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Tarim-type demonstrative systems of Khotanese and Tocharian:
towards the reconstruction of language contact
in the Tarim Basin!

This article discusses the formation patterns of Khotanese (< Eastern Iranian) demonstrative
pronouns that are unparalleled in other Iranian languages. It covers the deictic meanings,
etymology, and evolutionary patterns of Khotanese demonstrative stems. The deviant fea-
tures of Khotanese find their parallels in Tocharian. These include the functional distribution
of demonstrative pronouns in the system as anaphoric, proximal and distal series; the forma-
tion of all three series from two suppletive stems; the marking of deictic contrast by means of
suffixal indices; as well as the morphological makeup of individual demonstrative pronouns.
By comparing Khotanese innovations with those of Tocharian, these features can be identi-
fied as markers of the Tarim-type demonstrative system. It is argued that centuries-long lan-
guage contact in the Tarim Basin may have led Khotanese and Tocharian to develop a shared
typological profile, absent in the neighboring languages.
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1. Introduction

Compared to the rest of Iranian languages, Khotanese presents a unique example of a Middle
Iranian language which exhibits a dedicated anaphoric demonstrative pronoun. Furthermore,
both Khotanese proximal and distal demonstrative pronouns show innovative formation un-
paralleled in Iranian languages. In contrast, Khotanese demonstrative adverbs preserve the re-
flexes of Proto-Iranian demonstrative stems. The areal perspective provided in this article consists
in comparing Khotanese innovations with those of the neighboring languages. It is concluded
that Tocharian shows parallels to the deviant features of Khotanese, both in terms of the struc-
ture of the system as a whole and the makeup of individual elements. Over centuries of lan-
guage contact with Tocharian, the Khotanese demonstrative pronouns were restructured into
a completely new type, which is labeled the Tarim-type demonstrative system. The characteristic
features of Tarim-type demonstrative pronouns probably have a substrate origin similarly to
the other deviant features of Tocharian resulting from prehistoric contact with Proto-Samoyedic.

The bulk of the paper will be organized as follows:

— in section 2, I reconstruct the Proto-Iranian demonstrative stems and compare various
reflexes of demonstrative pronouns in Iranian languages, suggesting the typical Iranian pattern
of evolution of demonstrative stems. I then provide etymologies of Khotanese demonstrative
stems and argue why Khotanese demonstrative pronouns do not conform to the typical Ira-
nian type;

1 This research has been supported by the Russian Science Foundation, project No. 25-78-10222 “Between
morphology and syntax: challenging phenomena across frameworks”. I thank the anonymous reviewers for their
valuable comments. All remaining errors are mine alone.
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— in section 3, I aim to demonstrate the similarities between the demonstrative pronouns
of Khotanese and Tocharian. This provides more evidence of language contact between Kho-
tanese and the Tocharian languages;

— in section 4, I discuss possible diachronic scenarios for common innovations of Tarim-
type demonstrative systems, emphasizing the hypothesis of the Uralic substrate influence.
This is followed by the concluding section 5.

2. The history of Khotanese demonstrative stems
2.1 Proto-Iranian demonstrative stems and series

Based on the data of Avestan and Old Persian, one can reconstruct at least four series of de-
monstrative pronouns in Proto-Iranian (see Table 1). These four series are deduced on the ba-
sis of the deictic and textual uses in Old Iranian languages and backed up by the data from
Middle and New Iranian languages. Three series are distinguished on the proximity scale:
proximal, medial and distal. Apart from this, one series is reserved for non-exophoric use,
primarily functioning as anaphoric and third person pronouns. Since the paradigms are often
suppletive, the number of stems in Proto- and Old Iranian is considerably larger than that of
the series.

Proximal Medial Distal Anaphoric

*a-, *ai- : *ii-, *ima-, *and *aisa-, *aita- *aya-, *hau- *ha-, *ta-; possibly, *a-

Table 1. Four series of Proto-Iranian demonstrative pronouns (Badeev 2024a: 97).

The Old Iranian demonstrative systems are characterized by several patterns of supple-
tion. First, there is a suppletion pattern in Proto-Indo-European where a suppletive demon-
strative stem is deployed in the nom.sg.m. and nom.sg.f. Besides that, two suppletive patterns
in the formation of demonstrative pronouns go back to the Proto-Indo-Iranian level: first,
when a suppletive stem is deployed in the indirect cases (other than the nominative-accusative);
second, when a suppletive stem is deployed in the instrumental singular masculine. All three
patterns are found in the Avestan proximal demonstrative pronoun ae- : i-/ima-/a-/ana
(<PIr. *a-, *ai- : *ii-, *ima-, *and), see Table 2. In this instance, the suppletive stem of the
nom.sg.m.-f. consists of the ablaut variants ae- : i-; in nom.-acc. except for nom.sg.m.-f., ima- is
found; all the indirect cases are formed on the basis of the a- stem, except for instr.sg.m. ana.

Singular Plural Dual
Case
Masc. Neut. Fem. Masc. Neut. Fem. Masc. | Neut. | Fem.
nom. aem imat m imgq, ime ima, imd ima ima — —
acc. imam imat imgm imgq, ime ima, imd imd — — —
gen. ahe, airjhe airfhd, airjhdsca aesqm dnham aiid —
dat. ahmdi airfhdi aeibiio abiio abiia abiid
abl. ahmat airjhat — — — —
instr. ana aiia aeibis — — —
loc. ahmi, ahmiia airjhe aesu, aesuua ahuua — —

Table 2. Avestan proximal demonstrative aé- : I-/ima-/a-/ana (Badeev 2024: 99).
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Considering further etymologies, *a- comes from PIE *e- or *h;e-. In turn, *ai- : *ii- follows
the Proto-Indo-European alternation between *h,e- and *i-, see the paradigm reconstructed in
Beekes 2011: 229. The morpheme *ima- is formed in Proto-Indo-Iranian on the basis of PIE
*i-stem with the addition of the *-ma- element (Dunkel 2014: 370). Last but not least, *ani < PIE
*e-nod-h; is formed by adding the deictic particle *-no- to the demonstrative pronoun *e-. The
Old Indic proximal instr.sg. end is formed in a similar way (Kupfer 2002: 49). It is cognate with
OCS onv ‘that’, Lith. afis, ands ‘that’, although the details are unclear. The reconstruction of the
Old Church Slavonic and Lithuanian pronouns as PIE *ino- given in Dunkel 2014: 55 is dis-
puted because of the lack of exact cognates in other Indo-European languages, see Peyrot 2017.
In Iranian languages it is only found in the instr.sg.m. It is probably connected to the Old Indic
instr.sg.m ending of the thematic declension (as well as of the demonstrative pronouns) -ena,
which displaced the old instr.sg.m -2. The Khotanese instr.sg. ending -ina (-ina) has the same
origin. It was argued that this development in Indo-Iranian languages is due to the expansion
of the ending of the n-declension to the thematic paradigm, cf. Khot. nom.sg. tcei’mi : instr.sg.
tcei’'mina ‘eye’ (cf. Av. casman-); nom.sg. balysi : instr.sg. balysina ‘Buddha’ (Emmerick 1968a:
258).

The other Proto-Iranian demonstrative pronouns follow the suppletion and alternation
patterns mentioned above. Thus, *aua- and *hau- are both distal deixis forms with *hau- occur-
ring only in nom.sg.m. and nom.sg.f., and *aua- occurring everywhere else. Both contain the
Proto-Indo-European deictic particle *u. Reflexes of PIE *u are also involved in the formation
of demonstrative pronouns in Proto-Slavic and Old Indic languages, cf. OInd asaii, OCS ovv.
Considering the above data, one can suggest that *aua- is formed on the basis of PIE *a- and *u
stems, while *hau- involves PIE *s¢- in addition to *u. Apart from *hau-, PIE *s6- is involved in
the formation of two more Proto-Iranian demonstrative pronouns: medial *aisa-/*aita- and
anaphoric *ha-/*ta-. The latter is basically the reflex of PIE *si-/*té-. The former, however, is
the innovative Proto-Indo-Iranian formation reflecting the combination of PIE *ai- and *s6-/*t-.
The most complete paradigm of *ha-/*ta- is found in Avestan. However, already in Old
Avestan the paradigm is defective: only nominative, accusative and instr.sg.m. are formed
from these stems. The other cases are formed by the reflexes of the *a- stem, with a similar dis-
tribution as in the paradigm of the proximal demonstrative pronoun aé- : i-/ima-/a-/ana. Thus,
the anaphoric demonstrative pronoun in Proto-Iranian probably incorporated the *a- stem in
its paradigm. For a further discussion of the morphological and semantic properties of
Avestan, Old Persian and Proto-Iranian demonstrative pronouns see Badeev 2024a.

2.2 Proto-Iranian demonstrative stems
reflected in Middle and New Iranian languages

By the Middle Iranian and New Iranian periods, the demonstrative systems of Iranian
languages underwent simplification, and different innovations are found in individual lan-
guages. For instance, in the Pamir languages except Yazghulami, a tripartite system prevailed,
probably due to convergence, see Wendtland 2009: 180; Edelman 1990: 222-228. Cf. Shugh. (1)
yam (obl. mi, mam) < *ima-; (2) yid (obl. di, dam) < *aita-; (3) yu, ya (obl. wi, wam) < *aua-. Thus,
the reflexes of *ima-, *aita-, *aua- constitute a system in which (1) proximal, (2) medial and (3)
distal deixis are distinguished. Tripartite systems are also found in such Middle Iranian lan-
guages as Sogdian, Khotanese and Parthian (Sims-Williams 1994; Wendtland 2009: 181;
Durkin-Meisterernst 2014: 282). In the case of Sogdian, the Proto-Iranian suppletive pattern is
preserved, with the second series resulting from the contamination of two separate Proto-
Iranian demonstrative pronouns *aisa- and *ta-. Cf. Sogd. (1) y- (obl. m-) <*ai-/*ima-; (2) - (obl. t-)
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< *aisa-/*ta-; (3) x- (obl. w-) < *hau-/*aua-, which denote, respectively, (1) proximal, (2) medial
and (3) distal deixis (Sims-Williams 1994). In Parthian, the suppletive inflection of Proto-
Iranian is lost, and the tripartite system of deixis prevailed, cf. Parth. (1) im < *ima-; (2) ed <
*aita-, (3) ho < *hau- (Durkin-Meisterernst 2014: 279-290). The Pashto system shows more inno-
vations, since the deictic functions of the Pashto proximal day- and medial (h)ay- do not corre-
spond to Proto-Iranian, cf. Pashto (1) day- < *aita-ga-; (2) (h)ay- < *a-ga-; (3) (Wuy-, hoy- < *hau-ga-
or *aya-ga- (Edelman 1990: 220-221; Boyle David 2014: 172-176).

The reflection of Proto-Iranian stems in languages with bipartite systems of demonstrative
pronouns is not uniform either. Yazghulami differs from other Pamir languages by the loss of
the third series, while the origin of the first series is being debated, cf. Yazgh. proximal (1)
yu(k) < *aiam/*iiam or *aua-; distal (2) du(k) < *aita- (for the discussion see Edelman 1990: 225-
227; Wendtland 2009: 180). In Ossetic, Iron and Digor proximal (1) a- < *a-, and Iron distal (2)
wy- < *aua- are found. The etymology of Digor distal nom. je (obl. wo- < *aua-) is uncertain, it is
probably derived from *hau- with the genitive case marker, see the discussion in (Edelman
1990: 216-217; Badeev 2024b). The bipartite system in Kurdish languages goes back to the
Proto-Iranian as follows: (1) Kurm. ev, Sor. em < *ima-; (2) Kurm., Sor. ew < *aua- (Chyet 2003:
180, 181). A distinct set of demonstrative pronouns characterized by the final -n is found in
Middle and New Persian, as well as in various other Iranian languages, such as Khwarezmian,
Gilaki and Mazanderani. Cf. MP ‘yn /in/, perhaps, /én/ (NP in) ‘this’, MP h'n /han/, n’ /an/ (NP
an) ‘that’; Khw. ny, nyn /ni, nin/ ‘this’, n'n /nan/ ‘that’; Gil. (h)an ‘this’, (h)un ‘that’; Maz. in(to)
‘this’, un(to) ‘that’ (Bogolyubov 2012; Rastorgueva, Edelman 1982: 511-515). Probably, the suf-
tix *-na is involved in the formation of the above demonstrative pronouns, while the corre-
sponding Old Iranian stems of the proximal and distal demonstrative pronouns are preserved,
cf. MP in < *iyam-na (OP prox.nom.sg. iyam); MP (h)an < *hau-na (OP dist.nom.sg. hau)
(Klingenschmitt 2005: 112). However, if the loss of final -m in case endings occurs as early as in
Late Old Persian (Fattori 2024: 253), the more probable etymon *iya-na should be recon-
structed. Klingenschmitt (2005: 111) also mentions Sogdian forms that are used both with and
without the suffix -na, cf. Sogd. dist.gen.sg.m. wy(n) < *auyahia(-na), prox.gen.sg.m. wy(n) <
*imahia(-na). Considering the above, Middle Persian also has demonstrative pronouns formed
from other Old Persian stems, cf. MP im < OP prox.acc.sg.m. imam; oy < OP dist.acc.sg.m. ava-
hya; ed < OP nom.-acc.sg.n. *aita (discourse deictic). However, these forms have no exophoric
uses in Middle Persian. Thus, im is used only in adverbial constructions such as im roz ‘today’;
oy is primarily used as the third person pronoun, and ed as a discourse-structuring device
(Durkin-Meisterernst 2014: 284), in fact, similarly to the use of OP *aita- (Badeev 2024: 89). The
discussion on the etymology of these pronouns is far from complete. However, it can be noted
that the Middle and New Persian bipartite system represents a specific innovation. It is prob-
able that demonstrative pronouns of this type in other Iranian languages may be the result of
language contact and significant Persian influence. A summary of the reflexes of Proto-Iranian
demonstrative pronouns can be seen in Table 3.

This sample of languages gives an idea of Proto-Iranian demonstrative pronouns, pro-
nominal stems and their typical reflexes in various Iranian languages. Thus, the typical com-
position of the system of demonstrative pronouns in Iranian languages includes the following
Proto-Iranian stems: proximal (1) *ai- : *ii-, *ima-; medial (2) *aiSa-, *aita- (and perhaps *ta-); dis-
tal (3) *aua-, *hau-. This tripartite contrast may be simplified to bipartite with one of the three
elements being lost. In this section, I intentionally avoided mentioning Khotanese. In the next
subsections I describe its system of demonstrative pronouns and show why it does not corre-
spond to the typical Iranian profile.
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Proto-Iranian *a-, *ai- : *ii-, *ima-, *ana *aisa-, *aita- *aua-, *hau- *ha-, *ta-
Avestan a-/ae- : 1-/ima-/ana aesa- [ aéta- auua-/hau ha-/ta-
Old Persian a-/iya-/ima-{and aita- ava-{hay
Middle Persian n, im ed (h)an, oy
Parthian im ed ho
Khwarezmian ny, nyn nys nn, nw(y)r
Sogdian y- (obl. m-) $- x- (obl. w-) t-, oblique for 3-
New Persian in an
Kurmanji ev ew
Shughni yam (obl. mi, mam) yid (obl. di, dam) yu, ya (obl. wi, wam)
Yazghulami yu(k) du(k)
Pashto (h)ay- day- (h)uy-, hoy-
Ossetic a- wy-/je (obl. wo-)

Table 3. Reflexes of Proto-Iranian demonstrative pronouns in a sample of Iranian languages.

2.3 Khotanese demonstrative stems compared to the typical Iranian patterns

Three series of demonstrative pronouns are distinguished in Khotanese. Khot. sita-/ttita-
and sara-/ttara- are labeled as the “near” and the “remote” in the secondary literature (Sims-
Williams 1994: 49; Emmerick 2009: 387). For the contrast between the two, cf. Khot. ne ttuto
tcalco u ne ttaro ne myario ‘Not this boundary, and not that one, and not the middle one’
(Skjeerve 2002: 247). According to the typological terminology adopted in this article, Khot.
sdta-/ttita- and sara-/ttara- would be referred to as proximal and distal demonstrative pro-
nouns. The demonstrative pronoun Khot. sa-/tta- is referred to as “neutral” in the literature
(see Sims-Williams 1994: 49). However, I argue in favor of the more accurate label “ana-
phoric”. Khot. sa-/tta- is typically used in anaphoric contexts, where the reference is made to a
noun phrase in the preceding discourse, cf. gyastisiu aysanu skodde ttye bendi balysi niga’lsti
‘He created the divine seat. The Buddha sat on it’ (Emmerick 1968b: 26). Thus, while Khot. sa-
/tta- is used for anaphoric (and third person pronominal) reference, proximal and distal de-
monstrative pronouns, namely, Khot. sita-/ttita- and sara-/ttara- express the deictic contrast
between near and remote objects. For the complete paradigms of Khotanese demonstrative
pronouns, see Tables 4-6.

All three series of Khotanese demonstrative pronouns, respectively, Khot. anaphoric sa-
/tta-, proximal sita-/ttita-, and distal sara-/ttara-, are formed on the basis of two Proto-Iranian
stems, *aisa- and *ta-. N. Sims-Williams analyzes Khot. sa-/tta- and Sogd. 5-/t- demonstrative

Singular Plural
Case
Masculine Feminine Masculine Feminine
nom. sd sa tti tte, tti
acc. ttu tto tti tte, tti
gen.-dat. ttye ttye ttanu ttanu
instr.-abl. ttina ttifie ttyau ttyau
loc. ttina ttinia ttuvo’ ttuvo’
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Table 4. Khotanese anaphoric demonstrative pronoun (Emmerick 2024: 301).

Singular
Case Masculine Feminine
Uncontracted Contracted Uncontracted Contracted
nom. siiti sei(’), sid’ — sa(’)
acc. ttutu ttu ttuto, ttuvo tvo
gen.-dat. ttit(i)ye ttiye — ttiye
instr.-abl. ttitina — ttitiiie —
loc. ttitinia — ttitinia ttinia
Plural
nom.-acc. ttitd — ttite —
gen.-dat. ttitanu ttyanu — ttyanu
instr.-abl. — ttiyyo ttitiyyo —
loc. ttivo’, ttito tvo ttito tvo
Table 5. Khotanese proximal demonstrative pronoun (Emmerick 2024: 301).
Case Singular Plural
Masculine Feminine Masculine Feminine
nom. sard sara ttard ttare
acc. ttaru ttaro ttardi ttare
gen.-dat. ttarye ttarye ttaranu —
instr.-abl. ttarna — ttaryau —
loc. — ttariia — —

Table 6. Khotanese distal demonstrative pronoun (Emmerick 2024: 302).

stems as an innovative contamination of Proto-Iranian *aisa- and *ta- (Sims-Williams 1994).
There is a formal distinction between Khot. t (earlier [d], later [?]) < PlIr. *VtV and Khot. ¢ [t] <
*tV (Edelman 1986: 166; Hitch 2016: 94). Thus, Khot. tta- is the regular reflex of PIr. *ta-, rather
than *aita-. However, this argument does not hold for Sogdian, where both PIr. *VtV and *tV
yield Sogd. t (Edelman 1986: 165-166). Therefore, Sogd. t- can be considered the reflex of both
PIr. *ta- and *aita-. The main argument of Sims-Williams in favor of deriving Sogd. t- from PIr.
*ta- rather than *aita- is the use of two distinct Aramaeograms? for Sogdian suppletive 5- and
t-stems (Sims-Williams 1994: 50). For each other suppletive stem (y-/m-, x-/w-) only one
Aramaeogram is used. Thus, it is assumed that at the time of the earliest written fixations,
prior to forming the innovative paradigm, s- and ¢- were recognized as two distinct pronouns.
In Sogdian, s-/t- has medial deictic and anaphoric uses, which also corresponds to the seman-
tics of *aisa- and *ta- in Proto-Iranian. In Khotanese no distinctive Aramaeograms are used, but
the argument of phonological correspondences still holds.

Two features make the Khotanese system unique in comparison with other Iranian lan-
guages.’ First, the system of three series in Khotanese is based on historical modifications of

2 Regarding the use of the term Aramaeogram, see the discussion in Kudrinski & Yakubovich 2016: 54.

3 I intentionally avoid discussing Tumshugqese, a language closely related to Khotanese, in this article. Tum-
shuqgese demonstratives are far less studied, and the data are probably not enough to speak of its demonstrative
system with certainty. However, there is evidence that the Tumshuqgese demonstrative pronouns differ from Kho-
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the same two Proto-Iranian suppletive stems. While many Iranian languages have tripartite
systems, these are always based on at least three different Proto-Iranian stems (six in lan-
guages that preserve the old suppletion pattern, like Sogdian). Furthermore, the makeup of
the system is drastically different: Iranian languages typically possess the typologically com-
mon proximal-medial-distal or proximal-distal system, while Khotanese has proximal-distal-
anaphoric. To the best of my knowledge, Avestan is the only Iranian language, except for Kho-
tanese, to possess a specific series of anaphoric demonstratives, cf. Av. ha-/ta-/a-. However,
Avestan has a four-series contrast with aesa-/aéta- for medial deixis, like in typical Iranian tri-
partite systems. On top of this, the a- stem is used in the oblique cases of the proximal demon-
strative pronoun in Avestan. Thus, only nom., acc. and instr.sg.m. are formed from the stems
of the dedicated anaphoric pronoun Av. ha-, ta-. The details of the etymology of the Khotanese
proximal and distal demonstrative pronouns are discussed in subsections 2.3.1 and 2.3.2.

2.3.1. Proximal demonstrative stems

Khot. sita-/ttita- are the two stems of the proximal demonstrative pronoun. Khotanese gram-
mars explain its form as the result of reduplication of the anaphoric demonstrative stem sa-
/tta- (Konow 1941: 48; Emmerick 2024: 301). Since reduplicated demonstrative series are not
found in the other Iranian languages, the origin of such reduplication still requires a proper
explanation. To begin with, most case forms of the proximal demonstrative pronoun are based
on the stem ttita-, with i in the first syllable. The only exception is the stem of accusative sin-
gular ttuta- in both genders. Therefore, it is possible to suggest two paths of forming the
proximal demonstrative pronoun. One involves partial reduplication, i.e. exact reduplication
of the first syllable of the stem, as we observe in ttutu (anaphoric ttu), ttitiiia (anaphoric ttifia),
but not in ttitanu (anaphoric ttanu). With respect to gen.sg. and instr.pl. of the anaphoric de-
monstrative pronoun, one may assume the contraction ttye < *ttiye, ttyau < *ttiyau; respec-
tively, proximal ttitiye and ttitiyyo. However, -i- is not found in anaphoric tte < *tah, ttanu <
*tanam, ttuvo’ < *taisu. Thus, if we accept the scenario with initial syllable reduplication, -4- in
ttite*, ttitanu, ttdvo’ remains unexplained. It is possible that the paradigm of the proximal de-
monstrative pronoun was further leveled by analogy with the most frequent stem ttita-. Then
we have to assume that the stem of acc.sg. still retains its original vowel.

The second possibility involves the formation of the proximal demonstrative pronoun by
means of compounding of two deictic words via the so-called “deictic reduplication”, see de
Vaan (2015: 5-6). Compound demonstratives of this kind are found in several Indo-European
languages and are formed by compounding either a demonstrative and a deictic particle; or
two demonstrative stems. It is through the latter process that the Proto-Iranian demonstrative
pronoun *aisa-/*aita- < PIE *ei- + *s0-/*ei- + *t0- is formed (Dunkel 2014). Thus it is possible to
suggest that Khotanese proximal demonstrative pronoun was formed by compounding two
stems, that is, PIr. *ta- + *ta-. Like in PIr. *aisa-/*aita-, the first stem of the Khotanese compound
demonstrative stem ttita- is fossilized and indeclinable. Assuming that the proximal demon-
strative was formed by the second path, i.e. the first stem in the compound is fossilized and
the second one is inflected, the stem ttita- is primary, and only acc.sg. ttuta- appears to be in-
novative.

tanese. The pronoun md (nom.sg. md, acc.sg. maru, mard; gen.sg. mard, marye; nom.-acc.pl. mare; gen.pl. maranu) <
PIr. *ima-(0)ra is most frequently attested in Tumshuqgese documents, see Ogihara & Chao-jung 2017.

4+ It should be noted that e and i are phonetically similar vowels. The alternations between them are frequent
in Khotanese, but are almost exclusively restricted to the word-final position (Hitch 2016: 127).
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The second explanation is supported by comparative evidence from a number of Indo-
European languages, including Indo-Iranian. Still, the nom.sg. siti /zg?s/ appears to be prob-
lematic for both strategies. I would like to argue that this form was modified by analogy with
the tta- forms. This development occurred after the loss of intervocalic s /z/ in Khotanese. The
lost s was indicated by the subscript hook (transcribed as ’) (Hitch 2016: 71). It is fortunate for
this reconstruction that Khotanese preserves several contracted parallel forms of the proximal
demonstrative pronoun. These contracted forms, Khot. nom.sg.m. se’, nom.sg.f. sa(’), also
loc.pl. ttivo’ < *tataisu are written with an apostrophe. Cf. Av. loc.pl. taésu, Khot. gguvo’ <
*eausa- ‘ear’ (Emmerick 1968a: 263). Considering the evidence above, the shortened forms of
nom.sg.m. sei” and nom.sg.f. sa(’) speak in favor of reconstructing *sisi and *sisa.

Some forms are called “double reduplications” in Emmerick (2009). These are nom.sg.m.
seisei; nom.sg.f. sasa, sasa. They originate as full reduplication of the contracted forms sei” and
sa(’), respectively. A similar pattern of full reduplication is found in Sanskrit and is consid-
ered to be a Sanskrit innovation, cf. Skt. sd-sa, aydm-ayam (de Vaan 2015: 6-8). In Sanskrit,
these forms denote delimitation or specification. The influence of Sanskrit as a literary lan-
guage on Khotanese was undoubtedly considerable, not only through adoption of the script,
but also through many lexical borrowings into Khotanese from Sanskrit directly or through
Gandhar1 transmission, see the analysis of Indic loanwords in Khotanese by D. Loukota
(2023). Plenty of Khotanese texts are translations or adaptations made directly from Sanskrit
originals, see Emmerick (1992: 17). It is therefore possible that the full reduplication of de-
monstrative pronouns in Khotanese is an Indic influence, however, further investigation is
needed.

2.3.2. Distal demonstrative stems

Khot. sara-/ttara- are the distal demonstrative stems. On its origin, Emmerick (2024: 207)
claimed that its suffixal element is the PIr. contrastive suffix *-tara-, thus Khot. sara- < Plr. *aisa-
tara-. The original basic function of *-tara- as a contrastive suffix is seen in its use to indicate
deixis with pronominal stems. In this function it is unproductive. However, this etymology is
doubtful from both formal and semantic sides. The PIr. /t/ in intervocalic position was weak-
ened to a glottal stop /2/ in Khotanese, but did not completely disappear, at least in Canonical
Old Khotanese (Hitch 2016, 94). Moreover, it would be improbable on semantic grounds for
PIr. *-tara- to be added to a pronominal stem: in Proto-Iranian its use was probably limited to
the formation of degrees of comparison of nouns and adjectives’, and in Khotanese it is still
productive in this function, cf. Khot. hastara- ‘better’ (Bailey 1979: 475).

I suggest a more appropriate etymon, which is the Proto-Iranian suffix of demonstrative
adverbs *-Ora, thus Khot. sara- < *aisa-Ora, ttara- < *ta-Ora, cf. the reflexes of Plr. *-Ora in Pashto
dar ‘here (to the speaker)’, Khwar ydrO ‘there’ from the Plr. stem *aita-; Av. ayuaOra ‘there’,
Sogd. wrd ‘there’, Muniji iira, wiira ‘there’ from the PIr. stem *aua-, Av. iOra ‘here’rfrom the stem
*i-, etc. (Rastorgueva & Edelman 2000: 132, 278; Abaev 1989: 96). The proposed etymons *aisa-
Ora, *ta-Ora fit better from the formal perspective. A similar reflex of the PlIr. cluster *-Or- can
be found in Khot. piira- ‘son’ < *puOra-, tcira ‘face’ < *¢iOra, thus, in addition to the loss of *-0-,
the length of the preceding vowel is affected. The next question that can be raised here is how
the indeclinable, originally demonstrative adverb *aisa-Ora could become the distal deictic
pronoun. To answer this question, one should consider the system of pronominal declension
in Khotanese and Proto-Iranian.

5 Cf., however, Oss der enclitic ‘too; also’ derived from Plr. *-tara- (Abaev 1958: 356).
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The Proto-Iranian system of pronominal declension historically had its own case endings,
distinct from nominal and adjectival ones. These are, for instance, dat.sg. *-hmai, abl. *-hmat,
loc. *-hmi; nom.pl. *-ai, gen.pl. *-aisam; for the Avestan reconstruction see Martinez & de Vaan
2014: 69-70. However, these special case endings of Proto-Iranian pronouns left no trace in the
declension of Khotanese demonstrative pronouns. The case endings of Khotanese demonstra-
tive pronouns reflect those of adjectives (masculine, as well as feminine). The adjectival case
endings reflect the a- and 4- stems in Khotanese, except for some peculiarities, analyzed in
Emmerick 1968a: 281-288.

The development of adjectival declension in Khotanese is rather regular, since the Proto-
Iranian adjectival case endings were not different from those of the nouns. The disappearance
of the old pronominal inflected forms of demonstrative pronouns, despite the fact that Kho-
tanese preserves five cases of Proto-Iranian, should be considered innovative. The reflexes of
old pronominal inflection can be found in various Eastern Iranian languages, cf. Sogd. nom.pl.
wesand, mesand < Plr. gen.pl. *auaisam, *imaisam; cf. Oss. dat.sg. ameen, abl.sg. amaej, loc.sg. ami <
PlIr. *ahmai, *ahmat, *ahmi (with secondary endings) (Edelman 1990: 216-218). The innovative
nature of Khotanese pronominal case endings is most probably related to the restructuring of
the demonstrative system to a new type.

Most Khotanese adverbs are fossilized forms of the nominative, accusative or old in-
strumental cases, ending in -4, -e, -u, -a (as well as the genitive -ye of the d-declension). They
are formally indistinguishable from the corresponding inflected forms, so homonymy does
occur. Cf. daru ‘long’ (adjective, acc.sg.) and ma-daru ‘not long, soon’ (adverb, indeclinable);
bihiyu ‘exceeding’ (adjective, acc.sg.) and bihiyu ‘a lot’ (adverb, indeclinable); si ‘this’ (pro-
noun, nom.sg.m.) and si ‘indeed’ (adverb, indeclinable); ttiye ‘this’ (pronoun, gen.sg.) and
ttiye ‘then’ (adverb, indeclinable) (Bailey 1979: 157, 294, 322, 406; Herzenberg 1981: 270-
271).

To sum up, two processes coincided in Khotanese. First, the declension of demonstrative
pronouns was reorganized on the model of adjectives, i.e., they became one single morpho-
logical class. Second, adjectives themselves became practically indistinguishable from adverbs,
since most adverbs are, in fact, identical to accusative singular masculine adjectives. In other
words, while there are still some “pure” adjectives and “pure” adverbs, most property words
can be used both adjectivally and adverbially. Thus, the boundary between inflected and non-
inflected forms became largely elusive in Khotanese, and the virtual identity of the forms ttira-
‘that’ and ttara ‘there’ does not look surprising in this context. However, the forms differ in the
length of the first vowel with the longer form being etymologically more accurate. If Khotan-
ese demonstrative adverbs mara; ttara; vara ‘here; there’ derive from Proto-Iranian forms suf-
fixed with *-Ora, it is probable that the length of their first vowel could be affected by the coex-
istence of forms with and without -ra, since Khot. ma; tta; va are still attested in Old Khotanese
texts. However, the irregular reflexes of Plr. *-Or- are found not only in Khotanese, cf. Av.
auuara, Sogd. wr instead of Av. auuaOra, Sogd. wré. It is assumed in Rastorgueva & Edelman
2000: 277 that such forms may reflect the suffix *-ra, not *-Ora; thus, the prototype *aua-ra with
the same meaning is to be reconstructed.

Finally, if the processes discussed above contributed to the grammaticalization of the
Khotanese demonstrative adverb into a distal demonstrative pronoun Khot. sara-/ttara-, the
direction of grammaticalization is not typologically uncommon, cf. French demonstrative ad-
verbs ici ‘here’, la ‘there’, > -ci ‘this’, -la ‘that’, parts of the proximal and distal demonstrative
pronouns, respectively; Hausa demonstrative adverb cdn ‘there’ > can ‘that’, distal demonstra-
tive pronoun (Kuteva et al. 2019: 430—-431).
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2.3.3 Other demonstrative stems

While Khotanese demonstrative pronouns are innovative and unique within Iranian, the typi-
cally Iranian tripartite contrast still holds in Khotanese demonstrative adverbs mara; ttara; vara
‘here; there’ < *ima-(0)ra; *ta-(0)ra, *aua-(0)ra, which continue the Proto-Iranian stem distribu-
tion. The reflexes of *-(0)ra are found in various other Iranian languages, see the discussion in
the subsection 2.3.2. The forms of demonstrative adverbs Khot. marata; ttarata, varata fre-
quently used in the Book of Zambasta are probably characterized by the archaizing spelling,
as in other cases where -ta is added for the purpose of archaizing the text, cf. ksa’ta’ instead of
ksa’ (Hitch 2016: 98).

Directional adverbs Khot. va; tta; ha ‘hither; thither’ are most probably derived from Proto-
Iranian forms unrelated to Proto-Iranian demonstratives, cf. Khot. va < *upa- preposition / ad-
verbial prefix ‘towards; at, to; on’ (AiW 388); ha < *fraka adjective and adverb ‘forward, forth’.
As the medial forms ttara and tta do not occur in Old Khotanese, they are likely to be of later
origin, plausibly developed by analogy with the other demonstrative adverbs from the stem of
the anaphoric demonstrative pronoun tfa-. Finally, manner demonstratives, cf. Khot. ttanda-
‘so much’; ttrama-, ttandrama- ‘such’; ttera-, ttedera- ‘to such extent’, derived from combining
the tta- stem of the anaphoric demonstrative pronoun with the ontological category marker
(-nda- of quantity, -rama- of quality, -tera-/-dera- < *-tara- of degree). It is noteworthy that these
forms have Late Khotanese variants with initial d-, cf. LKh. damda-, didamda-, didrama-, dilaka-,
etc. It is possible that these forms represent the only reflexes of Plr. *aita- in Khotanese, lost
everywhere else. However, the more economical explanation would be their emergence in
Late Khotanese due to assimilation from t—d to d—d, see Sims-Williams 1994: 51. Thus, the pres-
ervation of Proto-Iranian demonstrative stems such as *ima-, *aua-, and if possible *aita- on the
periphery of Khotanese demonstrative system may provide yet another piece of evidence for a
complete restructuring of Khotanese demonstrative pronouns to a completely new type.

3. Khotanese innovations compared to Tocharian

In section 2 above, I argued that the Khotanese system of demonstrative pronouns is different
from the typical Iranian system. In this section, I submit that it finds an almost identical struc-
tural counterpart in Tocharian, and this similarity is due to contact-induced convergence. The
evolution of Khotanese demonstrative pronouns, which is unique to other Iranian languages,
meets its parallels in Proto-Tocharian, cf. (1) PToch. *sa-m(a), *sa-m(a), *ta-m(a) > TA sim, sam,
tam; TB su, sa,, tu (masc., fem., neut.); (2) PToch. *sa-s(a), *sa-s(a), *ta-s(a) > TA sis, sas, tis (masc.,
fem., neut.); PToch. *s@, *sa, *tae > TB se, sd, te (masc., fem., neut.); (3) PToch. *sa-n(a), *sa-n(a),
*tee-n(a) > TA sam, sam, tam; TB sem, sam, tem (masc., fem., neut.).

Both Tocharian A and B display the contrast between (1) anaphoric, (2) proximal and (3)
distal pronouns, while Tocharian B also displays an additional medial series (see the analysis
of the relevant deictic meanings in Kiimmel 2013). It was pointed out by scholars that the
Tocharian B distal demonstrative pronoun samp is of the innovative type, replacing the older
distal demonstrative pronoun TB sem, a cognate of TA distal sam (see Pinault 2009, Kiimmel
2013). Thus, a tripartite system of (1) anaphoric, (2) proximal and (3) distal demonstrative pro-
nouns can be reconstructed for Proto-Tocharian. Apart from that, all the demonstrative pro-
nouns of Tocharian are formed on the basis of two suppletive stems with several historically
motivated modifications, which derive from PIE *sé-/*td- with possible allomorphs, such as
PIE *tid, *sim (Pinault 2009: 240-241). According to Pinault, the system of Proto-Tocharian de-
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monstrative pronouns was generalized to the *sV/*tV¢ stem, while deictic contrast was
marked by the final index and not by the stem itself (Pinault 2009: 242). For the complete
paradigms of Tocharian A and B demonstrative pronouns see Tables 7 and 8.

Singular Plural
Case
Masculine Feminine Neuter Masculine Feminine
nom. su sa, tu cey, cai tom
Anaphoric obl. ce,, cau ta, tu cem tom
gen. cwi, cpi tay tuntse cemts tomts
nom. se sa te cey, cai toy
Proximal obl. ce ta te cem toy
gen. cwi, cpi tay tentse cemts —
nom. sem sam tem cey, cai to(y)na
Medial obl. cem tam tem ceyna to(y)na
gen. cwi, cpi tay tentse Cceay;;zz’ to(y)namts
nom. samp somp tamp ceymp, caimp toymp
Distal obl. comp tomp tamp — toymp
gen. cwimp — — cempamts —
Table 7. Tocharian B demonstrative pronouns (Pinault 2009: 222).
Singular Plural
Case
Masculine Feminine Neuter Masculine Feminine
nom. sam sam tam cem tom
Anaphoric obl. cam tam tim cesim tosdm
gen. cami temi tmis cesmi tosmassi
nom. sas sas tas ces tos
Proximal obl. cas tas tis cesiis tosds
gen. casi — — cessi —
nom. sam sam tam cem —
Distal obl. cam tam tam cesdm tosdm
gen. cani — tanis cesni —

Table 8. Tocharian A demonstrative pronouns (Pinault 2009: 222).

Considering the above, two features make Khotanese demonstrative pronouns structur-
ally similar to Tocharian and distinct from typical Iranian. First, it is their basic trifold division into
anaphoric, proximal and distal. This situation is reconstructed for Proto-Tocharian, and well-
preserved in Tocharian A, whereas within Iranian it is unique to Khotanese. Second, it is the use
of the same two suppletive stems for all the series (PToch. *s-, Khot. s- occurs in nom.sg.m./f.,
while PToch. *t-, Khot. tt- is reserved for all oblique and plural forms), while the deictic con-
trast is indicated by the suffixal indices. Furthermore, similarities are also found in the ety-

¢ In the masculine the tV- stem underwent palatalization, probably motivated by the risk of confusion be-
tween the masculine and the neuter (Pinault 2009: 231).
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mology of these indices, as discussed in the subsection 3.2. Therefore, I claim that the unique
evolutionary type of Khotanese demonstrative pronouns is due to Tocharian influence. To
demonstrate that, in the following subsections I examine the evidence supporting the hypothesis
of language contacts in the Tarim Basin as well as the etymology of Tocharian demonstrative
pronouns, highlighting parallels in their formation that exist between Khotanese and Tocharian.

3.1 Language contact in the Tarim Basin

An areal perspective is required for the purposes of this study. Khotanese and the closely re-
lated Tumshugese are known from documents composed in the first millennium CE in the
Tarim Basin region. These languages are referred to as Saka or Sakan” and could be hypotheti-
cally traced back to a common proto-language. Khotanese was spoken to the south of the Tak-
lamakan desert, Tumshugese to the north. The speakers of the Sakan proto-language probably
settled in the Tarim Basin in the first millennium BCE, no later than the time when Khotan it-
self was founded (3rd century BCE). Thus, M. Peyrot tentatively associates the Aketdla/Aqtala
archaeological culture (from 1000 BCE to 650-550 BCE) with the Sakan-speaking population
(Peyrot 2018: 276). The distribution of Aqtala gray ceramics sites fits well within the area
where the Khotanese and Tumshugese languages used to be spoken, and even coincides with
the boundary between Tumshugese and Tocharian B in the north, see Figure 1.

_® Tumsugq
@éumbulaq Qum 1

Figure 1. Finds of two ceramics types, gray @ and painted ® in the Tarim Basin (Peyrot 2018: 276).

In turn, Tocharian A and B are two closely related Indo-European languages spoken in
the Tarim Basin and represented by documents dated roughly from the fifth to the eleventh
century CE. Contacts between Tocharian, on the one hand, and Iranian, on the other, have
been noted by scholars. For instance, X. Tremblay (2005) describes these contacts on account of

7 The term Sakan is introduced by X. Tremblay to avoid confusion of Khotanese and Tumshugqese (and
probably Wakhi) with other Iranian languages called Saka in Greek and Achaemenid sources (Tremblay 2005: 422).
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lexical borrowings at different stages of Tocharian. He concludes that Iranian lexemes began to
be borrowed in the Proto-Tocharian period and continued to be borrowed after the split of
Proto-Tocharian into Tocharian A and B; the major source of loanwords in Tocharian is Old
Sakan (Proto-Tumshugese-Khotanese) and its descendants (Tremblay 2005). The presence of
Old Sakan borrowings in Proto-Tocharian indicates contact between them from at least 500
BCE. However, M. Peyrot argues against Tremblay’s labeling of the oldest layer of Iranian
borrowings as “Old Sakan”. He provides several examples of Old Iranian loanwords in
Tocharian that show phonological development uncharacteristic of Sakan, cf. TB etswe ‘kind of
horse’ < PIr. *atsua, contra Old Sakan *acua, TB waipecce ‘possessions’ < Plr. *hwai-paOya- (Pey-
rot 2018: 272, 280). In Sakan, the depalatalization of the Proto-Indo-Iranian cluster *¢uy never
occurred, contrary to most Iranian languages, where *¢u > *tsy (Peyrot 2018: 272). Similarly,
the palatalization of the cluster *Oy is not present in Sakan (as well as in Sogdian or Pamir lan-
guages), but is found in Ossetic and could be attributed to an archaic steppe dialect of Iranian
(Peyrot 2018: 280). Several archaic Iranian borrowings are hard to attribute, since they do not
show any dialectal features. Nevertheless, Peyrot admits there are cases of borrowings from
Old Sakan into Proto-Tocharian, cf. TB eficuwo, TA asicu ‘iron’ and Khot. hissana- < *ham-éuana-
‘iron’ demonstrating the development of PIr. cluster *¢u specific to Sakan, and not to Old
Steppe Iranian (Peyrot et al. 2022). This also correlates with the spread of iron in the Tarim Ba-
sin in the early first millennium BCE.

The most comprehensive study on Sakan loanwords in Tocharian is the recent paper by
F. Dragoni (2023). It contains nearly 50 words of Old Sakan (Proto-Tumshugese-Khotanese),
Old Khotanese, Late Khotanese and Tumshugese origin borrowed into Proto-Tocharian,
Tocharian A and Tocharian B. Dragoni classifies this new corpus of borrowings according to
their phonological and semantic properties, and supports Tremblay’s initial claim that the ear-
liest contacts between Sakan and Tocharian took place between 1000 and 500 BCE (Dragoni
2023: 254-258). Conversely, only 3 Tocharian loanwords have been attested in Khotanese and
Tumshugese (a few Tocharian B foreign words in Tumshugqese are treated separately). This list
is not complete, but as it appears now, the lexical borrowings in the Tarim Basin were mostly
unidirectional (Dragoni 2023: 251). Thus, the centuries-long contacts between Sakan and
Tocharian are supported by the data of lexical interference. However, to the best of my knowl-
edge, there are no studies yet concerning the development of grammatical or phonological fea-
tures as a result of these contacts.

3.2 Reconstruction of Proto-Tocharian demonstrative pronouns

The system of demonstrative pronouns of Proto-Tocharian is based on the alternations of two
PIE stems, *so-/*t6-. However, the etymologically correct derivatives from Indo-European
stems should be PToch. *sa-/*te-, whereas at least one half of Proto-Tocharian demonstrative
pronouns stems are reconstructed with the reduced phoneme *3, cf. PToch. *sa-/*ta-. This de-
velopment could be explained by the assumption that the etymon of certain Tocharian de-
monstrative pronouns was an unaccented variant of PIE *s¢-/*t6- (Adams 1988: 164). The PIE
archetype *su-/*tu- is reconstructed as well (Pinault 2009: 240), which is fortunate from the
formal point of view, since it yields *sa-/*ta- in Proto-Tocharian and does not lead to the pala-
talization of the preceding consonant, in contrast to PIE *se. The stem PToch. *ta- is also found
in demonstrative adverbs, cf. TB tne < PToch. *tonz ‘here, (there)’; TA tiprem ‘so much, to such
a degree’ (Adams 2013: 259, 295). The two hypotheses do not directly contradict each other,
but neither do they give an unambiguous answer to the question why in some cases PToch.
*sae-/*tee- and in the other PToch. *sa-/*ta- are reconstructed.
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The stems *sa-/*to- are also reconstructed for the Proto-Tocharian anaphoric demonstra-
tive pronoun. Despite the different reflexes in the two languages, it is probable that TA sim,
sam, tam; TB su, sd,, tu derive from a single prototype, PToch. *sa-m(a), *sa-m(a), *ta-m(a). This
may be possible in the case of the varying reflection of PToch. *-m(a) in two Tocharian lan-
guages, cf. PToch. *-m(a) > TA -m, TB -u (Pinault 2009: 241). The reflection of PToch. *-m(a) as
TB -u/-w is backed up by several other examples, cf. TB -w (1st person singular present end-
ing), TA -m < PToch. *-m; TB erkau ‘cemetery’ (plural erkenma), TA arkimnad-si (adjective de-
rived from plural form) < PToch. *erkam, pl. *erkemana. Thus, PToch. *-m > TB -w/-u. However,
tinal -m in Tocharian B is preserved in certain words. The most convincing possible explana-
tion of this phenomenon is given by S. Burlak: all Tocharian B forms with final -m derive from
Proto-Tocharian forms with final *-ma, cf. TB siem ‘name’ < PToch. *fiezma (Burlak 2000: 164—
165). Although the details of the change PToch. *-m(a) > TB -u remain unclear, the common
origin of the anaphoric demonstrative pronoun in two closely related languages is more plau-
sible than its development from two completely different markers.

Considering the origins of PToch. *-m(a), several possible etymons have been proposed in
the literature. First, I should state that the interrogative particle *mé proposed by G. Dunkel
(2014: 522) does not seem a plausible etymon, since there are no reliable Indo-European paral-
lels in the formation of demonstrative pronouns with *-md. Moreover, it does not explain the
unetymological PIE *-0 > PToch. *-a. The other etymon, which is a result of reanalysis of PIE
*tom u ‘den dort’ > *to mu (Dunkel 2014: 522) is formally flawless, but presents an absolutely ad
hoc scenario. Without completely rejecting the latter, I argue in favor of PIE *-m as an etymon.
Initially a case marker, it forms innovative stems of demonstrative pronouns in certain Indo-
Iranian and Celtic languages, cf. PIE *i-m é/em > PlIr. *imdm ‘diesen, den hier’, PIE *si-m ém >
Ved. simi- ‘eben er, er selbst’; PIE *si-m de > Gall. sinde ‘dieser’, Olr. sin ‘jenes’, anaphoric
(Dunkel 2014: 357). No parallels, however, are found with the Khotanese anaphoric demon-
strative pronoun, because Khot. sa-/tta- clearly represents the combination of two Plr. stems
*aisa-/*ta-, which also has parallels in another Eastern Iranian language, namely Sogdian, see
Section 2.3.

3.2.1. PToch. *sa-s(a)/*ta-s(2) compared to Khot. sita-/ttita-

As discussed above in 2.3.1, the innovative reduplication pattern of the proximal demonstra-
tive pronoun in Khotanese does not find any parallels in other Iranian languages. The Sanskrit
reduplication of the type *sd-sd/*téd-tod could not be a good parallel, since it is an instance of
full reduplication, with case morphemes attached to both stems. Moreover, its usage in San-
skrit is restricted to delimitation or specificational meaning.

However, this pattern can be accounted for if we consider that demonstrative pronouns
are formed similarly in Tocharian A. Khot. sita-/ttita- corresponds in semantics to the proxi-
mal demonstrative pronoun TA sis/sas/tis, which allows to reconstruct PToch. *sa-s(a), *sa-s(a),
*ta-s(a), with -s in sds being a result of depalatalization in Tocharian A (Kiimmel 2013). PToch.
*-5(a) is widely considered a reflex of the deictic particle PIE *-so or *-se, thus *sa-s(a) < PIE *s0
so/e; *ta-s(a) < PIE *to so/e (Van Windekens 1976: 410, Adams 1988: 162; Dunkel 2014: 738, hesi-
tantly). This etymon is not very adequate, because it either does not explain the palatalization
of -s (if *sd so), or does not have reliable Indo-European cognates at all (if *s6 se).

In contrast, Tocharian B se/sa/te does not show the reflexes of the corresponding particle
and yields PToch. *se, *sa, *te < PIE *so, *seh,, *tod. Considering this, Pinault (2009: 240) pro-
poses a different explanation, assuming that Proto-Tocharian nom.-acc.sg.n. was formed on
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the basis of PIE *tid® (possible allomorph of the regular *t6d), which yields PToch. *cis. Accord-
ing to Pinault, in Tocharian A the final sibilant -s of nom.-acc.sg.n. was generalized as the
marker of proximal demonstrative pronoun and somehow expanded to the whole paradigm,
whereas Tocharian B generalized the form without a sibilant (Pinault 2009: 240). This hypothe-
sis is flawless in terms of formal correspondences; however, it remains unexplained why the
final sibilant of nom.-acc.sg.n. was expanded to all other case and gender forms. The most
problematic is the following: the final *-d in PIE *tid should have palatalized in the earliest
stages of Proto-Tocharian as suggested by several pieces of evidence, and without any para-
digm leveling survived until the latest stage of Proto-Tocharian, to be dropped in Tocharian B
and generalized as the proximal demonstrative pronoun marker in Tocharian A. The forma-
tion of palatalized and non-palatalized series of consonants happened relatively early in
Proto-Tocharian, as suggested by several facts. For instance, palatalization happened before
PIE *e and not *u, while in Proto-Tocharian they are not distinct phonemes, as both PIE *e and
*u yield PToch. *a (Burlak 2000: 127). Moreover, the palatalization of the final *-d in PIE *tid
should have happened before the loss of final *-d in Proto-Tocharian, which is also considered
to have happened very early. Finally, if *-s was the marker of nom.-acc.sg.n., it contradicts the
hypothesis that the masculine *tV- stem underwent unetymological palatalization motivated
by the risk of confusion between the masculine and the neuter, as explained by Pinault (2009: 231).

I suggest a more appropriate etymon, which is PIE *to sio-. PIE *sio- has reliable reflexes of
proximal deixis in various Indo-European languages, cf. Ved. sid, syd ‘dieser’; nom.-acc.sg. Olr.
se ‘dieses’ < *siiod; dat.sg. Olr. siu ‘diesem’ < *siigi. Moreover, PIE *i yields palatalization of the
preceding consonants similarly as PIE *e and *7 do (Burlak 2000: 127), thus PIE *sio > PToch.
*see. Therefore, PIE *to sio- > PToch. *tee sa (*ta s@) is a compound demonstrative in which *sz is
a marker of proximal deixis. Further, it is possible that this marker was used in Proto-
Tocharian, but not completely grammaticalized. In Tocharian A it was attached to the reflexes
of Proto-Tocharian PToch. *sz, *sa, *te, in Tocharian B, however, the form without *sa was
generalized as the proximal demonstrative pronoun.

Whatever etymology is more plausible, the forms of both Tocharian languages cannot be
easily reduced to a single Proto-Tocharian one. However, these are the forms reconstructed on
the basis of Tocharian A proximal demonstrative pronoun, namely PToch. *sa-5(a)/*ta-s(a) that
represent the probable sources of calquing in Khotanese. It formally resembles the partial re-
duplication pattern with the first stem being fossilized, and the case endings added directly to
-5-/-s-, cf. obl.pl.m. cesis (following nom.pl.m. ces), gen.sg.m. casi. Also in the nominative,
Khot. nom.sg.m. *si-si and nom.sg.f. *si-sa strikingly resemble the Proto-Tocharian nom.sg.m.
*s9-s(a) and nom.sg.f. *sa-s(a) (TA nom.sg.m. sis, nom.sg.f. sas respectively with assimilation).
After the nominative, the whole paradigm could have been remodeled following the pattern
of partial reduplication. If the Khotanese proximal demonstrative pronoun was actually built
up by analogy with the proximal demonstrative pronoun of Proto-Tocharian (Proto-
Tocharian-A?), this is an instance of pattern borrowing into Khotanese.

3.2.2. PToch. *sae-n(a)/*tee-n(a) compared to Khot. sara-/ttara-
Tocharian A distal and Tocharian B medial demonstrative pronouns derive from a Proto-

Tocharian demonstrative series with primarily distal function, as pointed out in the subsection
3.2 above, cf. TA sam/sam/tam, TB sem/sam/tem < PToch. *sa-n(a), *sa-n(a), *te-n(a) (Pinault

8 A relatively rare PIE reflex. Except for possibly Tocharian, proposed for Proto-Germanic, cf. Old High Ger-
man diz, dizzi ‘this’ (Dunkel 2014: 782).

17



Artyom Badeev

2009: 238; Kiimmel 2013). It has been pointed out in literature that PToch. *-n(a) stands for the
enclitic variant of PIE *dno-, cf. OCS *onv ‘that’, Lith. afis, ands ‘that’ (Pinault 2009: 234; Adams
2013: 362; Peyrot 2017: 641). This enclitic, or rather deictic, particle is reconstructed as PIE *no,
which yields distal demonstrative pronouns in various languages, cf. Av. a-na, Ved. a-ni <
é noh;, PAn. *anno- ener’ < PIE é no, PIt. *éllo < PIE *6I no (Dunkel 2014: 56-57). PIE *no then
should yield PToch. *na, not *na, unless accented and unaccented variants of the same Proto-
Indo-European particle yield different reflexes in Tocharian, as suggested by Adams (1988:
164), cf. the accented PIE *n6- > PToch. *na > TB -ne, TA -m /n/ (Dunkel 2014: 56). Alternatively,
the loss of the final vowel in Tocharian B is explained through the variant PIE *nu (Pinault
2009: 235). However, no reliable reflexes of PIE *nu are found elsewhere. Neither can one
completely discard the possibility that the final *-a& from PToch. *ta-ne < PIE *to no is lost in
Tocharian B because of the influence of Tocharian A.

However, for this study it is mainly important that the structure of the Proto-Tocharian
distal demonstrative pronoun could provide the source for the innovative formation of the
distal demonstrative pronoun in Khotanese. The reflexes of the deictic particle PIE *no ‘that’
and the locative particle PIE *no (Dunkel 2014: 550) became rather indistinguishable in both
Tocharian languages, cf. the homonymy between TA enclitic oblique third person singular
pronoun -m (= TB -ne), on the one hand, and TA locative marker -m (= TB -ne) on the other
(Adams 2013: 89, 362); cf. TB enem, TA ane < PToch. *ene ‘inside, within; herein’, TB tane, tene,
tne < PToch. *tena, *tana ‘here (there)’. Then, the early convergence of both reflexes in PToch.
*-ne probably led to the demonstrative pronoun *te-ne and the demonstrative adverb *tenc,
*tonee being regarded as formed according to a similar model. From this perspective, the inno-
vative formation of the Khotanese distal demonstrative pronoun sira-/ttara- on the model of
Iranian demonstrative adverb *aiSa-Ora/*ta-Ora has occurred by analogy with Proto-Tocharian
distal demonstrative pronoun *te-na and demonstrative adverb *tena, *tane.

3.3 Summarizing Tocharian parallels
to the deviant features of Khotanese

To sum up, the systems of demonstrative pronouns of Khotanese and Proto-Tocharian display
both structural similarities and convergences in the formation of individual demonstratives. In
those instances where convergences between Khotanese and Proto-Tocharian can be postu-
lated, Khotanese shows innovations that find no parallel in other Iranian languages. Among
the similarities between Khotanese and Proto-Tocharian are the following: (1) the functional
distribution of demonstrative pronouns in the system as anaphoric, proximal and distal;
(2) formation of all three series from two suppletive stems (PToch. *s-/*t-, Khot. s-/tt-); (3) mark-
ing deictic contrast by means of suffixal indices; (4) partial reduplication of PKhot. *sa-sa-/*ta-
ta- under the influence of the Proto-Tocharian (A) model *sa-s(3); (5) innovative formation of
PKhot. *sara-/*tara- based on the model of the demonstrative adverb *aisa-Ora/*ta-Ora under
the influence of the PToch. model linking demonstrative pronoun *te-ne ‘that’ and demon-
strative adverb *teene, *tane ‘here, there’. On the basis of these findings, I propose a hypothesis
that the Pre-Khotanese, or perhaps the Proto-Tumshuqese-Khotanese (Old Sakan) system of
demonstrative pronouns was dramatically reshaped as compared to a typical Iranian system
due to continuous language contacts (starting at least from 500 BCE). Proto-Tocharian repre-
sents the most likely source of these contact-induced changes. I will discuss possible dia-
chronic scenarios in more detail in the next section 4.
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4. The origins of the Tarim type of demonstrative system

As I demonstrated in sections 2 and 3 above, Khotanese demonstrative pronouns are distinct from
those in other Iranian languages in several ways. In this regard, they display a diachronic pro-
file distinct from typical Iranian. By comparing Khotanese innovations with those of Tocharian,
these features can be identified as markers of the Tarim-type system of demonstrative pronouns.
The other languages whose contacts with Khotanese are (well-)known do not show similar
characteristics in the system of demonstrative pronouns. For instance, the existence of lan-
guage contacts between Early Old Khotanese and Old Uyghur is supported by lexical borrow-
ings, cf. OUygh. balto ‘axe’ < OKh. acc.sg. padu ‘axe’; OUygh. kiirds < OKh. giiras- ‘to quarrel’
(Dragoni 2023: 159). However, the language of the tenth to thirteenth centuries Uyghur texts
demonstrates typically Turkic reflexes OUygh. bu ‘this’, ol ‘that’; in conjunction with the deictic
particle: OUygh. osbu ‘this one’, osul ‘that one’ (Shcherbak 1961: 128). Then, the Middle Indic
language Gandhari introduced numerous lexemes into Khotanese, which, however, are mostly
related to Buddhist concepts, cf. Khot. ssadda- ‘faith’ < Gandh. sadha-, in contrast with Skt. sraddha;
Khot. vira- ‘hatred’ < Gandh. vera-, in contrast with Skt. vaira- (Loukota 2023: 26-27). Gandhar1
was used as the official language in Khotan starting from the first century CE, from the Kusana
rule, and even developed into a local variety of Tarim Gandhari with distinctive phonological
features as opposed to “Metropolitan Gandhari” (Loukota 2023: 10). Similarly to Old Uyghur,
Gandhari does not show distinctive features of the Tarim-type demonstrative pronouns, cf. Gan-
dhari demonstrative pronouns (1) sa-/ta-, (2) esa-/eda-, (3) aya-/ima-/a- (Baums 2009: 222-224).

4.1 Possible diachronic scenarios

A specific Tarim type could not have developed unless there was a situation of continuous
mutual influence between the languages. Then, there are several possible diachronic scenarios
of this development. First, one language could influence another directly. Since the evolution
of the Khotanese demonstrative system does not reflect the typical Iranian scenario of devel-
opment, it would be fair to assume that Tocharian influence on Khotanese resulted in restructur-
ing of Khotanese demonstrative pronouns from a typical Iranian system to a Tarim-type system.
However, according to the data of lexical borrowings cited in section 3.1, the direction of bor-
rowings was almost exclusively from Old Sakan, later Khotanese and Tumshugese into Tochar-
ian. Thus, according to the present data, direct Tocharian influence on Khotanese is less probable
than vice versa, although not entirely unrealistic. If we assume that Tocharian languages were
substrate languages for Khotanese, then the language shift from Tocharian to Khotanese ac-
companied by imperfect language learning could trigger calques in the system of demonstrative
pronouns. Loanwords and structural interference are most common correlates of language contact
in the situations of language maintenance and language shift respectively (see Guy 1990: 47-67).

Second, Khotanese could develop such a system of demonstrative pronouns independ-
ently before establishing contacts with Tocharian and then influence Tocharian. This could
happen at the stage of Peripheral Iranian, after the predecessor of Khotanese, Tumshugese and
Wakhi separated from other Iranian in its phonological development and before the speakers
of Old Sakan migrated to the Tarim Basin. These three languages are labeled as Peripheral Ira-
nian mainly because of their unique development of Proto-Iranian aspirated stops (*p", *t", *k")
as well as of the PIr. cluster *¢u°. Wakhi is the only living New Iranian language in this group,

9 See also the alternative reconstruction PlIr. *tsu, as well as the discussion over *¢u/*tsu reflexes in Iranian
languages and evidence of Khotanese and Wakhi in favor of palatal *¢u reconstruction (Peyrot 2018: 271).
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which however appears to have been “Pamirized”, i.e. strongly influenced by areal features
peculiar to the Pamir languages (that is, Shughni-Roshani, Ishkashimi, etc.). This scenario,
however, does not explain the motivation of Khotanese innovations that are not found in any
Iranian language outside the Tarim Basin. Moreover, Wakhi demonstrative pronouns do not
show similarities to Khotanese innovations either, as discussed later in this section.

A more cautious proposal involves parallel development of demonstrative systems. Over
centuries of language contact, Khotanese and Tocharian demonstrative pronouns may have
developed a common typological profile. As an instance of parallel development, one can con-
sider the Pamir languages, e.g. Shughni, Wakhi, Ishkashimi, Munji. They are not closely re-
lated; however, they display a high level of convergence, despite not having a significant
amount of lexical borrowings between each other. Their demonstrative systems developed in a
parallel fashion from Plr. *ima-, *aita-, *aua- into a tripartite system distinguishing proximal,
medial and distal deixis, cf. Shugh. (1) yam (obl. mi, mam); (2) yid (obl. di, dam); (3) yu, ya (obl.
wi, wam); Wakhi (1) yam; (2) yat; (3) ya(w), yow; Munji (1) ma (obl. man, may); (2) ya (obl. yan,
yay); (3) wa (obl. wan, way); Ishk. (1) am(i) (obl. man); (2) ad(i) (obl. dan); (3) aw(i) (obl. wan)
(Edelman 1990: 222-228). This scenario also includes a common substrate influence, namely a
Burushaski type substrate which was suggested in the literature (see Edelman 1980, Liljegren
2020). A common substrate for Khotanese and Tocharian cannot be excluded either, although
the language of the Tarim Basin Bronze Age population is unknown, and its traces in Khotan-
ese and Tocharian vocabulary remain undiscovered.

4.2 Uralic substrate influence hypothesis

Yet another argument in favor of Proto-Tocharian influence on Khotanese demonstrative sys-
tem can be provided by the hypothesis of Uralic (Proto-Samoyedic) substrate origin of the
characteristic features of the Tarim-type demonstrative system. Certain features of Proto-
Tocharian, uncharacteristic for Indo-European languages, are explained in Peyrot 2019: 103-
105 through parallels with Proto-Uralic and especially its Proto-Samoyedic branch. Among
these features are: merger of three Proto-Indo-European series of stops into a single series of
voiceless stops; agglutinative case inflection; parallels in the vowel system; object marking ex-
pressed on the verb; the use of converbs denoting simultaneity (Peyrot 2019: 103-105). On the
basis of mostly archaeological data, it is assumed that contacts between Proto-Tocharian and
Proto-Samoyedic speakers took place in the area associated with the Afanasievo culture in
Southern Siberia, probably in the late Afanasievo period (Peyrot 2019: 108-109). The estimate
for the split of Proto-Uralic lies around 2500 BCE, when Late Proto-Uralic was divided into
Samoyedic and Finno-Ugric centers (Hakkinen 2023: 90). The assumed migration of the speak-
ers of Proto-Tocharian from Southern Siberia southward is associated with the end of the Afa-
nasievo culture period approximately in 2500 BCE (Peyrot 2019: 75). However, there is no ne-
cessity to claim that the speakers of Proto-Tocharian left Southern Siberia all together and at
once in 2500 BCE. Probably, the process of their migration southward down to the Tian Shan
mountains stretches at least from 2500 to 2000 BCE (Anthony 2007: 311). Therefore, the contact
situation must be dated to no later than 25002000 BCE, toward the end of the Afanasievo cul-
ture and its succession by the Okunevo culture.

Based on the Uralic (Proto-Samoyedic) substrate hypothesis, I suggest that there are paral-
lels between Proto-Tocharian and Proto-Samoyedic demonstrative pronouns that can be moti-
vated by the abovementioned prehistoric contacts, similarly to the other deviant features of
Tocharian. Proto-Uralic demonstrative pronouns are reconstructed as follows in Abondolo
1998: 25-26: proximal PU *tF (*tV with a front vowel), distal *tB (*tV with a back vowel), ana-
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phoric *¢F (*¢V with a front vowel), cf. Fin. ti= in timd ‘this’, tuo ‘that’, se ‘it, that (anaphoric)’.
Both Proto-Uralic proximal and distal stems contain the ¢- consonantal base, while the conso-
nantal base of the anaphoric demonstrative pronoun is different. These stems are recon-
structed as follows in Raun 1988: 562: PU *¢i ~ ée ‘this’, *td ‘this’, *fo ‘that’. Several other de-
monstrative stems are reconstructed as well, cf. PU *i ~ *e ~ *a ‘this’, *u ~ *o ‘that’; *ni ~ (*ne ~ ?*ni)
‘dieser; ? der, jener’, *no ‘jener’ (Rédei 1988: 67, 300, 306; Abondolo 1998: 26). The proto-forms
of demonstrative suffixes are: PU *m3, *k3, *t3, *nkz (Rédei 1988: 514).

Based on forms and functions of Samoyedic demonstrative pronouns as mentioned in
Wagner-Nagy 2023, Helimski 1998, Nikolaeva 2014, Mus 2023, Sorokina 2010, Kazakevi¢ 2022,
Klumpp & Budzisch 2023, Simoncsics 1998, Klumpp 2022, as well as on the demonstrative
proto-forms reconstructed in Janhunen 1977 and Rédei 1988, I propose the reconstruction of
the Proto-Samoyedic demonstrative system (Table 9). In Nganasan, three series of demonstra-
tives are distinguished: proximal am- ‘this here’, distal takaa ‘that over there’, taan’ia ‘that one’,
and anaphoric fo- ‘this/that, it’ (Helimski 1998: 500; Wagner-Nagy 2023: 765). In Nenets,
proximal, anaphoric, and several distal forms of demonstrative pronouns are found, cf. tuku
‘this’, taki ‘that (deictic)’, texa ‘that (distant, or behind something)’, tajkuj ‘that one over there’,
tiki ‘that (anaphoric)’ (Nikolaeva 2014: 141; Mus 2023: 876-877). In Enets, there are several
forms of demonstratives, analyzed in terms of proximity and remotenes in Sorokina 2010: 236,
cf. En. eke ‘this (close to speaker)’, tfike ‘this (distance neutral)’ fexe ‘that (away from speaker)’,
toj ‘that (away from speaker and addressee)’. In Selkup, proximal, distal, anaphoric, and me-
dial deixis is distinguished, cf. Selk. tav ‘this (nearest to the speaker)’, tona ‘that (distant from
the speaker)’, na ‘this/that (anaphoric)’, {lna ‘this (nearest to the hearer)’ (Kazakevic 2022: 794;
Klumpp & Budzisch 2023: 912-913). According to Kuznetsova et al. 2002: 277, two distinct
anaphoric forms are found in Selkup: na ‘this’ refers to an object that was just mentioned,
while tima ‘that, that very one’ refers to an object mentioned earlier in the conversation. In
Kamas, proximal dy ‘this here’, dym ‘and this (even closer to speaker)’, distal ido ‘and that
(even farther from speaker) and /o ‘yonder’, and anaphoric (neutral) d7 ‘this (neutral in terms of
proximity, functions in anaphoric contexts)’ are found (Simoncsics 1998: 588; Klumpp 2022: 827).
The abovementioned forms are labeled in Table 9 as proximal, distal, and anaphoric/ neutral.

Language Proximal Distal Anaphoric/Neutral
Nganasan am- takaa, taan’ia to-
Nenets Huku taki, fexa®, tajkuj Hiki
Enets eke texe™, toj tfike
Selkup tav tona na, tina
Kamas dy, dym Jo, ida dar
Proto-Samoyedic *t3-, *tii-, *3- *td-, *td- ~ *te- *ti-, *n3-

Table 9. Samoyedic demonstrative pronouns with Proto-Samoyedic reconstructions.

Ngan. takaa, taan’ia, ta-, Nen. tuku, taki, texa, tajkuj, t'iki, En. texe, toj, tfike, Selk. tav, tona,
tina, Kam. dy, dym, Jo, di reflect six Proto-Samoyedic demonstrative stems, palatalized and non-
palatalized correlates, cf. PS *t3-, *tii-, *td-, *ti- ~ *te-, *ti- (Janhunen 1977: 144, 150, 152, 160,

10 Both Nen. and En. VxV come from the older *VkV (Sorokina 2010: 31).
1 En. ¢ is a variant of Enets phoneme a after palatal consonants (Sorokina 2010: 26).
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167). Similarly in Rédei 1988: 505, 513-514, 526-527, the above forms of Samoyedic demonstra-
tive pronouns are listed as the reflexes of PU *ta, *to, *ti (~ *te ~ *ti). Contrary to Janhunen 1977:
153, who tentatively suggests Kam. o < (?) PS *te, it is probable that Kam. fo derives from PS
*tdj, as a result of regressive palatalization, cf. similar development of Kam. fo ‘Birkenrinde’ <
PS *t3j (Janhunen 1977: 145-146). Therefore, Kam. /o should be considered cognate with the
demonstratives of the same series En. toj, Nen. taj= in tajkuj.

Ngan. am-, En. eke, Selk. na reflect two other Proto-Samoyedic demonstrative stems, cf.
PS *3-, *n3(-) (Janhunen 1977: 19, 105). The reflexes of the PS *3- are found in the proximal de-
monstrative pronouns En. eke, Ngan. am- (Janhunen 1977: 19). The reflexes of PS *n3(-) are
found in Selkup anaphoric na (Janhunen 1977: 105). However, Proto-Samoyedic proximal *#ii-
does not entirely disappear at least in Enets, cf. En. Huku ‘all, some’, a cognate of Nen. Huku
‘this’ (Sorokina 2010: 248). Similarly, PS *ti- yields Selk. tina ‘that, that very one’ (Janhunen
1977: 160). The proto-form of Kam. ida is not easily identifiable. It can be related to En. ind ‘dor-
thin’ < PS *i-no ‘dieser da’ (Janhunen 1977: 26).

To sum up, the demonstrative pronouns in Samoyedic languages reflect Proto-Samoyedic
proximal, distal and anaphoric/neutral proto-forms. The core Proto-Samoyedic system should
be reconstructed as based on the proximal — distal — anaphoric composition, similarly to Proto-
Uralic. It should be noted that the interpretation of the deictic pronouns in Proto-Samoyedic is
not final and that further discussion is needed 2. However, it can be assumed that six stems,
palatalized and non-palatalized correlates PS *t3-, *tii-, *td-, *ti- ~ *te-, *ti- constitute the core of
Proto-Samoyedic demonstrative system. Compared to Proto-Uralic as reconstructed by Abon-
dolo (1998: 25-26), Proto-Samoyedic has lost Proto-Uralic opposition between exophoric *tV
and non-exophoric *¢ but preserved the proximal — distal — anaphoric composition of the
system. Thus, PU *¢ > PS *s (Zhivlov 2023: 150) is not involved in the formation of Samoyedic
demonstratives, and all three series are built (the composition is similar to Proto-Uralic) on the
basis of the same consonantal base *t-, cf. PU *ta, *to, *ti (~ *te ~ *ti). Compared to Tocharian
and, more widely, the Tarim-type demonstrative systems, two characteristics of Proto-
Samoyedic are crucial: composition of the three series (proximal, distal and anaphoric) and
formation of all three series on the basis of the same consonantal base *t-. Similarly, Proto-
Tocharian reconstructions specify a proximal — distal — anaphoric composition, with all three
series formed on the basis of *s-/*t- stems. If the common features of the demonstrative sys-
tems of Tocharian and Samoyedic could be attributed to contacts between Proto-Tocharian
and Proto-Samoyedic discussed in this section (as well as several other odd features of Tochar-
ian resulting from such contacts), it is yet another argument in favor of Tocharian influence on
the Khotanese demonstrative system.

5. Conclusion

Compared to the typical Iranian composition of the demonstrative system as proximal (1) *ai- :
*1i-, *ima-; medial (2) *aisa-, *aita- (and perhaps *ta-); distal (3) *aua-, *hau-, Khotanese demon-
strates restructuring to a completely new type: (1) proximal *sa-sa-/*ta-ta-; (2) distal *sa-Ora-/
*ta-Ora-; (3) anaphoric *sa-/*ta-; with all stems formed from *aisa- and *ta-. The deviant features

of Khotanese find their parallels in Proto-Tocharian. Among the similarities are the following:

12 Cf. also etymologically related forms of the extinct Mator and Koibal languages, the deictic properties of
which are perhaps impossible to establish: Mat. muirv ‘BoT’, dana ‘Tam’, mol ‘oH’, mutv ‘OHI’, MY20Kb “TOIBKO (SO-
viel)’, mazaii ‘cerogns’; Koib. 0é ‘sor’, motzanv ‘ram’, co ‘cioga’, 02 ‘on’, dyzyndv ‘3gecy’ (Janhunen 1977).
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(1) the functional distribution of demonstrative pronouns in the system as anaphoric, proximal
and distal; (2) formation of all three series from two suppletive stems (PToch. *s-/*t-, Khot.
s-/tt-); (3) marking deictic contrast by means of suffixal indices; (4) partial reduplication of
PKhot. *sa-sa-/*ta-ta- under the influence of the Proto-Tocharian (A) model *sa-5(3); (5) innova-
tive formation of PKhot. *sira-/*tara- based on the model of the demonstrative adverb
*aisa-Ora/*ta-Ora under the influence of the PToch. model linking demonstrative pronoun
*tee-nee ‘that’ and demonstrative adverb *tene, *tane ‘here, there’. By comparing Khotanese in-
novations with those of Tocharian, these features can be identified as markers of the Tarim-
type demonstrative system. Over centuries of language contact, Khotanese and Tocharian may
have developed a common typological profile, absent in the neighboring languages. Another
possibility of historical development includes Proto-Samoyedic substrate influence on Proto-
Tocharian. The composition of Proto-Samoyedic demonstrative system is reconstructed as
proximal — distal — anaphoric, with all the three series formed from the same consonantal base
*t-, cf. PS demonstrative stems *t3-, *tii-, *td-, *ti- ~ *te-, *ti-. Thus, the characteristic features of
the Tarim-type demonstrative system probably have a substrate origin similarly to the other
deviant features of Tocharian that resulted from prehistoric contact with Proto-Samoyedic.

Abbreviations

ACC — accusative case; DAT — dative case; DIST — distal deixis; F — feminine gender; GEN — genitive case; INSTR —
instrumental case; LOC — locative case; M — masculine gender; N — neutral gender; NOM — nominative case;
OBL — oblique case; PL — plural number; PROX — proximal deixis; SG — singular number.

Av. — Avestan; Gall. — Gallic; Gil. — Gilaki; EIr — Eastern Iranian; En. — Enets; Fin. — Finnish; Ishk. — Ishka-
shimi; Kam. — Kamas; Khot. — Khotanese; Khw. — Khwarezmian; Koib. — Koibal; Kurm. — Kurmanji; Lith. —
Lithuanian; Mat. — Mator; Maz. — Mazanderani; MP — Middle Persian; Nen. — Nenets; Ngan. — Nganasan;
NP — New Persian; OCS — Old Church Slavonic; OInd. — Old Indian; OIr. — Old Irish; OKh. — Old Khotanese;
OP — Old Persian; PAn. — Proto-Anatolian; Parth. — Parthian; PIE — Proto-Indo-European; PIlr. — Proto-Indo-
Iranian; PIt. — Proto-Italic; PIr. — Proto-Iranian; PKhot. — Pre-Khotanese; PS — Proto-Samoyedic; PToch. —
Proto-Tocharian; PU — Proto-Uralic; Selk. — Selkup; Shugh. — Shughni; Skt. — Sanskrit; Sogd. — Sogdian;
Sor. — Sorani; TA — Tocharian A; TB — Tocharian B; Tumsh. — Tumshugqese; Ved. — Vedic Sanskrit; Yazgh. —
Yazghulami.
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A. O. Bbadees. Yka3zaTeIbHbIE MECTOVMEHILS TapVMMCKOTIO THUIIa B XOTaHOCAaKCKOM I B TOXap-
CKUX SI3bIKaX: K PEKOHCTPYKIINM SI3bIKOBBIX KOHTAKTOB B TapI/IMCKOM baccerite.

B craThe paccMaTpmBalOTCs OCHOBBI yKa3aTeIbHBIX MECTOMMEHMII XOTaHOCAKCKOIO fA3bIKa (<
BOCTOYHOMPAHCKIUe SA3BIKN), He UMelolne MOP(OIOrnIecKux IapaJjie/eil B ApyTrux MpaH-
CKMX SA3BIKaX. AHAIUBUPYIOTCA JeMKTHYecKue 3HaYeHUs, STUMOJIOTHS ¥ IIPOIIeCcChl DBOJIIO-
I[N OCHOB. /leBMaHTHbIe YePThl XOTaHOCAKCKUX yKasaTeIbHBIX MeCTOMMeHMI 0OHapy K1Ba-
IOT Mapasijienn B TOXapCKUX SA3bIKaX. B ux umcio BxonsaT: GpyHKIMOHAILHOE paciipefeleHue
yKazaTeJbHBIX MeCTOMMEHMII B clcTeMe B Buje aHapOpUYecKOl, OJMKHel U JaabHeil ce-
puii; o6pasoBaHMe Bcex TpeX cepuii OT ABYX CyNILIETUBHBIX OCHOB; OOO3HaueHMe JeiKTude-
CKMX 3Ha4eHui mpu momorny cydpPukcanbHBIX ITOKazaTesnell; a Takke MOPQOIOrmIecKoe
CTpOeHMe OTZeIbHBIX yKa3aTeJIbHBIX MeCTOMMeHNI. BrIleyrmoMsHyThle 0COOEHHOCTI MOTYT
paccMaTpuUBaTLC B KauecTBe MapKepoB CHMCTEMBI yKa3aTebHBIX MecTouMeHuit Tapumckoro
Tuna. B crathe yTBep:KJaeTcs, YTO MHOTOBEKOBbIE SA3BIKOBbIe KOHTAaKTHI B TapmmckoM Gac-
celfHe MOT/IM MPUBECTU K Pa3BUTUIO B XOTAHOCAKCKOM I TOXapPCKUX SI3BIKAX OOIINX TUIIOIO-
IMYEeCKUX YePT, OTCYTCTBYIOIIX B COCeJHIUX S3BIKaX.

Karouesvie caosa: xoTaHOCAKCKII SI3BIK; TOXapCKIMe SI3bIKN; YKa3aTe/JbHble MEeCTOMMEHIISI; SI3bI-
KOBbI€ KOHTAKThI; YpaJ/JIbCKIMe SI3bIKI, CaMOJIMIICKIE SI3BIKI.



