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Uncovering the Prehistory of the Tocharian Class II
Preterite®)

1. The Tocharian Class Il preterite(s): one formation or two?

Few verbal categories in the Tocharian languages have raised such
complex problems of historical reconstruction and evaluation as the
Class II preterite. In both Tocharian A and B, Class II preterites are
associated with “causatives” to verbal stems containing a reflex of PT
*3,1.e. TB /a/, /ay/=[i], or /ow/=[u], TA 4/ &, i, u.") The follow-
ing forms are listed by Krause (1952:175-7) and Krause and Thomas
(1960:245-6):%)

*) The first major insight behind this paper, the underlying analysis of the TB
CL II pret., first occurred to me in December 1997; the other, that the TA forms
could reflect a pre-TA stem vowel *a, followed in April 2001. A preliminary version
was presented at the 20th East Coast Indo-European Conference at Cornell Uni-
versity, 31 May-3 June 2001; thanks very much to Miles Beckwith, Olav Hack-
stein, Stephanie Jamison, and Jay Jasanoff for their comments and suggestions. 1
also wish to thank my advisor Don Ringe for our discussions of Tocharian and
Indo-European morphology and for making available his office library after the
theft of my computer forced me to work at school; H. Craig Melchert for reading
through a near-final draft and wisely suggesting that [ postpone examination of the
PIE causative formations (which took up a lengthy additional section) to a future
date; Masato Kobayashi, who made available his spring 1997 term paper and his
familiarity with the Indo-Aryan data; and ‘Thomas McFadden, who assisted me in
looking up the Old High German forms in fn. 9. All opinions and errors contained
herein remain entirely my responsibility, H.V.S.

') TB verb stems and selected forms are given in underlying phonemic represen-
tation. For forms in the “standard” language of central and eastern dialect texts, I
print 4 for /3/ where necessary, to distinguish them from other a = unstressed
/a/. Underlying stressed /4/ is of course written @. No accents are given for under-
tyingly disyllabic words, which always exhibit initial surface stress. In western dia-
lect texts (MQ, from Ming-8y Quzil), /a/ is written @ or a and /a/ a or 4, regard-
less of stress. See Marggraf 1970 and Ringe 1996:xxi-xxii, xxiv for the TB accentual
system and Winter 1955 for dialectal variation.

%) TB and TA forms are 3rd person singular unless otherwise marked. Glosses
after the P'T preform are for the causative; where the semantic relationship between
base and causative is less transparent, the meaning of the basic verb (Gv., “Grund-
verb”) is also given, A (c.) indicates that either the verb is causative only ( “causati-
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PT B TA
*katk(a)- "c. to go over, mp. sg. 2 {atkatai pp. sasitku

trespass’
*kon- c. ‘accomplish’, Gv.  sg. | kydnawa, 2 kyinasta

‘come about, happen’ (MQ), kyana pl. kanare
*karn- (c.) “strike’ kakrim, pp. kakirmu®)
*karsa- °c. to know’ {arsa, pl. Sarsare, pp. Sessar-  sasdrs

su

*kal- (c.?) "bear, endure’ kakdl, pl. kaklar
*kala- (c.) lead, bring’ mp. sg. | Salamai
*ksln- "c. to sound’ pl. kakélnar
*kalpa- ‘c. to attain’ kakdilypa-m
*Kkolt*a- (c.) ‘threaten’ kakiilts
*kow- ‘c. to pour’ pl. kyauwar(e) [fosa-m, CL 1}

*(k)lawtk- c. ‘make (hap-  sg. 2 kfyautkasta, 3 klyant-  lalyntdk, mp. lyalyutkat
penY, Gv. ‘turn around, ka, mp. klyautkate, pl. 1 [also lyockas, Cl. I1I]
become’ klyautka(m)t(e) pp. kek-

{yutku, abs. -ormem

wvum tantum”) or there is no discernable difference in meaning from the basic stem.

Note that TB drops root-final /-a-/ and has initial stress in the caus. pres. and
subj.: TB and-ssdm /an4-/ ‘breathes (in) vs. caus. 1pl. andskem /in-/ “id.’; kdrsa-
nam /kars-3n-a-/ ‘knows’ vs. caus. pres./subj. $drsdssim /$3rs-/ ‘lets know, in-
forms’; wiketdr ‘disappears’ (root /waykd-/) vs. caus. pres./subj. wikdssim
/wiyk-/ ‘makes disappear, removes’. TA likewise drops root-final -a- in the pres.,
but regularly retains or adds -@- in the subj., e.g. pres. tsilp-ds-tir “releases’, subj.
tsiilp-a-s-tir vs. TB pres./subj. tsalp-ds-tir (to TA tsilpa-, TB /t%alpa-/, non-caus.
pres. TB ssilpetir, TA salpatdr ‘is released’; Sieg, Siegling, and Schulze 1931:372-
4, Krause and ‘Thomas 1960:175, 232-3). Hackstein (2003) proposes that these TA
subjs. continue the PIE desiderative suffix *-h;s¢/,- reconstructible from Indo-Ar-
yan and Celtic (reduplicated, e.g. Ved. jigamsati ‘wants to go’ < *g"i-g"m-hse-ti,
Olr. fut. 3pl. -aith-géna “will recognize’ < *(adi-)yeynad < *gignaset < *gi-gnh;-
(hy)se-ti; Thurneysen 1946:414-5, McCone 1986:248-59, 1991:147-74) and
Greek (unreduplicated, e.g. fut, pevéo ‘I will stay’ < *men-h;s/,-): PIE *genh;-
his¢/o- — TA subj. 1sg. kn-dsa-m ‘I will accomplish’, PIE *nem-h,s*/,- - TA
abstr. II nm-ds-lune "bow, sign of reverence’. The loss of -a- in the caus. pres. of
set-roots, on the other hand, he explains as due to a rule of laryngeal loss in post-
tonic syllables (Hackstein 1995:33-4, 2001:24-5). If Hackstein is correct, the syn-
chronic resemblance of caus. pres. and subj. suffixes in TA and TB would have to
have arisen independently in the two languages: P'I pres. *-ské- ~ *-gsa- > *-ska-
~ *_si- was replaced by -sa- ~ -s- in TA, while TB conversely generalized *-sk-
and loss of root-final /-a-/ from pres. to subj.

The so-called TB “s-causatives” with Cl. VIII pres. (and usually Cl. 1 subj.), e.g.
wiksim ‘avoids’ to wiketdr ‘disappears’ (vs. wikdssam ‘removes’; merged in TA wi-
kés ‘removes; avoids’), are not causatives at all: see the extensive discussion of
Hackstein 1995:1-2, 147-65. On the semantics of causative verbs in Tocharian, see
§ 5 below.

*} If this does not belong to Cl. III (Krause and Thomas 1960:245).
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*tala- (c.) ‘endure, bear’

*t(p)owk- c. ‘conceal, hide
()

*troyka- ¢. ‘confuse’

*traywa- c. ‘mix (up), min-
gle’

*traysk- “c. to resound’

*traws- (c.) "tear (up)y’

*natk(a)- (c.) ‘support’

*nayp- (c.) ‘(with)draw
{money)’

*nars- (c.) ‘press, push’

*nowa- (c.) roar’

*nawsk- (c.) ‘oppress’

*palk- “c. to shine’
*palk- (c.) burn, torment’

*pyawtk- (c.) ‘come about’

*pranka- ¢. ‘reject, turn
away’,
Gv. be reserved, hold o.s.

back’
*prowtka- c. “fulfill’
*may- (¢.) ‘damage’
*morsa- ‘c. to forget’
*maska- ¢. ‘exchange’, Gv.
(bei

*yat- (¢.) "adormn’

*roytwa- c. ‘join, unite’

*lama- “c. to sit, set’

Ronald 1. Kim

sg. 1 calawa, cala, pp. ce-
clu, abs. ceccalor

mp. sg. 1 cankamai, 3 cau-
kate, pl. cankante-fi, pp.
ceccrikn

traika-ne, mp. traikate, pp.
tetriky

mp. sg. 2 traiywatai, pp. te-
triwy

naipa

Aydrsa-me

fidwa

sg. 1 Aauskuwa (for waus-
kawa*), pp. fefiusku

pyilka

[sg. 1 pelykwa, mp. sg. 2
ple)lyks(a)t(ai), Cl. 11I]

pyautka, pl. pyautkare, pp.
pepyutku

pp. peprarku

prautka, pp. peprutku

sg. | myayawa, 2 myasta®),
mp. myayate, pp. mem-
fyu, pl. masc. memyos

nydrsa-ne, mp. sg. 2 myar-
satai

sg. | myaskawa, 2 mydskas-
ta-5, 3 mydska, mp. sg. 1
mydskamai, 3 mydskate,
pp. memisku

sg. 1 yatwa, mp. sg. 1 yata-
mat, pp. yaity, abs. yai-
tor

mp. raittate, pl. 3 raittante,
raittante, pp. rerittu

lyama, mp. lyamate

sg. cacdl, pp. caclu

pp. cacpukn

pp- caccriku [also tatriku,
Cl. 1]
pp. tatriwu

tatrisik
tatriisa-m
mp. nandtkdt, pp. Aafitky

pl. Aafwar

mp. sg. papalykat, pp. pa-
pélyku

papyntik, mp. papyutkat
[also pyockds, Cl. 1],

pp. papyatkn (! for papyuk-
tu*?)

sg. 2 papriinkast

pl. paprutkar, pp. paprutku
pp. mam(i)yu

[mp. pl. maskant, pp. ma-
mdsku, Cl. 1]

mp. pl. yetant, pp. yetu

sg. 1 raritwd, raritu, pp.
raritwu

lyalyma-m, mp. lyalymat,
pp. lyalymu

*) Apparently a mistake for (or contracted from?) mydyasta*.

Uncovering the Prehistory of the Tocharian Class II Preterite 193

*woatk(a)- ‘command’, Gv.

‘(be) decide(d)’

*wayka- ‘remove’, Gv. ‘di-
sappear’

*war- (c.) ‘exercise, purify’

*$comn-°) (c.) ‘bind

*sark- (c.) ‘surpass’

*sartw- (c.) ‘drive on’

*s3rp- (c.) ‘indicate, ex-
plain’

*satka- c. ‘spread (tr.)’

*stoma- c. ‘put, stand (tr.)’,
Gv. ‘remain, (come to)
be standing’

*spanta- ‘c. to trust’

*sparka- ‘c. to disappear,
destroy’

*spartwa- €. ‘turn’

*srawka- ¢, ‘kill’

**swa- . ‘add’, Gv. fit
(intr.y
*t°ara- c. ‘separate’

*t%3lpa- c. ‘redeeem, deli-

>
ver

sg. | yatkawa, 2 yatkasta, 3
yatka, pl. yatkare, pp.
yaitku, abs. yaitkor

sg. 2 yaikasta, 3 yaika, pp.
yaiky

pp. yairu

fanmya, pl. Sanmyare, mp.
2 {anmyatai, 3 danmyate,
pp. Sceléi(n)[mo]si, fei-
fanmu

mp. 2 sdrkatai, sdrkate, pp.
sessirku

pp- sesartu

[mp. sg. 1 sitkasamai, Cl.
I

pp- abs. fceic(a)mor, Sessa-
mor-mem

pp. pespimtu
mp. sg. 2 spyarkatai (MQ)

spydrta, pp. pespirttu

pp. tsetsuwu

sg. 2 tsydrasta, 3 tsyara, pp-
abs. tsetstsaror-mem

mp. sg. 2 tsydlpatai, 3 tsyal-
pate

wotdk, pp. wotkn

wawik, pl. wawikar, pp.
wawiky
pp. wawrn

pp- sasirku

pp- sasdrttwu
sasdrp, pp- sasirpu

pl. sasdtkar

P
sg. 1 sasmawd, 3 sasdm, pp.
fasmu

mp. pl. saspdrkdnt, pp. sas-
pirku

saspdrtu [pp. saspartwsu,
CL1V]

mp. sasrukat [also sruksat,
Cl. 111), pp- sasruku (Cl.
1 or 111

sg. 2 sasrdst

pp- Sasilpu

By contrast, causatives to verbal stems containing the stem vowel
/a/ (YB /a/, /ay/, /aw/; TA a, e, o) form Class IV preterites
(Krause 1952:188-91, Krause and Thomas 1960:251-3): these are dis-

%) Schmidt (1992:106-8 with refs.; cf. 1995:273-4) has persuasively argued that
this root, previously attested only in Cl. X caus. pres. /éanmask-/ (e. g. pres. ptcp.
fanmdsserica), in fact continues an old nasal pres. to *stama- (see below on list) with
root ablaut, i.e. PIE 3sg. *stémbP-n-h,-ti ~ 3pl. *stmb"-n-h,-énti; the full-grade
of the root was generalized, producing the palatalized initial *$c- of Sanmau ‘chain,
bond’ and pret. ptep. masc. obl. sg. sce/§fid(n){mofsi (Thomas 1973:187; reading
after 1974:79). On root-ablauting nasal presents in PIE, see Strunk 1967:49-54,
1979, Qettinger 1979:169-70, McCone 1991:25ff. (esp. for Celtic evidence).




194 Ronald I. Kim

tinguished by the suffix /-gs-a-/ in TB, where /-ss-/ has clearly been
introduced from the pres./subj. in /-ske-/ ~ /-s52-/.%)

As the above forms demonstrate, the two languages disagree sharply
in the formal details of the Class II preterite. In TA, we find reduplica-
tion with the typical Tocharian reduplicating vowel a < PT *&, base
vowel /@/ < pre-TA *i and, in some verbs, palatalization of the initi-
al consonant of both base and reduplicant. By contrast, Class II preter-
ites in TB are characterized by the base vowel /a/ and initial palatali-

zation (including the unusual py, ky, tsy; see below), but no reduplica-
tion,

This striking discrepancy has led to two principal opposing views on
the relation between the preterites in the two languages. In an article of
1924,”) Schulze compared the contrast between reduplicated TA -
$drs, etc. and the corresponding TB §arsa, etc. with the preterites of
Class VII strong verbs in Germanic: cf. Gothic faifalp, haihait, saislép

*) CL IV prets. are also found to a few causatives with stem vowel continuing PT
*3, e.g. TB ldkdgsa ‘showed’ to /loka-/ “see’, pret. ptep. T'B tetdnmissu, TA tatimsu
‘(having) borne, produced’ to /tam-/ "be born’; cf. also TA pret. ptep. saspartwsu
vs. CL Il pret. saspdrtu. The only non-causative with a Cl. IV pret., TB yamdssa
(3pl. yamdssare, mp. 3sg. yamassate) to CL. IX pres. /yamoask-/, CL I subj. /yam-/,
is clearly innovative: ¢f. TA CL III pret. yamdis. The pret. of TB /waynask-/, TA
windsk- "honor’ (denominative, cf. TB wina ‘liking, pleasure’), TB windssa, TA
windsd-m, which Krause (1952:188), Krause and "Thomas (1960:252) assign to Cl.
IV, belongs with the subtype of Cl. I discussed immediately below.

Note that alongside pteps. such as tatdmsu or abs. kakdtksur-ds “having (been)
made happy’, only one finite CI. IV pret. is attested in TA, namely 1sg. laliksawa
(reduplicated! Sieg, Siegling, and Schulze 1931:374, 406-7). I will argue elsewhere
that preterite Classes IV and V were formed separately in TA and TB through suf-
fixation of the pret. marker *-a- to the 3sg. of the imperfect (i.e. optative of the pre-
sent), which created a new stem *-C¥-ay-a- to which pret. suffixes were then added.
Syncope of *a in open syllable and loss of *y after most palatalized consonants re-
sulted in the observed suffixes, e.g. TB -ss-ay-a- > *-ssya- > /-ssa-/. The same re-
modeling of an old impf. in *-3y- underlies the set of C. I preterites with stem-final
palatalization to (formerly) CL II presents, except that here the suffixation of *-a-
was already PT: of. TB 3sg. klyausa, TA klyos 'heard’ < PT *klews-ay-a, TB mp.
2sg. pagsatai (for pagsa-*), I'A pdsite, 3sg. pasat ‘protected’ < PT *pass-ay-a-tay,
*-t€. In addition to the otherwise mysterious -y- < *-ay- after root-final labial in
e.g. TB campya ‘was able” < PT *comp”-ay-a (cf. the discussion of TB CI. I prets.
in pyd-, myd-, tsya- below in § 2), this hypothesis accounts for the retention of
word-final -Z in the 3sg. of the TA impf. and Cl. IV and V pret., the failure of vo-
wel weakening in TA (cf. pasate, pasat), and the “palatalizing” PT *a (usually taken
as a special development of *g, but without convincing parallels) that has so bede-
viled Indo-Europeanists. For further details, see R. Kim, forthcoming.

7) Hereafter cited from the 1934 reprint.
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(saizlep), lailot vs. Northwest Germanic forms such as ON felt, hét,
lét, OF feold, het, slep, let, OHG fiald, hiaz, sliaf, liaz. Following an
old proposal dating back to Jacob Grimm, he considered the latter to
be the result of (irregular) dissimilatory deletion of the initial conso-
nant of the stem and subsequent contraction of reduplicated PGmc.
preterites such as *fefalp, *xexait, *seslép,”) *lelot; this view, ex-
pounded upon at length by Flasdieck (1936), is supported by various
relics scattered throughout the NWGmc. languages, particularly OE.%)
Schulze saw in the correlation between the functionally equivalent TA

#) Or *fepalp, *xeyait, *sezlép, with voicing of the initial consonant of the stem
by Verner's Law (as if < pre-PGmc. *pepalt-, *kekdit-, *seslép-) if this was still
operative when these reduplicated preterites — most of which have no good PIE
etymologies - were formed (Bech 1969:5ff., Bammesberger 1986:64). PGmc. *se-
zI&p may be preserved in Goth. ga-saizlép, although other possible explanations for
the z cannot be excluded (cf. saislép, anasaislep, -un and see Streitberg 1896:328,
Bammesberger 1986:145-6 n.9). On Verner’s Law in the (post-)PIE perfect of
*seh,- “sow’ (Goth. saian < *seh -y*/,-; cf. Lith. séti, pres. lsg. séju, OCS sén,
&, Lat. serd < *se-sh;-%/-), see fn. 9.

%) Cf. northern (Anglian) OF hcht ‘called” alongside At (Goth. hathait; already
recognized as a relic of reduplication by Grimm 1822:898-9), leolc, [éc ‘played,
jumped’ (Goth. laflaik), leort, et “let (go of), left’ (Goth. lailot), reord, réd ‘advi-
sed” (Goth. ga-rairop; also ond-reord, ond-réd ‘feared’, see Bammesberger
1977:208-10), and Northumbrian 3pl. beafton (West Saxon sg. béot) ‘beat’. See
Flasdieck 1936:254 ff. (with earlier refs.), Campbell 1959:306, 320, Bech 1969:22-
4. As Don Ringe reminds me, heht cannot be merely archaic or poetic, since it sur-
vives into the Norman period, developing regularly to Middle (and archaic Mod-
ern) Engl. Aight.

The small set of irregular Cl. VII prets. in ON (greri, grori ‘grew’, reri, rovi ‘ro-
wed’, seri, seri ‘sowed’ and, to roots in *-ii-, bnere (1x), gneri ‘rubbed’, sneri, snori
“turned, wrapped’; also analogical Cl. VI sleri “struck’ alongside s/6) demonstrates
that sound changes which had obscured the reduplication led to a morphological
reanalysis: starting from forms such as (post-)PIE isg. *se-séh,-h,e ‘sowed” >
PGmec. *sez8 (— Goth. saiss) > PNWGmc. *serd — ON sera (whence 3sg. seri
after the pattern of weak preterites; Flasdieck 1936:308-10, Lindeman 1968, Bam-
mesberger 1986:60-1), speakers apparently extracted an infix *-er-, extended
thence to the prets. of ‘grow’, ‘row’, etc. A similar explanation must lie behind
OHG 3pl. pleruzzun, subj. 3sg. ca-plernzzi “worshipped’ (to inf. bluozan), 3pl. bir-
uun, subj. 2sg. biruunis ‘dwelled’ (to bitan), ki-screrot ‘cut’ (to scrdtan ), ana-steroz,
3pl. sterozun ‘pushed’ (to st6zan), and probably also Cl. I 3pl. scrirun, ptcp. gi-serir-
an ‘screamed’, er-scrirena ‘'made scream’ (to scrian) and late OHG ptep. pespiren
"spit’ (to spfwan), which have influenced each other (cf. 3pl. er-scrinun; Flasdieck
1936:278-9, 279fn.1, Braune/Eggers 1975:274-5): so Streitberg 1896:327, Ham-
merich 1964:14, Bech 1969:15-22, Bammesberger 1986:65, 146n.11, contra Leh-
mann 1952:56-61, Connolly 1983 (r < laryngeal) and Flasdieck 1936:277-9 (r as
hiatus-breaker, with refs. going back to Grimm).
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and TB Class II preterites a typological parallel for the Gothic vs.
NWGmc. pattern and therefore proposed, though without venturing
into phonetic details, that TB sarsa represented a contraction of a PT
reduplicated preform preserved more faithfully in TA {asirs.

This hypothesis is followed by Flasdieck himself (1936:251-2), Ped-
ersen (1941:187), Couvreur (1947:69), Krause (1952:175), and
Krause and Thomas (1960:244-5), as well as more recent studies such
as Saito (1997:155); it is implicitly assumed in comparisons with redu-
plicated aorist formations elsewhere in [E, e.g. Jasanoff (1987:93fn.4):
“I think it more than likely that the class II (reduplicated) preterites
continue the same formation as the Indo-Iranian and Greek redupli-
cated aorist, albeit with the secondary addition of *-4- from class
1.”'%) But attractive as Schulze’s proposal was, it could not convince
those who objected to the irregular phonological developments re-
quired to derive $irsa, cila, mydyawa, etc. from reduplicated pre-
forms. The relative archaism of TB as compared to TA doubtless
played a role in furthering the suspicion of some scholars that the TB
Class II preterites cannot continue the same formation as their TA
counterparts, but must instead reflect a separate type, possibly (also)
of voreinzelsprachlich, i.e. (post-)PIE vintage. Such is the view of Lane
(1948:307-8, 1953:281-4), who equates the TA Class Ila imperfect
type of /yik ‘was seeing, used to see’, 3pl. {@rsar ‘knew, was aware’,
etc. with the TB prets. lyaka ‘saw’, sarsare ‘knew’, etc. and emphati-
cally rejects Schulze’s explanation: “As in the case of the Germanic
forms so also in that of the Tocharian...the long-vowel preterits and
imperfects in question have in origin nothing to do with the redupli-
cated forms. The coincidence in grammatical meaning between causa-
tive preterits like Kuch. sarsa : Turf. sadirs, or Kuch. cila : Turf. cacil
(to tal- “lift’) is purely accidental” (1953:282). He instead associates
the TB Class II preterite, and the small set of TA imperfects with pala-
talized initial consonant followed by stem-vowel 4 (Class 3, 1 in
Krause and Thomas 1960:220-1), with long-vowel preterites in Latin

') Contra Jasanoff (1983:55ff. with earlier refs.), the alt but universal PT pre-
terite suffix *-a- does not continue PIE *-3-, but instead was originally proper to
PIE root aorists of sef roots which survived into Tocharian and were remodelled as
Cl. 1 prets. (Schmidt 1982, 1997b:255-7, Ringe 1996:34-5; see now Jasanoff
1992:151fn.25). Cf. TB 2sg. §tasta, 3pl. stare (w. dial., for §t@sta*, Stare*) scattered,
sowed’ < PT *$ata- < PIE *kedh,- (Hom. oxéda-oa), TB 3sg. fama, scma(-c), TA
§@m “stopped, came to a stand’ < PT *icdma < PIE *stemb"H-d (Ved. dstambhit);
TB 1pl. kdryam “we bought” < PT *k“ar'ya- < ¥k%rih,- (Ved. kritd- < *k*rih,-
t6-; Gr. aor, 3pl. énpiavro < *é-k"rih,-ento, whence 3sg. 2nplato [Rix 1976:215]).
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and Germanic: TA impf. mp. parat “was carrying’, cf. Goth. 1pl. bérum
“bore, carried’; TB pret. lyaka, TA impf. lyak, cf. Lat. 1sg. legr ‘read’
< *'gathered’.'') Adams (1988:87-8) concurs, and suggests that PT
inherited two aorist formations from (post-)PIE which were later spe-
cialized in causative function in Tocharian: a reduplicated aorist com-
parable to that of Greek or Indo-Aryan, preserved only in TA, and a
“functionally equivalent” *&-grade aorist, which survived and was gen-
eralized in 'TB. The same opinion is followed by Pinault (1989:149),
although the only argument he gives for rejecting Schulze’s hypothesis
is that “les conditions de la “contraction” survenue en tokharien ne ser-
aient pas claires.”

To be sure, this view cannot be disproved, since it is certainly con-
ceivable for two or more closely related languages each to generalize
different formations existing in their common ancestor; within IE, one
need look no farther than the various (originally periphrastic?) derived
perfects of the Italic languages.'”) Nevertheless, the exact match in
function and distribution between the Class 1 preterites of TA and 1B

') For the semantics, cf. English ‘gather’ in the meaning ‘observe, infer’. Weiss
(1993:179-81) interprets these and certain other Latin perfects in € as dissociated
imperfects of inherited PIE Narten roots with generalization of lengthened-grade
sg. *& (vs. pl. *¢); on the possibility of a similar origin for 'TB $em, Lat. venT (so
Schindler 1994:398), see R. Kim 2001: 140fn.50. On PGmc. Class IV and V pret.
pls. in *& < *g, see § 3 below.

This view presupposes that a-umlaut, the sound change by which pre-PT se-
quences of *&...a (*& unstressed) > *a...a (first observed by Winter 1962:32-3),
also affected P'I' #e < PIE *&: PIE *lég- — pre-PT *I'ek-a- (with pret. suffix *-a-
from originally set roots, see fn.10) > *IYaka > TB lydka, TA lyak. Clear-cut ex-
amples of this change appear to be lacking, however: forms such as TB pisaka, pia-
ka ‘fifty’ (see fn. 24) < PT *p*aiisaka < *p’oiiseka < *penk“ckomt « *penk™e
(d)komt “five tens” (cf. Gr. neviirovra) may be analogical to e.g. TB tiryaka (TA
taryak with unexplained first a) < PT *tor’yaka < PIE *trih, (d)komt (cf. Gr.
toiérovra). Possible evidence that P'T *e was not affected by a following *a in TB
comes from weseiina “voice’, clearly built to the same PIE root *wek™- as TB wek,
TA wak “voice’ < PT *wéka < PIE acc. sg. *wok™m (Gr. 6na, Lat. denom. voc-
are “call’; on delabialization of *k™ next to *o, see R. Kim 1999:149-50, 159-61)
and TB wedi-, TA wei- < PT ¥wéiin- < *wék"-ifi"/ (Winter 1977:133-4,
148 ff., Ringe 1996:164). Although the morphology of this noun is unclear, the pa-
latalized § suggests that the following e continues P'T *e (< *€), hence Pl *wélefi-
fia < *wek“enya < (virtual) *wok"&nih, or the like. (Thanks to Don Ringe for
bringing this form to my attention.)

12y For a discussion of the formation of the perfect in Sabellic, and the likeli-
hood that the suffixes of both Oscan and Umbrian replaced an originally peri-
phrastic Proto-Italic perfect preserved in Latin, see Rix 1992:237-40.
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makes it more likely that they are formally cognate as well and share a
common origin. The burden of proof is on those who would assume
that two formally distinct preterites coexisted in the pre-PT period -
identical in function and built to the same roots - and that one was
completely generalized in TA, the other in TB, with neither language
preserving a single trace of the eliminated alternant.

As observed by Krause (1952:174) and Krause and Thomas
(1960:244-5), the attested forms of the TB Class II finite preterite ex-
hibit the following peculiarities:

1. The initial consonant of the root is palatalized if it undergoes
synchronic alternation in TB. Hence roots in /t-/, /s-/, /k-/,
/KY-/, /n-/ /-7, /w-/ "), form CL H prets. in c-, 5-, &, &,
i-, ly-, y-, respectively.

2. It the initial consonant does not participate in synchronic alter-
nation, it instead occurs with “secondary palatalization”: py-,
my-, tsy- to roots in /p-/, /m-/, /t*-/, respectively (Krause
and Thomas 1960:64).'*) Two roots beginning with /k-/ also
belong here: sg. 1 kyanawa, 2 kyanasta (MQR), 3 kyina to
/kan-/ ‘come about, happen’,'?) 3pl. kyauware to /kaw-/ ‘pour’.

3. The root vowel is &, underlyingly /4/. In virtually all 'TB texts
which provide orthographic evidence for stress, i.e. in central
and eastern dialect texts, this vowel remains stressed throughout
the entire paradigm, and the customary stress shift to the second
syllable in suffixed forms'®) does not occur (so already Schulze

%) On /k™/ as a phoneme in TB (and TA), see R. Kim 1999:142-5. Note that
/t"/ no longer participates in synchronic alternation with /§/, in contrast to TA;
seeIE{raus-e and Thomas 1960:63-4 and already Schulze 1934:241.

) This was incorrectly interpreted by Schulze (1934:245) as evidence for py
and my as palatalized counterparts of /p/ and /m/. (On the synchronic status of
the alternations p- ~ py-, m- ~ my-, see § 2 below.) Not surprisingly, the one
root in initial /r-/ for which a Cl. II pret. is attested, /raytta-/ ‘join, unite’, has
mp. 3sg. raittate, 3pl. raittante, pp. rerittu (Krause 1952:176), with no §ign of pala-
tall;auon, primary or secondary; similarly for roots in initial /tr-/ and /pr-/, e.g.
tm:/sm—ne ‘led astray, confused’, prautka “fulfilled’.

16) But note 3pl. kdnare without y. On these forms, see fn. 31.

) Actually the appearance of underlying second-syllable stress on the surface.
Pm'fmlt’s view (1989:149) that “la voyelle radicale 4 reste longue, méme lorsqu’elle
est inaccentuée” is incompatible with the generally accepted understanding of the
TB vocalic system. It cannot be overemphasized that there is no persuasive evidence

for phonemic vowel length in either Tocharian language; see most recently Schmidt
1997a.

Uncovering the Prehistory of the Tocharian Class 11 Preterite 199

1934:243). Contrast Cl. [ pret. /takd-/ in sg. 1 takdwa /taka-
wa/, 3 taka /takd/ (takd-ne /taki-ne/ with suffixed 3sg. encli-
tic pronoun), pl. 2 takas /takd-sa/ “was, were’ with Cl. II pret.
sg. | myaskawa, 2 myaskasta-#i, mp. sg. | mydskamai, 3 myas-
kate “exchanged (for oneself) and the suffixed 3sg. forms myas-
ka-ne, cala-ne, yatka-me, farsa-me.'”)

The first of these, root-initial palatalization, is anything but excep-
tional within Tocharian morphology: an association between palatali-
zation and causativity or transitivity recurs in other verbal categories,
e.g. the act. sg. (and in TB, du./pl.) of ablauting Class I preterites
(Winter 1980:430ff.), or the Class I1I preterite (¢.g. TB kauwa "I kill-
ed’, Sanwa-me ‘I caused them to be killed’; Ringe 1990b:189-90),
however this may have come about. The other two features, however,
may be considered synchronic irregularities. Among the verbal cate-
gories of 'IB, initial stress is otherwise found only in the Cl. T and V
subjunctives and the pres./subj. of “causatives”, to judge from central/
eastern dialect spellings (sce fns. 1, 2). All other paradigms, including
the remaining preterite classes, exhibit underlying second-syllable
stress, which may shift to the first syllable by the well-known retrac-
tion in underlyingly disyllabic forms or other, more specific accentual
rules.'®) Of course, the initial stress of the causative pres./subj. could
simply have been extended to the pret., but as the origin of the former
is itself unknown (see fn. 75), such an appeal to analogy is less than sa-
tisfying.

Most puzzling of all is the so-called “secondary palatalization” of
root-initial consonants which lack synchronic palatalized counterparts
in the phonological system of TB. Unlike the widespread alternations
between e.g. ¢ and ¢ or [y and /, the alternation of py, my, tsy with p,
m, ts is almost entirely confined to the formation in question. Krause

17y "The only exceptions in the table given above are Sarsare (Kuca) ‘they knew’,
klyautka(m)t(e) (Murtuq) ‘we made (happen)’, mydrsa-ne “s/he forgot him/her/it’,
raittante ‘they joined’ (Sorcuq; alongside raittante), Sanmydre (Ku&a) "they bound’,
and tsyalpate (Sorcuq) ‘s/he redeemed’. The reason for these irregularities is un-
clear: except for klyautkd(m)t(e) (Couvreur 1947:69fn.50a), none appears to be
from a western dialect text.

%) See Marggraf 1970:15-7, Ringe 1996:xxi-xxii, Xxiv on stress retraction from
underlyingly final syllables. Winter (1993:199-201) has explained Cl. III prets.
such as 3sg. préksa, préksa-ne “asked (him/her)’, mp. 3pl. pdrksante-ne as underly-
ing /prek3sa, -ne/, /parkdsante-ne/, with deletion of /3/ before /s/ and stress re-
traction to the first syllable.
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(1952:21-2, 174), Krause and Thomas (1960:64, 245), and Pinault
(1989:48, 149) have all noted this distributional peculiarity, but none
ha§ commented on it or attempted to explain how these highly re-
stricted morphophonological alternants could have arisen.

. Of the two hypotheses discussed above, it is clear that the é-preter-
ite favored by Lane and Adams accounts for neither of these two idio-
tsyncrasies. Certainly the accentual development of a PT *CYe(R)C-a-
in TB ought to have been no different from, say, that of a Class I pre-
terite such as /§comi-/ or /takd-/, e. g IB 3sg. fama, scma-c, 3pl. §i-
mare /$coma-@, -ca, -re/, tika, takare /takd-@, -re/."?) Eve;1 worse

a root vowel *& > PT *e fails to account for the secondary palatalizai
tion of forms such as pyalka or tsydra: roots in initial *p-, *m-, *¥¢-
should have had preterites in PT *pYe-, *mYe-, *tVe- (*s’e’-) w};ence
*p'a-, *m”a-, *t¥a- (*§a-), assuming z-umlaut of *e (see fn.,l 1), and
tben regularly TB “pa-”, “ma-”, and analogical “#sa-”. Since it is’ pre-
cisely these unusual formal characteristics which any proposal should
seek to explain, I believe that the é-aorist hypothesis must be aban-

doned.

2. Internal and comparative reconstruction

Let us reconsider Schulze’s original proposal of dissimilation and
contraction in TB from a PT reduplicated preform better preserved in
TA. The formation of the TA CI. II preterite is fairly straightforward:
many roots of the shape Ci(R)C- form a preterite stem CaCq(R)C-
where C” stands for the morphophonemically palatalized counter-,
part of the root-initial consonant. This then takes the normal person-
number endings of the Class I (non-causative) preterite: hence sadirs
‘s/he knew’, kakilypa-m ‘s/he attained it’, cacil “s/he endured’ fafi-
war ‘they roared’, sagirp “s/he indicated’; mp. papilykar “s/he bllrned
was tormented’; lyalyma-m ‘s/he set it’, mp. lyalymat; saimawa, fas’d'n;

") TA 3pl. stamar < *stémaré, with 4 < *& unaffected by a-umlaut of un-
stres‘sed *¢, shows that the stress lay on the first syllable in PT (Cowgill 1967:176-
7Y% hkewisc‘a for TB pratsako, TA pratsak “chest” < PT *préttako < *protyc‘)k'“’— <
PIE *prot-h:k™-om ‘face (or sim.)’ (Skt. prdtikam “surface, face’; see Adams
1984:400 on possible Wackernagel lengthening as in Gr. npdownov 'fa::e’). The sec-
ond-syllable stress of TB in /écoma-/ and other originally ablauting CL. I prets., as
well as “face’, must be due to “accent-throwing” (Ringe 1987:258 ff.; see' fn. 32)..’TB

has generalized a-umlaut to stressed DT #& . X
€; see Cowgll, op. cit. i
1987:262, 1996: 160-2. gill, op. cit. and Ringe
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‘I, s/he made stand’; §aérast ‘you separated’. Other verbs, however,
lack initial palatalization in base and reduplicant: the list in § 1 in-
cludes kakrim *s/he struck’, kakél, kaklar 's/he, they endured, suffer-
ed’, kakilnar “they sounded’, kakilts s/he threatened’, mp. nandtkat
“s/he supported her/himself’, sasitkar “they made spread’, saspdrkant
‘they disappeared, were destroyed’, saspirtu ‘s/he turned’, sasrukat *s/
he was killed’.?®) The latter examples, pointed out by Hardarson
(1997:95), have been ignored in most other historical treatments of the
Class II preterite; as will shortly be argued (§ 3), both palatalized and
nonpalatalized forms result from analogical leveling of pre-TA sg.
*CW3-CYE(R)C- « PT *CYa-CYa(R)C-.7")

%) Note that in all reduplicated formations in Tocharian, the palatal or nonpa-
latal quality of the reduplicant-initial consonant always matches that of the base-in-
itial consonant (as Pedersen [1941:187] observed for the TA Cl II pret.; see also
Lindeman 1969:22 on the pret. ptcp. and van Windekens 1982:109, 110, 111); on
the apparent exception TA lalyutik, see fn. 21. The analogical depalatalization of
isolated forms such as TB kokdle, TA kukdl < PT ¥kV3k¥Ig « *k"V3k"“l¢ < PIE
*k¥ék*los (see below) indicates that this process of matching reduplicant and base
palatalization had already begun in the pre-PT period. Hence the pattern of palata-
lization in pret. pteps. provides no basis for determining whether the productive re-
duplication vowel TB e, TA a reflects PT *& (< PIE *o) or *e (< PIE *e).

Lindeman (1969:20-3) argues for PT *e < PIE *& (which he incorrectly refers to
as “Kiirzung”), comparing Indo-Iranian perfects with reduplicating 4, e.g. Ved.
didhira “has held {onY, vdvirta *has turned around” (Macdonell 1910:351-2), Av.
1sg. dadarasa “have seen’ (cf. Ved. daddria), and the isolated Hom. pf. ndéxaray,
plupf. 87idexto, Sndéyato to ségopat “accept, welcome” and Att. &ypriyoga "am awake’
(Hom. 3pl. #ypnyiedao { I 10.419], iptv. 2pl. &yofiyoede “stay awake!’ [ZL 7.371,
18.299]) to éyzlpw ‘awake, rouse, stir up™. The long vowel of the latter is historically
justified, however: (post-)PIE. pf. *h ge-h gor-e > Ved. jagira, Gr. *&yfiyopa —
#yotyopa, whence other examples of “Attic reduplication”, e.g. Hom. Shwke ‘has
perished, is dead/ruined’ (/. 15.111), mp. 3pl. doweéxatar ‘stretched forth” (i.e.
“galloped’, of horses; fI. 16.834) to Gabu "destroy’, dpéyn ‘stretch/reach (out)’,
Att. dfiroa, Ton. dovfrovxa (Herodotos; cf. Lak. dxovxa) to éxobw “hear’ (Schwy-
zer 1939:766). The reduplicating @ of such laryngeal-initial roots could then have
spread within Ved. and Av. as a convenient prosodic alternant: see Jamison

1988:217 (“the relative metrical shape of reduplication and root syllable [is] an
area especially susceptible to manipulation for convenience or effect”), Krisch 1996
(esp. pp.48-57), and see § 5 below on the Skt. reduplicated aorist. As for Hom.
sndéyatal, dndéxata, these are almost certainly for dedéyotar*, dedéxato®, whose
sequence of three consecutive short syllables would not have fit the meter; hence
sidexto for dédexto* (Schwyzer 1939:648: “wohl rhythmische Dehnung”). Since
the pret. pteps. do exhibit a- and o-umlaut (e.g. TB papaikau, sosoyu; see below),
and there is slim evidence that *e did not undergo a-umlaut (see fn. 11 on TB we-
fefifia), 1 tentatively reconstruct this vowel as P'I' ¥&.

2y TA lalyutik ‘made (happen) < *la-liwtk-a « PT *Pa-Powtk-a may un-
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Should we therefore automatically reconstruct pre-TA *Ca-
CY45(R)C-3-, and by extension PT *C®%CY¥3(R)C-a-, as the ances-
tors of the TA preterite? Not necessarily: although a PT 3sg. *$gsors-a,
for instance, would certainly have developed to TA $adirs, other pre-
forms can also have produced the root vowel & (underlyingly /@/) by
sound change. Consider how the paradigm of a PT stem *$&sérs- or
*$gsers- would have evolved in TA:

tsg.  *$éSérs-a-wa > *§afarsad > *¥adarsi > ¥éaddrsa > fufdna*
2 *§ééers-a-sta > *SafarsAstd > *adarsast > *éafirsast > fufirgs®
3 *$gders-a- > ¥$adarsa > ¥{adars > “Sasars”
1pl.  *§&§érs-a-ma > *adarsim > *$adarsam > *$adarsim > fafdrsam®
2 *$¢Sérs-a-sa > ¥§afarsis > ¥*§adarsds > ¥Sadarsds > safdrsas*®
3 *$géérs-a-ré > *§adarsara > ¥Sadarsir > *éafarsar > Sadirsar®

Outside the 3sg., the TA sound change generally referred to as “vocalic
balance” (Krause and Thomas 1960:45-7, Adams 1988:28-9, Pinault
1989:45)°?) has raised the a of the second syllable to &, thus giving the
correct stem vocalism. Based on alternations such as pres. ptep. esant
‘giving’, pl. obl. esdntas < PT *aissént-a, *-a-sa (? cf. TB aissesica) or
aknats “ignorant’, pl. nom. dkntsaii < PT *aknit®a, *aknat'ada (TB
akndtsa, akndtsaii), this change, which requires a “full” vowel (i.e. a,
a, e, or o) in the first and third syllables, must have taken place after
apocope of word-final PT vowels*®) and so would not have applied to
the 3sg. The stem vocalism of §airs and the like can easily result from
analogy to the rest of the paradigm, but it may, of course, directly

iquely preserve a contrast in palatalization between stem and reduplicating syllable.
If so, this would not be the only case in which verbal stems in initial *I- are archaic
with respect to palatalization: cf. the TB CL. III (s-)preterite, which has lost the in-
herited stem-initial palatalization in all forms (e. g. neksa, tessa « PT *fekdsa, *ce-
sdsa [see fn. 18] vs. TA rakds, casis) except for plyerksa “sold’ (1pl. plyerkim, 3pl.
plyenkdre for -dr*), lyauksa “illuminated, lit", lyautsa-7i “he banished me’ (lit. "drove
me forth’; 3pl. lyautar) wo /plonk-/, /lowk-/, /lawt-/ (Ringe 1990b:185-9). The
stem-initial palatalization has spread to the reduplicant in mp. lyalyutkat; cf. Cl. 111
pret. mp. TA lyokdt ‘it grew bright” (3pl. lyokint), TB 3pl. lyitstsante “they tra-
versed, withdrew” (Isg. lyitsamai for -amai*, 2sg. lyitstsatai, all w. dial.; pres.
lutdstrd), with /y- for expected *|- by analogy to act. lyokds (I'B lyauksa), lyautsa
(-7).

22y Also “vowel weakening” (D. Ringe, 1997 class notes).

') As well as after the raising of (PT *a >) pre-TA *a > *a in words containing
a full vowel in the first syllable: cf. gkntsan < *aknat'aii < *aknacad < PT
*aknat®afia, just cited,
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continue *CY8C¥5(R)C-a-; the latter possibility will be further ex-
plored in § 3.

The TA reduplicated preterite may therefore continue PT *C%%-
CYH(R)C-a- or *CYWECH%ER)C-a- (*CYeCY¥e(R)C-a-). Could
either of these stems have developed, via a combination of sound
change and analogical restructuring, into the synchronically unredu-
plicated TB forms?

Any response to this question must address the peculiarities of the
TB data, in particular to the unusual initial clusters py-, my-, tsy- of
roots in initial /p-/, /m-/, /t*-/. What could the sequences pya-,
myd-, and tsya- denote in underlying terms? Certainly not /p*a-/, /

113 3

m¥a-/, /t%a-/, which would correspond to surface “pa-”, “ma-7,
“tsa-”, with stress on the following (underlyingly second) syllable;
furthermore, there is absolutely no justification for positing synchronic
/tY/ in TB, and the evidence for underlying /p”/ and /m”/ distinct
from /p/ and /m/ is limited to a few alternations in verb para-
digms.”*) The suspicious restriction of “secondary palatalization” to
this one category strongly suggests that the forms in question are in
fact to be analyzed otherwise.””)

2%y See Krause (1952:5-6) for examples of /p¥a-/ ard /m*s-/ surfacing as pi
(p:), mi. Note the following alternations: pi§ /p¥ada/ "five’ vs. p;idka (alongside pi-
iGka) /p¥asaka/ “fifty’; pret. act. 3pl. pirsdre /p’arsare/ vs. mp. 3sg. pdrsate /par-
site/ to /parsa-/ ‘sprinkle’; pret. ptep. memiskn /mem3skowa/ vs. pres. mdskdssim
1o caus. /maska-/ ‘exchange’ (R. Kim 1999:145-6fn.14; see fr. 52 below). In iso-
lated nouns such as mit "honey’” < PT *m*3to < PIE *méd"u “sweet; honey, mead’
or misko ‘exchange’ < PT *m¥3sko, i could of course have been reanalyzed as un-
derlying /ay/; on the comparable reanalysis of e.g. TA yuk “horse’ < PT *ysk™é
< PIE *éKwos from /yk™/ to /ywk/ (i.c. from “rounded schwa” to “real” ), see
Ringe 1998:613-4.

Note that TB pyaktsi ‘beat, strike (down)' (cf. TA pydkds ‘post, stake’) represents
underlying /pyak-/ < PT *pyak- < PIE *pih,-k-. Hackstein (1992) has made a
thorough and convincing case for connecting this verh with Gr. root aor. nn-
(Hom. 2du. xata-rrefmy), sigm. aor. ntilat (— Att. pres. ntjoow) ‘crouch, duck
down (suddenly), be frightened” < PIE *pyeh,-(k-).

%) Following the presentation of this paper at the East Coast Indo-European
Conference on 1 Jun 2001, Jay Jasanoff suggested that wots in initial /p-/, /m-/,
/t*-/ could have developed morphological palatalization after the pattern of e.g.
roots in /t-/ or /s-/ with Cl. IT pret. ¢-, s-, but this does not explain why the same
secondary clusters with y are not found in, say, Class Il presents, where the mor-
phological alternation of stem-final palatalization in 2, isg., 2pl. vs. nonpalataliza-
tion in Isg., 1, 3pl. (reflecting the inherited alternation of *e ~ *o in the thematic
vowel) is fully retained: one finds TB pres./subj. 3sg. ampam (Cl. II, cf. TA 3pl.
cimpe < PT *campén; -pidm for *-pim < *-p¥s- by amlogy to other Cl. I and II
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I suggest that initial Cya- here represents not palatalized consonant
+ /a/, but instead underlying /C%aya-/.?*) This immediately ex-
plains the third peculiarity listed above in § 1: at some stage of pre-TB,
stress in (most) verbal categories was fixed on the second underlying
syllable, hence on /a/ in /C%y4-/. Since the CI. I pret. stem is fol-
lowed by at least one additional syllable, stress retraction from final
syllables does not apply: the result is a constant stress-bearing @
throughout the paradigm.?”)

If all CL. IT preterites were originally of the form *C®ay4-, the dis-
tribution of ordinary vs. “secondary” stem-initial palatalization could
have arisen in the following way. Since the /a/ of the initial syllable
would never have received surface stress, initial /caya-/ (or /tays-/),
for instance, could easily have been reanalyzed by speakers of prehis-
toric TB as /cya-/ (or /tya-/), with morphologically marked stress on
the initial syllable. A parallel is provided by medium tantum verbs such
as kwatir ‘s/he calls’ < PT *kowé-tor < PIE *§"uH- “call, invoke’ (cf.
Ved. 1sg. huvé), where the absence of underlyingly disyllabic forms
with stress retraction, i.e. with stressed /a/ realized as a, may have
led to reanalysis of the stem /kow3-/ as /kwd-/ (Ringe 1996:33-4,
n 1),

Underlying sequences of /Cy/ in pre-TB must have been rare at
best, since pre-PT *Cy resulted in PT palatalized geminate *CYC?,
e.g. in the gerundive ending -lle ~ -lye™) /-P'Ve/ < PT *-Pl& < *-
lyo- « PIE *-lo- or the Cl. XII suffix /-fifia-/ ~ /-fifie-/ < PT *-
fifi’/e- < PIE nominal *-n- + denominative *-y°/,- (Hilmarsson
1986:316 ff.; Adams 1988:35, 44fn.4; Ringe 1996:116-7).%%) If speak-

3sg. forms), not “campyim” or the like. Note especially pret. act. 3pl. pirsare
/pars-d-re/ vs. mp. 3sg. pérste /pars-a-te/ to /parsa-/ “sprinkle’ (fn. 24), exactly
parallel to cirkare /cork-a-re/ vs. tirkite /tork-a-te/ to /tarka-/ ‘let go’ (§ 3, fn.
38), with the morphological alternation of /p?/ ~ /p/ faithfully preserved and re-
tlected in the stem vowels i vs. 4. - On another minor category with secondary py,
my, see fn. 6.

i;’) On th.e palatalization of the root-initial consonant, see below.

) Cf. Ringe (1987:266): “Class I preterites clearly result from the contraction
of old reduplicated forms by elimination of the root-initial consonant (Krause and
Thomas (1960), pp.244-5); the accented second syllable thereby became initial,
and that accounts for the initial accent of the TB forms,”

**) The orthographic variation between -//- and -ly- appears to be at least par-
tially conditioned by dialect: see Winter 1955:224 on fem./neut, pl. -llona (wes-
tern/central) vs. -lyana (eastern).

*") However, pre-PT *ty and *t"y developed to PT *t, e.g. in “chest’ (see fn.
19), TB /taka-/ (pret. ptep. tsatsakau) bite (of snakes), put out (the eyes), cause
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ers of pre-TB treated a secondary yod-cluster such as *cy in an identi-
cal manner - giving -cc- word-internally and c- in initial position®®) -
underlying *coyi-, reinterpreted as *cyd-, would have resulted in /
ci-/, e.g. *cayala- - ¥cydla- > /cdla-/ in isg. cilawa, 3sg. cala ', s/
he endured’. All Cl. IT preterites to roots in initial /t-/ appear to have
undergone this secondary deyodization or gemination, as have those
to roots beginning with other coronal consonants: *sy- — s-, *fiy- —»
fi-, *Py- » ly- /I’-/; for roots in /k-/ the evidence is ambiguous, but
at least mp. 2sg. §dtkatai ‘you trespassed” and mp. 1sg. {alamai 1 led’,
as well as §Grsa, {arsa-me, should likewise have evolved via a sequence
of changes *k¥ay4- > *Soyd- > *éya- > /$4-/.%") Preterites beginning
in consonants whose palatalized and nonpalatalized counterparts
merge, namely /p/, /m/, and /t*/, either preserve the underlying dis-
yllabic form /Cayi-/ or have been reanalyzed as /Cya-/, with main-
tenance of the consonant + y cluster. As for roots in initial /y-/ or /
w-/, *yayi- and *wYayi- would both have become *yaya- > ¥yi-,
with automatic reduction of the initial geminate [yy-].”%) These devel-
opments are summarized in the table below:

pain’ < PT *t'ak-(a-) < *t"yag"- < PIE *d"ih,g"- “stab’, and probably also TB
petso, TA pats “husband’ < PT *pét’o < *poty- to PIE *pétis ‘master, husband’
(Winter 1962:20-2).

39) Probably due to a phonotactic constraint against initial geminates rather
than simplification of erstwhile “/cc-/” (Ringe 1996:116). Cf. Olr. *-st- > -ss- in
-sissedar “places’ < *sista- <~ PIE *sti-sth,- vs. initial *st- > s- in ser "star’ < ¥ster-
< PIE *h,ster- (Thurneysen 1946:96, 133).

*1y But kyana ‘s/he accomplished, made happen’ (Isg. kyinawa, 2sg. kyanasta;
3pl. kanare for kya-*?), 3pl. kyauwar(e) “they poured’. The origin of this £y- is un-
clear: note that the same cluster recurs in subj. mp. 1sg. kyanamar ‘I will make hap-
pen’ (cf. TA kndsam, fn. 2). If pret. 2sg. kAanasta (for kfia-*), listed by Krause
(1952:230), has been correctly read and interpreted, might kyan- in the other pret.
forms and kyanamar be dissimilated from *kfian-? I cannot follow Hackstein
(1995:238) in correlating the contrast between ky-, py- and ¢-, §- with anit- and
set-roots, respectively.

No examples of Cl. II prets. to roots in initial *k*- are attested. It is likely that
*k¥aya- would have merged with *kaya- to give */§3-/, with loss of labialization
as in cases of original palatalization of labiovelars, e.g. TB Stwer, TA ftwar “four’
< PT *éotwiér'a < PIE *k¥etwores.

32y Cf. the following two nouns of the shape *SaSV-, where S is a sibilant; in
both cases the *a was probably stressed in PT, so that we must assume an accentual
shift (“accent-throwing” from initial syllables? see Ringe 1987:258ff. for TB) prior
to syncope of *a:

TB  ser, TA sar sister’ < *séra < PT *sw’3séro < PIE acc. sg. *swésormp (Ved.

acc. svdsaram, Lat. sorgrem, Olr. sieir, Hesykh. #og - Buydne. dveyidg
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pre-TB TB pre-TB TB

*caya-  *cyd-  /ci-/ *ployd- *p'yi-  /pya-/
*soyd-  *syd-  /sd-/ *m’oya- *m'yd- /myi-/
*fioya- *ya-  /fa-/ *tYoya- *tVyi-  /tya-/

*oyd-  *Pyi-  /1i-/
*kaya- *k¥yi-  /44-/
*woya- *wW'yi-  /ya-/
*yoya-  *yya-  /ya-/

The same “secondary gemination” has also occurred in the preterite
participle, where TB has preserved the geminate in word-internal posi-
tion, e.g. fefSarsu ‘(having) informed, made known’ < *Se-Soydrs-a- <
pre-TB *$e-$3yars-a- « PT ¥$&-$3rs-a-; see § 4 below.>)

Pre-TB *C%aya(R)C-a- may in turn be traced back to PT
*CYay&(R)C-a-, with a-umlaut of *& to *a before the suffixal *2; an-
other possibility is PT *C%aye(R)C-a-, although it is not clear
whether 2-umlaut in TB also affected PT *e (see fn. 11 ). In either case,
the stem vowel does agree with TA & (/&/ ) which, as observed above,
may continue pre-TA *a < PT ¥¢ or *e. But what of the vowel of the
reduplicant, for which TA requires *& (see fn. 20) and TB *3> The
other productive reduplicated verbal category in Tocharian, the pre-
terite participle, regularly has PT *&: cf. TB kekamu, TA kakmu “hav-
ing come’ < PT *k“gk“amowo, TB tetems, TA tatmu ‘(having been)
born” < PT *tétémaws (or *tétemowa?); TB papaikan, TA papeku
“(having) written” < PT *pépaykawos (with *a < *& by a-umlaut); TB
sosoyu “satisfied’ < *sésoyowa (with ¥o < *& by o-umlaut). This *& in
turn must continue PIE *o, however this arose (copied from sg. *o of

‘daughter, cousin’, ¥ogeg - meoorrovie, ouyyevelg ‘(female) relatives’;
Schindler 1967:249) - or rather PT *sw¥asérs < *swesérm < *swésorm by
the “*k“etwdres-rule”? (so Rix 1990:44); i :
TB  sar /sor/, TA tsar "hand’ < PT *$4sar < PIE *g'hésg (Hitt. £isSar, abl. ki
(Sa/e)raz < PAnat. *gesr-6ti; Gr. Att. xelp, gen. sg. xewds, Aiol. yeppde <
PGr. *yeheds, dat. pl. yepot < *ye(h)p-oi; Arm. Jefn) - or rather PT *$5s3r
< PIE loc. sg. *g"esér(i)? (Rix 1990:44, citing Schindler 1967:248-9) - but
the disparity in initial consonantism (PT *és > TB s, TA £5?) and vocalism
(TB /a/ vs. TA a) makes this less than fully certain.
Note that haplology has also apparently affected PT sequences of initial *yay3-
(and probably *yV,yV - in general): cf. TB yamu < PT *yaydmaws < *yéyimowa
(masc. obl. sg., nom. pl. yamos, fem. yamusa) to /yam-/ ‘do, make’, the sole CI. I
pret. ptep. lacking synchronic reduplication in TB, whose consistent initial surface
stress is also explained in this way; false van Windekens 1982:115-6.
**) On CL II pret. pteps. to labial-initial roots, see fn. 52.
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PIE perfect stems? so van Windekens 1982:111, Pinault 1989:149,
Hardarson 1997:95).

By contrast, the PIE reduplicating vowel is generally reconstructed
as *e (other than in certain present stems which reduplicated with
#1),>*) which would have given pre-PT *5. Qutside the preterite forms
in question, this vocalism is preserved in only three forms in Tochar-
ian, and in all three the reduplication has long since become synchro-
nically opaque:

TB kokale, TA kukdl ‘chariot’ < PT *k*3k™g « *k*¥3k™I¢ (see fn.
20) < PIE *k¥ék"los "wheel’ (deverbal noun to *k¥el(H)- ‘turn’,
but almost certainly lexicalized already in PIE, cf. Ved. cakrd-,
Gr. wimhog, OE  hweol, hweowol/hweogol; see Ringe
1987:258-9, R. Kim 1999:163-5 on the phonoclogical details);

TB szuwa (suppletive pl. to soy ‘son’) < PT neut. pl. *sasdwa ‘be-
gotten ones, progeny’ < *su-suH- (or « pre-PT *sasowa <
*se-sul- with analogical depalatalization; see fn. 20) « PIE
*suH- ‘beget, bear’ (Ved. pres. 3sg. siite ‘begets, gives birth’;
Krause 1956:196, Winter 1985:260, Ringe 1996:30-2);°"). and

TB subj. act. 3sg. tattam, pret. ptep. tattd, /tat(tya-/ ‘set, lay” (TA
td- in abstr. talune, pret. ptep. to) < PT *tatta- « *t"ta-
< *d%-d"h,- to PIE *d"eh,- "put, place’.’®).

**y E.g. PIE #*sti-steh,- ~ *sti-sthy- > Gr. fomnuy, thematized *sti-sthy-%/,- —
Ved. tisthati, Av. histapti, Lat. sistd, Olr. -sissedar (e.g. fo-sissedar “support’); cf.
also thematized *sisd-°/,,- > Ved. sidati, Gr. o, Lat. si6 “sit down’. That at least
some present stems reduplicated with *e is suggested by OLith. Isg. demi, 3 deésti
"put, place’ (Mod. Lith. thematized dedit, déda; cf. OCS dezdeti < *ded-y*/,-) <
*ded- < PIE (*d"e-d"eh - ~) *d"e-d"h,-. This *e may have originated in the per-
fect, but must have become established in the pres. “schon in voreinzelsprachlicher
Zeit” (Brugmann 1916:24, 104, 110-2). LIV, p. 16 posits a distinction for PIE be-
tween acrostatic redupl. pres. in *e with ¥*o ~ *@ ablaut vs. hysterokinetic in *i
with *¢ ~ *@ ablaut, hence *d"é-d"oh,- ~ *d"é-d"h,- vs. *sti-stéh,- ~ *sti-sth,-"
(cf. Rix 1976:208, Peters 1980:93), but the actual evidence for such a system is
scanty. Greek has of course generalized vin pres. vs. g in z0r. and pf.; the few excep-
tions are probably late creations, e.g. pres. erpaive "bore through, make a hole in’
(backformed to Hom. aor. tétpnve? cf. Schwyzer 1939:647-8).

*%) With the same assimilation of reduplicating vowel to stem *u as in Ved. pf,
Susrava “s/he heard’, caus. aor. dbibudhat *s/he woke (somebody) up’ or Lat. pf.
pupugt ‘I pierced’, tutudi 1 beat, struck’

**) If the geminated medial -#t- in TB represents voiceless [-t-], it might indicate
that this intervocalic /t/ did not undergo lenition in intervocalic position because it
was treated as stem-initial, i.e. that /tat(t)a-/ continued (o be analyzed as synchro-
nically reduplicated into PT and perhaps pre-TB (Ringe 1 996:xxv, 145).
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Thus PT *& (> TB e, TA a) is firmly established as the productive re-
duplication vowel in both Tocharian languages, with only the above
relics continuing P'T *a < PIE *e (or, in the case of szuwa, possibly
*u < *e). Given the contrast between pre-TA *a and pre-1B *3 in the
Class II preterite, these synchronic facts indicate that we ought to re-
construct *a for PT, since this could easily have been replaced by *&
(> pre-TA *a) in the prehistory of TA - by analogy to e.g. the pret.
ptep. (see § 4; false Saito 1997:157) - whereas the opposite replace-
ment of PT *¢ by *3 in pre-TB would be difficult to motivate.”)

3. From Proto- Tocharian to Tocharian A and B

We are now in a position to reconstruct a single PT ancestor for the
Class II preterite. As just argued, the vowel of the reduplicant must
have been *3. The conflicting evidence for a stem vowel *s (TA 3sg.
forms such as fadirs, cacil) vs. *& (pre-'TB *CYaya- « *CYaCé-; see be-
low) - the rest of the TA paradigm can continue either, as already
noted - calls to mind the alternation between *5 and *& reconstructible
tor Cl. I preterites to roots with internal *a, which has been faithfully
preserved in TA. Cf. the preterite of the PT root *tarka- “let (it) go’,
which forms a nasal-infix present (TA 3sg. tdrnds; TB tirkdnam, pres.
mp. ptcp. tar(k)namane) cognate with Hitt. tama- ‘let go, release’
(Benveniste 1932:142).°%)

Both TA and TB also have a stem reflecting PT *tas- ~ *tas- ~ *ces-, e.g. TB
pres. 3pl. tasem /tas-/, picp. tasefica /tas-/, subj. inf. tdsi, iptv. 2sg. ptes, pret. tessa,
mp. tdssate, TA pres. {ds, ptcp. mp. tasmdam, Opt. mp. tdsitdr, iptv. 2sg. ptas, pret. ca-
sds, mp. 2sg. tsate. 1 hope to discuss the complexities of this paradigm in the near
future.

*7) Thanks to Miles Beckwith for clarifying this argument for me. I find uncon-
vincing Winter's (1994:302) suggestion that PT *C*5C¥)5(R)C-, preserved in the
pret. ptep. (e.g. TB ceccalor, TA caclu, supposedly from PT *cé-cacal-; see below,
§ 4 and fn. 51), served as a zero-grade from which TB C¥3C™a(R)C- (e.g. cila)
and TA C¥aCYa(R)C- (e. g. cacil) were independently created.

*y Hitt. tarna- may continue *tr-né-h,- (Oettinger 1979:155: nasal infix to
tarh- ‘overcome’ < *terh,-; Melchert 1984:25, fn. 52) or *trK-néh;-, with loss of
velar stop (Melchert 1994:81, 167). The prehistory of the Tocharian verb is like-
wise unclear. Ringe (1996:164) considers TA tirnds the regular outcome of PT
*tarna-sa < *tark-na-, with TB having restored the /k/ after the subj. and pret.
However, Schmidt (1995:280-1, revising 1988:479-80, 1992:103-5) takes TA tir-
nd- to be the direct reflex of *tmh,-, following Winter’s hypothesis (1960:184)
that téma- originally belonged to the same paradigm as TB trank- ‘tament’, TA
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TB TA PT PIE
3sg. act. carka cark *cirka’®)  *térh,-t
3pl. (cirkare)'®) tarkar  *térkaré *torh,-nt (>2)*h

trink- ‘say’ < ¥utter a word” (suppletive pres. to subj./pret. wesA-, cf. TB pres.

wesk- < PT *wéhii-sk- and see fn. 11 above). According to Schmidt, pre-PT *tar-
na- and *trank- were conditioned reflexes of the nasal present of *terh,-, depend-
ing on whether the following ending began with a consonant or a vowel, e.g. Ipl.
*tr-nh,-mes- > P *tarna-mass > TA tdmamds vs. 3pl. *tr-nh,-énti — *tronk-anti
> PT *tronk-afico > TA trdnkisic; paradigm split then occurred, and preconsonan-
tal tirnd- and prevocalic trink- became synchronically separate stems. If Schmidt’s
sound change of *h, > *k after a syllabic sonorant is correct (Schmidt 1988,
1989:308-11, 1992:103-5, 1995:275ff.; cf. Winter [1960:183-4], who however
posits *h; in the roots underlying trink-, TB ndttarkim ‘supports’, etc.), the result-
ing alternations must have been eliminated in the subj. and pret., e.g. pret. mp. 3sg.
*trh,-t6 > *tork-t& vs. act. *térh,-t > *cora, whence PT *tarka- ~ *carka- by
crossing. - The Ai-conj. inflection of Hitt. tarna- (pres. 3sg. tarnai) suggests that
this verb formed a “/,e-conjugation” present in PIE (Jasanoff 1994:163).

7} For the stress see {n. 19. As Winter (1980:430ff.) has demonstrated, stem-in-
itial palatalization in the act. sg. of the CL I pret. is correlated with transitivity:
among set roots, i.e. those ending in TB /-a-/, TA -a- < PT *-a-, palatalization is
found in transitive verbs such as TB carka, TA cirk or TB fala, TA sl “led,
brought’ (to PT *kala-), but is absent in intransitives such as TB 3pl. sitkdre, TA
stik (sdtka-m) “spread {out), extended’” or TA tsilp ‘passed away’ (to PT *satka-,
*t'alpa-; 'TB 3pl. tsdlpare is indeterminate, see fn. 13). Note also that the former
group take Cl. VI nasal pres. in PT *-na-, e.g. 'I'B tdrkdram, TA tirnds, TB kallas-
sim (with additional pres. suffix *-sk-), TA killas (< *kili- < PT *kalla- < pre-
PT *kal-na-); the latter form Cl. III mediopassive pres. in TB -e-, TA -a- < PT
*-e-, e.g. T'B sitketir, VA sitkatir, TB tsilpetir, TA Salpatdr (the last with irregular
and probably archaic root ablaut).

The irregular palatalization observed in TB pret. palyka, 3pl. pilykar “saw’ (mp.
palkdte, ptep. palkau, cf. TA pélkat, pilko; Krause 1952: 158, Krause and Thomas
1960:239, van Windekens 1982:131) is the resulc of liquid metathesis (see fn. 70):
pre-PT *pl’aka- ~ *ploka- > PT *pal'ka- ~ *palka- > TB palyka vs. pilkate. TA
pret. kcik ‘crossed over’ (3pl. katkar, ptcp. kdtko) is an innovation for *§tik (cf. TB
fatka < PT *$atka): once epenthesis and syncope had diminated *3 < PT ¥3 as a
phoneme (cf. Jasanoff 1987:110fn.42), confusion between roots of the shape
*CiCC- and *CCiC- would have been inevitable. On the complicated paradigm of
“stretch’, see Hackstein 1995:26-7, Ringe 2000:124-5.

%) TB has generalized *5 and, in cases such as carkz, sarsa ‘knew’, fyama “sat’
(TA irs, lydm; see fn. 39), the stem-initial palatalization of the sg. to the pl.: hence
3pl. Simdre /écamare/ "came to a stop’, stare (for {tare*; /$atare/ ‘scattered’ < PT
*stéma-ré, *kéta-ré (I'A stamar, katar). The unique surviving relic of non-sg. ablaut
in the TB pret. is 3du. stamais "they two came to a stop’ < *stama-yso> < PT *ste-
ma-, identified by Adams (1978:284) and Ringe (1990a:91fn.81).

*1y The origin of this bizarre o-grade, for expected weak @-grade, has defied
generations of scholars working on Tocharian: ¢f. Pedersen 1941:183-5 (false: TA
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3sg. mp. tdrkate tarkar*  *tdrkaté *trh,-t6

[ suggest that the same alternation also characterized Class Il pre-
terites, i.e. that the latter had the stem variants *CY3-CY3(R)C-a- and
*(C"5-Cé(R)C-a-. The consistent stem vowel 4/@ of the TA paradigm
would then have arisen by regular sound change, with vowel weaken-
ing in the pl. leveling the opposition between sg. *i < *3 and pl. *¥a <
*E, e.g. *Safars-a-mi, *$adars-a-si, *$asars-a-ra > Sasdrsam*, f{asir-
sdas*, saidrsar* (see § 2). On the other hand, the pre-TA reduplication
vowel *i (< PT *3) has been replaced by *a, resulting in sg. ¥*Ca-C¥"
i(R)C-a- ~ du./pl. (*Ca-Ca(R)C-3- >) *Ca-Ci(R)C-3-. As sug-
gested in fn. 21, TA lalyutik ‘made (happen) may preserve the original
contrast in palatalization between reduplicant and base in the sg. -
which would show that the reduplicant-initial consonant was depalata-
lized before the newly substituted *a (< P1 *&) - but is more probably
merely dissimilated from fyalyutik*, cf. mp. lyalyutkat. All other verbs
have generalized either the base-initial palatalization of the sg., e.g.
cacdl, sasdrp, or the non-palatalization of the pl., e.g. kakdilts.

Less obvious is the development of PT *CYa-CY3(R)C-a- ~ *C»-
Cé(R)C-a- to pre-TB *C¥5yé(R)C-a-, in particular the general re-
placement of the the base-initial consonant by *y. One could imagine
that roots in initial /y-/ with CL. Il pret. in *yaya- (> ya-; see § 2, fn.
32) provided the basis for the spread of the pattern *Caya(R)C-, but
as only one such form is attested, namely yata to /yat-/ “adorn’, the
more numerous roots in initial *w must have played a role in this pro-
cess as well. Taking /watk(a)-/ ‘command’ as an example, pre-1B
*wYow’étk-a- > *wYaw’dtk-a- would have become *yayitka- > yitka
by sound change alone, assuming base- as well as reduplicant-initial
palatalization. From such forms as yata and yatka, T suggest that
speakers of pre-TB generalized the pattern *CYaya- to all Class II pre-
terites: hence *k¥ayil-a- ‘led, brought’, *n*aydrs-a- ‘pressed, pushed’,
*m”ayask-a- ‘exchanged’. The evolution of these to mp. 1sg. fadlamai,
act. 3sg. Aydrsa-me, mydska has been discussed in § 2.

The generalization of base-initial *y (< *y, *w) may at first seem
implausible, but close parallels may be adduced from other IE lan-
guages. For instance, the e-vocalism of the weak stem of Vedic perfects
to certain roots of the shape CaC-, e.g. pat- “fly, fall’ (du. petivd, pe-

pl. < PIE @-grade), Couvreur 1947:67, van Windekens 1982:122-5, Adams
1988:89-91, Pinault 1989: 147-8.
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tathur, petatur, pl. petimd, petd, petiir; ctf. RV paptimd, paptir!), need
not have spread from sed- < *sa-zd- alone (to sad- ‘sit’; so Wackerna-
gel 1957:37, 39), but instead finds a broader origin in y-initial roots:
“weak perfect stems like pec-, fek-, sep- need not have been created in
analogy to sed- (< *sazd-) with old &, but can be innovations after
yem-, yet- (Av. yaét-) with old *a:” (Thieme 1960:302fn.6; see al-
ready Bartholomae 1885:347ff.,, Macdonell 1910:354, Brugmann
1916:435, 454-5). A similar development underlies Olr. futures of the
type 3sg. conj. -béra “will carry’, abs. gébaid “will seize’ to pres. beirid,
gaibid: the ¢ has developed by sound change in forms such as conj.
1pl. - célam “will conceal” < *keyla < *ke-kl-a (pres. ceilid), 3sg. - géna
< *geyna < ¥ge-gn-i (pres. -gni and -gnin, e.g. do-géna “will do’ to
do-gni, 3pl. etir-génat “will understand’ to etar-gnin), -géra < *geyra
< *ge-gr-a (pres. fo-geir "heats’ and gairid “calls’).*”) In each of these
cases, child learners interpret surface forms such as pre-Ved. *yem-,
pre-Olr. *géna-, or pre-TB *yaatka as (underlyingly) unreduplicated,
abstract new morphology, then generalize that morphology to the rest
of the inflectional category.*?)

As for the plausibility of this sort of analogical remodeling, it must
be emphasized that speakers of Western Furopean and other lan-
guages without inflectional reduplication**) necessarily lack native-

*2y See Thurneysen 1946:414, McCone 1997:48; for the loss of *y, *y before so-
norant, cf. muinél ‘neck’ < *munexla- < *munixla- < *moniklo- vs. Welsh
mwnwgl, mynwgl. The same sound change has resulted in loss of reduplication in
pf. Isg. ro-ciala, 3sg. ro-cialae < *kolow-a, *-¢ « *koxlow- < *ku-klow- «
(post-)PIE  *Ke-Klow- (to pres. ro-cluinethar "hears’; Pedersen 1909:253,
1913:373, 381; Thurneysen 1946:79, 425; Lewis and Pedersen 1974:68, 300); con-
trast Middle Welsh 1, 3sg. ciglest, with reduplication preserved.

Similarly, Olr. perfects (prefixed with ro. < PIE *pro)to reduplicated preterites
lose their reduplication in the conjunct, e.g. absolute ro-cechain “s/he has sung’<
*ke-kan-e vs. conjunct (ni) roichain “s/he has not sung’, 1, 2sg. for-roichan ‘1, you
have taught’ < *ro-e-kan- < *ro-ke-kan- (pres. cainid ‘sings’, for-cain ‘teaches).
It is generally assumed that the initial consonant of the reduplicating syllable was
lost by dissimilation (Thurneysen 1946:112, 425, McCone 1997:49, 130-1, 143-
4), but note that root-initial *y, *w, and *s would have fallen in intervocalic posi-
tion by regular sound change, e.g. *ro-se-slag-¢ > *ro-he-hlag-e > *roelage >
-roilaig 1o *sleg-, pres. sligid "hew, fell’ (cf. fdesam ‘pretection’ < *fohessam <
*fo-sessam-, Thurneysen 1946:112). From such cases, the pattern *ro-e-C- could
have been generalized to perfect conjunct forms as a whole.

3} Thanks to Eric Raimy for a discussion of the crosslinguistic and acquisitional
aspects of loss of reduplication.

**) As opposed to e.g. Yiddish (and Yiddish-influenced English) *shm-redupli-
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speaker intuitions for reduplicating languages, which complicates the
issue of judging which diachronic changes are “natural” or “unnatur-
al”.**) Elsewhere in Indo-European, dissimilation of the first conso-
nant of the root in reduplicated perfect forms and subsequent length-
ening of the reduplication vowel - an “irregular” sound change - has
been proposed in order to account for Proto-Germanic *& < *z in the
pret. pl. of Cl. IV and V strong verbs, e.g. Goth. 3pl. gémun ‘came’ <
*k¥emun < *k“e-k“m-un vs. 1, 3sg. gam < *k¥am < *ke-k¥am
(with the reduplicating syllable simply deleted; Cowgill 1957:109-21,
1980:71); see also McCone (1986:236-7) on the parallel OlIr. 4-pre-
terite in the context of a hypothetical “Western [E” innovation shared
by Celtic, Germanic, and Italic. A similar account of Cl. VII strong
preterites in NWGmc. has already been discussed in § 1 above (see also
fn. 9).

If roots beginning with *w did contribute to the generalization of
base-initial *y in the CL. II preterite, as proposed here, we must assume
a pre-TB stem *CY2CYé(R)C-a-, with no trace of a stem vowel *3 {(but
see § 4 below on the pret. ptep.). As in preterites of CL. I, then, TB has
apparently lost paradigmatic ablaut in CI. II preterites, posited in or-
der to account for those TA forms lacking palatalization (see above).
Apparently TB has generalized the base-initial palatalization of the
sg., just as in CL. [, but the vocalism of the du./pl., unlike CI. I: the two
PT stems *C¥5-C¥3(R)C-a- ~ *C¥5-CER)C-a- were “crossed” to
yield pre-TB  *C¥aC*é(R)C-a-, whence *COhyE(R)C-a- >
*CWaya(R)C-a-.*)

We thus find that the Class IT preterites of TA and T'B, so dissimilar
at first glance, may be traced back to a single PT preform if one as-
sumes certain plausible analogical adjustments in the development of
each language. The most drastic of these, the pre-TB replacement of
the base-initial consonant *CY by *y, is responsible for the unredupli-
cated, “contracted” appearance of Cl. II prets. in TB; although some-
what surprising, it is paralleled by similar remodelings of reduplicative
morphology in other ancient IE languages. Despite the obstacles in-
volved, I consider this proposal more likely than - and far preferable

cation”, which signifies a disparaging or dismissive attitude on the part of the
speaker: fancy-shmancy, fire hazards-fire shmazards, “waiting list? shmatting list!”.
**Y Thanks to Don Ringe for emphasizing this point to me.
**) On the possibility that the generalization of base-initial *y preceded this
crossing, see § 4.
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to - the only alternative, that the two languages continue entirely unre-
lated (pre-)PT or PIE formations.

4. A word on the preterite participle

Before turning to the wider connections of the Tocharian redupli-
cated preterite, let us briefly consider the formation of the associated
participle. As described by Krause (1952:174-5) and Krause and Tho-
mas (1960:245), the pret. ptep. to Cl. II verbs in TB contains the redu-
plicating vowel e (< PT *§); the preceding consonant matches the
base-initial in palatalization, as already observed (fn. 20), e. g. keklyuz-
ku “having made happen’, peprutku ‘(having) included’ vs. fiefiuskn
‘(having) oppressed’, sessirku “(having) surpassed’. Palatalized base-in-
itial §, ¢, and § (to roots in /k-/, /t-/, and /s-/, respectively) are ge-
minated: fefiarsu, abs. ceccalor (pp. ceclu for ceccalu®), ceccukn, fessan-
mu, sessirku , abs. SesSamor-mem.*”) These forms could at first sight
continue PT and pre-TB *C®%-C%3ya(R)C- or *C¥&-CY¥3y5(R)C-,
with leftward or righward shift of stress, respectively, and the same
treatment of secondary *C™y as described in § 2;**) the former inter-
pretation is ruled out by pret. pteps. to stems with internal /ay/ and
/ow/, e.g. tetriku, peprutku vs. tratka(-ne), pravtka.

*7) This pattern is regular, untike sporadic cases of gemination elsewhere such
as CL IV pret. ptep. TB kakkarpéssi (TA kdkdrpsn) (having) led down’ to /ka‘rpa-/
"descend”. Van Windekens’s (1982:114) notion of a “redoublement secondaire de
consonnes a lintérieur du mot, phénoméne qui a donc vn caractére purement pho-
nétique” is completely unconvincing. - Strictly speaking, sesSanmu and 5’es'sjamor—
mem are not examples of gemination, since their -§- results from assimilation of
*_{c-, the original outcome of palatalized *st (simplified to s~ in initia} position, see
fn. 30). B

**y As observed by Ringe (1989:37-8), the absence of stressed root vowel 4 1n
TB pret. pteps. to roots of the shape /waC(C)-/, /yaC(C)-/, e.g. ymtk‘u 'cqmman—
ded’ (to /watka-/), yaipu “having entered’ (to /yap-/ ~ /yop-/), implies that
stress was shifted from PT *3 between semivowel and consonant to one of the adja-
cent syllables at some point in the development of TB. Thus yaitku < *yéytkowa <
*w¥ew’Sthowa (or *ydytkows < *w'ow'dtkows « PT *w”Stkowa [> TA watku
‘command’, vs. remade ptcp, wotku] < pre-PT *w'éwYstkowa?), yaipy < *yéy-
powa < PT *yéy3pawa. Cf. TB ausu ‘clothed, having put on {(clothing)’ < *wOw-
sawa < *wowdsawa « PT *¥wésowa (> TA wasu) < pre-PT *wéwdsawa; sim. ausu
“having stayed’, aultsu “collected’ (ibid.; see Pérhallsdéctir 1988 on contraction of
sequences of *VwV). This loss of *s may be of PT dat: see Hilmarsson 1989:14,
Hackstein 1995:26, fn. 31.
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Pre-TB must therefore have had a participial stem *-C%3y3(R)C-,
which except for the vowel following the *y matches the stem of the fi-
nite preterite, pre-TB *C¥oyé(R)C-a-. As argued in § 3, the latter is a
replacement for *C¥5-CYg(R)C-a- « PT *C¥o-C’3(R)C-a- ~ *C¥a-
Cé(R)C-a-. The participial stem too might then have been remade
from a reduplicated *-C3C¥3(R)Ca-: cf. Schulze (1934:247, fn. 2),
who views finite cil- (in cala) and ptep. -ccal- (in ceccalu*, ceccalor) as
differing outcomes of *cacil-, conditioned by the absence or presence
of a preceding syllable. Such a preform is also consistent with the TA
evidence: assuming e. g. PT *cé-cical-ows, *t¥&-tY3t¥alp-awa, haplo-
logy and apocope of *-i would have given pre-TA *caciliw, *$asil-
piaw > *cacliaw, *$asilpiw > TA caclu, $asilpu.*®)

The TB and TA formations may thus be reconciled under a single
PT preform *C%%-CY3CY3(R)C-swa. But would the Cl. IT preterite
participle — which must indirectly continue the (post-)PIE perfect par-
ticiple®®) - really have been “doubly reduplicated” in PT, with the par-
ticipial reduplicant followed by the reduplicant of the preterite stem it-
self (cf. van Windekens 1982:114)? As far as [ am aware, other IE lan-
guages offer no morphological parallels for multiple reduplication.
One would thus prefer to explain the secondary gemination of fessarsu,
ceccalor, and the like as a post-P'I" innovation specific to TB.

What if the TA pteps. caclu, sasilpu, tatriwn directly continue PT
*cé-cal-owa, *ig-Solp-owa, *té-trayw-awa, without haplology or de-
gemination? These would provide a suitable starting point for TB as
well: after *y had been generalized as the stem-initial consonant in the
finite preterite, *C'e-C'3(R)C-awa was remade to *CYe-CYaya(R)
C-awa.”’'} The resulting evolution of the CI. 1I finite pret. and pret.

*7) Alternatively, without haplology: *$aé&ilpiw (syncope of *i in open syllable)
> *$asilpiw (degemination) > &filpu, whence analogically *cacicliw > *caciclu
— caclu (or by haplology — caclu?).

%y Cf. Adams 1981 and Pérhallsdéttir 1988; the latter successfully explains the
attested pret. ptep. endings as the product of contraction of vowels across *w (first
proposed by Pedersen 1941:233, but with false examples; cf. Winter 1988).

*') The difference in vocalism between the ptep. and pret. *CYaya(R)C-a- sug-
gests that the PT ablaut alternation survived relatively late in pre-1B, perhaps until
after generatization of base-initial *y (i.e. PT #¥C?3-C¥a(R)C-a- ~ *C¥'5-C&(R)C-
a- = *Ca-ya(R)C-a- ~ *C¥a-y&(R)C-a- » *CYay4(R)C-a-, rather than the order
assumed in § 3), but it is not impossible that the finite forms merely influenced the
shape of the participle. The influence of the finite pret. may also account for the re-
quired third-syllable stress of ptcp. ¥*CYé-C¥ay3(R)C-, but this should have become
*(Ye-C*3ya(R)C- by the sound change described in fn. 48; perhaps *Ce-
CYaya(R)C- > *Ce-CYay3(R)C- again, with rightward stress shift from /3/ (com-
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ptep. from (pre-)PT to TA and TB is illustrated below for the roots /
tola-/ and /prowtka-/ “fulfill’:

P sg. *co-cal-a- ~ du./pl. *co-tél-a- - *ca-cil-a > TA cacal;
pre-PT *té-col-awa — PT *cé-col-owa — *ca-ciil-iwi > TA caclu;

PT sg. *co-col-a- ~ du./pl. *co-tél-a- - *co-cal-a —» ¥co-yal-a >
*cyal-a > TB cala;

pre-PT *té-cal-awo — PT *cé-cal-awa — *ce-cdyol-owa > *ce-cy3l-
awa > TB ceccalu.

PT sg. *pYa-pr¥owtk-a- ~ du./pl. *p¥a-préwtk-a- — *pa-priwtk-a >
TA paprutik* (3pl. paprutkdr); ’
PT *pé-priowtk-owa - *pa-priwtk-dwi > TA paprutku;

PT sg. *pYa-prawtk-a- ~ du./pl. *p’s-préwtk-a- — *p’o-prawtk-a —
*pYa-yawtk-a (- *pro-yawtk-a?) > *prfawtk-a > TB prautka;

PT *pé-prowtk-owa — *pe-prdyawtk-ows > *pe-préwtk-awa > 1B
peprutku.”?).

Roots in initial /w-/ present an additional complication, as there is
general consensus that pre-PT sequences of ¥*VwV were contracted in
D1 of. Pérhallsddttir 1988, Winter 1988, Ringe 1996:155-6. These
scholars have expressed doubts whether the same contractions applied
to pre-PT *Vw*V. Evidence that at least *éw”> - and therefore prob-
ably also *ow”é - did contract to PT *o comes from the contrast be-
tween TA wotku < *wawtkiw, the regularly formed CL. II pret. ptcp.
of wiitkd- ‘command’, and watku ‘command’: the latter, as a fossilized
verbal noun, probably reflects the original sound-change outcome of

mon in metrical texts; Winter 1990)2? These difficulties are avoided by Winter’s re-
construction of P'I ptep. *C¥é-CWaCY3(R)C-, e.g. *cé-cacil-awa > TB ceccalu*
(abs. ceccalor; Winter 1994:302-3), likewise with stress on the third syllable. But if
the PT reduplication remained intact in the ptep., it should also have survived in
the finite pret. in TB, and Winter’s explanation of the latter is not without problems
(see fn. 37 above).

2y 'I'B pret. ptep. memisku to caus. /maska-/ ‘exchange’ (pret. mydska, pres.
mdskissim), underlyingly /mem’3skawa/, has developed regularly from *me-
m*yssk-owa < *m'e-m’3yask-awa « PT *mYé-m’3sk-owa < pre-P'l" *mé-m”3sk-
away similarly pespirttin 1o /sparta-/ "turn’ (pret. spydrte, pres. sparttagsim for spart-
td-*). On the stem vowel 7 see fn. 24, I have no explanation at present for the diver-
gent treatment of * ™oy~ in finite pret. and ptep. e.g. tsydra ‘separated’v <
F(Vaydr-a « *tVo-tVer-a [TA fasir*, 2sg. iasrast] vs. ibs. tsetstsdror-mem < *t¥e-
tYyar- « PT *¢Vé-tVar-,
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pre-PT *w'é-w"stk-awo, i.e. PT *wYotkawa. Thus the development of
w-initial CL. II participles involves an additional stage of analogical re-
modeling after the pattern of participles to other roots, as illustrated
below for TB /watka-/, TA wditka-:

pre-PT sg. *w”s-wYstk-a- ~ du./pl. *wYotk-a- > PT sg. *w's> w¥atk-
a- ~ du./pl. *w¥a-wétk-a- - *wa-wiitk-a (or *w¥a-w¥itk-i) > TA
wotik;

pre-PT *wé-wotk-awo - *w'é-w’atk-owa > PT *wYotkaws — *w¥a-
whitk-dwi > *wa-witk-diwid > TA wotkn;

PT *w”otkowa > TA watku.

pre-PT sg. *w”s-watk-a- ~ du./pl. *w’otk-a- > PT sg. *w¥a-w¥atk-
a- ~ du./pl. *w'o-wétk-a- —» *w¥o-w'atk-a > *ys-yatk-a > TB
yatka;

pre-PT *wé-w'atk-owa — *wYé-w’atk-awo > PT *w’otkowa — *w'e-
w'itk-owa > *ye-yitk-awa > *yéytkows (or *wYo w'stk-ows >
*yo-ydtk-awa > *ySytkaws; cf. TB ausu, fn. 48) > TB yaitku OR

pre-PT *wé-w'atk-ows — *wYé-w¥stk-awa > PT *wYotkows — *w'e-
wiiystk-owa > *wle-w'ytk-owa > *ye-yydtk-owa > *yéy(y)t-
kawa (or *w¥o-w¥3yatk-awa > *wYo-w'ystk-owa > *yo-yystk-owa
> *yOy(y)tkawa) > TB yaitkn.

Thus the TA and TB Class II preterite participles, although resem-
bling each other formally, do not directly continue the same PT pre-
form: the analogical replacement of the stem required to account for
the geminates of TB Seséarsu, ceccuku, sessirku (unless one wishes to
posit double reduplication) presupposes the specifically pre- 78 gener-
alization of stem-initial *y in the finite pret., and so could not have oc-
curred in TA. Only a closer examination of the attested forms, their in-
dividual prehistories within the two languages, and reconstruction of
their possible antecedents enables us to determine that TA caclu con-
tinues PT *cé-cal-aws by regular sound change, whereas TB has remo-
deled the participle to *ce-cayal-awa > *ce-cyal-awa > *ce-ccal-owa >
ceccalu®, abs. ceccalor.

5. Wider connections: the causative reduplicated aorist revisited
The “dereduplication” account of the TB Class II preterite proposed

here means that the traditional comparison of TA {adirs, cacdl, etc.
with the reduplicated aorists of Sanskrit and Greek may now be ex-
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tended to Tocharian as a whole. If the PT reconstruction *¥C’a-
CYa(R)C-a- ~ *CY3-Cé(R)C-a- arrived at in § 3 is valid, which PIE
formation could it continue? The ablaut is almost surely a Tocharian
innovation, adopted after the pattern of Class I preterites, which indir-
ectly (and via partly obscure developments) reflect PIE ablauting root
aorists; see fn. 41. Assuming that the sg. vocalism is the older, and sub-
tracting the clearly innovative Tocharian pret. suffix *-a- (see fn. 10),
we may reconstruct backwards to a PIE *Ce-Ce(R)C-.

Couvreur (1938:96-8, 1947:69) was apparently the first to note the
structural parallelism between the causatives (i.e. transitive-causatives)
of Tocharian and Indo-Aryan: both branches exhibit a suffixed pre-
sent, formed with *-sK¢/4- and *-éy°/-, respectively, and a redupli-
cated preterite or aorist. Based on this agreement, as well as Latin re-
duplicated perfects to old o-grade “causatives” in *-éy*/,-, e.g. mo-
mordi, spopondr (older memordi, spepondt), totondi to morded ‘bite’,
sponded ‘pledge’, tondes ‘shear’,>’) he concluded that the CL. II pret.
was of PIE origin; this view was followed by Specht (1939:206), Ped-
ersen (1941:176-7), Krause and Thomas (1960:244), Adams
(1978:87), and Van Windekens (1982:142-3).°*) The Latin forms,
however, are less problematically explained as regular reduplicated
perfect formations: see Leumann 1977:588-9 and the other refs. in
Hardarson 1997:97{n.5.

Vedic aorists of the type djijanat, dvivydhat, driirucat, acikradat (to
Jandyati ‘produces, begets’, vardhdyati ‘grows’, rocayati ‘kindles’,
kranddyati ‘cries out’) are thus the only reduplicated verbal formation
outside Tocharian unambiguously associated with causative meaning.
Yet Leumann (1962) and more recently Jamison (1983:216-9), follow-
ing earlier work by Thieme (1929:56), have convincingly argued that
these are an Indo-Aryan innovation: specifically, the thematized redu-
plicated imperfect *jijan-a- came to be morphologically associated
with the new pre-Indo-Aryan pres. jandyati (as if < PIE *gonh,-éye-
ti) once the latter had replaced the inherited PIE reduplicated pres.

>3} Lat. sponded, which does not function as a causative or iterative (“cause to
pledge”, “pledge repeatedly, continue pledging”), probably continues an old “/5e-
conjugation” present ¥spond- ~ *spend-: cf. Hitt. iSpand- ‘libate’, Gr. onévdo (Ja-
sanoff 1979:87, 1994:159; on Hitt. fi-conj. verbs with cognate o-grade *-ey*/,-
presents in the “classical” IE languages, see Oettinger 1979:414-30, 1992:230,
Melchert 1984:35-6fn.73).

>*y Thanks to Masato Kobayashi for bringing Couvreur 1938 and Specht 1939
to my attention in his paper on the Tocharian causative.
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*gi-genh,- ~ *gi-gnh;- (cf. thematized Av. 3pl. zizananti; Lat. gigné
‘beget, produce’, Gr. ylyvopar ‘become’).**) On the basis of pres. ja-
ndyati ~ (impf. =) aor. djijanat, by far the most common causative
aorist in the Vedas, reduplicated aorists were formed to other causa-
tive presents.”®) The metrically conditioned quantity of the reduplica-
tion and stem syllables, which with very few exceptions form a long-
short sequence or trochee (cf. Whitney 1924: 309-10),

“arose from an effort to make the aorist formally as well as func-
tionally parallel to the -dya-transitive. The long reduplication and
short root syllable bring the form into metrical equivalence with
most -dya-transitives. In roots with initial consonant clusters and
short root vocalism, this metrical identity would have been original,
even with a short reduplicating vowel and full-grade root syllable.
Examples include cucyavat : cyavdyat; titrasat : trasayat; themati-
cized sisvapat, svapdyat. From situations such as these, the metrical
pattern spread to forms in which it was necessary to lengthen the

>y Cf. also Strunk 1986:441-5, Hintze 1999:104-7. The Lat. and Gr. verbs
probably continue *gign®/,- < thematized *gi-gnh,-°/,- with laryngeal loss by the
“veoyvig-rule” (Gr. veo-yvéc newborn’ < *-gnh,-6-; Mayrhofer 1986:129 with
refs.), although gigna could in principle have been syncopated from *gigan-*/,- <
*gignh -/ - (or < *gigena- < athem. *gi-genh,-; Rix 1995:407). Note that PIE
*gonh -éye-ti should have given *jonéyeti > Ved. “jandyati” by “Saussure’s Law”
(*HRo- > *Ro-, ¥-oRH- > *-0R-; Nussbaum 1997:181-6 with refs.); cf. pf. 3sg.
Jajana < *jejéne < *ge-génh,-e, if not simply analogical to ¢.g. cakdra “did, made’
< *ke-kdr-e. jandyati has probably taken its stem vowel from the older thematic
pres. jdnati, which is virtually confined to the RV (Jamison 1983:154, 206, Gotd
1987:146-7). OF cennan, ptep. cennede — PGmc, *kanja- in the sense ‘beget’, of-
ten cited as a cognate of jandyati (e.g. LIV:163), may be an independent creation
of Gme.: perhaps PIE aor. subj. *§énh,-*/,- > PGmc. pres. *ken- (parallel to
‘come’, see fn. 66), whence cennan by confusion with caus. cennan “show, explain’
w0 kann, pl. kunnon “know, can’? - On the origin of jdnati see fn. 66; Cardona
1967:766fn.2 is agnostic.

**) This hypothesis also explains the complete absence of a cognate formation in
Iranian, where the inherited reduplicated present survived alongside the imperfect
(Av. pres. 3pl. zizananti, inj. zizanan, subj. 3sg. zizanat). Once the present had been
remade in pre-Indo-Aryan, the now dissociated reduplicated imperfect could easily
have been reinterpreted as an aorist, since it no longer had a corresponding (indica-
tive) paradigm characterized by primary endings: in the words of Thieme
(1929:10), “redupliziertes Imperfeke und reduplizierter Aorist sich urspriinglich
auch nur - vom morphologischen Standpunkt - dadurch unterschieden, daff zum
erstern ein prisentischer Indikativ vorhanden war, zum zweiten nicht.” See fn. 11

on the possibitity of a similar reinterpretation of dissociated Narten imperfects al-
ready in (late or post-)PIE.
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reduplication and/or take zero grade of the root (type vivydhat :
vardhdyat).”””) (Jamison 1983:217-8)

The influence of the present in -d@ya- has probably also contributed to
the thematization of the reduplicated aorist (so Jamison, ibid.), which
Leumann (1962:156-8) views as parallel to e.g. the thematization of
root aorists such as agamam, agan, agan — agamam, -as, -at ‘1, you,
s/he came’: whereas root aorists are abundantly attested in Vedic, re-
latively few athematic reduplicated aorists survive, e.g. ajigar ‘awake-
ned’, titos, -ot ‘strengthened’, sispap ‘put to sleep’.”) Clearly, then,
the Vedic djzjanat-type is the product of a long series of language-spe-
cific morphological and phonological alterations, starting frorTl a PIE
reduplicated imperfect: any similarities between the Tochan;.m and
Indo-Aryan formations cannot be inherited from PIE, but are instead
due to parallel innovation in the two branches. .
The only reduplicated aorist that may be of PIE date is the archaic
type represented in Indo-Iranian and especially in Homeric Glre"ek,
e.g. Hom. feune (< *EFeue),”) Ved. dvocat, GAv. vaocat ‘s;’ud <
*(é-)we-wkV-/o-; Hom. Enepvov, négve 'slew’h(tq pres. ﬂsws) <
#g™Men-y®/ -), Av. auna-jaynat®®y< *(é-)g*e-g""n-/ -, Hom. Evey-
zov ‘brought, carried’, GAv. ngsat "disappeared’ (< *nansat < *na’a-
sat, cf. Ved. anesat; Hardarson 1993:118-9fn.91) < *hne-h;nK-*/,-;
possibly e0gov, Olr. pret. 3sg. fifair “found’ < *wewr®/,- < *we-
wrh,-¢/,- (Beckwith 1994; but cf. Peters 1980:22-7). Among the ex-
amples confined to Greek alone, one may cite Hom. 62-,‘,50.,8 ’tau’ght
(pres. d13Gonw) to £8dnv ‘learned’; néudeto ‘urged, exhorted’ to xého-
pat; pep. wwtayov ‘seizing’ (cf. Lat. tetigi). Unlike the reconstructed
pre-PT pret. ¥Ce-Ce(R)C-, these contain zero-grade of the root, and
both their antiquity and functional value are far from securely estab-

>y 1 find this explanation far more probable than Leumann’s (1962:.15’5—6) sug-
gestion that the preconsonantal stem variant didi- (to the root di- '}shlne ) was re-
made to didi-, and that this served as the (sole or principal) source from which the
long-short pattern spread to pertects and reduplicated aorists. ' .

78} See Thieme 1929:10-6; contra LIV, p.21 (“...die athematische Flsxnon (ved.
djigar, gr. ion. eina) wird hier als einzelsprachliche Neuerung angesehen”). .

7y The Hom. form exhibits dissimifation of *w...w'to *w...y, also seen in pf.
mp. signuo ‘it is mentioned, agreed’ < *Fefon- (Argolic pf. mp. ptcp.’fsfygsusva)
< *we-wrh;- to PIE *werh,- (cf. Palaic root pres. wérti “calls, cries out’, Hist. wer-
iyezzi “calls (upon)’ < *werh-y‘/,-); Schwyzer 1939:257-8 'with reFSAWh L

%y Interpreted as an impf. to the pres. stem jayna- < (virtual) ¥g™"e-g™"'n-"/-
(cf. Ved. jighna-) by Hoffmann and Forssman (1996:191).
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lished - particularly in Greek, where the formation appears to have en-
joyed some productivity in the epic language: as Schwyzer (1939:748-
9) observes, reduplicated aorists are an “Archaismus der Dichtung”,
and aside from einov, ebpov, and gveyrov, classical prose attests only
eLouny (< *se-sd-°/,-) and fyayov to Yo, dyo. Adams (1988:87)
states that the reduplicated aorists underlying the Toch. Cl. II pret.
“took on causative meaning also in Greek”, yet forms such as xéxieto
or némde* (nenidwpev, etc.), whose meaning recurs in other forms of
the same voice (here xéAopat or neido, respectively), are synchronically
merely transitive; similarly, 8850e is the transitive counterpart to in-
transitive £5dnv.®")

Thus in contrast to the djzjanat-class of Vedic, Greek reduplicated
aorists are not primarily causative in meaning.®?) Particularly disturb-
ing for any attempt to demonstrate original transitive-causative func-
tion in this class of aorists is that none of the small handful of word-
equations adduced above is clearly causative, including the few Indo-
Iranian aorists belonging to this category: Ved. dpaptat “flew (off), fell’
(vs. causative apipatat ‘made/let fly, hurled’), dvocat, Av. vaocat,
auna-jaynat, ngsat.®)

®'} Pres. 8idonw may have acquired its reduplication from aor. 8é5ae (so Rix
1976:213-4). Recently, Bendahman (1993; not available to me) has proposed that
reduplicated aorists arose in late PIE and were associated with “komplexiv-iterative
Bedeutung”; the causative value of individual Greek forms is an innovation, as ar-
gued here. See LIV, p.21 and the individual entries for *4,nek (under Gr. dveyxsiv;
should be *A;,nek, see Ringe 1996: 15 with refs.), *peth,, * yek.

“7y Cf. 1L 15.60-1 (Sppu...) Aedddm 8 dsuvéoy “that he (Phoibos Apollon) may
cause him (Hektor) to forget his pains’ vs. non-causative /1 4.127-8 obé oédev,
Mevéhae, Seol pdrapes Asdddovre / &ddvatol ‘nor you, Menelaos, did the blessed
immortal gods forget’ to havidve “forget’; or I 7.79-80(=22.342-3) &poa RS
ue / Todeg noi Todov dhoxol AsAdywor Suvévia “that the Trojans and the wives of
the Trojans may let me, in death, have the fire’ to Aayydve ‘obtain by lot vs. /.
9.111-3 & Erunai viv / ppalopesd’ bg xév v dpesoduevol zenidmpusy / BoOLGiY
T dyavoiow Encoot te pethixiowst "but let us still now speak thus so that we persuade
him, appeasing with kind gifts and gentle words’, with the same meaning as pres.
nedo.

°%) It is at least suggestive that some of the presents to Greek reduplicated aor-
ists are undoubtedly innovative, having replaced earlier characterized presents to
root (later thematized) aorists, e.g. neifo (cf. unredupl. them. aor. mp. udéunv
‘obeyed’ < PIE *bhéydh— ~ *bMid"’) Aavidve (them. aor. &xadov). If those earlier
presents had been reduplicated, the imperfect could have survived and been reinter-
preted as an aorist, similarly to Ved. djijanat (see above and fn. 56). Cf. Ved. 3sg.
sisakti, 3pl. sdscati “accompany’, Av. d-hithaxti ‘attaches to’ < *se-sek™- ~ *se-
sk™- (Gotd 1987:319-20, fn. 771) to root aor. *sék™- ~ *sk*-* (Ved. mp. ptep. sac-
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These formal and semantic discrepancies have led Hardarson
(1997:96 f.) to reject the comparison with the Greek and Ipdo—Iranian
reduplicated aorist®*) and consider whether the Tocharl‘an ‘Cl.ass 11
preterite might not originate in a morphological reanalysis similar to
that underlying the Indo-Aryan aorist to -dya- presents. T'o b.e. sure,
the two languages correspond quite closely, not only in their initial re-
duplication, but also in the root vowel *e which is probably to be re-
constructed as the original ablaut grade of both the Tocharian forms
and the metrically conditioned Vedic stem. Yet the idiosyncratic dev.el—
opments underlying the latter are highly unlikely to have occurred in-
dependently in pre-PT in all their details;**) nor do we have any evi-
dence that the inherited reduplicated present of *$enh,- - or any other
common verb with suitable transitive or causative meaning, thematized
or not - was replaced by a derived *-sK¢/4- present, a necessary pre-
condition for the grammaticalization of impf. ¥Ce-Ce(R)C- or *Ci-
Ce(R)C- as a preterite specifically associated with the Kausativ.®®) .

Further investigation of the prehistory of the reduplicated causative
preterites and aorists requires serious reconsideration of the question
whether a causative may in fact be reconstructed for the protolan-

and-, GAv. iptv. 3pl. st-anti “they are 10 agree’), whence Gr. redupl. aor. Ecne.m <
thematized *se-sk*-¢/,- — if this is not merely for *&-on-g1o (or on-, as metrically
possible in many occurrences in Hom.). .

®4) Less probative are Hardarson’s (1997:96-7) other arguments against th.e
equation of the Tocharian and Greek reduplicated formations, which rest upon his
understanding of PIE ablaut; see fn. 65. ‘ o

3) Hardarson’s (1997:101) reconstruction of pre-PT *Ci-Ce(R)C-, w1t}} *1 in
the reduplicant, rests solely on the parallel with Indo-Aryan and t‘he: author’s own
views on PIE verbal reduplication, which follow those of the LIV (ibid., pp. 96, 99,
fns. 11, 12; see Hardarson 1993:25-37 and fn. 34 above). )

%6 The root *§enh,- itself is continued in Tocharian, e. g..in TB pres. knastir,
3pl. kndskentir /kandsk-/, subj. kantidr “will happen’. Hackstein (1995:239-42) h'a/s
derived the latter from PT *kafiatar « PIE aor. subj. *§énh,-e-tor (— pres. Ved: Jja-
nati, OLat. 3pl. genunt?) to the root aorist *génh,- ~ *ggh.-'. (Gr. th?m‘atlzed
#yéveto, éyévovio; Cardona 1960:128fn.16, 1967:762—71). If th.lS ana}lysm is cor-
rect, kantir provides a second example in Tocharian of a thematic subj. continuing
a PIE root aor. subj., the first being TB fam-n (verse, prevocalic), TA imds < PT
*$am?a(-s2) < PIE *g"ém-e-ti to the well-established root aorist "fg“’éin ~ *g"’m;:
cf. Ved. gamat, 3pl. gdmanti, gaman (for *)-), GAv. jamait?, jimaitt, Jimat, 31?1..11—
man (Hoffmann 1955), PGmec. pres. *k“imibi > Goth. gimip, OHG guimit (ibid.,
91; on ON koma, OF cuman see R. Kim 2001:123fn.13, contra Seebold 1970:315-
6, LIV:210n.14). On pret. kydna see fn. 31. For other possible exar'np'xl-es of Toch.
Cl. II subjs. < PIE aor. subjs., see Ringe 2000:132-6. - On the possibility that To-
charian causatives continue reduplicated presents suffixed with *-sK¢/4-, see fn. 75.
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guage. In the past, scholars have ascribed causative value to a number
of distinct formations, including o-grade thematic presents with suffix
*-€y°/ -, zero-grade thematic presents with suffix *.sK¢/ -, redu-
plicated presents, and nasal-infixed or -suffixed presents.®®) Without
delving into the extensive scholarly literature on this topic - on which
considerable disagreement exists - I note merely that it is far from cer-
tain whether any of these served already in PIE to form marked transi-
tives, i.e. true causatives, to transitive roots, as opposed to transitives
to intransitive roots. In Indo-Aryan, for instance, the original function
of Class X presents in -dya- was neither iterative/intensive nor causa-
tive, but simply transitive (Thieme 1929:17-30, Jamison 1983:183-9
and passim); the causativity so familiar from classical Sanskrit gram-
mar has developed within the (pre)history of the language.®®)

For its part, Tocharian preserves few recognizable traces of
*-éy°/ o-,"%) but continues PIE *-sK¢/4- > PT *-ské- ~ *-ss0- > TB

*y Cf. Adams (1988:75), in the context of Tocharian sk-presents: “Proto-Indo-
European appears to have been prodigious in the number and variety of verbal for-
mations that were iterative-intensive in meaning, The most widespread of these for-
mations were the familiar * Cof/C)C-eye/o- and *C{e}(C)C-ske/o- types, both of
which are represented, at least residually, in most branches of Indo-European.”

") On the traditional reconstruction of ¥R(0)-€y"/ - as the productive iterative-
causative in PIE, see Brugmann 1916:244ff. and most recently LIV:22-3; for an-
other possible origin of these presents, see the refs. in fn. 53. As a suffix, *-sK¢/4-
forms East lonic “iterative” imperfects (Schwyzer 1939:710-2, Rix 1976:229), Lat.
fientives to statives in -&- (Watkins 1971:66-72), Av. inchoatives in -sa- (Hoff-
mann and Forssman 1996:188), Lith. intransitives in -stz- to heavy stems (Tedesco
1948:349, fn. 10, 384-5; replacement for *-y*/o-?), Anat. marked imperfectives
(Melchert 1998:414-6); and presents to perfective roots in Toch. (see below) and
elsewhere in IE, e.g. Ved. gdcchati, Av. jasaiti (for *gasaiti) ‘go, come’, Gr. pdoxw
‘come’ < *g"m-sK*/4- alongside paivm, Lat. venis < *gwrp—y"’/é— to *g¥em- ‘come’
(cf. Rix 1976:213-4). On reduplicated presents, cf. Delbriick 1897: 16-26 (“iteratiy
(intensiv)”), Thieme 1929:53-9, Hardarson 1997:100 (“transitive-faktitive Funk-
tion”). On nasal-infix transitives, see Delbriick 1897:4-59 and note Hitt. factitives
in -nu-, e.g. tepnu- ‘belittle, decrease’ « tepu- “litcle, few’ < PIE *d"éb"-u- (Oet-
tinger 1979:164-5; cf. Ved. dabhndti, GAv. 2pl. dabanaota < Plnlr. *d"bP-niw- ~
*dhbhopy-’ ‘mislead, deceive’, Narten 1990:144-7 and passim).

°) According to Macdonell (1910:393), “of about 150 causative stems appear-
ing in the RV. at least one-third lack the causative meaning.” Cf. Kurytowicz’s sug-
gestion (1964:84-9, with refs.) that the causativity of the various formations cited
in fn. 68 is an extension of transitivity and has arisen in connection with the renewal
of active-passive voice opposition.

Y TB mely-, TA malyw- ‘grind, crush’ is cognate with CLuv. malhu- ~ malzwo-
‘break’ (< *malbw-, e.g. pret. 3sg. malhita, pres. 3sg. malwai) and Goth. ga-mal-
wjan* "bruise’ (pret. ptcp. mase. acc. pl. gamalwidans); all three are u-extensions to
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/-ske-/ ~ /-ssa-/, = TA -s- ~ -5- as an aspectual present-forming
suffix for creating (or renewing) a contrast between present and sub-

the well-established PIE root *mdlh,- ~ *mélh,- ‘grind’ (a “Aje-conjugation pre-
sent” as per Jasanoff 1979:83-7, 1992:136 ff., 1994:157-8; cf. Melchert l988:216).
PIE *molh,wéy®/,- developed via laryngeal loss (*CoRH > *CoR; Hackstein
1995:26) to PT *mélw-ay®/,-, then independently in the two languages to *mel-
wy'/ - > *mel'w’- > ¥*mel’y- > IB /mel’-/ (pres. 3sg. melyim, melydn-, 3pl.
melyem), *malw’y?/ - > ¥*mal’w’- > TA malyw- (pres. 2sg. malywit, act. ptep.
obl. malywdantam, mp. ptep. malywmam, impf. 3sg. malywa), with syncope of *a
(*3) and secondary palatalization of *w+y > *w”. Differently Adams 1988:75
(¥ Co(C)C-ye/o0-), Ringe 2000:124-5 (PT *mél’w"/;- or *m”elw”?/ ;).

The stem-final -ry- of TB kery-, TA kary- ‘laugh’ probably cannot continue *-r-
v/ o=, contra Adams 1999:197. Although I am not aware of any secure examples‘ of
PIE *ry in Tocharian, the parallel of *ly, *ny > PT *PP, *fifi (see § 2 above) im-
plies *ry > PT *r'r¥, which should have given TB -1, TA -r-. All examples of TA
and TB ry with known histories result from the relatively late pre-PT change of li-
quid metathesis (Ringe 1996:158-60 with refs.): cf. PIE neut. *trih, > *triya >
*tr¥aya > PT *tar’ya > 1B fem./neut. tarya “three’ (pre-TA *tiry > *tiriy > m.);
PIE *k¥nh,- > *k"riya- > #*k"rYaya- > PT *kVar'ya- > TB /karya-/ ‘buy’ in
pret. act. 1pl. k@ryam, mp. kdryamte; (post-)PIE v.n. ¥k™rih,-wr > *k¥ar'ya-wor
> PT *k™ar¥yor > TB karyor, TA kuryar ‘trade’ (Pérhallsdattir 1988:193-4; on
delabialization of ¥k in the TB forms of “buy’ and ‘trade’, see R. Kim 1999:150-1,
157). Furthermore, the spelling of TB pres. 3pl. keriyem (alongside keryem), mp.
ptep. keriyemane makes it clear that the underlying form of the verb in TB is /ker-
ay-/, in turn from PT *kér®ay-"/;- (so Hilmarsson 1996:135-6); such a preform
is also consistent with TA pres. 3pl. karyesic. (On the unexpected stem vowel ¢ of
TA pres. mp. ptep. karemam, subj. 3sg. kares [3pl. karefic could by itself be regular
from *karafic ~ kare* < PT *kéréfico ~ *kérén], see Hilmarsson 1996:136, Ringe
2000:124fn.10.) - This verb probably continues PIE *g"er- (LIV:176-7, Adams
1999:197; cf. Ved. haryati finds pleasure in, likes’, Gr. xaipw ‘rejoice’, Olat. Aori-
tur “encourages, incites’, Umbr. fut. Aeriest ‘volet’, OHG geran ‘desire, long fqr’;
see LIV, op. cit. on the conflicting evidence for the root ablaut), but the intransitive
meaning of ‘laugh’ conflicts with the transitivity of o-grade presents in *-éy*/,,-
elsewhere in TE; cf. Hilmarsson (1996:136), who suggests “iterative *§"or-¢*/,-".
Are we perhaps rather dealing with a denominative to an old o-grade thematic de-
verbal noun, hence *g"oros ‘pleasure, rejoicing” - *§"ore-y¢/ -2

A third example of an o-grade pres. in *-ey®/,- may be TB pres. mp. ptcp. cepye-
mane, ger. | ceppille ‘tread’. If one assumes that pre-PT *py would have yielded PT
#p¥pY, whence 1B pp, the stem-final cluster py of the participle must be from un-
derlying /cepay-/, with syncope of /a/. But it cannot be ruled out that py and pp
are alternative spellings for /p*p’/ - cf. TB allek ~ alyek or ger. -lle ~ -lye for
/117 (§ 2, fn. 28) - and the palatalization of stem-initial ¢ points to PT *e < *&
rather than *& < *o as the stem vowel. Whatever the case, the existence of ‘crush’
indicates that Tocharian did inherit at least some o-grade presents in *-&y*/ -,
although in what function is not clear. - Note that *y has been preserved i]:n this suf-
fix; see Ringe 1996:51-5 on the evidence for and against loss of intervocalic *y.
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junctive/preterite, i.e. imperfective and perfective stems. Numerous
verbs in both TA and TB contrast an unsuffixed subj. stem with a pres.
stem in -sk-, or a Class X pres. with both nasal suffix and -sk-:"!)

TB aissim, TA e5, ess-dm (< *esis) “gives’ vs. subj. CL. I TB aim, TA
es;

TB yamdssim “does, makes’ vs. subj. Cl. I yamim;

TA lidntds (< *lintisis) “goes out’ vs. subj. Cl. I Licds;

TB kidnmdssim ‘comes’, TA kumnds ‘comes’ vs. subj. CL. Il TB famn
(for samiam*), TA §Smiis;

TB ydnmassim ‘enters’ vs. subj. CL. | yopdm, inf. yaptsi;

TA klyosnds, mp. klyosndstir "hears’ (alongside CL. 1T klyostir) vs. subj.
CL I klyosds;

That the productivity of -s&- survived beyond the breakup of PT is
evident from divergences in verbal paradigms between the two lan-
guages, e.g. B pres. /kalpask-/, subj. /kalli-/ (pret. /kalpa-/, pret.
ptep. kdlpaun) vs. TA pres. kilpna-, subj./pret. kilpa- (pret. ptep. kil-
po) “attain’: here the clearly innovative TB pres. /kalpa-sk-/ (to PT
subj./pret. *kalpa-) has relegated the inherited PT nasal pres. *kall4-
< *kolnd- < *kalpnd- < (post-)PIE *glb"nhy- (cf. Ved. grbh-na-ti
‘takes’, Ringe 1996:164-5; TA kdlpna- remade to kilpa-) to ;ubj., l.e.
perfective function.”?) Cf. also TB lkassim ‘sees’*) vs. TA lkas to subj.

7'} See already Sieg, Siegling, and Schulze 1931:417-8. For a parallel to Cl. X
presents, cf. Armenian hasanem “arrive’ (nasal pres.) vs. hasucanem ‘make arrive,
transport’, with -¢~ < *-sK- and connecting vowel # (Sotta 1963:118-9; cf. Couv-
reur 1938:96, 101).

In original *-sK“/4- presents to monosyllabic roots, the /-sk-/ has been reana-
lyzed as part of the root: cf. simple thematic, i.e. Cl. Il pres./subj. TB /pask-/, TA
pds- “protect’ (3sg. pdstir) < PT *pask- < *ph,-sK</4- (Hitt. pah(has)s- “protect’,
OCS paseti "watches over, tends’, Lat. pdstor "shepherd” < *peh,-s-, pdsca ‘feed,
graze (tr.)’ < *peh,-sK/,- with analogical full-grade), TB /nask-/ ‘bathe’ (3pl.
naskem) < PT *nask- < *nh,-sK¢/4- (Ved. snati "bathes’, Lat. ndre ‘swim® <
*(s)neh,-) and see Hackstein 1995: 167 ff., Ringe 2000:121-2.

’?) Recall that the “subjunctive” in Tocharian is merely the non-past of the per-
fective (punctual) stem (Winter 1984:228, 1994:286). Cf. the perfective future of
East and West Slavic, e.g. Russ. &itdfu °I am reading’, biidu &itdr T will be reading,
I will read (imperfective)’ vs. profitaju "1 will read (perfective)’, formally pres. to
perfective profitdt’

*) Interestingly, the mediopassive retains sk-less forms: pres. mp. 3pl. lkantdr-c
(vs. ptep. lkdskemane), impf. mp. 3pl. lkoyentdr (alongside act. lkdsyem), ger. lkaile,
the last two identical to the corresponding forms of the subj./opt. stem. Was *-sk-
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/loka-/ (1B inf. lkatsi; TA subj. mp. 1sg. palkamar to suppletive stem),
and TA klyosnds, klyosndstir vs. klyostir above.

Among present-subjunctive stems in *_sK¢/¢-, initial stress has be-
come grammaticalized as the distinctive marker of transitive-causatives
(Winter 1980:440, Hackstein 1995:3), which form transitives to in-
transitive roots and often - although not always - marked or double
transitives to transitive roots.”*) To these Kausative (to retain Krause
and Thomas’s familiar and still useful term), pre-Proto-Tocharian, in-
dependently of Indo-Iranian, developed reduplicated preterites of the
form *Ce-Ce(R)C- (or *Ci-Ce(R)C-), as argued above. How this
paradigmatic association of two historically unrelated formations took
place remains unclear, although the parallel of Indo-Aryan - if Leu-
mann and Jamison are correct in viewing the unique prehistory of ja-
ndyati ~ djijanat as the catalyst for the causative reduplicated aorist
there - suggests that it began with one or a small number of verbs
which for some reason replaced their reduplicated presents with new
presents in *-sK¢/4-7%) In any case, I hope to have demonstrated that

perhaps first introduced into the active, and only later spread to the rest of the im-
perfective paradigm??

4} For example, whereas TB caus. pres./subj. fdrsdssim /$3rs-/ ‘lets know, in-
forms®, lakdssim /13k-/ ‘shows’ contrast with noncaus. pres. kdrsanam /kors-3-n-
a-/ ‘knows’, lkassim /laka-ss-/ ‘sees’, both pres. tallam and caus. taldssim to the
root /tala-/ mean ‘s/he endures, bears’, and pret. mp. 1sg. kldmai, caus. Silamai to
/ksla-/ translate equally as ‘T brought’ (Krause and Thomas 1960:174, Pinault
1989:125).

In an unpublished term paper of 1997, Kobayasht, observing the close functional
parallels between Tocharian causatives and Indo-Aryan Cl. X presents (see above;
Couvreur 1938:96-8, 1947:69), suggested that Tocharian also inherited o-grade
transitive(-causative)s in *-éy°/,,- from PIE, but later replaced this suffix with the
reflex of *-sK¢/s-. Similarly, Pinault (1989:126) suggests that *-ey*/,- > pre-PT
*_ayé- ~ *-aya- contracted and so “perdait toute identité formelle”, thus presum-
ably clearing the way for the rise of the causative in *-ské- ~ *-ssa-. Unfortunately
for this hypothesis, *-ey®/,- appears to survive, uncontracted and with *y pre-
served, in at least one or two verbs (fn. 70); furthermore, there is no evidence that
this suffix ever acquired causative value in pre-Tochanan.

7%} Or perhaps merely added *-sK¢/4- to reduplicated presents, with specializa-
tion to transitive-causative meaning? In a lecture given at the University of Pennsyl-
vania on 15 Jan 1998, Werner Winter suggested that the initial stress of TB causa-
tives, e.g. pres. taldssim ‘endures, bears’ (fn. 2), may have resulted from syncope of
%3 in a former reduplicant: PT *tatdla- > *tt3lo- > TB /tila-ske-/ ~ /t3la-ssa-/.
This bypothesis is not without its obstacles, however: note that TB preterite partici-
ples of set-verbs with root vowel /a/, whose lack of reduplication may have arisen
similarly (e.g. PT *kokalpowa > *kkalpowa > *kalpowa > TB kdlpau, TA kilpo
“(having) attained’ to /kalpa-/, vs. PT #*tatakawa > TB tatdkau "having been’ 1o
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the seemingly dissimilar Class II preterites of the two Tocharian lan-
guages, and in particular those of TB, continue a single reduplicated

Proto-Tocharian ancestor - whatever the ultimate (post-)PIE origins
of the latter may be.
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