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Jorundur Hilmarsson

The elements -i- and -ffd- in Tocharian present
and subjunctive classes

§1. Subjunctive class VII: The material

Subjunctive class VI with the marker -fi- and thematic conjugation, as
listed in the handbooks, is claimed to be found with two verbs in West
Tocharian, whereas in East Tocharian it is much more frequent, being found
with 22 verbs (or even 25 verbs, cf. §3 and §3.2).

§1.1 The two West Tocharian verbs generally assumed to exhibit
subjunctive VII forms are wefl- ‘to speak, say’ and J4(m)t- ‘to go (out)’. The
former has the following attested forms (common variations are not listed): -

subj. lsg. wefiau, 2sg. w(e)nt, 3sg. wem, 1pl. wedem, 2pl. wericer,
3pl. w(e)iem

opt. lIsg. weflim, 3sg. wefil

inf. wentsi, ger. I welle, abstr. II weliie, nom. ag. weiienta, vb. adj.
weAmo

imp. 2sg. pon, 2pl. pofies, pontso

These forms are mostly regular, except that the 3sg. subj. wem has suffered an
unexpected(?) shortening which could either be ascribed to an.allegro
articulation of this extremely frequent form, or it could be interpreted ag/
regularly reflecting earlier *wedf4m with loss of -4- and subsequent
assimilation and simplification of -Afim to -m.? In the gerundive I welle, and

*Stein 42.2. 1a3 w(e)nt-mesca, cf. Couvreur 1954: 87.

* Cf. the same type of change in presents of class XII, e.g. kdskan-me scattcrs thcm ,
méntarn ‘damages’ with -an- and -am resp. from *-iAA4m. L
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the abstract II welide the nasal has been lost as is not infrequent in such

formations in Tocharian, cf. the ger. Il rilye and the abstr. II rilfe to the verb
B rin- ‘to leave, give up’, etc. The change of 7 to n before a non-palatal dental
is normal in West Tocharian, wherefore the infinitive wentsi, cf. subj. XII 3sg.
B kiskantir ‘he scatters’ < *kiskaitar, etc. For a full discussion of the
paradigm of BA weri-, see Winter 1977; further details are discussed in §7,
§9.2 and §10.

§1.1.1. The second West Tocharian verb assigned subjunctive VII
conjugation appears to have been misjudged. While B wefi- is certainly
thematic in its subjunctive and, therefore, could fit the requirements for being
seen as a subjunctive VII,® the 1sg. subj. Jannu to B 13(n)t-, recently revealed
by George-Jean Pinault’, is clearly athematic from a synchronic Tocharian
point of view. The discovery of this form (discussed in §1.1.2) necessitates a
revision of the classification of the subjunctive of this verb: it is not of class
VII, but must — in spite of the sequence -nn- < *-ntn-, comprising a nasal infix
and a nasal suffix — be seen as an athematic subjunctive of class I. None of the
forms of the attested paradigm excludes such an interpretation, while the 1sg.
lannu demands it. The forms are as follows (common variations not listed):

subj. lsg. Jannu, [2sg. Iat,}’ 3sg. lam

opt. 2sg. IyAit, 3sg. lamiii, 1pl. liidam (for laiidem™), 3pl. Jaridem
inf. lantsi, abstr.II Jalde

imp. 2pl. platstso

The 3sg. form lafi-c of Lévi A 4 al, as interpreted by Krause 1952: 282, is not

* But see below, esp. §9.2 for a different evaluation of B wefi-,

* This form is found in the Paris text PK AS 17 D a4, discussed by G.-J. Pinault at the
‘Fachtagung “Tocharisch™’ of the Indogermanische Gesellschaft in Berlin, September 1990.

* The 2sg. lat is found only in 384 S a4. As pointed out by Adams (p.c.), this form may
well be a preterite and not a subjunctive. Indeed, Jat would be a regular preterite form, while in
the subjunctive one might expect *lant (or *lannit). Adams remarks furthermore: “I can only
surmise that the ydmmar of the last pada of the previous $loka influenced [Krause’s] decision
{that Jat is a subjunctive]. However, one should note the change of persons between the o
Slokas and there seems to be no reason why that change from first to second person might not
have been accompanied by a change of tense as well.”
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certain, Even if correctly seen as a 3sg. subjunctive, the nasal may have been

secondarily palatalized before the following enclitic -c. That is to say, the
subjunctive stem linni- from *lint-nd- is athematic. It must be classed as a
class I subjunctive in final -n-4- on a par with such class I subjunctives as B
saind- ‘to lean on’, sind- ‘to be oppressed’, rind- ‘to leave’, etc., cf. also A
kling- “to be obliged’ and asinit ‘insatiable’ to a subjunctive I stem sind-
otherwise not attested in East Tocharian: the regular subjunctive is of class
VIL, i.e. A sifid/a-.

§1.1.2. The final -u of B Jannu is synchronically an athematic ending,
of. such athematic subjunctive I forms as B Zyu (with enclitic: ayu-ne) ‘1 shall
give’, kelu ‘1 shall endure’, kewu ‘I shall pour’, teku ‘I shall touch’, etc., as
against thematic subjunctive II forms such as B dksau (with enclitic: aksau-ne)
‘[ shall pronounce’, sarpau ‘I shall indicate’, etc. In spite of this, B -u has often
been explained as reflecting a thematic ending historically, i.e. an L-E. *-0, cf.
e.g. Pedersen 1941: 141 (for further literature on this subject and other
explanations of this ending, cf. Van Windekens 1982: 260-261). Likewise, the
present writer has argued for the identity of B -u with L.-E. *-§, assuming that
-u, which regularly should have been lost (cf. B okt, A okit < *okt0), was
here restored on the analogy of thematic forms where the ending was
preserved in the latter half of the diphthong -au (Hilmarsson 1986: 47-48; cf.
already Pedersen 1941: 141). Pinault, presenting the form B lannu at the
afore-mentioned Berlin Tocharian Conference, also opted for a derivation of
-u here from a thematic *-6 < *-0-H, . In his opinion, apparently, the verb B
li(n)t- preserves the original thematic conjugation with alternation of a non-
palatal and palatal nasal before the thematic *e and *o resp., whereas the verb
B weii- has generalized the palatal variant (as have all the East Tocharian
forms). However, as already pointed out above, none of the subjunctive forms
of li(n)t- require positing a palatal -ri- (the palatal seen in the optative forms
has, of course, been affected by the optative marker); furthermore, as argued
in §4 below, generalization of either the palatal or the non-palatal variant does
not take place in the ascertainably thematic paradigms of Tocharign (pres.
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classes I, VIII, IX, etc.).

Within Tocharian, the B final -u corresponds to A -m. This has led
some scholars to suggest that -u had developed from an earlier -m (Sieg &
Siegling 1921: VI n.2, Couvreur 1938: 243 sq., et al.), a view that was
vigorously rejected by Pedersen 1941: 141, Van Windekens 1982: 261.
Recently, however, Winter (1990) has convincingly argued for a change of
morpheme-final *-m to B -w when followed by a palatalized nasal. This
change did not take place if the *-m was preceded by i. Through an
application of such a rule, Winter is able to account for the element -w- in the
suffix B -wirie- as reflecting an earlier -m-. Furthermore, through this rule, he
is able to explain the 1sg. ending B -u < *-aw as reflecting earlier *-im <
*-m, regularly developed and preserved in the position before the enclitic first
person pronoun, and generalized from that position as the proper 1sg. ending.
In the optative / imperfect the *-m was preceded by -i-, and, therefore
preserved as such (e.g. cimpim ‘may I be able’, yapim ‘may I enter’, etc.).
The only counter-example would be the monosyllabic B yam ‘I go'. This
word, however, had been reshaped into a morphophonemically disyllabic
lysma in the same manner as the originally monosyllabic B ek ‘eye’, kem
‘earth’, etc. (cf. the adjectives B ekagsse, kenasse), whereby yam would not
have had a morpheme-final -m anymore, and, therefore, would have been
unaffected by Winter’s rule. In my opinion, Winter has provided here the best
account for the 1sg. final B -u that has been proposed, confirmed, as it is, by
the development of morpheme-final -m(-) to -w(-) before a palatal nasal in
other categories (Winter op. cit.). B lannu, therefore, should not be
considered a thematic form reflecting *-n(H)-0. Rather, as already indicated
in §1.1.1, it is athematic, and reflects *-n(H)-m.

§1.1.3. Subjunctive VII thus seems to be found with only a single verb
in West Tocharian, i.e. weii- ‘to speak’.® The second verb always assumed to
form such a subjunctive, i.e. J4(n)t- ‘to go out’, has been misjudged, and must
be seen as forming an athematic subjunctive of class I.

* Again I refer to §9.2 for a different evaluation of this verb.
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§1.2. In East Tocharian the situation is quite different. Here 22 verbs

form subjunctives of class VII and the imperfects discussed in §3.2 bring the
total up to 25 verbs. The following forms are attested:

subj. act. 1sg. kdrkdam, wakiiam, 2sg. li(p)iiit, 3sg. oknAis, karkiis,
ti[nk]i(E@)s,
med. 1sg. rifimar, seimar, 2sg. (nd)ké&ntar, riftar, 3sg. ardftar
[sic], ofitar [sic], 3pl. arfiantar {sic; also arfia///], nakiantra,
sifiantrd ‘be oppressed’,

opt. act. 1sg. Janfim, sdrpiim, sakiim, 1pl. kldniknimafs],
med. 1sg. ar[fiJimar, 3sg. [r]ifitr4,

ger. arnil [bis), alf4l, trankAil, nakdlye, r(i)ifd]l, sifidl ‘be satisfied’,

abstr. ardiilune, eilune, (k)uflu)(ne)’, rifilune [bis], sifilune ‘be
satisfied’, simrilune ‘be oppressed’,

vb.adj. parkiidmm [sic],

and the verb wer- ‘to speak’ that has the following forms:

subj. 1sg. weriam, 3sg. weiids, 3pl. weflefic,
opt. 3sg. weilis,

ger. wenlim,

abstr. weifilune

imp. 2sg. pemn, 2pl. pends

None of these forms are unexpected. The final of the imperative singular A
pem is regularly depalatalized as seen by such pairs as A wasem vs. B

" This must be the form behind -uflu- cited by Sieg & Siegling & Schulze 1931: 378. It
occurs in 359, 29, a Sanskrit-Tocharian parallel text, where Sanskrit danam va yadi vi
[hav])am is translated with Toch. A el pat kuprc pat nu [-udlu](ne). Toch. B ku- is the
semantic and etymological equivalent of Skt. hu- 1o pour, offer’; although less frequent in East
tan in West Tocharian, the verb ku- ‘to pour, offer’ is met with there also. Attested are a
present VIII (and a pertinent imperfect) and a preterite IIl. A (k)[ufilu](ne) bears witness to a
s.b)uncuvc of class VII, as indeed would be expected; East Tocharian subjunctives of class VII
are regularly matched by West Tocharian ones of class I: B ku- forms a subj. I /(Isg.iact.)
kewy, (3sg. med. kutir), cf. the list of such correspondences in §3 below.
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wesefiia ‘voice’, A Iwem vs. B Iwanie adj. ‘animal’, etc., and the plural form

penis has drawn its non-palatal nasal from the singular, cf. Winter 1977: 154
= 1984:195, Hilmarsson 1986: 316-319 = 1987{89]: 79-82.

§2. Causatives or non-causatives?

The handbooks claim that the East Tocharian subjunctives of class VII
are causative as well as non-causative, cf. Van Windekens 1982: 225. Pinault
1989: 144 notes that the subjunctive VII is “fréquent en A, notamment dans la
conjugaison causative”. Krause & Thomas 1960: 231, after observing that
subjunctive VII is seen “teils bei Grundverben, teils als Ko. zu den
Kausativen”, find that it is often difficult to decide whether a particular form
is to be interpreted as a causative or a non-causative, and that the only
ascertainable example of a causative is the form A waksam ‘I shall split’. This
does not prevent them, however, from listing the following forms as
causatives: A efilune, kidrkfids, lanfim, li(p)iit, sdrpiim, and possibly
trinkiidl, beside wakiam. Inspection of these forms in their paradigmatic as
well as in their textual context reveals that from a formal as well as a semantic
point of view not only wakifiam, but also li(p)iat, okiés, elune, and
(formally) sakdim, must definitely be defined as causatives. Other listed
causative forms are either ambiguous or definitely not causative.

§2.1. Witness first wakfdam in 215 bl siptificim kom sla klop wrasil
spat pa(k) — - p wakiam ci ‘On the seventh day with pain [and] suffering |
shall split you into seven parts ...". The verb is transitive, followed by the
object c¢i ‘you’, and, therefore, cannot be classified with the intransitive non-
causative wak- ‘to break, be broken’, which, indeed, forms a subjunctive V (A
wakas, B wikam). As a causative an East Tocharian subjunctive VII fits
perfectly in a paradigm with pres. VIII (A 3sg. med. wakastr) and pret. Il
(A 3pl. act. wakar).

§2.1.1. Also li(p)fidt must be defined as a causative formally as well as
semantically. In its context, A 126 b2 ma li(p)fit iii ‘you will not leave me’,
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this form is transitive, whereas the non-causative is always intransitive ‘to be

left, remain’. The non-causative paradigm shows the following forms: pret. I
(3pl.) lepar, past ptc. lipo, matched in the corresponding West Tocharian
paradigm by pret. I I(i)pa, past ptc. lipo (MQ for lipau*). In this paradigm
West Tocharian has a subjunctive V (3sg. med. Jipatrd), which one might also
have expected to find in the East Tocharian non-causative paradigm. Formally,
therefore, the subjunctive VII does not fit as a non-causative, whereas it fits
perfectly as a causative in the company of the preterite III lyepds and past ptc.
Iyalypu. Causatives of this verb are not attested in West Tocharian, apparently.

§2.1.2. The form A okiids is not listed by Krause & Thomas 1960: 231
among the East Tocharian causative subjunctives of class VII; cf. however,
oc., p. 207 note, and Thomas & Krause 1964: 86, where it is classified as
causative. The context of this hapax legomenon clearly indicates a causative
(Germ. ‘wird fordern’): 217 a5 oknis fAdktas napenids sdm ornkraci
‘immortality will make gods and humans increase’. Formally, this form is
hardly non-causative, cf. the West Tocharian subjunctive V stem auka-, which
would require a corresponding form in East Tocharian. A causative (i.e.
presumably causative: the context is fragmentary) West Tocharian subjunctive
is attested in the 3pl. form aukem.® This form is classed by the handbooks as a
subjunctive II, but one must bear in mind that in the third person plural the
athematic class I has generalized the thematic final -em. B aukem could
therefore be deemed a subjunctive I. As seen below, such subjunctives
regularly match the East Tocharian subjunctive VIL

§2.1.3. Krause & Thomas 1960: 231 do not list A sikdiim ‘I would leave
behind’(?) among the causative subjunctives VII, but Thomas & Krause 1964:
152 classify it as causative. Although its context is too broken to reveal its
meaning with certainty (123 b4 /// sk- : kom iik4t sakfiim), and therefore
prevents a semantic decision as to whether this form is causative or not, the

* Actually, Couvreur 1954: 83 doubts the existence of this form — and not without reason.

']Thc attested optative ausimar, however, would still confirm the existence of either subjunctive
or IL. ‘
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paradigmatic pattern of this verb in East and West Tocharian indicates a

causative. Thus East Tocharian has a non-causative present IV, subjunctive V,
and preterite I, and West Tocharian has a matching past participle [(sa)sakau].
A subjunctive VII does not fit here, whereas it does in the causative paradigm
where East Tocharian attests to a present VIII, with which a subjunctive VIl is
compatible.

§2.1.4. Other alleged causative forms are less certain. The context of
Iandim ‘1 would hang’ (37 b3 ram ldnfiim kos ne /// ] cannot reveal whether
this form is causative or not. One may guess that Krause & Thomas have
classed it as causative because of the preceding ram that might be interpreted
as the final of a word in the oblique singular (cf., e.g. orikam ‘man’), but a
locative singular is no less probable which would make I4nfiim an intransitive
non-causative, Note that although no subjunctive is attested to the
corresponding West Tocharian non-causative verb, the present I (B
lankamane ‘hanging’ intr.) would normally imply a West Tocharian
subjunctive I, which would be the expected correspondence of the East
Tocharian subjunctive VII, cf. below. However, the causative pres. VI B
(3pl. med.) lariksentrd, A (3pl. act.) Jankseric, could imply an East Tocharian
subjunctive VII.

§2.1.5. The verb kirk- ‘to bind’ has in West Tocharian only one non-
causative form, the past participle kirkau, implying a preterite 1. In an
overwhelming majority of cases such preterites are accompanied by
subjunctives of class V. The causative past participle kekkirki corresponds 0
A kakédrku, which is accompanied by a preterite III (A Sarkr-4m). Such
preterites, in turn, are commonly accompanied by subjunctives of class VI
For that reason, and the fact that West Tocharian forms a (formally causative)
present VIII (MQ kérskemene for kirksemane*) beside the past participle
kekkarkd, which can imply subjunctive I, the counterpart of the Eagt
Tocharian subjunctive VII, it would seem correct to classify A kirkiam,
karknis, as causatives in form, as do Krause & Thomas (l.c.). Semantically.
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however, neither Tocharian language seems to differentiate between causatives

and non-causatives of the verb kiirk-, cf. A 4 a4 tsmar karkias ‘(lit.) will
fasten root’ translating Skt. milam badhnati, and 326 a5 kéarkiam prakir
kifnt] ‘1 shall bind firmly [the kimnara?]’.

§2.1.6. According to Krause & Thomas 1960: 209 n.2 the verb sirp- ‘to
indicate, demonstrate’ has no non-causative forms in either Tocharian
language. B pres. VIII 3pl. sdrpsentir-ne (17 § bl) ptc. sirpsemane (103 §
a6), etc., could be either causative or non-causative formally, unless one takes
the initia] palatalization to be a causative indicator, which it absolutely need
not be in a class VIII present. This pres. VIII is accompanied by a preterite
I, and with that combination one might have expected to find a subjunctive
of class I (cf. Krause 1952: 182-183 for a list of verbs with such a
paradigmatic pattern). However, sirp- is an exception in this group and forms
a subjunctive II (cf. 33 S b6 sédrpau-me)’, In East Tocharian this verb forms a
present VIII which could but need not be seen as causative any more than the
corresponding present VIII of West Tocharian (A 63 al lintunesim kir-
parim sérpseiic ‘they showed [respect for his] royal dignity’, 254 b3
nimmitsinds ris sdrpdsmam ‘indicating the artful cities’). The optative sdrpfiim
{A 217 b7 sdrprim Slok ‘I would recite [lit. demonstrate] the verse’) is not
causative semantically and its subjunctive VII stem could be seen as the match
of the West Tocharian subjunctive II stem sarpd/-, even if it is regularly a B
subjunctive I that corresponds to A subjunctive VII, for in the case of the verb
B sirp-, as indicated above, the subjunctive II formation is unexpected,
whereas subjunctive I would fit the pattern. A further indication:that A
sirpiim is indeed a non-causative comes from the forms A 463 a4 (frgm.)
sirpasi - and 353 a5 sd(r)p(d)[s/lune, both of which appear to be causatives
from a formal point of view — that is derivations from a causative subjunctive

* Interestngly, the rhyming verb B yédrp- ‘to heed, observe’ is also an exception, having the
same stem-formational pattern as does sdrp-: the internal -i- of KViac. 12 b4 [aijrpittona beside
the -&- of other antested forms of the privative B airpatte* ‘unconcemed, unheeding’ definitely
indicates a derivation from a subjunctive II stem and not from a subjunctive I, cf. Hilmarsson
1991 (and 1992fc.) for a discussion of this privative and its formation as against the
interpretadon of K. T. Schmidt 1986: 75, 76 n.5, and 130. ’
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IX stem. That need not exclude the possibility that A sirpiim might be a

formal causative as well though, for double causative formations do occur. A

sdrpiiim would therefore have to be judged formally as probably non-
causative, but a causative cannot be entirely ruled out. Semantically, it is
simply non-causative.

§2.1.7. As indicated by Krause & Thomas 1960: 231 A trirkail is
ambiguous. To A trink- ‘to be attached’ a subjunctive I is attested (e.g. 3sg.
med. trdnktir, abstr. trinklune). Therefore, the subjunctive VII trinkd4l might
be seen as a causative form as would match the causative past participle
cacrdriku. On the other hand, a non-causative trirkii4- beside non-causative
trankd- is not a unique phenomenon in East Tocharian, cf. below. West
Tocharian shows only a non-causative paradigm; it is not entirely comparable
to the East Tocharian one though, for it (i.e. the former) has generalized a full
grade e-vocalism: subj. I treriki-. In its context A trarikial appears to be non-
causative rather than causative: A 144 b2 // fidkcyas Kilewasam trinkiil
nasamn ‘I shall be attached to the heavenly ladies’.

§2.1.8. The 3sg. act. A 302 al ti[nk]ii(4)s is not mentioned in Krause &
Thomas 1960: 231, but classed as a causative in Thomas & Krause 1964: 104.
Again, as in the case of A trdrik- above, a non-causative subjunctive VII
tinkni- co-exists here beside a subjunctive I tirik4- (A tiriklune). There is no
semantic difference between the causatives and the non-causatives of this verb
in either East or West Tocharian. In' West Tocharian a class II present i
attested which must be seen as formally non-causative, whereas the also
attested present VIII must be seen as causative formally. The subjunctive I B
tdrikd- could be seen as accompanying either of these present stems, but more
probably the former. Although A tankii- is semantically ambiguous as
regards the question of being causative or non-causative, there is no doubt that
it is matched by a West Tocharian subjunctive of class 1.

§2.1.9 Not listed by Krause & Thomas 1960:231, but classed as a
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causative by Thomas & Krause 1964: 99, is A klarikiima(s) of 349 b2 ///

(kra)nt mirkampal klirikAimé(s) ‘we would doubt the (goo)d Law’.
Semantically, it cannot be decided whether this is a causative or a non-
causative form. In West Tocharian only non-causative forms of kldrk- are
attested: present and subjunctive I This could indicate preterite I, which in
tum is attested in East Tocharian as the only (formally) ascertainable non-
causative. The subjunctive VII A klinkfi- could be seen as the match of the
West Tocharian subjunctive I as would be normal (§3). There is a formal
causative East Tocharian present VIII (klaikdssi) attested, however, and the
possibility cannot be excluded that it was accompanied by a subjunctive VII. A
kldrnkiima(s) is therefore ambiguous.

§2.1.10. The abstract A efilune has been an apple of some dispute.
According to Krause & Thomas 1960: 231 it is formed to a causative
subjunctive VII stem that ought to be accompanied by a present VIII, but the
attested present stem, in their opinion, is actually of class IX. They assume
{o.c., p. 211) that the stem efi- of efilune reflects earlier *enid-. Winter 1977:
154 (= 1984: 199 n.2) suggests that efilune with the stem form eA- for
expected ends- (cf. the well-attested endslune) might have been influenced by
wefl- ‘to speak’, as ‘to speak’ and ‘to instruct’ “appear to be similar enough
semantically to make analogical interference seem possible” (Winter l.c.).

In an analysis of the verb A en- (pres. VIII enis-), B en- (pres. IX
énisk-) ‘to instruct’ (Hilmarsson 1987), I came to the conclusion, which I still
believe is essentially correct, that this verb constitutes formally the causative
counterpart of the non-causative A ents- (pres. XI entsds-), B erik- (pres. IX
erikdsk-) ‘to seize, grasp’ (the phonological details are discussed extensively in
my cited paper). Semantically (‘to grasp’ vs. ‘to make grasp, instruct’), as well
as formally (note the accentuation in West Tocharian), this seems a satisfactory
interpretation. The co-existence of the subjunctive VII abstract A efilune with
the subjunctive VIII abstract endslune is an archaism that fits into the
paradigmatic pattern beside a present VIII (ptc. endsmam), while the
subjunctive VIH reflects the spread of such formations in the causatng at the
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cost of other and more original formations. The subjunctive VII stem abstract

A *ank-fid-lune would regularly result in A *andilune > *aifélune >

*findlune > *efinilune > *efilune > efilune.

§2.1.11. A pirkndm of 81 b5 /// k iii wlalune parkiiimm atak tas riyam
appears to be a verbal adjective (or agent noun), formed to a subjunctive VII
to the verb A prak- / park- ‘to ask’. A tentative translation of this line might
be: ‘... my requested death will take place(?) in the city’. No causative forms
are attested to this verb in either Tocharian language. West Tocharian has a
present VIII accompanied by subjunctive I, and preterite III. East Tocharian
has an identical pattern with well attested subjunctive I forms. A subjunctive
VII stem beside a subjunctive I stem in East Tocharian need not, in my
opinion, be seen as an indication of a causative. In the preceding paragraphs
further instances of subjunctive I stems co-existing with subjunctive VII stems
have been met with, cf. tirik- (§2.1.8) and trink- (§2.1.7).

§2.2. To sum: Causative subjunctives VII are certainly found with the
verbs wak-, lip-, ok-, and sak-, and quite probably with kirk-. On the other
hand, the causative subjunctive VII forms to the verbs jarnk-, sdrp-, trink-,
tank-, klank-, and park- are ambiguous. The form efilune was seen as formed
to a causative subjunctive VII stem.

§3. West Tocharian correspondences of A subj. VII

In the preceding text it has been indicated several times that the East
Tocharian subjunctive VII is regularly matched by subjunctive I in West
Tocharian. The material is as follows:

A: Non-causative subj. VII B: Non-causative subj.
A arid/a- ‘to call forth’ B eri-

A 3liid/a- ‘to keep away’ B ali-

A oiid/a- ‘to meet; start’ B auna-

A kuiid/a- ‘to pour’ (cf. ftn. 7) B kewd-, kuwi-
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A nakiii/a- ‘to reproach’

A rifid/a- ‘to leave’

A sifii/a- ‘to be satisfied’
A sifid/a- ‘to be oppressed’
A sefid/a- ‘to lean on’

B naki-

B rind-

different stem [subj. I soyé-]
B sini-

B saini-

A: Causative subj. VII

A ernkiid/a- ‘to instruct’

A okiid/a- ‘to make grow’
A kérkid/a- ‘to bind’

A lipiid/a- ‘to leave’

A wakdd/a- ‘to split’

B: Causative subj. I

B enki- (see §2.1.10)

B auki- (see §2.1.2)

not attested, but see §2.1.5
not attested, but see § 2.1.1
not attested, but see § 2.1

A sdkiid/a- ‘to leave behind’

A: Subj. VII: Causative or not?
A klankfid/a- ‘to doubt, contest’
A tankiiid/a- ‘to impede’

A trinkné/a- ‘to be attached’

A pérkiié/a- ‘to ask’

A linkng/a- ‘to hang’

A sdrpfid/a- ‘to indicate’

not attested, but see §2.1.3

B: Non-causative subj. I

B klarikd- (see §2.1.9)

B tinka- (see §2.1.8)

B trerki- (see §2.1.7)

B parkd- (see §2.1.11)

not attested, but see §2.1.4 .

B sirpa- subj. I, but cf. §2.1.6

Only the verb A we-fi- follows a different pattern: the subjunctive VII A
wefidfa- is matched by a West Tocharian subjunctive VII wedi/e-, cf.
§§1.1-1.2, but also §7, §9.2, and §10 below.

§3.1. It is noticeable that of the 22 East Tocharian verbs known to form
subjunctives of class VII 11 have a root final -k (enk-, ok-, kédrk-, klink-,
tink-, trink-, nak-, pirk-, l1ink-, wak-, sik-) and 6 have a root final vowel
with (or without) an n-extension generalized from an n-present (0-n-,
ku(-n)-, ri-n-, 1si-n-, 2si-n-, se-n-). In this pattern ar-, al-, and lip-, sdrp-, are
exceptional. For A (and B) we-fi-, see §7, §9.2, and §10.
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§3.2. Beside the subjunctive VII formations listed in §3, three East

Tocharian verbs have imperfect forms that seem to be derived from

~u f

subjunctives of class VIL These are 3sg. act. ts3kiig ‘was lit, burned’, and
(immediately following in the same text, 295 a3) watia of unknown meaning,
and 3pl. med. tpukiant ‘they hid’ in unclear context (possibly causative).

These imperfects are generally taken as formed to subjunctive VII stems
(e.g. Sieg & Siegling & Schulze 1931: 387, Lane 1953) as would fit well in the
case of tsakia to *tsakfii/a- accompanying a present VIII (tsakistir) and a
preterite III (tsaksanf), and in the case of tpukAant to *tpukii/a- if seen as
accompanying the causative present VIII infinitive tpukéssi. The etymological
and paradigmatic connections of watfia are unknown.

The attested optative A 3pl. fsasintdr, indicating a subjunctive I (rather
than II), does not necessarily render the interpretation of tsakng as formed toa
subjunctive VII incorrect. We have seen that there are further instances where
subjunctive VII co-exists with subjunctive I, cf. pirkii/a- ~ pirki-, tinknij-
~ 14nka-, trinkini/a- ~ trinki-; furthermore sifid/a- ~ sind-* (as in the privative
asindt). For a further discussion of this phenomenon, cf. §8.2.

§4. The suffix characterizing subjunctive VII

No explanations of this class of subjunctives have been able to account
satisfactorily for the combined facts of a palatalized suffixal -A- in the entire
paradigm and a thematic conjugation. Thus Pedersen 1941: 197~198 stated
simply that -A- has been generalized, and Lane 1959: 175-176, more
decisively asserted that -fI-, having originated in the position before (I.-E.)
*e, was generalized also before *o, cf. more recently Pinault 1989: 144. This

P /sﬁﬁ/tion was criticized by Van Windekens 1982: 226, who, pointing to the

,/

present class II union vowel B ¢, A a (and present IV B o, A a), would have
expected the o-variant of the thematic vowel to have been generalized, if at all.
In my opinion, however, the problem of the present III (and present IV) union
vowel has not yet been solved with certainty, and there are several reasons for
not seeing therein the simple thematic vowel. But Van Windekens’ criticism is
justified for a different reason, namely, the fact that thematic verbal classes in
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Tocharian (present [and subjunctive] classes II, VIIIL, IX, X, XI) do preserve

the distinction between palatalized and non-palatalized consonants in the
position before the two alternants of the thematic vowel. There are no signs of
generalizations in either direction. It therefore seems extremely unlikely that
there has occurred such a generalization in subjunctive class VIL. Van
Windekens’ own solution is to propose that the subjunctive VII is based on old
present stems in *-neu- > Toch. *-Aiu-; after the loss of *-u- in open syllable
the thematic vowel was added to the remaining (palatalized) *-ii-. Even though
there are several lexical correspondences to be found between subjunctive VII
formations and n-present formations in other Indo-European languages (cf.
esp. §11), Van Windekens’ proposal is inaccurate. For one thing, -u- < *-eu- is
not syncopated in East Tocharian.

§4.1. In my opinion, a more viable solution to this problem is to posit
an underlying *-n-je/o-. This, of course, has occurred to scholars before, e.g.
Lane 1959: 176, Van Windekens 1982: 226, but only to be instantly rejected
on the grounds that the resulting Common Toch. *-fyd/z- ought to have
resulted in a suffix form with a geminate, *-fid/z-, at least in post-vocalic
position. However, it can be maintained that at least some nasal geminates
inherited from Common Tocharian were simplified in East Tocharian, cf.
§9sq. Apart from occurrences in loanwords, the attested geminates, such as
a late (post-apocope) and secondary assimilation of -Ay- from a syncopated
*-fiiy-, as verified by the nominative kapsaii that bears witness to a non-
assimilated -fiy-. The -Aifi- found in present class XII (e.g. tusikifiiant ‘loving”)
may result from a late assimilation of *-jy- < *-fiiy-, but could also reflect
original *-fiy- as discussed in §9sq.; the same applies in the West Tocharian
present class XII. A form like A siAfune ‘nature’ has suffered a late
assimilation, cf. sii ‘own, self’, etc., etc. ‘

§5. Suffixal -A- in other verbal stems ‘ ;,
Beside subjunctive class VII, suffixal -A- is found in the present and
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subjunctive XII and preterite V. Any evaluation of the origins of subjunctive

class VII must take into account the possibility that these categories could be
related, or that their formation could be of relevance for the judgement of
class VIL

§5.1. According to the handbooks, present class XII, formed with the
thematic suffix -/if- in both languages, counts primary verbs (deverbatives) as
well as denominatives, cf. Krause 1952: 100103, Krause & Thomas 1960:
216-217. One gains the impression that East and West Tocharian are quite
parallel in this respect. Van Windekens 1982: 89 differs here in that he
considers the “so-called” primary verbs to be denominatives orginally.
Subjunctive class XII, far less frequent than present XII, is similarly
described, cf. Krause 1952: 146-147, Lane 1959: 178-179, Krause & Thomas
1960: 233, Van Windekens 1982: 223. Preterite V accompanies a few verbs
that form presents and subjunctives of class XII as well as the verb BA wei-
‘to speak’, cf. Krause 1952: 191, Krause & Thomas 1960: 253, Van Windekens
1982: 180-184.

This description may not be entirely accurate. Its main fault is that it
does not draw a sharp enough line between truly deverbative and
denominative formations. As so often in Tocharian, insufficiently understood
sound changes (and morphological processes) have blurred the view to
relatively simple solutions. In the following a somewhat detailed account of
these classes will be given, the material will be sifted and some obscure details
discussed.

§5.2. In West Tocharian the verbs forming presents of class XII ar¢
clearly to be divided into two groups: deverbatives and denominatives, In most
cases the deverbatives do not form subjunctives of class XIT nor do they form
preterites of class V. There are exceptions to this, though. At least ont
primary verb appears to have extended the nasal element to the past participle
(B tsetskdfifios, §5.3.7), and in one case a primary verb appears to have the
nasal element in the subjunctive stem (sukafifiiyentrd, §5.3.5). The
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denominatives of present class XTI, on the other hand, form subjunctives of

the same class and preterites of class V — that is, they have the element -AfA- n
all their stems in as far as that can be determined.

§5.3. Deverbatives. The material is as follows:

§5.3.1. kisk- ‘to scatter’ with pres. XII well attested (e.g. 3sg. act. 46 §
a7 [kdJskan-me, 3sg. impf. med. 22 S bS5 kiskaiiitir-ne), but subj. V (e.g. 3sg.
med. 9 S b8 kiskatrd), pret. I (e.g. 3pl. med. 5 § a2 kiskante); this verb is not
attested in East Tocharian.

§5.3.2. klints- “to sleep’ with pres. XII (e.g. 3sg. act. 14 § b3 Ikintsan-
[nje) (sic)), subj. V (e.g. 3sg. opt. Lévi K 12 bl klantso;, abstr. Il Y 3 b4
klantsaliie), not attested in the preterite. The corresponding A klis-
(< *kI#ins-) forms a pres. VI (3sg. act. klisnas), subj. V (3sg. act. klesas), and
- to judge by the past participle kliso — preterite 1.

§5.3.3. mint- ‘to hurt, damage’'® with pres. XII (e.g. 3pl. act. 35 MQ b2
[mi]ntaiiiem, 3sg. med. 92 § b6 [ma]ntantrd), subj. V (e.g. 3sg. med. 331 S al
mantatir-ne, inf. 596 § bS5 mantatsi), pret. I (e.g. 1sg. act. Berlin Fragm.
mantawa). As indicated in footnote 10, a pres VI (3sg. act. mintanam) seems
to have co-existed with the pres. XII. The corresponding A mént- forms a
pres. V (1sg. act. mdntamy), subj. V (abstr. II mantlune), pret. 1 (3sg med.
mantat).

§5.3.4. wisk- / wiask- intr. ‘to move’ with pres. XII (e.g. 3sg. 606 § 2
wiskantrd), subj. V (e.g. privative H 149. 296 b8 awaskatte), pret. 1 (e.g. 3sg.
med. 606 § 1 waskate). The present is attested six times (always in the third
person singular): four times with the root vocalism -4-, twice with -3-; it
seems likely that the -3-vocalism is analogical to that of the subjunctive stem,

" The semantic range of this verb may have been much wider than mdlcated hcrc, cf.
Thomas 1987: 173 commenting on the present VI form B mintanam that translates Skt. sic- ‘to
sprinkle’. It would take us too far from the scope of this paper to delve into that problcm here.
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cf. discussion of this problem in Hilmarsson 1991: 39sq. In East Tocharian the

corresponding verb has a class VI present (3sg. med. wasirikatir), subj. V

(abstr. 11 wasklune), pret. 1 (3sg. med. waskal).

§5.3.5. suk- is translated with ‘to hang down, dwell’ by the handbooks,
cf. Krause 1952: 300 “[Skt.] ‘vi-lamb-’, ‘herabhingen’, ‘verweilen’”, Krause &
Thomas 1960: 256 list “1. suk- [= A] ‘lberbringen’” and “2. suk-
‘herabhiingen, verweilen’”. In my opinion it is not necessary to assume two
different roots. Formally, all the attested forms can be united under one
heading, and their meanings can be seen as emanating from a single semantic
nucleus, cf. below. Attested are pres. VI 3sg. act. suknam with the participle
med. sukndmane, subj. XII 3pl. opt. med. sukarfiiyentrd, and the causative
present IX 3pl. sokdskem. Disregarding the optative form for a moment, it
seems clear that we here have a paradigm of the type B kirs- ‘to know’: pres.
V1 kirsina- and/or kirsna-, subj. V karsa- / kirsa-, pret. 1 §irsa-, causative
pres. IX Sirsdssi-/-ske-. That is, one may assume a paradigm with pres. VI
sukina- andfor sukni-, subj. V. [sduka- /] sukd-, pret. L. suka-, causative pres.
IX sukdssd-/-ske-. In such a paradigm, the optative XII sukadniyentrs is
unexpected. However, we have already seen in the case of B mdnt- that a
present XH and a present VI formations could exist side by side in West
Tocharian. Furthermore, the present XII formation of B klints- and wisk- are
matched by present VI formations is East Tocharian, and the verb A suk-
forms a present of class VI. This indicates, in my opinion, that the deverbative
present XII formations in West Tocharian are derived from earlier and/or co-
existing present VI formations. In other words, it would not be unique to find
a present XII sukanid/e- beside a present VI sukina- and/or sukng-. The
optative form sukanfiyentrd would still not be quite expected. It was indicated
above that while deverbatives could form presents of class XII, they usually
did not form subjunctives of class XII (or preterites of class V). The optative
derives from the subjunctive stem, wherefore B sukaffiyentri would
presuppose a subjunctive XII. However, there is at least one instance in
Tocharian where one finds a form functioning as an optative but still deriving
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from the present stem, i.e. being actually an imperfect formally, viz. B Isg.

opt. med. taccimar ‘I would place’, formed as an imperfect to an (unattested)
present stem *tifti-, but definitely not to the attested subjunctive V stem
tatti- Therefore, even if sukafifiyentrd is taken as an optative, it would still be
possible that it is formally an imperfect. This form occurs in a bilingual text
as a gloss to Skt. abhipralambeyu (= ‘uh), definitely an optative formally. It
should be noted, however, that in Buddhist Hybrid Sanskrit optatives are
frequently used as past indicatives (i.e. as imperfects or aorists), cf. Edgerton
1985a: 160-162; therefore, the equation in 530 D b2 abhipralambeyu *
sukafdiyentrd, even if formally an optative on the left side, could be an
imperfect in meaning, whereby the Tocharian form on the right side could be
seen as not only an imperfect in meaning but also in form. I realize that this is
a hypothetical proposition, but it is surely defensible, and it has the advantage
that the clearly deverbative sukarfiyentrd can be accommodated within the
expected pattern of deverbative class XII verbs, cf. Krause 1952: 103 (but see
also p. 146) who takes sukaffiiyentrd as an imperfect. However, one must not
lose sight of the possibility that in this case the class XII formation has been
extended to the subjunctive.

§5.3.5.1. A few words are in order concerning the meaning of B and A
Suk-, and the question whether one is to reckon with one suk- or two
homophonous verbs. In 44 § b3 (¢ pa)lsk(a)lii(e)nta cel (ma) tn(e) sikdskem
waiptdyar [¢] ‘the thoughts do (not) make him hesitate here’ (cf. Sieg &
Siegling 1949: 65 for the translation and emendations), the causative
$Gkdskemn appears to translate Skt. vilambayanti ‘lassen zogern’ (Thomas 1983:
214). Its meaning ‘to make hesitate’ could be seen as an aspect of ‘to cause to
be suspended, (lit.) cause to be hanging loose in the air’. This could match the
non-causative of our bilingual 530 D b3 abhipralambeyu «sukafiiiyentri ‘they
were (or would be) suspended, hanging’. On the other hand, H 149. 44 a2 [=
b2, for verso should be recto] //samene erikos tumem cwi pyapyaim suknam
uppald might be translated with *...having taken [the garlands] in their hands;
thereupon, they hand to him the lotus flowers’ rather than with *.;;[...1;

13
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thereupon, his lotus flowers hang down’ (Broomhead 1962a: 193). A

translation with ‘to hand to / over’ would be supported by the only instance of
our verb in East Tocharian, A 77 a4 /// tmis cesdm ankaris lintse
sfulknamam trifnJkis ‘thereupon, handing the tusks to the queen, he says’ (Sieg
1952: 15). However, a connection with the meaning ‘to hang, be suspended’ of
sukaiifiiyentrd and ‘to cause to be hanging’ of the causative sikédskem could be
established, if B suknam and A s[ujknamiam do not express the idea of
‘handing something over’ but rather that of ‘holding something aloft toward
someone’. Unfortunately, the context of B suknamane, cited by Krause &
Thomas 1964: 256, is unknown to me. It is not mentioned by Krause 1952,
That is to say, one might see all the occurrences of B and A suk- as belonging
to a single verb, forming two kinds of present stems: pres. VI sukni-
(transitive) ‘to hold aloft toward someone’, and pres. XII sukiiii/e-
(intransitive) ‘to be aloft, hang loose in the air’. The two different present
formations may have arisen through the need to distinguish between transitive
and intransitive usage. As argued below, the present XII formation is derived
from the present VI stem through a -je-/-jo- suffix.

§5.3.6. kaw- (kawa-iifi-) ‘to crave, want’ is ambiguous. It forms a
present XII (e.g. 3pl. med. 24 § b2 kafwjadfientrs), accompanied by a subj. V
(inf. kawatsi, Thomas & Krause 1964: 179), pret. I (3sg. med. 34 MQ al
kawate-ne), and past ptc. kakapau. East Tocharian has correspondingly a subj.
V (abstr. I kaplune) and pret. I (3pl. act. kapar). The handbooks class this
verb as a denominative to B kawo ‘craving’ (Krause 1952: 227, etc.), cf. the
adjective B 516 MK b4 k[awjatse. Now, a subjunctive V and a preterite [ art
quite unexpected in a denominative paradigm; on the other hand, a present VI
that could have been expected as an accompaniment to subj. V and pret. |
would have had the form *kiuni- (whether from *kawna- or *kiwini-), and 2
(secondarily formed) present XII derivative of that stem ought to have yielded
*kaun(n)d/e- (1; hardly *kawiriii/e-), not the attested kawanfis/e-. One has two
choices then: first, either there are two verbs, one denominative yielding the
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present stems; these two verbs could then be seen as suppletively filling out the

paradigm in question. Or, second, a deverbative present XII *kgufi(il)i/e-,
formed to a non-attested (but for system-reasons likely to have existed)
present VI *kiunid- (< *kawna- or *kawina-) came under the influence of the
nominal stem kawa- (B kawo) whereby its stem was changed from
*kaufi(fi)d/e- to kawanfi/e-. 1 prefer the second alternative, which seems to me

primary, deverbative formation.

§5.3.7. tsdkafid- is listed as tskén- in all our handbooks, although Krause

1952: 191 remarks that the root form is uncertain. As noted by Winter 1984:

118, however, the participial form tsetskifios / tsetskiniios, bearing in mind
k the alignment with other forms with a preterite extended by -Af-, should

indicate a stem tskaiif-, i.e. a pre-syncope tsakari-. Winter (I.c.) thereupon
’ assumes that this verb is denominative, parallel to skwari- ‘to be happy’, etc.
There are reasons to believe, howevér, that this is not so, and that this verb is
a primary one.

B tsakdnd- occurs only twice in identical contexts: 73 § bl
(ca)kkarwisa mittarwisa tsetskdfos tafi aline and 75 H a2 cakkarwisa
mittarwisa tsetskiiiios tai aline. This has been understood to mean ‘your
palms are characterized” by the wheels (du.) [and] the mittirs (du.; = ‘sun-
discs’?)’ with our verb given the meaning ‘to characterize, have as a trait’.
There is no reason to believe that this is not the correct or concrete meaning.
It might be suggested though that the sense ‘to characterize’ has developed
from or is an aspect of an original ‘to draw out, make to stand out, show off’.
Such an interpretation would allow a connection of this otherwise isolated
verb with the East Tocharian verb tsik- ‘to draw out’, whose correspondence
in West Tocharian has been ousted by the verb silk- ‘to draw out / forth’. This
connection might appear speculative were it not for the fact that it is
morphologically favoured by the paradigmatic pattern: A tsik- forms a

" Formally, B tsetskannos could be defined as a dual, cf. Winter 1984: 118. Thr‘bugh somc
lapsus this form is neither discussed nor mentioned in my recent book on the Tocharian duals
(Hilmarsson 1989). ‘ )
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present of class VI (3sg. med. tsdknatir), subjunctive V (Isg. med. tskdmdr),

and preterite I (3pl. act. tsakar). It has been shown above, how the West
Tocharian deverbatives forming presents of class XII either have beside them
nasal presents of class VI (B mintina- beside mdéntinfid/e-, sukna- beside
sukinnd/e-) or are matched in East Tocharian by nasal presents of class VI (B
klintsififid/e- beside A klisn3-, B wiskaifii/e- beside A wasdnkd-, again B
sukdiifid/e- beside A sukna-). The present XII B *tsikififs/e- beside present VI
A tsikna- would harmonize with this pattern: the isolated West Tocharian
participial form tsetskarrios shows the generalization of the -7ii- element from
the present stem. The present stem XII *tsgkidnfia/e- is to be associated with an
original present VI B *tsikina-, the match of A fsikna- ‘draw out’. Through
such an interpretation, Van Windekens’ association of what he lists (1976: 534)
as B tskidn- with BA tsik- ‘to burn’ cannot be maintained: this latter verb has
an entirely different paradigmatic structure, forming a present VIII in both
languages, which enters in no relationship with the presents of class XII.

§5.3.8. A present XII plakintir to B plak- ‘to be of accord’ (Krause
1952: 102, 264) is non-existent, cf. Couvreur 1954: 84 who asserts that this
form is to be read (sklo)kantir, cf. below. Further deverbative (“primary”)
presents of class XII listed by Krause 1952: 102 and Krause & Thomas 1960:
216-217 are: arcarf-, celefifi-, and tserefifi-. Of these the last is certainly
denominative, the second probably, and the first possibly. They will be treated
with the denominatives below.

§5.4. West Tocharian denominative verbs forming presents of class XII
with the suffix -if- have the characteristic that non-presentic stems - if
attested — also have suffixal -fifi-. In most cases the underlying nominal stems
are attested. As will be seen these nominal stems are almost always n-stems.
The material is as follows:

§5.4.1. aAimanf- ‘to wish’ is attested only in its present X1I stem (e
Isg. med. H add. 149. 88 a9 (a)imarifiemar). This verb is quite clearly
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denominative, though, formed to B aime ‘wish’, the same word as B anme

‘self’. This latter noun has class V,2 inflection, i.e. nom. sg. aime, obl. sg.
aim; plural is not attested. The original paradigm of afime ‘wish’ must have
been identical. This inflectional class comprises old n-stems with nom. sg. in
*.n, acc. sg. in *-en-mp. Such an accusative singular resulted in zero in
Tocharian: the ending was lost regularly, and the remaining suffixal element
that ought to have remained as *-Zm was lost as well, possibly because of the
Tocharian tendency to mark only nouns denoting rational beings with an
oblique nasal marker. One may therefore with certainty posit a nominal
n-stem B &fimén-, and it is to this stem that the verbs B afimadid/e- is formed
through -je- / -jo- suffixation.

§5.4.2. kwiperifi- ‘to be ashamed’ has a present XII (e.g. 3pl. med. Lévi
K 2 b6 kwipefifient4r); no subjunctive is attested, but the preterite is of class V
with suffixal -fifi- (3sg. med. 44 S b7 kwipesifate). The general opinion seems
to be that this verb is formed to the noun kwipe ‘shame’ (e.g. Krause 1952
243); this may be so, of course, even though kwipe appears not to be an n-
stem: kwipefifid/e- to kwipe may have been looked upon as laredfid/e- to lare
‘love’ (see below). However, the adjective kwipassu ‘shameful’, parallel in
formation to tidrikwassu ‘loving’ to the n-stem tirnkwain-, could indicate an
nstem *kwipdn-. Note that the suffix B -ssu forms adjectives to substantives
without causing changes in their stem-formational suffixes, cf. liklessu to
lakle ‘pain’, spelkkessu to spelkke ‘enthusiasm’. To kwipe one would then
expect *kwipessu, not the attested kwipassu. Given that there existed an n-stem
kwipin- to the radical kwip-, it is conceivable that an alternant *kwipen- was
found in that paradigm besides. To such a form the denominative
kwipeniiid/e- could have been formed regularly.

§5.4.3. tinkwarii- ‘to love’ forms a present XII (e.g. act. ptc. 78 § a3
tinwamnencd, 2sg. impf. act. 297 T b3 tarnkwaiifet [for it}), subjunctive XII
(e.g.inf. [all.] 112 S a5 tankwamntsis) with imperative V (2sg. act. 515 MQR
b ptinwaie), but no preterite is attested. Correspondingly, East Tocharian
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has a present XII (e.g, inf. 269 b5 rurikiritsi), subjunctive XII (abstr. I [gen]

214 b2 mnkifluneyis), but a preterite is probably not attested: the form 311l

Thomas 1957: 77. It is clear that B tdrikwinfid/e- and A turikifigh- at
formed to the noun represented by B tarikw, A turik ‘love’. Since thest Ea
and the West Tocharian forms are formal equivalents (A turik has -u- <
through labial umlaut before the following -nk- < *-nkw-; and the suffixal A

i

-ififi- reflects earlier *-4'AA- < *-dan-, cf. e.g. Winter 1977: 149sq), it’s

necessary to project the formation of the verb back to Common Tochariz
times. Although no plural of the noun B tarikw, A turk, is attested with
consequence that its stem formation cannot be directly seen due to apoce.
this noun is clearly of class I1,2 (Krause & Thomas 1960: 121-122) &xd.
therefore, an n-stem, cf. the parallel B sarkw, A surik ‘throat’ that has iz
n-stem plural form B sdnkwanma. One may therefore safely posit a Comne:
Toch. n-stem *tdnkwin- to which *tankwifii/z- would be a regile
denominative formation.

§5.4.4. yikamsind- ‘to feel disgust, loathe’ forms a present XII e
3pl. med. Lévi K 3 a5 ykamsinnentrs), subjunctive XII (abstr. I PK AS 7K
a6 ykamsimli(i)e [cf. Pinault 1988: 142], 8 § b7 ykamsiliie < *ykamgilie [
Krause 1952: 147 note]), but a preterite is not attested. This verb is assumed®
be formed to the noun B ykdmse ‘disgust, loathfulness’, Krause 1952 2714
plural in -enta is attested in 571 MQR b2 Iwasits ykamsentd ‘the loathfuliess
of animals’, which would not point immediately to an n-stem but rather 0@
o-stem or an s-stem. Lacking an n-stem, the denominative ykamsiifie- st
then have to be seen as analogically formed to ykamse after Zimafnsk- bt
afime, etc. However, as pointed out by Krause & Thomas 1960; 124 ot -
there are instances of double plural formations, on the one hand in B £
(palskalfienta, pelaiknenta), and, on the other hand, in B -i (class V: palste’
pelaikni). Tt might be suggested that B ykamse is a further word that &%
form a plural in -i beside -enfa; if so, this word could be classed ¥it?
anme, etc., as a class V,2 noun, having had an obl. sg. form #pkirs
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yakams?) from earlier *yikamsén-, which would have supplied the

denominative *ykamsirfiid/e-. — For formal reasons, B ykasirde (Broomhead
1962b: 323), 572 MQR b3 ykas[saj(iife), 325 M a3 ykasilie (sic! For ‘infe,
cf. Pinault 1988: 141) ‘sexual pleasure, intercourse’ with a derived adjective in
eg. H 149. add. 8 a2 ykassaiifiesse prayok ‘sexual intercourse’ (cf. also PK NS
33 al-2, Pinault, l.c.) should be kept distinct and apart from ykamge, etc.,
even though one might argue for a semantic relationship as does Pinault, /. c.
Indeed, if Pinault is correct in interpreting ykds(s)ifific as derived from
*ykasse, an adjective in -sse to an underlying noun *yka [Pinault suggests
*yka(s)), as seems well motivated (cf. Adams 1989: 15 note 7), a relationship
of this family with that of ykdmse would be only a very remote possibility.

§5.4.5. larefif- ‘to hold dear’ forms a present XII and is met with only
once: 3pl. med. 245 MQR b3 Jarefifentrd. Subjunctive and preterite are not
attested. As indicated by Krause 1952: 280 this verb is denominative to the
adjective B lare ‘loving’. More precisely, one might say it is formed to the
n-stem laren-; for the n-stem flection of lare, note obl. sg. masc. larem, nom.
pl. masc. Jareri, obl. pl. masc. lare(nd)m, gen. pl. masc. larendmts.

§5.4.6. winanf- ‘to take pleasure in, enjoy’ forms a present XII (e.g.
3pl. med. 11 § b4 winadfentrs), subjunctive XII (e.g. abstr. II 231 M al
winalie < *winanlfie), but no preterite is attested. As suggested by Krause
1952: 291 this verb is denominative to B wina / wina ‘pleasure, liking’. As far
as I have been able to establish this noun never occurs in the nominative: all
occurrences are in the oblique (there are also a few instances of secondary
case forms, e.g. the comitative 613 X a6 winampa), and the gender is
unknown. It is therefore impossible to tell its stem formation with certainty. It
could be a neuter plural of class I (types B pwdara ‘fires’, or asta ‘bones’, misa
‘meat’) or even a singular of class I (type B pilta ‘leaf, petal’); it might be a
neuter plural of class II (type B stiana ‘trees’); and it might be a fefnining
singular of class VI,3ba,B (type B kantwo, obl. kantwa ‘tongue’, maskwo, obl,

miskwa ‘impediment’, or B yasa ‘gold’, arka ‘music’). This lasf’f{teypeﬁ"‘ir‘,
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continues an n-stem flection historically, and should our word belong here

(nom. sg. fem. wino*, obl. sg. wina), its stem at some stage in Common
Tocharian would have to be posited as *winan-, which would then have

§5.4.6.1. The East Tocharian word corresponding to B wina / wina
semantically, i.e. wani, is not a formal match, and will not occupy us here.
There is, however, an East Tocharian verb that might possibly be seen 25 2
formal and semantic match of the West Tocharian one. The 2sg. med. widtir
of A 70 b6 //ywarcka Imo oki wifitir sakk ats, translated by Sieg 1952; 44
with “...wirst du dich wie zwischen ... befindlich bestimmt erfrenen’ with
reference to Skt. vane tvam ramayisyanti (Kern, The Jataka-Mili by Arye-
Sira, Boston 1891, esp. p. 57 line 21), is classed (with a question mark) by
Sieg & Siegling & Schulze 1931: 378 as a subjunctive of class VII. A fitting
verbal root is lacking in both languages: one would then expect B win-, A
wi-n-, cf. B sin-, A si-n- ‘to be oppressed’ with A subj. VII sif#/a-, et.
Semantically, an association with B win4/ifi/e- appears optimal, formally
there are difficulties, cf. below. The form A nwiidat for which Sieg &
Siegling & Schulze 1931: 380 (also Poucha 1955: 303) suggest the analysis nu
winifat, is interpreted by Couvreur 1955-56: 81 as an imperfect medium to 2
verb A nw- ‘to suffer’. That verb, however, attested in the preterite 3sz.
nwat (222 b4) could not have an imperfect in -id-. The line in question russ
as follows: 222 a7 (3) kil(e)yam péltsik cacririku mrosankatsi ma nwidsa . It
might be translated as ‘having attached [his] thought [on]to the woman, he did
not take pleasure {in] renouncing’, or (on the lines of Couvreur) ..., he ¢id
not bear renouncing’, cf. also K. T. Schmidt 1969: 470. Both interpretatioss
would seem possible, but as the verb A nw- would be formally excluded, the
first would seem preferable. As an imperfect, A wififid- would be regular 1
the present stem wifind/a- of A wintdr. The question is then, whether 4

*winaifi/z- would be expected to yield A *windififi/a- > *winefifi/
However, by haplology this form could have resulted in the attested 4
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wifiié/a-. Note that Krause & Thomas’ statement (1960: 216) that -fnt- [after

the syncope of -4-] resulted in -nt- in both languages is probably incorrect in
as far as East Tocharian is concerned. It is true that A Sewimtdr ‘yawns’
appears to show this change, but sokasiftir ‘feels happy’ does not, cf. also
tuiikifitsi ‘to love’, kasiftsi ‘to scold’. The -ii- of wirtdr would therefore not be
irregular.

§5.4.7. sikwiff- ‘to feel happy’ forms a present XII (e.g. 3pl. med. 11
§ b5 sfkwajiifientrd) and a subjunctive XII (inf. 239 MQR a6 skw/&]ntsi) with
no attested preterite. As indicated by Krause 1952: 301 this verb is
denominatively formed to B sakw ‘happiness, pleasure’. More precisely, one
might say that to the Common Tocharian n-stem *sikwin- (cf. B plural
skwanma) was formed the verb *sdkwiini/a- which yielded the West
Tocharian verb regularly. For A sokasififid/a- which is quite differently
formed, cf. below.

§5.4.8. sklokifid- ¢ to be in doubt’ forms a present XII (3sg. med. PK
12 J a5 (sklo)kintir, cf. Couvreur 1954: 84), but is not attested in the
subjunctive or preterite. It is clearly denominative to B sklok ‘doubt’. That is,
Common Toch. *sklokin- (cf. B pl. sklokanma) produced the verb
*sklokifing/z-.

§5.4.9. tserefifi- ‘to deceive’ forms a present XII (e.g. 3sg. med. 11§ b2
tserentrd), a subjunctive XII (inf. tserentsi, Thomas & Krause 1964: 263); the
past participle 282 MQ b3 tsetseriu indicates the presence of a preterite V
*tserefifid-. Clearly denominative, this verb has been associated with the noun
B fem. pl. tantum tserekwa ‘deceit’, whose singular form would have been B
*tserek or *tserekw, cf. Winter 1977: 134 and 149. Winter (/.c.) apparently
assumes that the verb tserefifii/e- derives from a non-n-stem *tserek(w)-
through the addition of a suffixal element -Af4/e-, whereby the sequence
-k(w)fifi- was assimilated to -ii- (as in BA wefl- ‘to speak’, cf. below). This
view was heavily criticized by Van Windekens 1982: 182 who claimed - that
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such assimilation did not take place in Tocharian as was proven by the verb B

tinkwafid- to the noun taikw, etc. However. Van Windekens failed 10
acknowledge the difference in structure of the verbs tserefd- and tinkwafifi-
The latter is based on a disyllabic nominal stem (Common Toch. *tankwin-)
and therefore accented on the vowel preceding -ii-, while the former is based
on a trisyllabic nominal stem (Common Toch. *tszrek(w)in-), and therefore
accented on the syllable preceding the vowel before -f-: that vowel in fum
suffered syncope, whereby -k(w)- became contiguous to the following -fAil-
and assimilation occurred. No such thing happened in *tankwdinna/e-, of
course. The assimilation in BA wes- has similar reasons (here the accent
followed the element -7id-), as will be discussed below. The lack of
assimilation in forms of the East Tocharian subjunctive VII, such as wakiam,
etc., can be due to system pressure: the stem in final -k- is evident in all other
forms of the paradigm. — It must not be denied, though, that an n-stem neuter
*tszrek(w)in- is not what one would expect in the face of the plural B
tserekwa. Winter’s explanation of B tserefifid/e- as formed by the addition of
suffixal -7if- to the stem underlying B tserekwa may therefore hold true, in
which case -/ifi- must be seen as having exceeded its boundaries as &
denominative formant to original n-stems. At any rate, one must assume that
the underlying nominal stem — barring *tserak(w)in- — had a final *--, ie.
*tsaeraek(w)i-.

§5.4.10. celefiii- ‘to appear, shine forth(?)’ forms a present XII (3sg.
med. 74 § a3 celentri, 3pl. impf. med. 107 S al celediyentir), but subjunctive
and preterite are not attested. This verb is taken as deverbative by Krause
1952: 102, and Krause & Thomas 1960: 217. As the West Tocharian
deverbatives of class XII all have a stem form in -4id-, however, while the
denominatives vary between -37if-, -2ii-, and -eff- (kwipeifi-, larefs-,
tsererifi-), it seem advisable to take celenid- as a denominative even though
there is no noun to which one might point as a basis. This is also the view of
Winter 1980[81]: 128, who suggests a derivation form a non-attested
*celek(w)-. I would posit *celek(w)in- or simply *celen-. As pointed out by
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Couvreur 1954: 82 and Winter (l.c.), against Krause 1952: 48 followed by

Van Windekens 1980(82): 286-287, a connection with celamdinfiana,
(celz)mififiana, fem. pl. to an adjective celdmo¥, is not certain. Its meaning is
not quite ascertainable (“hervorstechend(?)”), and its non-umlauted first
syllable is unexpected.

§5.4.11. arcinf- ‘to deign, be obliged’ forms a present XII (3sg. med.
Lévi U 18 bl arcantri [translating Skt. arhati]), subjunctive XII (imp. V 2sg.
med. porcafifiar), but no preterite is attested. Because of an alleged subjunctive
V stem 4rka-, co-existing with the subjunctive X1I arcéfifid/e-, the paradigmatic
structure of this verb has not been properly understood: it is mostly taken as
suppletive, e.g. Krause 1952: 221, K. T. Schmidt 1969: 100, Van Windekens
1976: 621; those who have expressed their opinion on its origins have
suggested it represents a loan from some Indic (e.g. Van Windekens, /.c.) or
Iranian (Isebaert 1980: 48) source. The interchange of -c- and -k- in an
indigenous Tocharian word is certainly not phonologically expected.

The stem ark- is attested twice in available texts according to Krause
1952: 221. An inspection of these two occurrences reveals that drk- is
probably not a verbal stem at all. This was seen by Winter 1984: 119, whose
interpretation is largely accepted here. First, in 584 MQ a3 ///va] arkam
yopu naus ri(ne) the text is too fragmentary to allow any certain conclusions as
to the function (and sense) of arkam. Note that arkam here, allegedly a third
person singular subjunctive V form, occurs beside yopu, a subjunctive I in the
first person singular, meaning ‘I enter’. The occurrence of a 3sg. and a 1sg.
verbal forms side by side is somewhat quaint, but this might, of course, be
understandable, if the text was more complete. The second instance is in a
quite perfect text: 331 S b2 tandpate samanem swatsis kakatéir tompok wem-
ne asari fiiS sesketstse (ne)sau ska yatsi arkaii® ma s campau makte ka s preke
karsar ska kamp? + taisem weweiiu takam ot ka samanentse mant yatsi rittetir »
‘(1f] a host invites a monk to eat, [and] at the same [time] says to him: “Master,
Iam alone, and I cannot go [out] on account of a reception (= arkari) then. Just
{let] know the time yourself, {and] come then!”, if he says so, then surely it is
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proper for a monk to go thus’. The word ska is taken to mean ‘then’ (more In

an emphatic than a temporal sense) rather than ‘close by’ as suggested by
Winter (o.c., p. 120). Although it is not discussed by Winter, his suggestion
that B *ark (yielding the “causalis” arkad) has the meaning ‘respectful
reception of a guest’ (being a loanword from Indic, cf. Skt. argha- ‘respectful
reception of a guest’) would be applicable in the other instance of *ark as well
The line 584 MQ a3 arkam yopu naus ri(ne) could be translated: ‘in the city 1
shall first enter the reception’ or ‘before I shall enter the reception in the city’.
This interpretation of the stem ark- renders invalid Couvreur’s suggestion that
arkafi is a verbal present form (Couvreur 1954: 86). — It is unclear whether
*ark is also to be found in 497 § b7 arkantsfe tsirjwale, and whether a related
word is to be seen in B arkiye of 176 M b2 [fJi[ksapatintse spi arkiye
[pujtk[a]lfie nesalle s[ai], and 373 Qu frgm. d arkye pelai(kn)e.

Thus there is no verbal stem B drk-, and the paradigm of B arcani- is a
quite regular one, showing a present and subjunctive stem of class XIL it is
presumably denominative, as indicated by the root-final -c-, and would have
had a preterite of class V. The noun from which arciii- is derived in
Tocharian is not attested, but one might suggest an n-stem *arcin-, ultimately
deriving from an Iranian source, cf. Isebaert 1980: 48, Winter 1984: 119.”

§5.5. In East Tocharian the situation is considerably different. Among
the present and/or subjunctive formations of class XII there are no primary
deverbative formations of the type B mintifiis/e-, whereas denominatives of
the type B tinkwdrinii/e- are well attested. Furthermore, East Tocharian has a
different kind of deverbative formation, which I term here “secondary”, of
the type A aksififid/a-, with the element -Ad- found in the subjunctive stem and
the preterite stem. In a couple of instances, it is obscure whether to judge the
pres. / subj. stems as denominative or primary deverbative, but as there is no
clinching supporting evidence for the latter, they will here be seen as
denominative.

T While Adams (p.c.) agrees that ark- and drc- have nothing 1o do with each other
etymologically, he suggests that drk- is still a verbal stem that, used impersonally, has the
meaning ‘itis necessary’; and he takes arkiye as a denved adjective ‘necessary’.
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§5.5.1. Denominatives. The material is as follows:

§5.5.1.1. A runkifii- “to love’ forms a present XII and a subjunctive
XII; a preterite is not. attested. For a discussion of this stem and the
corresponding West Tocharian one, deriving from the Common Tocharian
foun *tinkwin-, see §5.4.3.

§5.5.1.2. A wifd- ‘to take pleasure in, enjoy’ is possibly found in the
2sg. med. subj. X1I wifitar and the 3sg. impf. med. wiAAat. It is possibly to be
associated with B winarifi-, and thus derived from a Common Tocharian noun
*winan-, cf. discussion in §5.4.6 and §5.4.6.1.

§5.5.1.3. A spkasififi- ‘to feel happy’ forms a present (or a subjunctive)
of class XII (3sg. med. 51 b3 skasiftir). It is clearly formed in a manner
different from B sikwasfi- which is denominative to *sikwin- (cf. §5.4.7). A
sukasififid/a- must be associated with the adjective A sikasi, formed with the
suffix A -si or rather -a-gi, i.e. with the “union-vowel” -a- (possibly on the
analogy of A klopasi to klop ‘pain’) for expected -4- > zero. In East Tocharian
the suffix -si, unlike its West Tocharian counterpart -sse, has been extended
with a nasal element which is seen overtly in most case forms, cf. Krause &
Thomas 1960: 145 listing the following forms: masc. obl. sg. -§i, -sim,
-§indm, gen. sg. -sindap, nom.pl. -sifii, obl.pl. -sinds, gen.pl. -sindssi, fem.
nom.sg. -si, -sim, obl.sg. -si, -sim, -sinam, -syam, -ssdm, gen.sg. -sine,
nom.pl. -sinaf, -ssaf, obl.pl. -sinas, -ss3s, gen.pl. *-sinassi. One can therefore
assume that the adjective A sgkasi implies an East Tocharian nominal stem

*s.kasin- which would have been the basis of the denominative verb A
sokagififi-. ‘

§5.5.1.4. A Sewififi- ‘to yawn’ forms a present XII (3sg. med. 6 a6
Sewimtrd) and a subjunctive XII (abstr. II 12 b6 Sewiiilune); no preterite is
attested. This verb is classed as primary by Krause & Thomas 1960: 216,
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However, there is no obvious Tocharian verbal root to which this East

Tocharian stem could be attached — in particular there is no primary nasal
present stem in either Tocharian language from which A Sewifd- could be
seen as derived in the same manner as the West Tocharian deverbative presents
of class XII are derived from primary nasal presents. The formation of A
Sewifii- — deverbative or denominative — is therefore at best ambiguous.

In order to decide the issue, one might want to turn to etymological
considerations. Van Windekens 1941: 131 (repeated 1976: 479) suggested 2
connection with OHG. anagiwén ‘to yawn’, géwon ‘to yawn, gape’ and that A
Sew- reflected an L.-E. *ghéi-y-; he did not define that preform, however, nor
its purported relationship with the Germanic words. It must not be overlooked
that 1.-E. *gheHii- ‘to yawn, gape’ is extensively attested in Germanic and the
only formation in *.y. (beside OHG. anagiweén, etc.) seems 10 be Gme.
*giwaz > OF. giw, géow ‘vulture’ from *ghiH,-yo-" It is unlikely that OHG.
anagiweén is denominative. Rather, one might assume that it has a non-organic
hiatus filling -W- and that it should be seen as a by-form to OHG. gien from an
Indo-European stative *ghH,i-€H;- (for that form and a definition of further
stems formed to the root *gheHi- [e.g. OHG. ginén < *ghi-né-H;-ti] see
Rasmussen 1989: 52). OHG. géwén may also have such a non-organic - w-,
while its formation could be seen as denominative, cf. Lat. hidre ‘to yawn' <
*ghi-e-H,-j¢/0-- Similarly, Russ. Church Slav. zévati ‘to yawn’, Czech zivati
‘id.’, etc,, must be seen as secondary intra-Slavonic iterative/durative
formations to OCS. z&jp ‘I yawn. gape’ < *gheHj-¢/o-. That is to say, verbal
forms with *-¥- as found in Germanic and Slavic are secondarily formed in
both branches, and therefore cannot be associated with a purported Tocharian
verbal stem in *-p-, Thus, Van Windekens' etymology is probably to be
rejected as it stands, It could regain its value in a modified form though, for,
as pointed out by Adams (p.c.), one could for Tocharian start from a verbal
noun *gheHJ-¥@ ‘gaping, yawning’ that spawned a denominative verb ‘to
yawn’. That i$» *gheHj-yp > Common Toch. *Sziwin- that produced the

= Olcel, g4 “fissure 1n the carth; lecherous life’, MHG. giude ‘revelling’, Mod.G.
vergeuden *squander, dissipate’ presumably do not belong with the same root as OHG.
anagiwén,




93
denominative verb A *Saiwiii- > *Saiwd'fifi- > Sewirlfi-.

§5.5.1.5. A slakifid- is of uncertain meaning. Its only attestation is a
subjunctive XTI abstract 50 al slankifilune. There is no apparent word, verb or
noun, in either Tocharian language with which this stem might be associated.
It is not surprising then that no explanation of it has been offered. Van
Windekens (1976) even omits any mention of it, as do Krause & Thomas
(1960). The following remarks are therefore necessarily speculative.

I suggest slankififd/a- is related to the adjective/adverb A slakkdr, B
slakkare. These latter are glossed by Thomas & Krause (1964: 158, 260) with
“schlaff, niedergeschlagen, traurig”, but Thomas 1974: 88 (cf. also Thomas
1983: 155, 1984: 22, 121) shows that at least in one context (TX 3al) B
(sla)kk(a)r(e) translates Skt. capala- which, according to the dictionaries, has
the meaning “sich hin und her bewegend, beweglich, schwankend, rasch bei
der Hand, fliichtig” and as an adverb “schnel}, rasch”. Such a translation is
adopted by Van Windekens 1976: 430.

The context of A slankifilune is as follows: 50 al // sla slarkifilune
omlamn dkrunt swasid(smam?). Should this word be related to A slakkdr, this
text could perhaps be translated with ‘with dejection(?) shedding hot tears’, if
the old meaning assigned to A slakkir, B slakkare, i.c.‘dejected, sorrowful’, is
maintained, but should Thomas be correct in rendering this pair of words with
‘quick’ (vel sim.), the text could be translated ‘instantly [lit. with haste]
shedding hot tears’.

Beside the semantic problems there are, of course, grave phonological
problems. The geminate of A slikkir and B slakkare (beside slakare) is
unexplained. The East Tocharian word is a hapax legomenon while the West
Tocharian one occurs three times, twice with -kk- (9 § b2, TX 3 al) and once
with -k- (H 149. 15 b4). In order to connect A slankififig/a- with A slakkir,
one must either assume that -kk- somehow reflects earlier -rik- with
unexplained assimilation, or that there is some other reason for the gemination
and that slankififid/a- has a nasalized radical syllable as against a non-nasalized
one in A slakkidr. Assuming that the latter is the case, and turning to the




94
etymological family of A slzkkir, B slakkare, one finds that forms with 2

radical nasal alternate with forms without a nasal. Thus, there is e.g. Gk.
Aayapds ‘schlaff, schmichtig, diinn’ beside Aayyév ‘Zaudern’, Lat. Jaxus lax’
beside langues ‘I am lax, relaxed’, Olcel. slakr ‘lax’ beside slakki ‘broad
depression (in landscape)’, etc.

As regards the formation of A slarikifif4/a- there is no reason to see it 2s
a primary deverbative formation. I would suggest that it is denominative to 0
unattested n-stem *slarikzn-, whether or not related to A slikkir, B slak(K)are.

§5.5.1.6. A kasifi- ‘to revile, express scom’ forms a present XII (inf
300 a6 kasintsi, impf. 28 a5 kasiff/a](t)), subjunctive XII (opt. 3sg. 354 bl
kasianitrd), and preterite V (past ptc. kaksifu). Unfortunately, this verb
appears io stand completely isolated in Tocharian and any etymological
association is quite uncertain. There are therefore no ascertainable indices that
would guide us as to its formation. Krause & Thomas 1960: 216 take it asa
primary verb of present class XII (type B mintififid/e-), but, as we have seen,
that would be unique in East Tocharian: the other East Tocharian present XII
verb classed as primary by Krause & Thomas, i.e. A sewiffid/a-, was analysed
above as denominative. Besides, primary deverbatives have not extended their
-fif-element outside of the present stem. There is, of course, nothing that
forbids interpreting kisififid/a- as a denominative. However, I prefer secing in

this verb a “secondary” deverbative of the type A aksifiid/a-, cf. §5.5.2.3
below.

§5.5.2. As indicated in §5.5., East Tocharian has no traces of
deverbatives of the type B mintifiii/e-. There is, however, a deverbative
formation of subjunctive class XII in East Tocharian that might be termed
“secondary” deverbatives. This is the type A Zksififid/a-. In all essentials its
formation was explained by Winter (1977, esp. p. 151sq.). He suggests that in
the East Tocharian verb deriving from Common Toch. *wak(w)is/z- (my
notation) > *weffii/z-, i.e. A *wafiid/a- > *wayini/a- (Winter actually posits
*wayfi-; for an account of this verbal stem and the phonological problems
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involved, cf. §7 and §§9-9.3 below), the -~yiifi- was abstracted and analogically

extended to the simple thematic stem A *ks#/a- (cf. B subjunctive I éks‘%..)’
producing a new subjunctive XII stem A aksiAfd/a- (< *aksd-ynf a/a-). This
extension was facillitated through the semantic association of the verbs A
weil- ‘to speak’ and A aks- ‘to proclaim’. Let us now examine in detail those
East Tocharian verbs of subjunctive class XII that yield to a definition as
“secondary” derivatives.

§5.5.2.1. A aksifdi/a- ‘to proclaim’ forms a present XI (e.g. lsg.
aksisam), but a subjunctive XII (e.g. 1sg. 217 a7 aksififam), imperative V
(e.g. 2sg. 20 b2 [pjak[s]ifiid-ni), preterite V (e.g. 3pl. aksifaar). The
formation of its stems in -fifi- was described above on the basis of Winter’s
suggestion.

§5.5.2.2. A krasififid/a- occurs only once, perhaps twice. The handbooks
(Krause & Thomas 1960: 233, Thomas & Krause 1964: 98, etc.) give the
meaning “verdrieBen, verdrieBlich sein”. Etymologically it is probably
correctly associated with the verb B kris- ‘to feel irritated, vexed, be upset’
with non-causative present IV krosotir (K. T. Schmidt 1982: 371 n.62),
preterite 1 krasa, to which one would expect a subjunctive V *krasa- (cf. also
the noun krdso ‘irritation’). An expected East Tocharian non-causative pendant
would also be of present class IV and subjunctive V (i.e. A *krasatir, *krésé-),
etc. On the other hand, the West Tocharian causative is of class IX (3sg:
krasissim) to which one might expect East Tocharian to respond with a
causative of present class VIII *krasisd/a-; the subjunctive stem (regularly or
frequently) accompanying causative presents of class VIII was of class IT or I
(Krause & Thomas 1960: 207-208, §376). Thus, to a putative causative pres.
VIII A *krasdsd/a- one might expect a causative subjunctive II *krdsi/a-. It is
my suggestion that the subjunctive XII A krasififid/a- is formed to an earlier
subjunctive I1 *krasd- through extension by the element -yf- in the same
manner as *3ksd- was extended to aksifid/a-. — For a discussion of the
etymology of BA kris-, see my other paper in the present number of TI/ES.
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§5.5.2.3. A kisififid/a- ‘to revile, express scom’ was briefly discussed in
§5.5.1.6 above; an interpretation of this verb as a primary deverbative was
rejected as that would have made it quite unique in East Tocharian. It was
conceded that a denominative formation would be possible, but preference was
given to classing it as a “secondary” deverbative of the type A aksiffiz/a-. My
reason for that is the palatal sibilant preceding the suffixal -ififi-. Such an
interpretation would imply that there was indeed a verbal base whose
subjunctive was of class II *kas4- that was extended to kasififi4/a- as *aksd- 10
aksififid/a-. A drawback 1o this suggestion is the fact that kasififid/a- is a present
stem as well as a subjunctive stem, whereas aksifiiz/a- is only a subjunctive
stem accompanied by a quite different present stem (dksis-). Thus there is still
much to be discovered concerning A kasififiz/a-.

§5.5.2.4. A knafiiid/a- appears to be a subjunctive XII stem to a verb A
kiid- of unknown meaning. It is attested four times: a subjunctive XII 3sg.
middle 352 al kizitar (hardly a subjunctive I, as tentatively suggested by
Krause & Thomas 1960: 253, but — were it not for the preterite V forms -
conceivably subjunctive VII), preterite V 3sg. middle kdfajana[t], 3pl. middle
Tocharian, and none of the handbooks has ventured a guess as to its meaning.
Still, with due reserve, I would suggest a connection with A knd- ‘to know’,
dknats (B akndtsa ‘ignorant’), kidas- ‘to recognize, know’, and kéants- ‘to

had the meaning ‘to acknowledge, recognize’, vel sim. Such a translation fits
well in three of the four occurrences of this verb, while the fourth context is
too fragmentary to admit of a translation. Thus, 111 a5 // [ylpesiii wrasad
acknowledged the Rsi’, 218 b4 sotreyo lyiklyis lykily pik kakkizaiu would
mean *by means of the sign having gradually acknowledged all’, and 352 al
(R)cne sim afm]tus kiaftir sim etssi(l) /// would mean ‘[if] he thereupon
recognizes him, that understanding...” (i.e. lit. ‘whom [if] he thereupon
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recognizes, that grasping..."). The fourth context (217 a2) is too incomplete to

yield any sense.

Should this be a correct guess, prompted by the “Gleichklang” of A
kna-, kiias-, etc., one can turn to questions of the formation of KA&nfd/a-

First, however, a few words are in order concerning its proposed Tocharian
relatives,

§5.5.2.4.1. A kna- ‘to know’ is attested only in its present stem, which is
of class VI, i.e. knana- (2sg. act. knanat, partciple knanmam). In my opinion,
this present stem is more or less equivalent to that of Ved. janati ‘knows,
recognizes’, and has — as the Vedic form - reshaped an original 1.-E.
*ép-n-eH,-, although in a different manner. While Vedic Jjanati for expected
*jandti reflects as if *gpHs-n-eH;-, Tocharian A knana- reflects as if
*ép-n-eH,- > Proto-Toch. *kinna- > *kina- plus a reintroduced presentic
-nd-, because the stem *kini- had the appearance of being the simple root
form unmarked with a present suffix. The resulting *kinana- gave the East
Tocharian present stem knana- regularly. One might want to consider a
different possibility, namely that A knina- could be quite parallel to Ved.
Jandti. Having been reshaped from *gp-n-eH:- to *gpH;-n-eH;- that new form
would have yielded Common Toch. *k#nana- if a laryngeal (or: if H) is
reflected by -3- in the position Cp___C. To judge by A kénts-, as discussed
below, a laryngeal (H;) in that position appears to have yielded zero, however,

so that one may have to reject this alternative. An in-depth study of this
problem cannot be undertaken here, though.

§5.5.2.4.2. A 3knats, B aknatsa ‘ignorant, unknowing’ is usually equated
with Gk. &yvwrog and Skt. djiata-, cf. e.g. Van Windekens 1976: 224. In my
opinion that equation is not as self-evident as it might appear. For one thing,
the Greek and Indic forms have the meaning ‘unknown’ while the Tocharian
ones mean ‘ignorant’. A comparison with Gk. &yvdg (gen. sg. ayvdrog)

‘ignorant; unknown’ might be more appropriate for that reason. Second, the
Tocharian forms reflect a final *-1s7 as if from LE. *-t-iH, (made into an
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n-stem in Tocharian [as if *-t-iH,-n or the like, cf. pl. B aknatsaf]) and is,

therefore, not identical in formation with the Greek and Indic forms. Third, it
seems rewarding to take *-fs7 as a Tocharian suffix forming agent nouns to the
subjunctive stem of Tocharian verbs. That is, B aknatsa, A aknats, would
imply and derive from a subjunctive I (or V) *kna-, in the same manner as B
wapdttsa ‘weaver’ derives from the subjunctive V stem wapi- to the verb
wap- ‘to weave’. It should be noted, however, that it is possible that one would
have to posit a derivation of these agent nouns from the respective preterite
stems of their verbs: the accent of B wapattsa agrees with that of the preterite
I wapi- rather than with that of the subjunctive V wipa-. We cannot delve into
that problem here, though. That is to say, B aknatsa and A dknats would, from
the standpoint of Tocharian, imply a subjunctive I or V *kna- (or a preterite I
*kna-). Such stem(s) would fit well with the present VI stem A knani-, which,
as argued above, is the (indirect) continuation of the Indo-European present
stem *£p-n-eH;-. That present stem was accompanied by a root aorist *gneHy
(cf. Gk. &vev) that would have produced the putative preterite I stem *knd-,
while a perfect stem *gegnoH,- would have produced the subjunctive stem
*kna-.

§5.5.2.4.3. A kias- has the meaning ‘to know, recognize, be familiar
(with)’. Until recently this verb was known from only one text: 340 b5 sdm
kiasds tu (= kfiasist tu) visavagram siak[slam, translated by Sieg (1952: 38)
“Bist du bekannt im Dorfe Vasavagrima?”. The form kasist* is a second
person singular present, for the context virtually precludes seeing it as a
preterite as hesitatingly favoured by Pinault 1990: 131 (and tentatively
contemplated by Sieg & Siegling & Schulze 1931: 435) on account of the
newly discovered past participle form A kiasu ~ if not taken as an adjective in
-u~(76 YQ 1.4 1/2 [recto] al t4m nu ma3 kiasu ‘having not recognized this’).
This alleged participle would imply that the -s- of knas-, at least in synchronic
Tocharian terms, is root-final. This does not seem to be seriously detrimental
to the by now commonly accepted interpretation of kras- as the equivalent of
Hitt. gane3-, both deriving from L-E. *gnéH;-s- with a presentic -s-, cf. esp.
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Jasanoff 1988: 227sq. The presentic -s- has been generalized in all stems of

this East Tocharian verb, a phenomenon that need not be of great antiquity, cf.
below,

The formal status of A kiiasu as a participle is somewhat precarious,
however. The past participle is regularly reduplicated in East Tocharian.
There are two types of exceptions from this. First, there is no reduplication
when the participle accompanies preterites of class I to verbs with a “weak”
radical vocalism (4, 7, u), in which cases the nominative singular masculine
final is -0, cf. e.g. A mérso to mirs- ‘forget’, milko to mélk- ‘to fold’, Imo to
lim- *t0 sit’, etc. Second, there is no surface reduplication in verbs beginning
with a vowel or in several verbs beginning in y- or w-, cf. e.g. A aruto ar- ‘to
produce, call forth’, yamu to yam- ‘to do’, wasu to wis- ‘1o dress’, etc. The
superficial lack of reduplication in this latter type is due to contraction. It is
clear that a participle A kfasu fits in neither category. Unless one is willing to
accept a completely anomalous participial formation here, one may prefer to
accept Pinault’s alternative suggestion (1990: 131 n.6) that A kdiasu is an
adjective in -u, formed in a similar manner as A prasku ‘timid, frightened’ to
the verb pirsk- ‘to be afraid’ (present IV praskatir, but past participle pirsko).

Formally, A kiasist* has been classed as a non-causative present XI,
Krause & Thomas 1960: 216, Thomas & Krause 1964: 98. This would have a
parallel in the non-causative present XI A entsés- (cf. §2.1.10) while the two
other members of that class have an element -sis- not -sis-, viz. dksis- and
oksis-. Conversely, there is a single causative present XI and here we find the
element -sés-, viz. A swasés- ‘to make rain’. Formally, A kfias4s- could thus be
seen as either a non-causative or a causative. The causative frequently does not
differ from the non-causative semantically.

§5.5.2.4.4. A kamts- (pres. VIII[?] kidmtsas-) is a further difficult form,
but can hardly be separated from the ones discussed above, cf. Van Windekens
1976: 204-205. Its meaning is quite definitely ‘to confess, admit, (Germ.)
bekennen’. It is attested five times, e.g. 300 b4 kintsasamtri mank
rutinkamtré trislune ‘we confess the guilt [and] remove the error’ (cf. 309 b6
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marik kirmtsasa(mtrd?)), 236 al klesassi nakam kint[sa](samtré?) ‘we confess

the klesa-blame’ (cf. 126 b4 (na)kdm siti nu Kyal ma kantsa(stir?) ‘why does
he not confess his blame?”),

If A kiimisa-s- is to be associated with the Indo-European root *$neHr,
as seems inevitable, it can only be derived from the zero grade of that root,
which would imply that a laryngeal (or at least *H,) is lost after a syllabic
resonant (or, more precisely, after a syllabic nasal); that is, the sequenct
CpH,C results in Tocharian (A) CinC or CniC (cf. thus Lindeman 1987: 302,
Adams 1988: 32) and not in Cn4C as I have previously assumed on numerous
occasions™. Adams (l.c., also p. 46 n.27) derives A kints- from an I-E.
*¢nE-sKe/o-, but a preform *gpHs-s(K)e/o- (or even a reduplicated *gi-gpH:-
s(K)e/o-) is more probable. The sequence -ints- in the East Tocharian form
has a secondary -t- inserted between -n- and -s-, as is well-known in both
Tocharian languages. However, the -ns- must be a secondary sequence here,
for an original sequence of *kins- would through palatal epenthesis have
yielded A *kins- > *kis- (cf. A klis- < *kldns- versus B klints- ‘to sleep’)
That is, one must posit Common Toch. *knis(k)V- (or *ki-knis(k)V-) > A
*knéisV (or *kaknisV-) from which the attested root form A kants- resulted
after the operation of syncope and t-insertion. ,

This explains only the root form of our verb though, but not the stem
form kintsas-, which appears to have added a suffixal -ds- to the present VIII
stem k&n(t)-s-. This is highly irregular in the East Tocharian present system,
where -3s- is known only in the verb wina-s- ‘to express respect for’ and
verbs of the type Iy3-s- ‘to rub off’ where the -3- is root final. Contrarily,
subjunctives of class IX (i.e., A class VIII) form their causatives in East
Tocharian by adding a suffixal -3s- to the verbal root in question, It is
conceivable that A kZntsis- may have to be classified as a subjunctive causative
(cf. the causative subjunctive klisaslune to A klis- ‘to sleep’, whose -s- is the
present suffix as the -s- of klints-) with the causative meaning no different
from the non-causative one. The difficulties in interpreting all the occurrences

"“This does not necessanly imply that a sequence of CIHC or CuHC developed in the same
manner. Here, I still hold that the laryngeal (at least H; and probably H,) is reflected (directly or
indirectly) as Toch. 4.
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of this verb as subjunctives rather than as presents is perhaps not

insurmountable. At any rate, Van Windekens’ suggestion that the verbal stem
A kintsz- reflects 1.-E. *g.nato- (VW’s notation), secondarily enlarged with
*-ja-, does not harmonize with the expected patterns of Tocharian word-
formation.

§5.5.2.4.5. We can now return to the question of the formation of A
kAanni/a-, for which we have posited the meaning ‘to acknowledge,
recognize’. I would suggest the following situation and development:

The Indo-European root *gneH,- produced three different present stems
in Tocharian: I.-E. *¢n-n-eH,- produced A knani- (§5.5.2.4.1), 1.-E.
*énéH;-s- produced A kiiasi- (§5.5.2.4.3), and L-E. *(gi-)gpH;-sK- produced
A kints- (§5.5.2.4.4). An Indo-European perfect *ge-gnoH;- resulted in
Common Toch. *kiknd- (depalatalization in the reduplication syllable so as to
harmonize with the radical initial; accent on the second syllable in polysyllabic
forms) which produced the subjunctive V stem (really subjunctive I) kna-
through the loss of the reduplication syllable as always in the subjunctive
(regular before a single consonant, analogical before a double consonant).
This stem is witnessed in the subjunctive derivatives B akndtsa, A aknats
(§5.5.2.4.2). This subjunctive stem served initially all three Tocharian present
formations — a situation that was bound to change. To A kints- was created the
new subjunctive kints-3s- (causative?), while A knana- continued to be served
by the subjunctive kna-* (unfortunately unattested, but probable in view of B
aknatsa, A aknats). As a subjunctive to A knas- the form knd-* with a non-
palatal -7i- was not felt to be clear enough, and therefore acquired analoglcally,
a palatal -fi- and was changed to *kAid-. When A 3ks4- was extended tyo’
aksd-yAni/a- > aksififi/a- (§5.5.2), the subjunctive *kii- followed suit and was
extended to *kii2-yffid/a-. The presence of three palatal -i-’s in this form
caused a dissimilatory loss of the palatal epenthesis which led to the actual
form kiiarinid/a-. As in the case of iks- (and oks-, cf. below) the element -ﬁﬁ:
was extended to all non-presentic stems. .
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§5.5.2.5. One further East Tocharian verb should be discussed here,
although it does not actually have an attested present or subjunctive XII A
ok(s)- ‘to grow’ [B auk-) forms a present XI (e.g. 3sg. 4 a6 oksis). No non- ‘
causative subjunctive is known (for the causative subjunctive VII A okis, s
§2.1.2). The preterite, however, is of class V: 3sg. 372 b2 okgidfd,
accompanied by the past participle oksiffiu* (e.g. obl. sg. masc. 243 a3

would make the non-causative paradigm of this verb quite parallel to that of A
aks-, Winter 1977: 138, 146, argues convincingly that the element -fifi- in the
preterite stem of A ok(s)- is of a secondary nature, as seen by the fact that
beside the past participle oksifiiu* there is an isolated adjective oksu old’,
matching the West Tocharian past participle auksu ‘grown’. In my opinion, the
-Af- extension in this verb is secondary not only in the preterite but also in the
putative subjunctive stem *okgififi/a-. It may be suggested that the original
subjunctive here was of class II *oksi- and that this stem was extended 1o
*oksiffi4/a- on the analogy of *iksi- — aksififii/a- because of their identical

structure: vowel + ksé-.

§5.5.3. To sum: Beside the marker -A- characterizing subjunctives of
class VII, frequent in East Tocharian but perhaps found only with the verb
weri- in West Tocharian (but see §7 and §§9-9.3 below), an element -fifi- is
found in abundance in East as well as in West Tocharian, characterizing
presents and subjunctives of class XII, and preterites of class V. The
distribution of this suffixal element is only partly identical in East and West
Tochanan:

(1) Common to both languages, and therefore assuredly of Common
Tocharian or more ancient origins, are the denominatives. They are, in
principle, formed to underlying n-stems, and they have generalized the
element -Afi- in all stem forms, as far as can be seen. Thus,
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Verb in -Ai- Nominal basis
B aiméifafe- ‘to wish’ afimén- ‘wish’
B kwipefiiid/e- ‘to be ashamed’ *kwipen- (?) ‘shame’
(also preterite V kwipefia-)
B tankwanni/e- ‘to love’ tarikwin- ‘love’
(also subjunctive XII tinkwifiid/e-, imperative V. ptanwaiie)
B yikamsifnase- *to loath’ *yikamsin- (?) ‘loathing’
(also subjunctive XII yikamsarifa/e-)
B larefiid/e- ‘to hold dear’ laren- ‘loving’
B winafini/e- ‘to enjoy’ windn- ‘pleasure’
(also subjunctive XU winaffi/e-)
B sikwarii/e- ‘to feel happy’ sakwin- ‘happiness’
(also subjunctive XII sakwdrifid/e-)
B sklokiniié/e- ‘to be in doubt’ sklokin- ‘doubt’
B tserefifid/e- ‘to deceive’ *tserek(w)in- (1) ‘deceit’

(also subjunctive X1I tserefifid/e-, past participle tsetseriu)
B celefli4/e- ‘to make an appearance® *celen- (?) ‘appearance(?)’
B arcanna/e- ‘to deign, be obliged’ *arcin- (?) ‘obligation(?)’
(also imperative V porcaiifiar)

A tunkifind/a- ‘to love’ CT *tdnkwin- ‘love’
(also subjunctive X1I turkirifid/a-)
A wiflid/a-* « *winefid/a{?) ‘to enjoy’ CT *winan- ‘pleasure’
(imperfect wififid-, subjunctive XII wifiid/a-)
A sukasifiiid/a- ‘to feel happy’ A sikasin- ‘happy’
A Sewififid/a- ‘1o yawn’ CT *sziwin- (7)
(also subjunctive XII sewiiilune) o
A slankiis/a-* ‘be dejected’(2), ‘be hasty’(?) A *slankan- ‘dejec-
tion’(?), ‘haste’(?) [attested is the subjunctive XII slankirilune)

(2) Primary deverbatives are attested only in West Tocharian. Thesé/ ayrc
based on Tocharian nasal presents of class VI (or VII). In principle the
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element -fid- is found only in the present while the subjunctive is of class V

and the preterite of class I. Still, there is one instance where the -fifi- may have
been extended to the subjunctive as well (sukafiiiyentrs), and in one case it is
found in the past participle (tsetskéffios). Thus,

Verb in -if- Nasal present basis

B kiskinfd/e- ‘to scatter’ ~ not attested

B klantsififid/e- ‘to sleep’ cf. A klisna- ‘to sleep’

B mintanni/e- ‘to hurt’ B minténa- ‘to sprinkle’
B wiéskanna/e- ‘to move’ of. A wasinka- ‘to move’

B sukiiiid/e-(*) ‘to be (held) aloft’ B sukni- ‘to hold aloft’
B tsikaiad/e-* ‘to draw out, make visible’ cf. A tsikna- ‘to draw out’
(attested is only the past participle tsetskéiifios)

(3) No primary deverbatives of the West Tocharian type (2) are attested
in East Tocharian. Here, however, there is a different type of deverbatives that
I have termed “secondary” deverbatives. This exclusively East Tocharian type
shows the element -Aifi- in the subjunctive and preterite stems, but not in the

Winter (1977: 151sq.) this element has been abstracted from the verb A
wefl- ‘to speak’ and added to the subjunctive II stem of the verbs in question.
Actually, Winter is concerned with only the verb iks- with the subjunctive Il
*iksi- — dksiffid/a-, and assumes that the semantic affinity of the verbs A
weil- ‘1o speak’ and A aks- ‘to proclaim’ was the decisive factor causing the
transfer of the suffixal element. This seems to me quite plausible, but, as seen
in the preceding paragraphs, there are more verbs than only 4ks- that
experienced such a change of their subjunctive (and preterite) stem(s). Beside
the verba dicendi, the verb A oks- ‘to grow’ (attested in the preterite but not
in the subjunctive) and krds- ‘to vex’ have joined this group. Thus,

Subjunctive in -fif- Subjunctive (II or I) basis
A aksififid/a- ‘to proclaim’ cf. B aksd/e- ‘to proclaim’
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A krasinifid/a- “to vex’ unattested
A kasififid/a- ‘to revile’ unattested
A knanni/a- ‘to recognize’(?) *kfi3- « *knd- ‘to know’
A oksififid/a-* ‘to grow’ cf. past participle B auksu

‘grown’, A adjective oksu ‘old’

§6. Remaining problems

Nearly all verbal forms and formations exhibiting the thematic markers
-i- and -ifi- have now been sorted and classified. There still remains one
problem of that order though, for a decision as to the status of the verb BA
wefl- has been avoided and postponed so far in this paper. As seen in §1.1.3 B
wed- is anomalous in that it appears to be the only West Tocharian verb of
subjunctive class VIL. Other remaining problems concern primarily the
origins and history of these formations. An intricate problem centers around
the question of a possible morphological relationship between the subjunctive
VIl and the present or present/subjunctive class XII. This is in turn linked to
the question of the phonological history of the markers -A- and -fifi-: it was
argued in §§4-4.1 that the palatal nasal and the thematic conjugation must
indicate formations in *-je-/-jo-, but why then a simple -ii- on the one hand
and a geminate -fifi- on the other? Furthermore, while the East Tocharian class
X1 deverbatives (type A aksififid/a-) are clearly a late formation, the East and
West Tocharian class XII denominatives might reflect an Indo-European
formation as has been suggested by some scholars. But are the West Tocharian
class XII deverbatives an innovation? Finally, one might ask whether the East
Tocharian subjunctives of class VII are an innovation or of Indo-European
origins. '

§7. BA wed- and its classification

We first turn our attention to the verb BA weifi- ‘to speak, say’. While
the handbooks have asserted that two West Tocharian verbs form subjunctives
of class VII, i.e. the verbs B weii- and Jint- ‘to go out’, it has now become
clear through the discovery of the 1sg. subj. B Jannu (§1.1.1-§1.1.3) that this’
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latter verb is not of class VIL. B wesi- would then be the only West Tocharian

verb in this class, which is somewhat suspicious and would be favoured only

by the fact that B (as A) weii- has a single -A- in all its forms and never has a

geminate. In class VII, as we have seen, a single -fi- is the class marker, while

in class XII the marker is a geminate. At least five arguments favour the

classification of the subjunctive of B (and A) wei- as of class XII. The first is,

as already mentioned, the isolation of B wed- in class VII, while in class XIit
would have the company of many other West Tocharian verbs. Second, the
verb wefi- in East and West Tocharian shows the nasal element not only in the
subjunctive as would be expected of a class VII verb, but also in the preterite
and the past participle as is the rule with class XII denominatives and
“secondary” deverbatives. Third, as convincingly argued by Winter (1977:
147sq.), it is likely that BA weii- was previously a present stem as well. This
complies with class XII practices. Fourth, as shown by Winter (0.c.) and
discussed in §5.5.2sq. above, East Tocharian class XII deverbatives have been
influenced by A wedi- whose nasal element and conjugation they have
borrowed and added to their original class II subjunctive stem. As these
deverbatives are unequivocally of class XII, their basis, i.e. the verb that lent
them their suffix and conjugation, must surely have been of class XII as well.
Fifth, in all probability BA wei- is denominative in formation and is in no
way associated with a primary nasal present, cf. §10. Indeed, the argument of
the single nasal of BA weii- as against the geminate of class XII is probably
inconclusive: formally, the subjunctive A wefi4/a- must have had a geminate.
This is shown by the vocalism -e- of A wei- which is the result of
monophthongization after the epenthesis of -i- before a following -fifi-, i.e. A
*waflii/a- > *walfifi/a- > *wedfii/a-; it is also indirectly shown by the
geminate of the “secondary” deverbatives (A aksififii-, but see §9.3 end). The
reason for the subsequent degemination of *werfifii/a- to weri4/a- as against the
non-degemination of dksififid/a- will be discussed in §§9-9.3.

§8. Subj. VII and the West Tocharian class XII deverbatives
If the nasal of wer- has been degeminated, one may wonder whether the
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single nasal of subjunctive class VII is also the result of degemination, in

which case there might possibly be an historical relationship between that class
and class XII. Class VII subjunctives are integrated into primary verbal
paradigms. Therefore, a formational connection with class XII denominatives
would be plainly excluded. A connection with the East Tocharian “secondary”
deverbatives is also extremely unlikely as these are a late and analogical
formation and show the nasal element in the preterite and past participle as
well. On the other hand, a connection with the West Tocharian deverbatives
(type kiskéfifid/e-) might be more viable. Although class VII is a subjunctive
class while the West Tocharian class XII deverbatives are a present class
exclusively (the exceptions are irrelevant, cf. §5.3sq.), both appear to be
derived from nasal presents: the West Tocharian class XII kskanrid/e-type has
clear connections with Tocharian sef-verbs of nasal present classes VI and VII,
while the East Tocharian class VII subjunctives with a vowel preceding the
nasal (type sifid/a-, rifid/a-) have clear connections with anif nasal presents that
have been extended with a further s-/sk-marker (cf. A sindstdr, rinistar).
Actually, there is a Tocharian pattern, or rather there are outlines of a pattern
into which the East Tocharian subjunctive class VII seems to fit on a par with
the West Tocharian class X1I deverbatives.

§8.1. While numerous Tocharian sef-verbs form nasal presents of class
V1 (e.g. B wirpanatir / wirpnatir, A wirpnatir ‘enjoys’) accompanied by non-
nasal subjunctives of class V (e.g. BA wirp3-), a few such nasal presents have
acquired further suffixal extensions: on the one hand, extension by (the
thematic) -s(k)- (e.g. B piknisk-, A piknas- ‘to intend’, B kéllask- <
*kilnask- ‘to bring’, A yomnas- *to reach’) with the old present VI relegated ‘
10 subjunctive function (e.g. B piknd-, A yomni-) or with the old subjunctive
intact (e.g. B kala- / kila-); on the other hand there is extension by (the
thematic) -j- (e.g. B kdskfii- to *kaskina- ‘to scatter’, cf. above; as already
indicated this particular type is not attested in East Tocharian) with the old
i-subjunctive intact (e.g. B kaska- / kiska-).

A widely parallel patten is found with a few verbs that can be said to
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be Tocharian anif-verbs, There are no anit nasal presents as such, but roots

that formed (from a Tocharian point of view) anif nasal presents have - as did
some of the sef-root nasal presents — extended these presents, on the one hand,
with (thematic) -s(k)- (e.g. B rindsk-, A rinds- ‘to leave’, A kliniis- ‘to be
obliged’, sinis- ‘satiate’) while the old nasal present — as in the case of the
sef-verbs ~ has been relegated to subjunctive function (e.g. B rind-, A klind-,
sind-* [in asinit ‘unsatisfied’], for this East Tocharian formation, se¢ further
below); on the other hand, it may be suggested that there was a parallel
extension by (thematic) -j-, whereby presents in -Ayd/z- were formed. While
the sef-formation in -dfyd/®- (derived from *-in3-) has survived as a type in
the West Tocharian class XII deverbative presents, the anif-formation i
-fiyd/z- has been entirely replaced in its presentic function in both Tocharian
languages by a formation in -s(k)- (e.g. B ers-, A ars- ‘call forth, produce’)
while the older j-extended present has been relegated to the function of
subjunctive'® which is the way chosen by East Tocharian (e.g. A subj. VII
ami-), as against West Tocharian where the original non-nasal subjunctive is
preserved (e.g. B eri-).
The parallelism suggested here can be schematized thus:

sef-present  sef-subjunctive ~ anif-present anif-subjunctive

Type I
-n3- -a- ~  -ni- g
A kilpni- A kalpa- ~ replaced A trinka- (or type III)
by pres. VIII
B wirpni- B wirpi- ~ replaced B eri- (or type III)
Type II
-nas(k)- -3- / -ni- ~  -nis(k)- -4- /-ni-
A yomnds- A yomnai- ~ A klinis- A klina-
A sinis- A sini-* (asinif)

** But note the imperfects A tpukiid-, tsdkid-, witii-, discussed in §3.2 and §8.2, and the
participial derivative B aufiento, A ofant ‘beginning’, discussed in §8.3.
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B piknask- B pikna- ~ B rinisk- B rini-, lantni-
B killask- B kali- /kila- ~ B ydnmisk- B yopa-/yépi-

Type I
-fiy- -a- ~  -fly- (-d- /) -Aiy-
A unattested type ~ Avreplaced A arfiid-, sifii-
(but see §8.2 (A trinki- type 17)
and §8.3)
B kaskani- B késka- ~ Breplaced (B erd-type17)

(but see §8.3)

Or again, sef-presents in -na-
(a) survived accompanied by subjunctives in -a-;
(b) were extended to -nds(k)- in which case the old subjunctives in -2-
either survived or were replaced by the original presents in -na-
(c) were extended to -fiy- accompanied by the old subjunctives in -3-

while, on the other hand, anif-presents in -nd-

(a) were always replaced; their original subjunctives in -4~ may have
survived in the types B erd-, A tridrnkd-, but these forms are
ambiguous: they may belong with the forms under (c) below

(b) were extended to -nds(k)- in which case the old subjunctives in -4-
either survived or were replaced by the original presents in -ni-

(c) were extended to -fiy-; no such presents survive (except apparently
in the forms of the imperfects discussed in §3.2 and §8.2; also B
aufiento, A orant of §8.3) for they have all been replaced by -s(k)-
presents; their original subjunctives in -3- may have either survived in
the types B erid-, A tririk4- (but these forms are ambiguous: they may

belong with the forms under (a) above) or they have been replaced by
the presents in -fiy-
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§8.2. The imperfect forms A fpukiant ‘they hid’, tsakia ‘was lit’ and

watfia *?’, discussed in §3.2, are usually interpreted as formed to subjunctive
VI stems (e.g. Sieg & Siegling & Schulze 1931: 387, Krause & Thomas 1960:
220). However, normally the imperfect is formed to present stems and not 10
subjunctive stems. It therefore seems permissible to see in A tpukdant, tsakiz,
and watna, formations to a previous present stem in *-id/z- that has otherwise
been relegated to subjunctive function in East Tocharian. In the light of such
an interpretation the optative A tsisintir, formed to a subjunctive I stem
*tsak4-, would be quite regular beside the original present stem underlying the
imperfect tsakiia.

§8.3. A further indication of the previous existence of a present in
thematic -fiy- might be seen in B aurdento, A ofiant ‘beginning, commence:
ment’, which must be derived from a present participle to the verb B aun- A
on- ‘to begin’. This form is important in two ways. First, it appears to be the
only West Tocharian remnant of a present in -fiyd/z-, and, second, it shows
degemination of (*-fiy- >) *-fifi- to -fi- and thus adds support to the hypothesis
suggested in the following paragraph that -Af- yielded -A- in the position
before the accent.

§9. The relationship of -A- and -Af-

The question, whether there could be a morphological relationship
between the East Tocharian subjunctive VII and the West Tocharian
deverbative present XII, has now been answered in the positive. The former
reflects an earlier present in -Ay- that has replaced a still earlier unextended
anif nasal present, whereas the laiter is a present in -fy- that has replaced an
earlier (partly co-existing) unextended sef nasal present. A fundamental
phonological issue has been avoided, however, namely the question how -fiy-
could have resulted in -i- in class VII, as against -iifi- in class XII (but see §4
and §4.1). There appear to be two possibilities to explain this discrepancy.
One is the assumption of two different variants of the same suffix, i.e. *-n-j-
versus *-n-ij- and the other is the assumption of a difference in accentuation.
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§9.1. As pointed out in §4.1 the commonly held opinion that *.nj- ought
to appear as a geminate -fifi- in Tocharian is not necessarily correct — at least
not absolutely correct as far as East Tocharian is concemned. However, there
are not many relevant examples to be found, whereby one might judge the
issue. As far as I can see, -A- < *-fiy- is found primarily in the subjunctives
VII of the type A rifid/a-, etc., that, in my opinion, due to their constant
palatal, must reflect earlier *rifiyd/z- as argued in §§4-4.1. Since these
subjunctives are the case in point here, their testimony is relative though.
However, A ofiant, supported by B auiiento (§8.3), makes the assumption of
such a change reasonably attractive. Most other instances of ascertainable or
likely Common Tocharian *-iiy- have suffered depalatalization (and
presumably [cf. below] degemination) that has spread to internal position from
post-apocope final position where it was regular, cf. A klyomim fem. ‘noble’,
pl. klyominai, A somim ‘girl’, obl. sominam, A arkim fem. ‘white’, obl.
arkinam, etc.; this type constitutes what I term Category I [A -m = B -AiV] in
my investigation of the development of -j- and -ij- in Tocharian, Hilmarsson

*Somiffam, *arkifidam, if a geminate is the regular outcome of *-iiy- after the
accent (cf. discussion below).”

In most cases A -fifi- results from a late post-syncope assimilation of
*-fiy- < *-fliy-. Thus, as pointed out in §4.1 forms like A kapsififasi ‘bodily’
or the perlative kapsifiAia ‘on the body’ reflect earlier *kapsifiya(-) >
*kapSifiya(-) as proven by the nominative singular kapsasdi where apocope
prevented the syncope of the suffixal -i-. The same goes for the geminate of a
word like A sdfifiune ‘nature’ as seen by the form giii ‘own, self’, etc. One
might then be tempted to explain the geminate of the East Tocharian class XII
denominatives of the type A tunkififii/a- ‘to love’ in the same manner, and
from there on also the West Tocharian deverbatives of that class. However,
that would mean separating the East Tocharian subjunctive VII formation that
can only have *-fiy- and not *-Aiy-, from the West Tocharian class XII

“Of course the 1ype A yokaji ‘thirsty’, B eskwaiifie ‘male’, my Category T (o.c.), is not
relevant for the resolution of our problem here, for this type reflects *-iy- not *-fy-.
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deverbatives, a morphologically equivalent formation. For that reason, evel
though it could theoretically reflect *-fijy-, I prefer to derive the class XII
suffix -fiA- from *-fiy- as well, opting for the solution that *-fy- resulted in
East Tocharian -fi- if followed by the accent, but -Ad- if preceded by the
accent,

§9.2. This solution has also the advantage that one is thereby able 10
accomodate A wefif/a- as a class XII subjunctive (and class V preterite)
spite of its non-geminate. Furthermore, B weri4/e-, supported by B auiento,
with its non-geminate might indicate that this rule was valid for that language
as well. It should be noted that such an accentual explanation in order 0
account for the single -ii- of B wedi/e- is contemplated by Winter 1977: 149,
albeit in a setting somewhat different from that assumed here. His suggestion
that the subjunctive stem B wedi/e- is accented on the radical syllable and
therefore has -ii- for expected -7ii- on the analogy of the preterite stem wedd-
is, in my opinion unnecessary. Although not directly observable, all
subjunctive forms of this verb must have had suffixal accent: the loss of
accented -4- in 2sg. w(e)nt, 3sg. wem, 2pl. wencer, inf. wentsi, and the verbal
adjective werfimo, has clear parallels in the corresponding forms of the verb
klyaus- ‘to hear’ (subj. I stem klyauss- /klausé-) and several other verbs.

§9.3. To sum: (1) Common Toch, *-fy- was assimilated to *-fij- that
~ thereupon split in two variants depending on the position of the accent. If
followed by the accent it was degeminated; if preceded by the accent it was
preserved as a geminate. Not all geminate -7is- are of this origin though, e.g.

. the sequence *-fijy- suffered syncope (always in East Tocharian except when

- followed by a final to-be-apocopated vowel, but positionally determined in
West Tocharian) after which the resulting cluster *-fiy- was assimilated to
-fifi-. (2) The East Tocharian subjunctive VII in -A-d/a- reflects Common
Toch. *-Ay-d/# > *-fA-i/#- with the accentuation to be expected of a
- disyllabic Tocharian thematic stem. Of course, East Tocharian does not show
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the accent, but if one is to judge by the disyllabic thematic verbal stems of
West Tocharian it must have been on the thema-vowel. The West Tocharian
deverbative class XII in -4AA-d/e- reflects Common Toch. *-dfy-d/z- >
*4fii-4/- with the accentuation 1o be expected of a trisyllabic thematic stem.
The East and West Tocharian denominatives similarly reflect Common Toch.
*.Viiy-i/z-. The East Tocharian “secondary” deverbatives acquired their
-ifid/a- from the verb A wefid/a- apparently before the geminate was
simplified in that word. However, since weii- has no geminate in either West
or East Tocharian, it would seem likely that degemination occurred in pre-
accentual position already in Common Tocharian. The geminate in the East
Tocharian deverbatives (type aksifiid/a-) would therefore more easily be
analogical to that of the type turikififii/a-. As for the verbal stem B werid/e-, A
weiii/a-, even though it is of class XII, it must as a disyllabic thematic stem
have had suffixal accent and therefore regular degemination. For a note on its
etymology, cf. §10.

§10. Notes on the Indo-European background
The denominatives of present and subjunctive class XII have long been
recognized as such, cf. e.g. Pedersen 1941: 170, Van Windekens 1944: 244,

Common Toch. *tirkwin- ‘love’ is certainly reminiscent of Gk. bvoucive to
dvopa ‘name’, etc., and can probably be traced back to Indo-European.
Amongst these Tocharian denominatives the verb BA weii- stands apart
in that it has a structure different from that of the other denominatives. Its
subjunctive stem counts only two syllables (Common Toch. *waidyi/z- <
*wek(w)iyi/z-) and it is accented on the thematic vowel. It reflects L-E.
*yok’-n-je/o- as in OHG. giwahanen ‘mention’, MHG. gewehenen, MHG.
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erwihnen, cf. Lane 1953: 287, and Winter 1977: 134 with discussion.”

§10.1. The East Tocharian “secondary” deverbatives of class XII (type
aksifiid/a-), as repeatedly pointed out above, and explained by Winter 1977,
are a late creation, although this has not been recognized by Van Windekens,
e.g. 1982: 223.

§10.2. The West Tocharian primary derivatives of class XII (type
késkanfid/e-) are derived from sef-root nasal presents. As shown in §8sq. they
are formationally related and parallel to the East Tocharian subjunctives of
class VIL These latter reflect earlier presents derived from anif-root nasal
presents.

While in the past, scholars have usually not distinguished between the
different types of formations within the Tocharian present and subjunctive
class XII", attention has been called to its probable association with not only
denominatives of the type Gk. dvouaive but also with verbs of the type Skt
isanydti ‘urges, presses forward’, cf. Pedersen 1941: 170, Van Windekens
1944: 244; note also Pinault as cited in the preceding footnote. This type has
been studied by Jasanoff (as cited by Melchert 1984: 116) in Indo-European
Studies IV (Harvard University; non vidi). By Jasanoff’s analysis, apparently,
the Indic formation in -anyd- is related to the Hittite duratives in -anna- /

¥ The assimilation of -k(w)i- to -Aifi- as seen in Common Toch. *wak(w)ayi/z- 10
*waiifii/z- (later degeminated to *waid/£-) has a parallel in B tserefd- ‘to deceive’ to B
tserekwa pl. ‘deceit’ (cf. §5.4.9). It is true that one might have preferred to find anaptyxis in
*wak(w)iyd/z- 10 **wak(w)ifyd/z- and thereupon a development to B **wek(w)dandfe-,
but, as pointed out by Adams (p.c.) this verb, because of its frequency, may have experienced
a sort of allegro development, an irregular shortening, as indeed witnessed at a later stage of
West Tocharian when the allomorph wii- arose in the preterite beside the regular wedd-
Contrarily, I do not think that one can view the degemination of *wedf- to wed- as such an
allegro process.

" A notable exception is Pinault 1989: 141 who indicates two sources of the verbs of this
class, denominatives in *-n-ye/o- and deverbatives in *-p(H)-ye/o- (cf. Ved. -dy4-); Adams
1988: 74-75 asserts that class XII is originally a denominative formation that has in both
Tocharian languages been extended to “primary” verbs, but o.c., p. 102 ftn. 47 he admits the
possibility that **-n-ye/o- was already deverbative in Proto-Tocharian” and that “there seems to
be some sort of relationship between the verbal stem formatives -nd- and -444-...", Byt Van
Windekens 1982: 89 still claims that the so-called primary verbs of class XTI are in reali
denominative. i

i
H
i
|
i
§
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-anni- and is a secondary formation of -je- / -jo- derivatives of nasal infix
presents. Garcia-Ramén, 1986: 503-507 and esp. 512-513, discusses at some
length the relationship of nasal infix presents and verbs in *-n-je/o- in Greek
and Indo-Iranian. Accepting the equation of Ved. ispati ‘urges, sets in motion’
with Gk. ivdo ‘I clean out, pour out’ (secondarily thematicized), he argues for
the relationship of this verb (I.-E. *His-néH,-) with Ved. isanyéti ‘urges,
presses forward’ and Gk. ioive ‘1 warm, quicken’ (1.-E. *His(H.)-p-je/o-). As
a further likely example of that type he mentions Ved. mmfti (attested is
mymihi ‘crush!’), Gk. udpvaucan ‘I fight” in relation to Gk. papaivouat ‘1
disappear, fade away’ (I.-E. *my-n(-H,)-je/o-). It seems probable that the West
Tocharian class XII primary deverbatives with their clear connections to the
Tocharian sef-root nasal presents are of the same type as these Greek and Indic
verbs. Whether there is a straight historical connection between the Tocharian
and Greek-Indo-Iranian (and Hittite) formations is less clear but seems
entirely possible. Such a connection is supported by the fact that the verbs
forming subjunctives of class VII in East Tocharian — and these are, as we
have seen, the anif counterpart of the West Tocharian deverbatives of class XII
~ have striking etymological correspondences among formations in *-n-je/o-
and, in general, among nasal presents in other Indo-European languages,
especially Greek and Indo-Iranian.

§11. It is certainly striking that many of the Tocharian verbs forming
subjunctive VII can be associated with Indo-European nasal present verbs or
verbs that show indications of a previous nasal formation. Thus A araftar ‘he
will produce, he will call forth® would reflect *Hp-n(-H,)-je-’, cf. Gk. pvoui

‘1 arise’, Ved. muvdti ‘arises, moves’; A rifitir ‘he will leave’ would reflect

* Actually, there 1 no evidence that this root was a sef-root in Indo-European: Vedic and
Greek point decidedly to a present in *-neu- / -nu-. Toch. A arfid- could indicate a refashioned
Pre- or Proto-Toch. *Hr-n-H,-je- (with loss of laryngeal before yod in internal syllable, cf.
Pinault 1982), or a refashioned *Hy-n-je-. Cf. the parallel process assumed to have taken place
in Arm. yafnem ‘1 arise’ by Klingenschmitt 1982: 161~162.
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*Hri-n(-H)-je-*, cf.Gk. bpivw ‘I set in motion, excite’ (Ved. ripdti ‘maks
flow, lets go’, ripvati *id.”); A sifilune ‘satiation’ would reflect *si-n(-Hy)-fe"
cf. Ved. dsinvan ‘insatiable’; A siflantrd ‘they will be oppressed’ would reflect
*si-n(-H,)-jo-%, cf. Lat. sind ‘I let be, put down’; A sefimir ‘T shall relf
(probably lit. ‘I shall be bound’, cf. my analysis of this verb in the
forthcoming Festschrift Ji, Peking) would reflect *sHui-n(-Hy)-jo-, cf. Ved
sinati, sinéti ‘binds’; furthermore, while A klintar ‘you shall be obliged 10’
agrees with B klin-ne ‘he must’ in its subjunctive I formation, and thus Tetains
an unextended nasal stem, one might for system reasons have expected (¢
co-existing?) subjunctive VII *kliftar, reflecting *kli-n(-H)-je-, cf. Gk. Khive
‘I incline, lean’, Av. srinu- ‘to lean’. Cf. furthermore, A wakfiam ‘I shal
break’ ~ Gk. &yvuu ‘1 break’, A eslune ‘instruction’ < *erikii- ~ Ved. asndti

#Ved. 17730 "Tets Tlow’, 17k~ ‘stream’, etc., appear to indicate a sef-formation *Hieiff;2
*Hri - -Toch. *Hri-n-H-j¢- %
correctly formed *Hri-n-H- could therefore have produced Pre- or Proto-Toc iy
possibly seen in A rifd-; in view of Ved. ripvati, a present in *-neu- /-nu- has been fo ;
secondarily, and *Hri-n-u- (extended in Tocharian with an -s- / -sk- suffix) could be the bass
of B rinissa- / rindske-, A rindsé / rindsa-. The vocalism of BA ri- with -i- for expecied "'“i
due to a morphophonological rearrangement in the Tocharian verbal system: Common To;d
-i- came 1o function as the (zero grade) alternant to the full grade Common Toch. -i- Thas &
not affect verbal roots with non-umlauted 3-vocalism. . "
* Only in Indic and Tocharian do we find nasal infix present formations of this verb. Vedic
4sinvan indicates *-neu- / -nu-, while Tocharian A sini(-s)- and sifi4- point to *si-n-u(-s} and
*si-nH,-je- respectively, cf. below. It is clear that the a/2-vocalism of cognate forms in other
languages (cf. Pokorny 1959: 876) indicates that a H, is involved here and one might therefore
surmise an earlier formation in *-neH,- / -nH,-. Contrarily, the correspondmg.and cognaie
West Tocharian verb soya-, which does not show any traces of a nasal formation, does not
have a stemn final -3~ i.c. appears not to be a sef-root, and this seems to be confirmed by the
East Tocharian past participle sasyu ‘satated’, whose lack of Z-umlaut suggests a stem in find
-4-, not -3-, B soyd-, A sasyu, indicate either *seH.j(e)- or *sH.j(e)- (with vocalization of tx
laryngeal). An expected nasal present would be *sH,-n-ei-/-i- which in Vedic may have beet
replaced by *sH.-n-eu-/-u-. But a zero grade *sH,i- could have been metathesized to *siHy and
this new zero grade could have produced a nasal present *si-n-eH,-/~-H-. Such a present, could
then have been replaced by a present in *-neu- / -nu- which would also account for the Vedic
form. Toch. A sin4-s- could reflect *si-n-u- extended with an s-suffix, while sifi4- would
preserve traces of the older formation: *si-n-Hx-je-. For the vocalism of A si-, see preceding
footnote; The absence of initial palatalization is due to the generalization of a non-palatal inital
in nasal present formations.

2 As in the preceding verbal root, a metathesis may have taken place in the root *seHj- 10
yield, let go'; that is, instead of expected nasal present *sH,-nei-/i-, a new *si-n-cH,-/.-H,- was
produced as a consequence of the creation of the zero grade *siH,- metathesized from *sH,-.
To the present *si-n-H;- was formed *si-n-Hy-je- as found in Toch. A sifid-, while B sinsssi-/
sindske-, A sindisd- / sindsa- reflect a *si-nu- (extended with an sk-/s-suffix), a replacement of
*si-nH;- as in the other verbs above. Again for the vocalism of BA si-, see the final remarks in
two preceding footnotes. Lat. sinit reflects a thematicized *si-n-Hi-e-ti, cf. Rasmussen 1989
58. ’
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“attains’, A lipiidt ‘you will leave (behind)’ ~ Ved. limpdti ‘smears’, OCS. pri-
Iinoti “to stick’, and possibly still others.”

Jorundur Hilmarsson
Linguistics Department
University of Iceland
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