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Evidence for the Position of Tocharian in the Indo-European Family?

0. The Problem*

Since the early years of this century it has been clear that features
shared by various “branches” of the Indo-European (IE) family often
reflect their origin as (relatively) proximate geographical dialects of the
protolanguage. The original geographical position of some of those an-
cestor-dialects has been equally clear; for example, hardly anyone doubts
that Celtic and Italic originated as the westernmost dialects of Proto-Indo-
European (PIE), or at least the westernmost of those that have left
descendants. About the original position of Tocharian, however, there
continues to be widespread disagreement (Lane 1970: 73-7; Adams 1984:
395-6; Thomas 1985: 129-30).

There are several reasons for this lack of agreement. Though abundant
and accurate information on the Tocharian languages is now generally
available, and though an increasing number of Indo-Europeanists can
reasonably be called Tocharianists, differences of opinion regarding pre-
Tocharian sound changes and the PIE antecedents of Tocharian gramma-
tical categories are still commonplace (for examples see below). To a lesser
extent scholars also differ in their reconstructions of the PIE grammatical
system, and therefore in their judgments of the relative archaism or
innovation of particular features of Tocharian grammar.

But in addition to these substantive difficulties there are also methodo-
logical problems. Some of the methods that have been used to investigate
the question are remarkably unsophisticated; that the results thus ob-
tained are rather confused should therefore come as no surprise. For
example, we should expect that raw counts of shared vocabulary (like that
briefly reported in Van Windekens 1976: 3) give results that point in
several directions at once; the same might be said of the crude statistical
investigation whose results are reported (with due diffidence) in Adams

* T am grateful to Hans Hock, Jay Jasanoff, and Manfred Mayrhofer
for reviewing earlier drafts of this paper, alerting me to several valuable references,
and suggesting many significant improvements and corrections. I would also like
to thank George Cardona, Olav Hackstein, Henry Hoenigswald, Brian Jo-
seph, Lionel Joseph, Sara Kimball, Craig Melchert, Patrick Stiles, Sarah
Thomason, and Rex Wallace for helpful comments and criticism. All remain-
ing errors and infelicities are of course my own. This paper grew out of a lecture
on the centum/satem isogloss and the position of Tocharian read at the University
of Massachusetts at Amherst on November 20, 1987, and at Ohio State University
on June 3, 1988; I would like to thank Rex Wallace, Brian Joseph, and Da-
vid Odden for inviting me to give those lectures.
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1984: 396. (On more careful uses of shared vocabulary see section 6.0.)
Insufficient attention has also been paid to the chronology of supposedly
shared changes. Thus, though Georgiev (1981: 291) attempts to link the
palatalization of consonants in Tocharian with the roughly similar pheno-
menon in Balto-Slavic (BS)!, saying in support of his idea that the
Tocharian change occurred “quite early” (at least in part “during the 3rd
century B.C.”), he does not seem to be aware that palatalization in Tocha-
rian occurred AFTER at least a dozen sound changes not shared by BS, so
that those two branches of IE must have been very different when the
Tocharian palatalization occurred — in which case the most likely explana-
tion for the similarity is parallel development?.

! 1 do not think it is reasonable to doubt the erstwhile existence of a PBS
language which exhibited very little dialect diversity (cf. the remarks of Stang
1966: 13-21). Note especially that a long list of important innovations common
only to Baltic and Slavie; including the intricate intonation system, various deriva-
tional processes, and a substantial part of the vocabulary, can be compiled,
whereas the potential divergences of (sub-)PIE date are precisely two, namely the
treatment of PIE palatals and the scope of the “ruki”-rule. (Hock 1986: 4534
has not succeeded in demonstrating that the lack of unanimity in gen. sg. endings
from subgroup to subgroup of BS resulted from developments in a (sub-)PIE
dialect continuum rather than from later analogical changes.) But the distribution
of the different BS treatments of PIE palatals and *s does not suggest that the
historically attested BS subgroups were already distinct at an early date. All
subgroups of Baltic and Slavic show a few centum-type forms (cf. Stang 1966:
91-3), so that the inconsistent development of PIE palatals cannot be adduced as
evidence that Baltic and Slavic are descended from different dialects of (late) PIE.
It should also be remembered that in all subgroups of BS THREE phonetic entities,
PIE (unshifted) *s, backed *s, and PIE *k, have fallen together in different
patterns, and the apparent inconsistency of the “ruki”-rule in BS can be an
artefact of those later mergers, at least in part (as Warren Cowgill pointed out
to me in 1980). It is still not inconceivable that the incompleteness of the BS
fronting of PIE palatals and backing of PIE *s reflects the spread of those changes
across a PIE or post-PIE dialect continuum (as suggested in Hock 1986:
4424, 451); but it is perhaps just as likely that those changes reflect the prolonged
influence of Tranian languages after the breakup of PIE. Habits of pronunciation
can spread from a dominant language to a socially subordinate one; cf. the reduc-
tion of high vowels in Mari (Cheremis) under the influence of Chuvash and Tatar
mentioned in Bereczki 1988: 337-9. The effects of such influence can be rather
uneven - note that the details of the vowel reduction just referred to are somewhat
different in the different Mari dialects (see the examples cited in Déesy 1965:
109-12) — and it is precisely such inconsistencies that we find in the BS phenomena
under discussion. But however those inconsistencies arose, they are minor — cer-
tainly not important enough to justify abandoning the traditional recognition of
BS as a unitary subgroup of 1E.

? The statement about the relative chronology of palatalization in Tocharian
is based on research in progress; I expect to publish the results of that research as
a book on the chronology of sound changes in Tocharian. Some of the earlier
Tocharian changes are very distinctive; they include the loss of PIE *d before
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It therefore seems advisable to begin an investigation of the position of
Tocharian in the IE family by making my methodological postulates
explicit.

1. Methodology
We must recognize that a particular feature shared by two related
languages is evidence of historical contact after their last common ancestor
had begun to diversify only if
a) the feature is indisputably an innovation rather than a possible com-
mon retention of inherited material, and
b) it is so peculiar that it is unlikely to have arisen more than once
independently3.
In fact, most of the putative evidence for the position of Tocharian which
has been adduced in the past fails to meet one or both of these conditions
and thus is not probative (see below for examples). To be sure, the cooccur-
rence of a large number of UNRELATED natural changes is sometimes easier
to explain as a result of common development than of convergence (Sarah
Thomason, p.c.), but the strength of such an argument is relative: if the
natural changes in question are shared (within the relevant language

consonants, including *y (Winter 1962b: 29-30; Schindler 1966; Ringe
1987a: 117, 129 fn.33(a)), and the change of postvocalic *ti and *thi to *si
(Jasanoff 1987: 106-12). Note that the latter change must have been preceded
by the devoicing of aspirates, which in turn must have been preceded by Grass-
mann’s Law (Winter 1962b: 24-8) and apparently by the loss of voiced aspir-
ates after nasals (e.g. in TB keme, TA kam ‘tooth’ < PIE *36mbhos ‘row of teeth’;
TB [stema-/, TA stdma- ‘stand’ < *stmbhX-, zero-grade of *stembhX- ‘prop’; TB
pres. [lan-osk-/, subj. [len-/ ‘go out’ < *lu-n-dh- beside pret. [lot-/ < *ludh- < PIE
*xludh- ‘arrive’), at least if the latter was a reasonably natural change; the actual
time that elapsed in the development of Tocharian before palatalization occurred
must therefore have been considerable. Moreover, palatalization is one of the
commonest of all sound changes and could easily have occurred independently in
BS and Tocharian (note that extensive palatalization has also occurred indepen-
dently in Indo-Iranian, Armenian, and Romance — and, for that matter, in Eng-
lish). — Note that T write the PIE laryngeals as *X, *x, and *x* respectively, using
*X for any laryngeal the identity of which is not determinable (following Cow-
gill 1973: 271 fn.1). It is well known that the term “laryngeal” is an anachro-
nistic misnomer; these PIE consonants seem to have been nonanterior fricatives of
some sort (cf. the discussion in Mayrhofer 1986: 121-3 with references). — Ety-
mologies adduced without citations in this paper were proposed before ca. 1940 and
are generally accepted; for references see Van Windekens 1976. References
are given for etymologies proposed later, and my own (very infrequent) contribu-
tions are also noted.

3 This is an adaptation of the classic argument for subgrouping two related
languages together; it differs in that shared innovations that justify subgrouping
must be exclusively shared, while shared innovations that reveal earlier geographi-
cal contact need not be.
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family) only by the languages under investigation, common development
is indeed the simplest hypothesis, but if they are widely scattered through-
out the family it is better to recognize a family-wide “drift” phenomenon.
Each case must be considered on its own merits.

Moreaver, we must recognize that even shared features which meet the
above conditions need not reflect INITIAL geographical contiguity; they
might reflect the areal spread of changes after considerable divergence
between the languages had occurred. Only very early shared changes can
be evidence of initial contiguity*.

Finally, we must demand a high degree of rigor in our comparisons of
features from language to language. If we wish to claim that two branches
of IE share a sound change, we must be certain that the change in question
is in fact identical in the two branches (or as nearly so as the structures of
the respective languages will permit); if we work with shared vocabulary,
we must eliminate all pairs of words that are not absolutely certain
cognates. It is necessary to say this because so much published work on
Tocharian is flagrantly lacking in rigor®, “so daB oft genug der Eindruck
entstehen konnte, als seien der Phantasie und Kiihnheit des Etymologen
im Tocharischen keinerlei Grenzen gesetzt” (K.Schmidt 1980: 397); it is
not an exaggeration to say that well over half the proposed Tocharian
etymologies are probably mistaken. We can avoid these pitfalls only by
insisting on ordered, rigidly regular sound changes based on a minimal
number of etymologies in which analogical disturbances are most unlikely,
and by rejecting all etymologies which ecannot plausibly be made to fit into

such a system®.

In the following sections I shall discuss a number of innovations appa-
rently shared by Tocharian with various other branches of IE in the hope
of finding some evidence for the original position of Tocharian in the IE
Sprachrawm. Shared features which in my opinion clearly do not meet the
conditions outlined at the beginning of this section will mostly be passed
over in silence. ‘

* As Sarah Thomason (p.c.) points out, it is also important to consider
the nature of the phonological or grammatical feature in question: “unmarked”
features seem to spread readily from language to language, whereas “marked”
features are borrowed less readily and so are more likely to reflect common genetic
development,

5 Of course there is also much reliable work; the numerous articles of Werner
Winter and the work of several younger scholars are particularly valuable.

% It should also be pointed out that the uncritical use of Pokorny
1951-69 — a work which makes no distinction between solid etymologies and very
dubious speculations, consistently erring on the side of inclusion — has contributed
substantially to the confusion of Tocharian etymological studies.



Evidence for the Position of Tocharian in the I.-E. Family ¢ 63

2. Developments of Laryngeals in Tocharian

2.0. Tt is often possible to show that a sound change occurred early in
the history of a branch of IE by exploiting the chronology of crucially
ordered changes between the more or less firm termini of ultimate and
intermediate protolanguages (here PIE and Proto-Tocharian [PT]). To
establish that a change occurred in the first few centuries of the develop-
ment of Tocharian one must show that the change necessarily occurred at
or near the beginning of a relatively long chronological sequence of pre-PT
changes; a change which was not demonstrably preceded by many other
changes, but also was not demonstrably followed by many, could have
occurred substantially later, since it scarcely seems possible that less than
two millennia elapsed between the breakup of PIE and that of PT7. A
large proportion of the earliest Tocharian sound changes (defined accord-
ing to the above criteria) involve laryngeals.

Several Tocharian developments of laryngeals are shared by so many
other branches of PIE that they tell us little or nothing about the original
geographical position of Tocharian in the family®. For example, Tocha-
rian is a “classic” or “Brugmannian” branch of IE, in which preconson-
antal and word-final laryngeals contracted with preceding vowels (after
the timbre of the vowels in question had been altered by the laryngeals,
apparently a phonetic development of PIE date); so are all other branches
of IE except Anatolian®. Initial preconsonantal laryngeals were lost in
Tocharian (cf. TB Scirye ‘star’ < PT *$cor- < PIE *xster-), as in most
other branches of IE (cf. Skt. inst. pl. stybhis, Av. nom. pl. stard, Lat. stella,
OIr. ser, Goth. stairno, ete.); only Anatolian, Armenian, and Greek pre-

" On the probable archaeological identification of speakers of PIE see now
Anthony 1986. The Tocharian languages are about as closely related as Old
English and Old High German; the time depth of their divergence should therefore
not be more than about a millennium, which would place the end of the PT period
around 500 B.C. at the earliest. In theory we also have to contend with the
possibility that sound changes have become morphophonemic rules and have then
been reordered (Hans Hock, p.c.); however, since I do not insist that a change
dating from the (sub-)PIE dialect continuum occur first in a sequence, and since
there is presumably a practical limit on the scope of rule reordering, it seems safe
to discount the possibility of such reordering in determining which changes oc-
curred early. Evidence that the sound changes discussed in this paper did occur
early in the history of Tocharian will be presented in the footnotes.

8 Whether specific changes of laryngeals are too natural (and thus repeatable)
to be used as evidence is a difficult question to answer, given that we are more
uncertain about the phonetics of laryngeals than of most other PIE segments. A
case in which this difficulty affects my argument will be discussed below.

® The same type of contraction also occurs in Anatolian in some circum-
stances, but not in all; see e.g. Melchert 1984: 92, 100 on the fate of *xs, and
note also such obviously uncontracted sequences as Hitt. /ah/ in pahsi iptv. 2sg.
‘protect’, root PIE *pex- ‘protect, herd (animals)’.
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serve reflexes of laryngeals in that position (cf. Hitt. hasterz®, Arm. astl,
Gk. dothp; see Watkins 1974)!%, Laryngeals which survive as separate
segments in Tocharian usually appear in PT as *a (see Winter 1965: 190,
Klingenschmitt 1975: 161-2 fn. 21, Normier 1980: 254); the same develop-
ment is observable in Germanic, Celtic, and Italic, and to a large extent in
Armenian (though the pattern of special developments, including loss of
laryngeals, is different in each branch). In this section I will discuss only
relatively clear developments of laryngeals in Tocharian which are shared
with few other branches of IE (and so might provide information about the
original position of Tocharian in the family).

2.1. In at least some cases initial laryngeals have been vocalized before
syllabic resonants in Tocharian. A certain example is

TB antapi [antdpi/, TA masc. ampi ‘both’ < PT *antpi « < PIE
*xntbho (Gk. &uew, gen./dat. ugoly, Lat. ambd, cf. Skt. ubka with
different first element; see Jasanoff 1976: 125-7)!1;

a further possible example is the Caland adjective!?

TB arkwi, TA arki ‘white’ < PT *arkwi- « *arkw- < ?*xrga- (Gk.
&pyupog ‘silver’, &pyupog ‘silver-white’, of. *xrgros in Skt. rjrds, Gk.
dpvée ‘shining’; see Hilmarsson 1986: 100),

though we must also reckon with the possibility that this PT adjective
reflects full-grade *xérgu- (Hilmarsson 1986: 171)!3. By contrast, syllabic
resonants in other positions are usually reflected in PT as *oR !4

10 Apparently Phrygian also preserves reflexes of initial preconsonantal laryn-
geals; cf. onoman ‘name’ (Brixhe and Lejeune 1984: 40), the PIE ancestor of
which seems to have exhibited an initial laryngeal (probably *x; ef. Hitt. laman,
Arm. anown, Gk. dvopa, vupa, Lakonian *Evupa-xpatidac).

" Tuse “<” and “>"” to indicate regular sound changes, “«” and “—” for
analogical changes; “« <” and “> —” summarize developments including chan-
ges of both types.

12 Cf. Wackernagel 1897: 8-9. Zero grade of the root is usually general-
ized in Tocharian Caland adjectives, but not always (cf. TB sware, TA swar ‘sweet’
< PT *swaré < *swadrés). The suffix of *arkwi is surprising; one normally finds
*.ro- rather than *-G- in Tocharian (cf. TB ratre ‘red’, tapre ‘high’, pérkare ‘long’,
swire ‘sweet’, ete.).

13 Tn the case of ‘both’ this alternative is at least highly improbable, since the
word appears to have been dissociated from its root *xent- ‘forehead, front’ (Hitt.
hdnz") already in PIE.

¥ Pace van Brock 1971, whose examples I in part reject and in part
handle differently (see immediately below). — For the purposes of this paper I
exclude PIE *i and *u from the class of syllabic resonants, since in spite of the large
overlap between their morphophonemic behavior and that of *n, *r, etc. the high
vowels develop very differently from the other resonants in most 1E languages.
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PIE *(d)f{rpt()m ‘hundred’ (Skt. satdm, Lith. Simtas, ete.) > PT *konté
> TB kante, TA kint!'%;

PIE *dpghwéx- ‘tongue’ (OLat. dingua, Goth. tuggo, etc.) >— PT
*kontwa- > TB kantwo. TA kintu'S;

PIE *bhrghros ‘lofty’ (cf. Hitt. parkus, Skt. brhdnt-, Av. barazant-
‘high’) > PT *parkré ‘long’ > TB pirkare, TA pdrkdr.

In word-initial position it appears that PIE *R also became *oR in the first
instance, but that subsequently initial *a > PT *8!%; thus PIE *p- ‘un”’
(Gk. &(v)-, Goth. un-, ete.), the only example of PIE word-initial *R which
certainly survives in Tocharian!®, appears in PT as *é(n)-:

15 Tn general, PT *a appears as a under the accent in TB; otherwise it appears
as d in closed syllables in both languages, but is dropped in open syllables. On the
whole the TB accent reflects that of PT; the most important difference is that the
accent of a P'I" final syllable has been retracted to the preceding syllable. Since the
morphophonemic alternations created by that retraction are still productive in TB,
I cite TB verb roots (and some other forms) in morphophonemic shape between
slashes. For a fuller discussion see Marggraf 1970: 9-18.

18 1 find the discussions of the problems surrounding ‘tongue’ in Hilmars-
son 1982 and Winter 1982 ingenious but unconvineing; the tabu deformation
posited in Hock 1986: 303-5 is easier to believe.

17 This is my own restatement of a sound change accepted by various other
scholars (Jasanoff, p.c.; cf. also Hilmarsson 1986: 171). PT *¢, probably un-
rounded and perhaps a central vowel, is the usual reflex of PIE *o. (I have recently
become convinced that *s < PIE *o had Nor yet merged with *e < PIE *&in PT;
I hope to demonstrate that in the book referred to in fn.2. Ringe 1987a: 1124
is mistaken: PT ‘fingernails’ was clearly *mékuwa, the palatalized *m" of PT
*m’efi- ‘moon’ did not induce rounding in TA, and there are at least three different
rounding rules for TA - one affecting PT *e and *o next to nonpalatalized *p and
*m, one affecting PT *8 and *o next to *(n)kw, and one affecting only PT *a next
to *(n)k™.) The only initial *s in pre-PT were those that arose from PIE *R, since
initial *i and *e gave PT yo, while initial *u gave PT *wo (Normier 1980: 253,
256-63). — An alternative scenario for the history of PT *&(n)- is proposed by
Adams 1988b: 16-7: *n- (> *un-?) > *on- > PT *&n-. There is no way to
exclude such a development in word-initial position; however, Adams’ conten-
tion that there was a general pre-PT change *R > *uR > (non-initial) *oR (first
published in Adams 1984: 397-8) is mistaken, as I shall demonstrate in sect.
3.4 below. .

8 Is PT *¢nkwé ‘man’ < PIE *pk-wo-s ‘mortal’? See Campanile 1969:
201-4. - Winter 1952 is unconvineing; his Greek examples {virtually the only
support for his prefix *n- ‘with’ outside of Tocharian) are susceptible to other, more
plausible explanations (which Winter 1952: 186 rejects for insufficient reasons).
On the gloss &xapés ‘brain’ see now Nussbaum 1986: 72-3 (who writes &xapos,
apparently following Chantraine 1968 s.v.; the reason given by the Etymolo-
gicon Magnum for the oxytone accent of the word — xai 81& vov yxpaxtiipa Edveran,
&g 70 padapbs — in fact makes no morphological sense).
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TB enklyausitte ‘anheard” < PT *én-klyéws-, root *klyews- ‘hear’ (TB
[klyews-/, TA klyos-) «< PIE *klew-;

TB ekamidtte ‘future’ (< *not yet arrived’) < PT *8-k¥4m-, root
*kYom- ‘come’ (TB [kem-/, TA kum- ~ km-) < PIE *g"m-,
zero-grade of *g"em- ‘step’;

TB aknatsa, TA aknats ‘ignorant’ < PT *8-knatsa, root *kna- ‘know’
< *gnd- < PIE *gnex¥- ‘recognize’; this example exhibits a-
umlaut (Cowgill 1967: 176-7)1°.

This prefix contrasts clearly with the example(s) of PT *aR- < PIE *xR-.

Vocalization of initial laryngeals before syllabic resonants is known as
“Rix’s Law”; it occurs also in Greek and to some extent in Latin (for
details see Rix 1969), but apparently not in any other branch of IE%. We
must therefore ask whether this constitutes evidence for an early connec-
tion of Tocharian with Greek and/or Italic?!

19 For further examples of this prefix see van Brock 1971: 282-3. The *-n-
of the prefix must have been lost by sound change in some environment, and the
*.n-less form must have spread analogically, but the details of that process are not
now recoverable.

2 Rix’s Law definitely did not occur in Celtie, Germanic, BS, or Indo-Iranian
(IIr) it is difficult to tell whether it occurred in Osco- Umbnan (Ringe 1988:
429-31). Decistve evidence from the less well attested branches seems to be lacking.
- Rix’s Latin examples are convincing precisely because the putative full-grade
preforms which would provide an alternative explanation are either morphologi-
cally implausible or actually impossible; though Beekes 1972b: 73-4 makes a
plausible case for secondary *x¥embh- in the n-stem forms of the ‘navel’ group, he
does not address Rix’s other examples, and his objections to Anttila 1969
reflect a view of PIE ablaut that is too unconstrained. Lat. ensis ‘sword’ (= Skt.
asis) would be a counterexample if Palaic hastram(-pi) ‘dagger’ were certainly
cognate, since the Palaic initial 2 seems to reflect PIE *x; but it is far from clear
that the a of the Palaic word can reflect PIE *p, and its suffix would also remain
unexplained. I agree with Mayrhofer (1987: 104-5) that the apparent “triple
reflex” of initial laryngeals before syllabic nasals in Latin is very surprising, given
that the reflex of all three is zero or a in every other environment, but my
astonishment is not great enough to have become outright skepticism. For further
{very judicious) discussion and bibliography see Mayrhofer loc. cit.

2l Regarding the relative chronology of Rix’s Law in Tocharian we can say at
Jeast the following. It is easiest to order vocalization of the initial laryngeal before
the resolution of *R into *sR (whereas loss of laryngeals in the same position — for
which see below - could just as well have occurred after *B > *sR), the vocaliza-
tion of *x apparently automatically entailing desyllabification of *R. The change

of *R to *aR clearly preceded the change of initial *o to *&, which it feeds, and also
preceded the loss of all original final consonants and clusters except *r (and
possibly *l; a good example of a lost cluster is PIE *trix (d)kémt ‘three tens’
(Schindler 1967a: 240) > *triyakd ‘thirty’ > PT *toryaka > TB tiryaka); if
we do not adopt the latter ordering, we cannot explain such cases as PIE *septr
“‘seven’ (Skt. sapld, Lat. septem, ete.) > *septdn > *septé > PT *goptd > TB sukt,
TA spdt. Loss of final consonants apparently preceded the (sporadic) loss of *-i,
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Unfortunately the case is not as clear-cut as the above data suggest. In
the first place, it is not known how PIE initial *x and *x¥ before syllabic
resonants developed, as no certain examples survive in Tocharian. A
Tocharian word that MIGHT contain a reflex of PIE initial *xr- is

TB erkent-, TA arkant- ‘black’ < PT *érk“ént- < *arg“ént-
< PIE *xrg“-ont-,

the PIE construct being plausibly the participle of a root-present or -aorist
of *kreg®- ‘be dark’ or ‘get dark’, a verb which is otherwise known only
from the derived noun *xrég“os ‘darkness’ (> Skt. rdjas ‘empty space,
atmospheric space’, Arm. erek ‘evening’, Gk. "EpePoc ‘hell’, Goth. rigis
‘darkness’). But it is not completely clear that the PIE root in question
exhibited an initial laryngeal (cf. Mayrhofer 1982: 186 fn.30 with lit.);
moreover, even if it did, we cannot state with complete confidence that
that laryngeal was *X, given the known tendency of Greek to assimilate the
vowels of VRV-sequences (as Sara Kimball reminds me). Finally, if TB
erkent-, TA arkant- ‘black’ do reflect PIE *xrg“ont- ‘dark’, then the initial
laryngeal of the latter form clearly was not vocalized according to Rix’s
Law as established for Greek and Latin. In the Rix’s Law phenomenon the
three laryngeals are reflected by different vowels, not only in Greek (in
which such a “triple reflex” is characteristic of laryngeals in most circum-
stances) but also in Latin (in which laryngeals otherwise fall together; see
Rix 1969: 90-2, 94-6); if the Tocharian developments were part of the
same phenomenon, we should expect to find the same triple reflex of
laryngeals. But the *X of the PIE form posited above cannot have become

since *nt-clusters that became final by the latter change were not completely lost;
of. PIE *kamtli ‘twenty’ (Lat. uiginti, etc.) > *wikenti (cf. Doric Fixar) >
*wikent > PT *w’iken > TB *yikin > tkdm, TA *wikey > wiki (Szemeré-
nyi 1960: 47-9). The sporadic loss of final *i presumably preceded palataliza-
tion (there is no evidence that consonants preceding the *-i were ever palatalized),
and in any case it preceded the general pre-PT restructuring of the vowel system
in which *i, *e, and *u fell together with *o (which survived in all positions into PT;
note the complete absence of any final vowel in PT ‘twenty’, and contrast obl. sg.
TB kwem, TA kom ‘dog’ < PT *kwéns < PIE *kuénm). That restrueturmg must
have preceded the change of *a to *u before *w; cf. PIE *néwos ‘new’ (Skt. ndvas,
Gk. véog, ete.) > *n’dwé > PT *fiawé > TB siuwe, TA #u. Finally, the last change
must have preceded the pre-PT loss of intervocalic *w with contraction (Por-
hallsdottir 1988), since loss of *w is blocked by a preceding *u (op. cit. p. 190,
Ringe 1989: 38 with fn. 16). This is not an exceptionally long sequence of pre-
PT changes, but I think it is long enough to entitle Rix’s Law to some discussion
as a probably very early Tocharian change. A longer chain of changes between the
loss of final consonants and the restructuring of the vowel system can be con-
structed, but the inferences on which it rests are not nearly as secure as those given
here.
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*e in the first instance, since initial *e of PIE or sub-PIE date appears in
PT as *yo-; of. TB yakwe, TA yuk ‘horse’ < PT *yskwé < PIE *ékwos
(Skt. dévas, Lat. equos, ete.) and TB yasar, TA ysar ‘blood’ < PT *yésar
< *¢sar < PIE *ésxr (Hitt. eshar, Skt. dsy-k, ete.) or < PIE collective
*ésxor (see Schindler 1975: 3-4)22, That PIE *X could have become
pre-PT *5 or PT *& directly seems most unlikely; it is much more natural
to suppose that the laryngeal was dropped, and that the resulting initial
syllabic resonant developed in the manner outlined above. For all these
reasons ‘black’ provides no clear evidence for Rix’s Law in Tocharian??,

. Nor is the paucity of examples our only problem. Note the following
very plausible etymology:

, TB enk- ‘grasp, seize, take’ < PT *énk- < *onk- < *nk < PIE *xnk-
ZEro- grade of *xne(n)k- ‘bring’ (Skt. aor. anat ( yhe has reached
(it)’, Gk. éveynelv ‘to bring’ but Swavexfic ‘continuous’; Olr. pret.
t-dnaic ‘(s)he came to’ = Skt. pf. andmsa ‘(s)he reached’ < (sub-)
PIE pf. *xe-xnonk-e (meaning?); of. Mayrhofer 1982: 191 fn. 51
with lit.)2*,

Apparently PIE initial *x has been dropped before *n in this form — as it
obviously has not been in ‘both’ (see above). Of course other solutions are
possible, but all involve further problems. We might consider positing PT
*¢ik- < *onk- < (post-)PIE *xonk- (as suggested tentatively by Jay
‘Jasanoff, p.c.), comparing the Olr, perfective pres. t-wici ‘(s)he can bring’,
‘(s)he understands’ < Prim. Ir. *to h-uggit < Proto-Celtic *onkiti; but the
o-grade root of the latter makes morphological sense if the stem is an old
intensive or causative (*onk-1- < *onk-éye-, formed with secondary o-
grade on the basis of *nk- < PIE *xpk-), whereas no such justification can
be advanced for an o- grade in the Tocharian form. Alternatively, we might
posit PT *enk- < *snk- < PIE *xénk-, comparing Hitt. hi-(in-)ik-zi
(/he(n)ktsi/?) ‘(s)he distributes’; but the form and meaning of this Hittite

. * The accent of TB pl. ys@ra [yosara/ is not clear evidence for a PT accent
*yosar; see Ringe 1987b: 258-62, 265-6 for the accent shift involved. On the
other hand, a development *ésxdr — *sxdr (cf. *uddr in Gk. 88wp, Skt. pl. uda) -
*eaxér (by analogy with a surviving sg.) > PT *yosir is also perfectly possible.

2 Of course if PIE ‘dark’ actually exhibited initial *x¥1- the Tocharian form
“wouLb be a good example of Rix’s Law; the development would have been
*x*g"ont- > *org*ont- > *érk*ént- etc. (as above). But there is not one shred of
evidence that the initial laryngeal of this PIE root (if any) was *x¥.

;7 ¥ I do not feel obliged to regard TA ents-, the root that translates TB enk-, as
cognate with it (pace Hilmarsson 1986: 279, 282-3); I believe that the phono-
logical difficulties which Hilmarsson’s suggestion involves far outweigh the
‘putative advantage of finding etymologies (semantically plausible ones, to be sure)
for a few more words.
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verb present so many problems that any connection between it and the TB
verb must be considered doubtful at best (cf. Oettinger 1979: 171-7,
Melchert 1984: 23—4 fn.46, 74 fn.141)%. Moreover, TB enk- has an sk-
present and an athematic subjunctive; we would expect to find a zero-
grade root throughout the one and in most forms of the other. In the
present state of our knowledge we must admit that TB enk- ‘grasp’ and PT
*antpi ‘both’ have an equal claim to represent the regular Tocharian
outcome of PIE *xn-. '

Thus the data are so few and so contradictory that we cannot say how
closely the Tocharian developments of PIE *XR- approximated Rix’s
Law. Consequently those developments reveal no clear connection be-
tween Tocharian and Greek or Italic in the (sub-)PIE dialect continuum.

2.2, The Tocharian treatment of laryngeals after syllabic resonants is
equally disappointing, though' for different reasons. Laryngeals in this
position are dropped (Schindler 1967a: 239-42; cf. also Winter 1965:
204-6, K.Schmidt 1982: 363—4)%5; cf. the following:

PIE *prXwos ‘first’ (Skt. plirvas, cf. Lith. pirmas) > PT *perwé, the
derivational base of TB (y)parwe ‘at first’, pdrwesse ‘first’, TA
pdrwat ‘eldest’;

PIE *g“rxwon- ‘millstone’ (cf. Lith. girnos ‘hand-mill’ and with full-
grade root Skt. grdvan- ‘millstone’) > PT *k¥orwén- > TB kir-
wefie ‘stone’ (Van Windekens 1960: 39-40);

PIE *plxnés ‘“full’ (Skt. pérnds, Lith. pilnas, ete.) > *polné > PT
*pallg, the derivational base of TB pillent (obl.) ‘full moon’ (Win-
ter 1965: 205-6);

PIE *gnxyétor ‘is being born’ (OIr. -gainethar, Skt. jayate) > *gonyétor
> PT *koiifiotor?” ‘is happening’ > TB kantdir (this derivation
of the pres. stem is my own).

% Craig Melchert (p.c.) suggests that we might be dealing with two roots,
*%enk- or *zenk- ‘seize, take’ (whence in Hittite *hold’ in *xo-XenK- > haink-
*hold out’ — ‘offer’) and *xnek- ‘move (to}, reach’. That is certainly possible, and
it would solve the problem; but the apparent occurrence of both only in Greek, and
the possibility of explaining the ¢ of Gk. éveyxeiv as a product of assimilation, make
me reluctant to accept Melchert’s suggestion.

% Of the examples adduced for a change of PIE *RX to PT *Ra, PT *gknatsa
‘ignorant’ (TB aknatsa, TA @knats) can reflect *3nd- < *gnex”- rather than *gnx”-
(Winter 1965: 191, fn.6), while TB kramdr ‘burden’ (whose ablaut was ques-
tioned already in Schindler 1972: 149) can reflect *g*rox-m(V)r- (for the o-
grade of the root cf. *ghod-m(V)r- in TB kenmer ‘dung’ and Hittite kammars-
‘defecate’, K. Schmidt 1980: 409); other examples are of doubtful etymology.

%1 The accent of thematic presents in TB (which is our only evidence for the
PT accent) is puzzling; see Marggraf 1970: 18-22.
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This looks like a remarkable agreement with Germanic (cf. OE forma ‘first’,
full “full’, ete.)®8; but in fact the developments of laryngeals in Germanic
and Tocharian seem to have been quite different, though in the case of
*RX sequences they gave the same eventual result. In Germanic, laryn-
geals that survived as separate segments usually became syllabic nuclei,
presumably *s; these new syllabic nuclei then developed differently ac-
cording to their position in the word (Bennett 1978). In medial syllables *a
was dropped. Since *R was always resolved into *uR in Germanic, laryn-
geals which originally followed syllabic resonants automatically wound up
in medial syllables, and so were dropped?. Thus in Germanic the loss of
laryngeals after syllabic resonants is (or at least can be) a special case of
a more general sound change. That is not the case in Tocharian. Examples
such as TB /ana-sk-/ ‘breathe in’ < PT *ana- < PIE *xenx- ‘breathe’ (Skt.
aniti ‘breathes’, Gk. &vepoc ‘wind’, etc.; Couvreur 1949: 33—4) and the
middle participial ending TB -mane, TA -mam < PT *-mané < PIE
*-mxnos (Av. -mnd, Gk. -pevoc, ete.; Klingenschmitt 1975: 159-63) show
that Tocharlan did not otherwise drop laryngeals in medial syllables after
resonants ; indeed, ablaut phenomena of the sort exemplified by TA
kilka- ¢ go’ (nonpres, stem):TB [kalaka-/ ‘follow’ (< PT *kélaka- by
a-umlaut) are intelligible only on the assumption that they reflect an
original ablaut *RX : *oRX, though unfortunately no such root has an
indisputable PIE pedlgree. For Tocharian, then, we must posit a specific
sound change *RX > *R, which was not (necessarily) shared with Germa-
nic and thus reveals nothing about possible connections between the two
branches.
:2.3. The treatment of laryngeals after *i and *u presents a more com-
plex problem. The sequence *ix definitely became *ya ~ *iya (cf. Winter
1965: 190):

.. The acute accent in the BS forms shows that *RX sequences in that branch
passed through a stage in which the syllable was distinctively long. Plausible
alternatives (using “full’ as an illustration) are: *p]nés > *pilonas > *pilnds >
*pilnas (so Warren Cowgill, p.c. 1980, and Jay Jasanoff, p.c., modulo minor
details) and *plXnds > *plnés > *pilnis > *pilnas (Jasanoff, p.c., again mo-
dulo minor details).

“* In theory it would be possible for such a laryngeal to wind up in a final
sy llable but I know of no examples.

% Tt follows that laryngeals after syllabic resonants must have been dropped
while syllabic resonants were still separate phono]oglcal entities. In fn. 21 above 1
noted that PIE *R were resolved into *aR in pre-PT; whatever the phonemic
“status of those sequences when they first arose, they must have become */oR/ when
the fall of final consonants created new final *-a (ibid.), and it should follow that
the laryngeals of original *RX sequences had been dropped by that time. The rest
of the relevant pre-PT chronology is identical with that given in fn. 21. Note that
‘in this case the sequence of changes is shorter by one, which makes a very early date
for the loss of *X after *R that much less certain.
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PIE *dhixg¥- ‘stab’ (Lat. figere, OLat. fivere ‘to fix (something in
something else)’, Lith. dggti ‘to sprout’) > *dhyag"- > PT
*tsak”-(a-) > TB [tsaka-| ‘bite, sting’, e.g. in subj. 3sg. tsakam
(the etymology is my own);

PIE *trix neut. ‘three’ (Gk. vpla, Skt. tri) > *triya > PT *terya ‘three’
(fem.)3! > TB farya, TA *tory > *toroy > *troy > tri (for the
sound change *CriyV > *CaryV, *CruwV > *CorwV see Schind-
ler 1967a: 239—42, Normier 1980: 257-8, Ringe forthcoming sec-
tion 6; * also participates in the change);

PIE *k"rix- ‘buy’ (Gk. aor. 3sg. énplaro ‘(s)he bought’, Skt. pte. kritds
‘bought’) > *k“riya- > PT *kVerya- > TB [kerya-/, e.g. in
kiryamte ‘we bought’; derived noun *k¥rix-wr > *k“oryawer >
PT *k¥oryor ‘trade’ > TB karyor, TA kuryar (porhallsdottir
1988: 193-5);

PIE fem. suffix *-ix (Gk. -wx ~ *-i«, Skt. -7) > —> *-ya ~ *iya, e.g. in

PIE *pént-ix fem. ‘all’ (Gk. éica) > — *pntya > PT *pontsa®® > TA
obl. pontsd-m;

PIE *xrudhros ‘red’ (Gk. 2pudpbs) > PT *rotré > TB ratre, TA rtdir; new
fem. *rudhr-ia > *rotriya > PT *rotorya > TB rtarya, TA gen.
sg. ridrye;

PIE *ladrés ‘beloved’ (Lye. lada ‘wife’; Winter 1965: 191) > PT *laré
> TB lare; new fem. PT *lariya > TB lariya®.

It is possible that the sequence ¥ix" also became PT *ya, but the two
potential examples are uncertain: A '

PIE *g"ix“w- ‘live’, pres. 3sg. *gix“weti (Skt. jivati, Lat. utuit) >
*g¥yaw-, *g¥yawet > PT *Saw-, *saw’o > TB [saw-/, dai-m, TA
éo-, $o-s (Winter 1965: 192, Normier 1980: 254)? — or rather se-
condary *g¥yow-, *g¥yoweti (cf. Gk. {éer, Schindler 1972: 149) >
PT *$aw-, *saw’e, etec. (Winter 1965: 197)?

PIE *protix"k¥om ‘face’ (Skt. prdtikam ‘surface, face’) > *protyak”-
> PT *prétsak®-a- ‘chest’ > TB pratsako, TA pratsak (Normier
1980: 254)23* — or rather *protyck“om with secondary Wacker-

. 3! In Tocharian the neuter gender merged morphologically with the masculine
in the singular and with the feminine in the plural; many Tocharian fem. pl. forms
reflect PIE neuter plurals.

32 'On‘the'sound change *ty > PT *ts see Winter 1962b: 20-2. Note that
the distribution of *-ya and *-iya in Tocharian no more follows the classical
formulation of Sievers’ Law than that of *-ix and -w in Greek.

3 Some further examples of this fem. suffix can be found in K
Tho4ma,s 1960: 121 (PT *lantsa ‘queen’), 149, 152-3, 155-6. n Brause and
3 The TB form exhibits a-umlaut in the initial syllable, whereas the TA form

does not because that syllab ‘ . . ’ !
1987b: 262. at syllable was accented; see Cowgill 1967: 176-7, Ringe



72 D. A. Ringe, Jr.

nagel lengthening (cf. Gk. mpéownov ‘face’) > *protyak®- ete.
(Adams 1984: 400)?

Preconsonantal *ix apparently became *T, whence PT *i; cf. the following:

PIE *wikrés ‘young (man), warrior’ (Skt. virds ‘hero’, Lith. vyjras
‘man’) > *wirdés > PT *wiré > TA wir ‘young’%;

PIE (zero-grade athematic) optative *-ix- > *-1- > PT *-i- > TB, TA
-i-, e.g. in (athematic) opt. 1sg. PT *yam-i-m’s ‘T would do’ > TB
yamim, TA yamim3S.

The development of PIE word-final *-ix in Tocharian is a problem that
admits of several solutions; which solution we adopt will depend on our
judgments of several etymologically ambiguous Tocharian dual endings
(e.g. in PT *antpi ‘both’ above; see also Winter 1962a: 115, 129, 1962b:
30-1, Klingenschmitt 1975: 162 fn. 21), discussion of which is beyond the
scope of this artiele®”. In any case there is no obviously correct solution,
so that inferences about the position of Tocharian ultimately based on
those dual endings will be notably insecure®.

% Tt seems possible that the laryngeal in this word was *x* rather than *3; it
cannot have been *x (see above).

3 T think it less likely that PT *.i- reflects PIE thematic *-o0-y(X)- for the
following reasen. It seems clear that PTE word-final *-oy and *-oy% (except in
monosyllables) gave a palatalizing vowel PT *.e, which became TB -, TA -e; cf.
nom. pl. mase. *tritds ‘third’ — *tritdy (cf. Gk. tpiror) > PT *tr'acé > TB irici,
TA trice and thematic nom.facc. du. neut. *-0y% > PT *-e introduced analogically
in TB keni, keni-ne (Winter 1962a: 117-9), TA kanwe-m ‘(two) knees’. It is not
clear what happened to those PIE sequences otherwise in noninitial syllables —
there are no certain examples (pace Winter 1962a: 126, K. Schmidt 1975:
289-90, Adams 1984: 398, 1988b: 140-1) ~ but PT *e does recur in medial
syllables in loanwords; a clear example is PT *santk¢nawe ‘physician’ > TB
samtkinau, > - TA s@mtkenu (-u for -0 analogically as in participles; cf. TA papeku
~ TB papaikau ‘painted, written’). That by no means makes it impossible that
PIE *oy(X) became PT *i, not *e, when nonfinal in noninitial syllables — e.g. in the
optative; but the balance of probability seems to favor a derivation of PT opt. *-i-
from PIE athematic *-iX-. On PT *.ay- (*-8y-?) in dual forms see section 5.9.

% T hope to discuss the matter fully in the book referred to in fn. 2. Note that
the Tocharian reflex of PIE *wikmtik ‘twenty’ (see fn. 21) seems to have lost its
final laryngeal in sandhi already in PIE (cf. Kuiper 1947: 210-2, Mayrhofer
1986: 149).

3% Early dates are Jess easy to demonstrate for developments of *iX than for
the sound changes previously discussed. PIE *ix seems to give *iya after *CR-
clusters, but *ya elsewhere (cf. the examples cited above). TB lariye seems to show
that this repartition of reflexes was settled before the loss of preconsonantal *d (see
fn. 2), but the latter cannot be shown to be a particularly early change. In any case
TA pontsdm and TB [tsaka-/ show that *ix became *ya before the change of *t(h)y
> *ts (see fn. 32); and if the last change occurred at the same time as the change
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Clear examples of the development of *uX are much harder to find.

There is a reasonably clear example of pre-PT *i from PIE word-final
*ux39:

PIE collective *dakru-x ‘tears’ — *ikrux (see section 6.4) > *akrii >
PT pl. *akru > TB akrit-na, TA akru-nt (Adams 1988b: 19, 32).

Though TA @krunt « *akru < PT *akruwa is a perfectly plausible devel-
opment (as Jorundur Hilmarsson has pointed out to me), it seems rather
unlikely that PT *-uwa would have been remodelled to -una in TB, where
it usually remains unchanged; the development posited above seems more
likely. Tt follows that the PT ending *-uwa of *wostuwa ‘houses’ (TB
ostuwa, TA wastu), *mékuwa ‘fingernails’ (TB mekwa, TA maku), etc.
reflects the analogical addition of the productive neut. pl. ending *-a to
older *-u < *-ii not long before the PT stage; thus these PT *-uwa do not
directly reflect PIIE *-ux*®. At least one other example of *uX (the
identity of the laryngeal is unknown) likewise became *@ in the first
instance:

PIE *suX- ‘beget, bear (a child)’ > *sii- > PT *su- in TB §;suwa ‘sons’
(Krause 1956: 196); the word is a fossilized neut. pl. pret. ptc.,
originally *¢ssue’ (Winter 1985: 260)*!.

of postvocalic *-t(h)i to *-si (as seems plausible), then we can say that the whole
sequence occurred before palatalization, since the last-mentioned change clearly
did (Jasanoff 1987: 109). Palatalization in turn occurred before the restructur-
ing of the vowel system, since in that restructuring PIE *i and *e, which did
palatalize preceding consonants, merged with PIE *u and the vocalic part of *R,
which did not palatalize; and the rest of the relevant chronology is as in fn. 21. This
is a respectably long sequence of changes, but some of the links in the chain are
rather uncertain. For the change *iX > *T we cannot say even so much; clearly that
contraction occurred before the restructuring of the vowel system (in which the
distinctive feature of vowel length was lost), but no other chronological relations
can be determined. T include the change in the discussion here only because it
completes the picture of the development of *iX in Tocharian.

® The discoverable chronological relations of this change are the same as for
pre-PT *T < PIE *ix; see the end of the preceding footnote.

0 See also Ringe forthcoming section 2. Note that the difference between
PT final *-CwV and *-CuwV accounts neatly for the difference in development
between two groups of words: TA yuk ‘horse’ = TB yakwe < PT *yskws, TA onk
‘man’ = TB enkwe < PT *énkws, TA psuk ‘crown’ = TB pissakw ‘garland’ < PT
*passokwa, etc. on the one hand, and TA maku ‘fingernails’ = TB mekwa < PT
*mékuwa, TA saku ‘pus’ = TB sekwe < PT *sékuw#, etc. on the other. Note
further that BoTH *kuw and *kw contrast with the PT *k¥ that reflects PIE
labiovelars; cf. TA wak ‘voice’ = TB wek < PT *wék”s < *wok¥on < PIE ace.
sg. *wok™ 1, ete., and see section 3.1 below on evidence for the survival of *k* as
a separate phoneme in PT.

4 A PT root *suwa- (*/sewa-/) ought to have had a pret. pte. in *-owe (> TB
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It is not clear that other instances of pre-PT *@ actually reflect *uX, and
we must reckon with the possibility that some unanalyzable *& occurred
even in PIE (cf. Mayrhofer 1986: 171); a possible instance is PIE *si- ‘rain’
(Gk. Gew, Alb. noun shi) > PT *su- > TA su- in pres. 3pl. swidic, pte.
stim@m*?. Whether any (pre-)PT *uwa (or *wa) can reflect PIE *uX is
even more uncertain, since in all putative cases the PT *a can be explained
as a later addition. The following examples are typical:

PIE *x¥bhruX- ‘eyebrow’ (Skt. bhris, Gk. éppic, etc.) > *bhruwa- >
PT *porwa- in dual *porwa-ne > TB péirwiane, TA pirwam (Win-
ter 1965: 192)? — or is the PT *-a- an additional stem vowel, the
old root-noun having been replaced by (e.g.) an a-stem (cf.
Schindler 1967a: 241)?

PIE *mluX- ‘speak’ (vel sim.; Skt. pres. 3sg. brdviti, briité, Av. mraoiti)
> *mluwa- > *bluwa- > PT *pelwa- ‘lament’ > TB [polwa-/in
pres. 3sg. palwam (K.Schmidt 1982: 365)? — or is the /-a-/ an
addition on the analogy of old set roots? ‘

PIE *suX- ‘pig’ (Gk. S, Lat. sis, etc.) > PT *suwa- in TB suwo, adj.
swafifie (Winter 1965: 192)? — or is the *-a- an addition? Should we
even reconstruct PIE *sii- (see above)?

The most we can say is that at least some *uX, probably including
word-final *ux, became *i in the first instance.

In its pattern of developments of PIE *X and *uX Tocharian is
strongly reminiscent of Greek. P1E *ix appears to give Greek wx ~ *ix, e.g.
in tpfx neut. ‘three’ = Skt. tri, 3sg. &nplate ‘(s)he bought’ (cf. Skt. pte.
kritds), fem. ~x ~ *-jo in wévix ‘lady’ = Skt. pding, mlewpa ‘rich (soil, ete.)’
= Skt. ptvar? fem. ‘fat’*, PIE *X before a consonant gives Greek 7 in inot

-0,, -au), fem. /neut. pl. *-owa (> TB -auwa), pace Winter loc. cit.; cf. the
following examples:
lypawwa neut. pl., lirog mase. pl. ‘(having) sent’, root /luwa-/ (cf. a-root subj. TB
3sg. lawam, TA lsg. lawam < PT *léwa-) « < PIE *lewX- ~ *luX- ‘undo
(/eut/break) a rope, release’ (Van Windekens 1941: 54);
tsw@ava fem. pl. “fitted together’, root [tsuwa-/ (cf. TB pres. 3sg. fsweldr, TA pres.
or subj. 3sg. tswatir, both clearly a-root types), possibly < PIE *dewX- ~
*duX- ‘fit together’, found also in the Germanic family of Goth. taujan ‘to
make’ (Krause 1961: 265-6; add Gk. 3vacda: ‘to be able’?); on PT *ts
< PIE *d see section 7.2.
The pret. pte. TB éfe]su ‘having eaten’, vbl. noun Sesuwer ‘(a) meal’ to PT *suwa-
‘eat’ is an isolated aberration, and cannot be used (as Winter uses it loc. cit.)
to justify positing a PT root *suwa- ‘beget’. — Note that PT *uwV = *fowV/, *iyV
= */ayV/, and that that morphophonemiec relation survives unchanged in TB.
2 The [-a-] of TB [sawa-| (pres. 3sg. suwam ete.) is probably an analogical
addition; see immediately below for other similar examples.
# Tt is not clear that the repartition of monosyllabic and disyllabic reflexes is
the result of sound change alone; cf. the very detailed discussion of Peters
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‘throws, sends’ « *¥ner < PIE *%i-XyeX-ti (Peters 1976) and probably in
i ‘sinew, muscle’ < *wiXk- (but fn. 35 applies to this word as well); *ix* also
seems to give T in dnimedev ‘stare at, ogle’ < *(X)opi-x"k"-, lit. ‘look
(*x*k¥-) upon’ (cf. Mycenaean o-pi = alphabetic Greek éxi ‘on’; Rix 1976:
71). (On the Greek reflex of final *ix see fn. 45 below.) The only indisput-
able Greek reflex of PIE *uX is § (pace Francis 1970: 276-84, Normier
1977: 182 fn. 26). This similarity between Tocharian and Greek would seem
to reveal a very early historical connection.

However, further reflection casts considerable doubt on such a conclu-
sion. All the relevant Tocharian changes probably occurred very early, but
itis not easy to prove that they did (see fnn. 38 and 39); it also seems fairly
clear that the Greek development of *ix (at least) reflects not a simple
sound change, but a complex of phonological and analogical changes (see
fn.43). The clearly shared changes *iX > *1ft, *uX > *@/5 are also shared
by many other branches of TE**. In both Greek and Tocharian the really
distinctive change is the development of PIE *x to *a/« after *i, and we
must therefore ask how natural (and thus repeatable) such a change is. The
exact phonetic nature of PIE *x is not recoverable, but it does seem to
have been a voiceless unrounded back fricative of some sort (cf. the
opinions reported in Mayrhofer 1986: 121 fn. 101, 122 fn.103), and the
development of a low back unrounded vowel next to or out of such a
fricative seems very natural indeed — especially when a high front vowel
precedes. Consequently I think it would be rash to posit an early connec-
tion between Greek and Tocharian on the basis of the similarities outlined
above. Those agreements between the two branches could be important if
Tocharian and Greek also shared a large number of other natural but
unrelated early innovations (see section 1); but as the remainder of this
paper will show, they do not*®.

1980: 127-205, who concludes (pp.204-5) that the “regular” outeome in final
position (at least) was *-ix. The distribution of the PT reflexes *ya and *iya is
likewise problematic, though it might be the result of sound change (see Ringe
forthcoming section 11). There is too much uncertainty all around to permit a
conclusion that the Greek and Tocharian developments of *ix were “the same”,
though it is possible that they were. ~ Note that ¢mptato can also be interpreted as
thematic *é-k“rix-e-to (Beekes 1969: 247), or as analogical on 3pl. érplavte <
*¢-k"rix-ento (Rix 1976: 215) if *-ento was a possible athematic mediopassive
ending at any stage in the development of Greek.

# Even Hittite shares the contraction to #, at least in word-final position, to
judge from the neuter nom./acc. plurals in -# < *-ux. I am grateful to Sara
Kimball for pointing this out to me.

# Le., in the present state of our knowledge it cannot be shown that they do.
It seems possible that further study of the Tocharian development of word-final
*ix will establish beyond doubt that that sequence became *-ye > PT *-'5 (so
Winter 1962b: 30-1), and that would represent a further agreement with
Greek (cf. *iX > -ic in dooc ‘(two) eyes’; see Forssman 1969: 44-7); but a
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2.4. 1 therefore find in developments of laryngeals no evidence that
conclusively links Tocharian to any other branch of IE. However, the fact
that the Greek and Tocharian developments of *iX are at least partly
parallel remains intriguing and clearly deserves further study.

3. Other Early Sound Changes

3.1. Tocharian is a classic “centum” branch of IE. All PIE palatals and
velars appear as PT *§ when palatalized, otherwise as PT *k (for examples
see Krause and Thomas 1960: 64-6). PIE labiovelars usually exhibit the
same development. But in addition to the TB:TA correspondences that
support the reconstruction of PT *ko (e.g. TB kante, TA kint < PT *konté
‘hundred’) and those that support PT *ku (e.g. TB, TA kutk- < PT
*kutok- ‘embody’) we find also two examples in which the TB form
exhibits morphophonemic /ko/ while TA has ku:

TB karyor, TA kuryar ‘trade’;
TB /kem-/, TA kum- ‘come’, e.g. in 3sg. pres. TB kinmassim, TA
kumnds,

as well as a cognate pair of which the TB member can only be explained
on the assumption that its first vowel occurred between two labial(ized)
consonants in PT (Normier 1980: 263):

TB kokale, TA kukdl ‘chariot’*®,

All three examples have obvious PIE etymologies involving labiovelars,
viz. *k"rix- ‘buy’, *g¥em- ~ *g¥m- ‘come, go’ and *kvék"los ‘wheel’
respectively; in all three one would expect the labiovelar to have been
followed by *o in PT (PIE *e > PT *o; PIE *N > PT *oN; *o develops
regularly in *CriyV sequences, see section 2.3; on the second vowel of TB
kokale see Ringe 1987h: 258-62)*7. We are practically forced to recon-
struct PT *k™o in these words, and to recognize that labiovelars remained

number of objections need to be dealt with before such a conclusion can be
considered certain. I hope to return to this problem in the book mentioned in fn. 2.

# These data were first assembled in Lane 1960: 72-3, along with other
relevant material.

¥ The lack of palatalization in PT *k*8k*l& ‘chariot’ is the result of an early
morphophonemic rule that depalatalized the initial consonants of reduplicating
syllables when the consonant following the reduplicating syllable was not palata-
lized. Another fossilized example is TB [totta-/ ‘put’ (e.g. in subj. 3sg. tattam, pret.
pte. till@,) < PT *tatta- « *cotta- < PIE pres. (zero-grade) *dhe-dhx-. Redupli-
cating svllables which are still synchronically analyzable in Tocharian likewise
reflect this change, though they have undergone extensive further developments of
other kinds.
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distinet from the other dorsals in Tocharian at least as late as the PT
stage!8. It is even possible that a preconsonantal labiovelar survives
unchanged in :

TB nom. pl. masc. ldnk,ci ‘light, trivial’ Berlin 245a3 beside nom. sg.
lantse 561al etc. < PT *lonk“tsé < PIE *xIng“h- (Gk. éhagpde
‘light, nimble’, &ayds little’, Skt. raghis ‘swift’).

It might reasonably be asked whether this pattern of development reveals
an early connection between Tocharian and the western branches of IE
(the traditional centum branches)®.

To be sure, the geolinguistic importance of the centum/satem isogloss
has been doubted for decades (cf. Benveniste 1936: 229), though cogent
arguments on either side have been lacking. But we now have good reason
to discount the isogloss altogether, maintaining that the centum develop-
ment of PTE dorsals is meaningless for early IE dialect geography. Mel-
chert 1987 has conclusively demonstrated that Luvian in part maintains
the PIE three-way distinction between palatals, velars, and labiovelars; it
follows that Proto-Anatolian (PA) did so as well. Yet Hittite, another
descendant of PA, is a classic centum language (cf. the cognates cited in
Melchert 1987). It is most unlikely that Hittite underwent the centum
development of dorsals because of contact with other branches of IE, both
because the geographical distribution of the Anatolian languages strongly
suggests that they differentiated within Anatolia (at a date when no other
IE languages can be shown to have been in that region) and because PA
was already so different from PIE that a sharp language boundary must
have existed between it (or, a fortiori, any of its descendants) and other TE
languages. It follows that the centum development of dorsals occurred
independently at least twice — once in Hittite and at least once in the other
centum languages®. But in that case we must consider it a natural, easily

¥ Pace Georgiev 1981: 283-9, most of whose etymologies seem far too un-
convincing to stand against the clear pattern of those cited above, in spite of his
long and elaborate argument against the point of view adopted here.

49 This depends in part on how early the PIE palatals and velars merged in
Tocharian. I can find no clear evidence that the merger was one of the earliest
changes; we can only say that it must have occurred before palatalization (unless
we are willing to accept a phonetic distinction between palatalized palatals,
“plain” palatals, palatalized velars, and “plain” velars, such that the first and
third groups later merge, while the second and fourth do the same - a scenario
which I find wildly implausible).

% One could propose that the subgroups of Anatolian originally belonged to
different dialect areas of PIE, but were drawn together in a pre-PA Dialektbund by
subsequent innovations cutting across the original isoglosses; this was suggested as
a theoretically possible alternative by Hans Hock (p.c.). But that would be a
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repeatable change, and its occurrence in Tocharian thereby loses all signi-
ficance. ' ,

3.2. The same is true of Grassmann’s Law (GL; Winter 1962b: 29-30),
the devoicing of aspirates (cf. Jasanoff 1987: 111-2), and the change of
postvocalic *-t(h)i to *-si (ibid. pp.108-9). Those three sound changes
must have occurred in Tocharian in that order, since the deaspiration of
PIE *dh yields pre-PT *d (the basis of Winter’s demonstration that GL
oceurred in Tocharian; see section 7.2 for further discussion) and since the
devoicing of aspirates feeds the assibiliation of *t(h)®!. GL demonstrably
occurred independently in Greek and Indic®?; it can have occurred indep-
endently in Tocharian as well. Aspirate devoicing can also have occurred
independently in Tocharian, as it is a natural and easily repeatable change;
note that it is almost the only sound change shared by Greek and Italic,
two branches of IE which apparently were never in close contact before the
Greek colonization of Italy®. Finally, though assibiliation of *t(h) before

much less highly valued hypothesis, since it increases the complexity and decreases
the rigor of our reconstructions without accounting for any additional data.

51 The last change clearly occurred before palatalization, since the PT outcome
is *so (Jasanoff 1987: 109). Palatalization in turn seems to have preceded the
restructuring of the vowel system (see fn.36), and the remainder of the relative
chronology is asin fn. 21. Thus the chain of ordered changes beginning with GL and
ending with PT is respectably long. However, note that devoicing of aspirates was
preceded not only by GL but also (probably) by the loss of aspirates after nasals
(see fn. 2). Aspirate devoicing and assibilation are the only changes so far discussed
that do not stand at the beginning of a chronologically ordered sequence.

2 Schindler 1976: 626 and Normier 1977: 178 adduce Skt. kumbhds ‘pot’
= Avestan zumbd < PIIr. *khumbhas as evidence that GL occurred in Indic but
not Iranian, therefore after the PIlr. stage; this apparently invalidates the efforts
of Kiparsky 1973: 126-33 to link the Indic and Greek phenomena historically.
(However, Mayrhofer 1986: 114 fn. 66 notes that the further etymology of this
word is far from certain, and that the example is thus “nur mit Reserve verwend-
bar”.) Note also that of the Greek etymologies cited by Kiparsky on pp.131-3
the two most secure, wiiyve ‘forearm’ and xepa)y ‘head’, are the two that are
counterexamples to his hypothesis; D. Gary Miller (1977: 132-7) has shown
that the list of such words can be greatly extended, while the etymologies that
appear to support Kiparsky’s hypothesis are uniformly very doubtful. The sug-
gestion of Wyatt 1976: 9-10 that “the PIE aspirated consonants were not dis-
tinctively voiced in all areas in which PIE was spoken”, if it does not deny a
consequence of the comparative method (viz. the reconstruction of unitary proto-
languages), seems to suggest that the pre-Greek devoicing of aspirates could have
occurred already in the post-PIE dialectal stage, when pre-Greek and pre-IIr. were
still in contact. But this is scarcely necessary, given the naturalness of GL
(Mayrhofer 1986: 113); moreover, it is a less highly valued hypothesis (for the
reasons noted at the end of fn. 50).

3 The reader should be aware that I completely reject the “glottalic” theory
of the PIE stop system. General reasons for rejecting it are well expounded in
Vine 1988; Hock 1986: 625-6 (with references p.670) shows that the typologi-
cal generalizations on which it is based are incorrect. It is true (as Henry Hoe-
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*i is known only from Tocharian and Greek within the IE family, it is a
natural change well attested elsewhere; for example Proto-Polynesian *ti
developed into si in Tongan, though other Proto-Polynesian *t remain
unchanged in that language®. I conclude that no arguments about the
position of Tocharian in the IE family can be based on these sound
changes.

3.3. In word-final position PIE *5 became pre-PT *ii, which appears in
PT as *u (Normier 1980: 255 fn. 14; cf. already Pedersen 1941: 229). The
change took place even in monosyllables — a rather unusual pattern of
conditioning. Note the following examples:

PIE *Qu(‘) mase. ‘two’ > *dwd > *wd > *wil > PT *wi > TA wu;
PIE *kud ‘dog’ (Skt. §(u)vd, Gk. xbwv) > *kwd > *kwi > PT *ka >
TB, TA ku;

nigswald reminds me) that the glottalic theory is not strictly verifiable nor
falsifiable by the comparative method, which deals only with phonemic opposit-
ions; however, careful consideration of the probable phonetics of several borrow-
ings between branches of I1E suggests overwhelmingly that a glottalic-type re-
construction of PIE stops is incorrect. Meid 1986: 209-10 fn.55 and 1987: 10-1
has shown that the shape of the Celtic loanwords *rik- ‘king’, *rikija- ‘kingdom’ in
Germanic is difficult to account for without the traditional formulation of Grimm’s
Law; as Meid 1987: 10 makes clear, that is equally true of PG *hanapiz ‘hemp’
(Old English henep, ete.), apparently a non-IE word (cf. its structure) borrowed
into Germanic through a more southerly IE language (cf. Herodotos 4.74-5). The
most striking counterargument to the glottalic theory, however, is the shape of
Armenian partéz ‘garden’, an early Iranian loanword (Meid 1987: 9). This is
extremely difficult to account for under the glottalic theory for the following
reasons. According to the traditional reconstruction of PIE consonants, the *d of
Iranian *paridaiza- has undergone the Armenian sound change *d > ¢, part of the
Armenian consonant shift, because the word was borrowed before that change had
occurred. Using the glottalic theory, according to which the Armenian consonants
underwent no such shift, one could account for the ¢ of the Armenian form only by
claiming that (a) Iranian *d was borrowed into Armenian as ¢, in spite of the fact
that Armenian had a d of its own, or (b) the consonant in question was still
(glottalized) *t’ in Iranian when the word was borrowed. But this word should not
originally have contained *t’ under any theory, since its root is *dheygh- (glottalic
“*deyg-"); cf. Gk. teiyog and totyoc ‘wall’ (v < *3 by GL) and especially Oscan acc.
pl. felhaiss ‘walls’ (f < *dh, as in Latin)! Positing an Iranian *t’ therefore entails
assuming extraordinarily improbable developments in Iranian (viz. preservation of
“*q” and “*t’” as such in PIIr. and merger of those two phonemes ~ but not of
“*th”, which in any case would still have to be different from the PIIr. reflex of
“*th” plus laryngeal — in Proto-Iranian “*t’”). Other similar Armenian examples
exist; Jochem Schindler (p.c. 1985) adduces arcat® ‘silver’, another early Ira-
nian loan. I conclude that the glottalic theory is simply mistaken; hard evidence
always outweighs any conceivable amount of typological theorizing.

# See Walsh and Biggs 1966: vi, with examples passim, esp. pp. 103-22;
on the pronunciation of the sibilant see Churchward 1953: 1.
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~ PIE subj. and thematic pres. 1sg. act. *-6 (Gk. -w, Lat. -6) > *-t > PT
*-u > TB athematic subj. (and probably pres.) 1sg. -u, e.g. in ayu
‘T will give’, yamu ‘T will do’;
© PIE *oktd(w) ‘eight’ (Skt. astdu, Gk. dxtd) > *oktd > *ektii >
*okt1% > *gkt — PT *gkt4 by analogy with *sopt ‘seven’ and
*fidwo ‘nine’ (Pedersen 1941: 220-1, Penney 1976: 89 fn.50) >
TB okt, TA okit; pre-PT *-u is preserved in TA oktuk ‘eighty’.

This is strongly reminiscent of the Proto-Celtic (PC) shift of *3 to *@ in
final syllables, which likewise occurred in monosyllables; some of the same
examples can even be adduced:

“PIE *kud ‘dog’ > PC *ki > OIr. ¢t ‘hound’;
PIE *bhérd T'm carrying’ (Gk. ¢épw, Lat. fers) > PC *berti > Prim.
Ir. *birti > OlIr. -biur, e.g. in do-biur ‘T’'m bringing’.

It is reasonable to ask whether this reveals an early connection between
Tocharian and Celtic’® — until one remembers that an identical (or very
similar) change occurred also in North and West Germanic centuries after
‘the breakup of the (post-)PIE dialect continuum (cf. OE nom./ace. pl.
neut. scipu ‘ships’ < PGme. *skipo and especially ON fem. s# ‘that’ =
"Goth. s0)5". However strange it may seem, we must conclude that this

S % The change of the initial vowel is u-umlaut, a regular sound change by which
pre-PT *s became PT *o (an o-vowel distinct from *o of other sources) when
followed in the next syllable by *u or *a (Normier 1980: 255; cf. already Pe-
dersen 1941: 220-1). This change clearly occurred after the shift, of word-final
*3 to *1 and after the change of *o to *& (unless its effect was actually to prevent
the change of *o to *8); that it occurred before the vowel system was restructured
(see fnn. 21 and 38) is clear from the fact that PIE *déru ‘wood’ appears in PT as
*¢ro (> TB, TA or), not as “*éro”.

" % The Tocharian change of word-final *-6 to *-t was clearly early, but it is
difficult to show that it was among the earliest changes The best that can be said
is that it must have preceded u-umlaut, which in turn must have preceded the
restructurmg of the vowel system (see the preceding footnote), and the remaining
chronology is asin fn. 21. On the other hand, it seems extremely likely that the loss
of *d before consonants (see fn. 2) occurred before the shift of *-56 to *-ii, since *dud
> *dwd >*wd > *wil can plausibly result in a PT form with initial *w- (see

_immediately above in the text), whereas one would expect a sequence *dud > *duii

.to result in *dii rather than *wii. It therefore appears that the change of *-6 to *-@

" cannot stand quite at the beginning of a chronological sequence of changes.

5 1 am grateful to Jay Jasanoff for reminding me of this, and to Hans
Hock for helpful criticism of the {much longer) original version of this para-
‘graph. A change that occurred after the breakup of PGme. must necessarily be
‘ much later than any dialectal PIE change; estimates of the amount of time that

27, may have elapsed between the two are superfluous. It should also be noted that

- while the Tocharian and NWGmec. changes are more or less identical — only final
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sound change and its conditioning are natural and repeatable, at least
within the context of a relatively archaic IE vowel system.

3.4. Douglas Adams (1984: 397-8, 1988b: 16-7) has suggested that PIE
syllabic resonants became in the first instance *uR (as in Germanic), and
that those *uR subsequently underwent the general pre-PT change of *u
to *a, whence the PT reflex *oR; as evidence he adduces a number of
putative examples of PIE *KI}(X)/*KI}(X) > *KuR > PT *k¥aR,
notably TA kulmdmts- ‘reed’ < PIE *ELXm-; TB [kwor-/, TA kur- ‘grow
old’ < PIE *grX-; TB kwarsir, TA kursir ‘mile’ < PIE *krs- ‘run’. (For
Adams’ explanation of the development of initial syllabic resonants see
fn. 17 above.) Observing that there are also examples that do not exhibit
labialization of the velar, and that at least one (namely TB kante, TA ként
‘hundred’ < PIE *(d)kmtém) cannot possibly have lost such labialization
by analogy, he concludes that “the presence or absence of a PTch *w after
an initial *£ is not predictable” (Adams 1984: 397). T disagree; my own
view of the situation can be stated briefly as follows.

The PT reflex of PIE R is indeed *oR; in addition to the examples of
PIE *RX cited in section 2.2, cf. also the following:

PIE *(d)kmtém ‘hundred’ (Skt. satdm, Lith. $imtas) > PT *kenté >
TB kante, TA kint;

PIE *wﬂ}xptii ‘twenty’ (Lat. uigintt) > *wikenti (cf. Doric Fixam) >
*wikont > PT *w'iken > TB ikim, TA wiki (Szemerényi 1960:
47-9; see also fn.21 above);

PIE *déﬁrpt ‘ten’ (Lat. decem, Goth. tathun) > *dékent > PT *§dko >
TB $ak, TA $ik;

PIE *dpghwéx- ‘tongue’ (OLat. dingua, Goth. tuggo) > — PT *kontwa-
> TB kantwo, pl. kintwasi, TA kdntu;

PIE *bhrghros ‘high’ (cf. Hitt. parkus, Skt. brhdnt-, Av. barazant-) >
PT *porkré ‘long’ > TB pdrkare, TA pirkiir;

PIE pres. *t]-né-x- ‘be lifting’ > *t]-nd- (Lat. tollit ‘(s)he lifts, removes’,
OIr. tlenaid ‘(s)he steals’) > PT pres. *talla- ‘be enduring’ > TB
[tolla-/, e.g. in 3sg. tallam.

1 also agree that PT distinguished between *k and *k* (cf. the discussion
in section 3.1), and that pre-PT velars did become PT *k* when next to *u
(before the restructuring of the vowel system); examples of the latter
change include the following:

*.5is affected — the Celtic change was broader, including preconsonantal *5 in final
syllables; cf. PIE *swésor ‘sister’ > PC *swestir > Primitive Irish *switr > OIr.
stur,
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PIE *uksén ‘ox’ (Skt. uksd, ete.) - *uksd > PT *wok"s6 > TB *wokso
> okso (Normier 1980: 263); o

PIE zero grade *luk- ‘light’ (Skt. ruc-, etc.) > PT *lok¥- in *lok“tsé
‘shining’ > TB laktse, derived noun liktsaufia ‘light, lamp’, perla-
tive lik tsauwfiatysa Berlin 21422 (Krause and Thomas 1960: 50);

PIE (*k“éy —) *k"is ‘who’, *k"id ‘what’ (Lat. quis, quid, etc.) > *k"i
> *ka% > PT *k¥o- in nom. *k¥asé, obl: *k¥acé (compounds
with the unmarked demonstrative) > TBE,se; k,ce, TA kus, kuc.

But since we have several absolutely certain examples of PT *koR from
PIE *KR(X) and *KR(X) (to the above list add TB kantdir ‘is happening’
from section 2.2), and since it is equally clear that PIE *K¥R(X) became
PT *k¥oR (see the beginning of this section), it is not methodologically
sound to adduce apparent examples of PT *k"oR < PIE *KB(X) [*KR(X)
and to conclude on that basis that the sound laws don’t work without first
© trying to account for the last class of examples in other ways. In fact two
of Adams’ examples MUST be accounted for in some other way in any case,
because they do not even reflect PT *k¥. The /w/ of TB /kwaer-/ ‘grow old’
(pres. 3pl. kwremntdr, pret. pte. kuro, aberrantly spelled) and kwarsdr
‘mile’ show that the PT initial of these words was the cluster *kw, not the
phoneme *k¥ (Pedersen 1941: 235, Campanile 1969: 198)%%; note that PT
“*k" lost its labialization in TB except before obstruents (where a loss of
labialization seems to be still in progress)®. A contention that any PIE
-palatal or velar could become PT *k or *k" or *kw ignores the basic
"assumption of the comparative method — the regularity of sound change
- too completely to be acceptable under any circumstances; we must
“remove the examples with PT *kw from consideration as Qleichklangsety-

o The sound change *k¥i > *ku is parallel to the change *wi > *u, eg. in
PIE pres. *swid-yé- ‘be sweating’ (Skt. svidyate) > *sud-yé- > *suyé- > PT
*say-(a-) ‘sweat’ > TB [sya-/, e.g. in gerundive syalle.
The latter change was originally suggested to me by Warren Cowgill in 1980
as a means of accounting for the lack of palatalization of *w in the following
examples:
PIE *dwitos ‘second’ {cf. Skt. dvztzyas ‘second’, dvitd ‘doubly) > *witds
(see fn.2) > *utés > PT *woté > TB wate, TA wiit;

PIE *wiso- ‘poison’ (Skt. visdm) > *usd- > PT *wosé > TB wase, TA wis.
- % A contrast between these two, and of both with velar *k, is by no means
implausible; note that unless we posit such a three-way contrast for an earlier stage
of Osco-Umbrian we cannot explain why the Oscan word for ‘tongue’ is (acc.)
Jangram rather than “fambam”.

% Cf. such examples as TB kmem ‘we came’ < PT *k¥em-éme < PIE *g"m-,
kramdér ‘burden’ < PT *k¥ramar < PIE *g¥roxmVr- (see fn. 26), kele ‘navel’ < PT
*%6lé < PIE *k%olo- ‘hub’ vs. ldnk,ci (see section 3.1), K se (see immediately
above).
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mologien. But in that case our only example of PT *k¥oR < *kuR < PIE
*KIj(X)/ *KR(X) is TA kulmdmts- ‘reed’, a hapax legomenon (see Poucha
1955 s.v.) of uncertain morphological analysis (what is -d@mts- ?); and such
an example carries no weight at all against the clear examples of PT *koR
cited above. I conclude that there is no evidence that PIE *R became *uR
in the first instance in Tocharian; consequently no connection with Germa-
nic can be posited on such grounds.

3.5. Other distinctive early Tocharian sound changes do not seem to be
shared by any other branch of IE; on the contrary, the phonological
evidence suggests that Tocharian went its own way from a very early date.

In sum, I find in Tocharian sound changes no clear evidence of any early
contact with another branch of IE.

4. Morphological Changes: Stative Presents and a-Preterites

4.0. Among the morphological innovations that Tocharian has under-
gone (or appears to have undergone), two seem particularly promising as
indicators of connections with other branches of IES!. These are the
creation of class ITT and class IV presents®, which seem to reflect some
PIE category of stative presents, and of class I preterites, which can (in
part) be traced back to a preterite category characterized by a suffix *-a-
Both cases are complex; they will be discussed at length in this section.

4.1. Tocharian presents of classes IIT and IV are virtually media tan-
tum®, They are made to set-roots®, and the two classes are distributed
complementarily over the range of such roots: class IV presents are
made to roots with medial *a®, and in the present stem both that vowel

0 T will discuss below my reasons for believing that these two features of
Tocharian are innovations. ~ It is far more difficult to estimate the relative dates
of morphological changes than of sound changes. To the extent that evidence
exists, it will be presented in the text; otherwise I shall tacitly assume that the
morphological changes discussed here couLp have occurred early, even if that
cannot strictly be demonstrated.

% The numbers identifying classes of verb stems are those of Krause and
Thomas 1960.

% JTsolated active forms occur, mostly in TA; these can be analogical innova-
tions. For the data see Sieg, Siegling and Schulze 1931: 352-3, Krause
1952: 66-8, Krause and Thomas 1960: 200-2.

& Ye., roots ending in PT *-a-. The majority of these have acquired their
root-final vowel by analogy; an obvious example is PT *mosk-a- ‘be (in a place)’
« *magk- < *mon-sk- « < *my- ské/6-, innovative pres. to PTE *men- ‘stay’ (Gk.
pévew, ete.).

8 A number of roots with medial *a < *§ by a-umlaut (Cowgill 1967:
176-7) have also been attracted into this class; an apparent example is *klawa-
‘proclaim’ (pres. 3sg. *klowotiir > TB klowotrd, TA klawatdr) < *kléwa-, which
would seem to represent a (secondary) o-grade form of a set derivative of PIE
*klew- ‘hear’. (A secondary &-grade form with depalatalization of the initial cluster,
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and the suffixal vowel appear as PT *o; class IIT presents are made to roots
with other medial vowels (which appear unchanged in the present stem),
and the suffixal vowel of the present is PT *¢%. Both present stem vowels
are invariant; neither palatalizes a preceding consonant. An overwhelming
majority of these presents are intransitive.

Since a number of Tocharian presents of these classes seem to be
cognate with PIE stative presents in *-éx- (Jasanoff 1978: 27-8, with list
of examples), the obvious source for the PT class I11 present suffix *-e- is
*.§- < PIE *-6X- (Watkins 1962: 70-1, Schmid 1963: 99-100). But any
pre-PT *& should have palatalized the preceding consonant, while the
consonants preceding the Tocharian stem vowel are almost never palata-
lized 87; if class IIT *-e- reflects PIE *-é%-, we must explain the non-palata-
lization of the preceding consonant by analogy for that whole class of
presents, and that is hard to believe (Jasanoff 1978: 28-9)%. Moreover,
deriving class ITI *-e- from *-&- makes it impossible to account for class IV
*.0-, as I shall show immediately below.

An alternative solution sees in the class 11T and IV stem vowels the
reflex of PIE (non-ablauting) *-o- (Krause and Thomas 1960: 200-1, Van
Windekens 1982: 53-4, Jasanoff 1978: 29-36, Adams 1978b: 280, 1988b:
70-2)%%, which clearly did not palatalize preceding consonants; the class

as TB pres. 3pl. klyowontrd suggests, would perhaps be more believable, but it is
not clear that PT *e, the regular reflex of *&, ever underwent a-umlaut. I hope to
discuss these problems further in the book referred to in fn. 2.)

% T posit PT *e rather than *& for the following reason. It is very likely that
the stem vowel of class III presents and that of class III subjunctives is identical
in origin. But in the isolated TA noun cmol ‘birth’ (TB camel), which is surely
derived from the subj. III stem c¢ma- (IB [come-/), that stem vowel has been
rounded by the adjacent labial; and whereas PT *e and *o were so rounded in TA,
PT *§ was not (see fn. 17). The finite forms, TA 3sg. cmatir ‘will be born’ ete., can
owe their unrounded a to analogy with wlatir ‘will die’, nkatir ‘will perish’, and
knatir ‘will come into being’. Therefore I reconstruct PT *comél ‘birth’ and subj.
111 *-e-, hence also pres. 111 *-e-. But it should be remembered that the subj. IT1
and pres. 111 stem vowels have not been proven to be identical; hence pres. ITI *-g-
remains a real possibility (at least in terms of this argument), and I will take it
seriously below.

67 TA sparcwatri ‘it turng’, the only apparent exception, can owe its -¢c- to the
analogy of the active s-present sparcws-im ‘it is (in place) for him’; the correspond-
ing TB form is sportfotdr, without palatalization.

5 To be sure, the lack of palatalization in the present has spread to the
imperfect in TB, though the imperfect suffix -i- always palatalizes the root-final
consonant otherwise (cf. Krause 1952: 104-6); but a spread of non-palataliza-
tion from present to imperfect (within the paradigm of the same stem) seems easier
than from subjunctive or preterite to present (i.e. between stems).

% Couvreur 1947: 60 sees a reflex of PIE *-0- only in the class IIT stem
vowel; ef. Hilmarsson 1986: 204 fn. 13, who suggests that the class IV stem
vowel reflects PIE *-a-, But it is unlikely that present classes III and IV are of
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111 stem vowel would then be PT *& (see fn. 66). But this hypothesis is also
untenable for phonological reasons. As I have tried to show (Ringe 1987a:
114-8), the stem vowel of these present classes underwent a sound change
in which the reflex of PIE *o — and, for that matter, the reflex of PIE *&
— did ot participate. Note the following examples, in which I designate
the present class ITI/IV stem vowel “*e,”. The pre-PT sequence *a ... &
gives PT *a ... e in at least two cases:

PIE *pxtér ‘father’ (Skt. pitd, Gk. nathp, ete.) > *patér > PT *pacér
> TB pacer, TA pacar;

PIE *dhugxtér ‘daughter’ (Skt. duhita, Gk. Svydmp, ete.) > PT *toka-
cér > TB tkacer, TA ckicar.

The pre-PT sequence *a ... o gives PT *a ... 8 in

PIE *swadros ‘sweet’ (Stang 1974; cf. *swadas in Gk. %39, *sudi- in
Goth. sutis, etc.) > PT *swaré > TB sware, TA swar;

PIE pres. pte. *xégominos ‘being driven’ (Klingenschmitt 1975: 161-3;
Gk. &ybpevog, ete.) > *agomanos > PT *ikémané ‘being led’ >
TB akemane, TA akmam;

PIE *xékos ‘sharp point’ (Caland s-stem, cf. Gk. &xpog ‘topmost, utter-
most’) > PT *aké ‘end’” > TB ake, TA ak;

PIE *bhéagos ‘share’ (Skt. bhdgas ‘good fortune’) > PT *paké ‘part’ >
TB pake, TA pak;

PIE *px-ské-ntor pres. 3pl. mid. ‘they are guarding (their own)’ > PT
*paskéntor ‘they keep’ > TB paskentri, >~ TA pasantir (the
loss of *k is analogical)™

and in other examples’!. However, pre-PT *a ... e, gives PT *o ... 0 in
at least three clear cases:

PIE *wexg- ‘break’ (Kimball 1988: 245; Gk. passive aor. &yijva, etc.) >
*wig-; zero grade *uxg- accordingly — *wag- > *wak- in pres.

different origin, given the clear distribution of root shapes between the two classes
referred to above.

7 Tn this example, and in the two presents cited immediately below, one wouid
expect to find the zero grade of the root for morphological reasons.

"t These examples make untenable the rule of “mutual rounding” formulated
by Adams (1978b: 280, 1988a: 14-5, 1988b: 21; cf. the earlier suggestion in
1978a: 448, where he assumes *& rather than *o as the ancestor of the stem-vowel).
They also invalidate the inverse change suggested by Jasanoff (1978: 31-5),
whereby PIE *o failed to be unrounded in a sequence *a . .. 0. The pre-PT processes
of vowel rounding and unrounding were more complex and more regular than the
presentations in Jasanoff 1978: 32 and Adams 1988b: 21-2 suggest.
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*wake,- > PT *woko- ‘be splitting’ (intrans.) in TB 3pl. wokonird
(etymology first in Pedersen 1941: 197); '

PIE *xes- ‘dry’ > *as- (Gk. &ZeoBou ‘dry out’, Goth. azgo ‘ashes’, etc.;
of. Lat. arére ‘be dry’ with analogical @); since the zero grade *xs-
would have become *s-, full-grade *as- is generalized in pres.
*asey- > PT *oso- in TB 3pl. osontri, TA 3sg. asatri;

PIE *xenX- ~ *xnX- ‘breathe’ (Skt. pres. 3sg. dniti, Gk. &vepog ‘wind’,
etc.) > *ana- in *ane,lmé ‘living being’ > PT *onolmé > TB
onolme (Duchesne-Guillemin 1940: 160, Jasanoff 1978: 32).

If “*e,” is a reflex of PIE *o or *3, it obviously did not arise under
conditioning of the surrounding segments. Jens Rasmussen (1988: 179-80
fn. 4a) suggests that “*e,” is PIE *o after all, and that pre-PT *a.. .. gave
PT *o ... o while *& ... 0 gave *a ... e, as in TB sware [sware/ ‘sweet’’?;
a difference in accent would thus account for the difference in the outcome
of the vowels. But it is easy to show that Rasmussen’s view of PT accent
is not supported by the facts. The accent on the initial syllable of TB sware
is the result of a well-known TB accent retraction rule (Marggraf 1970:
15-8); the underlying form of the stem even in TB is /swaré/, not
“/sware/”, as is demonstrated by masc. pl. obl. swareno Berlin 18b7, abl.
swaremmem 24b6, fem. pl. swarona 2 x in Yogasataka 3b6 (Filliozat 1948:
37), ete., all from central-dialect texts. Of course, this underlying accent
could in turn be the result of a still earlier shift from the initial syllable
(Ringe 1987b: 258-62); but since adjectives in *-r6- are known to have
been oxytone in PIE, and since there was no regular retraction of accent
in Tocharian before the PT stage (loc. cit. pp.257, 262), by far the most
highly valued hypothesis would posit PT *swaré — and in that case no
conceivable manipulation of accent will explain “*e,” as a reflex of PIE
*0™, Tt seems clear that pre-PT “*e,” cannot be PIE *& or *o; we must
posit some other source for it. This is not particularly surprising, given that
“*e,” occurs ONLY as the pres. class III/IV stem vowel and in the noun-
forming suffix *-e,lmé > PT *-¢/olm&. Moreover, since *& and *o are the
only two PIE vowels that could regularly give the class ITI stem vowel TB
e, TA a, “*e,” must have arisen from some other source within the
prehistory of Tocharian,

2 The relevant part of Rasmussen’s note is more condensed and elliptical
than this exposition of it, but I believe that I have reported him correctly.

3 Least of all the suggestion of Van Windekens 1982: 58, according to
which PIE *o remained rounded before *ly (“a lucus a non lucendo argument”,
Winter apud Adams 1988b: 22), thus in the gerundive, and spread thence to
the whole paradigm in some verbs of this type — conveniently, just the ones that
had old *a in the middle of the root!
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In 1980 Warren Cowgill pointed out to me that the pres. class III/IV
stem vowel can most easily be accounted for as a product of contraetion,
and that the most likely scenario for its origin would involve the loss of
intervocalic *y in a class of *-ye/o-presents followed by vowel contraction.
Basing my work on Cowgill’s observation, I proposed in Ringe 1987a: 117
a hypothesis of the origin of these Tocharian presents which, while not
without problems, can now be corrected and substantially augmented as
follows.

Both in Germanic and in BS the PIE stative presents in *-6X- have been
violently remodelled. For example, Goth. pakan, ON pegja, OHG dagen ‘be
silent’ are obviously cognate with Lat. tacére, but none exhibits a suffix
that directly reflects PIE *-éx- (whereas Lat. -&- does); in fact we must
posit substantial remodelling within the history of Germanie, since the
stative suffixes in the various languages do not correspond phonologically.
Similarly, Lat. rubére ‘be red’ finds an obvious cognate in OCS riidéts se
‘blush’, but the present of the latter is (3sg.) riditi s¢; moreover, compari-
son of OCS minéti ‘think’, pres. 3sg. miniti, with its Lithuanian cognate
minéti ‘remember’, pres. 3sg. mint, reveals a lack of phonological corre-
spondence between the present suffixes (OCS -i- < PBS *-1- but Lith. -i-
< PBS *-i-). In both cases the only solution to the problem that might
make morphological sense™ AND can be made to work phonologically™

™ Perhaps the most common alternative to this view is the recognition of a
“half-thematic” inflection in *-i- ~ *-yo- and *-1- ~ *-iyo- for PIE (Meillet
1931: 198). T do not see how such a hypothesis can possibly be correct. It does not
accord with what we know of the PIE thematic vowel from older and more
conservative IE languages; Meillet’s assertion to the contrary (1931: 197) is an
astonishing overgeneralization from specific facts of nominal morphology (con-
nected with the phenomena discussed in Nussbaum 1975) to the whole range
of verb formation. Note that both types of Latin verbs in -i¢ and the corresponding
types in Osco-Umbrian and Celtic can be explained as regular developments of
*-ye/o- presents, given Sievers’ Law, unobjectionable sound laws, and reasonable
analogical changes (Seebold 1972: 110-21 with bibliography, pace Collinge
1985: 283-6, see Ringe 1986: 110-1; a possible connection with nominal *-i-
does not change the situation, c¢f. Nussbaum 1975: 147-50); Proto-Germanic *1
can of course reflect *iye and *eye; Lat. ferd, fert can result from partial thematiza-
tion of an athematic stem within Latin, or (more likely) from syncope of the short
vowel following the r; and in similar fashion one can easily find a plausible
alternative explanation for every one of Meillet’s pieces of evidence for this
supposed PIE type of stem. See also the criticisms of this and other alternative
hypotheses in Watkins 1971: 54 and Jasanoff 1978: 19-23, 96-7. I would add
that any solution that cannot reasonably be reconciled with the classical “Brug-
mannian” reconstruction of the PIE verb is not likely to be correct; see Elch
ner 1975: 71-4.

™ The phonological objections of Jasanoff 1978: 64-5 are not cogent; in
particular, note that ‘daughter’ seems already to have lost its medial laryngeal in
some forms within the PIE period (cf. the discussion in G.Schmidt 1973), so
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posits a replacement of stative *-§- < PIE *-6%- by an innovative suffix
*-0y€/0- (vel sim.} in the present; this is the solution proposed for Germanie
by Bennett 1962 (cf. also Cowgill 1959: 13-4, 1963: 265-6, Hock 1973:
332-3, Dishington 1976: 858-9, 863—4) and briefly suggested for BS by
Cowgill 1963: 266.

To this hypothesis three substantial objections can be raised (cf. Jasa-
noff 1978: 65-7, 100):

1) it seems clear that laryngeals were lost before *y in Germanic and BS
(cf. especially PIE pres. *xérx¥-yefo- ‘plow’ > Goth. arjan etc.,
Lith. pres. 1sg. ariti — not “driu” ~ beside inf. drti)’®;

2) it seems equally clear that the PIE stative present suffix *-éx- did
not ablaut;

3) it is NOT clear why *-éX- should have been replaced in any case.

But all these objections can be met by a single hypothesis, which for that
reason appears plausible: at a date when various deverbal nominals (adjec-
tives in *-t0- and *-n6-, nouns in *-ti-, etc.) had been attracted into verb
paradigms, but zero grade could still be induced by relevant derivational
processes, nonfinite forms were made to statives in *-éx- using the zero
grade of that suffix (especially participles in *-X-t6-, which actually survive
as such in Germanic). Then, after contraction of tautosyllabic laryngeals
with preceding vowels, merger of laryngeals in *o (vel sim.)”, and the loss
of laryngeals before *y, the *-6- of the present stem was replaced by
*.9-yé/6- on the analogy of *-yé/6-presents and their participles (the
proportion being *-to- (ete.) : *-yé/6-:: ¥-a-t6-: X, X = *-0-yé/6-)™. Full-

that Jasanoff’s objection to positing widespread consequences of the survival
of *3 for some time in Germanic has no force. The more substantial phonological
and morphological objections of Jasanoff 1978: 65-7 will be met below.

" The apparent attempt of Pinault 1982 to establish a general loss of la-
ryngeals before *y in (late?) PIE is not convincing; to take the isolated presents Gk.
&polv, Lat. ardre ‘plow’ as anything other than regular reflexes of *xérx"-ye/o- is
not believable. The Greek counterexamples to retention of laryngeals before *y
cited by Pinault (op. cit. p.270) can be accounted for in two ways: some have
zero-grade resonant-medial roots, and it is clear that laryngeals werE dropped in
Greek between *R and *y (Cowgill, p.c. 1980; cf. Spaivew ‘weave’ ~ Skt. ubk-
ndti, rerpalvewy ‘bore’ to root *terx-, ete.); the rest need not have contained laryn-
geals (e.g. with efperv ‘declare’ of. Palaic werti ‘says’). In any case, the example of
‘plow’ seems clearer and more straightforward than any of the counterexamples.

" From the fact that interconsonantal laryngeals in internal syllables were
lost in many branches of IE it does not follow that the loss was a very early shared
change; *X > *a > O appears to be a natural, and therefore repeatable, sequence
of changes.

™ Such a chronology - regular loss of laryngeals before *y, followed by analogi-
cal reintroduction in the (new) stative presents — is considered and rejected by



Evidence for the Position of Tocharian in the I.-E. Family? 89

grade *-é- survived only in the derived aorist in *-é-s-, apparently an
earlier innovation; that is the (eventual) analogical source of the *-é- in the
BS infinitive (Lith. -¢t¢, OCS -éti), which in turn is the analogical source of
the long e-vowels in the present types Lith. -gja, OCS -¢éjetii. Probably not
all scholars will find this scenario credible, but I can discover no cogent
argument against it; I accept it because it is clearly possiBLE, and I do not
think that any of the alternatives are. The same can be said of the sound
change *-oye- > *-1- which this hypothesis requires for BS. For obvious
reasons there are no exact parallels, but no counterexamples either. More-
over, itis very hard to see how we can dispense with a similar sound change
*.eye- > *-1- for BS. Such a change can be reflected in Lith. i-stem nom.
pl. -ys, OCS fem. i-stem nom. pl. -i, and must be reflected in Lith. pradyti
‘ask’, OCS prositi, pres. 3sg. prositi (cf. Vaillant 1966:436-7), while appa-
rent counterexamples (such as OCS masc. trije ‘three’, potije ‘paths’; simi-
lar Lithuanian examples are cited in Stang 1966: 211-2) can all be the
result of obvious analogies. Note further that the short -i- of the Baltic
stative presents can be explained easily by the following additional chan-
ges within Baltic:

1) postconsonantal *-ye- > *-i- (again there are no counterexamples,
since the invariant *-ja- of the simple *-ye/o-presents clearly reflects
generalized *-yo-; however, -i- < *-ye- can survive in Lith. fut. 2pl.
biisite ete.”);

2) since the *o-forms of both the *i-presents and the *1-presents con-
tained a sequence *-ja- (1sg. *-jo), the latter type was eliminated in
favor of the former (cf. the interchange between the two types of
“verbs in -i6” in Latin).

I propose to extend this hypothesis to Tocharian in order to account for
the class IIT/IV presents. The pre-PT present stem vowel “*e,” will then
reflect the contraction of *-oyé- andfor *-oy6-; the original nominals
formed with zero-grade *-X- > *-o- have disappeared in Tocharian, but
their *-o- survives as the root-final *-a- of the PT set roots from which
these presents are formed. Note that to account for all the Tocharian facts
the hypothesis must be adopted in its entirety, including the analogical
spread of *o to position before *y; that original *-Xy- (*-CXi- by Sievers’

Jasanoff 1978: 66 fn. 15 on the grounds that it complicates the hypothesis. So
it does; but in my opinion the lexical connections of the Germanic and BS presents
in question with the PIE *-éx-statives are so clear (cf. Watkins 1971: 53-4),
and it is so obvious that the innovative suffix contains *-ye/o- but cannot contain
*.2-, that I am willing to pay the price of the complication.

™ T cannot credit the alternative explanation of Jasanoff 1978: 103-7; 1
hope to argue against it at length in a future publication.
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Law) developed differently in Tocharian is demonstrated by TB skiyo
‘shadow’ < PT *skiya- < PIE *skxiéx-. (Cf. Gk. o, but Skt. chayd
remodelled from *skéxi-x, and *skexi- also in OCS. sé-ni; the original
inflection must have been proterokinetic *skéxi-x ~ *skxi-éx-, of. Nuss-
baum 1986: 46, 106-9 on *kér-x ‘head-bone’.) '

If this hypothesis can be validated for Tocharlan it constltutes ex-
tremely powerful evidence for an early connection between Germanic, BS,
and Tocharian, almost certainly in the northeastern corner of the known
IE Sprachraum. Because the proposed common- innovation involves an
induced zero grade of the stative suffix *-éX-, the beginning of the associa-
tion between the three branches cannot well postdate the late (or immedia-
tely post-)PIE dialect period; because an ordered sequence of changes is
involved, the three-branch Sprachbund must have persxsted for a substan-
tial period of time.

Unfortunately, too many questions remain to be answered. Though no
other origin so far proposed for the class ITI/IV presents strikes me as
possible (for the phonological reasons stated above), I cannot prove con-
clusively that the developments that occurred in Germanic and BS also
occurred in Tocharian. Clear independent cases of loss of intervocalic *y in
Tocharian do not seem to exist; for every possible case there is a possible
alternative explanation. (For example, PT masc. ‘three’ can be *tr'éy,
reflecting *trés < *trées < PIE *tréyes, Cowgill apud Ringe 1987a: 130
fn. 33 (c); but it might conceivably also be *tréys < *troyes « PIE *tréyes
by analogy with PIE *k¥etwoéres masc. ‘four’, Normier 1980: 254 fn.6.)%
Moreover, a long period of unobservable development separates the pro-
posed contraction of vowels and the eventual emergence of “*e,” as a
recognizable entity in the pre-PT period; in addition, reconstructing the
probable phonetics of the contraction, and of the sound change resulting
in PT class IV *o ... o, is a matter of sheer guesswork. Under the circum-

® A further problem is the existence of nominative plural forms in - in TA.
In TB this ending could reflect PIE *-oy or *-ewes, but in TA the former appears
as -¢ (see fn. 36) and the latter would appear as -u (though it is not clear that any
of the TA nom. pls. in -u actually reflect PIE *-ewes; those with clear etymologies
reflect PT *-uwa « *-@ < PIE *-ux, see sect. 2.3). Presumably TA - reflects an
i-stem ending, and the most obvious candidate is PIE *-eyes — in which endmg the
*x would seem to have survived, the development conceivably being * -eyes >
*.ayva > PT *iyo > TA -i. To be sure, there are very few TA nom. pls. in -¢ with
TB cognates in -7, so that the reconstructable PT class of such forms is marginal
at best (see Krause and Thomas 1960: 112); moreover, none of the relevant
nouns clearly reflect PIE i-stems. Note also that an analogical replacement of
*_eyes by *-ies could have occurred early in the prehistory of Tocharian, and that
would account for TA -i without calling into question a putative loss of intervocalic
*y. But these difficulties, though not insurmountable, add to the uncertainty of the
proposal outlined above.
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stances I cannot even hope to give the hypothesis sketched above any
greater plausibility than it already has.

I therefore think that in the present state of our knowledge it would be
rash to base arguments regarding the position of Tocharian on the above
explanation of the class III/IV presents.

4.2. In many respects the Tocharian class I preterite, which is charac-
terized by a PT suffix *-a-, is a similar case. Jay Jasanoff has discussed this
formation at length in the wider context of IE preterite formations (Jasa-
noff 1983: 54-71), and his complex argument is worth summarizing in some
detail.

Jasanoff observes that there is a nonproductive subclass of Tocharian

“class I preterites which is characterized by ablaut and (in the active sg.)
initial palatalization in PT. A typical example®! is ‘stood’,

3sg. TB dama, scma-c, TA éim < PT *scoma,
3du. TB stamais < PT *stémayso (?),
3pl. TA stamar < PT *stémaré;

to illustrate the ablaut of the middle forms we can cite, e.g., ‘knew’,

act. 3sg. TB Sarsa, TA sirs < PT *Sorsa,
mid. 3sg. TA kdrsat < PT *korsaté.

Jasanoff points out that this type must be old; that its inflection matches
that of Sanskrit root-aorists to set roots remarkably well (e-grade in the
act. sg., zero grade in the mid., the o-grade of the nonsg. act. being
evidently secondary); and that the Tocharian verbs in question are indeed
made to set roots (Jasanoff 1983: 55-61). The conclusion that those Tocha-
rian preterites reflect PIE root-aorists would seem to follow automatically.
But Jasanoff questions the status of the apparently root-final laryngeal in
the majority of these roots, on the grounds that “roots of the structure
*I'(R)E(R)TH- (where T' = any obstruent, B = resonant, I = laryn-
geal) are exceedingly rare in Indo-European” (p. 61) and that several of the
roots in question have anit forms even in Vedic Sanskrit (ibid.; an example
is later Vedic pret. pte. stabdhds ‘supported’ beside pres. stabhniti, aor. inj.
stdmbhit, etc.). He therefore suggests that the final laryngeal (which he
shows is *x)52 was originally an aorist suffix (pp. 61-2) and undertakes to
adduce further evidence in support of that hypothesis. Finding such evi-

81 The examples that follow are partly Jasanoff’s and partly mine; my
only significant contribution is the recognition of TB stamais as a relic of the PT
ablaut of this class.

8 T have transcribed Jasanoff’s statements in my own symbols; he uses
the more usual *h,, *h,, *h, for the laryngeals.
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dence in the Proto-Baltic preterite and pre-Proto-Slavic aorist — therefore
PBS aorist — in *-d- < *-ex-, of which the most archaic type seems to have
had a zero-grade root (type OCS bira- in inf. birati ‘carry’ beside pres.
beretii, pp. 62—4), he asks how this pre-PBS *-ex- should be analyzed. An
ablauting suffix *-ex- ~ *-x- “is without comparative support” (pp. 64-5)
and non-ablauting *-ex- is unlikely (“non-alternating full-grades are ex-
ceptional in athematic active paradigms”, p. 65; see below on the analysis
of stative *-6X-, the obvious exception); therefore Jasanoff analyzes the
pre-PBS *-a-aorist stems as tuddti-type presents (i.e. zero-grade root plus
thematic vowel *-e-) plus aorist *-x-, citing as a parallel the PIE factitive
type *newe-x- ‘renew’ (Lat. noudre, Hitt. newahh-) « *newefo- ‘new’
(pp- 65-6). He cites actual examples of zero-grade thematic presents with
(original) zero-grade aorists in *-ex- from Slavie (pp.69-70) and Baltic
(p. 70); he finds the same type of paradigm in Tocharian (pp. 66-8), especi-
ally in the class I1I presents (which he believes are simple thematics, see
above), which all have non-ablauting class I preterites with zero-grade
roots. Jasanoff even adduces a single BS-Tocharian lexical equation,

TA pres. (IIT) 3pl. sikamti(r) ‘they are flooded’ : pret. pte. stko
= Proto-Slavic pres. 3sg. *si¢itli ‘urinates’ : inf. *sicati.

The above argument (summarized pp. 70~1) may be called the argument
from direct evidence for a PIE *-x-aorist; the remainder of Jasanoff’s
paper (pp. 71-83) adduces more indirect support, which presumably will
stand or fall with the principal argument.

If Jasanoff is correct, the non-ablauting Tocharian class 1 preterites
constitute an important shared innovation with BS, since the *tudati-type
presents from which they are formed (according to Jasanoff’s hypothesis)
are clearly an innovative category in IE. Unfortunately, many of the
individual points of Jasanoff’s argument are questionable at best. T hope
to have shown above that the Tocharian class ITT presents cannot possibly
reflect simple thematic stems. Consequently the Tocharian paradigm

class III present:class I preterite
is not directly comparable to the BS zero-grade paradigm

thematic present : *-i-aorist.
Though in Jasanoff’s lone lexical equation (cited in the preceding para-
graph) the Slavic and Tocharian paradigms are parallel even in my terms

(stative *-éx-present: *-ex-aorist), they have nothing at all to do with
zero-grade thematic presents; the apparent parallel could be fortuitous,
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especially since only a single example can be cited. Moreover, Jasanoff’s
analysis of the (apparent) aorist suffix *-ex- as thematic *-e- plus aorist
*.x- is also extremely doubtful because of the way he arrives at it. He
begins by eliminating ablauting *-ex- ~ *-x- and invariant *-ex- as possi-
bilities, in effect leaving *-e-x- as the only contender; but if it can be shown
that either of the rejected possibilities is plausible, the analysis *-e-x- loses
much of its support. In fact Jasanoff rejects invariant *-ex- on the grounds
that such an athematic suffix would be rare and unparalleled; since the
invariant stative present suffix *-éx- is an obvious parallel, his rejection of
*ex- depends on being able to explain away stative *-éX-, which he
attempts to do in Jasanoff 1978: 120-5 as follows.

According to Jasanoff, the morpheme *-&- (*-éx-), “unlike other IE
verbal stem-formatives, ... not only functions as the basis of a regular
finite conjugation, but also serves in isolation to derive a nominal form
with a variety of periphrastic uses” (p. 121). Jasanoff sees numerous exam-
ples of this form in Latin, viz. the type *rubg recoverable from the imper-
fects and futures of such statives as rubere ‘be red’ (rube-bam, rube-bo,
originally phrases according to Jasanoff, who considers rubére denomina-
tive) and primary tacére ‘be silent’, and even of simple thematic verbs such
as diicere ‘lead’ (diice-bam, etc.), as well as from compounds such as calefa-
cere ‘heat’ (cale- < *calé- by iambic shortening, which is not controversial;
pp- 121-2). He identifies this pre-Latin type of word with the formation of
the Vedic Sanskrit adverb guha ‘hidden’ (pp. 122-3), which is evidently an
instrumental in *-éX to a root-noun (pp. 123—4; the shifted accent is not a
problem in an adverb). Jasanoff conjectures that such instrumentals, used
predicatively, were reinterpreted as unmarked 3sg. verb forms, whence the
creation of a stative present paradigm in *-éX- (pp. 124-5). This is “admit-
tedly speculative” (p.125); it is far too speculative for me, and I cannot
accept it. That an apparently endingless form in *-éx should be reinter-
preted as the 3sg. of an active verb stem (NOT an endingless category in
PIE) is not credible; even less so is the contention that formations inclu-
ding Lat. rubé(-), ete. represent an inheritance rather than an innova-
tion®. (To be sure, such a-stem parallels as putabam, putabo can be
analogical on the &-stems, but what are we to do with Oscan fufans and
Faliscan pipafo?!) But note that Jasanoff’s analysis of stative *-éx-, EVEN
1F IT IS CORRECT, offers no support for his analysis of aorist *-ex- as *-e-x-,

8 In any case it seems questionable to equate formations of the type rubzbam,
ete., which (whatever their origin) are Proto-Italic, with compounds like calefacere,
etc., which appear to be very recent formations; on the latter see Leumann
1977: 566 with references. The Old Latin tmesis in Cato’s ferue bene facitd, ete., cited
as support by Jasanoff 1978: 121, could be secondary; see Leumann op. cit.
pp- 271, 562-3, and note that clearly secondary tmesis occurs not only in verse but
also in the prose of the XII tables.
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for the following reason. Examples such as *krudh-6%- ‘be red’, the most
securely reconstractable PIE stative, show that stative *-éX- was already
part of the Caland system in PIE (Jasanoff 1978: 125; this was demonstra-
ted by Watkins 1971: 62-6). It seems at least possible that the whole
Caland system was built by suffixation to zero-grade forms of root-nouns
(Schindler apud Jasanoff loc. cit.); but if that is what happened, 1T HAP-
PENED IN PRE-PIE, since the entire Caland system (including the stative
presents) was already firmly entrenched by the PIE period. But the
BS-Tocharian aorists in *-8- < *-ex- (if they existed) must represent a
post-PIE (or at least a sub-PIE, i.e. dialectal) innovation, since nothing
comparable appears anywhere else in IE3, By that time there certainly
was at least one invariant athematic verbal stem-suffix in the language,
viz. the well-established Caland stative *-éx-. Consequently there is no
reason to reject invariant aorist *-ex-, and that calls Jasanoff’s analysis
*-e-x- into question.

Finally, I do not think that Jasanoff’s uneasiness about root-final
laryngeals after obstruents is justified. The anit forms made to some of the
roots in question in Vedic Sanskrit can be secondary; indeed, the perfect
equation

Rigvedic injunctive 3sg. stdmbhit ‘he established’

= PT *$coma ‘(s)he stood’ (TB dama, $emi-c, TA édm; see fn. 2 on
PT *m < PIE *mbh)

< PIE aor. inj. 3sg. *stémbhx-t ‘(s)he propped’

shows that the lack of laryngeal in later Vedic pte. stabdhds must be
secondary. Moreover, I am not convinced that roots of the shape

8 Jasanoff 1983: 75-7 argues (very reasonably) against a direct connec-
tion between the Italic and Celtic a-preterite and the BS-Tocharian formation. 1
am unable to believe in the deeper connection between the two formations which
he posits (with some diffidence) pp. 77-82 ~ namely that the *-ex-optative of Italic
and Celtic (which clearly underlies the a-preterite of those languages, see Ben-
veniste 1951) represents a still older “conditional”, ultimately an *-x-preterite
formation ~ because I do not think that such a formation is at all likely to have
arisen at any stage of the PIE or sub-PIE verb system. The Romance conditionals,
as well as the Germanic type which employs the preterite of the future modal verb
(English would, German wurde), arose in verb systems dominated by tense; but the
PIE system was dominated by aspect, and the partial survival of aspect as a
category even in Latin (e.g. in the syntagm né crédideris ‘don’t believe (it)!’) makes
it unlikely that the early Ttalic verb had become enough like its much later
Romance descendant to permit the development of a conditional category. (Note
that the “perfect” tenses of modern west European languages are “relative past”
tenses and do not primarily express perfective aspect; see Comrie 1976: 1-6,
12, 52-3.) T agree that the BS and Tocharian preterites (aorists) cannot reflect an
older *-a-optative, since no such optative oceurs in BS or Tocharian. (See section
5.1 below on the Tocharian a-subjunctive.)
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*T(R)E(R)TX- were as rare as they seem to have to been, since the final
laryngeal of such roots could have become lost by various analogical
processes and hence could become unreconstructable.

Inshort, the only part of Jasanoff 1983 that seems clearly correct is the
identification of ablauting Tocharian class I preterites as root-aorists to
old set roots. It is reasonable to suppose that secondary set roots (like those
abstracted from the class II1/IV presents, if my analysis of them is correct)
adopted the same inflection, though not necessarily the old ablaut pattern;
that would have established suffixless preterites to set roots as a major
paradigm class. Finally, root-final *-a- has spread widely by analogy
among Tocharian verbs (and is still spreading in our attested TB), but it
has not spread evenly; subjunctive and imperative stems, for example,
often seem to have acquired *-a- before the present stems in the same
paradigm did. Thus to the Tocharian verb ‘paint, write’ we find anit pres.
(3sg.) TB pinkdm, TA pikis, but set subj. TB (inf.) patkatsi, TA (3sg. mid.)
pekatrd. A similarly preponderant spread of *-a- from set to anit roots in
the preterite would have created preterites with an overt suffix *-a-, and
that alone could account for the creation of the class 1 preterite as a
distinct category. (In fact the preterite of the verb just quoted is class I TB
(3sg.) paiyka, TA (3pl.) p(e)kar, with set pte. TB papaikau, TA papeku
«< PT *pépaykawo « pre-PT *pépéykawa.)

Nevertheless there is at least some possibility that the Tocharian class
I preterite IN PART reflects an older preterite category with a suffix *-a-.
Jasanoff (p.c.) points out that a large class of set preterite participles
exhibit apparently root-final PT *-0- in place of the expected *-a-; a
typical example is PT *torkowo ‘released’ (TB tdrkau, tdrke,, TA tdrko; cf.
n-infixed set pres. (3sg.) TB tidrkanam, TA tirnas, etc.). He notes that this
*-0- clearly contrasts with PT *-a- in the same position (cf. PT *pépay-
kawo above, also adj. TB talld,, TA talo ‘wretched’ < *tallawo < PT
*téllawo) and observes that by far the simplest explanation is that the *-o-
reflects pre-PT *-a- (see Marggraf 1975: 199, Normier 1980: 254). Since the
preterite participle ought to have been formed to a preterite stem, and
since a Tocharian preterite can only reflect a (post-)PIE perfect or aorist,
and since stems in *-a- without reduplication clearly were not perfects,
these participles constitute reasonable evidence for aorists in *-a- in pre-
PT. It is not clear how this *-a- would appear in the other forms of the PT
paradigm; the regular PT reflex of *-a- before final consonants (such as 3sg.
*-t) is most uncertain, since all available examples are suspect of having
undergone analogical change (cf. the discussion of *-am in Marggraf 1975:
199-201). Still, it is reasonable to suppose that *-a- in 3sg. *-at, etc. would
have given PT *-a-. Thus we appear to have fairly good evidence for the
*-8-aorist as a shared BS-Tocharian innovation after all.

Once again, however, we cannot exclude the possibility of independent
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innovation. Marggraf 1975: 201-2 notes that the PT ablaut alternation
*a:*o (or its preform *a:*a) seems to have been productive in nominal
inflection; if the same alternation enjoyed some productivity in verb
paradigms, it might have given rise to the *-o- of the participles in *-owa,
though the details of the process are no longer recoverable. The PBS aorist
in *-a- need not have arisen by the same process, though again the details
of its origin are obscure. Unless and until we can discover more about the
origins of these two formations, we cannot conclude with confidence that
they represent a common innovation. o

4.3. In sum, our most promising cases of apparently shared morpholo-
gical innovation prove to be disappointing; neither one reveals an indispu-
table connection between Tocharian and any other branch of IE.

5. QOther Morphological Changes

- 5.0. Many other Tocharian morphological changes have been adduced
as evidence for connections between Tocharian and other branches of TE.
Not all of those proposals will stand closer scrutiny; for example, several
items in Georgiev’s list of morphological features supposedly shared by
Tocharian and BS (Georgiev 1981: 292-3) reflect mistaken analyses of the
data®. In this section 1 shall discuss only those morphological innovati-
ons which seem to me to merit attention.

% On Georgiev’s point 2 (the Tocharian a-preterite) see section 4.2; his
points 4 (the gerundives), 7 (the imperative prefix), 8 (verbal nouns in TB -fie, TA
-(u)ne), and the larger part of 10 (TB diminutives in -§ke) will be discussed below.
The following comments address his other points in order. (1) The TB, TA infinitive
ending -tsi almost certainly reflects earlier *ty followed by an i-diphthong, and so
is approximately cognate to the BS infinitive endings. (A connection with the IIr.
ending *-dhyii seems less likely, but possible; on the archaism of the latter cf.
Benveniste 1935: 72-5. That the formation seems originally to have been spe-
cifically mediopassive, and to have been peculiar in other ways (op. cit. pp. 75-100)
is not necessarily a great difficulty from the Tocharian point of view, since such
forms can have had a long and complex history in Tocharian.) But both the
Tocharian and the BS endings are oblique case forms of verbal nouns in *-ti-, which

- still survive as independent nouns in IIr. and Greek; the innovation lies in their use
as infinitives, and that can easily be a late parallel development. (3) Most of the
" forms of the BS active participles do reflect an extended suffix *-ntyo-. But the TB
pres. active participial ending -fica cannot reflect *-nty-, as *ty gave PT *ts; rather,
it reflects the spread of palatalization as a morphological marker. The fact that the
TA ending is -nt shows that this innovation was TB only; cf. also isolated nouns
such as TB kaugenta ‘bane’ vs. pte. kausedica ‘killing’ (Krause and Thomas
1960: 261!). Thus there are no innovations common to BS and Tocharian in the
" nt-participles. (5) Tocharian verb roots in PT *-w- and *-wa-, which do not in any
_ case form a coherent class, seem to have nothing to do with the Slavic imperfectives
in -va-, which appear to reflect a late innovation entirely confined to Slavie (indeed
“motivated by the peculiar Slavic aspect system, which is certainly innovative; see
“Vaillant 1966: 462-3). (6) Tocharian verb roots in -tk- seem to have been ab-
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5.1. To begin with, it should be noted that the Tocharian a-subjunctive
(class V) has nothing to do with the a-subjunctive of Italic and Celtic (pace
Marggraf 1975: 199 and many earlier scholars). The latter is in origin a
thematic optative (Trubetzkoy 1926, cf. also Benveniste 1951; pace Lane -
1962 and others), while the PT *-a- of the Tocharian a-subjunctive is
apparently the final segment of the verb root, a-subjunctives being simply
athematic subjunctives to roots in *-a- (Cowgill 1967: 179; Winter apud
Cowgill 1967: 180 fn. 1).

5.2. Much has been made of the Tocharian gerundives in TB -lye/-lle,
TA -1, which have been compared with the Slavic and Armenian participles
in *-lo- (e.g. by Meillet 1914: 17 and Benveniste 1936: 231-2). Though this
is certainly an innovation in all three branches, it can easily be the result
of parallel development. We can be reasonably sure that verbal adjectives
in *lo- existed in PIE (Brugmann 1906: 373-5); a good example from a
western language is Lat. figulus ‘potter’ (root fi(n)g- ‘fashion (out of clay),
mold’, PIE *dheygh- ‘knead’). This formation became productive for
varying periods of time in various branches of the family (cf. e.g. Lat.
utnculum ‘bond’, root uinc- ‘tie’; the fossilized nasal infix of this root is
Latin only); moreover, verbal adjectives tend to become participles in IE
languages (cf. e.g. the Latin and Sanskrit preterite participles in *-to-
reflecting PIE verbal adjectives, preserved as adjectives in Greek). These
are exactly the conditions that would make parallel development likely.
(Note also that the Tocharian forms exhibit further suffixation of *-yo-%
and a unique shift in meaning, and thus actually have little in common
with the Slavic and Armenian participles.)

5.3. The peculiar PT imperative prefix *po- has been connected with
the BS perfectivizing prefix *pa- < PIE *po- (Meillet in Lévi and Meillet
1914: 18, Benveniste 1936: 232). This is impossible for phonological rea-
sons: PIE *o would have given PT *&, not *o (Normier 1980: 252-4)%7. The
complete skepticism of Penney (1989: 61-2) regarding this and all other

stracted from old sk-presents in which the *-s- had been lost between consonants
(Melchert 1977); they have nothing to do with the (late and isolated) Slavie
verbs in -k-. (I find the alternative explanation of K.Schmidt 1988 hard to
believe.) (9, 10) The derivational suffixes which Georgiev lists here are based
on material inherited from PIE with innovations which mostly do ~ot recur
outside Tocharian; to the extent that suffixes in other branches of IE resemble
them other than by common inheritance from PIE, separate parallel innovations
cannot be excluded. Cf. the reservations of Benveniste 1936: 233 on the adjec-
tival suffix TB -gge, TA -gi.

8 TB -ly- ~ -ll- might be an attempt to write /1'l’/ (long or double palatalized
flf), at least in part; on depalatalization in the TA forms cf. the discussion in
Hilmarsson 1986: 316-24 with references. Not all the problems have been
solved.

8 For further discussion see Penney 1989: 61-2 with references.
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explanations of the imperative prefix (summary in Van Windekens 1982:
233-4) is entirely justified; there is nothing comparable in any IE lan-
guage. o

5.4. The attempt to link Tocharian abstract nouns in TB -7ie, TA -une,
-one, (rarely) -fie with BS formations in Lith. -iné, OCS -ynja (Meillet 1911:
461, Benveniste 1936: 232-3) likewise founders on phonological objections,
this time within Tocharian: though the correspondence TB -fi- : TA -fi- is
regular, no other segment of these suffixes corresponds to any segment of
the other language’s suffix(es) by the regular “sound laws” ®. The mor-
phological difficulties are even more severe: whereas the BS nouns are
feminine and clearly reflect old ya-stems, the Tocharian nouns are neuter
and have the nt-plurals (TB -e-nfa, TA -ey-dntu) which seem to be normal
for old neuter s-stems (cf. Van Windekens 1979: 74-5, 205).

5.5. Perhaps the most widely known characteristic of the Tocharian
verb system is its primary mediopassive endings in -7, e.g. TB, TA 3sg. -fdr,
3pl. -ntir, which closely resemble the corresponding endings of Anatolian,
Phrygian, Italic, and Celtic (cf. Benveniste 1936: 230, Porzig 1954: 83-6,
both with bibliography). The fact that -r is excluded from the preterite
both in Hittite and in Tocharian can only mean that *-r was the PIE
primary ending marker for the mediopassive (Cowgill 1968: 25-7, cf.
Pedersen 1938: 103—4), preserved in peripheral branches of TE but replaced
by *-y, the active primary ending marker, in Greek (e.g. -ta, -vran, Arka-
dian -tot, -vror), ITr. (Skt. -te, -nte with e < *oy), Germanic (Goth. -da, -nda
with final @ < PG *ai < *oy), and possibly in BS, though the complete
‘elimination of the mediopassive in that branch robs us of clear evidence®.
Since these branches seem to be less peripheral (geographically) than those
that preserve *-r, it might be supposed that *-r was replaced by *-y in the
immediate post-PIE period in a contiguous central group of dialects
(Cowgill 1968: 26), no doubt including not only the ones named but also
geographically intervening ones that have disappeared with little or no
trace {Thracian, Dacian, Illyrian, etc.). In that case it would be clear that
pre-Tocharian was not part of this central area, though it could have been

“adjacent to it. However, Jasanoff (p.c.) points out that in this case, as in
“so many others, we cannot exclude the possibility of independent innova-
tion in IIr., Greek, and Germanic (the only three branches for which the

8 TB -e corresponds to TA -0, and conversely TA -e corresponds to TB final
i-diphthongs (and - < PT *e); TA -n- ought to be matched by -n- in TB. The initial
vowels of the TA suffixes are less of a problem, since they clearly arose by reseg-
mentation; but that should mean that the -u- of TA -une is incommensurable with
the PBS *q of Lith. -tiné, OCS -ynja, and unfortunately that is the comparison that
is initially the most appealing.

8 TFor a possible survival (Baltic athematic 2sg. *-sai, OCS athematic 2sg. -s¢
< mediopassive *-soy?) see Cowgill 1985b: 106-7.
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change is certainly attested), since the replacement of a hic-et-nunc com-
plex *-r ~ *-i by unitary *-i (~ *-y purely phonologically) is surely a
natural and repeatable change. Consequently we cannot claim with assur-
ance that Tocharian was originally a “peripheral” IE language on the
strength of this isogloss.

5.6. One of the most striking innovations in the Tocharian verb system
concerns the shape of the 1sg. mediopassive endings (Cowgill 1968: 26-7).
Since the vowel of these endings in PIE has been a matter of controversy,
it will be convenient to discuss it first; I will then consider the consonant
preceding that vowel.

Comparison with the third person PIE middle endings, primary sg.
*.0-r ~ *-to-r, pl. *-ro-r ~ *-nto-r, secondary sg. ¥-0 ~ *-to, 3pl. *-ro ~
*-nto, might lead us to expect that the 1sg. endings were primary *-xo-r,
secondary *-xo (Cowgill, loc. cit.); however, what little evidence there is
points to *-xe-r, *-xe instead (with *e > *[a] next to the laryngeal, as
usual). The situation can be summarized as follows®. The evidence of I1r.,
in which all nonhigh short vowels merged®!, is ambiguous; so is the Italic
and Celtic evidence, because in those branches the only old endings are
thematic (Lat. -or, OIr. -ur), and the *-6r which is their immediate preform
could reflect either *-o-xor or *-o-xer. Gothic pres. 1sg. -da is of course just
the old 3sg. form in transferred function. Most of the Anatolian evidence
isalso unhelpful; Hittite -hha(ri) ete. could equally well reflect PIE *-xo(-)
or *-xe(-). But Craig Melchert’s recent discovery of Lycian 1sg. pret. mid.
a-zagd ‘T became’ (lit. ‘T was made, factus sum’; Melchert 1989b, cf. also
1989a: 1) has at last provided us with unambiguous Anatolian evidence,
since the final vowel of Lyec. -xagd (=Hitt. -hhahat plus a particle) can
reflect Proto-Anatolian *a < PIE *e next to *x, but NoT Proto-Anatolian
and PIE *o (Melchert forthcoming). This clear evidence for PIE *-xe, *-xer
is supported by the « of Greek primary -pa, secondary -uav (Attic-Ionic
-wnv), which is therefore an archaism, not an innovation. (It cannot reflect
*.xo0, *-xor; cf. the discussion in Beekes 1972a.) The same seems to be true
of the *a in PT primary *-mar (TB -mar, TA -mar), secondary *-ay (TA
-e, - also -we; TB — -maz); thus these *a definitely do not reflect a
common Greco-Tocharian innovation (pace Cowgill loc. cit.). (In fact it is
even possible to doubt that the PT *-a- reflects PIE *-xe(-). A plausible
alternative explanation of these *-a- has been advanced by Van Winde-
kens (1982: 273 with bibliography): PIE thematic 1sg. primary medio-

% I am grateful to Jay Jasanoff and especially to Craig Melchert for
helpful discussion of this problem.

" Except for Brugmann’s Law, which of course does not apply in this case.

2 Van Windekens first published the idea discussed here in 1939 in Re-
vue des Etudes Indo-européennes 2, a volume which is not available to me.
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passive *-o-xer > *-or > *-ar —» PT *-mar; evidently 2sg. *-tar can be
analogical to 1sg. *-mar (Watkins 1969: 191)*%, and the *-a- of the second-
ary endings 1sg. *-ay, 2sg. *-tay can be due to analogy with the primary
endings®. The generalization of a thematic 1sg. ending is not surprising;
of. the later TB generalization of active thematic -u (< PIE *-5) to
athematic presents and subjunctives.)®

The -m- of the Greek and Tocharian 1sg. middle endings, however, is
clearly an innovation (Cowgill loc. cit., Watkins 1969: 129-30, 190-1 with
bibliography), and it is tempting to see in it a common innovation (Cowgill
loc. cit. and 1986: 64-5). Unfortunately the probable relative chronology
of the Tocharian changes makes it most unlikely that the two languages
innovated together in this point. It seems obvious that the introduction of
-p- in Greek resulted from the analogical pressure of athematic active -p,
*_ht, -1, -vruon the corresponding middle paradigm, thenceforth -pat, *-hot,
-7ot, -vroi; the secondary endings can also have played a direct role in the
change if it took place before the loss of final *-r. The same analogical
pressure must have operated in Tocharian, and the change might be
datable for the following reason. Not only secondary *-s, *-t, and *-nt (and
most other originally final consonants and clusters) but also primary *-si
and *-ti were lost in pre-PT%; but the survival of PIE *-nti as PT *-n (see
fn.21) shows that the endings were lost in two stages: first the secondary
endings without *-i, then the primary endings with *-i. During the inter-
vening period the secondary endings, which had merged in -0, must have

9 As Cowgill observes (1968: 27 fn.11), the rationale for this analogy was
evidently that primary 2sg. *-txor and 3sg. *-tor had merged (as had secondary
2sg. *-txo and 3sg. *-t0). — Or should we suppose that the 2sg. endings were actually
*.txe, *-txer? (Evidence??)

% However, the source of the *-y remains obscure; as Cowgill emphasizes
(1968: 27 fn. 12), it cannot possibly be the PIE hic-et-nunc particle *-i of the
primary active endings, as the Tocharian endings are secondary middle.

% This had striking consequences; it is evidently the precondition for the
creation of thematic active -¢,, -au by the analogical proportion athematic 3pl.
*.an: Isg. *-u (= */-aw/):: thematic 3pl. *-én:1sg. X, X =*-éw. Cf. the remarks of
Watkins 1969: 203.

% This is the easiest way to explain the lack of correspondence between the TB
and TA 3sg. present endings (TB -m, TA -g, both apparently analogical and/or
accretive additions) and the absence of any consonant before PT 2sg. *-to <
enclitic *tu ‘thou’ (e.g. in TB yat, TA yit ‘you go’). Jasanoff 1987: 110-1 may
be right in deriving TA 3sg. -¢ ultimately from *-ti, but it is possible that the
survival of this ending is due to the suffixation of a particle after word-final *-Vti
> *-Vsi; a similar explanation seems to be absolutely necessary to explain TA 3pl.
-iflc, -efic beside the shorter -1, -¢, especially as the latter endings are the ones that
correspond phonologically to TB -dm (< PT *-on) and -em, -am (< PT *-&n, *-an)
respectively (see fn. 21, and note that the vowels of the longer endings must have
resulted from contamination with the shorter ones, as Warren Cowgill pointed
out to me in 1980).
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been undergoing extensive replacement (at least in part by the endings of
the perfect), but the primary set *-mi, *-si, *-ti, *-nti should have remained
intact, and one might suggest that the pre-PT introduction of *-m- only
into the primary 1sg. middle ending (and NoT into secondary *-ay; con-
trast Gk. -pav) dates from that period®”. But in that case it is difficult to
explain why the *-t- of the 2sg. middle endings was not replaced by *-s- (cf.
Greek!). Such an omission would make sense, though, if *-m- was intro-
duced into *-mar after both *-s and *-si had been lost, since it is known
that *-mi did survive in PT as *-m’o (> TA pres. (etc.) -m, TB opt./ipf. -m),
whereas *-m was lost by sound change and consequently replaced. But if
that is what happened, *-mar was created long after Tocharian had ceased
to resemble other IE languages, and a shared innovation with Greek is out
of the question. Moreover, even if we prefer the earlier date — after the loss
of the secondary endings only — in spite of the difficulties, we must rec-
ognize that the loss of final consonants (including *-m and *-s) would have
made Tocharian very unlike Greek already by that period, so that a shared
innovation would be unlikely (and in any case loss of final consonants was
not one of the earliest Tocharian changes; see fn.21). Finally, even if
Tocharian did introduce *-m- into *-mar before the loss of original final
consonants, it must be admitted that the Tocharian and Greek changes
have little in common: in Tocharian only the 1sg. primary ending was
affected, whereas Greek introduced -p«- into both 1sg. endings and -oo(-)
into both 2sg. endings. In short, there is no conclusive evidence here for an
early connection between Greek and Tocharian.

5.7. TB uses a suffix -§ke (< PT *-§aks) to derive diminutives; this
suffix has been held to correspond exactly to the Slavic diminutive suffix
*-¢ikil, both reflecting earlier *-kikos, apparently compound *-k-ikos (Ge-
orgiev 1981: 293; cf. Ivanov 1958)%. But *-kikos would have given Slavic
*-¢ici by regular sound change; and *-kikus, though a possible preform of
*-¢ikt, is morphologically implausible and moreover cannot be the an-
cestor of the Tocharian suffix (TB -e < PT *-& cannot reflect earlier
*.u(C)). Slavic -éikit (the form of the suffix attested in OCS, and the one
with which Ivanov 1958: 62-3 works) is no better; no matter whether its
*i reflects ealier *T or *ey, it ought to correspond to PT *i > TB ¢, which
would not have been dropped. In short, no form of the Slavic suffix is
exactly cognate with that of TB. It is most likely that the two suffixes are
independent innovations, made by adding k-suffixes to forms that already
had them (Hock, p.c.); this is made all the likelier by the fact that no

9 1 am grateful to Hans Hock for helpful discussion that eventually led
me to this idea.

% The feminine is derived from the masculine by a productive process in both
branches, and thus has no independent evidential value.
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similar formant seems to occur in Baltic (see fn. 1) and by the crosslingui-
stic tendency of palatals to appear in diminutives and other affective forms
(Brian Joseph, p.c.). Indeed, according to Klingenschmitt 1975: 149-50,
TB -$ke is simply a loan from Iranian.

5.8. Adams 1981, 1984: 398-9, 1988a, 1988b: 110-2 has maintained
that the prominence of secondary n-stem nominal forms in Tocharian
reflects a distinction like that between Germanic “strong” and “weak”
nouns and adjectives at a pre-PT stage. I do not believe that Adams has
proved his point, because he offers no clear evidence of an opposition
between n-stem and n-less forms at any stage in the development of
Tocharian; nor am I convinced by his attempts (in Adams 1988a) to relate
the secondary n-stem forms to such other phenomena as palatalization in
the acc. sg. and the PT acc. sg. ending *-Vy. It seems to me that the
observed pattern of Tocharian nominal endings can have resulted from
analogical changes long after many of the old (PIE) stem classes had
ceased to be identifiable in pre-PT. Consequently I see in the spread of
n-stem forms in Tocharian no evidence of early contact with Germanic.

5.9. 1 also prefer to be cautious concerning the derivation of -ais- in TB
gen. du. -aisdfi/-aisi from (quasi-)PIE *-oysu (Winter 1962a: 126) or *-oysi
(Adams 1984: 398), as the fate of PIE nonfinal *oy in noninitial syllables
remains unclear (see fn. 36). Moreover, Olav Hackstein (p.c.) points out
that TB -ai- appears to be a dual marker in a number of verb endings (pres.
3du. mid. -aitdr, K. Schmidt 1975: 289-90; pret. 3du. act. -ais (& TA
-enas), imperative 2du. mid. -ait, Krause 1952: 195-6 etc.); if that is its
function in nominal endings as well, it is unlikely to reflect any PIE
morpheme directly. (Cf. also Van Windekens 1979: 247-8.)

5.10. Thus in Tocharian morphology too I find no indisputable evi-
dence of early contact with other branches of IE. This should not be very
surprising; though the Tocharian morphological system clearly reflects its
PIE heritage®, it has obviously developed in unique directions.

6. Vocabulary

6.0. Much of the evidence that has been adduced in the past for the
position of Tocharian in the IE family has consisted of vocabulary shared
exclusively with other branches of IE. Most of this evidence suffers from
a fundamental methodological flaw that robs it of nearly all its probative
value: in principle any shared word can be a shared retention of part of the

* This is truer than is sometimes supposed. For example, the puzzling pattern
in which *-g- appears (and fails to appear) in the active class III preterite can be
explained almost entirely by regular sound changes starting from a “classical” PIE
s-aorist (pace Krause and Thomas 1960: 247, Jasanoff 1988, etc.), as I hope
to show in a future article.
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PIE inheritance. Thus, for example, the fact that *pant- ‘all (vel. sim.)’
appears only in Tocharian (TB po, pont-, TA pont-) and in Greek (ravr-;
Cowgill apud Lane 1970: 86) does not necessarily indicate any close connec-
tion between the two; it can mean that only those two branches happen to
have preserved this particular PIE term from the semantic range of ‘all’.
One might try to circumvent the difficulty by comparing the total numbers
of words which Tocharian shares exclusively with each other branch and
the number shared with the rest of IE as a whole, knowing that many of
each group will be shared retentions but relying on the law of averages to
keep the percentage of retentions in each group roughly the same; this
method has been used to good effect by Stang (1972) in his comparison of
the Germanic and BS lexica. Unfortunately our knowledge of the Tocha-
rian languages is too fragmentary to permit any reliance on such a proce-
dure; not only is the limited vocabulary of our texts unrepresentative of
the Tocharian lexicon as a whole (Winter 1984: 201, 224-5), but the
actual numbers are probably too small to yield statistically valid conelu-
sions.

We are thus reduced to the consideration of individual words which for
special reasons are not affected by these limitations, and it is to them that
I now turn.

6.1. A notable case of lexical agreement between Tocharian and BS
appears in TB reki, TA rake ‘word’ < PT *rék- < *rok-, or else < PT
*rek- < *rék-, and Lith. rékti ‘shout’, OCS redti (pres. 1sg. rekq) ‘say’
(Benveniste 1936: 236; Porzig 1954: 183). If this is not the result of chance
(always a possibility), it would seem to be a common innovation; PIE used
other roots for ‘say’ and ‘word’ (*(X)exg-, *xwer-, *sek¥-, *wek¥-). But
even if the agreement is not illusory it can be the result of borrowing!'®,
especially as the Tocharian verb ‘say’ (TB, TA wefi-) is a derivative of PT
*wék"o ‘voice’ < PIE (acc.) *wok"m (Winter 1977: 133-4); moreover, it
is virtually impossible to show that this particular borrowing (if that is
what it was) occurred early, as a root of the shape *rok- or *rgk- should
have been fairly stable phonologically both in Slavic and in Tocharian for
long periods of time.

6.2. The common semantic innovation represented by PT *kémé (TB
keme, TA kam), OCS zobii, Alb. dhémp ‘tooth’ < PIE *gémbhos ‘row of
teeth’ (Porzig 1954: 184-5) strikes me as less significant, as it seems natural
enough to be repeatable!!.

10 See sect. 7.4 below for a discussion of the conditions under which borrowing
between the more easterly branches of IE could have occurred.

101 A path by which such a semantic shift might have occurred is suggested by
the Germanic and Vedic Sanskrit data. Proto-Germanic *kambaz ‘comb’ (OE
camb, etc.) must reflect a PIE singular *gombhos ‘row of teeth’ with a unique shift
in meaning; but the early Rigvedic form, jdmbhdsas ‘set of teeth’, has been plural-
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6.3. A lexical retention which (surprisingly) might reveal something
about the position of Tocharian is TB nekciye, TA nfo]ktim ‘in the even-
ing’, which agrees in meaning with Hitt. nekuz mehur ‘evening time’. All
other cognates mean ‘night’ (Vedic ndk, Gk. v0§, Lat. nox, Goth. nahts,
Lith. naktis, ete.); that is likely to be an innovation, since a word *k"sep-
‘night’ is attested in the most archaic IE languages (Hitt. iép-ant-, Skt.
ksap- ‘night’, Av. xéap- ‘darkness’, perhaps also Gk. ¢¢pag ‘darkness’; see
Schindler 1967b: 294-5). What makes this case useful s the likelihood that
an innovation shared by so many branches of IE occurred once over most
of the IE area in the dialectal period, missing only the peripheral areas. If
that is what happened, we have a clear indication that pre-Tocharian was
a peripheral dialect of PIE. On the other hand, we cannot completely
exclude the possibility that the semantic shifts were the reverse of those
posited above (Hocek, p.c.), i.e. that PIE *nek™t-, *nok"t- did indeed mean
‘night’ and that the meaning of the Hittite and Tocharian forms is an
innovation. But in that case the pattern proves nothing, since the semantic
change ‘night’ — ‘evening’ is commonplace. (The Tocharian word for
‘night’, TB ysiye, TA wse < PT *w'oseye, is a derivative of PT *wos- ‘rest,
stay’ < PIE *xwes- ‘spend the night’ — an obvious innovation.)

6.4. Aneven more useful case involves a unique irregular change which
can scarcely have been repeated independently in the different branches of
IE. This is the u-stem noun meaning ‘tear’, PIE *dakru (Porzig 1954: 185,
202). In the western languages we find only forms with initial *d- (Gk.
ddxpu, Lat. lacrima, Olr. dér, Goth. tagr, etc.); such a form apparently
occurs also in Armenian (artawsr, pl. artasuk‘), while in the more typical
eastern languages we find only vowel-initial forms (Skt. déru, Av. asrii-,
Lith. dsara). The difference has never been satisfactorily explained, though
the distribution of forms — vowel-initial forms only in eastern branches
known to have been in contact (and not in the more isolated, though
eastern, Armenian) ~ makes it overwhelmingly likely that the *d- is
original and that the vowel-initial form has somehow lost it!%%. It is
therefore highly significant that the Tocharian forms, TA akdir, pl. akrunt,
TB pl. akrana, are vowel-initial; that alone would demonstrate that pre-
Tocharian was an eastern dialect of PIE.

ized, evidently because of its collective meaning. Only later do we find a singular
Jjdmbhas ‘tooth’ backformed to the plural. (Loc. sg. jambhe in RV 1.37.5 is very
obscure, but in any case a meaning ‘tooth’ does not fit the context.)

102 On the forms of this word see Walde and Pokorny 1928-30: 334, 769
and Pokorny 1951-69: 23, 179, all with bibliography. The discussion on p.769
of the earlier work is particularly sensible and enlightening. I see no connection
between the disappearing initial *d- of ‘tear’ and the tangled problems besetting
the initial of ‘tongue’; the latter is surely a case of tabu deformation {(Hock
1986: 303-5; see also fn. 16 above).
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Note that the case of TB, TA or ‘wood’ < PT *¢ra < *éru < *éru (by
u-umlaut, see Pedersen 1941: 220-1, Normier 1980: 255, and fn. 55 above)
«< PIE *déru (Skt. daru ‘wood’ ete., Gk. 36puv ‘spear(-shaft)’, etc.;
Schneider 1940: 203) is not comparable, for the following reasons. Since the
*d- of ‘wood’ is dropped only in Tocharian, a specifically Tocharian expla-
nation should be sought, and in fact such an explanation is available. The
oblique stem of PIE *déru was clearly *dréw- (cf. Skt. gen. sg. drds), and
PIE *d- was dropped before consonants in Tocharian (see fn.2 with
references); evidently the pre-PT paradigm *déru, *réw- (vel sim.) was
levelled analogically to give a nom./acc: sg. *éru, as posited above (Jochem
Schindler, p.c. 1985)!%3, This explanation is not available for ‘tear’, whose
*d- was always followed by a vowel (so far as we can tell) and was lost in
several eastern branches, not only in Tocharian.

6.5. Of all the words that Tocharian shares with other individual
branches of IE, potentially the most useful is TB fek- ‘touch’, which
appears to be connected with Goth. tekan ‘touch’ (Meillet 1914: 19, Van
Windekens 1976: 504-5) 1%, If the words are cognate, they can only reflect
a protoform *dég- or *dég-, which violates the PIE constraint against two
voiced stops in the same root and therefore must be post-PIE, or at the
earliest late PIE1%%; if they are not cognate, ‘touch’ might be an early
Germanic loanword in Tocharian or vice versa, which would testify to
contact between the two groups at some time after PIE began to diversify.
I shall therefore discuss this case at length.

7. TB tek- : Gothic tekan ‘touch’

7.1. The preform and ablaut of ‘touch’ are clearer in Germanic. Goth.
tekan, preterite taitok reflects an old ablaut *deg/g- ~ *dog/g-; ON taka
‘take’ (preterite tdk; cf. also faka d ‘touch’, apparently with the older
meaning preserved in a more peripheral use)!®® reflects a zero-grade

b 1103 On the usual fate of PIE *d- before back vowels in Tocharian see sect. 7.2
elow.

1% T can find no phonologically acceptable way to connect these forms with the
*tag- or *txg- reconstructable from Greek rerxyév ‘having seized’, Latin tangere
‘touch’, Old English paccian ‘stroke’, etc.; the initial consonants are clearly diffe-
rent, and Gk. tetaydv (at least) cannot contain *X, the laryngeal needed to account
for the ablaut of the Germanic family of Gothic tekan. (I also doubt that Lithua-
nian dagjjs ‘bur, thistle’ has anything to do with any of these words.)

1% Possibly *ds-g- or *ds-g-, i.e. a PIE root (*dex- >) *d&- with a root-exten-
sion, as suggested by Schindler apud Mayrhofer 1986: 95 fn.19. The rarity
of root-extensions violating the constraint seems to indicate that they were late
developments.

1% T am grateful to Hans Hock for pointing this out to me.
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*dXg/g-19; the isolated West Germanic forms (if they belong here)!%® are
compatible with this ablaut schema. The e-quality of the long vowel in the
Gothic form shows that the laryngeal in question must have been the first
(e-coloring) laryngeal; the pre-Germanic alternation *& ~ *5 ~ *X must
therefore reflect (quasi-)PIE *ex ~ *ox ~ *X.. '

The TB situation is not as simple. The present of the verb is thematic
and exhibits a palatalized initial consonant; the occurring forms (Krause
1952: 249-50) are 3sg. cesim, 3pl. ceken-ne (with suffixed 3sg. pronoun),
pte. cesemiica, gerundive cedale. A distinctively palatalized initial conso-
nant is unusual in a simple thematic verb!®; in fact, distinctive initial
palatalization in Tocharian verbs tends to be eliminated except in the
productive sk-causative paradigm, and so is generally an archaism wher-
ever else it appears. In this case the palatalization clearly indicates that
the e of the root reflects older *& (rather than *o), agreeing with the Gothic
present; the nonpalatalized form tek- occurring in the subjunctive (3sg.
tekii(m )-me) 110, preterite (3sg. teksa), and verbal noun (tetekor) can scarcely

107 Probably from an older thematic aorist, as Germanic present indicatives can
represent present or aorist subjunctives. Such a subjunctive is apparently the
source also of Proto-Germanic *wigana ‘to fight’ (ON vega (analogically remodelled
as a class V verb), pres. 3sg. vegr = Olr. fichid vs. nasal-infixed pres. Latin uincere
‘win’; in the other Germanic languages the ablaut of the present has been regular-
ized within class I, but cf. the fossilized Gothic noun dat. sg. wigana ‘battle’). More
often Germanic presents reflect athematic aorist subjunctives; thus PG *k¥imidi
‘comes’ (Gothic gimip, etc.) corresponds to Vedic Sanskrit aorist subjunctive
gamati ‘(s)he will come’ < PIE *g%ém-e-ti (Hoffmann 1955: 91), etc.

108 The spellings of Old Frisian tetsia ‘to seize’, untteztsa ‘to snatch away’, bitech
‘seizes’ (Sj6lin 1970: 165, 242, 1975: 16), biteszie ‘[that no one] seize’ could re-
flect *tak-ja- or *tuk-ja- (as in ModHG ziicken; I am grateful to Patrick Stiles
for pointing this out to me); ef. the remarks of Steller 1928: 23, 31-2 on the
phonology of *kj sequences, and note that van Helten 1890: 225 lists this
verb in weak class I. Since a ja-stem does not fit the morphological pattern of ON
taka, ete. very well, *tuk-ja- should probably be preferred for these Frisian forms.
Middle Low German tacken ‘touch’, Middle Dutch takken ‘seize’, and Modern West
Frisian take ‘steal’, whatever their original stem classes, must at least reflect *tak-
(note that *tak- < PG *t&k- would have given “tieke” in Modern West Frisian).
The same is probably true of Middle Dutch taken ‘take’, though a preform *tak- <
PG *tek- would also seem to be a possibility. Whether any of these was borrowed
from another Germanic language I am not competent to say; it is well known that
late OE tacan represents a borrowing of ON taka.

1% Of the more than two dozen stems listed in Krause 1952: 62-5, only
ced(i)- ~ ceke- ‘touch’ and cems(d)- ~ cenke- ‘obstruct’ exhibit initial consonants
which are distinctively palatalized (i.e. which contrast with nonpalatalized initials
in other stems; rRoots with inherently palatal initial consonants are a different
case).

9 But “teku-me” Berlin 542al should actually be read neku-me
(K.Schmidt 1985: 430-1).
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reflect an old short o-grade, and must instead be the result of analogical
depalatalization of the form of the root found in the present. Since the
subjunctive is athematic, it exhibits ablaut (see Cowgill 1967); beside the
finite subjunctive singular forms cited above we find an optative stem fas:-
[tos-i-| and an abstract takilyiie, takdlyfe [tok-/!!!, both with a nonpalata-
lizing /o/ which serves as zero-grade to the /e/ of the other forms. The only
PIE vowel that a nonpalatalizing [o/ could reflect by regular sound change
is *u, which is obviously out. of the question; a laryngeal should have given
fa/, not [o/. Lane (1959: 160) is therefore correct in supposing that the
ablaut tek-/ ~ [tok-/ is analogical on the [e/ ~ [of ablaut of other
athematic subjunctives (pace Van Windekens 1976: 504); presumably it
has replaced an older /tek-/ ~ */tak-| (see further below).

In short, the only forms that might be genuine cognates are the thema-
tic presents, Goth. teki/a- and TB ced(d)- ~ ceke-. Moreover, the ablaut of
the Germanic forms makes sense in PIE terms, but the ablaut of the TB
verb has been remodelled so as to make sense in TB terms. These points
will have to be borne in mind in considering the value of this etymology
for our study.

7.2. A further question is whether TB cek- ~ ces- can reflect *deg/g-. It
seems clear that ¢ cannot directly reflect palatalized *d, since in our only
really secure etymology involving palatalization of *d the result is PT *s:
PIE *dékmt ‘ten’ > PT *$ko > TB dak, TA éik. But if Tocharian
inherited zero-grade forms, which would have exhibited a nonpalatalized
initial consonant before the medial laryngeal (*tak- vel sim.), and if non-
palatalized *d gave (pre-)PT *t, an original alternation *t ~ *§ could
have been remodelled to *t ~ *c!!2. The fate of nonpalatalized *d before
vowels!1® in Tocharian is thus a matter of importance; unfortunately it has
also been a matter of dispute.

Winter’s very thorough discussion of this and related problems (Winter
1962b: 16-24) underscores the difficulty of finding even one clear and
obvious etymology revealing the outcome of *d. Winter arrives at his own
clever solution through an attempt to explain the origin of those examples
of Tocharian ¢s which did not develop out of *ty. He notes that we find

1 Most of the relevant forms happen to be from western dialect documents; on
the problems of these “MQ-Schreibungen” see Krause 1952: 14, Marggraf
1970: 9-13. I have based my morphophonemic/generative analysis of this stem on
the few central and eastern dialect forms available, and on the fact that no western
dialect form exhibits @ in the root.

12 For the alternation ¢ ~ ¢ in both Tocharian languages see Krause and
Thomas 1960: 62; its PIE sources are *t (e.g. in TB picer, obl. patdr ‘father’)
and *dh (e.g. in TB lac ‘(s)he went out’, 3pl. latem < (sub-)PIE aor. *xludhé/6-
‘arrive’).

13 Before consonants *d was lost; see fn.2 above with bibliography.
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three roots of parallel shape which unexpectedly appear in Tocharian with
initial ts'!%:

PIE *dheg*h- ‘burn’ (pres. 3sg. Skt. ddhati, Av. daZaiti; of. Gk. téppi
‘ashes’) > *tsok¥- — PT *tsok-1%, e.g. in pres. 3sg. mid. TB
tsakstrd, TA tsdkndgtir;

PIE *dheygh- ‘form (of clay, dough, etc.)’ (Lat. fingere; Arm. dizanem
‘I heap up’) > PT *tsik-a-, e.g. in TB gerundive tsikale ‘should be
made’; pret. pte. PT *tsétsdykawo > TA tsatseku (with remod-
elled ending), TB fem. pl. (tsa)tsaikau(wa);

PIE *dhewgh- ‘produce (milk) (Skt. pres. 3sg. ddgdhi; Gk. rebyew
‘make, fashion’; Duchesne—Guillemin 1940: 144) > PT *tsuk-(a-)
‘(cause to) drink’ > TB /tsuk-/, e.g. in gerundive ¢sukile (possibly
with deletion of *-a-, regular in causatives), TA tsuka-, e.g. in pret.

pte. tsuko (nonpresent stem of ‘drink’, possibly with analogical
-@-).

Having demonstrated that palatalization cannot be responsible for the
appearance of ts in these forms (p. 23), Winter suggests instead that these

roots, all with two voiced aspirated stops, have been affected by GL; the
development will have been

PIE *dheg"h- > *deg"h- > *tsok"- — *tsok- (with analogical elimina-
tion of initial palatalization), etc. (pp.24-5),

and this involves a sound change *d > *ts. The objections to this hypothe-
sis are obvious enough: though it is clear that something peculiar has
happened to these roots, and though the double aspirates must have had

something to do with it, how can we be sure that GL was what really
happened?

14 T have restated these etymologies in my own orthography.

"5 Pre-PT *k* was delabialized in PT when it stood at the end of a verb root;
the other clear example is PT *pak- ‘cook, ripen’ « < PIE *pek*-. The morpholo-
gical restriction on this phenomenon shows that it is the result of analogical change,
and the only possible “pivot” for the change is the fact that both velars(/palatals)
and labiovelars were palatalized to *$ in PT. This is important because, while No
stem of either of these verbs has any forms with a root-final palatalized consonant
in our attested Tocharian, they did both form thematic presents in PIE - and the
thematic vowel *e would indeed have palatalized the root-final consonant. It
follows that the old thematic present survived (in some function) down through the
period of palatalization; and that means that the inflection of these two verbs, at
least, was massively remodelled not long before the PT period. Future discussions
of the Tocharian verb system will presumably have to take account of these facts.
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Winter is well aware that his hypothesis will carry conviction only if he
can provide an independent, well-motivated example of PT *ts < *d, and
he sets out to do so (pp. 25-8), ultimately arguing that PT *tsoma- ‘grow’
reflects PTE *dem- ‘build’. But in spite of the fact that the shapes of the
PT and PIE roots fit perfectly (if ¥d > *ts), and in spite of Winter’s careful
demonstration that the semantic development required is plausible, this
etymology suffers from generic weaknesses peculiar to the etymologies of
Tocharian verbs. The root-final *a cannot count for much, since *-a- has
spread widely in the Tocharian verb system; the root-medial vowel is the
one most common in this position in Tocharian verb roots, and it can
reflect the commonest root-medial PIE vowel (*e). What is distinctive
about, this root is the two consonants, and unless a striking pattern of
parallelism can be found (as in the three roots cited above), two consonants
do not offer an etymology much support!!®; a longer example would be
much more convincing.

Such an example actually exists, though the *d involved was not
inherited from PIE. TB witsako ‘root’, a word with no Tocharian kin and
no PIE etymology 117, must have been borrowed from something very like
Proto-Ossetic *wadaga (Winter 1971: 222 with bibliography), the form
reconstructable from Iron widag and Digor yedagid (W. Miller 1903: 25; the
sound laws involved can easily be worked out from the material on
pp. 14-25). To be sure, the d of the Ossetic word (which is itself isolated
within Iranian) probably reflects Proto-Iranian *t. But if the borrowing
had occurred while the word still contained *t, it is difficult to see why TB
does not retain the ¢ as such; even PIE *t survives unaltered in Tocharian
unless it was affricated by *y, palatalized, or lost in word-final position —
none of which conditions obtains in this case. By far the simplest hypothe-
sis is to accept Winter’s sound change *d > PT *ts!!%,

A consideration of the relative chronology of this sound change reveals
some startling facts. The first vowel of the (pre-)Proto-Ossetic word is a
front vowel, and so is the first vowel of the TB word; there is no reason to

116 Other possible etymologies involving PIE *d labor under the same handi-
cap; examples are PT *tsor-a- ‘separate (intrans.)’ < PIE *der- ‘split’ and the
etymology of PT *tsuwa- ‘fit together’ adduced in fn. 41.

117 The TA word is tsmar, a derivative of PT *tsoma- ‘grow’ (see above); but TA
must once have contained a cognate of witsako, since the word was borrowed into
Tocharian before the pre-PT change of *d to *ts (see below).

18 T¢ follows that PT *tsuk-(a-) ‘(cause to) drink’ could actually reflect PTE
*dewk- or *dewk- ‘lead, pull’ (Goth. tiuhan, Lat. diicere, etc.), as suggested in
Lane 1938: 27; in that case the PT meaning was probably ‘drink’. Whether TA
tspok ‘taste’ is also related (Adams 1987: 5) is not clear; better evidence would
be needed to justify the assumption of a (pre-)TA *tspuk- or the metathesis of
*wots- to *tsw- (ibid. pp.5-6).



110 D. A. Ringe, Jr.

posit a stage in between at which the vowel was not front. Yet the initial
w of the TB word HAS NOT BEEN PALATALIZED; contrast

PIE *wikmtix ‘twenty’ > *wiknti > PT *wiken > TA wiki but TB
*yikdn > ikdm (see Szemerényi 1960: 47-9) and ...

PIE *xux-6nt- ‘wind’ - *xweX-nt- (original meaning different but not
reconstructable; see Mayrhofer 1987: 97 fn. 43) > — *xwéntos >
PT *w'enté > TA want but TB yente, -

in which PIE *w was palatalized to PT *w’, whence TB y. We must
reconstruct the following sequence of pre-PT changes:

1) palatalization runs its course;
2) ‘root’ is borrowed into Tocharian;
3) *d > *ts!l®,

But palatalization itself was not a particularly early change (see fnn. 2, 21,
and 51 above), and the affrication of *d must therefore be so late that any
root with initial *d which was already in the language in the post-PIE
dialectal period should appear in PT with initial *ts. Therefore xo form of
TB tek- can reflect any form of post-PIE *d&g/g- by regular sound change
within Tocharian.

7.3. It follows that TB tek- ‘touch’ and the Germanic forms in question
cannot be cognate. It is possible that the resemblance of these Germanic
and Tocharian verbs is the result of mere chance, which is always a
possibility to be reckoned with (as Hans Hock, Jay Jasanoff, and Patrick
Stiles remind me)!?. But the fact that in both branches the verb has a
present with medial *& is striking enough, I think, to warrant considera-
tion of the possibility that it was borrowed from Germanic into Tocharian,
or vice versa, or into both languages from a third source. If we wish to
evaluate that alternative, we must attempt to determine the direction and
date of the putative borrowing. (In the following paragraphs I adopt the
working hypothesis that such a borrowing did occur; the question will be
reopened in section 7.5.)

1% Whether palatalized *d’ likewise became *ts’, which then became PT *3, is
another question. Note that the sound Jaws as I formulate them here collapse the
special developments of *d with the general Tocharian devoicing of obstruents; in
reality the latter was almost certainly a separate change. Thus we are probably
dealing with such sequences of changes as *d > *dz > *ts, *d" > *dZ > *i > *§,
etc. (the details being in each case subject to further discussion beyond the scope
of this paper).

2 Hock (p.c.) notes the general resemblance in form and meaning between
these verbs and the Romance family of Italian foccare ‘touch’, which clearly began
life as an affective word (see Meyer-Liibke 1911: 664 s.v. tok (#8767)).
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I can find no way to determine which language *tek- was borrowed
from. It is true that the ablaut of this root in Germanic is of a PIE type,
while the Tocharian ablaut is not (see above); but the original Tocharian
ablaut pattern should have been identical with the Germanic, viz. *§ ~ *x
~ 5> *§ ~ *a ~ *5 > PT *e ~ *a ~ *a!?l. We should probably exclude
the alternative of common borrowing from a third language on grounds of
simplicity unless and until we have definite evidence for it; but even that
is a methodological rather than an evidential argument.

Since the Tocharian verb cannot have had an initial *d, it seems clear
that the word was borrowed (in either direction) AFTER Grimm’s Law (StS,
i.e. “stop shift”) had occurred in Germanic (see fn.53 above). Unfortu-
nately StS was a very early Germanic sound change. No other sound
change can be shown to have occurred before it, whereas it stands at the
beginning of a long sequence of pre-PG changes (cf. Ringe 1987a: 131). No
certain Germanic word is attested in ancient (e.g. Classical) sources in a
certainly pre-StS shape!#%; the only Germanic word borrowed into another
language before StS occurred seems to be Lith. Gudas ‘“White Russian’
(“Goth”) « pre-PG *Ghudos > PG *Gutaz (cf. Goth. dat. sg. Gué-piudas,
ON pl. Gotar; Feist 1939 s.v. Gutpiuda). That Germanic and Baltic should
have been in contact at so early a date is of course not surprising . Most
loanwords from other languages entered Germanic after Grimm’s Law had
occurred; the list of exceptions is very short, comprising PG *hanapiz
‘hemp’ (see fn. 53 above), *paidd ‘coat’, and a few Celtic words, viz. *rik-
‘king’ (« Celtic *1ig-), *lekijaz ‘physician’ (« Celtic *leagis), and perhaps

12t Traces of an ablaut [a] ~ [e] are actually preserved in TB [tas-| ~ [tes-| ~
[tes-/ ‘put’, an s-extension of PIE *dhx- ~ *dhex- (and note the analogical [af as
welll); of. subj. 3sg. mediopassive tastrd, imperative 2sg. ptes, 2pl. ptdasso. The same
ablaut is observable in TA opt. 1sg. tasimar, imperative 2sg. act. ptas, mid. pitstsar,
and cf. pret. 3sg. casds with regular palatalization < PT *ces- < *dh&s-. (I can find
no morphological support for an o-grade *dhos- < *dhox-s-, though that would
also give PT *tas-.)

122 Latin spellings with ¢ and ¢ for apparently unshifted PIE *t and *k/*k
cannot be trusted (pace Streitberg 1896: 136), since there is a reasonable like-
lihood that speakers of Latin would have transcribed Germanie /p/ and [x/ as ¢ and
¢ at least some of the time. :

123 The meaning of the Lithuanian word also suggests that at least some Slavs
had come under Germanic suzerainty before the operation of StS; this lends
plausibility to the idea that at least a few of the “centum”-forms in Slavic (e.g. 0CS
svekry ‘mother-in-law’; contrast Sanskrit §vadrits) are actually pre-PG loanwords,
On the other hand, Gudas might have been borrowed as a name for Goths very
early and applied to Slavs only much later; and the k of the Slavic words in
question might be an early loan-rendering of Germanic *h (Vaillant 1950: 31)
~in which case svekry would be a post-StS but pre-Verner’s Law borrowing into
Slavie. (Moreover, the Slavic words must be viewed in the context of the incom-
Pletely “satem” character of BS; see fn.1 above with references.)
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one or two others!?%. Of these only *rik- might be useful: since Celtic *rig-
shows the effects of the sound change *& > *1 (the PIE word was *réeg-
(*Xrexg-?), cf. Lat. réx, reg-, Skt. 7a¢)'%5, it must have been borrowed into
Germanic after that change had occurred?®. Here too, though, our luck is
bad: the only sound changes that can be shown to have preceded the shift
of *8 to *1 in Celtic are the loss of intervocalic *y and the contraction of
the resulting sequence *ee to *& (thus PIE *tréyes ‘three’ (masc.) > *trees
> *trés > PC *tris > OlIr. tri; PIE *loghéyeti ‘lays’ > *logeyeti >
*logeeti > *logBti > *logiti > PC *loglt in OIr. do-luigi ‘forgives’ (*lays
aside’); ete.); the only other pre-PC sound changes that can be shown to
have followed it are Osthoff’s Law (cf. Welsh gwynt ‘wind’ < *wintos <
*wintos < post-PIE *xweéntos; cf. TB yente) and the loss of *p with
subsequent contraction of originally flanking vowels (cf. OIr. ‘ar ‘after’
(nasalizing) < PIr, *gran < PC *erom < PIE *éperom, Skt. dparam

12 PG *paidd (Gothic paida, Old English pad, etc.) is neither cognate with
Greek Bairy ‘goatskin cloak’ nor borrowed from it; rather, both seem to have been
borrowed from some lost language(s) once spoken in eastern Europe (Feist
1939 s.v. paida with bibliography). On the other words see Feist 1939 s.vv.
lekeis, *reiks; Lane 1933: 263—4; de Vries 1960: 64-73 with discussion and
bibliography. Note the reservations that de Vries expresses about several of
the words in Marstrander’s list (Marstrander 1911: 204~7, discussed by de
Vries 1960: 65-6); quite a few of them are listed as cognates, not borrowings,
in Lane 1933. Not only are very early loanwords indistinguishable from borrow-
ings, but at a sufficiently early period the distinction becomes moot in real his-
torical terms, since much of the late regional PIE vocabulary must have spread by
borrowing between dialects and would not be reconstructable at all (except within
individual branches) if it had not so spread.

135 T agree with Sihler 1977: 223-5 that the connection of this noun with
the verb root *x"reg- ‘put/be in a straight line’ is highly dubious semantically, but
I am not convinced by his alternative connection of the word with Sanskrit @rj-
‘power’ (ibid. pp. 232-4); among other things, he does not seem to be aware that
the initial & — not 7 — of the latter is a serious problem, as it is difficult to account
for without positing an original initial *w, and in fact related Iranian forms with
initial v do exist (Mayrhofer 1988 s.v. #7j-; I am grateful to Professor Mayr-
hofer for having sent me the relevant part of his proofs). As for the apparent
lengthened-grade root of *rég-, if it is not really full-grade *ex, I reserve judgment;
it might be true that such an ablaut grade would not be expected (Sihler 1977:
225-9), but at least to some extent we must take such archaic PIE root nouns as
we find them, recognizing that we cannot be sure of recovering all possible patterns
of PIE nominal ablaut and that in any case some PIE nouns might have been
irreducibly anomalous in ablaut. See Strunk 1987 on the possible relationship
between réz, regere, etc. and the morphological consequences of positing such a
relationship.

126 If PC *leagis ‘physician’ really reflects PIE *lep- (Walde and Pokorny
1926-7 s.v. 1. lep-), StS must have occurred after the Celtic loss of *p; but the
etymology of this word is by no means secure.
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‘later’; Lewis and Pedersen 1974: 26-7)'?7. The former changes, a,r.ld the
shift of *& to *1, might have occurred in rapid succession early 1n.the
prehistory of Celtic; or the shift of *& to *T, and the latter changes, might
have occurred in the last few generations before PC. In effect we l.earn next
to nothing about the date of the borrowing of *rig- into Germanic .and the
date of StS; hence the date of the borrowing of ‘touch’ remains as indeter-
minate as ever!'%s, .

Since laryngeals between consonants regularly appear as *a both in PT
and (in initial syllables) in PG, virtually any relative ordering of borrowing
and laryngeal sound changes in Germanic and Tocharian should hf%ve
resulted in the borrowing of a zero-grade *tak-; even if the borrowing
language had already changed laryngeals to *a but the lendIan language
had not, it is reasonably likely that the Jaryngeal of the lending language
(*o at that stage?) would have been borrowed as *a. One would ex.pect the
borrowing to have occurred before *tak- was replaced by *tok- in PT or
TB, but that replacement can have been very late (see fn. 121 for an
example of ablaut e ~ a still surviving in both Tocharian languages).

It seems clear that ‘touch’ was borrowed before palatalization in Tocha-
rian; but I have argued above that palatalization was not an early Tocha-
rian change. Since the sweeping changes that affected Tocharian vqwels
largely followed palatalization'?®, they do not even come into question.

7.4. Further precision is impossible; we clearly cannot prove that the
borrowing of ‘touch’ occurred early enough to show that pre-Germanic and
pre-Tocharian were neighbors in the immediate post-P1E period. Perhaps
we should ask whether it indicates something rather different. Tocharian
is known to have borrowed words from at least three Iranian languages,
viz. Khotanese, Baktrian, and pre-Ossetic or the like (in reverse chronolo-
gical order), and it is clear that the Tocharians were part of the (predomi-

127 Tt is possible that the Sanskrit word is not an exact cognate but a parallel
formation from PIE *ipo ‘away’ (as Lewis and Pedersen assume loc. cit.).

128 We do know that StS had run its course well before the birth of Christ
(Streitberg 1896: 135-7), but that is not a very helpful datum (see the discus-
sion in section 7.4).

129 These changes can be stated briefly as follows. Short *i, *e, and *u all
became *o {and we know that the merger followed palatalization because conso-
nants appear palatalized before original *i and *e, but not before original *u);
concurrently or later, long *, *&, and *@i became *i, *e, and *u. It makes by far the
most sense to suppose that this was part of a wholesale loss of the distinction of
vowel length in the language. In that case original long *a must already have
become *3 by the time the loss of vowel length occurred, because it appears in PT
as *o; original *o, *5 must have been unrounded to *&, *€ (or the like), and the latter
must have been lowered to *3, since it appears in PT as *a. These changes of back
vowels cannot be ordered chronologically with respect to palatalization, but they
are not relevant to the case at hand.
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nantly Iranian) Kushan empire (Winter 1971: 220, 1984: 28-30). It is
reasonable to suggest that the Tocharians had also been under Iranian
overlordship for a longer period of their prehistory (cf. the suggestions of
Abaev 1965: 138), though that cannot be proved!®, If that suggestion is
correct, it fits with a further Germanic fact: there are at least two Iranian
loanwords in Germanic, viz. PG *pabaz ‘path’ (OE pap, ete.) < Iranian
*pag- (cf. Av. gen. sg. pad5)'3! and *wurstwa ‘work’ (Goth. wadrstw) <
Iranian *vy$tvam (= Av. vardtuua- ‘to be done’)!32; and at least the first
must have been borrowed after StS had run its course. “Touch’ can have
been borrowed from Tocharian, or from Germanic into Tocharian, during
the same period; thus it need reveal nothing about the original posmon of
Tocharian in the IE family.

To be sure, this raises further chronological problems Winter points out
that PT *m"te ‘honey’ (TB mit) was apparently borrowed into Chinese as
early as the third century B.C. (Winter 1984: 23-4); at least some Tochari-
ans must therefore have been in central Asia at that time, and contact
between those groups and any Germanic language then or at any later time
is out of the question. But this is not an insurmountable problem. We
cannot be sure that the groups of Tocharians that survived into the
historic period were the only ones that ever existed; since they must have
come from much further west in any case, it is not impossible that some

130 Tt is not surprising that they should have maintained their identity and
language under such circumstances. Later “empires” of semicivilized nations in
eastern Europe and areas further east seem to have been loose tributary confedera-
tions of internally cohesive units; we find Goths ruling Slavs, Huns ruling Goths,
Volga Bulgars ruling Mari (Cheremis) and Mordvins, etc., all without any absorb-
tion of one nation by another. So also on the North American plains: of the
Athabaskan tribes, the Kiowa Apache were politically and culturally a division of
the (linguistically unrelated) Kiowa, while the Sarsi were in effect a dependency of
the Algonkian Siksika (Blackfeet), yet neither Athabaskan tribe abandoned its
lzm{lguage

3 This is still by far the most likely etymology of ‘path’ (see Mayrhofer
1970: 224-6 and Bailey and Ross 1961: 127-42). For alternatives — all of
which strike me as distinctly improbable — see Greule 1980 with bibliography.

132 Gothic wairstw is usually held to be a native formation with a PIE suffix
*.g-two- not otherwise in use in Germanic (cf. Feist 1939 s.v.). Warren Cow-
gill suggested to me (ca. 1979) that the word’s shape actually makes more
sense if it is an Iranian loan, its s representing Iranian *$ < PIE * before *t. The
Avestan equivalent cited is younger Avestan; Manfred Mayrhofer (p.c.) points
out that younger Avestan -ars- can reflect *-r8- (and that Iranian, unlike Indic,
does seem to exhibit zero-grade of the root before some examples of the suffix
*.tva-, despite the reservations of Debrunner 1954: 712). Possibly this word
was borrowed before the Germanic change of *R to *uR, but it is also possible that
Iranian *r would have been borrowed as *ur in any case, especially when preceded
by *v (=*w]). — On the subject of Iranian loanwords in Germanic see also
Mayrhofer 1970 with bibliography.



Evidence for the Position of Tocharian in the I.-E. Family? 115 ;: P

groups migrated no further east than the Ukraine, but were subsequently
absorbed by other peoples. (In that case the word for ‘touch’ is likely to - ...
have been inherited in Tocharian and borrowed from the western group .

into Germanie, since it can scarcely have been borrowed from Germanic -
into the eastern branch of Tocharian.) It is not necessarily the case that

such a “lost” western group of Tocharians would be identifiable in the = -

archaeological record, since they could have been integrated politically
and culturally into the dominant Iranian nation(s) (see fn. 130). Moreover,

for a people possessing horses migration across plains can be very rapid; . -

even if all Tocharians migrated from, say, the Ukraine to central Asia, they
could have done so in a generation or two — conceivably wiTHIN the fourth
century B.C. Finally, it is not clear that the contacts that could have
permitted such borrowings must have been as late as the fifth or fourth
century B.C.; we must reckon with the possibility that contact between
some Germanic tribes and some Tranians (hence possibly also some Tocha-
riang) occurred many centuries before these nations emerged into history.
(There is no cogent evidence for such a supposition, but there seems to be =
none against it either.) But in any case, whatever contacts occurred can
have occurred long after the post-PIE dialect continuum had been dis-
rupted.

7.5. Whether we posit a borrowing of ‘touch’ from Tocharian into

Germanic {or vice versa) or regard the similarity between the two words
‘touch’ as a result of chance depends on an comparative estimate of ..

incommensurables: we must decide whether the scenario just sketched is -
more unlikely than the occurrence of roots *tek- ‘touch’ in two related
languages by chance. But whichever choice we make, the occurrence of

*tgk- in Germanic and Tocharian will tell us nothing about their relative

positions in the (post-)PIE dialect continuum.

8. Conclusions

Very little of the evidence adduced for the original position of Tocha-
rian in the IE family has any probative value. The shape of the noun ‘tear’
shows that pre-Tocharian was an eastern dialect of PIE; the meaning of
PT *ngk™t- ‘evening’ suggests, but does not prove, that it was a relatively
peripheral dialect. If either of the hypotheses discussed in section 4 should
prove to be correct, we would have good evidence that pre-Tocharian was
a (relatively) northeastern dialect of PIE, adjacent to BS and perhaps also
to Germanic; on the other hand, if further research shows that the pattern
of developments of *iX sequences in Tocharian is very like that of Greek
(see fn.45), it will seem more likely that Tocharian was an east-central
dialect. Even later contacts between Tocharian and other branches of 1E
remain problematic, except for the intimate and prolonged association of
Tocharian and Iranian, which is well known.
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Since these conclusions are almost entirely negative, the reader may feel
entitled to demand some further justification for so long and involved an
article. My justification is methodological rather than substantive. If
historical linguistics can be called a science, it seems appropriate to apply
to it the maxim that “science is a procedure for testing and rejecting
hypotheses, not a compendium of certain knowledge” (Gould 1985: 111);
“the conclusions are the consequence, not the essence” (ibid. p.417). I
venture to hope that the present paper illustrates that principle, and that
the very limitedness of my conclusions is validated by a strict adherence
to the most rigorous investigative procedures that I can muster.

Department of Linguistics - Donald A. Ringe, Jr.
619 Williams Hall -

University of Pennsylvania

Philadelphia, PA 19104

USA.
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