Exploration of Residual Tocharian Reduplication

I — Introduction

Reduplication in Tocharian is fairly rare, and is typically associated with its preterite
participles, though there are remnants of formerly productive reduplication. Firstly, we will
briefly cover the types of reduplication remaining in Tocharian B (“TB”), along with
comparative and etymological remarks for Tocharian A (“TA”) and Proto-Tocharian (“PT”)
where necessary. Secondly, we will concisely cover the discussion in the literature about the
disappearance of Class II (causative) preterite reduplication in TA. We will then explore possible
solutions for some of the surprises others have encountered in this field, such as why the
reduplicating vowel for the participles is e, which reflects Proto-Indo-European (“PIE”) *o, the
etymology of various fossilized traces of reduplication, and curious case of dereduplication in

TB. This brief paper is not meant to exhaustively list all instances of reduplication.

II — Overview of reduplication types in Tocharian

i. Reduplication in types of preterite participles

More on the basis of TB paradigms, which show more distinctions here than those of TA,
we have traditionally classified Tocharian preterite participles into four groups, classes, or types
(cf. Krause & Thomas 1960:156-7, and Adams 1981; Peyrot 2013 prefers the term “class” while
Weiss prefers “types”). Reduplication is regularly found only in certain preterite participles in

both TA and TB, but they match only asymmetrically.



Unlike in other IE varieties, reduplication follows one formal pattern — a syllable
beginning with the same initial as the root, succeeded by a single vowel which is prefixed to the
root. As in a similar pattern in Western Armenian or Turkish emphatic reduplication’, the
reduplicant is a root onset with an identical single consonant. Rarely, in cases where there are
two consonants in the root onset (three consonant initials are not attested in either variant), TA
will always copy the first consonant, and TB will do this most of the time, but not always. All
preterite participle to preterite I palatalize the reduplicant- and root-initial consonant, if possible,
such as tdla- ‘carry’ makes the causative paradigm present [Xb taldskau ‘lift up’, preterite II

calawa gives the participle ceclu /cecolu/ (Weiss 2019).

Initial w- and y- roots are slightly unpredictable, as they may have yai- as the surface
reduplicant, e.g ydt- ‘to decorate’ yaitu and the causative paradigm of wdtk- ‘to decide’ has
yaitku. which are regular developments of earlier *yeyat- and *wewatk- (Weiss 2019), yet oddly,
yam- makes unreduplicated yamu and wds- ‘to dwell, to pass time’ makes ausu and wds- ‘to wear
clothes’ makes ausu (Ringe 1989). Peyrot (2013:97) further notes that a complication with initial
w-, since it is lost before the reduplication vowel e in the context of wewa, but is preserved in the
participle preterite wewinassu™® to waynask- ‘honor’ and the preterite participle weweriu- ‘to say’,

and in all forms with a-reduplication, such as in participle preterite wawlawau to wlaw(a)- ‘to

1 Also known as partial reduplication with quasi-fixed segmentism, used in Western Armenian as an intensifier or
emphatic form (by which a portion of the base is prefixed to the base with a different consonant than that of the
base consonant, such as in garmir ‘red’ - gas-garmir ‘extremely red’, Sidag ‘straight’ » Sip-Sidag ‘completely
straight’), which is likely a morphological phenomenon induced by contact with (Ottoman) Turkish, c.f. dop
‘full’ - dopdolu ‘chock-full’, beyaz ‘white’ - bembeyaz ‘thoroughly white’, yuvarlak ‘round’ - yusyuvarlak
‘very round’, ¢iplak ‘naked’ — cir¢iplak or ¢irilgiplak ‘stark naked’ (Godel 1945, Demir 2018).
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control oneself (medio-passive)’, from PT *wlaw- and perhaps hearkening back to PIE *wi/-eh,-

w.

Another general oddity as noted by Weiss (2019) is that initial sz- reduplicates as a unit
(staukka- ‘to swell’ — stastaukkau, with palatalization stdm- ‘to stand’ — Scescamu ~ sessamu),
but sp- reduplicates as p-, e.g. spartta- (sparttamtsa, etc.)‘to turn’ — pasparttau. A possible
explanation here may lie in extrametricality — TB speakers may have considered a sibilant before
a labial plosive to be extrametrical, therefore unavailable for other phonological processes such
as reduplication — moreover crosslinguistically, sp- clusters seem to be quite challenging to
acquire (see Figure 3 of Yavas & Altan (2016) for a comparison of #sC- cluster acquisition,
where sp- has been experimentally shown to produce the longest-duration epenthetic schwas in

L2 English/L1 Turkish speakers compared to other similar sibilant clusters).

1) Type 1

Type 1 is, as mentioned by Weiss (2019), quite uncommon. It is attested for anat (ending
in a phoneme other than -a) roots with internal ¢ — (+d | —a) as per Peyrot (2013:120ss)’s
notation. These preterite participles do not interest us here as they have no reduplication, just a
nominative singular in accented -u, and an oblique stem in -uwes(o), such as in ld-n-t- ‘go out’,
preterite VI lac, we get Itu?, ltuwes ‘gone out’. There are a few preterite III which also have
preterite participles of this type, e.g. tdnku ‘hindered’, putku ‘shut’ (Melchert 2013), as well as

the irregular preterite participle of i- ‘go’, yku, ykuwes which follows this type (Weiss 2019).

2 Noteworthy here is that Kim (2007) points out that the corresponding TA participle shows the variants lalntu,
laltu, and lantu, for which he proposes that PT *lat-awa was remodeled with reduplication as *la-ldt-dwd >
laltu; this was further remade or influenced with the pres./subj. stem Idnt- as lalntu and the consonant cluster
was simplified in lantu. However, Winter (1994:299, 303) has a different view.
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The aforementioned i- root shows in iya- ‘to go, to travel, to cause to go’, where TA has
ya- and TB has iya-, which likely reflects PT *(y)iya- (Adams 1999), a reduplicated athematic
present like the subjunctive (relegated present) fdtta- ‘to set, to place’. What is interesting is that
the loss of reduplication in TA for both ya- and f@- is morphologically regular. Adams’s
dictionary also suggests an alternative explanation for PT *(y)iya- from PIE *yiyeha- a derivative
of *yeha- ‘to go, to travel’, cognate with Sanskrit yati ‘goes, travels,” Lithuanian joju (infinitive

joti) ‘to ride,’ jodyti ‘to ride about,” and Old Church Slavonic jado (jachati) ‘to travel’.

2) Type 2

Type 2 is associated with sat (ending in final -a) roots with internal d (+d |[+a). This type
is only found with preterite I. It has no reduplication, a nominative singular in -au -ow(o) and an
oblique in -0s(0), and it is accented is on the suffix. It is unclear if this type had any remnants of
reduplication during or before the PT era. This is similar to roots with an initial vowel which also
show no reduplication; for example, aks- ‘announce’, which has the preterite d@ksa makes the

preterite participle aksu, aksos.

However, there is a subclass of Type 2 preterite participles with the reduplication syllable
*Cé- and the stress on the root vowel in the second syllable, such as in the four verbs illustrated

in the table below:



Gen | Case Num | TB TA PT pre—PT

m. |nom. |sg. |yamu yamu *yam-awa *yam-awa’

m. ‘nom. |pl. |yamos yamus *yam-0sa *yam-awéso

f. |nom. |sg. |yamusa yamus *yam-awsa *yam-awsa

m. nom. |sg. |kekamu kakmu *kwé-kwam-awa *kwé-kwam-awa
m. ‘nom. |pl. |kekamos kakmus *kweé-kwam-0s9 *kwé-kwam-aweésé
f. |nom. |sg. |kekamusa kakmus *kweé-kwam-awsa | *kwé-kwam-awsa
m. nom. |sg. |tetemu tatmu *té-tém-awo *té-tém-awo

m. \nom. pl. |tetemos tatmus *té-tém-0so *té-tém-owésa

f. |nom. |sg. |tetemusa tatmus *té-tém-awsa *té-tém-awsa

m. nom. |sg. |nanaku nanku *na-nak-awa *né-nak-awa

m. ‘nom. |pl. |nanakos nankus *na-nak-osa *né-nak-awésa

f. |nom. |sg. |nanakusa nankus *na-nak-awsa *né-nak-awsa

Table 1 (data adapted from Kim 2007)

3) Type 3

Type 3 is associated with anat roots with any root internal vowel (X| — @ in Peyrot 2013’s
notation). They have reduplication and a nominative singular -u and an oblique singular in -
os(o), and they are accented on the root syllable. For example pask- ‘protect’ makes papassu,
papassos and klyaus- ‘listen’ makes keklyausu, keklyausos. This is the shorthand namesake of the
preterite 1 “klyausa ‘heard’-type”, which Weiss (2019) defines as bearing palatalization of the
root final consonant before -a, and preterite I of the “lyaka ‘saw’ type”, which has persistent

palatalizing @ in the root (ibid.).

Other common verbs of this type are pdlwa- ‘to complain, to lament’ (preterite I plyawa,

absolutive perlative pepdlyworsa, of very uncertain etymology going by Adams (1999) and

As explained by Adams (1981:19), the final schwa disappears without a trace if the stress is antepenultimate.
However, Peyrot (2008:70) says that since the schwa of the suffix was unaccented in the oblique, it was
syncopated, so he reconstructs *kekamos > *kekomwes; and at this stage, an interconsonantal we became o in
closed syllables, i.e. *CweCC > CoCC or *CweC# > CoC#, thus making *kekomwes into kekamos.
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Schmidt (1982)), lu- ‘rub’ (preterite I lyawane, abs. lelyuwormem), lika- ‘see’ (preterite 1 lyaka,
nominative lyelyku, absolutive lyelyakormem); suwa- ‘eat’ (preterite I sawa) has nominative sesu
but normally and oblique with -es (with an absolutive sesuwermem) — seswormem is a hapax). It

is the only form for preterite II and is regular for preterite I1I, IV, V and VII (Weiss 2019).

Kim (2007) remarks that for TA, the classification is not as neat, given that TA preterite
participles may (synchronically) be divided into two groups, those with uniform stem vowel -u-
and those with uniform -o-; the former corresponds to Krause and Thomas’s Classes II and IV,
the latter to Class III. Kim later states that even though we do not know much about TA

accentuation, it appears plausible that stress position played a role in this bifurcation

4) Type 4

Type 4 is associated with saf roots in internal a (+a|+a) which form preterite I. These
participles are reduplicated and have a nominative singular in -au and an oblique singular in -as.
e.g., tatakau, tatakas ‘been’. Kim (2007) mentions that Classes I and II are associated with
consonant-final verb roots, i.e. TB /-a-/, TA -a/-a- (< PT *-a-) and that a few Class II participles
occur only in TB, mostly to roots of the shape PT * Cow-: sesu ‘(having) eaten’ to /Sow(a)-/ ‘eat’,
and unreduplicated /fu ‘having gone out’ to /lat-/ ‘go out’. Other examples given by Kim (2007)
include *keku ‘(having) poured’, *reru ‘having roared’ (absolutive kekuwer, reriwer-mem)
to /kow-/ ‘pour’, /row-/ ‘to roar’, and pldtku ‘arisen, overflowing’ to /plotk-/ ‘to arise, to

overflow’.



The reduplicating syllable, when present, has the shape Ce-, unless it has undergone a-
umlaut when the root syllable has a-vocalism in which case the reduplicating syllable surfaces as
Ca-, as in e.g. tatakau. Exceptional is sosoyu, soydssasta, soydssa, etc. ‘satiated’ from soy- ‘to

satisfy oneself, to be satisfied’.

i1. Fossilized relics

As for nouns that have fossilized remains of reduplicated stems, they seem to be rare — at
least compared to other Indo-European languages, there are not many nouns that have
maintained traces of reduplication. We have kokale ‘cart, wagon, chariot’ along with all its
derivatives from PIE *k"ek"[o, already a reduplicated derivative of *k"el-; ckacko ‘leg, shin, calf,
(perhaps) thigh’ is suggested by van Windekens to have a reduplicated formation as seen in
pyvapyo ‘flower’, though Adams (1999) takes this assumption to be semantically excellent but

phonologically “both surprising and ad hoc”.

The most obvious example is perhaps sdsuwa ‘sons’, which has irregular cases (soy, seyi,
soy/saiwi? in the singular and sdsuwa, sdsuwamts, sdsuwa in the plural). The TA se suggests that
the PT form should be *soy, but TA seyo (genitive) suggests that the PT form should be *seyew;
ignoring the -i (TB)/-o (TA) endings. But more importantly here is how TB ended up with a
reduplicated form as the standard expression — van Windekens (1976) attributes this to a Prakrit
borrowing sisu/susu ‘lad, young one, boy’, but Adams (1999) believes Winter (1985)’s proposal

far more that sdsuwa, along with its derivatives sdsuwersse ‘pertaining to children’ and

4 Here, we have TA pyapi and TB pyapyo reflecting PT *pydapyda(-idn)- (where *-iéin-, according to Adams
(1999), reflects the PIE "definitizing" suffix *-h;en-) which probably reflects a (reduplicated) PIE *p(e)yeha.
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sdasuwerske ‘dear son’, reflect an old reduplicating preterite participle from *seuh,- ‘to give birth’
(a bonus for this explanation is that the neuter singular *susuh.us could also explain *sdsiz +

(pl.)a for free).

The noun pispik ‘(woman’s) breast, nipple’, of unclear etymology, may be a good
candidate for a reduplicated formation based on a putative PIE *peikipeiki-, the simple form of
which may be found in Latin spica/spicus ‘ear of grain,” Old English spic ‘pointed piece of land’
and spaca ‘spoke, ray,” and Old Norse spikr ‘nail’ from which we ultimately get English spike.

Adams (1999) posits that if this etymology is true, TB spikiye ‘crutch’ may share the same root.

The word ykassdriie ‘sexual pleasure, concupiscence’ (and its variant which has conflated
abstract verbal -/7ie in ykassdliie), according to Adams (1999) must be based on an older (perhaps
defunct but reconstructible) adjective *ykdasse, possible ‘concupiscent’ or ‘shameful’ (Pinault,
1988), itself built upon a still older (PT-era or older?) noun */ydka-/ or */ika-/ (cf. ymassu/ime or
ykental/ike), which in turn would mean that the PT word should derive from a deverbative PIE
noun, *h,ih,ig"-eha-, from a reduplicated *h,ih.ig"-e/o- (cf. Sanskrit ihate), probably from PIE

*h,ig"-1 (Avestan iziieiti ‘to desire’, Classical Armenian ifj ‘desire, wish’ by metathesis)

Perhaps the strangest instance of reduplication is a TB derivative, an expressive
reduplication, ktakdt ‘finger gesture, spreading of the fingers’, likely stemming from PIE
*kVetudr ‘four’ (Blazek 2001), perhaps later meaning ‘span’ or ‘stretched fingers’ based on the
Lithuanian verbs késti ‘to expand, to stretch’ and kétoti ‘to place apart, to deploy, to expand the

hand’. One last “expressive reduplication” is suggested by Melchert (by personal correspondence



to Adams, 1999) for perpette ‘burden, load’, which may have been *per-per-te with subsequent

assimilation of *-r¢- to *-#t-.

There are only a handful of reduplicated adjectives — most partially, one fully. The
adjective pdp (pdpam, etc.) ~ pup- (pupan, pupam, etc.), ‘foul, evil-smelling’, of unclear
etymology, is suggested by Winter (mentioned by Adams (1999), “Winter (1976:396)” citation
likely a typo) to be a reduplication of PIE *peu(h,)- ‘foul, stink’, the simplex of which is
antonymous ‘pure, to be clean’. We also have yulyke ‘clever, crafty, cunning’, which Isebaert
(1980) suggests a PIE preform *we-wl-eko-, a reduplicated derivative of *wel- ‘to turn, to twist’,

which sounds plausible.

The TB first person singular pronoun 7ias (TA has a very unusual feature given that it
distinguishes a masculine and feminine first person singular pronoun, as nds (m.) and 7iuk (f.)
(Fortson 2011)) likely had a circuitous journey through time — if we take pre-PT mene-, we can
say that this should have derived from the reduplicated PIE accusative *méme (from *me or *meé,
Cogwill 1965:170). Though we see evidence of the fully reduplicated form only in Indic
(Sanskrit mama), we can still see a dissimilated form in Avestan mana and a dissimilatory loss in
both Latin meus and Greek €udc (gen.) and €un (acc.). For Tocharian, we can posit *méme > loss
of the unstressed vowel *mne > *m(d)iid > *mnd > *7id, with the final § being a remnant of the
genitive ending -i (< PIE *-eis) by applying the Tocharian-Greek-Germanic equation by Schmidt

(1978), an idea which goes back at least as far as Kronasser (1956).



Lastly, for adverbs, we have ololyesa ‘even more’, which may be related (by
reduplication) to olya ‘more’ according to Adams (1999), and Weiss (2019) also posits the
adverb preke ‘at all times’, as a distributive reduplication (there may a similar phenomenon in
Hittite, c.f. Dempsey 2015). The fully reduplicated adverb and undeclinable adjective pdlyca-
pdlyc ‘fleeting(ly) is again of uncertain etymology; van Windekens (1944:136-7) proposes a
connection with plutk- ‘to rise up’, which originally meant ‘to fly’, and Adams (1999) prefers a

more direct connection to just the root plu- ‘fly’.

III — Disappearance of Causative Preterite Reduplication in TB

Class II (causative) preterites are reduplicated in TA, commonly known as the regular
way of creating “causative” preterites (whereas TB uses preterites with just a palatalizing internal
a to make them, TA has a reduplicated form in its corresponding Class II, such as TA cacdl vs.
TB cala ‘lifted’ « tdla- ‘to 1ift’; kdl- ‘to endure’ shows preterite kakdl, TA wawik:, TB yaika
‘removed’ « wik- ‘to disappear’ (Weiss 2019)), but TB has eliminated reduplication even here.
Exactly how this happened is still very much under discussion — the origins® of this class of
causatives is still under some level of debate in TA®, with some saying that this is possibly
reflecting the PIE reduplicated aorist. Kim (2007) also notes that *dw = *[u], which seems to

cause weakening in two important categories of forms, preterite participles in -u and verbal

5 Weiss (2019) mentions that under the fixed accent characteristic of this type, surfaces as a; also regarding its
origin as “is one of the most controversial questions about the Tocharian verbal system. The corresponding
formation in Tocharian A is reduplicated and for this reason scholars since Wilhelm Schulze have tried to
explain the Tocharian B preterite Il as continuing in some fashion an original reduplicated form, but this is not
the only solution” (p. 183).

6 For TB, Krause & Slocum (2020) suggests that PIE long & found its way into TB (possibly from the long vowel
as found in Latin légi, feci, etc.).
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nouns in -une (thus in TA reduplicated preterite participles to verbal roots in @ (< pre-TA *a < PT

*a) or a (< pre-TA *a <PT *¢, *e, *0), the root vowel in the second syllable is always -J- ~ -d-.

For TA, however it ultimately came about, Peyrot (2013) explains that despite co-
occurring with initial palatalization, reduplication nevertheless carried a heavy functional load,
“since the corresponding non-causative, unreduplicated preterite may have initial palatalization
too” (p. 91), which meant that there were a good number of minimal pairs such as sasdrs to sdrs

‘to let know’, lyalyma-m to ldm vs. lyma-m ‘to cause to place’.

Though there have been synchronic empirical/statistical studies attempting to quantify the
concept of functional load in a language’s phonology (for instance, see Surendran & Nigoyi
2003) as this is a very active subfield of study experimentally, it remains difficult to quantify
such a concept for a dead language — nevertheless, it would be sound to claim that an element
with a heavier functional load in the grammatical structure might persist, while those with a
lighter functional load disappeared or became optional (Dorian 1977). This seems to be at play

here, and may be our best explanation for the motivation behind this loss in TB.

IV — Surprises

i — Reduplicating participle vowel e reflects PIE *o

For TA, in the context of explaining that one can predict which reduplication vowel (/a/

or /a/) will surface based on the underlying root vowel, Peyrot (2013) only mentions in passing
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in a footnote (FN 110) that “except for some roots with a-reduplication and a root vowel e or o,
and some roots beginning with a vowel or one of the glides y and w”. Yet this does not explain
the bigger mystery here for TB — why is the reduplicating vowel for the participles e, which
reflects PIE *0? Willi (2018) says that a true “PIE o-reduplication would be unheard of”, yet the
distribution found in TB points to a reduplication vowel of PT *e, which is the regular

descendant of PIE *-o0’- or *-¢é-.

Willi (2018, FN67) also points that that Ringe (1990:223-6) uses *-é- for the PT
descendant of PIE *-0- but *-e- for PIE *-é-, and though he seems to accept this, he notes that
others do not accept Ringe’s line of reasoning that *-é- and *-e- behave differently in labial

environments, and that for this reason other authors note (e.g. Kiimmel 2009) both as PT *-ce-.

A plausible explanation for an apparent o-reduplication, according to Willi (2018:99), is
that this could (or should) have arisen in PT by assimilation to an identical vowel in the
proceeding syllable, and he gives Latin memordi ‘bit” — momordi as a possible parallel
development. If this were true, only a reduplicated formation with o-vocalism in the root could
be the correct trigger, though Willi gets around this barrier by suggesting that if o-reduplication
had become established during the PT (or perhaps pre-PT) era, there may have been a
generalization from there to any other reduplicated formation (e.g. the reduplicated aorist), and

secondly, that perhaps the TA causative preterite reduplicated vowel need not be identical to that

7  PIE short *o, including *h,e > *o, results in PT *&; Krause [not the famous old timer Krause] & Slocum (2020)
give as an example PIE *so > PT *se@ > TA sa- TB se, but note that in TB, PIE *mdzgo- ‘knot’ becomes PT
*meeske > TB meske ‘joint’; but the development in TA shows an example of the insertion of epenthetic -d- to
break up a cluster: PT *meske > pre-TA *mask(a) > TA masdk. In some instances PIE *o remains PT *o, but
this generally results from assimilation of the normal result PT *e to a following PT *u or *o < PIE *6 or *a
(umlaut), for example, PIE *(d)oru > PT *eru > PT *or(u) > TA & TB or ‘wood’.
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of the preterite participles in TA/TB. For such a scenario, he proposes as a possibility that the
reduplication pattern here could have been *(h;)Ce-h,C- > *CéC- and that PT *-e- < PIE *-¢é-
could have replaced PT *-d- (< PIE *-e-) afterwards in other contexts because of the phonetic

similarity with PT *-ce- < *-0- in the participial reduplication.

An additional positive outcome of this option is that, according to Willi, such a
development could even help to explain the widespread palatalization in root-initial consonants
(which, as we saw, are extant in both participles and causative preterites). In attempting to give a
more detailed explanation of the fate of PIE *&, Krause & Slocum (2020) explain that this vowel
developed an onglide which results in initial *#y- or palatalization of the preceding consonant in
PT, though depending on the vocalism of the underlying vowel, *-é- gives PT *-ce-, which is the
reflex of PIE *o > PT *e; thus PIE *é& and *o only distinguish themselves in PT by the presence

or absence, respectively, of preceding palatalization.

ii — -pe-reduplication

Weiss (2019) gives us plérnka- ‘to sell’, with its 2™ person imperfective peplyaiike or past
participle peplyanku and notes that the pe- is not the imperative particle here, rather verbs

beginning with p- do not take the particle but take a reduplication.

Other verbs which follow this pattern of reduplicating their p-initial syllable is prutk- ‘to
be stopped, to be confined, to be shut out’, which becomes peprutku; prink ‘to stay away, to

restrain oneself” becomes peprdnko, the middle (hybrid transitive-intranstive) verb pdk- ‘to
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become ready for eating, to cook, to make ready for eating, etc.” becomes
pepdksu-/pdpeku-/pepaksormem; pdrk- ‘to ask, to question’ (cognate with Armenian harcanel)
becomes pepdrku/pepdrkormem, pdlk- ‘to burn’ becomes pepdlyku; pdlw- ‘to complain, to
bewail one’s fate’ becomes pepdlywu from which we also have the noun for ‘complaint’
pepdlywor, pils- ‘to stretch, to strain (one’s ears)’ becomes pepilso, putk- ‘to divide, to share, to
separate’ becomes pepputku, which shows an interesting case of plosive assimilation; and the

verbal root pyutk- ‘to establish, to bring into being, to create’ becomes pepyutko.

iii — Dereduplication in TB

Weiss (2019) mentions but one case of dereduplication in his textbook — that of takow, a
dereduplicated or metrically shortened form of tatdkau/tatakow (later spelling) ‘has become’. We
also see the curious case of TB tditta/tattam- (Kim 2018) and dereduplicated TA t@- from PT
*tatta- (reflects a reduplicated present with a generalized zero-grade) from PIE *dhidh(e)h,-,
where we also get Greek tifnut ‘to put, to place,” Sanskrit (with analogical vowel in reduplicated
syllable) dadhati ‘puts, places,” which Adams (1999) thinks is probably the derived Hittite tittiya-
‘to insert, to create a city,’ fittanu- ‘to adjust, to sit down, to insert’ (as an aside, Adams
comments that the -#z- in these two Hittite verbs is something of a problem as one would expect
*-t-), and the possibly reduplicated Lycian infinitive f#fane ‘to put, to place’, with the
unreduplicated variant being tane-. The Hittite and Lycian examples at least show that the

possible fate of the original PIE reduplicated form.
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The root mi- (from PIE *mei ‘exchange’) ‘to befool’ may be a possible dereduplication
candidate, from /memya/. The TA athematic present of sd/- ‘to throw off, to let fall, to drop’, also
the same in TB, might be the equivalent (Adams, 1999) of the Sanskrit reduplicated athematic

present with somewhat regular loss of reduplication

Malzahn (2010) agrees in essence with Kim (2003) in his heavily modified proposal of
Schulze’s take on preterite II verbs, in that we start with inherited PIE reduplicated stems with
the shape *CeCe(R)C- or *Ci-Ce(R)C-, and contra Hardarson (1997), Kim claims that such
structures could have resulted in preterite II forms by assuming that during the PT era, these
reduplicated preterites first developed root allomorphs of the PT *-Ce(R)C- in the active plural
forms, then became generalized to root-initial palatalization through the whole active paradigm,
and finally generalized the root allomorph of the active plural forms. Thus Malzahn prefers this

explanation by inter-paradigmatic analogy rather than intra-paradigmatic analogy.

In a detailed article defending the bottom-up approach to Tocharian causatives (as
opposed to the top-down approach of having derived from PIE reduplicated imperfects of the
*(e)-gi-genhi-t/*(e)-gi-gnhi-ent-type, which later became pre-PT *CiCe(R)C-/*Ci-C(R)C-),
Malzahn (2016) states that reconstructing presents of this top-down approach for pre-PT seems at

first glance to gain some support from other Tocharian material, namely:

[...] from some forms belonging to Tocharian morphological categories affiliated
specifically with preterite Class II such as the TA/TB Imperative II and the TB Class IXb

presents and subjunctives. Those imperatives (such as TB pitka, TA putik < *pd-w dtka

15



from wdtk(@)- ‘decide’, Kaus. ‘command’) and even some so-called privatives such as TB
espirtacce ‘un-turned’ from spartt(a)- ‘turn’ belonging with Class IXb formations
made from this root such as sparttassim (e.g. in THT 30 b8; see Malzahn 2010: 449
451), thereby presupposing a pre-TB subjunctive stem *spdrtta- (see Malzahn 2010:
454-456) attest to (possibly dereduplicated) verbal stems of the PT shape *C:’dC:-.

(ibid., 392-93)

She then explains her “tézzi” principle®, which can neatly explain the present >
subjunctive stem PT *$d-sdrsa- presupposed by Class IXb sarsassdle, with a new present stem
*sdrs-a- which was formed on the basis of a preterite stem PT *sdrs-a-, which then underwent

secondary reduplication by *Cd- (ibid., 397-98).

On the basis that at some stage of the development that “followed the analogical
dereduplication of the Class III preterites that had started out as reduplicated perfect,” Malzahn
(2010:313) asserts that all former present verbs that had been built from preterites via the tézzi
principle were still felt “to be based on synchronically unreduplicated preterites, acquired
analogical reduplication,”(ibid.) to wit, on the model of the presents that later turned into the
ablauting kind of Subjective I class, and which had been exactly based on former perfect

paradigms, were still reduplicated and showing pre-PT *o/zero ablaut.

8 However, Pooth (2015) disagrees with the premise and even existence of such a principle, and warns in a
tripartite fashion that 1) “a “backformation” of Proto-Anatolian present forms from “PIE root aorist” contradicts
the most plausible diachronic typological scenario; we would not be able to understand the existence of IE
distinction of root aorists vs. root presents in the given form at all”; 2) “from a typological background this idea
is quite implausible — iff [sic] the “primary endings” *-ti go back to locative-marked progressives (which is
highly likely both for form and function)”; and, 3) “this idea should not be used as “a principle” any longer,
because it is obviously just a by-product of a mistaken “Graeco-Aryan” backprojection”.
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As for case involving a zero-grade preterite I ending in suffixal pre-PT *-4, Kim
(2003:225ss, FN75), the tézzi principle is able to generate and explain present and subjunctive
stems from such preterites based on the PT *C,dC.a- — *C,iCod-sk pattern without any trace of

a reduplicated syllable whatsoever.

There may be quite a few more cases of dereduplication, but proposing etymologies on
this basis can be fraught with difficulty. To give one example outside of Tocharian, on the
question of whether the imperfective Classical Armenian dne-/ ‘to place, to put’ goes back to
Proto-Armenian imperfective *dé-ne-, which replaced the PIE reduplicated stem *d"ehi-,
Kocharov (2019) speculates that in theory, one may reconstruct a more complicated scenario,
according to which the PIE reduplicated stem first underwent dereduplication yielding the
imperfective root stem and then was extended by the nasal suffix. Though as he points out, this
scenario requires a stage when both imperfective and perfective stems were “non-
characteri[z]ed” or indistinct. Occam’s razor would lead one to support a more economy-minded
view that the contrast between the imperfective and perfective stems of this verb had been
continually maintained, and the loss of reduplication was repaired by means of a competing

imperfective nasal stem.

Y — Conclusion

To conclude, we hope that we have been able to sketch a rough typology of reduplication
as both a productive process (at least in a limited way) in Tocharian and as an unproductive relic

of a distant past, containing perhaps several layers in this proverbial time-slice, each with
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additional (morpho-)phonological phenomena, the details of most of which are now lost to us,
that wore out previously productive reduplicative processes save for one in TB. As for why
reduplication in causatives survived in TA but did not in TB, psycholinguistic experiments on
functional load may help shed light on the durability of high-functional load units (though we
have yet to see an experiment involving suffixal compared to palatalization as functional load-
bearing units) and such results may be key to explaining this surviving feature of TA. As for the
seemingly dissimilar Class II preterites of the two Tocharian daughter languages, it is surprising
that both may have stemmed from a single reduplicated PT ancestor (Kim 2003:226). It remains
unclear what the precise origin of the pe-reduplication is, the exact cause of dereduplication in
the instances we have seen, and it remains nebulous what ultimately happened with the
reduplicating participle vowel e reflecting PIE *o, though computational models and advances in
theoretical phonology in the future may help us come up with a better idea of their diachronic

development.
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