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1. Introduction
A non-specialist consulting the standard references may easily obtain

the impression that PIE *-y®/,- presents have nearly disappeared in the
Tocharian languages.

* Van Windekens (1982:86ff.) notes only the Class XII presents with
suffix PT *-fifi®/g- < *-ny®/ -, which he think were all denominative in
origin (see §2).

= Adams (1988:72-6) posits deverbative vs. denominative *-y%/,-
presents, but no *-ey®/,- presents.

*  Pinault (1989) recognizes only the Class XII denominatives (see
below), but believes that Tocharian inherited PIE o-grade presents in *-

éy®/o- and replaced them with *-sk®/- presents (§3).

It is true that fewer secure examples of such presents seem to exist in
Tocharian than in most other IE branches, but recent advances in our
understanding of Tocharian historical phonology allow us to identify a
number of previously unsuspected reflexes. The time seems ripe for a
review of the entire problem.

2. Tocharian Class XII presents
Pedersen (1941:170) first proposed that Class XII denominative

presents, e.g. TB /tonkWoafifi®e-/, TA tunikifi- to TB tarkw, TA turik ‘love’,

originate in PIE *-y®/,- denominatives to n-stem nouns; he compared Ved.

Isanydti ‘excite’, to which Van Windekens (1944:244) added the type of Gr.
ovouaive ‘name’. This interpretation is now generally accepted; cf.

Couvreur 1947:62, Van Windekens 1982:86, Adams 1988:72, 75, Pinault
1989:141, pace TE 1:216 (*-fifi- < *-sii-).

= The inflection of these verbs is fully thematic, like that of Class II (*-
€o-) or Class VIII (*-s/5-) or IX and X (*-sk®,-), pace Van
Windekens 1982:87-9.

*  We thus have *-n- + *-y€/o- > *-ny®/y- > PT *-fifi%/g-, with pre-PT

*Cy giving a palatalized geminate *CYCY (Hilmarsson 1986:316ff.;
Adams 1988:35, 44fn.4; Ringe 1996:116-7).

Cf. TB /lareiifi-/, 3pl. lareffientdr ‘love’ <— ldre ‘dear’, /sklokaiifi-/, 3pl.
sklokdntdr ‘doubt’ <— sklok ‘doubt’.

However, other members of this class are clearly non-denominative in
origin, pace Van Windekens 1982:89ff., Adams 1988:75 (suffix *-fifia/&-
extended to “primary” verbs). At least the following are formed to verb
roots ending in /-a-/; they take Class V subjunctives and Class 1 preterites
and/or occur beside Class V1 nasal presents in /-(2)na-/.

TB /montaiiii®/e-/, 3sg. mdntam to /monta-/ ‘eliminate, destroy’

TB /klontsofifia/e-/, 3sg. kldntsam ‘sleeps’, beside TA Cl. VI pres. klis-
n-a-s to klisa-

TB /kaskafifio/e-/, mid. 3sg. kdskantdr, Cl. V subj. kdskatdr, Cl. 1 pret.
kéiskdte* to /kaska-/ ‘destroy’ (<— PIE *g"hp-sk€/s-)

Following Schmidt (1989:311-3, 1995:279-80; cf. Pinault 1989:141), 1
would derive these presents from PIE *.-nH-y®-, i.e. nasal-infixed

formations to set roots with additional suffix *-y®/g-.

*  He compares the type of Ved. gybhdydti beside grbhnadti ‘ grasps’, if -
dya- < *-nhz-yé/é- (de Saussure, Insler, Peters) rather than *-ehp-y®/,-
(Kurylowicz, Narten, Hoffmann).

* Note especially the attractive equation of Ved. mathdydti ‘robs, tears
from’ (beside mathnati*, impf. dmathndt) and TB /montofifia/e-/:
mathdyanti = mdntafifiem < *mnt-ph2-y6-nt-i.



Other than these two subtypes, Tocharian appears to have no secure
(direct) reflexes of PIE *-y®/,- presents. (On TB Class IV subj. kdlypitsi
<— PIE *klep-y®/ -, see §4.)

= Note that if the normal treatment of a *Cy cluster was PT *CYCY, one
should look for thematic presents ending in a uniformly palatalized
consonant, including before PIE *-0- > PT *-¢- (> TB -e-, TA -a-, 3pl. -
efic), and geminatead in TB.

* The only likely candidate is the mysterious TA Class VII subj. in -7(d)-
~ -fia-, e.g. ar-dfi-tdr ‘will come forth’, nakdrtdr, pl. nakfantdr ‘will
blame’. These usually correspond to ablauting Class I subjs. in TB (cf.
TB ertdr, pl. erdntdr) and so must be a post-PT innovation of some
kind.

3. PIE *.ey®/,- presents in Tocharian

The question of PIE *-ey®/- presents in Tocharian obviously depends
on the fate of intervocalic *y.

®*  Van Windekens (1976:62-5) and Adams (1988:35) state that PIE *y
was retained in Tocharian, but does not discuss the consequences for *-

ey%o- presents.
*  Pinault (1989:126) states that PIE *-ey®/o- > pre-PT *-ayé- ~ *-ayo-

contracted and so “perdait toute identité formelle”, thus presumably
clearing the way for the rise of the causative in *-ské- ~ *-ggo- < *-

sk®o- (see below).

s The most thorough review of the problem is in Ringe 1996:51-6; he
comes to no definite conclusion, but cites Cowgill’s idea that PIE
*treyes > *tre:s > PT *trey (*-s > *-y in monosyllables, cf. Katz 1997)
> TB trey ~ trai, TA tre. (The linking vowel /-o-/ in TB compounds
such as treyd-meskem /treyd-/ ‘threefold power’ could be a later
innovation.)

Nevertheless, at least one Tocharian thematic present must reflect an
inherited formation in *-ey®/5-, namely TB mely-, TA malyw- ‘grind, crush’
< PT *mélYwY-0y®/g- < PIE *molhpwéy €/y-.

* This was compared with the Goth. Class I weak verb ga-malwjan*

‘bruise’ (pret. ptcp. masc. acc. pl. gamalwidans), ON mplva already by
Lane (1938:31). Most scholars have derived the verb from a *-y%/-
present: cf. Van Windekens 1976:95 (*yi), 278-9, 1982:11, Adams
1988:73-4, 75 (“*Co(C)C-yelo-*). Ringe (2000:124-5) sets up PT
*meélYwY3/s- or *mYelYwY9/s-, but does not specify the origin of the

palatalized *w¥,

The Tocharian development was rather

PIE *molhowéy®/5- > *molwéy®/o- (Saussure’s Law; Hackstein
1995:26 with refs.) > PT *mélY wY-3y®/s-; then

PT *mélYw¥-8y°/s- > *melYwYy/e- (syncope of *§ after glides, or
rather rightward stress shift; Hilmarsson 1989:14, Ringe 1989:37)
> *melYy- > TB /melY-/, pres. 3sg. melyim, melydn-, 3pl. melyem;
and

PT *mélwY-8y°/s- > *malwYayd/s- > *malwYyd/,- (syncope of *i) >
*malYwY- > TA malyw-, pres. 2sg. malywdt, act. ptcp. obl.
malywdntam, mp. ptcp. malywmam, impf. 3sg. malywa.

See R. Kim 2003:222-3fn.70, but no “secondary palatalization” of *w+y >
*wY is needed.

The Tocharian and Germanic forms, along with CLuv. malhu- ~ malw-
‘break’ < *malhw-, e.g. pret. 3sg. malhita, pres. 3sg. malwai., point to a
(probably already PIE) u-extension of the h2e-conjugation present *mélhy-
~ *mélhy- ‘grind’ (LIV:433 s.v. 7*melhpy- ‘zerreiben, malmen’, Jasanoff

2003:64f.). This was thematized by means of the suffix *-ey®/o- in both
Tocharian and Germanic, like many h2e-conjugation presents in non-
Anatolian IE languages.

Another *-ey®/- present underlies TA Cl. Il pres. pafiwds ‘stretches
(forth)’, pl. (pa)iweric-dm, mid. 1pl. pafiwamtrd, ptcp. paiwmdm, inf.
pafwtsi. This verb is to be connected with PIE *(s)penhi- ‘pull, stretch’
and its reflexes, e.g. OHG spannan ‘stretch’, Gr. movéouat ‘work hard,
toil’ (LIV:578-9). [ have argued elsewhere (R. Kim 2006:fn.15, pace Ringe



2000:125fn.13) that the TA present may be equated with TB mp. pedridtrd
(B558 b3/4):

post-PIE *ponhjw-ey®/o- > *ponw-ey®/o- (laryngeal loss) > PT
*pefiwY-8y°/g- > *pefiySyator > *peﬁﬁsyéter'> pre-TB *pefifidtor
> peAndtrd;, > *paiiwY-ayd,- > *pafiwYyd/y- > *paiiw¥d/p- > TA
panw-,

Cf. Klingenschmitt 1982:234-5, Hackstein 1995:26-7; for the u-present, cf.
Arm. henowm ‘weave, sew together’. (I cannot account for the other TB
pres. pdiifidn-m(e) (B253 b2), with different root ablaut.)

We thus have two good examples of *-ey®/o- presents to roots extended

with a formant —u-.

* In contrast to *-i-, a suffix *-u- is not so well attested among hpe -
conjugation presents (“a somewhat shadowy category”; Jasanoff
2003:141-3). Cf. e.g. Hitt. tarfu- ‘overcome, be capable’ (3sg.
tarpuzzi, taruhzi) and Ved. tirvati ‘conquers’, tarute ‘crosses over’ <
*térh2-u- ~ *trhp-u-.

*  Asfaras I am aware, *melhp- ‘grind’ is the only h2e-conjugation verb

which forms both a root present and a u-present: semantic distinction?

* In any case, at least some of the numerous Tocharian verb roots ending
in *-w- (see e.g. Van Windekens 1982:11-15) may go back to u-
suffixed presents of this type.

Another possible example of an o-grade present in *-ey®/y- is TB pres.
mp. ptcp. cepyemane, ger. 1 ceppille ‘tread’.

» If pre-PT *py yielded PT *pYpY > TB pp, the stem-final cluster py of
the participle must be from underlying /cepay-/, with syncope of /a/.
* But it cannot be ruled out that py and pp are alternative spellings for

/pYpY/. Also, the palatalization of stem-initial ¢ points to PT *e < *&
rather than *& < *o as the stem vowel.

Interestingly, the iterative-causative function assumed for PIE o-grade
*_ &y®/y- presents finds no support in Tocharian.
» Several scholars have suggested that Tocharian inherited o-grade

transitive(-causative)s in *-€y®/- from PIE, but later replaced this
suffix with the reflex of *-sk®/ - (Pinault 1989:126, Kobayashi 1997).
*  But there is no evidence that *-ey®/- ever acquired causative value in

pre-Tocharian. Furthermore, the suffix *-sk®,- is not itself transitive-
causative in value, but is rather simply a present-forming suffix which
became generalized in marked transitives; cf. the numerous non-
causative Class IX and X (sk-)presents, e.g. 1sg. TB aiskau, TA esam
to TB /ai-/, TA e- ‘give’, TB yamassim ‘does, makes’ to /yam-/ ‘do,
make’, TB kdnmassdm, TA kumnds to TB /kom-/, TA kum- ‘come’.
As pointed out by Hackstein (1995:2-4), the distinctive marker of the
marked transitive (“causative”) in TB is initial stress, which probably
reflects PT initial reduplication.

4. PIE denominative presents in *-e-yé/é-

Class IV subjunctives are characterized by a suffix -i-, e.g. TB kalypitsi
‘to steal’, aklyitdr ‘will teach’, lalyitdr ‘will strive, exert oneself’. They
were attested only in TB until recently, but TA v.n. dklyuney-@ ‘by being
taught’ in the newly published Maitreyasamini-Nataka (YQ 1.10 a4,
MSN:124) presupposes a subj, stem dkly-, which can go back to PT *aklY-
ay- (cf. TB aklyilfiie).

A connection between Class IV subjunctives and PIE *-y®/,- presents
has long been alleged, but never investigated in detail.

=  The older view (Lane 1959:166; cf. Van Windekens 1982:224, Pinault
1989:144), that these are simply optatives transferred to non-past (=
subjunctive) usage, is unattractive: why only in these verbs, which
share no obvious formal or semantic properties?

s The clear relationship between TB subj. Seritdr ‘will hunt’ and TB
Seruwe* (Serwe, obl. Seruwem), TA saru ‘hunter’ < PT *§erowé <
(post-)PIE *kéruwos (vddhi-derivative to PIE *kerwo- ‘deer’) suggests
that these stems actually reflect denominatives in *-e-yé/é- to thematic
nouns, and so may be compared with the Greek Toléco-type or Vedic
denominatives in -a-yd-.

* In this case, (post-)PIE *kéruwe-y®/o- > PT *SerowY-oy®/s- > * Seroy-

9y°/e-, whence by haplology TB /Seray®/s-/. Cf. Ringe 1996:53;



similarly Adams 1988:74-5, but probably not from * g’hwérwe—ye/o-

(to *g’hwér— ‘wild animal’).

This suffix was then extended to other denominatives, e.g. TB aklyitdr ‘will
teach’ < PT *aklY-ayo/é- to akalye, obl. akli ‘teaching, Lehre’, TB lalyitdir
‘will strive, exert oneself” < PT *lalY-oyoa/é- to lalyiye, obl. lalyi ‘exertion,
effort’ (pace Adams 1988:74-5). Ringe (1996:54-5) suggests that akalye,
lalyiye were conversely derived from the verbs, citing the pret. ptcps. akiu,
lalalu without stem-final palatalization; but the latter may have other
explanations.

In the case of TB kdlypitsi ‘steal’, PT *kolYpY-oy®/s- may have
replaced *kalYpY-9/s- < *klep-y®/o- (cf. Gr. kAéTrTeo; Ringe 1996:54), or
perhaps < *klep-y®/o- by sound change (epenthesis of *a?), Pace Ringe
(loc. cit.), kdlypitsi cannot continue PT *kalYpY-a- ~ *kol¥p-é- < PIE *klep-
¢/o- (Goth, hlifan, OLat. clepere); in that case the infinitive should have
been “kalyptsi” /kalYps-tSay/.

5. A PIE present in *-0-y¢/-?

Finally, I tentatively propose that Tocharian preserves an example of a
suffix *-0-y®/o- in TA pres. 3pl. karyefic, mp. ptcp. karemam and subj. 3sg.
kares, karyas, 3pl. karefic(-m) ‘laugh’, alongside TB pres. 3pl. keriyem,
keryem, mp. ptcp. keriyemane.

®* This verb surely reflects PIE *g’her— (LIV:176-7 [but no mention of
Tocharian verb!], Adams 1999:197); cf. Ved. hdryati ‘finds pleasure in,
likes’, Gr. xalpeo ‘rejoice’, OLat. horitur ‘encourages, incites’, Umbr,

fut. heriest ‘volet’, OHG geron ‘desire, long for’.

* Lane (1953:285-6) and Adams (1988:73, 1999:197) interpret this verb
as a *- y®/,- present comparable, except for the root vocalism, with Gr.
Xaipceo. Lane suggested that the TA imperfect in -a- (with preceding
palatalization) continues the PIE stative suffix *-ehj-, that that the
latater was generalized from stative aorists to verbs with presents in -
y&/o-, including ‘laugh’. But quite apart from the antiguity of such

stative aorists (see now Jasanoff 2002-3), the TA impf. is a post-PT
innovation: *-a- from the pret. was added to PT *-ay-, preserved in TB
(R. Kim forthcoming).

* In any case, stem-final -ry- cannot continue *-r-y®/5-. Although [ am
not aware of any secure examples of PIE *ry in Tocharian, the parallel
of *ny > PT *fiii (see §2) implies *ry > PT *t¥t¥, which should have
given TB -rr-, TA -r-. All examples of TA and TB ry with known
histories result from the relatively late pre-PT change of liquid
metathesis (Schindler 1967, Ringe 1996:158-60 with refs.): cf.

PIE neut. *trih > *triya > *trYoya > PT *torYya > TB fem./neut. tarya
‘three’ (pre-TA *tidry > *tidrdy > ¢ri) and

PIE *k%rihp- > *kWriya- > *kWr¥oya- > PT *kWorYya- > TB /karya-/
‘buy’ in pret. act. 1pl. kdrydm, mp. kdaryamte.

The spelling of TB keriyem, keriyemane makes it clear that the
underlying form of the verb in TB is /keray-/, presumably from PT
*kér()’)ay-a/é- (so Hilmarsson 1996:135-6). Van Windekens’s supposed

“dédoublement” of *y > *iy in this and some other TB forms (1976:65) is
utterly unfounded. Such a preform would also be consistent with TA pres.
3pl. karyeric (<*karafic ~ kare* < PT *kéréfica ~ *kérén).

»  PT *kér®Yay-9/s- could in turn continue *glor-6y€/,-, but I remarked
that the intransitive meaning of ‘laugh’ conflicts with the transitivity of
such formations elsewhere in IE (R. Kim 2003:223fn.70); cf.

Hilmarsson 1996:136 (“iterative *g’hor-eiae/o-”). I thus cautiously
suggested “a denominative to an old o-grade thematic deverbal noun,
hence *g’horos ‘pleasure, rejoicing’ —> *g’hore-yé/é-?”

But how to account for the bizarre and synchronically isolated TA stem
alternation -e- ~ -ya- (-ye-)?

®=  Van Windekens (1944:245-6, 1976:188) posits a present with ablaut
suffix *-i- ~ *-&i- and “contamination entre *g’hori- et *g’h(e)réi—“;
improbable to say the least.

=  Hilmarsson (1996:136) takes karyas to be a Class V subj. (< *karyas.



by weakening of *a > *a; TE 1:45-6), but his proposed sound change of

*.r¥a- > *-ral- > TA -re- would be unparalled. Even if it is accepted, I
do not understand what he means by “[i]n karyefic epenthesis was
already there for a different reason so that the sequence -rya- was
preserved”.

Ringe (2000:123-4) tentatively postulates a subj. suffix PT *-gy-, ablaut
variant of pres. *-ay-, but this would be the only such ablauting suffix
in the Tocharian verbal system, and without any obvious PIE source.
Also unlikely is that TA -e- < PT Cl. IV subj. *-¢-; see §4 on the
origins of this type.

I suggest instead that this present is to be reconstructed for PT as *kér-éyo-
~ *kér-€ye-.

This would regularly give pre-TA *kar-ayd- ~ *kar-aya- > *kar-ayd- ~
*kar-dya- (weakening of *a > *4 in second syllable between preceding
and following “full vowels”; TE 1:46-7) > TA kar-e- ~ kar-ya-.

We should thus have 3sg. kares, 3pl. karyefic, mid. ptcp. *karya mam.
The 3pl. karefic took over the stem alternant of the 3sg. (and 2sg., 2pl.,
i.e. the “e-forms”), as did the ptcp. karemam. Conversely, 3sg. karyas
has adopted -ya- from the “o-forms”, e.g. 1sg. karyam*, 1pl.
karyamds*.

Cf. the analogical reshaping of CI. II presents such as PT *kal¥(y)-*/g-
‘be standing’ > pre-TA *kalY-d/p-: 3sg. *KalY-d-tir > kdlytdr, 3pl.

*kilY-a-ntdr > klyantdr, but 1sg. *kdlY-a-mar, ptcp. *kélY-a-man >
*klyamar, *klyamdm —> kdalymdr, kdalymdam after verbs with syncope,
e.g. akmdr*, Gkmam < *ak-a-mar, *ak-a-man to dk- ‘lead’ (Winter
1991:52-3). A (virtually) unique alternation -e- ~ -ya- would have been
exceptionally prone to remodeling.

TB pres. /keray-°/e-/ must then have assimilated this verb to the type of

/melY-2/¢-/ ‘crush’, seen above.

*sh

Such a PT formation would in turn go back to a denominative present
or-o—yé/é-, to *g’horos ‘pleasure, rejoicing (or sim.)’.
This verb may then be added to the Anatolian evidence for a PIE date

of *-0-y®/o- presents: as Melchert (1997:136-7) remarks, Lycian

leniting verbs in -e- such as tubedé€ are difficult to explain otherwise,
and it is possible that “the massive Hittite class in -di-/-d- (and likewise

Luvian -d/-@-) represents a conflation of BOTH *-éhp-y®/o- AND
secondary thematic *-6-y%/o-.”

Cf. also the Gr. present type in -ocw, considered by some scholars to be
an innovation, but possibly inherited.

6. Conclusions

The suffix of Class XII denominative presents continue *-n- + *-y%/o-,
but at least some non-denominal presents probably continue *-nh2-

y®/o-, as per K. T. Schmidt. Otherwise, no traces of *-y®/o- may be
clearly discerned.
Tocharian preserves at least a couple of o-grade presents in *-éy®/o-,

but offers no trace of the iterative-causative function familiar from the
classical IE languages.

Denominative presents in *—e—yé/é- are represented by Class IV
subjunctives; the suffix has spread from thematic to other nouns.

TA kary- may reflect an old present in >“-o-yé/é—, comparable to the
Anatolian presents cited by Melchert.
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