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1. Introduction
1.1. Historical background and external history
1.1.1. Discovery and documentation
ToOCHARIAN is the conventional name for two related, extinct Indo-European (IE)
languages known from documents found in the oases of the Tarim River basin north of the

Taklamakan desert in Xinjiang (Chinese Turkestan).

general term German alternatives obsolete (see below)
Tocharian A (TA) Osttocharisch (East Tocharian) Turfanian
Tocharian B (TB) Westtocharisch (West Tocharian) Kuchean

Kasachstan

= ""gergana




A few Tocharian manuscripts were acquired by the Russian consuls Berezovskij and
Petrovskij in KaSgar already in the 1890s, but the great bulk were uncovered by archaeological

“missions” to Xinjiang in the years preceding World War I, led by

* Britain: Sir Aurel Stein
* Germany (Prussia): Albert von le Coq
» France: Paul Pelliot

« Japan: Count Otani Kozui

In addition to a wealth of Middle Iranian documents, the expeditions brought back others in
unknown languages, written in the “slanting” Brahmi script of Central Asia. In 1908, the
German philologists Emil Sieg and Wilhelm Siegling conclusively identified them as non-Indo-
Iranian IE languages, which they labeled “Indo-Scythian”; they also succeeded in distinguishing
TA and TB. These Western missions to China ceased with the outbreak of the war; other than
Langdon Warner of Harvard University (U.S.), who led an expedition in the early 1920s, no
Western scholars are known to have visited Xinjiang for the next few decades.

Current distribution of Tocharian manuscripts and state of publication (for details, see
Malzahn 2007a, Pinault 2007):

Berlin
* All TA manuscripts (except for Yanqi fragments): published in Sieg and Siegling 1921
* TB manuscripts (Buddhist and secular): published in Sieg and Siegling 1949-53

Paris (Pinault 2007)

* TB manuscripts, mostly medicinal and magical texts: published by Lévi and Filliozat, but
unreliable without Sieg’s extensive commentary and list of corrected readings

* TB secular documents from the Mission Paul Pelliot: caravan passes and cave graffiti
published in Pinault 1987; other manuscripts in Bibliothéque Nationale being published by

Pinault in a long series of articles



London
* TB manuscripts in Weber, Stein, and Hoernle collections: published in Broomhead 1962 with
translation, but without photographs (also no indication of provenience); new edition by

Peyrot 2007, concordance in Peyrot 2007a

St. Petersburg
» Petrovskij and Berezovskij collections, now being published by Burlak and Itkin, Pinault,

Klaus T. Schmidt

Tokyo

+ manuscripts from the Otani collection, never systematically published

Uriimgji
* TA fragments from Yanqi (YQ), discovered in Xinjiang in the 1970s: published in Ji et al.
1998

The manuscripts are dated to approximately the 6th to 8th cc. AD, but further

chronological precision is difficult.

» The TA records were discovered in and around Turfan and QaraSahr and are entirely of

Buddhist religious content; most are translations and/or adaptations of Sanskrit originals.

* TB documents were found across the northern Silk Road from Kuca in the west to Turfan in
the east; the older name “Kuchean” (Fr. koutchéen) is thus inaccurate and best avoided. Most
are Buddhist in content, but there is an important Manichean bilingual fragment in TB and
Old Turkic (von Gabain and Winter 1958; see §2.2) which shows that that TB speakers also
played a role in the diffusion of Manicheanism. A large number of secular records indicate
that TB was the vernacular of at least part of the population in these areas in the later Ist
millennium: in addition to monastery records, commercial letters, there are caravan passes,

cave graffiti, and a solitary (bad) love poem. On variation in TB, see §1.3.



1.1.2. Who were the Tocharians?

The speakers of Tocharian played an important role in the Buddhist civilization of pre-
Islamic eastern Central Asia, but their exact identity remains unknown. The name “Tocharian”
rests mainly on the form twyry in an Old Uyghur colophon, but both the reading and the
identification have been challenged. It seems certain that the speakers of TA and TB were not
the “Tocharians” of antiquity (Strabon’s Toyapov; Skt. Tukhara-).

Among the figures in the spectacular Buddhist cave paintings of the region are some with
red hair and green or blue eyes, and many have speculated that these were the Tocharians. More
recently, the discovery of red-haired, “Western”-looking mummies in the Taklamakan made
headlines in the Western press in the mid-1990s, and much sensationalism — with thinly veiled
racial overtones — over what “white people” or “Caucasians” were “doing” in China. The entire
study of this region has become sadly politicized, and results of archaeological research have
been abused to support Uyghur separatism! This has led to tension between Western and
Chinese historians and other scholars of Central Asia, a state of affairs decried by the late
Chinese Indologist Ji Xianlin. For our purposes this debate is irrelevant: after all, we cannot be
sure which language(s) the famed mummies spoke. (See also Thursday’s lecture.)

Although the exact historical context of the two Tocharian languages and their speakers is
not fully known, certain conclusions may be drawn from the texts. The classic paper of Lane

(1963) is still worth reading.

* TA is remarkably uniform linguistically, and a number of facts suggest that it was no longer
spoken at the time of the surviving manuscripts, but served as a sort of liturgical language
among speakers of TB and Old Turkic.

» Extensive differences in Buddhist terminology between TA and TB (e.g. TA mdrkampal vs.
TB pelaikne ‘law, dharma’) indicate two different periods of Buddhist missionary activity in
eastern Central Asia in early 1st millennium AD.

+ Bilingual texts in TB and Sanskrit, one with inflectional forms of a noun; also TA texts with
TB and Turkic glosses, TB texts with Turkic glosses

* The speakers of Tocharian (more precisely, TB) began to shift to Turkic in the later 1st
millennium AD; the language was probably extinct by 1000.



1.2. History of Tocharian linguistic research
Early period (to the 1930s)

The early pioneers in the study of Tocharian were SIEG and SIEGLING, along with Wilhelm
ScHULZE in Germany; their publication of all the TA material in the Berlin collection in 1921
was followed by the classic Tocharische Grammatik (1931), still the first reference for TA
descriptive grammar.

The French Sanskritist Sylvain LEvi (along with Antoine MEILLET) egan publishing
manuscripts in the Mission Paul Pelliot collection already before World War I, but their
edition was rapidly surpassed in quality and quantity by the Berlin school. Along with Sieg
and Siegling, Meillet drew the attention of Indo-Europeanists to a number of linguistic

features of Tocharian.

Intermediate period (1930s to 1980s)

The American Indo-Europeanist George Sherman LANE wrote several important articles on
Tocharian historical phonology and morphology from the 1930s to the 1960s, and the great
Danish Indo-Europeanist Holger PEDERSEN published the first historical grammar of
Tocharian (Pedersen 1941).

Prague’s own Pavel PoucHA published several studies; his Latin-language TA dictionary
(Poucha 1955), although not perfect, was until recently the only lexicon of that language.
Walter COUVREUR published the first comparative grammar of Tocharian to fully take TB into
account (Couvreur 1947) and edited many Paris manuscripts, but stopped working on
Tocharian after the 1960s.

The late Werner THOMAS of Germany studied with Sieg and published literally thousands of
pages of research on various philological minutiae of Tocharian for a full half century after
World War II.

Beginning in the 1950s, the late Werner WINTER published dozens of almost uniformly
excellent studies of Tocharian philology and historical linguistics: most of these have now
been collected in Winter 2005.

The Belgian scholar Albert Joris VAN WINDEKENS wrote innumerable articles and published an
entire historical grammar and dictionary of Tocharian (van Windekens 1976-82), but his

work is uncontrolled to say the least, and to be consulted only with the greatest caution.



Contemporary period (1970s to present)
Tocharian studies have experienced a remarkable upswing since 1980, and the volume of

scholarly literature now rivals that on established Indo-European branches.

* Major Tocharian specialists of the past generation include Klaus T. SCHMIDT, TPeter STUMPE,
Olav HACKSTEIN, and Christiane SCHAEFER in Germany; TJORUNDUR Hilmarsson in Iceland;
Douglas Q. Apams and Donald A. RINGE, Jr. in the U.S.; and Gerd CARLING in Sweden and
Svetlana BURLAK in Russia.

«  Georges-Jean PINaULT (Ecole Pratique des Hautes Etudes, Paris) has been steadily publishing
manuscripts in the Fonds Pelliot Koutchéen in the Bibliotheque Nationale in Paris, along
with an impressive series of of linguistic studies; see Pinault 1987 on the TB caravan passes
and cave inscriptions, and Pinault 1989 and 2008, currently the best introductions to
Tocharian grammar and texts.

* China’s late, revered Ji Xianlin (born a German colonial subject in Qingdao in 1911!)
collaborated with Schmidt and Pinault on the publication of the TA Yanqi fragments (Ji et al.
1998).

* More recently, Melanie MALZAHN (Vienna) has published many linguistic studies, including
an absolutely indispensable monograph on the verb (Malzahn 2010).

* In addition to editing the Tocharian texts in the London collections (see §1.1), Michaél
PEYROT has published an excellent study of variation in TB (Peyrot 2008) and a forthcoming
monograph on the Tocharian subjunctive (see Peyrot 2010).

* Finally, leading Indo-Europeanists such as Jay JASANOFF, Gert KLINGENSCHMITT, Martin
KomMEL, H. Craig MELCHERT, and Paul WIDMER have made important contributions to

Tocharian historical linguistics.

Krause and Thomas’s famed Tocharisches Elementarbuch (1960) contains a bibliography
of all publications up to 1959; for the period 1960-1984, see Thomas 1985, with often
idiosyncratic (and critical) commentary. Articles published since then are listed in the annual
Bibliographie Linguistique; much, but not all recent literature is included in Pinault 2008.
Malzahn 2007 is an invaluable guide to the (near-)current state of Tocharian philology and text

publications.



1.3. General linguistic features

It cannot be overemphasized that TA and TB were distinct languages and certainly were
not mutually intelligible. Nevertheless, TA and TB were structurally similar, characterized by
right-headed constituent phrases, a system of agglutinating nominal case suffixes, and the central
role of aspect and tense in verbal morphology. The two had doubtless been diverging for several
centuries before the time of our documents, so that their latest reconstructible common ancestor,
Proto-Tocharian (PT), must be dated to the last centuries BC.

The TB documents exhibit considerable variation on all levels.

* Based on certain phonological and morphological features, they have been divided into
western, central, and eastern dialects (Winter 1955). However, vernacular TB sources (e.g.
caravan passes or cave graffiti) mostly show “eastern” characteristics, so others argued that
that these reflect chronological and/or sociolinguistic differences; see respectively Stumpf
1990 (originally written in 1977), Schmidt 1986.

* Peyrot (2008) is an exhaustive study of variation and change in TB, based on a much wider
range of texts and improved knowledge of Tocharian paleography. It now appears that the
variation in TB is primarily chronological, but naturally also conditioned by geographical and
social factors. Classical TB was established as a literary language in Kucha by the sixth
century, but continued to evolve under the influence of the spoken language; after the
Chinese wars and destruction of the kingdom of Kucha in 648, literary activity shifted to
Turfan, where scribes wrote in a language based largely on contemporary speech, and late
documents form all locations show a numerous innovative features (R. Kim 2009c).

* Another source of variation is poetic: many forms in TB verse passages have been adjusted
by one syllable to fit the meter, usually through optional but frequent deletion of stressed /o/
(§3.3.3). Also characteristic of verse is pudridkte ‘Buddha’ for prose paridkte.

2. Writing Systems
2.1. North Turkestan Brahmi script

Virtually all of our Tocharian sources are written in a variety of Brahmi script,
traditionally called North Turkestan Brahmi, which developed over the course of the 5th and 6th
centuries AD from the Turkestan Gupta, itself brought from India. See the attached character



charts and the discussion in Malzahn 2007b, 2007c, as well as Schmidt 1997 and the classic

paleographic study of Central Asia scripts by Sander (1968). The following charts are taken
from Krause and Thomas 1960:41, Malzahn 2007b:227-8.
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Notes

1.

Vowel length probably not distinctive in either Tocharian language: thus a [a] vs. a ([9] or
[A]) vs. d ([1]), with Sanskrit @, a representing a qualitative contrast.
The script lacks symbols for distinctively Tocharian sounds such as labiovelar [k*] and (in

TB) the diphthongs [ew], [ow], [aw], [ay].



3. As expected, there are signs (aksaras) for Sanskrit and Prakrit phonemes absent in the
language, e.g. v, &, and the voiced, aspirated, and retroflex obstruents; these are used almost
exclusively in Indo-Aryan borrowings.

4. The most remarkable innovation of the Tocharian writing system is the creation of a series of
Fremdzeichen (“foreign signs”) to represent sequences of consonant + the vowel d, probably
a high central [i]. These exist for most, but not all consonants, and are used apparently
interchangeably with the normal aksara plus two subscript dots (hence the transcriptions #d,
iid, etc.).

5. A second vowel (usually u) can be combined with a ligature, e.g. kse + u, transcribed k.se;
such “subscript” u’s may denote either a labiovelar or a reduced/syncopated vowel
(underlyingly probably /k%/; §3.1.1, 1, §3.1.2, 2).

2.2. Manichean script

A single manuscript fragment in a Manichean (Aramaic-derived) script similar to that
used for Manichean Sogdian was published by Werner Winter and the Turcologist Annemarie
von Gabain in 1958. The language is heavily influenced by Buddhist terminology, which
suggests that a (small) group of Manichean missionaries were oeprating within a largely

Buddhist social context.

3. Phonology
3.1. Synchronic phonology

3.1.1. Phonemic inventory of Tocharian B

Consonants Vowels and diphthongs
o/ (IpH It fe/ Ikl kY (/ /)
/t/ /8/ /el o/ /o/ /ew/  Joy/
/sl s/ /al /aw/  /ay/
/m/ /n/ n/
N P/
/t/

/w/ ly/



Notes

1.

On the existence of a unitary labiovelar phoneme, see Ringe 1998, R. Kim 1999. Examples:
*pYok“ol > TB pikul, TA p.kdl, p.kul ‘year’, *yok“é > TB yakwe, TA yuk ‘horse’.

PT *p’ is preserved in TB as a marginal phoneme /p*/ distinct from /p/; similarly for *m?,
although I can find at most one example of TB /m*/. See §3.3.1, 2.

The phonemes /a/ and /o/ had stress-conditioned allophones from classical TB onwards
(§1.3), respectively stressed @ [a] ~ unstressed a [9], and stressed a [o] ~ unstressed d [i]
(closed syllables), @ (open syllables). See §3.3.3 for examples.

The vowels /i/ and /u/ are underlyingly preconsonantal /oy/, /ow/, and alternate with
prevocalic iy, y /ay/, uw, w /ow/. Examples: TB pres. Cl. IIl lyuketir ‘shines’, Cl. VIII
lyuksdm /Powk-/ ~ pret. lyauksa /I’ewk-/ ‘illuminated’.

The diphthong /ew/ merges with /aw/ in classical and late TB texts, e.g. present thematic 1sg.
-e, ~ -au /-ew/ or klye,s- ~ klyaus- /klI*ews-/ ‘hear’. In addition, word-final -0, /-owa/ merges
with -au in classical and late TB, e.g. tdrko,, tdrkau /tork-owo/ ‘having left’. However, word-
final -e, /-ewo/ is maintained in all dialects in e.g. ke, /kewa/ ‘cow’. Note sporadic instances

of e, o for ai, au in late and colloquial texts, suggesting incipient monophthongization.

3.1.2. Phonemic inventory of Tocharian A
Consonants Vowels and diphthongs
p/ It/ fe//k/ kY (// /)
1t/ /8/ /e/ /a/ [a] /o/
/sl /sl /a/ [a]
/m/  /n/ " m/
N/ P/
It/
/w/ ly/
Notes
1. As a result of the pre-TA epenthesis of *d in consonant clusters and syncope of *i in open

syllables, *a (< PT *9) is no longer phonemic: its appearance is entirely predictable from the



underlying consonants. This was first noticed by Jasanoff (1987; also Adams 1988), but its
effects have not been properly appreciated. See below, §3.3.2, 8.

2. On the question whether to assume a labiovelar phoneme /k*/ or a reduced rounded vowel
/u/, see Ringe 1998, R. Kim 1999. Note that if TA has no reduced “schwa” phoneme /4/, it is
extremely unlikely to have had a marked reduced vowel /i/. 1 therefore prefer to analyze
pukdl, p.kul, (1X) pkul and p.kds, p.kus “all (abl.)’ as underlying /pk™1/, /pk*-s/.

3. The vowels [i], [u] are underlyingly /y/, /w/ between consonants (cf. TB /ay/, /ow/).

3.2. Historical phonology: Proto-Indo-European to Proto-Tocharian

Recent research has elucidated most of the principal phonological developments from
Proto-Indo-European (PIE) to PT and the two Tocharian languages, although several minor
problems remain. See especially Ringe 1996, with detailed discussion of the changes and their

relative chronology (reliable with few exceptions, e.g. the section on PT *8 < post-PIE *-0y/s-).

3.2.1. Phonemic inventory of Proto-Indo-European (PIE)

Consonants

*p *t *k" *k *kW *m *n

*bh *dh *gh *gh *gWh *r
*s (*[z]) *wooty
*hy, *hy, *h;

Vowels and diphthongs

*j * *m  *n

*e *0 *ey  *oy *ew  *ow *]

*a *ay *aw *r
1 *0)
*e *0 *gy  *0y (*ew *Ow)

*a (*ay) (*aw)



Like most Indo-Europeanists in Central Europe, North America, and Japan, I follow Mayrhofer
1986 in all essentials. See also Melchert 1994:46-52, Ringe 1996:1-5, Fortson 2009:53-72.

Notes

1.

PIE definitely had three contrasting series of dorsal stops, which remain distinct in Luvian
annd Lycian: PIE *Key- > Luv. ziy-ar(i) [t*-] ‘is lying (down)’, PIE *kes- > Luv. kisa(i)-
‘comb’, PIE *k“id > Luv. kwid [k*-] ‘what’ (Melchert 1987). Conventionally labeled
“palatal”, “velar”, and “labiovelar”; more probably prevelar, postvelar, and labio-postvelar,
as it is crosslinguistically rare for palatal stops to become velars.

On PIE “thorn” see Schindler 1977 and the discussion in Mayrhofer. TA tkam ‘earth’ [TB
kem], like Hitt. tekan, loc. tagan, tagan, could have been influenced by nom./acc. *d"ég"-om.
TB taktsantsa ‘expert, capable one’ has been connected with Ved. tdksa, Gr. téktov ‘builder’
< *te-tk-on-, but the equation is uncertain.

The phonetics of the three laryngeals remain unclear, though I find it extremely probable that
*h, was a glottal stop [?]. Possibly *h, [h], *h; [§¥] (voicing, famously in *pi-phs-%/,- > *pib-
‘/o- > Ved. pibati, Old Irish ibid; rounding because of Greek reflex o).

The PIE sonorants (including the glides *y and *w) had syllabic allophones when followed
by a word boundary or nonsyllabic; the rule operates iteratively from right to left, e.g. gen.
*Kun-és —> Ved. sunas, Gr. kovog vs. instr. pl. ¥*Kwn-b"is > Ved. svabhis to */Kwn-/ ‘dog’.
Numerous exceptions (e.g. nasal infix always nonsyllabic *[n], suffixes *-i0- vs. *-yo-)

suggest that *1, *n, etc. and *y, *n, etc. were distinctive already in PIE.

. PIE had a vowel *a alongside (much) more common *e, in words such as *alb"0s ‘white’

(Lat. albus; Hitt. albas ‘cloud’, Gr. dA@dc ‘white leprosy’); note also *a ~ *a ablaut in *nas-
~ *nas- ‘nose’, *wast-u ~ *wast-u ‘settlement’. (Otherwise the Leiden school, e.g. Beekes
1995.)



3.2.2. Phonemic inventory of Proto-Tocharian (PT)

Consonants Vowels and diphthongs
*p  *pY Ht *c  *k o FKY(H) *q (*u)

*tS *0

*s kg *g *e *8 *0 *oy  few  *éw
*m  *m” *n *1 *a *ay  *aw

*1 *ly

*r

*W *WY *y

3.2.3. Major changes from PIE to PT
3.2.3.1. Consonants
1. The PIE series of voiceless, voiced, and voiced aspirate stops have famously merged, except
that *t, *d" > PT *t remained distinct from *d > PT *t* (Winter 1962).
PIE (*demh,- ~) *dmh,- ‘build’ > PT *t°oma- ‘grow’ > TB /t'oma-/ (pres. Cl. III 3pl.
tsmentdr), TA ts(d)ma- (pret. ptcp. tsmo)
PIE (*der- ~) *dr- ‘split” —> *t%or-a- ‘be separated’ > TB /t°ora-/ (pres. Cl. III 1sg.
tsremar), TA ts(d)ra- (pret. ptcp. tsro)

Apparent exceptions are due to one of two combinatory changes:

a. *ty > *t°

PIE *pétis, *poty- > PT *pét’s > TB petso (metrical, for pets* /pet’a/?), TA pats

PIE loc. *-d"yey (beside dat. *-d"yoy > Ved. -dhyai, Av. -diiai, Umbrian -fei, -fi /-fye/) >
PT *-t'oy > TB, TA inf. -tsi (usually connected with Lithuanian -#i, OCS -#i and PIE

action nouns in *-ti-, but no case form in *-ty- in classical proterokinetic paradigm!)

b. Grassmann’s Law: *d < *d" before an aspirated stop (Winter 1962:24-5)
PIE *d"eg™- ‘burn’ > *deg""- > PT *t'ok- > TB pres. Cl. VIII tsakstrd, TA pres. Cl. X

tsdkndstdr ‘burns (intr.)’



Probably voiced aspirates were then devoiced (*[d"] > *[t"]), and *d [d] was affricated to
*[d”]. Cf. PT *tot(t)a- ‘put, lay’ (TB subj. tattam) <— *d"e-d"h;- to *d"eh;-. Then the now

voiceless aspirates and the voiced stops fell together with voiceless stops.

c. *d > *@ in syllable onset before *r, *w, *y (Winter 1962:29-33, Schindler 1966, Ringe
1996:64-6)

PIE *dwit6- > *wito- (or *dwuto- >) *wuto- > PT *waoté > TB wate, TA widt ‘second’

PIE m. *dwoh, > *dwu > *wii > PT *wow *[wu] > TA m. wu ‘two’

PIE *pod- —> *pod-yo- > *poyo- > PT *péyé > TB paiyye, TA pe ‘foot’

Also in ‘wood’; see §3.2.3.2, 4.

. PIE palatals and velars merged in PT, but labiovelars and sequences of palatal/velar + *w
remained distinct. (For a parallel from Italic, cf. Oscan pis, pid < *k"is, *k“id vs. acc. sg.

angvam ‘tongue’ < *d"ngwam <— PIE *dng"wéh,-m.) For details, see R. Kim 1999.
gv g 2 2

Labiovelars unrounded next to PIE *o:

PIE acc. *wok"m > PT *wéko > TB wek /weko/, TA wak “voice’;
PIE acc. *h;ék"m > PT *€ko > TB ek /eko/, TA ak ‘eye’;

PIE *k"6los ‘axis, turning’ (Gr. téhoc) > PT *kél€ > TB kele ‘navel’.

New *k" then arose from palatal/velar + *w:

PIE acc. *kwonm, > PT *k“éno > TB kwem /k“ena/, TA kom ‘dog’.

. Palatalization before front vowels created new allophones which then became phonemic,
and gave rise to a number of morphologically conditioned alternations. (No clear trace of PT

*1¥, which merged with *r in all contexts in both languages.)



*p ~ *py *t ~ *C *k ~ *S’ *kW ~ *S’

*S o *§
*g ~ *g
*m ~ *mY *n ~ *fi
*] ~ *]Y
*p o~ ¥pY
*w ~ FwY (*y ~ *y)

4. Auslautgesetze: PIE *-s, *-n, *-t/d [d] > *-@; PIE *-nt, *-ns, *-nts > *-0
PIE o-stem nom. sg. *-os, acc. *-om > PT *-& > TB -¢, TA -@, e.g. in *éKw-o0s, *-om >
PT *yok“é > TB yakwe /yak“e/ ‘horse’, TA yuk
PIE *tod ‘that’> PT *t&é > TB te ‘this’

PIE sg. masc. nom. *pants, neu. nom./acc.*pant (Gr. movt-) > PT *po > TB po ‘all’

As a result, note that PT forms (and TB underlying forms) can only end in a vowel or a liquid

*1, *1, with two exceptions:

a. pres./subj. 3pl. *-on < *-ont < PIE *-nti, thematic *-én < *-ont < PIE *-onti. Variable
loss of word-final *-i (under conditions no longer recoverable) led to variants which
survived into PT and marginally in TA (usually -ific, -efic, rarely -i, -e). After
apocope of *-i, the now final *-t was dropped, leaving *-n which was not lost.

b. acc. sg. of animate nouns: PT *-no > TB /-na/, reanalyzed as /-n/, e.g. saswe /soswé/
‘lord’, acc. sdswem /saswé-na/ vs. innovative sdswem /saswé-n/, with same surface

stress as nom.



3.2.3.2. Vowels and diphthongs

Main (default) correspondences

PIE PT TB TA

*a *a /al d~a a (a, d/@ by weakening; §3.3.2, 5)
*e *9 /el a~dl@d  dalo

*1 *3 /el a~dlgd  dlo

*0 *8 e a

*u *9 lela~dl@  dalo

*a *0 0 a (o next to *p, *m; §3.3.2, 3)

*g *e e a (o next to *p, *m; §3.3.2, 3)

*1 *1 i/ay/ ilyl

*0 *a /al d~a a (a, /@ by weakening; §3.3.2, 5)
*a *u u low/ u/wl/

1. Tocharian “great vowel shift”: distinctive vowel length lost, pre-PT *e, *i, *u merge as *o
» *e, *i palatalized preceding consonant, *u rounds adjacent velar
* initial offglide: *e-, *i- > PT *yo-, *u- > PT *wo-

* Note that *wi > *wu > *wo (not *w"9), e.g. in ‘second’ (§3.2.3.1, 1c; R. Kim 2000a)

2. PIE word-final *-a > PT *-a, e.g. in fem. nom. sg. of adjectives and nouns (unless *-a spread

from PIE *seh, > PT *sa to adjs., then to all nouns?)

3. Diphthongs behave like combinations of their elements, e.g. PIE *oy, *ey > PT *&y, *Yoy.

4. Umlaut:
a. pre-PT u-umlaut *o > *¢ before *u, *0. Only three secure examples:
PIE *oktow ‘eight’ > *oktii (> *oktow?) —> PT *okto (influenced by ‘seven’, ‘nine’,
‘ten’) > TB okt, TA okt
PIE *dér-u ~ *dér-u- ‘wood’ —> *dor-u ~ *dr-éw- (Ved. daru, drés) > *doru ~ *rew-

(§3.2.3.1, 1c) —> PT *oro > TB, TA or



PIE *suy-u-s ‘son’ (Gr. vi0g), gen. *suy-ew-s ~ *-ow-s > *soy-us ~ *soy-ows > *soy-us ~
*s€y-ows > PT *soyo, gen. *séyéw > TB soy, gen. sey-i (-i from patri, matri, etc.), TA

se, sey-o (for *sayo)

a-umlaut: unstressed *é > *a/  C,a (extended to stressed *& in pre-TB; §3.3.1, 5)

PIE *n-gnehs-tih, > *€knat’a > PT *aknat’a > TB akndtsa /aknét’a/, TA aknats ‘ignorant’

PIE *mogh- (~ *mégh,-) ‘multitude’ > pre-PT *méka- > PT *maka- > TB maka, TA mak
‘much, many’ (Widmer 2004:159-60)

pre-PT pret. ptcp. *pé-pass-owa ‘having (been) kept, protected’ > PT *pa-pass-owo > TB
papassu, —> TA papsu; similarly for other pret. ptcps. to roots with internal *a

pre-PT priv. *&é-kaka-tté > PT *a-kaka-tt€ > TB akakatte ‘not to be called’; similarly for

other privatives to roots with internal *a

o-umlaut: (unstressed?) *¢ >*o/  C,o
pre-PT pret. ptcp. *sé-soy-owo, priv. *€n-soy-otté > PT *so-soy-owo, *on-soyotté > TB

sosoyu ‘having satisfied’, ontsoytte ‘insatiable’

Sources of the ubiquitous PT *a

*R > *9R (except word-initial *R- > *&R-)

epenthesis in triple consonant clusters *kst, *pst

PIE *swekKstos —> *sekstos > *sekastos > PT *sokosté > TB skaste, TA skdst ‘sixth’

PIE *psténos > *posténos > PT *posconé, dual *pasconéné —> *poasconé (haplology) >
TB pdscane, TA pdssdm ‘breast’

palatalization then becomes phonemic: *e, *i, *u merge as *

Contraction across *w (Pérhallsdottir 1988, Winter 1988; Ringe 1996:155-6), especially in

preterite participles and *-went- adjectives:
*eweé > PT *é *ewo > PT *o
*owé > PT *o *&wo, *owé > PT *o

*awé > PT *a *awa > PT *o



pre-PT pl. *té-témo-wéso ‘born’ > PT *tétémoso > TB tetemos [TA tatmus after sg. tatmu]

pre-PT pl. *torko-wéso ‘(having) let go’ > PT *torkoso > TB tdirkos, TA tdrkos

pre-PT acc. *pérnéwénto ‘worthy’ > PT *pérnénto > TB pernent [TA parnont after sg.
parno]

PIE *g“ihs;w-o-mhino- ‘living’ > *Sawémané > PT *$Samané > TB samane, TA samam;

pre-PT *po-wéiinio > PT *pofio > TB, TA pori ‘say’!’

7. Ablaut: zero-grades to roots of the shape CeyC and CewC were remodeled in productive
ablaut alternations, i.e. in forms which stood in living paradigmatic or derivational
relationship with other ablaut grades (Adams 1978:446-8; see Ringe 1996:135-7). On the
analogy of CeC and CeRC roots, the regular outcomes of zero-grade *CiC, *CuC, i.e. *C*aC,
*CaC, were replaced by *CoyC, *CowC:

*CeC > PT*CaC *CeRC > PT *C'9RC

*CoC > PT*CeC *CoRC > PT *CeERC

*CoC > PT*CoC *CRC > PT*CoRC

*CeyC >  PT *CloyC *CewC > PT*CowC

*CoyC >  PT *CeéyC *CowC > PT *CéwC

*CiC > *CC —> PT *CoyC *CuC > *CoC —> PT *CowC
Examples:

PIE *luk- (zero-grade to *lewk- ‘become light, shine’) > pre-PT *lok™- —> PT *lowk- >
CL VII pres. TB luksdm, TA pl. lukseiic ‘illuminate, make shine’ (cf. full-grade
*lewk- > PT *IYawk- > TB lyuke ‘light, brightness’), but

PIE *luk- > PT *Iok"- in adj. *lok"“-t°%¢ ‘shining’, *lok™-t‘¢wia ‘lamp’ > TB laktse,

laktsauna.

PIE *lip- (zero-grade to *leyp- ‘leave behind’) > pre-PT *PPop- —> PT *loyp- > CI. 1II
pres. TB lipetrd ‘remains, is left over’ (cf. full-grade *leyp- > PT *P’oyp- > TB, TA

lyipdr ‘rest, remainder’), but



PIE *lip- > PT *IYop- in fossilized Cl. III pret. ptcp. *P€-Pop-owo > TA lyalypu ‘karma;

action, deed’ (vs. absolutive lyalyipur-ds ‘having left behind’ with analogical -i-).

3.2.3. Laryngeal developments
1. All three laryngeals become *a between nonsyllabic segments (as in most other IE branches,

except Anatolian and Indo-Iranian), whence PT *a.

PIE *phytér ‘father’ > PT *pacer > TB pacer, TA pacar
PIE ptcp. *-mhinos (Av. -mna-, Gr. -pevog, Lith. -mas) > PT *-mané > TB /-mane/, TA

-mam, e.g. *h,eg-o-mhnos > PT *ak-é-mané > TB akemane, TA akmam ‘leading’

See also §5.2.2 on PIE set roots as the source of Tocharian roots ending in *-a- (“a-roots™).

2. Word-initial laryngeals are lost before a nonsyllabic segment, as in all IE branches other than

Anatolian, Greek, and Armenian.

PIE *h;néh;smn ‘name’ > PT *fiemo > TB 7iem, TA 7iom (§3.3.2, 3)
PIE *h;rud"6- ‘red’ > PT *rotré > TB ratre, TA rtir
PIE *hyster- ‘star’ > PT *§car-, pl. *$§cor¥efio > TB scirii, TA sreii

PIE *h;b"ruH- ‘eyebrow’ —> PT du. *porwa-né > TB pdrwane, TA pdrwam

3. As usual, tautosyllabic laryngeals after vowels are lost with compensatory lengthening, i.e.

*VHC > *V:C. The resulting long vowels develop like inherited *&, *a, *o.

4. Laryngeals are lost after syllabic sonorants, as in Germanic; impossible to tell if *RHC first

passed through a stage *R;C (as in Balto-Slavic) en route to merging with *RC.

Special developments
5. It is possible that the laryngeals develop differently when word-initial before a syllabic
sonorant (cf. Rix’s Law for Greek and Latin), e.g. *h,RC- > *arC- in PIE *h,nt-b"6- > PT



*antop- > TB antapi, TA ampi ‘both’ (Gr. duew, Lat. ambo; Jasanoff 196). See Ringe
1996:15-7, Hackstein 1998.

6. PIE *ih, > PT *ya at least in final position: in addition to feminine adjectives (see §4.2.1), cf.
the famous PIE *b"ér-ont-ih, > PT *porént'a > TB prentsa ‘pregnant’ (so the usual
translation, but cf. now Pinault 2012:184-6). This of course recalls the Greek development to
*-ya in e.g. *pépovi-ja, *Fovh-jo > eépovoa ‘carrying’, idvia ‘knowing’. It has been argued
that *ih, > *ye word-finally (cf. PIE du. *hs;ék"-ih, > *ok“ye —> PT *&$o-né€ > TB esane, TA
asdam ‘eyes’), but all agree that *ih, > *71 in the optative suffix. Interestingly, PIE *uh,
appears to have become *: cf. TB akruna, TA akrunt ‘tears’ <— PT *akrow < PIE
*(d)akruh, (PT *akrowa should have remained as such in TB takruwa). See Hackstein
1995:16-37, Ringe 1996:7-36.

7. Perhaps *Th,V > *T"V, i.e. *h, aspirated a preceding stop (Schmidt 1989:307-8)? Only
possible to tell when C = *d: thus PIE root aor. *(s)kedh2-t > PT pret. *kota (with *dh, > *dh
> *th > PT *t), extended to PIE pres. *(s)K.d-n-h,-tér (Hom. (o)xidvatar) —> PT *kot-na-tor
> TB kdtnatdir*, TA pl. knantrd. (But also possible that affrication of *d > *dz (> PT *t)
occurred only in syllable onset before vowel, so that pres. PT *kot-na- would be regular,

whence pret. *kota-.)

8. Schmidt (1988, 1989:308-11, 1992:103-5, 1995:275ff.) has also claimed that *h, > *k after a
syllabic sonorant, but his main examples are doubtful:
PT *kotk- ‘pass over, surpass, commit (a sin)’ < *g""d"n-h,- to *d"eg""h,- (Gr. eOdve <
*pOavf-, Ved. daghnoti*);
TA pres. trdnk- ‘say’, tdrna- ‘let go’ < *tr-n-h,-V-, *tr-n-h,-C- to PIE *ter(K)h,- ‘let (in,

out)’ (aor. PT *torka- <— act. *cora < *térh,-t X mid. *torka-té < *trh,-t6?)

Summary of laryngeal developments:
PIE *CHC > pre-PT *CaC PIE *#HC- > pre-PT *#C-
PIE *VHC > pre-PT *V:C PIE *#H.R- > pre-PT *#V,R-?
PIE *RHC > pre-PT *RC PIE *ihy(#) > pre-PT *ya(#)



3.3. Major phonological developments from PT to Tocharian B and A
3.3.1. PT to Tocharian B

Consonants

1.
2.

*w¥ and *y merge as y: PT *wYent€ ‘wind’, *wYosa ‘gold’ > TB yente, yasa [TA want, wds]|

*p” and *m’ merge respectively with *p and *m in most contexts, but following *o > i

PIE *méd™u > PT *m’ato > TB mit /moyto/ ‘mead’

PIE (*méms- ~) *méms- > PT *mYonsa > TB misa ‘meat’ (nasal lost after i in TB, cf.
‘five’ below)

PIE *pénk“e > PT *pYofiSo > TB pis ‘five’, but PT *p’ofisdka > TB psaka,
pisaka /p*osaka/ ‘fifty’

*§ replaced by *t° in all productive morphological alternations; survives only in sak ‘10° <PT
*$oko < PIE *déKm [TA sdk] and possibly suke ‘juice’ < PT *$owké < *dewko- < PIE

*dewko- or *d"ewg"o- (to *dewk- ‘lead’ viz. *d"ewg"- ‘draw (milk)’)

Vowels and diphthongs

4.

5.

*¢€ and *e merge unconditionally as e; see examples passim.

a-umlaut extended to stressed *€ (in contrast to TA). First discovered by Cowgill (1967) on

the basis of Class V subjunctives, e.g.

(post-)PIE *ste-stomb"H- ~ *ste-stmb"H-" —> PT *sto-stéma- ~ *sto-stoma- > TB
/stdma-/ ~ /stoma-/ (TA stama- ~ stma-, without a-umlaut; see §5.2.1). Cf. also
PIE *proti-hsk*-om (Ved. prdtikam, Gr. mpécomov ‘face, etc.’) > PT *prétiak-a >

*prat’aka > TB pratsaka /prat®aka/, but > *pratsak > TA pratsak ‘chest’ (no a-umlaut).

Syncope of unstressed *o in open syllables; development of stress-conditioned allophones
of /a/ and /o/ by the classical TB period (see §3.3.3).



3.3.2. PT to Tocharian A
Consonants
1. *PT w" and *w merge as w: PT *wYenté ‘wind’ > TA want

2. PT *p” and *m* merge respectively with *p and *m (unconditioned)

Vowels and diphthongs

3. PT *¢>a; PT *e, *o > a, but o when next to nonpalatalized labial (*p or *m). Hence
PIE *§6mb"os ‘row of teeth’ > PT *kémé (*mb" > *m) > TB keme, TA kam ‘tooth’ vs.
PIE *h;néh;smn ‘name’ > PT *fiema > TB 7iem, TA 7iom ‘name’;
Iran. *paeraet (cf. Oss. feeret) —> PT *pereto > TB peret, TA porat ‘ax’;
PIE *b"ag"u- ‘arm’ (Ved. bahii-, Gr. wijyvg) > PT *pok-0 > TB acc. pokai, TA poke

4. Word-final vowels *-a, *-&, *-e, *-0 lost: see examples passim.

5. Vowel weakening. Normally PT *a > pre-TA *a, but
a. *a in second syllable > *a after “full vowel” *a, *a, *e, or *o in the first syllable; and
b. *a (including *a from by first rule) > *4 when first and third syllables contain “full vowel”
(after apocope, no. 4 above).

These changes are responsible for numerous alternations such as

esant ‘giving’ pl. acc. esdntas < *esant-as
pekant ‘writing’ acc. pekdntam < *pekant-an
aknats ‘ignorant’ < *aknats pl. akntsan < *aknats-an
samam ‘monk’ < *saman pl. samnan < *saman-an

After *3 was eliminated as a phoneme, the alternations became morphologically conditioned,

as in the verbal examples below.

ClL Vlpres. karnas <*karpnas to karpa- ‘go down’ vs. kdrsnds to kirsna- ‘know’

kotnas < *kotnas to kota- ‘split’ tdrnas to tarka- ‘let go’



CL Vsubj.  artatdr < *artatér to arta- ‘praise’
kalkas < *kalkas to kdlka- ‘go’ VS. 2pl. kdilkac, abstr. kdlkalune
CL I pret. 2sg. takast < *takast to taka- ‘be’  vs. 2sg. kdlkast to kdlka- ‘go’
pekat < *pekat to peka- ‘write’ kdlpat to kdlpa- ‘attain’

6. *Vns> *Vys, *-Vn > *-Vy, *Viii > *Vyifi; word-final *-fi > *-n.

PIE *0msos > PT *ansé > *ays > TA es ‘shoulder’ [TA antse]

PT gen. *yok“énsé > *ydk“dns > TA yukes ‘of the horse’ [TB ydkwentse]

PIE 3pl. *-nti > PT *-ofico ~ *-on > *-dficd ~ *-d4n > *-dficd ~ *-dy —> TA -ific ~ -i;
similarly thematic PIE *-o-nti > PT *-&fico ~ *-&n > *-aficd ~ *-an > *-dficd ~ *-ay —
> TA -eric ~ -e (see §3.2.3.1, 4)

PIE *wiHKmtih, > PT *wikon (*wYoykon) > *wiykédn > *wiykiy > wiki ‘twenty’ [TB
ikdm)

PT *wostonfié > *wastiiin > *wastdyfi > TA wastem ‘domestic, belonging to the house’
[TB ostaririe]

PT fem. *kl’omofifia > *klyoméanfi > *klyomayf > TA klyomiri ‘noble’ [TA klyomiia]

7. Monophthongization of PT *Vy, *Vw > *e, *o

8. Fate of PT *o > pre-PT *4, and elimination of phonemic *&
a. epenthesis of *4 in consonant clusters created by apocope

b. syncope of *& in open syllables

3.3.3. Accent and stress
The TB stress system has been investigated by Marggraf 1970; see also Ringe 1987.
Main characteristics:
» The usual realization rules for /a/ and /o/ apply in classical and late TB (§3.3.1, 6).
» Stress on underlying word-final syllables is retracted one syllable leftwards. This is an
exceptionless, fully productive rule in all periods of TB, and is responsible for alternations

such as



camel ‘birth’ /comél/ pl. cméla /coméla/

ake ‘end’ /aké/ pl. akénta /akénta/
yakwe ‘horse’ /yok“é/ gen. ydkwentse  /yok“énte/
adj. ydkweririe /yak“énine/
puwar ‘fire’ /pawar/ pl. pwara /powara/
wéria ‘s/he said’ /wefid/ pl. weriare /wefhare/
sarsa ‘s/he knew’ /§orsa/ pl. sdrsare /$orsare/

Stressed *9 is often syncopated in metrical texts, almost always in open syllables (Thomas
1978, Winter 1990): cf. antpi, olypo, pdrkre, wdrpnatdr beside antdpi ‘both’, olydapo ‘now’,
pdrkare ‘long’, wdrpanatdr ‘enjoys’. Phonetically this probably involved a shift of (at least
some) prosodic elements of stress to an adjacent syllable, with automatic deletion of /o/. A
vowel /a/ to the left was usually written &, but /o/ was usually written d, not a; see Winter
1990, Pronk 2009. Most examples of syncopated /o/ in closed syllables involve reduction of
a geminate, e.g. pres. yamsdm ‘does, makes’, caus. stamsdm ‘stands (tr.)’, tanmsdm ‘bears,
gives birth’ beside yamdssdm, stamdssam, tanmdssdam; verbal noun almost always -I(y)iie
beside -/ldrifie (<— gerundive -lle).

Alternations such as puwar ‘fire’, pl. pwara or metrical kewye, kéistwer for kewiye ‘cow’s’,
kdstuwer ‘at night” demonstrate that prevocalic iy, uw are in fact underlying /ay/, /ow/.

Clitic personal pronouns (see §4.3.1) count as part of the domain for stress computation,

“allowing” underlying final stress on a preceding verb to surface on that syllable.

taka ‘was’ /taka/ taka-i ‘was to me, I had’ /taka-fia/
asim ‘leads’ /agan/ asan-me ‘leads them’ /agon-me/
warna ‘said’ /wena/ werid-mes(c) ‘said to them’  /wefid-me-$(c)o/

On the other hand, the secondary case endings are NOT included in the domain for stress
computation, i.e. they had not yet been fully “univerbated” with the acc. of the governed
noun (§4.1.3).



* Final /-o/ may be realized optionally as -o in metrical texts when an extra syllable is required
(“bewegliches 0”, e.g. pernewo for pernew /pernéwo/ ‘shining’, gen. pl. pontso for pomts

/po-nt’s/ ‘of all’, pres. 2sg. aksasto /aks-os-to/ ‘you announce’.

Although there are no clear indications of stress in TA, weakening of *a > *a, *& in the
second syllable (§3.3.2, 5) suggests that principal stress fell on the first “full vowel”, with
secondary stress two syllables after. Thus in words containing a, a, e, or o in the first syllable,
the stress pattern was *V' V V',

The reconstructed PT stress, like the underlying stress in TB, usually falls on the second

syllable, but not always.

* Cf. TB pratsaka ‘chest’ vs. TA pratsak (no a-umlaut in first syllable!), pointing to PT
*prétiako <— PIE *protihsk¥om (§3.3.1, 5), with retention of initial stress at least into PT.

* Arightward shift from the first to the second syllable (“accent throwing”; Ringe 1987:258ft.)
may account in part for the overwhelming preponderance of underlying second-syllable
stress in TB

» If initial-stressed Class I, V subjunctives go back to reduplicated PT preforms (§5.2.1), all
finite verb forms had stress on second syllable. Might this possibly reflect cliticization in
main clauses, as attested in Vedic and indirectly (via recessive stress) in ancient Greek? Cf.
Slovenia, where default initial stress in underlyingly unstressed Proto-Slavic forms shifted in
most dialects and the standard language to the second syllable, e.g. PSl. acc. sg. *goro
‘mountain’, *na gorg ‘to the mountain’ > gorg, na goro (vs. Russ. goru, na goru, SC goru,

na goru). See now R. Kim 2012a.

4. Nominal morphology
4.1. Nouns
4.1.1. Gender
The noun distinguishes two genders, masculine and feminine, plus a class of nouns of
“alternating” gender which take masculine agreement in the singular and feminine in the plural.

Historically, the latter class goes back to PIE neuters: o-stem nom./acc. sg. *-om merged with



masc. nom. sg. *-os, acc. *-om, while the PIE collective in *-eh, was generalized to the pl. of all

feminine adjectives.

TB masculine feminine neuter

‘pure man’ ‘pure woman’ ‘pure thought’
nom. sg. astare enkwe astarya klyiye astare palsko
acc. astarem enkwem astaryai klain astarem palsko
nom. pl. astari enkwi astarona klaina astarona pdlskonta
acc. astarem enkwem astarona klaina astarona pdlskonta
4.1.2. Number

Nouns and adjectives inflect for singular, dual, and plural, as does the verb in the 3rd

person, though the plural is often used for casual pairs.

* Pace Krause 1954 and Krause and Thomas 1960, Winter (1962) has shown that there is no
contrast between “dual” (casual pairs) and “paral” (natural pairs, e.g. paired body parts).

» The productive dual ending is PT *-né, cf. TB esdne, TA esdm ‘two eyes’; cf. fossilized es in
es Imau ‘blind’ (lit. ‘(with) the eyes sat (upon)’), yn-es ‘obviously’. On the history of the

various dual endings, see Hilmarsson 1989.

Tocharian also has a “numerative”, which functions as a count plural for collectives: TB
ost ‘house, Buddhist monastery’, ostuwa ‘houses’, ostuw-aiwenta ‘several sets of houses’; pl.
tantum misa ‘meat’, mis-aiwenta ‘several pieces of meat’; es-aiwenta ‘(many) individual pairs of
eyes’ (see above on es). The ending *aiwé-nta goes back to PIE *oywo- ‘(one and) only’ (cf. Av.
aéuua- ‘one’, Gr. olog ‘only’) plus the same individualizing pl. *-nta is found with many other
neuter nouns, and in Anatolian count plurals (§4.1.4, 1): cf. especially Cuneiform Luvian tawa

‘eyes’ vs. tawanta ‘(many) pairs of eyes’.



4.1.3. Case
Nouns inflect for nine cases in each language, but only the three “primary” cases,

nominative, accusative (“oblique”), and genitive, are of PIE date.

* Most non-feminine (= masculine and neuter) nouns have identical forms for nom. and acc.
sg., derived from the PIE accusative. Cf. reflexes of PIE consonant-stems such as TB ek, TA
ak ‘eye’ < PT *€ko < PIE *hsek™-m or TB wek, TA wak ‘voice’ < PT *wéko < PIE *wok™-m,
(see above, §3.2.3.1). Archaisms: TB nom. pacer ‘father’, macer ‘mother’, procer ‘brother’,
tkdacer ‘daughter’ vs. acc. patdr, matdr, protdr, tkatdr (TA nom./obl. pacar, macar, pracar,
ckdacar); nom. TB, TA ku vs. acc. TB kwem, TA kom ‘dog’; nom. TB walo, TA widil vs. acc.
TB, TA wiant ‘king’ (see §4.1.4).

» However, masculine nouns denoting rational beings have secondarily created a distinct acc.
sg. in PT *-no > TB -m, TA -(a)m. This ending, which has also been extended to most acc.
sg. adjective forms, goes back to n-stems formed with the PIE individualizing suffix *-on (cf.
the development of the Germanic weak adjective inflection). A good parallel comes from
Old High German, where acc. -n was extended to all proper names, e.g. Petrusan ‘Peter’
(preserved in Yiddish, cf. (ix ze) Mojse-n ‘1 see M.”).

* Neuter nom./acc. plurals all continue PIE collectives in *-h,, often with metanalysis of a
preceding consonantal suffix: hence PT *-a, *-wa, *-na, *-mna, and especially *-nta (see
below). All non-neuter accusatives end in -7 in TB, but -s in TA; both apparently from PT *-
ns < PIE *-ms.

» The genitive continues the PIE genitive and dative functionally and formally: cf. nt-stem TB
-e, TA -0 < PT *-¢ <PIE *-os (e.g. TB wilante, TA wlant ‘of, to the king’), r-stem TB, TA -i <
PT *-oy < PIE dat. *-ey (e.g. TB patri, TA pdcri ‘of, to the father’ < PIE *phtr-¢y). The
origin of the feminine genitive in TA -e and its relationship to TB acc. -ai is hotly debated;
see most recently Peyrot 2012a. Other genitive endings are of obscure origin: sg. PT *-nt’¢

(*-ns€?) > TB -ntse, TA -s and pl. TB -nts, -mts, -ts /-(n)t°a/, TA -ssi.

The remaining “secondary” case suffixes are agglutinative, added to the accusative of
singular, dual, and plural alike, and attached only to the last element of a noun phrase, e.g. TA

kuklas yukas onkdlmas-yo ‘with chariots, horses, and elephants’, TB kektseni reki palsko-sa



‘with/by body, word, and thought’. This Gruppenflexion may be compared typologically with
that in Turkic languages or Japanese and Korean (see also §6). With genitives we find variation,
e.g. TB krericepi onolmentse ‘of the good (gen.) being (gen.)’ or krent onolmentse ‘of the good

(acc.) being (gen.)’.

» Although their functions in TA and TB largely coincide, not all the secondary suffixes are
clearly cognate. TA has a separate instrumental ending -yo (denoting e.g. agent by which),
which is written separately and surely identical in origin to yo ‘and (also)’; in TB the
instrumental is expressed by the perlative /-sa/. The TB “causal” is found with only a few
abstract nouns, e.g. ldkle-i ‘because of suffering, out of suffering’, and best treated as a
fossilized case form.

* Note that the secondary case endings in TB still do not form part of the accentual domain:
hence gen. 7idkténtse /noktént’e/ ‘of the god’ vs. perl. fidktesa /fiokté/ + /-sa/ ‘on, by the god’,
all. Aidktes(c) /nakté/ + /-§(c)a/ ‘to the god’. Exception: the ablative usually does belong to
the accentual domain, hence 7idktémem /fiokté-men/ ‘from the god’ (Pinault 2006). (Contrast
the personal pronouns in §4.3.1, which do “attract” stress, i.e. allow stress to surface on the
final syllable of the base.)

» In TA, the case endings have become entirely univerbated (except for instr. -yo, see above),
and the secondary case forms are subject to vowel weakening (§3.3.2, 5): cf. orikas ‘men’,

perl. onks-a, all. onks-ac, comit. onks-assdl, loc. onks-am (whence analogical abl. onks-ds).

The secondary case suffixes must have arisen through the familiar process of
grammaticalization of originally independent postpositions: in addition to TA -yo and yo, cf. TA
comitative -assdl and the preposition TB sle, TA sla ‘(together) with’. See now Carling 2000,
Hackstein 2004, 2007, Pinault 2008:462-74, 2011, R. Kim forthcoming c.

* TA has reanalyzed the thematic vowel as part of the allative, comitative, and locative ending:
cf. PT *nokté, loc. *nokté-né > pre-TA *fdkt, *ndktan —> TA 7ikdt, rikdt-am.

* On the other hand, TB has generalized final *-s from the acc. pl. of animate nouns in the
perlative and allative, e.g. PT *fokténs, *fiokténs-a > pre-TB *fokten, *fioktensa —> TB

naktem, naktem-sa.



instrumental
perlative
allative
comitative
ablative
locative

[causal

B

(/-sa/)

/-sa/

/-§ca/

/-mpa/

/-men/

/-ne/

/-na/]

Sample paradigms of TB riakte, TA rikdt ‘god’:

nom.
acc.
gen.
instr.
perl.
all.
comit.
abl.

loc.

TB
niakte
niakte
nidkténtse
naktesa
naktes(c)
fiaktempa
naktemem

niaktene

nakti
naktem
ndktemts
fidktemsa
ndaktems(c)
fiaktemmpa
naktemmem

faktemne

4.1.4. Main inflectional classes

1. Neuter (nom. = acc.)

PT
sg. *-R *pYok™al
pl. *-R-a *pYok“al-a

TA

nikdt

nkdt
nidktes
nkdtyo
idkta
fidktac
Adktassdl
nAdktds

Adktam

TB
pikul
pikwal-a

PIE

*-t1 (Jasanoff 1987)

ndktan
ndktas
ndktassi
nidktasyo
ndktasa
ndktasac
ndktasassdl
ndktasds

Adktasam

TA
pukdl, p.kul ‘year’
pukl-a

The most archaic type, with *-a < PIE *-eh, (properly *-e-h, to thematic nouns). Note that final

-a has been retained in TA, as the plural morpheme.



sg. *-9 *Wosta ost Josta/ wast ‘house, monastery’

pl. *-o0-wa *wostowa ostuwa /ostowa/ wastu
These go back to old u-stems (PIE wast-u) whose pl. *-owa was reinterpreted as *-o-wa; the new
ending *-wa was extened to other nouns ending in a consonant. Note that ‘house’ is the only
exact word equation between TA and TB! Most other pls. of this type in TA end in -wa, with *-a

retained as above, e.g. kursdr ‘vehicle, mile’, pl. kursdr-wa [TB kwarsdr, pl. kwdrsar-wa,

kursar-wal.
* % Y 3 )
sg. *-9 swYormo sarm surm ‘reason
pl. *-o-na *swYormo-na sdrmana [surm-ant]

These go back to PIE n-stems, though most have been remade in TA. The ending *-na became

the default fem. pl. ending in adjectives: TB orotsts-ana ‘great’, astar-ona ‘pure’.

sg. *-977 yoktsi ‘drink’

pl. *-o-mna yokts-anma
Apparently from PIE action nouns in *-m(e)n- (cf. TA wakdm ‘difference’, pl. wakmant vs. TB
waki, pl. wakanma), but many details are unclear. Virtually absent from TA, which has pl.

-ant(u) for most nouns with TB cognates in -anma.

(V£*9)sg. *-V *yorké yarke ydrk ‘worship’
pl. *-V-nta  *yorké-nta ydrkén-ta ydrk-ant
*palsko palsko pdltsdk ‘thought, feeling’
*polsko-nta pdlsko-nta pdltsk-ant

Melchert (2000) has correctly compared these pls. with the long misunderstood Anatolian “individualizing” -ant-
(e.g. hoameshoant- ‘spring (the season), a particular spring’ vs. héameshéa- ‘springtime’, irman-ant- ‘sick’ to
erman- ‘illness’). Cf. Hitt. 1-ant- [ant-] ‘one set, amount’, and the suffixation of -ans- to numerals modifying
collectives in -a < PIE *-eh, to express a count plural, i.e. ‘so many (units of) X’. See also above under the
“plurative”, §4.1.2.

The last two are the only fully productive neuter pl. formations in TB. Virtually all Indo-Aryan

borrowings other than proper names are assimilated to these types, depending on whether they



consist of two or three syllables: TB slok /$loka/ ‘verse’, $lokanma; klesa /klesa/ ‘doubt’,
klesanma; aksar /aksars/, aksardnta (also aksaranma); akalk /akalke/ ‘wish’, akalkdinta;
samudtdir /samowtor/ ‘ocean’, samudtéirnta (see Lane 1969). In TA an extended variant -ant-u
became the most common pl. ending of neuter nouns: -ant —> -ant, secondary cases -antw- —>

-antu, secondary cases -antw-.

2. Masculine

nom. *-¢ *yok™é yakwe yuk
acc. *-é(no)  *yok"e yakwe yuk
gen. *-€nt€¢  *yok“éntsé yikwentse yukes
nom. pl. *-¢  *yok“e vakwi [vukari]
acc. *-éns * yok“¥éns yakwem [yukas]

The good old thematic o-stems in *-os, with nom. pl. PT *-¢ < PIE pronominal *-oy (extended to
nouns as in many other IE languages). This vowel regularly palatalized a preceding consonant;
the palatalization has been undone in most cases by analogy to the sg., but survives in e.g. TB
kercci ‘swords’, kokalyi ‘chariots’ to kertte, kokale. TA has replaced many of these pls. with -ari,
acc. -as, but many are retained in the adjective, e.g. TB #rici, TA trice (with palatalization) to TB

trite, TA trit “third’.

2a. Masculine/feminine

nom. *-¢ *mene merie man ‘moon’
acc. *-o *meno meri man

gen. *-ont’€¢  *menont’¢ meriantse

nom. pl. *-oy *menoy merii

Often said to go back to hysterokinetic n- and s-stems with nom. sg. *-&n, *-&s (cf. Gr. dunv
‘membrane’, Lat. lien ‘spleen’; Lith. ménuo, gen. ménes-io ‘moon’), but many details remain to
be clarified. Note the type in TB -iye, A -e of TB kdlymiye, acc. kalymi (pl. kdlymin, kilymim),
TA kdlyme (pl. kdlymeydntu) ‘direction’.



3. Feminine

nom. *-a *$ona sana Sdm ‘woman’

acc. *-o0 *$ono sano sdm
The old type, confined to exactly three nouns: ‘woman’; TB lantsa ‘queen’ (cf. ‘king’ below);
and TB sarya ‘dear one’ (rather ‘lady’?), clearly a substantivized adjective. Probably PIE final
*-eh, > PT *-a (see §3.2.3.2, 2), **-eh,m > PIE *-am (Stang’s Law) > PT *-0. See R. Kim
2009a, 2009b:78-81.

nom. *-0 *kontwo kantwo kdntu ‘tongue’

acc. *-a *kontwa kantwa kdntu
Peters (1990) argues that at least some of these nouns go back to PIE hysterokinetic nouns in *-
¢hys, e.g. *dng"wéh,s —> *gnd"was > PT *kontwo, or pl. *-ehses in *d"oHneh,-es (cf. Lith. sg.

duona ‘bread’) > PT *tano, but what of the others? See now Malzahn 2011.

nom. *-o0 *prosko prosko, proskiye praski

acc. *-ai *proskai praskai
The largest feminine type, with acc. *-ai and in TB, pl. nom. -aifi, acc. -aim /-ai-fi9, -4i-no/ for
disyllabics and -a7i, -am /’-a-na, "-na/ for longer stems: pyapyo ‘flower’, acc. pyapyai, pl.
pyapydin, pyapyaim vs. onkolma ‘she-elephant’, acc. onkolmai, pl. onkolman, -am*. The
division reflects a pre-PT sound change of posttonic *ai > *a/  N#; see Winter 1989. TA has
generalized -an, acc. -ds in pyapyan, pyapyas, but other secondary developments have also taken

place. The nom. sg. variants in -iye are surely taken over from the kdlymiye type above.

Smaller classes and irregular nouns

‘father’ TB TA PT PIE
nom. sg. pacer pacar *pacer *ph,tér
acc. patar patar *pator *ph,tér-m

gen. patri pacri *patroy dat. *phytr-¢y



‘king’ TB
nom. sg. wdlo
acc. lant
gen. lante
nom. pl. lanc
‘dOgD

nom. sg. ku
acc. kwem
4.2. Adjectives

TA

wil
lant
lant

lams

ku

kom

PT

*wolo
*(w)lanto
*(w)lanté

*(w)lanco

*kow

*kVéna

PIE

*wlant-s? (cf. Olr. flaith)

*wlant-m?
*wlant-os

*wlant-es

*Kwo

*Kwonm,

The adjective exhibits numerous complexities and irregularities, which have still not been

fully described, but the main PIE types are well represented.

4.2.1. Thematic stems

Distinction in TB between mono- and disyllabic stems in *-ro- in the masc. pl., cf. larer

vs. astari. The latter inflection is followed by most other thematic adjectives, including the very

productive ones in -tte (privatives), -lle (gerundives), -sse (basic), and -7irie (appurtenance),

except that the acc. sg. masculine is not marked by an additional -m /-n(a)/, and adjectives in -sse

and -7ifie form the nom./acc. pl. in -ssana , -fifiana (in late TB, also gerundive -/yana).

Nsg. masc.

Npl.

Nsg. fem.

Asg.
N/Apl.

‘dear’
lare
larem
larén
laré(nd)m
lariya
lartyai

larona

‘pure’
astdare
astarem
astari
astarem
astarya
astaryai

astarona

‘non faciendus’
ayamditte
ayamdcce
ayamdcci
ayamdccem
ayamdcca
ayvamdccai

ayamdttona

‘doable’
yamdalle
yamalye
yamalyi
yamalyem
yamalya
yamalyai

yamallona

‘of the house’
ostdsse
ostasse
ostassi
ostassem
ostassa
ostassai

ostassana



Surprisingly, the feminine suffix continues *-ih,-, NOT *-eh,-! This fact has recently received
much attention, along with the reflexes of abstract and collective *-h,- formations in Tocharian:
see. R. Kim 2009a, forthcoming b, Hackstein 2012, Pinault 2012.

In TA, most thematic adjectives have masc. pl. nom. -e, acc. -es < PT *-¢, *-&ns and fem.
-i < PT *-gya (acc. -am with overt ending, e.g. astirvam, yamlyam). Continuous
recharacterization of the endings has produced a wealth of variants especially in the -si adjectives

(< PT *-soyé, TB -sse): masc. acc. -si, -sim, -sindm, fem. acc. -si, -sim, -sindm, -ssam, -syam.

4.2.2. Consonant stems

The three most important consonant-stem classes are nt-stems, almost all continuing PIE
*-went-; preterite participles in PIE *-wos- ~ *-us-; and n-stems. TA has mostly conflated the
first two into a single inflectional type, along with the masculine of n-stems; later TB replaces
-n- with -nt- in acc. klyomom —> klyomont. Paradigms below for ‘worthy’, ‘(having) done,

made’, and ‘famous’.

TB TA
Nsg. masc. perne, yamu klyomo parno yamu klyom
A pernent yamos klyomom parnont yamunt klyomdint
Npl. perneiic yamos klyomoni parnos yamus klyomds
A pernentdm  yamosdam  klyomom parnoficds  yamuficds  klyomdricds
Nsg. fem. pernauntsa yamusa klyomiia parnomts  yamus klyomim
Asg. pernauntsai  yamusai klyomiiai parnomtsam yamusam  klyominam
N/Apl. pernenta  yamuwa klyomiiana parnont yamunt klyominan, -as

Note also TB, TA pont- “all’: TB has an invariant sg. po (both genders and cases), and TA nom.

sg. puk (acc. m. poricdm, f. pontsam).

4.2.3. Other features
The productive genitive singular ending is TB -epi, TA -(y)ap, of obscure origin, though
the -p- may be related to the adverbial *-b"- that was grammaticalized in (post-)PIE in oblique

case endings.



Tocharian has a number of suppletive adjectives.

‘good’ ‘big’

TB TA PT TB TA
Nsg. masc.  kartse kasu orotstse tsopats
A krent krant *krénto orocce tsopatsdam
Nsg. fem. kartsa orotstsa tsopatsi
A kartsai krdntsam orotstsai tsoptsam
Npl. masc.  kreric krams *kréfico orocci sawe
A krentdm kraricds *kréntons oroccem sawes
N/Apl. fem.  krenta krant *krénta orotstsana  Sawam

4.3. Pronouns
The prehistory of the personal and demonstrative pronouns contains a number of

unsolved problems. I discuss the major types here.

4.3.1. Personal pronouns

TB TA TB TA
nom. sg. nds, nis nds, f. nuk twe (tuwe) tu
acc. Ads, niis nds, f. fiuk ci cu
gen. i ni, f. nani tan i
nom./acc. du. wene yene
nom./acc. pl. wes was ves vas
gen. wesi, wesan — wasdm yesi, yesdn  yasam

TB twe, TA tu < PT *towé€ < PIE *tuH-om (Ved. tuvam) and TB ci, TA cu < PT *cow’s < PIE
*tewe, but the etymology of the others remains largely obscure. Noteworthy is the existence of
separate masculine and feminine forms for ‘I’ in TA. For an intriguing suggestion, see Jasanoff

1989.



Clitic personal pronoun

TB TA PT
Isg. -i1 /-no/ -l *-fioyo?
2 -c /-co/ -ci *-coya?
3 -ne -m *_né
1-3pl. -me -m *-mé

4.3.2. Demonstrative pronouns and adjectives
These continue PT *sé, *sa, *té < PIE *so, *sech,, *tod, with various suffixes; the
unsuffixed forms survive only in TB. On the prehistory of the suffixed demonstratives, see

Stumpf 1971, Pinault 2009.

TB se, sa, te TA sds, sas, tds ‘this’ (Skt. ayam)

TB su, sa., tu TA sdm, sam, tim ‘that, he/she/it’(Skt. sa-, ta-)

TB sem, sam, tem TA sam, sam, tam ‘this here’ (Skt. esa-)

TB sam(p), som(p), tam(p) ‘that there’  (Skt. asau)
TB TA

masc. fem. neut. masc. fem. neut.

Nsg. se sa te sds  sas tas

A ce ta te cas tas tas

G cwi ~ cpi tay tentse casi

Npl. cey ~ cai toy ces  tos

A cem toy cesds tosds

G cemts cessi



Nsg. su Sy tu sam  sam  tam
A ce,, cau ta, tu cam tam  tdm
G cwi ~ cpi tay tuntse cami temi  tmis
Ndu. tai tim
G tainaisi
Npl. cey ~ cai tom cem  tom
A cem tom cesdam tosdm
G cemts tomts cesmi tosmassi
Nsg. sem sam  tem sam  sam  tam
A cem tam  tem cam tam  tam
G cwWi ~ cpi tay tentse cani tanis
Npl.  cey ~ cai to(y)na cem
A ceyna to(y)na cesdm tosdm
G ceynamts to(y)namts cesni

~ cainamts
Nsg. samp somp tamp
A comp tomp tamp
G cwimp tay tentse
Npl.  ceymp ~ caimp toymp
A toymp
G cempamts

~ cainamts

These pronominal stems form the basis for several adverbs, including:

TB tesa, tusa (perl. of te viz. tu), TA tdmyo (instr. of tdm) ‘thereby, therefore, thus’
TA tsam, tsa (loc. viz. all. of tds) ‘here’

TB tu, TA tdm ‘then, in that case’

TB tumem, TA tmds (abl. of TB tu, TA tim; TA also tma) ‘thereupon, then’

TB tune, TA tmam (loc. of TB tu, TA tim) ‘therein, there’



TA tdmne, tamne ‘in this/that way, thus’ (on this -ne see §4.3.3)
TB tane ‘here, hither’ (stem /to-/)
TB taisa, taisu, taise, taisem ‘thus, so; in this/that way’

TB tot, TA tiprem ‘so much, so many, so far’

4.3.3. Interrogative and relative pronouns

Interrogative ‘who, which?’

TB TA PT PIE
nom. k.se kus *k“osé *kVis + *so
acc. kuce kuc *kVoce
gen. ket(e) ke ?

The corresponding relative pronoun is TB k.se, acc. k.ce, TA kus ne, acc. kuc ne. Late TB

reduces k.se, k.ce to se, ce. The relative particle -ne also surfaces in other relative pronouns, e.g.

TB madkte TA mdint ‘how?’ (Skt. katham)

TB madkte TA mdntne ‘as; so that’ (Skt. yatha)
TB mant TA tdmne, tamne ‘so, thus’ (Skt. tatha)

TB kos TA kos, kosprem ‘how much? how long?’
TB kos TA kosne, kospremne ‘as much as, as long as’
TB tot TA tdprem ‘so much, so many, so far’

4.4. Numerals
Most of the numerals were recognized as IE already in the earliest years of Tocharian

studies, though the details are often open to debate:

TB m. se ‘1’ [TA sas] < PT *se < PIE *sém (Hilmarsson 1984), acc. TB seme, TA som,
pl. TB semi, TA some ‘some’ < PT *semé, *seme < thematized *sém-o-
TB f. sana, obl. somo, sanai, TA sim, pl. TB somona, TA somam < PT *sona, *somo-

TA m. wu ‘2’ <PT *wow *[wu] < PIE masc. *dwoh;,



TA f. we, TB m./f. wi ‘2’ <PT *we < PIE fem./neut. *dwoyh,

TB m. trey ~ trai, TA m. tre ‘3’ < PT *tréy(o) <— PIE *tréyes (*trdyes?)

TB f. tarya, TA f. tri <3> < PT *tor®ya < *tr¥oya < PIE *trih, (Ved. #7, Av. 6r7, Hom. tpia,
OCS tri)

TB m. stwer, m./f. TA stwar ‘4’ < PT *$otwér¥s < PIE *k“etwores (Ved. catvarah, Gr.
Doric tétopeg)

TB f. stwara [TA f. stwar by sound change or generalized masculine?]

TB pis, TA pdn ‘5’ < PT *pYafiso < PIE *pénk™e

TB skas, TA sdk ‘6’ < PT *soko (TB skas rebuilt to skaste ‘sixth”)

TB sukt, TA spdt “7° < PT *sopto < PIE *septm,

TB okt, TA okt ‘8’ < PT *okto <— *oktow [*oktu] < PIE *oktow

TB, TA 7iu ‘9’ < PT *fiowo < PIE *h;néwn,

TB sak, TA sdk ‘10> < PT *$oko < PIE *dékm,

TB ikim, TA wiki 20’ < PT *wiken < PIE *wiKmtih, (< **dwi-dKmt-ih,)

TB tiryaka, TA taryak [with a from stwarak, for *tiryak] <30° < PT *tor®yédka < PIE
*trih, (d)komt (< **-omt-h,, cf. Gr. Tpiéxovta; Schindler 1967)

TB stwarka, TA stwarak ‘40’

TB pisSaka, pisaka /p’asaka/, TA prak 50

TB skaska, TA sdksdk [< *sdksak] ‘60’

TB suktanka, TA sdptuk <70

TB oktanka, TA oktuk ‘80’

TB riumka, TA nmuk ‘90’

TB kante, TA kéint ‘100’ < PT *konté€ < PIE *Kmtém

TB yaltse, TA wilts ‘1000° < PT *w'lt¢ to PIE *weld"-? (cf. Lith. tikstantis, OCS
tysosti, PGmce. *piisundi- ‘strong hundred”)

TB tmane, tumane, TA tmam 10,000’ (cf. Iranian and Turkic cognates; Eurasian

Wanderwort)



5. Verbal morphology
The Tocharian verb exhibits numerous idiosyncratic developments alongside a wealth of
interesting and archaic features, and has played an increasingly prominent role in the

reconstruction of the PIE verbal system.

5.1. Inflectional categories
Both languages have the same morphological categories and system of stem derivation.

Each verb has five “principal parts”, from which all other forms may be derived:

* imperfective (present) stem:
present and imperfect (= non-past and past)
present participle active and middle
gerundive I (denoting obligation, Latin -ndus)
infinitive (TA only!)
agent nouns in TB -enta, -uki, other mostly unproductive suffixes, e.g. kaus-enta ‘murderer’,
kdlpass-uki ‘thief”
» perfective (subjunctive) stem:
subjunctive/future and optative (= non-past and past of the perfective stem)
gerundive II (possibility, Latin -bilis)
verbal noun or “abstract”, almost always built to gerundive I1
infinitive (TB only!)
TB privative in -tte (TA relics in -7)
* imperative stem: imperative
* preterite stem: preterite

+ preterite participle stem: preterite participle, “absolutive” (deverbal noun, cf. Skt. -tva, -ya)



Imperfective | Perfective Imperative Preterite Pret. Ptcp.
(Present) (Subjunctive)
finite Present Subjunctive
Imperfect Optative
Imperative
Preterite
nonfinite | Pres. nt-Ptcp. Pret. Ptcp.
Pres. m-Ptcp.
Gerundive | Gerundive I1
(verbal noun) | Verbal Noun Absolutive
Infinitive (TA) | Infinitive (TB)
Agent nouns | Privative

Note that the infinitive is built to the imperfective (present) stem in TA, but to the perfective
(subjunctive) stem in TB. The imperfect is formally divergent in TA and TB (except for ‘be’ and
‘go0’), but is always formed to the present stem in TB with suffix -i-, and usually in TA with
suffix ’@-. (On exceptional TA lyak ‘was seeing’, parat ‘was taking’, pl. sarsar ‘knew’, crankds
‘was saying’, etc., see now Peyrot 2012b, R. Kim forthcoming.)

In practice, most verbs do not distinguish five separate stems. Especially in TA, most
verbs have a single stem for the perfective, imperative, preterite, and pret. ptcp., so much so that
Sieg, Siegling, and Schulze (1931) classify subjunctive forms under the preterite stem. TB has
gone slightly further than TA in creating innovative subjunctive and/or present stems, so more
verbs in that language contrast three stems for imperfective, perfective, and preterite.

The preterite participle of most verbs can be predicted from the preterite, including al/
verbs ending in /-a-/. In general, verbs not ending in /-a-/ exhibit more irregularities and greater
unpredictability in their stem formation; see §5.2.3 below for more discussion. As might be

expected, a few verbs form irregular imperatives (§§5.2.1, 5.3).

5.1.1. Aspect and tense

See Thomas 1957 on the usage of the various past-tense forms: imperfect, preterite, and
periphrastic perfects. The preterite participle and gerundive II build a range of periphrastic
constructions, e.g. resultative perfect, past irrealis, etc.; note especially that ma ‘not’ + gerundive

II is the standard way to express negative futurity.



The designation of the present and subjunctive stems as “imperfective” and “perfective”
is due to Winter (e.g. 1982:9, 1994b:286), and finds a neat parallel in North Slavic languages,
where the present of the perfective has future reference in main clauses (cf. Russ. piset, Cz. pise
vs. napiset, napse). However, Peyrot (2010:155-327) has carried out an exhaustive study of uses
of the subjunctive in both TA and TB, with reference to Old Turkic parallels of TA texts, and
concludes that the subjunctive does not have any perfective value synchronically, but rather
expresses uncertainty and hence (often in main clauses) futurity. If the Tocharian contrast of
present and subjunctive goes back to an earlier aspectual distinction, as I believe, this must have

broken down by the time of our documents.

5.1.2. Voice

The inherited voice distinction of active and mediopassive is robustly preserved. Most
mediopassive verbs are either deponent (medium tantum) or denote middle voice (reflexive, self-
interest, etc.), but passive examples are also found, e.g. TB sem piSakka se cakanma ok taum yap
pinkce ikdm se tanktsi Sawate ‘this 51 caks [and] 80 faus of wheat was eaten [from] the fifth to
the 21st [of the month]’ (B461.3). For a detailed study of the middle in Tocharian, see Schmidt
1974.

5.1.3. “Grundverb” vs. “Kausativ”

A famous feature of the Tocharian verb is the widespread suffixation of PT *-ské- ~ *-
sso- ~ *-s- (> TB /-ske-/ ~ /-sso-/ ~ /-s-/; —> TA -sa- ~ -s-) to derive transitives to intransitive
roots and causatives to many, but not all, transitive roots. Krause and Thomas set up a
fundamental divide between “Grundverb” and “Kausativ’, but not every verb forms both, and
some “causatives” have the same meaning as the basic verbs from which they are derived. The
label is useful, but we should rather think of them as marked transitives. On the formation of the
causative, see §5.2.1.

Contrary to the handbooks, there is no contrast between causative and noncausative Class
VIII s-presents; all presents of this class (usually with Class I or II subjunctive and Class III
preterite) in fact have transitivizing meaning. Cf. Cl. VIII wiksdm ‘avoids’ vs. ClL. IXb wikdssam
‘removes’ (‘makes disappear’) to Cl. Il wiketdr ‘disappears’; the two have merged in TA wikds

‘removes; avoids’. See the extensive discussion of Hackstein 1995:1-2, 147-65.



5.1.4. Person-number endings

Present/subjunctive
TB TA
Isg. act. -u /-ow/ -m
thematic -e,, -au /-ew/ -a-m
2 -t(o) /-t/ -t
-m -s
Ipl. -m(o) /-ma/  -mds
2 -cer (!) -c
3 -m -inc ~ -
thematic -e-m -efic ~ -e
Isg. mid. /-mar/ -mar
2 /-tar/ -tar
3 /-tar/ -tar
Ipl. /-mtor/ -mt(t)dr
2 /-tar/ -cdr
3 /-ntar/ -ntdr
Imperfect/optative
Isg. act. -m /-mo/ (-m)
3 -0 (-5)

All others like present/subjunctive.

Imperative
2sg. act. -0 -0

pl. -s0 -su

*-masa, *-mod
*.Co
*_9fico ~ *-on

*_g-fico ~ *-é-n

*_mar
*_tar

*-tor
*-m(9)tor

*_Xor?

*_ntor

*.507?

*_hye-r
*_thye-r

*-to-r (<— *-0-1)
*-medhhz?

* -dhzwe?

*-nto-r (<— *-ro-1?)

(*-m)



2sg. mid.
pl.

Preterite
a-preterites
Isg. act.

2

3

Ipl.

(pre)sigmatic

Isg.
2
3

Ipl.

/-a-wa/
/-a-sta/
/-a/

/-a-ma/
/-a-so/

/-a-re/

/-a-wa/
/-a-sta/

/-asa/

/-9-ma/
/-2-s9/

/-o-13/

/-a-mai/
/-a-tai/
/-a-te/

/-a-mte/
/-a-ta/

/-a-nte/

-a-st (-a-st)

-0, -a-

-a-m (-a-m)

-a-s (-a-s)

-a-r (-a-r)

-a-, -a-mdadt
-a-, -ac

-a-, -a-nt

*_5-wa?
*_9-sta

*_9sa

*_9-mod
*_3-s07

*_9-ré

*-(a)-ai
*_a-tal

*_a-té

*_a-mté
*_a-Xa?

*_a-nté

*_g + *_thye?

%

*_me

?

perf. *-r + *-ont

*_g + *_th,e?

*_5-t?



5.2. Stem formation

5.2.1. Traditional classification

Krause and Thomas (1960) divide Tocharian stem formations into the following types.

Present

I: athematic to root not ending in PT *-a-, with originally epenthetic Stiitzvokal *-3- before
ending

II: thematic, stem vowel PT *-Yo- ~ *-g- < PIE *-¢/,-

III: intransitives in PT *-e- (< PIE *-¢h;-?) to roots with internal vowel *o (*ay, *ow)

IV: intransitives in PT *-o0- to roots with internal vowel *a (*ay, *aw)

V: athematic to roots ending in *-a-

VI: nasal-infixed to roots ending in *-a-, PT *-(o)n-a-

VII: nasal-infixed to roots not ending in *-a- (TB only); athematic! (Schmidt 1985)

VIII: thematic s-presents: PT *-so- ~ *-sé- < pre-PT *-s°/,- (N.B. “non-causative” VlIlla vs.
“causative” VIIIb invalid, see §5.1.3)

IXa: suffix PT *-sso- ~ *-s- ~ *-ské&- < PIE *-sK*/,-

IXb: same, but causative

Xa: suffix PT *-na-sso- ~ *-no-s- ~ *-no-ské- (nasal + *-sk- suffix)

Xb: same, but causative

[XTa: suffix PT *-so-ss0- ~ *-s0-s- ~ *-s0-ské-; actually Cl. IX to roots ending in *-s-]

[XIb: same, but causative; only *sowas- ‘rain’ beside *sowa-, *-s- not part of verb suffix (cf.
TB swese ‘rain’)]

XII: suffix PT *-fifio- ~ *-fifi€-: denominal < *-n- (originally n-stems) + PIE *-y%/,-, or

deverbal < PIE *-nh,-y*/,- (cf. Ved. grbhaydti beside grbhnati)

Subjunctive

I: athematic to roots not ending in PT *-a- (§5.2.2); mostly initial stress in TB; roots with
underlying /o/ show ablaut between *-&- in the subj. act. sg. and *-o- elsewhere

II: thematic, stem vowel PT *-Yo- ~ *-8- < PIE *-¢/,-

III: stem vowel PT *-e- (or *-¢-?)

IV: stem vowel PT *-ay- (*[-1]) < PIE *-(e)y*/,- (see R. Kim 2007a)



V: athematic to roots ending in PT *-a- (§5.2.2); many have initial stress in TB; roots with
underlying /o/ show ablaut between *-&- (> TB & by a-umlaut, TA a) in the subj. act. sg. and
*-9- elsewhere

VII: (TA only) suffix PT *-fo- ~ *-fig- < 777

IX: suffix PT *-sgo- ~ *-s- ~ *-ské- to Cl. IX causative presents

X: suffix PT *-no-sso- ~ *-na-s- ~ *-na-ské- to Cl. X presents

XII: suffix PT *-nfio- ~ *-fin€- to Cl. XII presents

Preterite

I: PT *-a-, originally final vowel of set roots, reinterpreted as suffix and extended to almost
all preterites (except Class VI relics); roots with underlying /o/ (§5.2.2) show ablaut between
act. sg. *-’o-, du./pl. -€-(!), and mid. *-o-

II: PT *-a- to causative verbs with root vowel *a: originally reduplicated, preserved in TA but
remodeled in TB, e.g. TA sasdrs vs. TB sarsa ‘made know(n), announced’ (vs. Cl. I TB
sarsa, TA sdrs ‘knew’; R. Kim 2003a)

III: PT 3sg. *-asa to roots not ending in *-a-, stem vowel *e < PIE *&: continues ancestor of
classical PIE sigmatic aorist (§5.4.3)?

IV: PT *-ss-(ay)a- to causative verbs with root vowel *a (and a few with *9)

V: PT *-nfi-(ay)a- to Class XII pres./sub.

VI: old relics, thematized root aorists: ‘go out’, ‘come’ (R. Kim 2001, Pinault 1994:184-204),
‘drink’ (Schmidt 1997:258-9)

The imperative usually patterns with the subjunctive (e.g. TB ptarka, pl. ptarkaso , TA

ptark, pl. ptirkds ‘let go!’ like subj. Cl. V TB tarkam, pl. tarkam, TA tarkas, pl. tirkeric) or

preterite (TB ptes, mid. ptdsar, TA ptas, mid. pdtstsar ‘put!’ like pret. Cl. III TB tessa, TA casds).

Irregular forms include relics of PIE thematic *-e (virtual PIE *wok"“-n-ye —> *po-wéiifio > PT

*pofifio > TB poii, TA pem ‘say!’), athematic *-d" (*¥h,id"{ —> *isi > *(po-)yoso > TB pas, TA

pis ‘go!’; Jasanoff 1987), and the *-si imperative type (*Klewsi —> PT *po-kP’ewso > TB

pdklyaus, TA pdklyos; cf. Ved. srosi, ibid.), as well as several TB iptvs. in -e, of obscure origin.



5.2.2. “a-roots” and “non-a-roots”

The most important division within the Tocharian verb system is that between roots
ending and not ending in *-a- (> TB /-a-/, TA -a- ~ -a- ~ -@-). Since laryngeals between
nonsyllabic segments became PT *a, PIE set roots, i.e. roots ending in a laryngeal, developed
into roots ending in *-a-. This is clearest from Class I preterites which continue PIE root aorists

(Schmidt 1982; see below, §5.4.1):

PIE *k“rih,- ‘buy’ (Ved. krinati, mp. krinite, Olr. crenaid, aor. Myc. qi-ri-ja-to, Hom.
npiato) > *k“r’aya- > PT *k“or®ya- > TB /korya-/, pret. 1pl. kdryam, mp. 1sg. kdirya-
mai, 2 -tai, 1pl. -mte;

PIE *kedh:- (Hom. okéda-ca) > PT *$ota- > TB pret. 2sg. stasta, 3pl. stare (w. dial., for
stasta*, stare*) ‘scattered, sowed’

PIE *stemb"H-t (Ved. dstambhit) > PT *$coma > pret. TB sama, scma(-c), TA sim
‘stopped, came to a stand’

PIE *kélh;-t > PT *$ola > pret. TB sala, TA sdl ‘led’, mid. *klh;-t6 > PT *kola-t¢ > TB
klate, TA klat

This root-final *-a- was extended to many roots which were not originally set, as well as many of
obscure etymology. We can observe the spread of *-a- to a limited degree in TB: the verb for
‘eat’ is /$owa-/, but the pret. ptcp. Sesu /Se-§owa/ and isolated subj. 1sg. $i /$owaw/ (for *$uwu?
Pinault 1994:170-82) preserve the earlier root *Sow- < *kyew- (OE c¢éawan ‘chew’, Pers. jav-
idan). As we will see below, the morphology of roots ending in *-a- was much more regular and
predictable, and so was more readily learned by children and tended to be overapplied to other
verbs.

Tocharian verb roots can also be divided into those with underlying root(-internal) vowel
*5 and those with *a; the latter have various sources, but in those with identifiable PIE sources,
the *a appears to reflect a root-internal laryngeal (cf. PT non-pres. *(s)tak- ‘be’ < PIE *sth,-k- to
*steh,- ‘stand’). There are thus four possible types of roots, which may be labeled as follows

(Peyrot 2010:44-7):



internal *-o- internal *-a-
root not ending in *-a- Q0 alo

root ending in *-a- D|a ala

5.2.3. Major patterns of verb stem formation

a. Roots ending in *-a-

Present Non-present
intransitives in *-e- (III/IV) root in *-a- (V)
transitives in *-(o)na- (VI) root in *-a- (V)

» Note the high degree of predictability: most transitive verbs take nasal-infixed presents in PT
*-(o)n-a-, whereas intransitives form mostly deponent presents in PT *-e- or *-o- < PIE
stative *-¢h;-.

* A handful of originally Cl. VI presents have been recharacterized with the *-sk- suffix to
become Cl. X presents in *-na-*/g-. The original pres. may become subj., displacing the
earlier Cl. V formation. Example: TB pres. Cl. X /kar-n-a-sk-/ ‘buy’, subj. Cl. VI /ker-n-a-/,
pret. Cl. I /korya-/.

* Cl. V subjs. to transitive Cl. VI presents continue old reduplicated formations (cognate with
PIE perfect) and so exhibit initial stress and paradigmatic ablaut in TB, while Cl. V subjs. to
intransitive Cl. III presents are inner-Tocharian innovations, and have regular second-syllable
stress and no ablaut in TB. Similarly, CI. I preterites to the first type go back to root aorists
and show ablaut, while CI. I preterites of the second type are likewise innovative and do not

ablaut. For details, see R. Kim 2003b.

b. Roots not ending in *-a-

Present Non-present
simple thematic *-%/- (II) simple thematic *-%/¢- (II)
thematic *-s"/s- (VIII) root athematic (I)

simple thematic *-*/¢- (II)



thematic *-*%/g.- (IX) root athematic (I)
thematic *-fin/- (XII) thematic *-fin/- (XII)
“causative” *-*/ge- (IX) “causative” *-%/y.- (1X)?
Note that TB drops root-final /-a-/ and has initial stress in the caus. pres. and subj.:

and-ssdam /and-/ ‘breathes (in)’ vs. caus. 1pl. andskem /an-/ ‘id.’;
kéirsanam /kars-an-a-/ ‘knows’ vs. caus. pres./subj. sarsdssdam /$ars-/ ‘lets know, informs’;
wiketdr ‘disappears’ (root /woykéa-/) vs. caus. pres./subj. wikdssim /woyk-/ ‘makes

disappear, removes’.

TA likewise drops root-final -a- in the pres., but regularly retains or adds -a- in the subj., e.g.
pres. tsdlp-ds-tdr ‘releases’, subj. tsdlp-a-s-tdr vs. TB pres./subj. tsdlp-ds-tar (to TA tsdlpa-,

TB /tsalpa-/, non-caus. pres. TB tsdlpetdr, TA salpatdr ‘is released’).

5.3. Suppletion
Approximately a dozen verbs are suppletive, second only to Old Irish among IE

languages. The most important are:

‘g0’

* PT pres. Cl. I *yo- (< *i- <— PIE *h,&y- ~ *h,i-") > TA yds, pl. yisic, TB 1sg. yam, 3 yam, but
pl. ynem (<— *yon + them. *-en, whence 1pl. ynem, m-ptcp. ynemane)

* TB subj. = pres.; pret. sg. Cl. lIl masa, pl. Cl. Ill maitar (cf. pres. Cl. Il mitetdir ‘sets out,
goes’)

* TA non-pres. kalka- ~ kdlka-



‘do, make’

* TA ya-, ypa- (distributed exactly like *-e- vs. *-o- forms in thematic paradigms; prehistory?);
TB /yam-"*/,4.-/ rebuilt to subj. /yam-/

* PT non-pres. *yam-: subj. CI. I (thematized as CI. II in TA), pret. CI. III (replaced in TB with

secondary *yam-ossoya-)

‘stand (up), be standing’
*  PT pres. CL II *kol’-%/:- (medium tantum; < *kl’ay-°/-- < PIE aor. subj. *Kl€y-/,-)

« PT non-pres. *stéma- ~ *$coma- ~ *stoma- (< PIE *stemb"H-)

‘sit (down), be sitting’
* PT pres. Cl. II *som’-o- ~ *som-¢-

* PT non-pres. *léma- ~ *l’oma- ~ *loma-

‘give’

* PT pres. ClL IX *ay-**/4z-, subj. CL. I *ay-

* PT pret. Cl. I *wosa-

» iptv. TB pete, pl. petso, petes, TA pas, pl. pac

‘take’

« PT pres. CL II *par®-a- ~ *por-é- (< PIE *b"er-%/,-)
* PT subj. TB /as-/, TA kam(a)-

* PT pret. TB /kama-/, TA kam(a)-

‘lead’
* PT pres. CL II *a$-o- ~ *ak-&- (< PIE *h,eg-/,-)

* PT non-pres. TB /waya-/, TA wawa- (< PT *waw*a-?)



The forms of the verb ‘be’ are also formed to several stems:
» present: PT *nés- > TB Cl. I nes-, TA Cl. II nas- (3sg. nas, pl. nesic)
» imperfect: PIE *h;s-yéh;- (~ *h;s-ih;-") > *se + productive impf./opt. suffix *-(o)y- —> PT
*sey > TB sey ~ sai, TA se-s (with pres. -§)
* non-present: PIE *steh,- ‘be standing’ > *sta-
initial *s- preserved only in TA iptv. 2sg. pd-stak ‘be!’
PT *ta- preserved in TA subj. 1sg. tam, 3 tas, 3pl. teric (~ takeric)
otherwise PT *taka- (subj. TB takam; pret. TB 3sg. taka, 3pl. takare, TA 3sg. tak, 3pl.
takar)

In addition, TB also has a copula ste, pl. skente < PIE *h;s-skKe-to, *h,s-sKo-nto, the only clear

survival of the imperfect in Tocharian (Hackstein 1995:272-82, also on late TB pl. stare).

5.4. Evolution of verb stems and stem systems
Most inflectional categories and patterns of verbal stem derivation are of PIE date,

including reflexes of nasal and stative presents and root and (pre-)sigmatic aorists.

5.4.1. PIE verb formations in Tocharian

The following reconstructed PIE verb categories have secure reflexes in Tocharian.

Aspect (Aktionsart)
Present root (athematic) Class I presents (non-a-roots)
Class V pres.? (a-roots)
nasal infix Class VII pres. (non-a-roots)
Class VI pres. (a-roots)
simple thematic Class II pres./subj. (only three! see §5.4.3)
thematic *-sK%/,- Class II pres./subj.

Class IX pres. (subj.)
[Class X pres. (subj.)]
thematic *-y/,- Class XII pres./subj. (*-n- + *-y/,-)



Aorist

Perfect

Mood

subjunctive

optative

imperative

*-nt-, *-mh;no- participles

imperfect

root (athematic)

proto-sigmatic

reduplicated

(or originally imperfect?)

(proto-)perfect

perfect ptep.

(present?

aorist

root (athematic) in *-0
thematic
athematic *-d"

*-s1 <— s-subjunctive

nt-, m-participles

TB copula ste, skente

thematized in Class VI preterites (non-a-roots)
Class I preterites (a-roots),
*-a- reinterpreted as suffix

Class III preterites

Class II preterites

Class I subjunctive (non-a-roots)?
Class V subjunctive (a-roots)?

preterite participle, (formerly) reduplicated

Class II presents/subjunctives)

Class II presents/subjunctives

imperfects of ‘be’, ‘go’

all optatives and imperfects (except small TA class
of reanalyzed preterites; R. Kim forthcoming a)

Class I pret. in *-gya- to Class II pres./subj.

Class IV pret. in *-ssoya- to Class IX pres./subj.

Class V pret. in *-finoya- to Class XII pres./subj.

Class I iptv. (roots in *-a-)
‘say!’ (see §5.2.1)
‘go!” ‘give!’

‘hear!”



5.4.2. PIE origin of Tocharian verb formations
Tocharian PIE

present < present (athematic, thematic; root, nasal-infixed, suffixed)

root present/aorist subjunctive

subjunctive < proto-perfect? (R. Kim 2007b)

root aorist subjunctive

imperfect/optative < optative (*-yéh;- ~ ) *-ih;-
imperative < imperative (various types)
preterite < root aorist

proto-sigmatic aorist?

optative *-ih;-

preterite participle < perfect participle

5.4.3. Outstanding problems

Remarkable paucity of inherited simple thematic presents (Ringe 2000): only *par®-o- ~
*por-é- ‘bring’, *a$-o- ~ *ak-&- ‘lead’, *$aw-o- ~ *$Saw-é- ‘live’ < (post-)PIE *b"(e)r-/,-,
*hyeg-/o-, *g"1hsw-/,-. See also Jasanoff 1998, 2003, R. Kim 2012b.

Origin of the Tocharian subjunctive, and its relation to the classical IE subjunctive and
perfect: cf. Jasanoff 2003, R. Kim 2007b.

Origin of the Class III preterite and its relation to the Hittite 4i-conjugation pret. 3sg. in -§
and the classical IE s-aorist: cf. Jasanoff 2003

How did the morphological split between a-roots and non-a-roots become established?

6. Word formation and syntax

As the Tocharian languages are left-branching, the verb is usually clause-final in prose

documents, but may be raised for various pragmatic effects. (Metrical texts not surprisingly



offer much variation.) The left-branching nature of Tocharian is also apparent in complex
derivatives: it is far from rare to find nominals with four or even more suffixes, as in the

following examples:

TB  raddhi- lak-  ds(s- daly)- fie- sse
wonder see CAUSATIVE GERUNDIVE VB.NOUN  ADJ

‘of causing to see wonders’

TA  akdar-  as- n- um-  in- an- ac
tear eye DUALADJ FEM ACC.SG ALLATIVE
‘to her of the teary eyes’, i.e. ‘to her whose eyes are both full of tears’ (Krause 1955:30-1)

Here once again we observe a typological similarity to Turkic languages or Japanese and Korean.
Along with the grammaticalization of postpositions as case markers (see §4.1.3), one also

finds the opposite phenomenon in which suffixes become phrasal clitics:

TB [ta, rif- $Si samna semi
this. FEM. city.SG.OBL pertaining to human.PL.NOM one.MASC.
SG.OBL PL.NOM

‘some people of this city’ (PK 17.10 b5; Hackstein 2004:93 with refs.)

Cf. English possessive 5§ <— Old English a-stem gen. -es in [the guy in our class who I ran into
vesterday] s dog just died.

Nominal compounds are fairly common, although the overwhelming majority are
Sanskrit or Prakrit borrowings. Due to massive cultural influence of Buddhism over the
centuries, very few traces of PIE poetic language or naming practices survive in our texts: in
addition to the famous TB riem-kdilywe, TA fiom-klyu ‘(name and) fame’, cf. (male) names of

laymen such as Kwem-toko ‘running like a dog’ (Pinault 1987).



7. The position of Tocharian within Indo-European

Early on, many Indo-Europeanists were struck by the apparent connections between
Tocharian and the western IE languages, particularly (Italo-)Celtic and Germanic. However,
most of the relevant features turned out to be archaisms (and so of no value for subgrouping) or

trivial innovations, most famously

* the “centum” merger of PIE palatals and velars: easily repeatable (like most phonetic
mergers), also occurred between Proto-Anatolian and Hittite; and

+ the primary r-endings of the mediopassive: archaism, also preserved in Anatolian (and
Phrygian) in addition to Italic and Celtic; replaced in Indo-Aryan, Greek, and Germanic by *-

1 from the active.

Adams has argued for a close connection between Tocharian and Germanic; likewise
Georgiev for Tocharian and Balto-Slavic. Ringe (1990) argues persuasively that none of these
hypotheses withstands closer scrutiny, and that Tocharian is not closely related to any other
branch of IE. More recently, Hackstein (1998, 2005) adduces further innovations allegedly
shared by Tocharian and “western IE” (including Greek and Balto-Slavic), but most of these are
either possible archaisms or isolated syntagms, instances of grammaticalization, etc. involving
Tocharian and a single other branch, e.g. Greek.

Today, the emerging (now general?) consensus holds that Tocharian is not closely related
to any other branch, but rather was the second after Anatolian to diverge from the ancestral
speech community. The remaining “Brugmannian” or Inner IE langauges then underwent certain

innovations in common, which may be projected back to “Proto-Inner-1E”.

Morphological evidence

» Cl. III preterite with -s- formant in 3sg. only, vs. classical PIE sigmatic aorist; cf. Hitt. Ai-
conj. pret. 3sg. -§ (Jasanoff 1988, 2003, with older references going back to Ivanov, Watkins,
etc.; otherwise Ringe 1990)

» Paucity of simple thematic presents (Ringe 2000; see §5.4.3)



Thematic optative *-ih;- < *-o-ih;- with deletion of thematic vowel as in i-stem abstracts and
adjectives in *-yo- to o-stem bases; remodeled in Italic and Celtic as *-a- (*-eh»-?), elsewhere
as *-oih;- (see now Jasanoff 2009)

Generalization of feminine adjectives in *-ih,- to thematic bases, vs. Inner IE *-eh,-? See R.
Kim 2009b, forthcoming b, Fellner 2012.

Lexical evidence (see Winter 1968, 1997, Schmidt 1987, 1992)

PIE *hseb"- ‘enter’ > PT *yop- ~ *yap- > TB /yop-/ ~ /yap-/ vs. Inner IE ‘f*ck’ (Ved. ydabhati,
Gr. olpw, Russ. jebii): one-way semantic development!

PIE *wiHro- ‘young’ > TA wir vs. Inner IE ‘hero, man’ (Ved. vird-, Lat. vir, Olr. fer, Lith.
vyras): ditto

PIE *nd6k™t- ~ *nék™t- ‘evening’ > Hitt. nekuz (mehur) ‘evening time’, TB nekciye, TA nakcu
‘(yesterday) evening’) vs. Inner IE ‘night’

PIE *hserhs-o- ‘plow’ > PT *aré > TB dare vs. Inner IE *h,erhs-tro- > Gr. dpotpov, W. aradr
(Lat. aratrum)

PIE *(h,)eh,g""- ~ *(h,)éh,g"!- ‘drink’ > Hitt. ekw- ~ akw-, PT *yok"- > TB, TA yok- (cf. Lat.
ebrius); lost as a verb in Inner IE in favor of *pehs- (R. Kim 2000b)

Computational models have also arrived at an optimal cladistic tree for IE with this same first-

order subgrouping; see Ringe et al. 1998.

Proto-Indo-European

Anatolian

Inner IE Tocharian
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