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ON THE PART OF SPEECH AND THE SYNTAX
OF THE TOCHARIAN PRESENT PARTICIPLE

Michagél Peyrot

Summary: The Tocharian present participle in Tocharian B -mane, Tocharian A -mam is
normally not inflected and functions often as a converb. Accordingly, the Tocharian A present
participle in -mam corresponds in the Old Uyghur Maitrisimit, translated from the Tocharian A
Maitreyasamitinataka, mainly to the so-called “vowel converb”. Rare instances of inflected
-mane and -mam occur, but are due to calquing from Sanskrit. Although the Tocharian suffix
must derive from Proto-Indo-European *-mhno-, which is traditionally seen as the present
participle middle suffix, as in Gk. -pevo-, the Tocharian present participle is not middle. While
the fact that the Tocharian present participle is uninflected must be an innovation, its voice
indifference is probably old: the specialisation of the suffix *-m#hno- for middle voice seems to
be an innovation of the central Indo-European languages.

1. INTRODUCTION

In recent years the Tocharian participles and agent nouns have repeatedly been in the
focus of scholarship.! Almost all relevant categories have been treated from a number
of different viewpoints. These categories range from the preterite participle, the topic of
the book by Saito (2006; see also Peyrot 2010), the present participle, treated in an
article by Pinault (2012b), and the agent nouns, discussed by Pinault and Hackstein in
recent articles (Pinault 2012a, Hackstein 2012), as well as by Hannes Fellner in his
dissertation (2013) and an article (2014). All these topics recur in Melanie Malzahn’s
The Tocharian verbal system (2010), as well as in my own book The Tocharian
subjunctive (2013a).

There have been several points of discussion, and in many of these no consensus has
so far been reached. Some of these topics are of diachronic nature and concern the
phonological and morphological explanation of the Tocharian forms. For example, the
formation and the historical explanation of the preterite participle have been discussed
repeatedly, as well as that of many or several agent nouns. There are also more
synchronic points at stake, which concern for instance the meaning and the syntactic
status of the agent nouns.

The main topic of this paper is a formation that corresponds to the present participle
middle as attested in for instance Gk. -pevog and Skt. -ana, -mana: the present

1 This research was supported by a Marie Curie Intra-European Fellowship within the 7th European
Community Framework Programme.
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328 Michaél Peyrot

participle in Tocharian B -mane, Tocharian A -mam. With this formation, there are two
major problems, neither of which are a secret to the scholarly community, but
nonetheless they are not always stated so clearly, without any doubt because the
Elementarbuch (Krause and Thomas 1960: 157, 184) and the most important grammar,
the Tocharische Grammatik (Sieg, Siegling and Schulze 1931: 337), are not sufficiently
clear and in part incorrect on this point. These two major difficulties are:

1) this formation is not middle;

2) it is not inflected.

In these two points Tocharian clearly deviates from what can be reconstructed on
the basis of Greek and Indo-Iranian.

2. THE PRESENT PARTICIPLE AND THE AGENT NOUNS

The fact that the present participle is not middle has long been recognised, but not
always valued sufficiently. Dietz, for instance, claims it on a general disappearance of
the contrast between the active and middle inflexion (1981: 144), which is clearly
wrong and biased, because it starts from the idea that the present participle was in
origin middle, also in Tocharian.?

In her book, Malzahn acknowledges that there is no relation between the so-called
“active” present participle and finite active inflexion on the one hand, nor between the
so-called middle present participle and finite middle inflexion on the other hand (2010:
480-481). Thus, she neutrally terms the so-called active present participle the “nt-
participle” and the so-called middle present participle the “m-participle”.

Although I agree in essence with Malzahn’s observations, and fully understand her
choice to use the neutral terms nt-participle and m-participle, 1 think that the nt-
participles are rather to be analysed as agent nouns (2013b: 236-238). They behave
morphologically exactly like other formations that are commonly accepted to be agent
nouns, like TB -nta, -ntsa (~ TA -mts), -uca and have 1) a nominal genitive in -ntse; 2)
no feminine; 3) a nominal vocative in -ai. Further, 4) they hardly ever modify nouns; 5)

2 To be precise, the lack of clarity is first of all caused by the use of the terms “Partizipium Prisentis Medii”
(in the former) and “mediales Prdsenspartizip” (in the latter). According to the Tocharische Grammatik,
the Tocharian A present participle is “in attributiver und pridikativer Funktion stets unflektiert” (L.c.). The
Elementarbuch states, “Wiahrend im Wtoch. das PPs. Med. auf -mane stets unflektiert ist, zeigt die
entsprechende Bildung im Otoch. verschiedentlich flektierte Formen beim Maskulinum” (p. 157) and
“Besonders in der Prasensklasse I steht ein mediales Partizip neben finiten aktivischen Formen”.

3 This idea was revived by Hannes Fellner (Vienna) in a paper at the Arbeitstagung of the Indogermanische
Gesellschaft in Marburg, 22 September 2015. His main arguments are that 1) present participles in B
-mane, A -mam correlate with finite middle inflexion, and 2) passive use of the present participle
coincides with passive middles. In my view, the first argument cannot be substantiated, while the second
is based on such a small number of forms that I strongly doubt its value (I leave the question open whether
it would have any in case of more forms; active and passive use is also found in infinitives and preterite
participles, see also next note). In any case, in their syntactic behaviour the agent nouns in TA -nt, TB
-fica are NOT the active counterpart of the participle in -mane, -mam: the former are closest to nouns and
the latter are closest to adverbs.
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they denote permanent characteristics; and 6) they are often used to translate Skt. agent
nouns in -in- (Fellner 2013: 113; 142-145; 2017: 85-86). Feminine plural forms occur,
but are exceedingly rare and result from calquing.

In the light of the observation that the so-called nt-participle (which has indeed a
formant -nt- in Tocharian A, but actually -7ic- in Tocharian B) is a noun, there is no
longer any reason to analyse it as a participle. We can simply add these formations to
the list of different agent noun formations that are already recorded. This makes the
designation of the remaining present participle as m-participle completely redundant.
The only true present participle is the formation in Tocharian B -mane, Tocharian A
-mam, so that we should call it simply the present participle (Pinault 2012: 229).#

It must be admitted, however, that the analysis of the “active present participle” or
“nt-participle” as an agent noun does not meet all possible classification criterita. As
argued by Fellner (2017: 73-84), the “verbal” case inflexion of agent noun objects
rather points to appurtenance to the verbal system, and so to participle status. I accept
Fellner’s arguments and agree that these do suggest that the nf-agent nouns are to be
analysed as participles. However, in my view the evidence from morphology outweighs
that from case syntax. Although the evidence is in part conflicting, I think that the
morphological and syntactic arguments put forward above are decisive. If case syntax
were the main criterion, most of the other agent nouns would also have to be analysed
as participles, which would leave us with a large set of different participle formations of
unclear semantic differentiation. In addition, further support for my analysis is the
heterogeneity of the agent nouns (including the “nt-participles”), and their relative
infrequency as compared to the present participles (i.e. the “m-participles”), which
places the agent noun formations in the domain of derivation. The present participle
formation, on the other hand, belongs to the domain of inflexion, which points to
participle status as well.

3. MARGINAL INFLECTED FORMS OF THE PRESENT PARTICIPLE

The strange fact that the present participle is indeclinable has not gone unnoticed. In
texts that are translated mechanically, this phenomenon is perhaps the clearest. This
applies in particular to the Sanskrit present participle, which through its inflection
allows many more different syntactic constructions than the Tocharian present
participle. A good example is the following passage from the Vinayavibhanga. This text
contains stories explaining the background of living rules for monks in fairly acceptable
Tocharian, but these are then followed by the literal text of the rule itself as found in the
Pratimoksasiitra. The Tocharian of this rule is highly peculiar: it is a completely literal
translation of the Sanskrit original text and very difficult to understand without recourse
to that original.

4 Imay add that the phenomenon that there is no voice contrast in the present participle does not stand on its
own. As I indicated (Peyrot 2007: 799), this problem is found in the whole non-finite verb, including the
preterite participle, the infinitive, and the gerund.
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Tocharian B, IOL Toch 248 a6-b1°

mdksu no samane ma aldsmo enenka osne pimtwatdsc ynemane - aletsai asiyaimem -+ sari
sarsa tras(k)alye - tsaltalye eficitrd -

‘Which monk, not [being] ill, inside a house, going for alms, from an unrelated nun, would
take hard [or] soft food with his own hand, ...’

The word order of this sentence is rather difficult, because, for instance, ma aldasmo is
simply in apposition to samane without any overt marking, which is unusual in
Tocharian. However, alasmo ‘ill’ is a normal verbal adjective, which is fully
unambiguously marked as nom.sg.m., so that one can be certain that ma alasmo refers
to samane. The real problems arise with ynemane, the present participle of y- ‘go’: Who
is going? ynemane has no marking whatsoever and in principle one would be inclined
to take it together with samane ‘monk’, because usually the subject of the present
participle precedes. This would mean that a monk who is not ill is going for alms inside
a house. However, the Sanskrit original shows that this is completely wrong. ma alasmo
‘not illI’ does belong together with the monk, but the following words all refer to the
nun. In the original this is clear from the morphological marking of carant-, fully absent
in Tocharian.

maksu no samane ma alagsmo enenka osne pimtwatdsc
vah punar  bhiksur aglano ‘ntargrham pindaya
ynemane * aletsai  asiyaimem - safl sarsa

carantyd ajiidtya  bhiksunyah santikat svahastam

tras(k)alye - tsaltalye eficitra -
khadaniyabhojaniyam  pratigrhniyat

The correct translation of the line thus is: “Wenn ein Mdnch, ohne krank zu sein,
von einer mit ihm nicht verwandten Nonne, die in den Hausern auf Bettelgang geht,
eigenhédndig feste oder weiche Nahrung annimmt, ...” (Simson 2000: 236, 302).

Another text corpus that does not give us any beautiful Tocharian literature, but
indeed provides precious insights into the morphology of the present participle, is
formed by the Udanavarga (Udv.) bilinguals. In these bilinguals, all Sanskrit words,
often including particles and preverbs, are translated separately. The goal is not to have
a nicely readable Tocharian text, but to have an exact translation of its parts so that the
Sanskrit text can be read in the original. For syntactic purposes these bilinguals are
completely useless, but they show how the translator tried to find a compromise
between keeping in accordance with Tocharian grammar on the one hand and making
an exact rendering of the Sanskrit text on the other.

As expected, the present participle is used in its invariant form to render both active
and middle present participles of Sanskrit, without any marking in the case of the

5 In Tocharian and Sanskrit text samples, parentheses “( )” denote restorations; in Old Uyghur text samples
(to follow further below), rectangular brackets “[ ]” denote restorations, while parentheses are used for
vowels that must have been there but are not effectively written.
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accusative or the plural (the Sanskrit present participles of the Udanavarga are followed
by their rendering into Tocharian B):¢

nom.sg.m.

nom.sg.m.

nom.sg.m.

nom.sg.m.

nom.sg.m.

nom.sg.m.

acc.sg.m.

nom.pl.m.

nom.pl.m.

act.

act.

act.

act.

act.

mid.

mid.

act.

act.

akurvann ‘not doing’
indecl.  ma yamaskemane

anusaram ‘going after’
indecl.  postim ynemane

apasyan ‘not seeing’
indecl.  ma lkda(ske)mane

parikartann ‘cutting round’
indecl.  kdrsnamane

samganayam ‘counting’
indecl.  sdmsemane

pacyamanah ‘being roasted’
indecl.  (pd)ksemane

kurvapam ‘doing’
indecl. yamaske(mane)

°avijanantah ‘not knowing’
indecl.  (ma ai)k(e)mane

harantah ‘taking’
indecl.  premane

Udv.25.9a
B 308 b7

Udv.2.13a

IOL Toch 152 a2, PK AS 1B bl

Udv.16.24b
B 299 b4

Udv.2.11b
PK AS IB al

Udv.4.22¢
B 305 b8

Udv.31.31d
IOL Toch 206 b6

Udv.25.9b
IOL Toch 225 a3, B 308 b8

Udv.22.2a
IOL Toch 70 al

Udv.10.11d
THT 2376 g.a4, i.a4

However, for the genitive

gen.sg.m. act.
gen.sg.m. act.
gen.sg.m. act.
loc.sg.n. act.

and the locative, we find in this genre genitives and locatives.

avijanatah ‘not knowing’ Udv.1.19d
gen.sg. ma aikemanetse IOL Toch 114 a2
caratas ‘moving’ Udv.1.32b
gen.sg. ynemanentse SIB 75 b5
tisthatas ‘standing’ Udv.1.32b
gen.sg. klyemanentse SIB 75 b5

sati ‘being’ Udv.1.4b

loc.sg. (nesa)manene IOL Toch 38b5

For the locative, this is the only example I know of;’ the genitive is attested a little more
often: apart from the three examples here, Dietz lists a few more (1981: 140-141; see

Not included below are two deviating and isolated correspondences: the adjective prthivisadrso

‘resembling the earth’ Udv.17.12a ~ kendmpa tasemane PK NS 107 b3; and the absolutive samudaniva
‘having accumulated” Udv.1.21¢ ~ (krau)wpemane B 304 a4.

B 21 b2 /// manene has been interpreted as a locative (prutkemanene) ‘being prevented’ by Sieg and

Siegling (1949, 1: 35); Hackstein, Habata and Bross (2015: 75-76) rather suggest a du. (kule)manene
‘being exhausted’. If the latter interpretation is correct, it would be the first instance of a dual present

participle. This would be all the more remarkable since no plural forms have as yet been found.
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also Peyrot 2013b: 237). In total, I have now collected 13 examples of the genitive.?
There is further one instance of the perlative (Dietz 1981: 77) and one of a feminine.
The number of inflected forms is extremely low compared to the overall frequency of
the present participle. Most importantly, however, most of these forms can be shown to
occur in contexts with a fair amount of other calques, as in the case of the examples just
cited, so that the whole phenomenon can with confidence be attributed to calquing.

In Tocharian A, even less inflected forms are found. One present participle is fully
inflected, the word knanmam ‘knowing’; this word is clearly lexicalised and cannot be
used to argue for inflexion of the present participle in general (Peyrot 2013b: 237-238;
pace Krause and Thomas 1960: 157). Similarly, the word samam ‘living, alive’ occurs
two times with an oblique samandm, which also points to a shift of word class. Apart
from these lexicalised examples, there are in Tocharian A hardly any inflected forms.
There is one example of a genitive, A 152 b3 lintsamantap ‘going out’. There are
further three instances of a present participle in the perlative plural, found in the same
sentence of a text that is fully calqued on its Sanskrit original, A 353: plamtmamicsa
‘rejoicing’, calquing Skt. sammodamanair; ma k.ias ypamaii(cs)a ‘not fighting’,
calquing Skt. avivada(manai)r; panitswatsdm lutkdsmarn(csa) ‘brilliantly illuminating’,
calquing Skt. dipayamanaih (restored on the basis of a literal parallel, see Waldschmidt
1968: 9). It may be noted that in all instances, the inflexion of the present participle is
based on that of the preterite participle (Peyrot 2013b: 237-238).

Tocharian A, A 353 a3-6

syak-soma-artlune paltskuméfiicsa plamtmamiicsa ma kuila ypamafi(cs)a
sahitaih samagraih sammodamanair — avivada(manai)r
(soma-pé)ltskumaificsa - soma-si(r)p(a)sluneyumdficsa sas-wir-mal(k)e namtsufcsa
ekagr(ai)r ekoddesair ekaksirodakibhiitaih
késsiyap endslune paiiitswatsdm lutkdsmaf(csa)

(sastuh Sasanam dipayamanaih)

‘... einig, einmiitig, freudig, ohne Streit, eintrdchtig, einer [einzigen] Anweisung folgend, eins
geworden wie [eine Mischung von] Milch [und] Wasser [und] die Lehre des Meisters
erleuchtend.’ (Schmidt 1989: 73, 74, 77).

Above, mostly inflected forms have been cited, in order to show that these do occur but
can in all cases be explained as calques on Sanskrit models. In most cases, the precise
original Sanskrit text has even been identified, so that no doubt remains about these
forms being calques. In regular Tocharian, the present participle is not inflected:
uninflected occurrences outnumber by far the few inflected forms just discussed. In this
sense, the inflected forms must be seen as exceptions confirming the rule that the
present participle is indeclinable.

8  Apart from those already cited, the following examples can be listed: IOL Toch 114 a2 aikemanetse, PK
NS 22 b6 aykemanentse ‘knowing’; THT 1579 a 2 kétkanamanetse ‘crossing, trespassing’ (Ogihara 2012:
164); B 194 a6 nesamanentse ‘being’; PK AS 6E a5 mdskemanentse ‘being’; B 527 a3 yamaskemanentse,
IOL Toch 13 b5 (ya)maskemanemtse ‘doing’; B 527 a4, B 601 a4 lkaskemanentse ‘seeing’; B 16 a5
(weske)manentse ‘saying’; B 33 a5 smemanentse ‘sitting’ (in ostd-smemanentse ‘householder’).
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4. CONVERBIAL USE OF THE PRESENT PARTICIPLE

The fact that the present participle is not inflected leads to the question to which part of
speech it actually belongs. Unfortunately, the absence of inflexion is not by itself
enough to decide the matter, since there are in Tocharian many uninflected words. Most
importantly, a large number of adjectives is not or only partly inflected and in many
cases the transition between adjectives and adverbs is fluent. Therefore the question can
only be answered with reference to syntax.

It has been noted by Hackstein (2012: 160) that the present participle is often used
converbially. He gives two examples that I repeat here because these show indeed the
typical use of this formation:

Tocharian B, B 284 a3-4
kektseri premane tom® liiklenta wiirpnatrd
‘Carrying a body, one feels these pains.’

Tocharian B, B 336 a7
(md wai)ke (weskau) weskemane aistrdi waike we(skau)
‘[While] saying “I am not telling a lie” he knows, “I am telling a lie”.

That this is the typical use is confirmed by the investigation of Dietz (1981), who
discusses this type in half of his dissertation (p. 74—136). In a much smaller section he
has collected deviating examples (p. 136—143): these do exist, but are definitely
marginal in terms of statistics. Whether this use can be termed “converbial” is of course
a matter of definition, but it does actually fit most definitions of the term found in the
literature. More precisely, if “broader” and “narrower” definitions are distinguished (cf.
the practical review of several definitions and the terminology by Rapold 2010), it
accords also quite well with the narrower ones like that of Haspelmath (1995: 3): “a
nonfinite verb form whose main function is to mark adverbial subordination”.!°

The term converb was invented for the description of Khalkha-Mongolian
(Ramstedt 1902: 3, 55-58), and also today, Altaic languages figure very prominently in
typological accounts of converbs. Interestingly, Tocharian is well known to have been
in contact with Turkic languages and probably also with other languages that were
typologically similar. Since the most important Tocharian A text, the Maitreyasamiti-
Nataka, has even been translated into Old Uyghur, a direct comparison of the use of the
present participle and Old Uyghur converbs is possible. Ideally, all possible participles
and converbs should be compared, and ideally this should be done not only from the
viewpoint of Tocharian, but also from that of Old Uyghur. Such a comprehensive study
is not possible here, but I may refer to Pinault (2015: 95-97'"), who points out the
parallelism between the Tocharian absolutive and the Old Uyghur converb in -p, e.g.:

9 So to be corrected for fau in the manuscript.
10 For an investigation of converbal use of participles in Young Avestan, see Sommer (2014).

11 Cf. further also Wilkens (2008: 419) and Pinault (2003: 47).
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Sanskrit tac chrutva ‘Having heard that, ...
Tocharian A tim kaklyusurds ‘id.”
Tocharian B tu keklyausormem ‘id.”

Old Uyghur ani esidip ‘id.”

Apart from the absolutive construction, usually found at the beginning of the sentence,
the Old Uyghur p-converb is mostly used to translate finite verb forms in the middle of
the sentence, while the last Tocharian A finite verb form is then rendered with a finite
verb also in Old Uyghur.

Although I had to restrict my own investigation to the rendering in Old Uyghur of
Tocharian A present participles in the first four acts of the Maitreyasamiti-Nataka, the
results are relatively clear. In many instances the corresponding passage in Old Uyghur
was damaged or missing completely, or the text deviated to such an extent that a
grammatical comparison was not possible. However, in the instances where the texts
were close enough, the present participle corresponded often to the Old Uyghur “vowel
converb”, so called because the suffix consists only of a vowel.'? (Unless indicated
otherwise, the passages are cited after Ji 1998 and Geng and Klimkeit 1988.)

* Tocharian A, YQ IIL.5 a5

wsa-yokdm kanak tsaram pdrmam mahdaprajapati gautami sakkesi lam(ts)

‘... carrying the gold-coloured cotton-cloth in her hands, the Sakya queen Mahaprajapati
Gautamd ...’

~ Old Uyghur, MaitrHami 3.5b7-9

ol altun onyliig boz eligintd tuta mahapr(a)capati gautami hatun yasodaraka incd tep tedi

‘... holding the gold-coloured cloth in her hand, queen Mahaprajapati Gautami said to
Yasodhara.’

* Tocharian A, YQ 1.10 a5
tirmmam kapsiiiiio klopasumtsam wasenyo sertmam trd(ikds)
‘... with trembling body, with sorrowful voice, he says weeping.’

~ Old Uyghur, MaitrHami 1.16a26-27
titrdyii kamSayu dt’6zin dmgdklig iinin 1glayu incd tep tedi
‘... with trembling body, with sorrowful voice, he said weeping.’

* Tocharian A, YQ I1.14 a8
kdckeyo katkmam namtsu fiaiimusam kapsiiio sl= ancalyi
‘... joyful with (...) joy, with [his] body bowed, with [his] hands placed together ..."

~ Old Uyghur, MaitrHami 2.16a20-23

anta otrii ayvagka tdgimlig maitri bodisv(a)t ulug ogriinc[iin] égirii sdwinii dyitd [d]t ozin
[ayalarin kav]Surup

‘Then the honourable Bodhisattva Maitreya, rejoicing with great joy, placed with bowing
body his hands together ...’

12 The suffix has the variants -a/-d, -1/-i, -u/-ii, -yu/-yii. These variants can only in part be explained with
vowel harmony and correspond to the variants of the aorist (Erdal 2004: 311, 312).
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* Tocharian A, YQ 1.4 a7
katkmam namtsu badhari bramam kurosam kapsiniiio ksdnk ksdnk karemam
‘Joyful Badhari the brahmin, with his aged body, laughing “ha ha” ...’

~ Old Uyghur, MaitrHami 1.10b5-10"3

bu [savag esidip aysiz ogriinciiliig sdvinclig bolup badari braman ulug kari biikiilmis dt'6zin
kirt kirt kiilCird incd tep tedi]

‘Having heard these words, Badhari the brahmin suddenly became joyful, and, with his very
old [and] bent body, laughing “ha ha”, he said: ...

* Tocharian A, YQ I1.9 bl
magatsinds ypeydntwam yme ymam pasanak sulam
‘... going [his] way through the lands of Magadha, on Mount Pasanaka ...’

~ Old Uyghur, MaitrHami 2.10b14-16

magat elkd sanlag ulus baliklar .. sayu yoryu pasanak tagka tdgdildr

‘... going through all countries and cities belonging to the realm of Magadha, they reached
Mount Pasanaka.’

The present participle katkmam ‘rejoicing’ has clearly been lexicalised in Tocharian,
requiring a form of nas- ‘be’ to follow. Unlike the correspondence YQ I1.14 a8 ~
MaitrHami 2.16a20-23 cited above, these constructions are mostly rendered into Old
Uyghur by an adjective (in fact mostly a double adjective), and a form of ‘be’ as well,
e.g.:*

* Tocharian A, YQ II.15 a5
(ka)tkmam natsu
‘having become joyful’

~ Old Uyghur, MaitrHami 2.17a18-19
ogriinciiliig sivinclig bolup
‘having become joyful’

Likewise, puk knanmam ‘all-knowing’ is translated with #ikdl bilgd ‘fully wise’:!3

* Tocharian A, YQ I1.5 a8
puk knanmandnt ptankit pkdrsds
‘recognise him as the all-knowing’

~ Old Uyghur, MaitrHami 2.6a10-12

otrii sizldr incd ukunlar (..) seziksiz tiikdl bilgd t(G)yri t(d)yrisi burhan drmis
‘Then you have to understand it so: without doubt he is the fully wise Buddha, god of gods.’

Relatively frequent in my sample was attributive use as in tdrmmam kapsinnio ‘with
trembling body’, a type of use that runs counter to the typical use as described by Dietz

13
14

15

This portion has been restored after the parallel manuscript from Turfan.

The same and similar expressions are found for example in YQ I.1a2 ~ MaitrHami 1.6b23; YQ L1 bl ~
MaitrHami 1.7a28-29; YQ 1.4 a6 ~ MaitrHami 1.10b3; YQ 1.2 a4 ~ MaitrHami 2.2a20; YQ II.15 a5 ~
MaitrHami 2.17a18-19; YQ II1.3 b4 ~ MaitrHami 3.3b27.

Cf. in addition with a less exact correspondence YQ 1.9 b4 ~ MaitrHami 1.15b29-30.
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(1981). Notably, these constructions are rendered in exactly the same way in Old
Uyghur. This use of the vowel converb is remarkable also for Old Uyghur and noted
explicitly by Erdal (2004: 312), who says that “the head of this construction is in all
cases an inalienable part of the subject of the verb.” Indeed, most examples concern
body parts in the instrumental case, and we also find the word for “voice’. The result is
an adverbial construction just like the present participle or the converb would have been
by itself. In fact, these constructions are semantically very close to ‘trembling with
one’s body’, and this might perhaps be the origin of the construction, or the explanation
of its being allowed in the first place. It must be noted, however, that this deviating
interpretation requires a marked word order that is quite unusual in Tocharian, and, at
least synchronically, excluded in Old Uyghur. Examples are:!¢

Tocharian A, YQ 1.10 a5 ~ Old Uyghur, MaitrHami 1.16a26
tirmmam kapsininio titrdyii kamSayu dt ozin

‘with trembling body’ ‘with trembling body’

Tocharian A, A 215 a5’ ~ Old Uyghur, MaitrHami 1.12b11
tirmmam wasenyo titrdfyiif ii/nin]

‘with trembling voice’ ‘with trembling voice’

Tocharian A, YQ II.1 a7 ~ Old Uyghur, MaitrHami 2.1a29-30
smimam akmalyo kiilcird yiizin

‘with smiling face’ ‘with smiling face’

Tocharian A, YQ I1.14 a8'® ~ Old Uyghur, MaitrHami 2.16a22-3
Aaimusam kapsino dpitd [d]t 6zin

‘with bowing body’ ‘with bowing body’

Tocharian A, A 213 b7 ~ Old Uyghur, MaitrHami 2.6al
sakdt kdlymam pdltsikyokk ats yasru koylin

‘with silent mind only’ ‘with secret mind’!®

16

17
18

19

Erdal (2004: 312) further lists tikd kulgakin ‘with cocked ears’, for which I could so far find no exact
match in Tocharian A.

Cf. also YQ 1.6 b4 ~ MaitrHami 1.12b11.

Aanmusam is a preterite participle, i.e. literally ‘with [his] body bowed’. For the same phrase with a

more usual instrumental) without Old Uyghur parallel.

This correspondence is a little difficult because the Old Uyghur passage may alternatively correspond to
YQ IL5 a6 (belonging in the lacuna between A 213 al and a2; see Peyrot 2013a: 645-646), which reads
sne sotre pdltsdkyokk ats “without a sign, only with [your] mind’. The two Tocharian A passages are very
close in meaning and obviously refer to the same thing, but the second has no direct counterpart in the Old
Uyghur text. It seems therefore justified to compare the Old Uyghur phrase with the first instead of the
second Tocharian A passage. This could explain the enigmatic dd(i)zii turup ‘standing upright (?)’ that
precedes yasru képlin and has no exact equivalent in the Tocharian A text: turup ‘standing’ could be an
addition of the Old Uyghur translator who misunderstood the idiomatic expression sakdt kélymam
pdltsdkyo ‘with silent mind’, but literally ‘with [his] mind standing still’.
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In a number of cases, I found Old Uyghur aorists corresponding to Tocharian A present
participles. The Old Uyghur aorist is mostly used predicatively and “usually expresses
continuous aspect”, while it is also used as a participle (Erdal 2004: 240, 284-285);
normally, it renders the Tocharian A finite present.

* Tocharian A, YQ 1.6 al
(badhari bra)hma(m) siii wastwam kakmurds pluma(nn oki)
‘(Badhari) the brahmin, having come back to his quarters, floating (as it were), ...”

~ Old Uyghur, MaitrHami 1.12a2-5

anta otrii bladar]i b[raman] kintii dvintd oluru kok t(é@)yrikd kalwr tdg artok o6griinciiliig
savinclig bolup incd tep tedi

‘Then Badhari the brahmin, sitting in his own house, as if floating in the sky, having become
very joyful, said.’

In the following case, we may surmise that the Tocharian phrase katkmam akmalyo
‘with joyful face; with rejoicing face’ was considered too difficult to render one-to-one
into Old Uyghur, because a face cannot rejoice in the literal sense. To solve this
problem, the translator inserted kiildr ‘laughs; laughing’.

* Tocharian A, YQ II.1 a3
katkmam akmalyo badhari trdnkds
‘with joyful face Badhari says’

~ Old Uyghur, MaitrHami 2.1a13-14

ogird sdvinii kiildr yiizin badari braman incd tep tedi
‘Joyful Badhari the brahmin said with smiling face.’

Similarly, the addition of the conjunction drkdn ‘while’ makes the grammatical
function of the Tocharian A clause with ymam ‘going’ more explicit in the Old Uyghur
translation in the example below.

* Tocharian A, YQ I1.7 b8
/// — ytar ymam penu kucne tu pdltsdnkatar -
‘Even while going a ... way, what you think ...’

~ Old Uyghur, MaitrHami 2.8b21-23
uzun yol yoryur drkdn ymd tériy tdrin dyan sakinclarag sakinur siz
‘Even while you are going a long way you think very deep meditation thoughts.’

In the following example the construction has likewise been adapted, evidently because
it was difficult to render in Old Uyghur literally.

* Tocharian A, YQ 1.4 a6
puk lo arar el esmam
‘all had gone away, being given as alms’

~ Old Uyghur, MaitrHami 1.10b2
busi berdiyiz
‘you have given as alms’
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An isolated type of correspondence is that between a Tocharian A present participle and
an Old Uyghur perfect participle in -mIs. The explanation in this case is probably that
the phrase in -miska makes the causal value explicit that has to be inferred from the
context in the Tocharian A version (Erdal 2004: 485—486).

* Tocharian A, YQ I1.8 b2

(tsem Sa)k(w)asim jar mrdacam natikyo ymam tsru skara ywatr-am oki

‘The topknot of blue hair on his head is leaning a little backwards as it were [because of his]
going in haste.’

~ Old Uyghur, MaitrHami 2.9b6-9
bastinki kokiis onliig tokwrt evd tivd yor(ymiska azkia ketdrii kamitmis
“The blue-coloured hair knot on his head is a little loosened as he is going in haste.’

The Old Uyghur translation of the Tocharian A Maitreyasamitinataka is a good
translation. Although the Old Uyghur Maitrisimit does show remarkable syntax that is
due to the Tocharian A original, the relationship between the two texts cannot in any
way be compared to the slavish calquing from Sanskrit originals into Tocharian B or A
that has been discussed above. It cannot come as a surprise, therefore, that the
Tocharian A present participle does not have a one-to-one correspondent in the Old
Uyghur translation. However, not counting the instances that were too fragmentary to
evaluate, or where the texts deviated to such an extent that a grammatical comparison
was not possible, the correspondence between the Tocharian A present participle and
the Old Uyghur vowel converb stands out among these heterogeneous correspondences
in being by far the most frequent. There is no other grammatical category with which
the vowel converb is in competition.

5. RECONSTRUCTING PROTO-TOCHARIAN

What can we say about a Proto-Tocharian *-mane on the basis of the above
observations? On the one hand, both languages show marginally inflected forms,
Tocharian B a little more than Tocharian A. On the other hand, both languages show
marginally attributive use, Tocharian A a little more than Tocharian B. One strategy
could be to add up the evidence from both languages to conclude that Proto-Tocharian
had a regularly inflected adjective that effectively lost its attributive use and its
inflexion in both languages, with the former surviving better in Tocharian A and the
latter in Tocharian B.

Such a strategy is certainly oversimplified and therefore necessarily wrong. The
Tocharian B inflexion is definitely secondary, because it occurs in texts that are full of
calques and because many individual instances can be shown to be calques. In addition,
the Tocharian B genitive, the most prominent instance of inflexion, is nominal and not
adjectival. If anything, it would prove that the present participles were nouns, not
adjectives. Likewise, the very marginal inflexion in Tocharian A can easily be shown to
be secondary, because it is fully modeled on the preterite participle, whose completely
irregular paradigm (a mixture of vestiges of s- and nz-stem inflexion) cannot possibly
have replaced a regularly inflecting adjective.
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It is more difficult to decide what the evidence for attributive use is worth. In the
case of Tocharian A, influence from Old Uyghur is not possible chronologically,
despite the parallelism pointed out above, because contact with Old Uyghur is to be
dated towards the end of the first millennium, and so towards the end of the Tocharian
A language itself. If the parallels noted are due to contact, it is rather the Old Uyghur
literary language that is influenced by Tocharian A. However, it must be noted that
other Old Turkic varieties cannot be excluded as a source of influence; and likewise
influence from typologically similar languages — Turkic or not Turkic — remains
possible. The Maitreyasamiti-Nataka is definitely a Tocharian A composition and must
be taken very seriously as a source for original, genuine Tocharian A syntax. Never-
theless, also the phenomena found there cannot be simply projected back to Proto-
Tocharian: it is a literary, highly developed text that makes use of a rich literary
inventory taken from other literatures, in part Sanskrit, in part Middle Indian, and
perhaps in part from yet other traditions. Also in the Maitreyasamiti-Nataka, calque
patterns can occur. In essence, the same is true of the examples of attributive use in
Tocharian B, which have not been the topic of this paper.

In sum, I consider it very likely that Proto-Tocharian had an indeclinable present
participle. Less certain, but still probable is it that this participle was only or
predominantly used adverbially. In view of the current definitions of the term converb
in typology, this term is justifiable for the Tocharian present participle. However, it
does not have the terminological elegance as for instance for Turkic, since it would be
the only one of its kind in the language. The essential point is that the present participle
was not middle, that it was indeclinable, and that is was used adverbially.

6. CONSEQUENCES FOR PROTO-INDO-EUROPEAN

As far as I can see, the consequences for Proto-Indo-European, for which commonly a
suffix *-mhmo- is reconstructed (after Klingenschmitt 1975: 159-163), are mixed. The
fact that the Tocharian present participle is uninflected is remarkable, but may easily
have come about secondarily, possibly through contact with other languages with
converbs, such as Turkic, or other typologically similar languages. There is no parallel
for such an uninflected formation in Proto-Indo-European.

By contrast, the voice-indifference of the Tocharian present participle seems in fact
significant. In view of the firm entrenchment of voice in the finite verb and the
preservation of the nt-participle in the form of an agent formation, it is difficult to
imagine how a clear-cut voice contrast could have been given up. If there had been such
a neat voice contrast between the two participles, as it is found in Indo-Iranian and
Greek, why would this contrast have been abolished only in the participles, but not in
the finite verb? The same objection is valid for Latin. The traditional view that alumnus
and femina are remnants of an earlier middle present participle, while the active present
participle otherwise ousted its middle counterpart although the voice contrast was
preserved in the finite verb derives its logic only from the presupposition that there was
originally a voice contrast in the present participle in the first place. In this point, I
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agree with Pinault (2012b: 229), who states that “the specialization for medio-passive
meaning as seen in some languages (Indo-Iranian, Greek) correlates with the
specialization of the participle in *-(e/o)nt- for the active voice”.

As Melchert points out (1983: 24), the suffix *-mhno- must in origin have been one
of several verbal adjectives, not a participle in the strict sense. If no voice contrast
between the “active” participle in *-n#- and the “middle” participle in *-mhno- can
actually be reconstructed, it does not make sense to reconstruct *-m#h;no- as a participle
at all.
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