
Ústav srovnávací jazykovědy
Univerzita Karlova

19-23 listopadu 2012

Introduction to Tocharian

Ronald I. Kim
Adam Mickiewicz University

ronald.kim@yahoo.com

1. Introduction

1.1. Historical background and external history

1.1.1. Discovery and documentation

TOCHARIAN is the conventional name for two related, extinct Indo-European (IE)

languages known from documents found in the oases of the Tarim River basin north of the

Taklamakan desert in Xinjiang (Chinese Turkestan).

general term German alternatives obsolete (see below)

Tocharian A (TA) Osttocharisch (East Tocharian) Turfanian

Tocharian B (TB) Westtocharisch (West Tocharian) Kuchean



A few Tocharian manuscripts were acquired by the Russian consuls Berezovskij and

Petrovskij in Kašgar already in the 1890s, but the great bulk were uncovered by archaeological

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

• Britain: Sir Aurel Stein

• Germany (Prussia): Albert von le Coq

• France: Paul Pelliot

• Japan: Count Ōtani Kōzui

In addition to a wealth of Middle Iranian documents, the expeditions brought back others in

unknown languages, written in the “slanting” Brāhmī script of Central Asia. In 1908, the

German philologists Emil Sieg and Wilhelm Siegling conclusively identified them as non-Indo-

Iranian IE languages, which they labeled “Indo-Scythian”; they also succeeded in distinguishing

TA and TB. These Western missions to China ceased with the outbreak of the war; other than

Langdon Warner of Harvard University (U.S.), who led an expedition in the early 1920s, no

Western scholars are known to have visited Xinjiang for the next few decades.

Current distribution of Tocharian manuscripts and state of publication (for details, see

Malzahn 2007a, Pinault 2007):

Berlin

• All TA manuscripts (except for Yanqi fragments): published in Sieg and Siegling 1921

• TB manuscripts (Buddhist and secular): published in Sieg and Siegling 1949-53

Paris (Pinault 2007)

• TB manuscripts, mostly medicinal and magical texts: published by Lévi and Filliozat, but

unreliable without Sieg’s extensive commentary and list of corrected readings

• TB secular documents from the Mission Paul Pelliot: caravan passes and cave graffiti

published in Pinault 1987; other manuscripts in Bibliothèque Nationale being published by

Pinault in a long series of articles



London

• TB manuscripts in Weber, Stein, and Hoernle collections: published in Broomhead 1962 with

translation, but without photographs (also no indication of provenience); new edition by

Peyrot 2007, concordance in Peyrot 2007a

St. Petersburg

• Petrovskij and Berezovskij collections, now being published by Burlak and Itkin, Pinault,

Klaus T. Schmidt

Tokyo

• manuscripts from the Ōtani collection, never systematically published

Ürümqi

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

1998

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

chronological precision is difficult.

• The TA records were discovered in and around Turfan and Qarašahr and are entirely of

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

• TB documents were found across the northern Silk Road from Kuča in the west to Turfan in

the east; the older name “Kuchean” (Fr. koutchéen) is thus inaccurate and best avoided. Most

are Buddhist in content, but there is an important Manichean bilingual fragment in TB and

Old Turkic (von Gabain and Winter 1958; see §2.2) which shows that that TB speakers also

played a role in the diffusion of Manicheanism. A large number of secular records indicate

that TB was the vernacular of at least part of the population in these areas in the later 1st

millennium: in addition to monastery records, commercial letters, there are caravan passes,

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



1.1.2. Who were the Tocharians?

The speakers of Tocharian played an important role in the Buddhist civilization of pre-

Islamic eastern Central Asia, but their exact identity remains unknown. The name “Tocharian”

rests mainly on the form twɣry in an Old Uyghur colophon, but both the reading and the

identification have been challenged. It seems certain that the speakers of TA and TB were not

the “Tocharians” of antiquity (Strabon’s Τόχαροι; Skt. Tukhāra-).

Among the figures in the spectacular Buddhist cave paintings of the region are some with

red hair and green or blue eyes, and many have speculated that these were the Tocharians. More

recently, the discovery of red-haired, “Western”-looking mummies in the Taklamakan made

headlines in the Western press in the mid-1990s, and much sensationalism — with thinly veiled

racial overtones — over what “white people” or “Caucasians” were “doing” in China. The entire

study of this region has become sadly politicized, and results of archaeological research have

been abused to support Uyghur separatism! This has led to tension between Western and

Chinese historians and other scholars of Central Asia, a state of affairs decried by the late

Chinese Indologist Ji Xianlin. For our purposes this debate is irrelevant: after all, we cannot be

sure which language(s) the famed mummies spoke.  (See also Thursday’s lecture.)

Although the exact historical context of the two Tocharian languages and their speakers is

not fully known, certain conclusions may be drawn from the texts. The classic paper of Lane

(1963) is still worth reading.

• TA is remarkably uniform linguistically, and a number of facts suggest that it was no longer

spoken at the time of the surviving manuscripts, but served as a sort of liturgical language

among speakers of TB and Old Turkic.

• Extensive differences in Buddhist terminology between TA and TB (e.g. TA märkampal vs.

TB pelaikne ‘law, dharma’) indicate two different periods of Buddhist missionary activity in

eastern Central Asia in early 1st millennium AD.

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

TB and Turkic glosses, TB texts with Turkic glosses

• The speakers of Tocharian (more precisely, TB) began to shift to Turkic in the later 1st

millennium AD; the language was probably extinct by 1000.



1.2. History of Tocharian linguistic research

Early period (to the 1930s)

• The early pioneers in the study of Tocharian were SIEG and SIEGLING, along with Wilhelm

SCHULZE in Germany; their publication of all the TA material in the Berlin collection in 1921

was followed by the classic Tocharische Grammatik (1931), still the first reference for TA

descriptive grammar.

• The French Sanskritist Sylvain LÉVI (along with Antoine MEILLET) egan publishing

manuscripts in the Mission Paul Pelliot collection already before World War I, but their

edition was rapidly surpassed in quality and quantity by the Berlin school. Along with Sieg

and Siegling, Meillet drew the attention of Indo-Europeanists to a number of linguistic

features of Tocharian.

Intermediate period (1930s to 1980s)

• The American Indo-Europeanist George Sherman LANE wrote several important articles on

Tocharian historical phonology and morphology from the 1930s to the 1960s, and the great

Danish Indo-Europeanist Holger PEDERSEN published the first historical grammar of

Tocharian (Pedersen 1941).

• Prague’s own Pavel POUCHA published several studies; his Latin-language TA dictionary

(Poucha 1955), although not perfect, was until recently the only lexicon of that language.

• Walter COUVREUR published the first comparative grammar of Tocharian to fully take TB into

account (Couvreur 1947) and edited many Paris manuscripts, but stopped working on

Tocharian after the 1960s.

• The late Werner THOMAS of Germany studied with Sieg and published literally thousands of

pages of research on various philological minutiae of Tocharian for a full half century after

World War II.

• Beginning in the 1950s, the late Werner WINTER published dozens of almost uniformly

excellent studies of Tocharian philology and historical linguistics: most of these have now

been collected in Winter 2005.

• The Belgian scholar Albert Joris VAN WINDEKENS wrote innumerable articles and published an

entire historical grammar and dictionary of Tocharian (van Windekens 1976-82), but his

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



Contemporary period (1970s to present)

Tocharian studies have experienced a remarkable upswing since 1980, and the volume of

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

• Major Tocharian specialists of the past generation include Klaus T. SCHMIDT, †Peter STUMPF,

Olav HACKSTEIN, and Christiane SCHAEFER in Germany; †JÖRUNDUR Hilmarsson in Iceland;

Douglas Q. ADAMS and Donald A. RINGE, Jr. in the U.S.; and Gerd CARLING in Sweden and

Svetlana BURLAK in Russia.

• Georges-Jean PINAULT (École Pratique des Hautes Études, Paris) has been steadily publishing

manuscripts in the Fonds Pelliot Koutchéen in the Bibliothèque Nationale in Paris, along

with an impressive series of of linguistic studies; see Pinault 1987 on the TB caravan passes

and cave inscriptions, and Pinault 1989 and 2008, currently the best introductions to

Tocharian grammar and texts.

• China’s late, revered JI Xianlin (born a German colonial subject in Qingdao in 1911!)

collaborated with Schmidt and Pinault on the publication of the TA Yanqi fragments (Ji et al.

1998).

• More recently, Melanie MALZAHN (Vienna) has published many linguistic studies, including

an absolutely indispensable monograph on the verb (Malzahn 2010).

• In addition to editing the Tocharian texts in the London collections (see §1.1), Michaël

PEYROT has published an excellent study of variation in TB (Peyrot 2008) and a forthcoming

monograph on the Tocharian subjunctive (see Peyrot 2010).

• Finally, leading Indo-Europeanists such as Jay JASANOFF, Gert KLINGENSCHMITT, Martin

KÜMMEL, H. Craig MELCHERT, and Paul WIDMER have made important contributions to

Tocharian historical linguistics.

Krause and Thomas’s famed Tocharisches Elementarbuch (1960) contains a bibliography

of all publications up to 1959; for the period 1960-1984, see Thomas 1985, with often

idiosyncratic (and critical) commentary. Articles published since then are listed in the annual

Bibliographie Linguistique; much, but not all recent literature is included in Pinault 2008.

Malzahn 2007 is an invaluable guide to the (near-)current state of Tocharian philology and text

publications.



1.3. General linguistic features

It cannot be overemphasized that TA and TB were distinct languages and certainly were

not mutually intelligible. Nevertheless, TA and TB were structurally similar, characterized by

right-headed constituent phrases, a system of agglutinating nominal case suffixes, and the central

role of aspect and tense in verbal morphology. The two had doubtless been diverging for several

centuries before the time of our documents, so that their latest reconstructible common ancestor,

Proto-Tocharian (PT), must be dated to the last centuries BC.

The TB documents exhibit considerable variation on all levels.

• Based on certain phonological and morphological features, they have been divided into

western, central, and eastern dialects (Winter 1955). However, vernacular TB sources (e.g.

caravan passes or cave graffiti) mostly show “eastern” characteristics, so others argued that

that these reflect chronological and/or sociolinguistic differences; see respectively Stumpf

1990 (originally written in 1977), Schmidt 1986.

• Peyrot (2008) is an exhaustive study of variation and change in TB, based on a much wider

range of texts and improved knowledge of Tocharian paleography. It now appears that the

variation in TB is primarily chronological, but naturally also conditioned by geographical and

social factors. Classical TB was established as a literary language in Kucha by the sixth

century, but continued to evolve under the influence of the spoken language; after the

Chinese wars and destruction of the kingdom of Kucha in 648, literary activity shifted to

Turfan, where scribes wrote in a language based largely on contemporary speech, and late

documents form all locations show a numerous innovative features (R. Kim 2009c).

• Another source of variation is poetic: many forms in TB verse passages have been adjusted

by one syllable to fit the meter, usually through optional but frequent deletion of stressed /ə́ә/

(§3.3.3).  Also characteristic of verse is pudñäkte ‘Buddha’ for prose pañäkte.

2. Writing Systems

2.1. North Turkestan Brāhmī script

Virtually all of our Tocharian sources are written in a variety of Brāhmī script,

traditionally called North Turkestan Brāhmī, which developed over the course of the 5th and 6th

centuries AD from the Turkestan Gupta, itself brought from India. See the attached character



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

paleographic study of Central Asia scripts by Sander (1968). The following charts are taken

from Krause and Thomas 1960:41, Malzahn 2007b:227-8.

Notes

1. Vowel length probably not distinctive in either Tocharian language: thus ā [a] vs. a ([əә] or

[ʌ]) vs. ä ([ɨ]), with Sanskrit ā, a representing a qualitative contrast.

2. The script lacks symbols for distinctively Tocharian sounds such as labiovelar [kw] and (in

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



3. As expected, there are signs (akṣaras) for Sanskrit and Prakrit phonemes absent in the

language, e.g. v, h, and the voiced, aspirated, and retroflex obstruents; these are used almost

exclusively in Indo-Aryan borrowings.

4. The most remarkable innovation of the Tocharian writing system is the creation of a series of

Fremdzeichen (“foreign signs”) to represent sequences of consonant + the vowel ä, probably

a high central [ɨ]. These exist for most, but not all consonants, and are used apparently

interchangeably with the normal akṣara plus two subscript dots (hence the transcriptions tä,

ñä, etc.).

5. A second vowel (usually u) can be combined with a ligature, e.g. kse + u, transcribed kuse;

such “subscript” u’s may denote either a labiovelar or a reduced/syncopated vowel

(underlyingly probably /kw/; §3.1.1, 1, §3.1.2, 2).

2.2. Manichean script

A single manuscript fragment in a Manichean (Aramaic-derived) script similar to that

used for Manichean Sogdian was published by Werner Winter and the Turcologist Annemarie

von Gabain in 1958. The language is heavily influenced by Buddhist terminology, which

suggests that a (small) group of Manichean missionaries were oeprating within a largely

Buddhist social context.

3. Phonology

3.1. Synchronic phonology

3.1.1. Phonemic inventory of Tocharian B

Consonants Vowels and diphthongs

/p/ (/py/) /t/ /c/ /k/ /kw/ (/i/ /u/)

/ts/ /ś/ /e/ /əә/ /o/ /ew/ /oy/

/s/ /ṣ/ /a/ /aw/ /ay/

/m/ /n/ /ñ/

/l/ /ly/

/r/

/w/ /y/



Notes

1. On the existence of a unitary labiovelar phoneme, see Ringe 1998, R. Kim 1999. Examples:

*pyəәkwəәl > TB pikul, TA pukäl, pukul ‘year’, *yəәkwë > TB yakwe, TA yuk ‘horse’.

2. PT *py is preserved in TB as a marginal phoneme /py/ distinct from /p/; similarly for *my,

although I can find at most one example of TB /my/.  See §3.3.1, 2.

3. The phonemes /a/ and /əә/ had stress-conditioned allophones from classical TB onwards

(§1.3), respectively stressed ā [a] ~ unstressed a [əә], and stressed a [əә] ~ unstressed ä [ɨ]

(closed syllables), Ø (open syllables).  See §3.3.3 for examples.

4. The vowels /i/ and /u/ are underlyingly preconsonantal /əәy/, /əәw/, and alternate with

prevocalic iy, y /əәy/, uw, w /əәw/. Examples: TB pres. Cl. III lyuketär ‘shines’, Cl. VIII

lyukṣäṃ /lyəәwk-/ ~ pret. lyauksa /lyewk-/ ‘illuminated’.

5. The diphthong /ew/ merges with /aw/ in classical and late TB texts, e.g. present thematic 1sg.

-eu ~ -au /-ew/ or klyeus- ~ klyaus- /klyews-/ ‘hear’. In addition, word-final -ou /-owəә/ merges

with -au in classical and late TB, e.g. tärkou, tärkau /təәrk-owəә/ ‘having left’. However, word-

final -eu /-ewəә/ is maintained in all dialects in e.g. keu /kewəә/ ‘cow’. Note sporadic instances

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

3.1.2. Phonemic inventory of Tocharian A

Consonants Vowels and diphthongs

/p/ /t/ /c/ /k/ /kw/ (/i/ /u/)

/ts/ /ś/ /e/ /a/ [əә] /o/

/s/ /ṣ/ /ā/ [a]

/m/ /n/ /ñ/ /ṅ/

/l/ /ly/

/r/

/w/ /y/

Notes

1. As a result of the pre-TA epenthesis of *ä in consonant clusters and syncope of *ä in open

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



underlying consonants. This was first noticed by Jasanoff (1987; also Adams 1988), but its

effects have not been properly appreciated.  See below, §3.3.2, 8.

2. On the question whether to assume a labiovelar phoneme /kw/ or a reduced rounded vowel

/ŭ/, see Ringe 1998, R. Kim 1999. Note that if TA has no reduced “schwa” phoneme /ä/, it is

extremely unlikely to have had a marked reduced vowel /ŭ/. I therefore prefer to analyze

pukäl, pukul, (1x) pkul and pukäṣ, pukuṣ ‘all (abl.)’ as underlying /pkwl/, /pkw-ṣ/.

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

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

Recent research has elucidated most of the principal phonological developments from

Proto-Indo-European (PIE) to PT and the two Tocharian languages, although several minor

problems remain. See especially Ringe 1996, with detailed discussion of the changes and their

relative chronology (reliable with few exceptions, e.g. the section on PT *ȫ < post-PIE *-əәyé/ó-).

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

Consonants

*p *t *k̂ *k *kw *m *n

*b *d *ĝ *g *gw *l

*bh *dh *ĝh *gh *gwh *r

*s (*[z]) *w *y

*h1, *h2, *h3

Vowels and diphthongs

*i *u *m̥ *n̥

*e *o *ey *oy *ew *ow *l̥

      *a       *ay      *aw *r̥

(*ī *ū)

*ē *ō *ēy *ōy (*ēw *ōw)

      *ā      (*āy)      (*āw)



Like most Indo-Europeanists in Central Europe, North America, and Japan, I follow Mayrhofer

1986 in all essentials.  See also Melchert 1994:46-52, Ringe 1996:1-5, Fortson 2009:53-72.

Notes

1. PIE definitely had three contrasting series of dorsal stops, which remain distinct in Luvian

annd Lycian: PIE *k̂ey- > Luv. ziy-ar(i) [ts-] ‘is lying (down)’, PIE *kes- > Luv. kišā(i)-

‘comb’, PIE *kwid > Luv. kwid [kw-] ‘what’ (Melchert 1987). Conventionally labeled

“palatal”, “velar”, and “labiovelar”; more probably prevelar, postvelar, and labio-postvelar,

as it is crosslinguistically rare for palatal stops to become velars.

2. On PIE “thorn” see Schindler 1977 and the discussion in Mayrhofer. TA tkaṃ ‘earth’ [TB

keṃ], like Hitt. tēkan, loc. tagān, tāgan, could have been influenced by nom./acc. *dhéĝh-ōm.

TB taktsāntsa ‘expert, capable one’ has been connected with Ved. tákṣā, Gr. τέκτων ‘builder’

< *te-tk̂-on-, but the equation is uncertain.

3. The phonetics of the three laryngeals remain unclear, though I find it extremely probable that

*h1 was a glottal stop [ʔ]. Possibly *h2 [ħ], *h3 [ʕw] (voicing, famously in *pi-ph3-e/o- > *pib-
e/o- > Ved. píbati, Old Irish ibid; rounding because of Greek reflex ο).

4. The PIE sonorants (including the glides *y and *w) had syllabic allophones when followed

by a word boundary or nonsyllabic; the rule operates iteratively from right to left, e.g. gen.

*k̂un-és —> Ved. śúnas, Gr. κυνός vs. instr. pl. *k̂wn̥-bhís > Ved. śvabhís to */k̂wn-/ ‘dog’.

Numerous exceptions (e.g. nasal infix always nonsyllabic *[n], suffixes *-io- vs. *-yo-)

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

5. PIE had a vowel *a alongside (much) more common *e, in words such as *albhós ‘white’

(Lat. albus; Hitt. albaš ‘cloud’, Gr. ἀλφός ‘white leprosy’); note also *ā ~ *a ablaut in *nā́s-

~ *nas- ‘nose’, *wā́st-u ~ *wást-u ‘settlement’. (Otherwise the Leiden school, e.g. Beekes

1995.)



3.2.2. Phonemic inventory of Proto-Tocharian (PT)

Consonants Vowels and diphthongs

*p *py *t *c *k *kw(*i) *əә (*u)

*ts *ọ

*s *ṣ *ś *e *ë *o *oy *ew *ëw

*m *my *n *ñ *a *ay *aw

*l *ly

*r

*w *wy *y

3.2.3. Major changes from PIE to PT

3.2.3.1. Consonants

1. The PIE series of voiceless, voiced, and voiced aspirate stops have famously merged, except

that *t, *dh > PT *t remained distinct from *d > PT *ts (Winter 1962).

PIE (*demh2- ~) *dm̥h2- ‘build’ > PT *tsəәma- ‘grow’ > TB /tsəәma-/ (pres. Cl. III 3pl.

tsmentär), TA ts(ä)mā- (pret. ptcp. tsmo)

PIE (*der- ~) *dr̥- ‘split’ —> *tsəәr-a- ‘be separated’ > TB /tsəәra-/ (pres. Cl. III 1sg.

tsremar), TA ts(ä)rā- (pret. ptcp. tsro)

Apparent exceptions are due to one of two combinatory changes:

a. *ty > *ts

PIE *pótis, *póty- > PT *pëtsəә > TB petso (metrical, for pets* /petsəә/?), TA pats

PIE loc. *-dhyey (beside dat. *-dhyōy > Ved. -dhyāi, Av. -diiāi, Umbrian -fei, -fi /-fyẹ/) >

PT *-tsəәy > TB, TA inf. -tsi (usually connected with Lithuanian -tì, OCS -ti and PIE

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

b. Grassmann’s Law: *d < *dh before an aspirated stop (Winter 1962:24-5)

PIE *dhegwh- ‘burn’ > *degwh- > PT *tsəәk- > TB pres. Cl. VIII tsakṣträ, TA pres. Cl. X

tsäknäṣtär ‘burns (intr.)’



Probably voiced aspirates were then devoiced (*[dh] > *[th]), and *d [d] was affricated to

*[dz]. Cf. PT *təәt(t)a- ‘put, lay’ (TB subj. tattaṃ) <— *dhe-dhh1- to *dheh1-. Then the now

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

c. *d > *Ø in syllable onset before *r, *w, *y (Winter 1962:29-33, Schindler 1966, Ringe

1996:64-6)

PIE *dwitó- > *wito- (or *dwuto- >) *wuto- > PT *wəәtë > TB wate, TA wät ‘second’

PIE m. *dwoh1 > *dwū > *wū > PT *wəәw *[wu] > TA m. wu ‘two’

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

Also in ‘wood’; see §3.2.3.2, 4.

2. PIE palatals and velars merged in PT, but labiovelars and sequences of palatal/velar + *w

remained distinct. (For a parallel from Italic, cf. Oscan pis, pid < *kwis, *kwid vs. acc. sg.

fangvam ‘tongue’ < *dhn̥ĝwām <— PIE *dn̥ĝhwéh2-m.)  For details, see R. Kim 1999.

Labiovelars unrounded next to PIE *o:

PIE acc. *wókwm̥ > PT *wëkəә > TB wek /wekəә/, TA wak ‘voice’;

PIE acc. *h3ékwm̥ > PT *ëkəә > TB ek /ekəә/, TA ak ‘eye’;

PIE *kwólos ‘axis, turning’ (Gr. πόλος) > PT *këlë > TB kele ‘navel’.

New *kw then arose from palatal/velar + *w:

PIE acc. *k̂wónm̥ > PT *kwënəә > TB kweṃ /kwenəә/, TA koṃ ‘dog’.

3. Palatalization before front vowels created new allophones which then became phonemic,

and gave rise to a number of morphologically conditioned alternations. (No clear trace of PT

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



*p ~ *py *t ~ *c *k ~ *ś *kw ~ *ś

*ts ~ *ś

*s ~ *ṣ

*m ~ *my *n ~ *ñ

*l ~ *ly

*r ~ *ry

*w ~ *wy (*y ~ *y)

4. Auslautgesetze: PIE *-s, *-n, *-t/d [d] > *-Ø; PIE *-nt, *-ns, *-nts > *-Ø

PIE o-stem nom. sg. *-os, acc. *-om > PT *-ë > TB -e, TA -Ø, e.g. in *ék̂w-os, *-om >

PT *yəәkwë > TB yakwe /yəәkwe/ ‘horse’, TA yuk

PIE *tod ‘that’ > PT *të > TB te ‘this’

PIE sg. masc. nom. *pānts, neu. nom./acc.*pānt (Gr. παντ-) > PT *po > TB po ‘all’

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

*r, *l, with two exceptions:

a. pres./subj. 3pl. *-əәn < *-əәnt < PIE *-n̥ti, thematic *-ën < *-ont < PIE *-onti. Variable

loss of word-final *-i (under conditions no longer recoverable) led to variants which

survived into PT and marginally in TA (usually -iñc, -eñc, rarely -i, -e). After

apocope of *-i, the now final *-t was dropped, leaving *-n which was not lost.

b. acc. sg. of animate nouns: PT *-nəә > TB /-nəә/, reanalyzed as /-n/, e.g. saswe /səәswé/

‘lord’, acc. säsweṃ /səәswé-nəә/ vs. innovative sásweṃ /səәswé-n/, with same surface

stress as nom.



3.2.3.2. Vowels and diphthongs

Main (default) correspondences

PIE PT TB TA

*a *a /a/ ā́ ~ a ā (a, ä/Ø by weakening; §3.3.2, 5)

*e *əә /əә/ á ~ ä/Ø ä/Ø

*i *əә /əә/ á ~ ä/Ø ä/Ø

*o *ë e a

*u *əә /əә/ á ~ ä/Ø ä/Ø

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

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

*ī *i i /əәy/ i /y/

*ō *a /a/ ā́ ~ a ā (a, ä/Ø by weakening; §3.3.2, 5)

*ū *u u /əәw/ u /w/

1. Tocharian “great vowel shift”: distinctive vowel length lost, pre-PT *e, *i, *u merge as *əә

• *e, *i palatalized preceding consonant, *u rounds adjacent velar

• initial offglide: *e-, *i- > PT *yəә-, *u- > PT *wəә-

• Note that *wi > *wu > *wəә (not *wyəә), e.g. in ‘second’ (§3.2.3.1, 1c; R. Kim 2000a)

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

from PIE *seh2 > PT *sa to adjs., then to all nouns?)

3. Diphthongs behave like combinations of their elements, e.g. PIE *oy, *ey > PT *ëy,  *yəәy.

4. Umlaut:

a. pre-PT u-umlaut *o > *ọ before *u, *ū.  Only three secure examples:

PIE *ok̂tṓw ‘eight’ > *ọktū (> *ọktəәw?) —> PT *ọktəә (influenced by ‘seven’, ‘nine’,

‘ten’) > TB okt, TA okät

PIE *dór-u ~ *dér-u- ‘wood’ —> *dór-u ~ *dr-éw- (Ved. dā́ru, drós) > *dọru ~ *rew-

(§3.2.3.1, 1c) —> PT *ọrəә > TB, TA or



PIE *suy-u-s ‘son’ (Gr. υἱύς), gen. *suy-ew-s ~ *-ow-s > *soy-us ~ *soy-ows > *sọy-us ~

*sëy-ows > PT *sọyəә, gen. *sëyëw > TB soy, gen. sey-i (-i from pātri, mātri, etc.), TA

se, sey-o (for *sayo)

b. a-umlaut: unstressed *ë > *a / __ C1a (extended to stressed *ë́ in pre-TB; §3.3.1, 5)

PIE *n̥-ĝneh3-tih2 > *ëknatsa > PT *aknatsa > TB aknātsa /aknátsa/, TA āknats ‘ignorant’

PIE *móĝh2- (~ *méĝh2-) ‘multitude’ > pre-PT *mëka- > PT *maka- > TB māka, TA māk

‘much, many’ (Widmer 2004:159-60)

pre-PT pret. ptcp. *pë-paṣṣ-əәwəә ‘having (been) kept, protected’ > PT *pa-paṣṣ-əәwəә > TB

papāṣṣu, —> TA pāpṣu; similarly for other pret. ptcps. to roots with internal *a

pre-PT priv. *ë-kaka-ttë > PT *a-kaka-ttë > TB akākatte ‘not to be called’; similarly for

other privatives to roots with internal *a

c. o-umlaut: (unstressed?) *ë > *o / __ C1o

pre-PT pret. ptcp. *së-soy-əәwəә, priv. *ën-soy-əәttë > PT *so-soy-əәwəә, *on-soyəәttë > TB

sosoyu ‘having satisfied’, ontsoytte ‘insatiable’

5. Sources of the ubiquitous PT *əә

a. *R̥ > *əәR (except word-initial *R̥- > *ëR-)

b. epenthesis in triple consonant clusters *kst, *pst

PIE *swek̂stós —> *sekstos > *ṣekəәstos > PT *ṣəәkəәstë > TB ṣkaste, TA ṣkäṣt ‘sixth’

PIE *psténos > *pəәsténos > PT *pəәścə́әnë, dual *pəәścəәnënë —> *pəәścəәnë (haplology) >

TB päścane, TA päśśäṃ ‘breast’

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

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

preterite participles and *-went- adjectives:

*ëwë > PT *ë *ewəә > PT *ọ

*owë > PT *o *ëwəә, *əәwë > PT *o

*awë > PT *a *awəә > PT *o



pre-PT pl. *të-tëməә-wëṣəә ‘born’ > PT *tëtëmoṣəә > TB tetemoṣ [TA tatmuṣ after sg. tatmu]

pre-PT pl. *təәrko-wëṣəә ‘(having) let go’ > PT *təәrkoṣəә > TB tärkoṣ, TA tärkoṣ

pre-PT acc. *përnëwëntəә ‘worthy’ > PT *përnëntəә > TB pernent [TA parnont after sg.

parno]

PIE *gwih3w-o-mh1no- ‘living’ > *śawëmanë > PT *śamanë > TB śamāne, TA śāmaṃ;

pre-PT *pəә-wëññəә > PT *poñəә > TB, TA poñ ‘say’!’

7. Ablaut: zero-grades to roots of the shape CeyC and CewC were remodeled in productive

ablaut alternations, i.e. in forms which stood in living paradigmatic or derivational

relationship with other ablaut grades (Adams 1978:446-8; see Ringe 1996:135-7). On the

analogy of CeC and CeRC roots, the regular outcomes of zero-grade *CiC, *CuC, i.e. *CyəәC,

*CəәC, were replaced by *CəәyC, *CəәwC:

*CeC      > PT *CyəәC *CeRC    > PT *CyəәRC

*CoC      > PT *CëC *CoRC    > PT *CëRC

*C(e)C     > PT *CəәC *CR̥C      > PT *CəәRC

*CeyC    > PT *CyəәyC *CewC    > PT *CyəәwC

*CoyC    > PT *CëyC *CowC    > PT *CëwC

*CiC       > *CyəәC —> PT *CəәyC *CuC       > *CəәC —> PT *CəәwC

Examples:

PIE *luk- (zero-grade to *lewk- ‘become light, shine’) > pre-PT *ləәkw- —> PT *ləәwk- >

Cl. VIII pres. TB lukṣäṃ, TA pl. lukseñc ‘illuminate, make shine’ (cf. full-grade

*lewk- > PT *lyəәwk- > TB lyuke ‘light, brightness’), but

PIE *luk- > PT *ləәkw- in adj. *ləәkw-tsë ‘shining’, *ləәkw-tsëwña ‘lamp’ > TB laktse,

läktsauña.

PIE *lip- (zero-grade to *leyp- ‘leave behind’) > pre-PT *lyəәp- —> PT *ləәyp- > Cl. III

pres. TB lipeträ ‘remains, is left over’ (cf. full-grade *leyp- > PT *lyəәyp- > TB, TA

lyipär ‘rest, remainder’), but



PIE *lip- > PT *lyəәp- in fossilized Cl. III pret. ptcp. *lyë-lyəәp-əәwəә > TA lyalypu ‘karma;

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

3.2.3. Laryngeal developments

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

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

PIE *ph2tḗr ‘father’ > PT *pacer > TB pācer, TA pācar

PIE ptcp. *-mh1nos (Av. -mna-, Gr. -µενος, Lith. -mas) > PT *-manë > TB /-mane/, TA

-māṃ, e.g. *h2eĝ-o-mh1nos > PT *ak-ë-manë > TB akemane, TA ākmāṃ ‘leading’

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

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

Anatolian, Greek, and Armenian.

PIE *h1nḗh3mn̥ ‘name’ > PT *ñeməә > TB ñem, TA ñom (§3.3.2, 3)

PIE *h1rudhró- ‘red’ > PT *rəәtrë > TB ratre, TA rtär

PIE *h2ster- ‘star’ > PT *ścəәr-, pl. *ścəәr(y)ẹñəә > TB ściriñ, TA śreñ

PIE *h3bhruH- ‘eyebrow’ —> PT du. *pəәrwa-në > TB pärwāne, TA pärwāṃ

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

*VHC > *V:C.  The resulting long vowels develop like inherited *ē, *ā, *ō.

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

passed through a stage *R̥:C (as in Balto-Slavic) en route to merging with *R̥C.

Special developments

5. It is possible that the laryngeals develop differently when word-initial before a syllabic

sonorant (cf. Rix’s Law for Greek and Latin), e.g. *h2RC- > *arC- in PIE *h2n̥t-bhó- > PT



*antəәp- > TB antapi, TA āmpi ‘both’ (Gr. ἄµφω, Lat. ambo; Jasanoff 196). See Ringe

1996:15-7, Hackstein 1998.

6. PIE *ih2 > PT *ya at least in final position: in addition to feminine adjectives (see §4.2.1), cf.

the famous PIE *bhér-ont-ih2 > PT *pəәrëntsa > TB prentsa ‘pregnant’ (so the usual

translation, but cf. now Pinault 2012:184-6). This of course recalls the Greek development to

*-ya in e.g. *φέροντ-jα, *ϝιδύh-jα > φέρουσα ‘carrying’, ἰδυῖα ‘knowing’. It has been argued

that *ih1 > *ye word-finally (cf. PIE du. *h3ékw-ih1 > *okwye —> PT *ëśəә-në > TB eśane, TA

aśäṃ ‘eyes’), but all agree that *ih1 > *ī in the optative suffix. Interestingly, PIE *uh2

appears to have become *ū: cf. TB akrūna, TA ākrunt ‘tears’ <— PT *akrəәw < PIE

*(d)ák̂ruh2 (PT *akrəәwa should have remained as such in TB †akruwa). See Hackstein

1995:16-37, Ringe 1996:7-36.

7. Perhaps *Th2V > *ThV, i.e. *h2 aspirated a preceding stop (Schmidt 1989:307-8)? Only

possible to tell when C = *d: thus PIE root aor. *(s)k̂edh2-t > PT pret. *kəәta (with *dh2 > *dh

> *th > PT *t), extended to PIE pres. *(s)k̂ed-n-h2-tór (Hom. (σ)κίδναται) —> PT *kəәt-na-təәr

> TB kätnātär*, TA pl. knānträ. (But also possible that affrication of *d > *dz (> PT *ts)

occurred only in syllable onset before vowel, so that pres. PT *kəәt-na- would be regular,

whence pret. *kəәta-.)

8. Schmidt (1988, 1989:308-11, 1992:103-5, 1995:275ff.) has also claimed that *h2 > *k after a

syllabic sonorant, but his main examples are doubtful:

PT *kəәtk- ‘pass over, surpass, commit (a sin)’ < *gwhdh-n̥-h2- to *dhegwhh2- (Gr. φθάνω <

*φθανϝ-, Ved. daghnoti*);

TA pres. träṅk- ‘say’, tärnā- ‘let go’ < *tr-n̥-h2-V-, *tr̥-n-h2(e)-C- to PIE *ter(K)h2- ‘let (in,

out)’ (aor. PT *təәrka- <— act. *cəәra < *térh2-t ✕ mid. *təәrka-të < *tr̥h2-tó?)

Summary of laryngeal developments:

PIE *CHC > pre-PT *CaC PIE *#HC- > pre-PT *#C-

PIE *VHC > pre-PT *V:C PIE *#HxR̥- > pre-PT *#VxR-?

PIE *R̥HC > pre-PT *R̥C PIE *ih2(#) > pre-PT *ya(#)



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

3.3.1. PT to Tocharian B

Consonants

1. *wy and *y merge as y: PT *wyentë ‘wind’, *wyəәsa ‘gold’ > TB yente, yasa [TA want, wäs]

2. *py and *my merge respectively with *p and *m in most contexts, but following *əә > i

PIE *médhu > PT *myəәtəә > TB mit /məәytəә/ ‘mead’

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

‘five’ below)

PIE *pénkwe > PT *pyəәñśəә > TB piś ‘five’, but PT *pyəәñśáka > TB piśāka,

piśāka /pyəәśaka/ ‘fifty’

3. *ś replaced by *ts in all productive morphological alternations; survives only in śak ‘10’ < PT

*śəәkəә < PIE *dék̂m̥ [TA śäk] and possibly śuke ‘juice’ < PT *śəәwkë < *dewko- < PIE

*dewko- or *dhewgho- (to *dewk- ‘lead’ viz. *dhewgh- ‘draw (milk)’)

Vowels and diphthongs

4. *ë and *e merge unconditionally as e; see examples passim.

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

the basis of Class V subjunctives, e.g.

(post-)PIE *ste-stómbhH- ~ *ste-stm̥bhH-´ —> PT *stəә-stë́ma- ~ *stəә-stə́әma- > TB

/stáma-/ ~ /stə́әma-/ (TA ṣtama- ~ ṣtmā-, without a-umlaut; see §5.2.1). Cf. also

PIE *próti-h3kw-om (Ved. prátīkam, Gr. πρόσωπον ‘face, etc.’) > PT *prë́tsak-a >

*prátsaka > TB pratsāka /pratsáka/, but > *pratsāk > TA pratsak ‘chest’ (no a-umlaut).

6. Syncope of unstressed *əә in open syllables; development of stress-conditioned allophones

of /a/ and /əә/ by the classical TB period (see §3.3.3).



3.3.2. PT to Tocharian A

Consonants

1. *PT wy and *w merge as w: PT *wyentë ‘wind’ > TA want

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

Vowels and diphthongs

3. PT *ë > a; PT *e, *o > a, but o when next to nonpalatalized labial (*p or *m). Hence

PIE *ĝómbhos ‘row of teeth’ > PT *këmë (*mbh > *m) > TB keme, TA kam ‘tooth’ vs.

PIE *h1nḗh3mn̥ ‘name’ > PT *ñeməә > TB ñem, TA ñom ‘name’;

Iran. *pæræt (cf. Oss. færæt) —> PT *peretəә > TB peret, TA porat ‘ax’;

PIE *bhāĝhu- ‘arm’ (Ved. bāhú-, Gr. πῆχυς) > PT *pok-o > TB acc. pokai, TA poke

4. Word-final vowels *-a, *-ë, *-e, *-o lost: see examples passim.

5. Vowel weakening.  Normally PT *a > pre-TA *ā, but

a. *ā in second syllable > *a after “full vowel” *ā, *a, *e, or *o in the first syllable; and

b. *a (including *a from by first rule) > *ä when first and third syllables contain “full vowel”

(after apocope, no. 4 above).

These changes are responsible for numerous alternations such as

eṣant ‘giving’ pl. acc. eṣäntās < *eṣant-ās

pekant ‘writing’ acc. pekäntāṃ < *pekant-ān

āknats ‘ignorant’ < *āknāts pl. ākntsāñ < *āknāts-āñ

ṣāmaṃ ‘monk’ < *ṣāmān pl. ṣāmnāñ < *ṣāmān-āñ

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

as in the verbal examples below.

Cl. VI pres. kārnaṣ < *kārpnāṣ to kārpa- ‘go down’  vs. kärsnāṣ to kärsnā- ‘know’

kotnaṣ < *kotnāṣ to kota- ‘split’ tärnāṣ to tärkā- ‘let go’



Cl. V subj. ārtatär < *ārtātär to ārta- ‘praise’

kalkaṣ < *kalkāṣ to kälkā- ‘go’ vs. 2pl. kälkāc, abstr. kälkālune

Cl. I pret. 2sg. tākaṣt < *tākāṣt to tāka- ‘be’ vs. 2sg. kälkāṣt to kälkā- ‘go’

pekat < *pekāt to peka- ‘write’ kälpāt to kälpā- ‘attain’

6. *Vns > *Vys, *-Vn > *-Vy, *Vññ > *Vyñ; word-final *-ñ > *-n.

PIE *ōmsos > PT *ansë > *āys > TA es ‘shoulder’ [TA āntse]

PT gen. *yəәkwënsë > *yäkwäns > TA yukes ‘of the horse’ [TB yäkwentse]

PIE 3pl. *-nti > PT *-əәñcəә ~ *-əәn > *-äñcä ~ *-än > *-äñcä ~ *-äy —> TA -iñc ~ -i;

similarly thematic PIE *-o-nti > PT *-ëñcəә ~ *-ën > *-añcä ~ *-an > *-äñcä ~ *-ay —

> TA -eñc ~ -e (see §3.2.3.1, 4)

PIE *wiHk̂mtih1 > PT *wyikəәn (*wyəәykəәn) > *wäykän > *wäykäy > wiki ‘twenty’ [TB

ikäṃ]

PT *wostəәññë > *wastäññ > *wastäyñ > TA waṣteṃ ‘domestic, belonging to the house’

[TB ostaññe]

PT fem. *klyoməәñña > *klyomäññ > *klyomäyñ > TA klyomiñ ‘noble’ [TA klyomña]

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

8. Fate of PT *əә > pre-PT *ä, and elimination of phonemic *ä

a. epenthesis of *ä in consonant clusters created by apocope

b. syncope of *ä in open syllables

3.3.3. Accent and stress

The TB stress system has been investigated by Marggraf 1970; see also Ringe 1987.

Main characteristics:

• The usual realization rules for /a/ and /əә/ apply in classical and late TB (§3.3.1, 6).

• Stress on underlying word-final syllables is retracted one syllable leftwards. This is an

exceptionless, fully productive rule in all periods of TB, and is responsible for alternations

such as



cámel ‘birth’ /cəәmél/ pl. cméla /cəәméla/

ā́ke ‘end’ /aké/ pl. akénta /akénta/

yákwe ‘horse’ /yəәkwé/ gen. yäkwentse /yəәkwéntse/

adj. yäkweññe /yəәkwéññe/

púwar ‘fire’ /pəәwár/ pl. pwāra /pəәwára/

wéña ‘s/he said’ /weñá/ pl. weñāre /weñáre/

śársa ‘s/he knew’ /śəәrsá/ pl. śärsāre /śəәrsáre/

• Stressed *əә is often syncopated in metrical texts, almost always in open syllables (Thomas

1978, Winter 1990): cf. āntpi, olypo, pärkre, wärpnātär beside antápi ‘both’, olyápo ‘now’,

pärkare ‘long’, wärpánatär ‘enjoys’. Phonetically this probably involved a shift of (at least

some) prosodic elements of stress to an adjacent syllable, with automatic deletion of /əә/. A

vowel /a/ to the left was usually written ā, but /əә/ was usually written ä, not a; see Winter

1990, Pronk 2009. Most examples of syncopated /ə́ә/ in closed syllables involve reduction of

a geminate, e.g. pres. yāmṣäṃ ‘does, makes’, caus. stámṣäṃ ‘stands (tr.)’, tánmṣäṃ ‘bears,

gives birth’ beside yamáṣṣäṃ, stámäṣṣäṃ, tánmäṣṣäṃ; verbal noun almost always -l(y)ñe

beside -lläññe (<— gerundive -lle).

• Alternations such as puwar ‘fire’, pl. pwāra or metrical kewye, kästwer for kewiye ‘cow’s’,

kästuwer ‘at night’ demonstrate that prevocalic iy, uw are in fact underlying /əәy/, /əәw/.

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

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

tā́ka ‘was’ /taká/ takā́-ñ ‘was to me, I had’ /taká-ñəә/

ā́śäṃ ‘leads’ /aśə́әn/ aśán-me ‘leads them’ /aśə́әn-me/

wáña ‘said’ /weñá/ weñā́-meś(c) ‘said to them’ /weñá-me-ś(c)əә/

On the other hand, the secondary case endings are NOT included in the domain for stress

computation, i.e. they had not yet been fully “univerbated” with the acc. of the governed

noun (§4.1.3).



• Final /-əә/ may be realized optionally as -o in metrical texts when an extra syllable is required

(“bewegliches o”, e.g. pernewo for pernew /pernéwəә/ ‘shining’, gen. pl. pontso for poṃts

/po-ntsəә/ ‘of all’, pres. 2sg. aksasto /aks-ə́әs-təә/ ‘you announce’.

Although there are no clear indications of stress in TA, weakening of *ā > *a, *ä in the

second syllable (§3.3.2, 5) suggests that principal stress fell on the first “full vowel”, with

secondary stress two syllables after. Thus in words containing ā, a, e, or o in the first syllable,

the stress pattern was *V´ V V`.

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

syllable, but not always.

• Cf. TB pratsāka ‘chest’ vs. TA pratsak (no a-umlaut in first syllable!), pointing to PT

*prë́tsako <— PIE *prótih3kwom (§3.3.1, 5), with retention of initial stress at least into PT.

• A rightward shift from the first to the second syllable (“accent throwing”; Ringe 1987:258ff.)

may account in part for the overwhelming preponderance of underlying second-syllable

stress in TB

• If initial-stressed Class I, V subjunctives go back to reduplicated PT preforms (§5.2.1), all

finite verb forms had stress on second syllable. Might this possibly reflect cliticization in

main clauses, as attested in Vedic and indirectly (via recessive stress) in ancient Greek? Cf.

Slovenia, where default initial stress in underlyingly unstressed Proto-Slavic forms shifted in

most dialects and the standard language to the second syllable, e.g. PSl. acc. sg. *gòrǫ

‘mountain’, *nà gorǫ ‘to the mountain’ > gorộ, na gộro (vs. Russ. góru, ná goru, SC gȍru,

nȁ goru).  See now R. Kim 2012a.

4. Nominal morphology

4.1. Nouns

4.1.1. Gender

The noun distinguishes two genders, masculine and feminine, plus a class of nouns of

“alternating” gender which take masculine agreement in the singular and feminine in the plural.

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



masc. nom. sg. *-os, acc. *-om, while the PIE collective in *-eh2 was generalized to the pl. of all

feminine adjectives.

TB masculine feminine neuter

‘pure man’ ‘pure woman’ ‘pure thought’

nom. sg. astare enkwe astarya klyiye astare palsko

acc. astareṃ enkweṃ astaryai klaiñ astareṃ palsko

nom. pl. astari enkwi astarona klaina astarona pälskonta

acc. astareṃ enkweṃ astarona klaina astarona pälskonta

4.1.2. Number

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

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

• Pace Krause 1954 and Krause and Thomas 1960, Winter (1962) has shown that there is no

contrast between “dual” (casual pairs) and “paral” (natural pairs, e.g. paired body parts).

• The productive dual ending is PT *-në, cf. TB eśáne, TA eśäṃ ‘two eyes’; cf. fossilized eś in

eś lmau ‘blind’ (lit. ‘(with) the eyes sat (upon)’), yn-eś ‘obviously’. On the history of the

various dual endings, see Hilmarsson 1989.

Tocharian also has a “numerative”, which functions as a count plural for collectives: TB

ost ‘house, Buddhist monastery’, ostuwa ‘houses’, ostuw-aiwenta ‘several sets of houses’; pl.

tantum mīsa ‘meat’, mis-aiwenta ‘several pieces of meat’; eś-aiwenta ‘(many) individual pairs of

eyes’ (see above on eś). The ending *aiwë-nta goes back to PIE *oywo- ‘(one and) only’ (cf. Av.

aēuua- ‘one’, Gr. οἶος ‘only’) plus the same individualizing pl. *-nta is found with many other

neuter nouns, and in Anatolian count plurals (§4.1.4, 1): cf. especially Cuneiform Luvian tāwa

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



4.1.3. Case

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

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

• Most non-feminine (= masculine and neuter) nouns have identical forms for nom. and acc.

sg., derived from the PIE accusative. Cf. reflexes of PIE consonant-stems such as TB ek, TA

ak ‘eye’ < PT *ëkəә < PIE *h3ekw-m̥ or TB wek, TA wak ‘voice’ < PT *wëkəә < PIE *wókw-m̥

(see above, §3.2.3.1). Archaisms: TB nom. pācer ‘father’, mācer ‘mother’, procer ‘brother’,

tkācer ‘daughter’ vs. acc. pātär, mātär, protär, tkātär (TA nom./obl. pācar, mācar, pracar,

ckācar); nom. TB, TA ku vs. acc. TB kweṃ, TA koṃ ‘dog’; nom. TB walo, TA wäl vs. acc.

TB, TA wlānt ‘king’ (see §4.1.4).

• However, masculine nouns denoting rational beings have secondarily created a distinct acc.

sg. in PT *-nəә > TB -ṃ, TA -(a)ṃ. This ending, which has also been extended to most acc.

sg. adjective forms, goes back to n-stems formed with the PIE individualizing suffix *-on (cf.

the development of the Germanic weak adjective inflection). A good parallel comes from

Old High German, where acc. -n was extended to all proper names, e.g. Petrusan ‘Peter’

(preserved in Yiddish, cf. (ix ze) Mojše-n ‘I see M.’).

• Neuter nom./acc. plurals all continue PIE collectives in *-h2, often with metanalysis of a

preceding consonantal suffix: hence PT *-a, *-wa, *-na, *-mna, and especially *-nta (see

below). All non-neuter accusatives end in -ṃ in TB, but -s in TA; both apparently from PT *-

ns < PIE *-ms.

• The genitive continues the PIE genitive and dative functionally and formally: cf. nt-stem TB

-e, TA -Ø < PT *-ë < PIE *-os (e.g. TB wlānte, TA wlānt ‘of, to the king’), r-stem TB, TA -i <

PT *-əәy < PIE dat. *-ey (e.g. TB pātri, TA pācri ‘of, to the father’ < PIE *ph2tr-éy). The

origin of the feminine genitive in TA -e and its relationship to TB acc. -ai is hotly debated;

see most recently Peyrot 2012a. Other genitive endings are of obscure origin: sg. PT *-ntsë

(*-nsë?) > TB -ntse, TA -s and pl. TB -nts, -ṃts, -ts /-(n)tsəә/, TA -śśi.

The remaining “secondary” case suffixes are agglutinative, added to the accusative of

singular, dual, and plural alike, and attached only to the last element of a noun phrase, e.g. TA

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



‘with/by body, word, and thought’. This Gruppenflexion may be compared typologically with

that in Turkic languages or Japanese and Korean (see also §6). With genitives we find variation,

e.g. TB kreñcepi onolmentse ‘of the good (gen.) being (gen.)’ or krent onolmentse ‘of the good

(acc.) being (gen.)’.

• Although their functions in TA and TB largely coincide, not all the secondary suffixes are

clearly cognate. TA has a separate instrumental ending -yo (denoting e.g. agent by which),

which is written separately and surely identical in origin to yo ‘and (also)’; in TB the

instrumental is expressed by the perlative /-sa/. The TB “causal” is found with only a few

abstract nouns, e.g. läkle-ñ ‘because of suffering, out of suffering’, and best treated as a

fossilized case form.

• Note that the secondary case endings in TB still do not form part of the accentual domain:

hence gen. ñäkténtse /ñəәkténtse/ ‘of the god’ vs. perl. ñáktesa /ñəәkté/ + /-sa/ ‘on, by the god’,

all. ñákteś(c) /ñəәkté/ + /-ś(c)əә/ ‘to the god’. Exception: the ablative usually does belong to

the accentual domain, hence ñäktémeṃ /ñəәkté-men/ ‘from the god’ (Pinault 2006). (Contrast

the personal pronouns in §4.3.1, which do “attract” stress, i.e. allow stress to surface on the

final syllable of the base.)

• In TA, the case endings have become entirely univerbated (except for instr. -yo, see above),

and the secondary case forms are subject to vowel weakening (§3.3.2, 5): cf. oṅkas ‘men’,

perl. oṅks-ā, all. oṅks-ac, comit. oṅks-aśśäl, loc. oṅks-aṃ (whence analogical abl. oṅks-äṣ).

The secondary case suffixes must have arisen through the familiar process of

grammaticalization of originally independent postpositions: in addition to TA -yo and yo, cf. TA

comitative -aśśäl and the preposition TB śle, TA śla ‘(together) with’. See now Carling 2000,

Hackstein 2004, 2007, Pinault 2008:462-74, 2011, R. Kim forthcoming c.

• TA has reanalyzed the thematic vowel as part of the allative, comitative, and locative ending:

cf. PT *ñəәktë, loc. *ñəәktë-në > pre-TA *ñäkt, *ñäktan —> TA ñkät, ñkät-aṃ.

• On the other hand, TB has generalized final *-s from the acc. pl. of animate nouns in the

perlative and allative, e.g. PT *ñəәktëns, *ñəәktëns-a > pre-TB *ñəәkten, *ñəәktensa —> TB

ñakteṃ, ñakteṃ-sa.



TB TA PT PIE

instrumental (/-sa/) -yo

perlative /-sa/ -ā *-a?

allative /-ścəә/ -ac *-cəә?

comitative /-mpa/ -aśśäl ?

ablative /-men/ -äṣ *-ṣəә *-ti (Jasanoff 1987)

locative /-ne/ -aṃ *-në

[causal /-ñəә/]

Sample paradigms of TB ñakte, TA ñkät ‘god’:

TB TA

nom. ñakte ñakti ñkät ñäktañ

acc. ñakte ñakteṃ ñkät ñäktas

gen. ñäkténtse ñäktéṃts ñäktes ñäktaśśi

instr. — — ñkätyo ñäktasyo

perl. ñáktesa ñákteṃsa ñäktā ñäktasā

all. ñákteś(c) ñákteṃś(c) ñäktac ñäktasac

comit. ñáktempa ñákteṃmpa ñäktaśśäl ñäktasaśśäl

abl. ñáktemeṃ ñákteṃmeṃ ñäktäṣ ñäktasäṣ

loc. ñáktene ñakteṃne ñäktaṃ ñäktasaṃ

4.1.4. Main inflectional classes

1. Neuter (nom. = acc.)

PT TB TA

sg. *-R *pyəәkwəәl pikul pukäl, pukul ‘year’

pl. *-R-a *pyəәkwəәl-a pikwal-a pukl-ā

The most archaic type, with *-a < PIE *-eh2 (properly *-e-h2 to thematic nouns). Note that final

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



sg. *-əә *wostəә ost /ostə́ә/ waṣt ‘house, monastery’

pl. *-əә-wa *wostəәwa ostuwa /ostə́әwa/ waṣtu

These go back to old u-stems (PIE wā́st-u) whose pl. *-əәwa was reinterpreted as *-əә-wa; the new

ending *-wa was extened to other nouns ending in a consonant. Note that ‘house’ is the only

exact word equation between TA and TB! Most other pls. of this type in TA end in -wā, with *-ā

retained as above, e.g. kursär ‘vehicle, mile’, pl. kursär-wā [TB kwarsär, pl. kwärsar-wa,

kursar-wa].

sg. *-əә *ṣwyəәrməә ṣarm ṣurm ‘reason’

pl. *-əә-na *ṣwyəәrməә-na ṣärmana [ṣurm-ant]

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

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

sg. *-əә?? yoktsi ‘drink’

pl. *-əә-mna yokts-ánma

Apparently from PIE action nouns in *-m(e)n- (cf. TA wākäm ‘difference’, pl. wākmant vs. TB

wāki, pl. wakanma), but many details are unclear. Virtually absent from TA, which has pl.

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

(V≠*əә) sg. *-V *yəәrkë yárke yärk ‘worship’

pl. *-V-nta *yəәrkë-nta yärkén-ta yärk-ant

*pəәlsko pálsko pältsäk ‘thought, feeling’

*pəәlsko-nta pälsko-nta pältsk-ant

Melchert (2000) has correctly compared these pls. with the long misunderstood Anatolian “individualizing” -ant-

(e.g. hôamešhôant- ‘spring (the season), a particular spring’ vs. hôamešhôa- ‘springtime’, irman-ant- ‘sick’ to

ērman- ‘illness’). Cf. Hitt. 1-ant- [ānt-] ‘one set, amount’, and the suffixation of -ant- to numerals modifying

collectives in -a < PIE *-eh2 to express a count plural, i.e. ‘so many (units of) X’. See also above under the

“plurative”, §4.1.2.

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

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



consist of two or three syllables: TB ślok /ślokə́ә/ ‘verse’, ślokánma; kleśa /kleśə́ә/ ‘doubt’,

kleśánma; akṣār /akṣárəә/, akṣāränta (also akṣaránma); akālk /akálkəә/ ‘wish’, akālkänta;

samudtär /samə́әwtəәr/ ‘ocean’, samudtärnta (see Lane 1969). In TA an extended variant -ant-u

became the most common pl. ending of neuter nouns: -ant —> -ant, secondary cases -antw- —>

-antu, secondary cases -antw-.

2. Masculine

nom. *-ë *yəәkwë yakwe yuk

acc. *-ë(nəә) *yəәkwë yakwe yuk

gen. *-ëntsë *yəәkwëntsë yäkwentse yukes

nom. pl. *-ẹ *yəәkwẹ yakwi [yukañ]

acc. *-ëns * yəәkwëns yakweṃ [yukas]

The good old thematic o-stems in *-os, with nom. pl. PT *-ẹ < PIE pronominal *-oy (extended to

nouns as in many other IE languages). This vowel regularly palatalized a preceding consonant;

the palatalization has been undone in most cases by analogy to the sg., but survives in e.g. TB

kercci ‘swords’, kokalyi ‘chariots’ to kertte, kokale. TA has replaced many of these pls. with -añ,

acc. -as, but many are retained in the adjective, e.g. TB trici, TA trice (with palatalization) to TB

trite, TA trit ‘third’.

2a. Masculine/feminine

nom. *-e *meñe meñe mañ ‘moon’

acc. *-əә *meñəә meñ mañ

gen. *-əәntsë *meñəәntsë meñantse

nom. pl. *-əәy *meñəәy meñi

Often said to go back to hysterokinetic n- and s-stems with nom. sg. *-ēn, *-ēs (cf. Gr. ὑµήν

‘membrane’, Lat. lien ‘spleen’; Lith. mė́nuo, gen. mė́nes-io ‘moon’), but many details remain to

be clarified. Note the type in TB -iye, A -e of TB kälymíye, acc. kalymi (pl. kälymiń, kälymiṃ),

TA kälyme (pl. kälymeyäntu) ‘direction’.



3. Feminine

nom. *-a *śəәna śana śäṃ ‘woman’

acc. *-o *śəәno śano śäṃ

The old type, confined to exactly three nouns: ‘woman’; TB lāntsa ‘queen’ (cf. ‘king’ below);

and TB ṣarya ‘dear one’ (rather ‘lady’?), clearly a substantivized adjective. Probably PIE final

*-eh2 > PT *-a (see §3.2.3.2, 2), **-eh2m > PIE *-ām (Stang’s Law) > PT *-o. See R. Kim

2009a, 2009b:78-81.

nom. *-o *kəәntwo kantwo käntu ‘tongue’

acc. *-a *kəәntwa kantwa käntu

Peters (1990) argues that at least some of these nouns go back to PIE hysterokinetic nouns in *-

éh2s, e.g. *dn̥ĝhwéh2s —> *gn̥dhwās > PT *kəәntwo, or pl. *-eh2es in *dhoHneh2-es (cf. Lith. sg.

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

nom. *-o *prosko prosko, proskiye praski

acc. *-ai *proskai praskai

The largest feminine type, with acc. *-ai and in TB, pl. nom. -aiñ, acc. -aiṃ /-ái-ñəә, -ái-nəә/ for

disyllabics and -añ, -aṃ /´-a-nəә, ´-nəә/ for longer stems: pyāpyo ‘flower’, acc. pyāpyai, pl.

pyapyáiñ, pyapyáiṃ vs. oṅkolma ‘she-elephant’, acc. oṅkolmai, pl. oṅkolmañ, -aṃ*. The

division reflects a pre-PT sound change of posttonic *ai > *a / __ N#; see Winter 1989. TA has

generalized -āñ, acc. -ās in pyāpyāñ, pyāpyās, but other secondary developments have also taken

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

Smaller classes and irregular nouns

‘father’ TB TA PT PIE

nom. sg. pācer pācar *pacer *ph2tḗr

acc. pātär pātär *patəәr *ph2tér-m̥

gen. pātri pācri *patrəәy dat. *ph2tr-éy



‘king’ TB TA PT PIE

nom. sg. wálo wäl *wəәlo *wlānt-s?  (cf. OIr. fláith)

acc. lānt lānt *(w)lantəә *wlānt-m̥?

gen. lānte lānt *(w)lantë *wlānt-os

nom. pl. lāñc lāṃś *(w)lañcəә *wlānt-es

‘dog’

nom. sg. ku ku *kəәw *k̂wō

acc. kweṃ koṃ *kwënəә *k̂wónm̥

4.2. Adjectives

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

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

4.2.1. Thematic stems

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

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

productive ones in -tte (privatives), -lle (gerundives), -ṣṣe (basic), and -ññe (appurtenance),

except that the acc. sg. masculine is not marked by an additional -ṃ /-n(əә)/, and adjectives in -ṣṣe

and -ññe form the nom./acc. pl. in -ṣṣana , -ññana (in late TB, also gerundive -lyana).

‘dear’ ‘pure’ ‘non faciendus’ ‘doable’ ‘of the house’

Nsg. masc. lāre astáre ayāmätte yamálle ostáṣṣe

A laréṃ astareṃ ayāmäcce yamalye ostaṣṣe

Npl. laréñ astari ayāmäcci yamalyi ostaṣṣi

A laré(nä)ṃ astareṃ ayāmäcceṃ yamalyeṃ ostaṣṣeṃ

Nsg. fem. laríya astarya ayāmäcca yamalya ostaṣṣa

Asg. laríyai astaryai ayāmäccai yamalyai ostaṣṣai

N/Apl. laróna astarona ayāmättona yamallona ostaṣṣana



Surprisingly, the feminine suffix continues *-ih2-, NOT *-eh2-! This fact has recently received

much attention, along with the reflexes of abstract and collective *-h2- formations in Tocharian:

see. R. Kim 2009a, forthcoming b, Hackstein 2012, Pinault 2012.

In TA, most thematic adjectives have masc. pl. nom. -e, acc. -es < PT *-ẹ, *-ëns and fem.

-i < PT *-əәya (acc. -āṃ with overt ending, e.g. āṣtäryāṃ, yāmlyāṃ). Continuous

recharacterization of the endings has produced a wealth of variants especially in the -ṣi adjectives

(< PT *-ṣəәyë, TB -ṣṣe): masc. acc. -ṣi, -ṣiṃ, -ṣinäṃ, fem. acc. -ṣi, -ṣiṃ, -ṣinäṃ, -ṣṣāṃ, -ṣyāṃ.

4.2.2. Consonant stems

The three most important consonant-stem classes are nt-stems, almost all continuing PIE

*-went-; preterite participles in PIE *-wos- ~ *-us-; and n-stems. TA has mostly conflated the

first two into a single inflectional type, along with the masculine of n-stems; later TB replaces

-n- with -nt- in acc. klyomoṃ —> klyomont. Paradigms below for ‘worthy’, ‘(having) done,

made’, and ‘famous’.

TB TA
Nsg. masc. perneu yāmu klyomo parno yāmu klyom

A pernent yāmoṣ klyomoṃ parnont yāmunt klyomänt

Npl. perneñc yāmoṣ klyomoñ parnoṣ yāmuṣ klyomäṣ

A pernentäṃ yāmoṣäṃ klyomoṃ parnoñcäs yāmuñcäs klyomäñcäs

Nsg. fem. pernauntsa yāmusa klyomña parnoṃts yāmus klyomiṃ

Asg. pernauntsai yāmusai klyomñai parnoṃtsāṃ yāmusāṃ klyomināṃ

N/Apl. pernenta yāmuwa klyomñana parnont yāmunt klyomināñ, -ās

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

sg. puk (acc. m. poñcäṃ, f. pontsāṃ).

4.2.3. Other features

The productive genitive singular ending is TB -epi, TA -(y)āp, of obscure origin, though

the -p- may be related to the adverbial *-bh- that was grammaticalized in (post-)PIE in oblique

case endings.



Tocharian has a number of suppletive adjectives.

‘good’ ‘big’

TB TA PT TB TA

Nsg. masc. kartse kāsu orotstse tsopats

A krent krant *krëntəә orocce tsopatsäṃ

Nsg. fem. kartsa orotstsa tsopatsi

A kartsai kräntsāṃ orotstsai tsoptsāṃ

Npl. masc. kreñc kraṃś *krëñcəә orocci śāwe

A krentäṃ krañcäs *krëntəәns orocceṃ śāwes

N/Apl. fem. krenta krant *krënta orotstsana śāwaṃ

4.3. Pronouns

The prehistory of the personal and demonstrative pronouns contains a number of

unsolved problems.  I discuss the major types here.

4.3.1. Personal pronouns

TB  TA TB TA

nom. sg. ñäś, ñiś näṣ, f. ñuk twe (tuwe) tu

acc. ñäś, ñiś näṣ, f. ñuk ci cu

gen. ñi ñi, f. nāñi tañ tñi

nom./acc. du. wene yene

nom./acc. pl. wes was yes yas

gen. wesi, wesäñ wasäṃ yesi, yesäñ yasäṃ

TB twe, TA tu < PT *təәwë < PIE *tuH-om (Ved. tuvám) and TB ci, TA cu < PT *cəәwyəә < PIE

*tewe, but the etymology of the others remains largely obscure. Noteworthy is the existence of

separate masculine and feminine forms for ‘I’ in TA. For an intriguing suggestion, see Jasanoff

1989.



Clitic personal pronoun

TB TA PT

1sg. -ñ /-ñəә/ -ñi *-ñəәyəә?

2 -c /-cəә/ -ci *-cəәyəә?

3 -ne -ṃ *-në

1-3pl. -me -m *-më

4.3.2. Demonstrative pronouns and adjectives

These continue PT *së, *sa, *të < PIE *so, *seh2, *tod, with various suffixes; the

unsuffixed forms survive only in TB. On the prehistory of the suffixed demonstratives, see

Stumpf 1971, Pinault 2009.

TB se, sā, te TA säs, sās, täṣ ‘this’ (Skt. ayam)

TB su, sāu, tu TA säm, sām, täm ‘that, he/she/it’(Skt. sa-, ta-)

TB seṃ, sāṃ, teṃ TA saṃ, sāṃ, taṃ ‘this here’ (Skt. eṣa-)

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

TB TA

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

Nsg. se sā te säs sās täṣ

A ce tā te caṣ tāṣ täṣ

G cwi ~ cpi tāy tentse caṣi

Npl. cey ~ cai toy ceṣ toṣ

A ceṃ toy cesäs tosäs

G ceṃts cessi



Nsg. su sāu tu säm sām täm

A ceu, cau tāu tu cam tām täm

G cwi ~ cpi tāy tuntse cami temi tmis

Ndu. tai tim

G tainaisi

Npl. cey ~ cai toṃ cem tom

A ceṃ toṃ cesäm tosäm

G ceṃts toṃts cesmi tosmāśśi

Nsg. seṃ sāṃ teṃ saṃ sāṃ taṃ

A ceṃ tāṃ teṃ caṃ tāṃ taṃ

G cwi ~ cpi tāy tentse cani tanis

Npl. cey ~ cai to(y)na ceṃ

A ceyna to(y)na cesäṃ tosäṃ

G ceynaṃts to(y)naṃts cesni

~ cainaṃts

Nsg. samp somp tamp

A comp tomp tamp

G cwimp tāy tentse

Npl. ceymp ~ caimp toymp

A toymp

G cempaṃts

~ cainaṃts

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

TB tesa, tusa (perl. of te viz. tu), TA tämyo (instr. of täm) ‘thereby, therefore, thus’

TA tṣaṃ, tṣā (loc. viz. all. of täṣ) ‘here’

TB tu, TA täm ‘then, in that case’

TB tumeṃ, TA tmäṣ (abl. of TB tu, TA täm; TA also tmā) ‘thereupon, then’

TB tune, TA tmaṃ (loc. of TB tu, TA täm) ‘therein, there’



TA tämne, taṃne ‘in this/that way, thus’ (on this -ne see §4.3.3)

TB tane ‘here, hither’ (stem /təә-/)

TB taisa, taisu, taise, taiseṃ ‘thus, so; in this/that way’

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

4.3.3. Interrogative and relative pronouns

Interrogative ‘who, which?’

TB TA PT PIE

nom. kuse kus *kwəәsë *kwis + *so

acc. kuce kuc *kwəәcë

gen. ket(e) ke ?

The corresponding relative pronoun is TB kuse, acc. kuce, TA kus ne, acc. kuc ne. Late TB

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

TB mäkte TA mänt ‘how?’ (Skt. katham)

TB mäkte TA mäntne ‘as; so that’ (Skt. yathā)

TB mant TA tämne, tamne ‘so, thus’ (Skt. tathā)

TB kos TA kos, kospreṃ ‘how much? how long?’

TB kos TA kosne, kospreṃne ‘as much as, as long as’

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

4.4. Numerals

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

studies, though the details are often open to debate: 

TB m. ṣe ‘1’ [TA sas] < PT *ṣe < PIE *sēm (Hilmarsson 1984), acc. TB ṣeme, TA ṣom,

pl. TB ṣemi, TA ṣome ‘some’ < PT *ṣemë, *ṣemẹ < thematized *sēm-o-

TB f. sana, obl. somo, sanai, TA säṃ, pl. TB somona, TA ṣomaṃ < PT *səәna, *somo-

TA m. wu ‘2’ < PT *wəәw *[wu] < PIE masc. *dwóh1



TA f. we, TB m./f. wi ‘2’ < PT *wẹ < PIE fem./neut. *dwoyh1

TB m. trey ~ trai, TA m. tre ‘3’ < PT *trëy(əә) <— PIE *tréyes (*tróyes?)

TB f. tarya, TA f. tri ‘3’ < PT *təәr(y)ya < *tryəәya < PIE *trih2 (Ved. trī́, Av. θrī, Hom. τρία,

OCS tri)

TB m. śtwer, m./f. TA śtwar ‘4’ < PT *śəәtwër(y)əә < PIE *kwetwóres (Ved. catvā́raḥ, Gr.

Doric τέτορες)

TB f. śtwāra [TA f. śtwar by sound change or generalized masculine?]

TB piś, TA päñ ‘5’ < PT *pyəәñśəә < PIE *pénkwe

TB ṣkas, TA ṣäk ‘6’ < PT *ṣəәkəә (TB ṣkas rebuilt to ṣkaste ‘sixth’)

TB ṣukt, TA ṣpät ‘7’ < PT *ṣəәptəә < PIE *septḿ̥

TB okt, TA okät ‘8’ < PT *ọktəә <— *ọktəәw [*ọktu] < PIE *ok̂tṓw

TB, TA ñu ‘9’ < PT *ñəәwəә < PIE *h1néwn̥

TB śak, TA śäk ‘10’ < PT *śəәkəә < PIE *dékm̥

TB ikäṃ, TA wiki ‘20’ < PT *wyikəәn < PIE *wī́k̂m̥tih1 (< **dwí-dk̂m̥t-ih1)

TB täryāka, TA taryāk [with a from śtwarāk, for *täryāk] ‘30’ < PT *təәr(y)yáka < PIE

*trih2 (d)k̂ōmt (< **-omt-h2, cf. Gr. τριάκοντα; Schindler 1967)

TB śtwārka, TA śtwarāk ‘40’

TB piśāka, piśāka /pyəәśáka/, TA pñāk ‘50’

TB ṣkaska, TA säksäk [< *ṣäksäk] ‘60’

TB ṣuktaṅka, TA ṣäptuk ‘70’

TB oktaṅka, TA oktuk ‘80’

TB ñumka, TA nmuk ‘90’

TB kante, TA känt ‘100’ < PT *kəәntë < PIE *k̂m̥tóm

TB yaltse, TA wälts ‘1000’ < PT *wyəәltsë to PIE *weldh-? (cf. Lith. tū́kstantis, OCS

tysǫstĭ, PGmc. *þūsundi- ‘strong hundred’)

TB tmāne, tumane, TA tmāṃ ‘10,000’ (cf. Iranian and Turkic cognates; Eurasian

Wanderwort)



5. Verbal morphology

The Tocharian verb exhibits numerous idiosyncratic developments alongside a wealth of

interesting and archaic features, and has played an increasingly prominent role in the

reconstruction of the PIE verbal system.

5.1. Inflectional categories

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

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

• imperfective (present) stem:

present and imperfect (= non-past and past)

present participle active and middle

gerundive I (denoting obligation, Latin -ndus)

infinitive (TA only!)

agent nouns in TB -enta, -uki, other mostly unproductive suffixes, e.g. kauṣ-enta ‘murderer’,

kälpáṣṣ-uki ‘thief’

• perfective (subjunctive) stem:

subjunctive/future and optative (= non-past and past of the perfective stem)

gerundive II (possibility, Latin -bilis)

verbal noun or “abstract”, almost always built to gerundive II

infinitive (TB only!)

TB privative in -tte (TA relics in -t)

• imperative stem: imperative

• preterite stem: preterite

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



Imperfective
(Present)

Perfective
(Subjunctive)

Imperative Preterite Pret. Ptcp.

finite Present Subjunctive
Imperfect Optative

Imperative
Preterite

nonfinite Pres. nt-Ptcp.
Pres. m-Ptcp.

Pret. Ptcp.

Gerundive I Gerundive II
(verbal noun) Verbal Noun Absolutive
Infinitive (TA) Infinitive (TB)
Agent nouns Privative

Note that the infinitive is built to the imperfective (present) stem in TA, but to the perfective

(subjunctive) stem in TB. The imperfect is formally divergent in TA and TB (except for ‘be’ and

‘go’), but is always formed to the present stem in TB with suffix -i-, and usually in TA with

suffix -yā-. (On exceptional TA lyāk ‘was seeing’, pārat ‘was taking’, pl. śārsar ‘knew’, craṅkäs

‘was saying’, etc., see now Peyrot 2012b, R. Kim forthcoming.)

In practice, most verbs do not distinguish five separate stems. Especially in TA, most

verbs have a single stem for the perfective, imperative, preterite, and pret. ptcp., so much so that

Sieg, Siegling, and Schulze (1931) classify subjunctive forms under the preterite stem. TB has

gone slightly further than TA in creating innovative subjunctive and/or present stems, so more

verbs in that language contrast three stems for imperfective, perfective, and preterite.

The preterite participle of most verbs can be predicted from the preterite, including all

verbs ending in /-a-/. In general, verbs not ending in /-a-/ exhibit more irregularities and greater

unpredictability in their stem formation; see §5.2.3 below for more discussion. As might be

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

5.1.1. Aspect and tense

See Thomas 1957 on the usage of the various past-tense forms: imperfect, preterite, and

periphrastic perfects. The preterite participle and gerundive II build a range of periphrastic

constructions, e.g. resultative perfect, past irrealis, etc.; note especially that mā ‘not’ + gerundive

II is the standard way to express negative futurity.



The designation of the present and subjunctive stems as “imperfective” and “perfective”

is due to Winter (e.g. 1982:9, 1994b:286), and finds a neat parallel in North Slavic languages,

where the present of the perfective has future reference in main clauses (cf. Russ. píšet, Cz. píše

vs. napíšet, napše). However, Peyrot (2010:155-327) has carried out an exhaustive study of uses

of the subjunctive in both TA and TB, with reference to Old Turkic parallels of TA texts, and

concludes that the subjunctive does not have any perfective value synchronically, but rather

expresses uncertainty and hence (often in main clauses) futurity. If the Tocharian contrast of

present and subjunctive goes back to an earlier aspectual distinction, as I believe, this must have

broken down by the time of our documents.

5.1.2. Voice

The inherited voice distinction of active and mediopassive is robustly preserved. Most

mediopassive verbs are either deponent (medium tantum) or denote middle voice (reflexive, self-

interest, etc.), but passive examples are also found, e.g. TB seṃ piśākka ṣe cakanma ok taum yap

piṅkce ikäṃ ṣe täṅktsi śawāte ‘this 51 cāks [and] 80 taus of wheat was eaten [from] the fifth to

the 21st [of the month]’ (B461.3). For a detailed study of the middle in Tocharian, see Schmidt

1974.

5.1.3. “Grundverb” vs. “Kausativ”

A famous feature of the Tocharian verb is the widespread suffixation of PT *-skë- ~ *-

ṣṣəә- ~ *-s- (> TB /-ske-/ ~ /-ṣṣəә-/ ~ /-s-/; —> TA -sa- ~ -ṣ-) to derive transitives to intransitive

roots and causatives to many, but not all, transitive roots. Krause and Thomas set up a

fundamental divide between “Grundverb” and “Kausativ”, but not every verb forms both, and

some “causatives” have the same meaning as the basic verbs from which they are derived. The

label is useful, but we should rather think of them as marked transitives. On the formation of the

causative, see §5.2.1.

Contrary to the handbooks, there is no contrast between causative and noncausative Class

VIII s-presents; all presents of this class (usually with Class I or II subjunctive and Class III

preterite) in fact have transitivizing meaning. Cf. Cl. VIII wikṣäṃ ‘avoids’ vs. Cl. IXb wíkäṣṣaṃ

‘removes’ (‘makes disappear’) to Cl. III wiketär ‘disappears’; the two have merged in TA wikäṣ

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



5.1.4. Person-number endings

Present/subjunctive

TB TA PT PIE

1sg. act. -u /-əәw/ -m *-m *-mi

   thematic -eu, -au /-ew/ -a-m *-ë-m (*-o-mi)

2 -t(o) /-t/ -t *-təә *-tu?

3 -ṃ -ṣ *-ṣəә ~ *-Ø *-ti

1pl. -m(o) /-məә/ -mäs *-məәsəә, *-məә *-mes- ~ *-me?

2 -cer (!) -c *-cəә *-te

3 -ṃ -iñc ~ -i *-əәñcəә ~ *-əәn *-n̥ti

thematic -e-ṃ -eñc ~ -e *-ë-ñcəә ~ *-ë-n *-o-nti

1sg. mid. /-mar/ -mār *-mar *-h2e-r

2 /-tar/ -tār *-tar *-th2e-r

3 /-təәr/ -tär *-təәr *-to-r (<— *-o-r)

1pl. /-mtəәr/ -mt(t)är *-m(əә)təәr *-medhh2?

2 /-təәr/ -cär *-Xəәr? *-dh2we?

3 /-ntəәr/ -ntär *-ntəәr *-nto-r (<— *-ro-r?)

Imperfect/optative

1sg. act. -m /-məә/ (-m) *-məә (*-m)

3 -Ø (-ṣ) *-Ø *-Ø

All others like present/subjunctive.

Imperative

2sg. act. -Ø -Ø *-Ø *-Ø

pl. -so -su *-so?



2sg. mid. -r -r *-r

pl. -t -c *?@

Preterite

a-preterites

1sg. act. /-a-wa/ -ā *-a-wa?

2 /-a-sta/ -ā-ṣt (-a-ṣt) *-a-sta- *-s + *-th2e?

3 /-a/ -Ø, -ā- *-a *-t

1pl. /-a-məә/ -ā-m (-a-m) *-a-məә *-me

2 /-a-səә/ -ā-s (-a-s) *-a-səә ?

3 /-a-re/ -ā-r (-a-r) *-a-rë perf. *-r + *-ont

(pre)sigmatic

1sg. /-əә-wa/ -u, -wā *-əә-wa?

2 /-əә-sta/ -äṣt *-əә-sta *-s + *-th2e?

3 /-əәsa/ -äs *-əәsa *-s-t?

1pl. /-əә-məә/ -äm *-əә-məә *-me

2 /-əә-səә/ -äs *-əә-səә?

3 /-əә-rəә/ -är *-əә-rë perf. *-r + *-n̥t

1sg. mid. /-a-mai/ -e *-(a)-ai *-h2e + *-i?

2 /-a-tai/ -ā-, -(a)-te *-a-tai *-th2e + *-i?

3 /-a-te/ -ā-, -a-t *-a-të *-to

1pl. /-a-mte/ -ā-, -a-mät *-a-mtë *-medhh2

2 /-a-təә/ -ā-, -ac *-a-Xəә?

3 /-a-nte/ -ā-, -a-nt *-a-ntë *-nto



5.2. Stem formation

5.2.1. Traditional classification

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

Present

• I: athematic to root not ending in PT *-a-, with originally epenthetic Stützvokal *-əә- before

ending

• II: thematic, stem vowel PT *-yəә- ~ *-ë- < PIE *-e/o-

• III: intransitives in PT *-e- (< PIE *-éh1-?) to roots with internal vowel *əә (*əәy, *əәw)

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

• V: athematic to roots ending in *-a-

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

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

• VIII: thematic s-presents: PT *-ṣəә- ~ *-së- < pre-PT *-se/o- (N.B. “non-causative” VIIIa vs.

“causative” VIIIb invalid, see §5.1.3)

• IXa: suffix PT *-ṣṣəә- ~ *-s- ~ *-skë- < PIE *-skê/o-

• IXb: same, but causative

• Xa: suffix PT *-nəә-ṣṣəә- ~ *-nəә-s- ~ *-nəә-skë- (nasal + *-sk- suffix)

• Xb: same, but causative

• [XIa: suffix PT *-səә-ṣṣəә- ~ *-səә-s- ~ *-səә-skë-; actually Cl. IX to roots ending in *-s-]

• [XIb: same, but causative; only *səәwas- ‘rain’ beside *səәwa-, *-s- not part of verb suffix (cf.

TB swese ‘rain’)]

• XII: suffix PT *-ññəә- ~ *-ññë-: denominal < *-n- (originally n-stems) + PIE *-ye/o-, or

deverbal < PIE *-nh2-ye/o- (cf. Ved. gr ̥bhāyáti beside gr ̥bhnā́ti)

Subjunctive

• I: athematic to roots not ending in PT *-a- (§5.2.2); mostly initial stress in TB; roots with

underlying /əә/ show ablaut between *-ë- in the subj. act. sg. and *-əә- elsewhere

• II: thematic, stem vowel PT *-yəә- ~ *-ë- < PIE *-e/o-

• III: stem vowel PT *-e- (or *-ë-?)

• IV: stem vowel PT *-əәy- (*[-i]) < PIE *-(e)ye/o- (see R. Kim 2007a)



• V: athematic to roots ending in PT *-a- (§5.2.2); many have initial stress in TB; roots with

underlying /əә/ show ablaut between *-ë- (> TB ā by a-umlaut, TA a) in the subj. act. sg. and

*-əә- elsewhere

• VII: (TA only) suffix PT *-ñəә- ~ *-ñë- < ???

• IX: suffix PT *-ṣṣəә- ~ *-s- ~ *-skë- to Cl. IX causative presents

• X: suffix PT *-nəә-ṣṣəә- ~ *-nəә-s- ~ *-nəә-skë- to Cl. X presents

• XII: suffix PT *-ññəә- ~ *-ññë- to Cl. XII presents

Preterite

• I: PT *-a-, originally final vowel of seṭ roots, reinterpreted as suffix and extended to almost

all preterites (except Class VI relics); roots with underlying /əә/ (§5.2.2) show ablaut between

act. sg. *-’əә-, du./pl. -ë-(!), and mid. *-əә-

• II: PT *-a- to causative verbs with root vowel *əә: originally reduplicated, preserved in TA but

remodeled in TB, e.g. TA śaśärs vs. TB śārsa ‘made know(n), announced’ (vs. Cl. I TB

śarsa, TA śärs ‘knew’; R. Kim 2003a)

• III: PT 3sg. *-əәsa to roots not ending in *-a-, stem vowel *e < PIE *ē: continues ancestor of

classical PIE sigmatic aorist (§5.4.3)?

• IV: PT *-ṣṣ-(əәy)a- to causative verbs with root vowel *a (and a few with *əә)

• V: PT *-ññ-(əәy)a- to Class XII pres./subj.

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

‘drink’ (Schmidt 1997:258-9)

The imperative usually patterns with the subjunctive (e.g. TB ptārka, pl. ptárkaso , TA

ptark, pl. ptärkäs ‘let go!’ like subj. Cl. V TB tārkaṃ, pl. tárkaṃ, TA tarkaṣ, pl. tärkeñc) or

preterite (TB ptes, mid. ptäsar, TA ptas, mid. pätstsār ‘put!’ like pret. Cl. III TB tessa, TA casäs).

Irregular forms include relics of PIE thematic *-e (virtual PIE *wokw-n-ye —> *pəә-wëññəә > PT

*poññəә > TB poñ, TA peṃ ‘say!’), athematic *-dhi (*h1idhí —> *isi > *(pəә-)yəәṣə́ә > TB paṣ, TA

piṣ ‘go!’; Jasanoff 1987), and the *-si imperative type (*k̂lewsi —> PT *pəә-klyewṣəә > TB

päklyauṣ, TA päklyoṣ; cf. Ved. śróṣi, ibid.), as well as several TB iptvs. in -e, of obscure origin.



5.2.2. “a-roots” and “non-a-roots”

The most important division within the Tocharian verb system is that between roots

ending and not ending in *-a- (> TB /-a-/, TA -ā- ~ -a- ~ -Ø-). Since laryngeals between

nonsyllabic segments became PT *a, PIE seṭ roots, i.e. roots ending in a laryngeal, developed

into roots ending in *-a-. This is clearest from Class I preterites which continue PIE root aorists

(Schmidt 1982; see below, §5.4.1):

PIE *kwrih2- ‘buy’ (Ved. krīṇāti, mp. krīṇīte, OIr. crenaid, aor. Myc. qi-ri-ja-to, Hom.

πρίατο) > *kwryəәya- > PT *kwəәr(y)ya- > TB /kəәrya-/, pret. 1pl. käryām, mp. 1sg. käryā-

mai, 2 -tai, 1pl. -mte;

PIE *kedh2- (Hom. σκέδα-σα) > PT *śəәta- > TB pret. 2sg. śtasta, 3pl. śtare (w. dial., for

śtāsta*, śtāre*) ‘scattered, sowed’

PIE *stembhH-t (Ved. ástambhīt) > PT *ścəәma > pret. TB śama, ścmā(-c), TA śäm

‘stopped, came to a stand’

PIE *kélh1-t > PT *śəәla > pret. TB śala, TA śäl ‘led’, mid. *kl̥h1-tó > PT *kəәla-të > TB

klāte, TA klāt

This root-final *-a- was extended to many roots which were not originally seṭ, as well as many of

obscure etymology. We can observe the spread of *-a- to a limited degree in TB: the verb for

‘eat’ is /śəәwa-/, but the pret. ptcp. śeśu /śe-śə́әwəә/ and isolated subj. 1sg. śū /śə́әwəәw/ (for *śuwu?

Pinault 1994:170-82) preserve the earlier root *śəәw- < *kyew- (OE ċēawan ‘chew’, Pers. jāv-

īdan). As we will see below, the morphology of roots ending in *-a- was much more regular and

predictable, and so was more readily learned by children and tended to be overapplied to other

verbs.

Tocharian verb roots can also be divided into those with underlying root(-internal) vowel

*əә and those with *a; the latter have various sources, but in those with identifiable PIE sources,

the *a appears to reflect a root-internal laryngeal (cf. PT non-pres. *(s)tak- ‘be’ < PIE *sth2-k- to

*steh2- ‘stand’). There are thus four possible types of roots, which may be labeled as follows

(Peyrot 2010:44-7):



internal *-əә- internal *-a-

root not ending in *-a- Ø | Ø a | Ø

root ending in *-a- Ø | a a | a

5.2.3. Major patterns of verb stem formation

a. Roots ending in *-a-

Present Non-present

intransitives in *-e- (III/IV) root in *-a- (V)

transitives in *-(əә)na- (VI) root in *-a- (V)

• Note the high degree of predictability: most transitive verbs take nasal-infixed presents in PT

*-(əә)n-a-, whereas intransitives form mostly deponent presents in PT *-e- or *-o- < PIE

stative *-éh1-.

• A handful of originally Cl. VI presents have been recharacterized with the *-sk- suffix to

become Cl. X presents in *-na-ṣṣəә/skë-. The original pres. may become subj., displacing the

earlier Cl. V formation. Example: TB pres. Cl. X /kəәr-n-a-sk-/ ‘buy’, subj. Cl. VI /kəәr-n-a-/,

pret. Cl. I /kəәrya-/.

• Cl. V subjs. to transitive Cl. VI presents continue old reduplicated formations (cognate with

PIE perfect) and so exhibit initial stress and paradigmatic ablaut in TB, while Cl. V subjs. to

intransitive Cl. III presents are inner-Tocharian innovations, and have regular second-syllable

stress and no ablaut in TB. Similarly, Cl. I preterites to the first type go back to root aorists

and show ablaut, while Cl. I preterites of the second type are likewise innovative and do not

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

b. Roots not ending in *-a-

Present Non-present

simple thematic *-əә/ë- (II) simple thematic *-əә/ë- (II)

thematic *-ṣəә/së- (VIII) root athematic (I)

simple thematic *-əә/ë- (II)



thematic *-ṣṣəә/skë- (IX) root athematic (I)

thematic *-ññəә/ë- (XII) thematic *-ññəә/ë- (XII)

“causative” *-ṣṣəә/skë- (IX) “causative” *-ṣṣəә/skë- (IX)?

Note that TB drops root-final /-a-/ and has initial stress in the caus. pres. and subj.:

anā-ṣṣäṃ /aná-/ ‘breathes (in)’ vs. caus. 1pl. ānäskem /án-/ ‘id.’;

kärsanaṃ /kəәrs-ə́әn-a-/ ‘knows’ vs. caus. pres./subj. śársäṣṣäṃ /śə́әrs-/ ‘lets know, informs’;

wiketär ‘disappears’ (root /wəәyká-/) vs. caus. pres./subj. wíkäṣṣäṃ /wə́әyk-/ ‘makes

disappear, removes’.

TA likewise drops root-final -ā- in the pres., but regularly retains or adds -ā- in the subj., e.g.

pres. tsälp-äṣ-tär ‘releases’, subj. tsälp-ā-ṣ-tär vs. TB pres./subj. tsálp-äs-tär (to TA tsälpā-,

TB /tsəәlpa-/, non-caus. pres. TB tsälpetär, TA śalpatär ‘is released’).

5.3. Suppletion

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

languages.  The most important are:

‘go’

• PT pres. Cl. I *yəә- (< *i- <— PIE *h1éy- ~ *h1i-´) > TA yäṣ, pl. yiñc; TB 1sg. yam, 3 yaṃ, but

pl. yneṃ (<— *yəәn + them. *-en, whence 1pl. ynem, m-ptcp. ynemane)

• TB subj. = pres.; pret. sg. Cl. III masa, pl. Cl. III maitár (cf. pres. Cl. III mitetär ‘sets out,

goes’)

• TA non-pres. kalka- ~ kälkā-



‘do, make’

• TA ya-, ypa- (distributed exactly like *-e- vs. *-o- forms in thematic paradigms; prehistory?);

TB /yam-əәṣṣəә/əәske-/ rebuilt to subj. /yam-/

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

secondary *yam-əәṣṣəәya-)

‘stand (up), be standing’

• PT pres. Cl. II *kəәly-əә/ë- (medium tantum; < *klyəәy-əә/ë- < PIE aor. subj. *k̂léy-e/o-)

• PT non-pres. *stëma- ~ *ścəәma- ~ *stəәma- (< PIE *stembhH-)

‘sit (down), be sitting’

• PT pres. Cl. II *ṣəәmy-əә- ~ *ṣəәm-ë-

• PT non-pres. *lëma- ~ *lyəәma- ~ *ləәma-

‘give’

• PT pres. Cl. IX *ay-ṣṣəә/skë-, subj. Cl. I *ay-

• PT pret. Cl. I *wəәsa-

• iptv. TB pete, pl. petso, petes, TA paṣ, pl. pac

‘take’

• PT pres. Cl. II *pəәr(y)-əә- ~ *pəәr-ë- (< PIE *bher-e/o-)

• PT subj. TB /as-/, TA kām(a)-

• PT pret. TB /kama-/, TA kām(a)-

‘lead’

• PT pres. Cl. II *aś-əә- ~ *ak-ë- (< PIE *h2eĝ-e/o-)

• PT non-pres. TB /waya-/, TA wāwa- (< PT *wawya-?)



The forms of the verb ‘be’ are also formed to several stems:

• present: PT *nës- > TB Cl. I nes-, TA Cl. II nas- (3sg. naṣ, pl. neñc)

• imperfect: PIE *h1s-yéh1- (~ *h1s-ih1-´) > *ṣe + productive impf./opt. suffix *-(əә)y- —> PT

*ṣey > TB ṣey ~ ṣai, TA ṣe-ṣ (with pres. -ṣ)

• non-present: PIE *steh2- ‘be standing’ > *sta-

initial *s- preserved only in TA iptv. 2sg. pä-ṣtāk ‘be!’

PT *ta- preserved in TA subj. 1sg. tām, 3 tāṣ, 3pl. teñc (~ tākeñc)

otherwise PT *taka- (subj. TB tākaṃ; pret. TB 3sg. tāka, 3pl. takāre, TA 3sg. tāk, 3pl.

tākar)

In addition, TB also has a copula ste, pl. skente < PIE *h1s-sk̂e-to, *h2s-sk̂o-nto, the only clear

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

5.4. Evolution of verb stems and stem systems

Most inflectional categories and patterns of verbal stem derivation are of PIE date,

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

5.4.1. PIE verb formations in Tocharian

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

Aspect (Aktionsart)

Present root (athematic) Class I presents (non-a-roots)

Class V pres.? (a-roots)

nasal infix Class VII pres. (non-a-roots)

Class VI pres. (a-roots)

simple thematic Class II pres./subj. (only three! see §5.4.3)

thematic *-sk̂e/o- Class II pres./subj.

Class IX pres. (subj.)

[Class X pres. (subj.)]

thematic *-ye/o- Class XII pres./subj. (*-n- + *-ye/o-)



*-nt-, *-mh1no- participles nt-, m-participles

imperfect TB copula ste, skente

Aorist root (athematic) thematized in Class VI preterites (non-a-roots)

Class I preterites (a-roots),

   *-a- reinterpreted as suffix

proto-sigmatic Class III preterites

reduplicated Class II preterites

(or originally imperfect?)

Perfect (proto-)perfect Class I subjunctive (non-a-roots)?

Class V subjunctive (a-roots)?

perfect ptcp. preterite participle, (formerly) reduplicated

Mood

subjunctive (present? Class II presents/subjunctives)

aorist Class II presents/subjunctives

optative imperfects of ‘be’, ‘go’

all optatives and imperfects (except small TA class

   of reanalyzed preterites; R. Kim forthcoming a)

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

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

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

imperative root (athematic) in *-Ø Class I iptv. (roots in *-a-)

thematic ‘say!’ (see §5.2.1)

athematic *-dhi ‘go!’ ‘give!’

*-si <— s-subjunctive ‘hear!’



5.4.2. PIE origin of Tocharian verb formations

Tocharian PIE

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

root present/aorist subjunctive

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

root aorist subjunctive

imperfect/optative < optative (*-yéh1- ~ ) *-ih1-

imperative < imperative (various types)

preterite < root aorist

proto-sigmatic aorist?

optative *-ih1-

preterite participle < perfect participle

5.4.3. Outstanding problems

• Remarkable paucity of inherited simple thematic presents (Ringe 2000): only *pəәr(y)-əә- ~

*pəәr-ë- ‘bring’, *aś-əә- ~ *ak-ë- ‘lead’, *śawy-əә- ~ *śaw-ë- ‘live’ < (post-)PIE *bh(e)r-e/o-,

*h2eĝ-e/o-, *gwih3w-e/o-.  See also Jasanoff 1998, 2003, R. Kim 2012b.

• Origin of the Tocharian subjunctive, and its relation to the classical IE subjunctive and

perfect: cf. Jasanoff 2003, R. Kim 2007b.

• Origin of the Class III preterite and its relation to the Hittite ḫi-conjugation pret. 3sg. in -š

and the classical IE s-aorist: cf. Jasanoff 2003

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

6. Word formation and syntax

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

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



offer much variation.) The left-branching nature of Tocharian is also apparent in complex

derivatives: it is far from rare to find nominals with four or even more suffixes, as in the

following examples:

TB raddhi- lak- äṣ(ṣ- äly)- ñe- ṣṣe

wonder see CAUSATIVE GERUNDIVE VB.NOUN ADJ

‘of causing to see wonders’

TA ākär- aś- n- um- in- ān- ac

tear eye DUAL ADJ FEM ACC.SG ALLATIVE

‘to her of the teary eyes’, i.e. ‘to her whose eyes are both full of tears’ (Krause 1955:30-1)

Here once again we observe a typological similarity to Turkic languages or Japanese and Korean.

Along with the grammaticalization of postpositions as case markers (see §4.1.3), one also

finds the opposite phenomenon in which suffixes become phrasal clitics:

TB [tāu ri]- ṣṣi śāmna ṣemi

this.FEM. city.SG.OBL pertaining to human.PL.NOM one.MASC.

 SG.OBL PL.NOM

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

Cf. English possessive ’s <— Old English a-stem gen. -es in [the guy in our class who I ran into

yesterday]’s dog just died.

Nominal compounds are fairly common, although the overwhelming majority are

Sanskrit or Prakrit borrowings. Due to massive cultural influence of Buddhism over the

centuries, very few traces of PIE poetic language or naming practices survive in our texts: in

addition to the famous TB ñem-kälywe, TA ñom-klyu ‘(name and) fame’, cf. (male) names of

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



7. The position of Tocharian within Indo-European

Early on, many Indo-Europeanists were struck by the apparent connections between

Tocharian and the western IE languages, particularly (Italo-)Celtic and Germanic. However,

most of the relevant features turned out to be archaisms (and so of no value for subgrouping) or

trivial innovations, most famously

• the “centum” merger of PIE palatals and velars: easily repeatable (like most phonetic

mergers), also occurred between Proto-Anatolian and Hittite; and

• the primary r-endings of the mediopassive: archaism, also preserved in Anatolian (and

Phrygian) in addition to Italic and Celtic; replaced in Indo-Aryan, Greek, and Germanic by *-

i from the active.

Adams has argued for a close connection between Tocharian and Germanic; likewise

Georgiev for Tocharian and Balto-Slavic. Ringe (1990) argues persuasively that none of these

hypotheses withstands closer scrutiny, and that Tocharian is not closely related to any other

branch of IE. More recently, Hackstein (1998, 2005) adduces further innovations allegedly

shared by Tocharian and “western IE” (including Greek and Balto-Slavic), but most of these are

either possible archaisms or isolated syntagms, instances of grammaticalization, etc. involving

Tocharian and a single other branch, e.g. Greek.

Today, the emerging (now general?) consensus holds that Tocharian is not closely related

to any other branch, but rather was the second after Anatolian to diverge from the ancestral

speech community. The remaining “Brugmannian” or Inner IE langauges then underwent certain

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

Morphological evidence

• Cl. III preterite with -s- formant in 3sg. only, vs. classical PIE sigmatic aorist; cf. Hitt. ḫi-

conj. pret. 3sg. -š (Jasanoff 1988, 2003, with older references going back to Ivanov, Watkins,

etc.; otherwise Ringe 1990)

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



• Thematic optative *-ih1- < *-o-ih1- with deletion of thematic vowel as in i-stem abstracts and

adjectives in *-yo- to o-stem bases; remodeled in Italic and Celtic as *-ā- (*-eh2-?), elsewhere

as *-oih1- (see now Jasanoff 2009)

• Generalization of feminine adjectives in *-ih2- to thematic bases, vs. Inner IE *-eh2-? See R.

Kim 2009b, forthcoming b, Fellner 2012.

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

• PIE *h3ebh- ‘enter’ > PT *yop- ~ *yəәp- > TB /yop-/ ~ /yəәp-/ vs. Inner IE ‘f*ck’ (Ved. yábhati,

Gr. οἴφω, Russ. jebú): one-way semantic development!

• PIE *wiHró- ‘young’ > TA wir vs. Inner IE ‘hero, man’ (Ved. vīrá-, Lat. vir, OIr. fer, Lith.

výras): ditto

• PIE *nókwt- ~ *nékwt- ‘evening’ > Hitt. nekuz (meḫur) ‘evening time’, TB nekciye, TA nakcu

‘(yesterday) evening’) vs. Inner IE ‘night’

• PIE *h2erh3-o- ‘plow’ > PT *arë > TB āre vs. Inner IE *h2erh3-tro- > Gr. ἄροτρον, W. aradr

(Lat. arātrum)

• PIE *(h1)ḗh2gwh- ~ *(h1)éh2gwh- ‘drink’ > Hitt. ekw- ~ akw-, PT *yokw- > TB, TA yok- (cf. Lat.

ēbrius); lost as a verb in Inner IE in favor of *peh3- (R. Kim 2000b)

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

order subgrouping; see Ringe et al. 1998.

   Proto-Indo-European

       Anatolian

Inner IE    Tocharian
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