jiia- 250
samd- 273
sdh 206; 209
$d 206; 209
srkvan- 83
sthaman- 175
snavan- 87
srdkva- 83
svdpna 176
svadii- 99; 232
hjd- 122
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hidaya- 122

ap- 51
aniia- 220

asaiia- (Y) 144
aspa- (Y) 175

asti (Y) 175

ap- 51

anhairi (Y) 74
aradfa- (Y) 189
uxsan- 142
karana- (Y) 103
kasuuis- 123
kahrkasa- (Y) 141
kahrka-tat (Y) 141
x'afna- 176

gona- 67

yona- (Y) 67
Jjaini- (Y) 67

Jani- 67

Jjuuaiti (Y) 78
taka- (Y) 178

OP ap- 51

OP duvara-176
OP baga- 178
OP hama- 273
OP hazan- 1y
OP hazanam uy
MP énak 230

asia- 76
amaca- 43
asiria- 43
asana- 230
thsra 43
kava- 240

INDEX VERBORUM

AVESTAN

tat 206

daénu-193
dané.kars(a)- (Y) 125
pairi$na (Y) 96
parana- (Y) 196
puxda- 38
baéuuara/n- (Y) 103
baya- (Y) 178
baga-178

banu- (Y) 168
maezaiti 190
maqdran- 142

madu- (Y) 126
musti- 101

yakara (Y) 104
vaeti- 146

vaxs 164

vata- 44

visa-179

snauuara.bazura- (Y) 87

PERSIAN AND WEST IRANIAN

MP galog 92
MP jagar 104
MP kosk 141
MP kwlk’169
MP sayag 144
MP *hwn 147
MP ’syn 147

KHOTANESE

kaviria- 240
karra-103
krnga- 141
kindariiia- 240
kusda 141
kusda 141

sraoman- 253
zaenus- 57

zarad- 122
zaradaiia- 122

ha 206; 209

hairisi- (Y) 74

h3 206; 209
hité.hizuud (Y) ng
hizuua (Y) 18
hizuua 118; 119
hizuua- 118; 120
hizuud 119
hizuua®ng
hizuud.auuarato 119
hizuud.uxdais 119
hizuugm (Y) n8
hizuuo 18

hé (Y) 206; 209
huuars, x'ang 104
ha- (Y) 131

NP ahan 147
NP kurra 169
Pahl. bewar 103
Pahl. kwsk 141
Pahl. uzwan 120
Parth. bywr 103
Parth. swn 147

gura-173
ggathaa- 8o
gyagarra-103
gyuna-171
Jsir-195
ttarra- 103



ttumgare 126;146
daha- 240
dahiiia- 240
dana-125
nagina- 240
pa’sa-190
piha-187

yn’qwc 230
Brywr 103

HoAo 126

spny 147

agoda 190
bodlb 125
bogs 178
vrana 166
zena 67; 68
déva193
duxs 186

drklas17s
dukteres 65
diona 125
dvaras 176

gyvas 145
kermusé 173

asinis 97; 175
dudna 125

INDEX VERBORUM

baga-178
byarru 103
muyi 146
mau- 126
mauya 146
rre, rrund- 69
sahauja- 144

SOGDIAN

o’n 125
mow 126

BACTRIAN

KHWAREZMIAN
hnéw 146
OLD CHURCH SLAVONIC

dvors 176
pastiizi
pero 196
rémoss 173
ré¢o 92
$€ns 144
sijati144

LITHUANIAN

kidutas 125
liesas 136
liezuvis 117
pusé 171
spafnas 196
spinda 167

LATVIAN

dzivs 145
liéss 136
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s$saman- 83
sana- 57
saha-122

striya- 74
hambita- 146
hissana-146;147

sy’k144

sodii 167
sods 167
s8N 176
toks 177
Jjezyks 18

spindéti 167
spingéti 167
takas 177
toga 190
upé 52
vdrna 165

puse 171
seja144
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genna 67
insuwis 118

eshar17s

eshar, ishanas 97
haliie/a-"136
harki- 252
harsar, harsn- 84
isha- 74
ishassara- 74
titar 96

iuka- 175

arawr 175
ariwn 97
ayl 220
ayt136
barjr 232

ayvews 151
dyvwTog 151
&ducov 24
&dueog 24
deTon 68
a0t 194
dAAog 220
duppotog 232
Quud 48

dva, -xtog 79
dvaaaa, -1g 79
avdpdmoda 51
ameAéw 101
dpyaivw 252
dpytiha 252
dpytAhog 252

INDEX VERBORUM

OLD PRUSSIAN

pausan 171
pauson 171

HITTITE

karauar 169

karauar, karaun- 169

kardi- 122

kattan 124

kurka-169

pahhur, pahhuenas 98;
104

pahs-171

parkus 232

ARMENIAN

diem193
etjewr 169
etungn 195
erg 178
lezu 17

ANCIENT GREEK

qpYWOELS 252
apyds 252
dpyvpos 252
dpyveog 252
dpoTpov 175
dppeva 19
dpamy, -evog 143
dotu17s

abfw 190
dpbitog 232
Bova (Beotian) 67
ydvupat 128
Y10éw 128
YAQTT0 166
YAQXES 166
ypads 111

pars- 191

partauar, -aun- 196
pattar, pattan- 196
pedan 175

sah- 68

taru-175

uatar, uitenas 104

kanay-k’ 67
kin 67
knaw 67
howr 98
neard 87

yuvd (Doric) 67
yuvau- 67

Yo 67

Saxpv 89; 9o
Saxpupa 89
36pu 175

SodAog 51

gop 97

€€ASwp 97

elpw 73

elc 273

EATTOG 177

EApog 177
pETOG 130
¢pubpds 232
Févak (Beotian) 79



{Ew184
toydvizs
{povi45

{ow 78

1) 206; 209

fop 97

1306 99; 232
“Hpa 74

#top 109

Bhea 19

i 193

Bviov 193
Bfjabat 193
Buydmp 25
Buyarpds 65
t6¢179

rmog 175
immétd (Hom.) 130
x0pdid 122
XOTA 124

xip 109; 122
%8pak 166
xpadiy 109
xpadiy (Hom.) 122
xpék 140
xpopuBuov 173
KPOMUUVOV 173
xpépvov (Hom.) 173
0wV, xVVOS 143
A€Wy 132
né(a)aog 239

gjumé 176

acus, aceris 177;194
aka 194

alius 220

amma 48

aratrum 175

INDEX VERBORUM

KEAL, -T0g 166
uéMaoo 166
ploc 273
VoG 131
vedpov 87
6206
(F)olxog 178
opelyw 190
opds 273
8vuE 195
6p80¢ 189
6pds 177
8pog 84
obdétepov 19
000ap, -atog 104
odtog 207
d¢pls 99
#8164

T4V 254

TaS 254
TAoA 254
matépa 121
TATPLOG 239
medov 175
el 92
mepetityg 128
miap 170
mielpa 170
miwv 170
o601 66
TTEPOV 196

ALBANIAN
hé 144
LATIN

argentum 252
arma, -0rum 198
as(s)yr 97
assaratum 97
botulus 124
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mhp 98

TOpdS 98

pfiua, -0Tog 100
onatds 144
oxedn 19

ox1d 144
otlypa 125
otilw 125
OTOMA 100
OTOMOG 100
TeTpdmoda 51
76 26; 38; 206; 208
76 petakl 19
Tolg 213

Tpitog 38

U3wp, B3artog 104
vivg 25; 68
Umvog 176
fg131

paivw 168
pedyw 166
00166
Xelpog 73

WWOS 151; 259

e-re-ta (Myc.) 130
i-go (Myc.) 175
ku-na-ja (Myc.) 67
wa-na-ka (Myc.) 79

hije 144

campus, -1181
canus 122

comes, comitis 128
cor122

cordis 122



346

corpus, corporis 180
corvus 166

cutis 125
dacruma 89
dingua 117

equus 175

felare 193

femina 193
femur, feminis 103
femoris 103
festino 191

focus, -1181
folium 198

forum 176

frater 25

fulgo 184

gaudeo 128
genitrix 45
gurges 92

hortus, -1181
ianuai7i

ianus 171

lecur, iocineris 103
ignotus 151
invictus 232

is 208

bdiat 33
bun 33

bracci 32
braccio 32; 34
cambio 181
cambiora 181
campo 181
campora 181
carcere 32

INDEX VERBORUM

iter 96

iter, itineris 103
itineris 96
iugum17s
lingua 1y
medius 239
meio 190
mitis 136
nauta 130
nervus 87
ndévum 156
obscurus 145
0ssa 175
patrem 121
patrius 239
pédem 156
penna 196
p(frtum 156
postis 168
potis 66
pratum, -1181
quartus 38
ruber 232
sanguen 97
sanguis 97
satis 68

ROMANIAN

fati3a
scaun 34

ITALIAN

carceri 32
dito 34
fuoco 181
fuocora 181
gregge 32
greggi 32
lenzuoli 32

scaevus 144
sermo 82
sero 73
serum177
somnus 176
soror 25
splendeo 184
stamen 175
sus 131

triste 24
tristis 24
uber, -ris 103; 104
unda 51
unguis 195
ungula 195
urina 51
uxor 74
venia 197
ventus 44
verbum 175
vicus 178
Virus 179
Vivus 145
vorago 92
vorax 92
v0x 164

lenzuolo 32
orto181
ortora 181
piede 156
prato 181
pratora 181



akran 190
aljis 220
auhsa 142
dius 132;186
fon1o4

fon 98
funins 98

amma 48
bellan 101
fast 168
fedara 196
frist 168
fuir 98;104
haso 122

dunni192
dyr 186
frest 168
funiiog

Sir o8

deor 132
déor 186
fearn 196
feder 196
first 168

Jyr 104

Olr. aile 220
Olr. bdn 168
Olr. bé 67

Olr. cethéoir 74
Olr. cride 122

INDEX VERBORUM

GOTHIC

lipus 136
mimz 194
qino 67
qipus 124
salba 177
sama 273
sauil104

OLD HIGH GERMAN

hliumunt 253
hut 125

lid 136

lus 131

nagal 195
0hso 142
quitii24

OLD NORSE

heri122
hgss 122
hrang 141
hid 125
lidr136

OLD ENGLISH

hara 122
haso 122
hramsan 173
hringan 141
lira 136
lows 132

CELTIC LANGUAGES

Olr. fén 176
Olr. fine 197
Olr. mnd 67
Olr. taman 175
Olr. téoir 74
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skeinan 144
sunno 104
tuggo 117
unkunps 151
wato 104
waurd 175
winds 44

salb 177
salba 177
scuwo 145
stam 175
wagan 176
wazzar 104
wint 44

limr136
raudr167
reydr167
vatn 104

oxa 142
swefn 176
weeter 104
worp 189

Mlr. arathar 175
MIr. crem 173
Mlr. oss 142
Mlr. ros 168
MW [leu 132
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MW ych 142 W gwain 176
W craf173 OBreth. ohen 142
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ENGLISH SUMMARY

Tocharian is the name given to two closely related Indo-European languages, Tocharian A and
Tocharian B, known from manuscripts discovered in the Tarim basin (present-day Xinjiang
Uyghur Autonomous Region, China), dating from the 5™ to 10" centuries CE. Despite its late
attestation, Tocharian has proved to be archaic, particularly in some sections of the
morphology. However, the exact relationship of Tocharian with the other Indo-European
branches remains an unresolved issue. The problem is that a strong impact of language contact
and internal drift has resulted in an intricate combination of archaisms and innovations that
are often difficult to be disentangle.

Examining the category of gender, this thesis contributes to the investigation of archaisms
and innovations in Tocharian nominal morphology. It aims at providing a comprehensive
treatment of the Tocharian gender system, describing how it historically derived from the
Indo-European proto-language and why it typologically deviates from most of the other Indo-
European languages.

Next to the masculine and the feminine, Tocharian has a third category, which is named
genus alternans. Nouns pertaining to this category combine agreement traits of the masculine
and the feminine, taking masculine agreement in the singular and feminine agreement in the
plural. Using a cross-linguistic approach, the synchronic analysis could show that Tocharian
has a three-gender system, with the genus alternans being a gender value of its own.

The largest part of the thesis deals with the diachronic investigation of a large number of
nominal and adjectival classes whose endings and forms are relevant to the historical analysis
of the Tocharian gender system. These classes are analysed from the point of view of their
derivation and inflection, in order to clarify for each of them the origin and the development.

The evolution of Tocharian gender is a long-standing problem, which has recently become
even more pressing because of the scholarly debate on the chronology and the relative order
of the split of the Indo-European proto-language into the various branches. It is sometimes
assumed that Tocharian has split off second after the Anatolian branch and that the gender
system has retained evidence of this early split. In order to test this claim, the origin of the
Tocharian gender system in nominal, adjectival, and pronominal morphology has been
discussed. It has been argued that, despite the many peculiarities of its gender system,
Tocharian does not require the reconstruction of a more archaic gender marking system than
the other non-Anatolian Indo-European languages. The peculiarities of Tocharian have been
caused by internal developments that took place within the evolution of the language, which
have often blurred the boundary between inherited archaisms and internal innovations.
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NEDERLANDSE SAMENVATTING

Tochaars is de naam die is gegeven aan twee nauw verwante Indo-Europese talen, Tochaars A
en Tochaars B, bekend dankzij handschriften die zijn ontdekt in het Tarim-Bekken
(tegenwoordig de Oeigoerse Autonome Regio Xinjiang, China) en dateren van de 5° tot de 10°
eeuw van onze tijdrekening. Ondanks zijn late attestatie is het Tochaars archaisch gebleken,
in het bijzonder in sommige onderdelen van de morfologie. De precieze verhouding van het
Tochaars tot de overige takken van het Indo-Europees blijft echter een onopgelost vraagstuk.
Het probleem is dat de enorme effecten van taalcontact en interne drift hebben geleid tot een
ingewikkelde combinatie van archaismen en innovaties die vaak moeilijk te ontwarren is.

Deze dissertatie onderzoekt de categorie genus en draagt zo bij aan de studie van
archaismen en innovaties in de Tochaarse nominale morfologie. Er wordt getracht alle
aspecten van het Tochaarse genussysteem te behandelen, de historische ontwikkeling vanuit
de Indo-Europese oertaal te beschrijven, en te verklaren waarom het typologisch afwijkend is
vergeleken met de meeste andere Indo-Europese talen.

Naast het mannelijk en het vrouwelijk heeft het Tochaars een derde categorie, die het
genus alternans wordt genoemd. Naamwoorden die tot deze categorie behoren combineren
congruentiepatronen van het mannelijk en het vrouwelijk, want ze congrueren als mannelijke
naamwoorden in het enkelvoud en als vrouwelijke in het meervoud. Op basis van een
typologische vergelijking met meerdere andere talen wordt betoogd dat het Tochaars drie
genuswaarden heeft, waarbij het genus alternans een eigen genuswaarde is.

Het grootste gedeelte van de dissertatie onderzoekt vanuit diachroon perspectief een groot
aantal klassen van zelfstandige en bijvoeglijke naamwoorden die uitgangen hebben die
relevant zijn voor de historische analyse van het Tochaars genussysteem. Deze klassen worden
geanalyseerd vanuit het oogpunt van hun derivatie en inflectie, om zodoende voor elk de
oorsprong en de ontwikkeling in kaart te brengen.

De ontwikkeling van het Tochaarse genussysteem is een klassiek probleem, dat onlangs
nog nijpender is geworden vanwege het wetenschappelijke debat over de chronologie en de
relatieve volgorde van de opsplitsing van de Indo-Europese oertaal in de verschillende takken.
Er wordt soms aangenomen dat het Tochaars als tweede is afgesplitst, na het Anatolisch, en
dat het genussysteem bewijs heeft bewaard voor deze vroege afsplitsing. Om deze aanname te
testen is de oorsprong van het genussysteem in de nominale, adjectivische en prominale
morfologie besproken. Er wordt betoogd dat het Tochaars ondanks de vele bijzonderheden in
zijn genussysteem geen reconstructie van het genussysteem vereist die archaischer is dan die
van de andere niet-Anatolische Indo-Europese talen. De bijzonderheden van het Tochaars zijn
veroorzaakt door interne ontwikkelingen die hebben plaatsgevonden in de geschiedenis van
de taal, en die ervoor hebben gezorgd dat de grenzen tussen geérfde archaismen en interne
ontwikkelingen vaak zijn vervaagd.
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