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Abstract  
Tocharian-Turkic language and ethnic relations have many unknown 
aspects and many problems awaiting solutions. One of the 
fundamental questions about Tocharian-Turkic language contacts is 
undoubtedly when and where these contacts began and how long 
they lasted. This problem has long intrigued scholars. As Sarah G. 
Thomason (2001) also remarks, there are “two crucial historical 
questions about language contact situations - how they come about 
in the first place, and how long they last.” And as she notes, “even 
partial answers to these questions will be useful for orientation and 
predicting the future of current contact situations with some degree 
of confidence.” Therefore, even the partial answers we provide to 
the problem of Tocharian-Turkic language contacts will make 
significant contributions to its resolution. Thus, this bibliographic 
essay serves this purpose.  

In this first part, the study tries to summarize and describe the 
significant problems related to the question in the studies listed 
below and explain what each study is about. The study attempts to 
evaluate the data included in them, such as lexical correspondences, 
reconstructions, hypotheses, proofs, and their strengths and 
weaknesses. However, in this study, not all the studies listed below 
were evaluated, but only some of them for now. The rest will be 
evaluated in detail in the next parts of this article series. 
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Özet: Tohar-Türk Dil İlişkileri Üzerine Seçilmiş ve Açıklamalı 
Bir Kaynakça Denemesi, Bölüm I. 
Tohar-Türk dil ve etnik ilişkilerinin birçok bilinmeyen yönü ve 
çözüm bekleyen birçok sorunu vardır. Toharca-Türkçe ilişkileriyle 
ilgili temel sorulardan biri, şüphesiz bu temasların ne zaman ve 
nerede başladığı ve ne kadar sürdüğüdür. Bu sorun uzun süredir 
bilim insanlarının ilgisini çekmektedir. Sarah G. Thomason’un 
(2001) da belirttiği gibi, “dil teması durumlarına ilişkin iki önemli 
tarihsel soru vardır: Bu durumlar ilk etapta nasıl ortaya çıkar ve ne 
kadar sürer.” Yine onun belirttiği gibi, “bu sorulara verilecek kısmi 
cevaplar bile, güncel temas durumlarının geleceğini bir dereceye 
kadar güvenle tahmin etmek ve öğrenmek için faydalı olacaktır.” 
Dolayısıyla, Tohar-Türk dil ilişkileri sorununa vereceğimiz kısmi 
cevaplar bile bu sorunun çözümüne önemli katkılar sağlayacaktır. 
İşte bu kaynakça çalışması da bu amaca hizmet etmektedir. 

Bu ilk bölümde, aşağıda listelenen araştırmalarda ele alınan, 
konuya ilişkin önemli sorunlar özetlenmeye ve açıklanmaya 
çalışılmakta, her bir çalışmanın neyi incelediği belirtilmektedir. Bu 
çalışma, söz konusu çalışmalarda yer alan verileri, örneğin sözcüksel 
denklikleri, yeniden kurgulamaları, varsayımları, kanıtları ve 
bunların güçlü ve zayıf yönlerini değerlendirmeye çalışmaktadır. 
Ancak, bu çalışmada aşağıda listelenen tüm çalışmalar 
değerlendirilmemiş, şimdilik sadece bazıları ele alınmıştır. Geri 
kalanlar, bu makale serisinin devamında ayrıntılı olarak 
değerlendirilecektir. 
Anahtar sözcükler: Toharca, Eski Türkçe, alıntı sözcükler, dil 
ilişkisi, tarihsel dilbilim, açıklamalı kaynakça 
 
 
Introduction:  
 

This study is part of my research aiming to clarify the Turkic 
background of Tocharian-Turkic language contacts. I try to solve the 
fundamental questions of Tocharian-Turkic language contacts from 
the perspective of Turkic historical linguistics. To do this, it is 
necessary to recognize the previous studies on this subject and their 
results. Thus, this bibliographic essay serves this purpose. Although 
I cannot claim that the list I have prepared is complete, I can 
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confidently say that it covers the most important and fundamental 
studies on Tocharian-Turkic relations. Since this is the first part, the 
shortcomings and studies I may have missed will undoubtedly be 
addressed in the continuation of this article series.  

I tried to summarize and describe the significant problems 
related to the question in the studies below and explain what each 
study is about. I have attempted to evaluate the data included in 
them, such as lexical correspondences, reconstructions, hypotheses, 
proofs, and their strengths and weaknesses. 

Thus, the evaluation of the literature related to Tocharian-Turkic 
language contacts can greatly contribute to the partial clarification 
of the nature, place, and time of linguistic and interethnic contacts, 
as well as a better understanding of these issues. 
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1.1. Annotated Bibliography 
 
Aalto, Pentti (1964): Word-pairs in Tokharian and other 
languages. 

Pentti Aalto examines and compares binary combinations of two 
synonyms or antonyms, binominal and biverbal phrases (i.e., 
bicoordinatives), which he calls “word-pairs” in Tocharian and other 
genetically and typologically diverse languages; 1  e.g., binominal 
TochA ñom klyu ~ TochB ñem kälywe ‘name-fame’, i.e. ‘fame, 
renown’ (= OUyg. at kü ‘name-fame’ = Middle Mongolic nere aldar 
‘name-fame’) etc.; biverbal TochA ārtanträ pālanträ ‘(they) 
eulogize-praise’ (cf. Old Turkic/Uyghur ög- küle- ~ ög- alka- 
‘eulogize-praise’).   

Aalto draws attention to the fact that some scholars (Sapir, 
Schulze, and Krause) tried to explain the origin of the 
bicoordinatives in Tocharian from different foreign languages: (1) 
Alto notes that E. Sapir considered them to be loan translations of 
Tibetan Buddhist technical terms (cf. Tib. yid-smon ‘soul-
wish+wish’, tʽugs-dgoṅs ‘heart-wish+will’). Aalto, however, rejects 
this view by saying that “Buddhism was spread among the 
Tokharians earlier than in Tibet, and that in Tokharian there are 
almost no Tibetan words.” (2) According to Aalto, W. Schulze and 
later W. Krause compared some bicoordinatives in Tocharian (e.g., 
TochA akmal ‘face’ < ak+mal ‘eye+nose’) with Finno-Ugric 

	
1  In my master’s thesis, which I wrote in German, I introduced the term “Bi-

Koordinativ” (besides “Tri-Koordinativ” and “Multi-Koordinativ”) for such 
binominal and biverbal structures in Turkic languages when I classified them 
(Aydemir 2007). These structures had not been classified until then, and the 
widely used terms or concepts such as hendiadyoin, word pairs, binom, biverb, 
etc. seemed inadequate to characterize or describe the peculiarities of this 
phenomenon in Turkic in every detail. The previous terms for this phenomenon 
were limited to only one part of a large system. Since these structures in 
Tocharian are typologically the same as those in Turkic languages, I prefer to 
use the term “bicoordinative” for these types of constructions here, adapting it 
to English as well (cf. “co-ordinative,” Bloomfield 1933: 195). 
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parallels (e.g., Ostyak ńot-sēm, Vogul ńol-sam ‘nose+eye’ = ‘face’, 
etc.). While Schulze made cautious statements on these similarities, 
Krause wonders whether the assumption of a possible Finno-Ugric 
substratum in Tocharian could be historically justified.  

Aalto, however, also draws attention to the fact that 
bicoordinatives similar to Tocharian ones have existed not only in 
the Finno-Ugric languages but also in Turkic and Mongolic. He 
quotes some Tocharian bicoordinatives that have close parallels in 
Old Turkic and Mongolic: TochA waste pärmaṅk ‘refuge+hope’ = 
OUyg. umug ïnag ‘hope+refuge’, etc., TochB saim-wäste ‘support 
and refuge; protector’ (often an epithet of the Buddha) = Mo. itegel 
abural ‘protection+refuge’, Toch. añumāski weyeṃ ‘wonderful + 
astonishing’ = Old Turkic taŋlančïg muŋadïnčïg ‘wonderful + 
astonishing’, etc. He further remarks that “some of the instances 
quoted above can also be literary translation loans in imitation of 
Tokharian expressions.” He also states that “like the Tokharian pairs, 
the Turkic and Mongolian expressions usually inflect only the 
second component. Moreover, the pairs in these languages are often 
composed of words corresponding exactly to those used in 
Tokharian, …”  

He states as a conclusion that “the Tokharian binomials are 
clearly to be classed among the non-Indo-European elements of this 
language. The obvious similarity between them and the compound 
expressions of the Altaic languages perhaps suggests that they are 
originally due to the influence of a Proto-Turkic sub- or adstratum.” 
 
Dybo, Anna (2003): Turco-Tocharica and Turco-Sacica Renewed. 

In this paper, Dybo discusses some Turkic-Tocharian and 
Turkic-Saka (Khotanese) lexical equivalents. In the Tocharian-
Turkic section, she examines seven words that she thinks have 
transferred from Tocharian to Turkic: (1) DLT oxāk ‘juice of split 
apricots used as a beverage,’ cf. TochA/B oko ‘fruit.’2  (2) DLT 

	
2  OTu. oxāk does not appear to be a direct borrowing from Tocharian. Because 

of the -x- and final -k, it seems more likely to be a Tocharian word borrowed 
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čanač ‘an effeminate and cowardly person,’ cf. TochA śäṃ ‘wife,’3 
TochB śana reflect PTo. *ćänā from (late) PIE gweneha-. (3) DLT 
čömerük kiši ‘a man with watery eyes,’ cf. TochB, TochA tseṃ 
‘blue.’ (4) OUyg. lešp ~ lešip ‘phlegm, one of three humors,’ DLT 
lė̄š ‘id.,’ cf. TochB leśp ‘phlegm’ [one of three humors]; ‘froth, 
foam.’ (5) OUyg., DLT karšï ‘palace,’ cf. TochB kerccī ‘id.’4 (6) 
DLT ermeli ‘a swift horse,’ cf. TochB ramer ‘quickly, suddenly.’ 
(7) OUyg. madar ‘monster’, cf. TochB mātar (~ mādar) ‘sea-
monster’, TochA mātār ‘id.’5 

As for the Turkic-Tocharian section, she examines six words that 
she thinks have transferred from Turkic to Tocharian: (1) TochB 
iprer (~ ipprer ~ eprer) ‘sky, air, atmosphere,’ TochA eprer ‘id.’, cf. 
KB ewren ‘the firmanent,’ Trk. evren ‘universe, cosmos, world.’6 
(2) TochB kakwār ‘a kind of food,’ cf. *kagurma, *kagurdak from 
OTu. kagur- ‘to fry.’ 7  (3) TochB kwaṣo ‘village,’ cf. CTu. koš 
‘camp, camping; house, dwelling; hut, etc.’8 (4) TochB pale (~ pala) 
“the designation of some household official or servant, ... a guard?” 
Cf. *bāla ‘child, young’ (DLT bala ‘a young bird, nestling’).9 (5) 

	
through Sogdian mediation (cf. Sogdian adjective suffix -’k). This question, 
however, requires a separate study. 

3  Cf. *śna-ṣi ‘femininus’ (Poucha 1955: 331). 
4  Cf. karšï ← TochB kerc(c)iyi ← Ir. gardiya- Reinhart 1994: 77. 
5  Cf. also Róna-Tas 1974: 503, No. 18 and Reinhart 1994: 76. 
6  This word has been discussed below as well; see Dybo 2007. 
7  This word has been discussed below as well; see Dybo 2007. 
8  Cf. also Róna-Tas 1974: 503, No. 25 and Reinhart 1994: 78-79. 
9  This match seems very plausible. The semantic relationship between the Old 

Russian čaga ‘female slave’ ← Turkic čaga ‘child’ given by Dybo above can 
also be supported by other Turkish words: Trk. uşak ‘child; servant // çocuk; 
hizmetçi’ (from uşak ‘child’), and Trk. dial. hïzan ‘servant // hizmetçi, uşak’ 
(from Trk. kïzan ‘boy; offspring // erkek çocuk; çoluk çocuk’). The DLT bala 
‘a helper for a man in his work’ in metaphoric use (especially used in regard 
to agricultural work) seems, however, to have escaped Dybo’s attention. The 
words bala ‘young (bird, animal)’ and bala ‘a helper for a man in his work’ in 
DLT are actually one and the same word. In my opinion, the Turkic word bala 
is of Sanskrit origin, i.e., Skr. bāla ‘child; baby animal’ → PTu. *bāla ‘child; 
baby animal’ > Trk. bala (Tkm. bāla) ‘child; baby animal;’ the different origin 
explanation for Turkic bāla in EDAL (see Starostin / Dybo / Mudrak 2003: 
325–326) is unacceptable. The Turkic examples above show that the semantic 
extension in the direction of ‘child’ → ‘servant’ is a usual semantic 
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TochB peṣke ‘clarified butter, ghee’ (a medical ingredient). 10 
According to Dybo, the source of borrowing in TochB may be a 
derivative in -ke in Turkic. 11  (6) TochB miye ‘an oil-producing 
fruit?’; cf. Uzbek miya, Tatar dial., Kazakh, Nogay, Kyrgyz mïya 
‘liquorice, orach.’12 
 
Dybo, Anna V. (2007b): Тюркско-тохарская контактная 
лексика [Turkic-Tocharian contact lexicon].  

In this study, Dybo examines and evaluates presumed Tocharian-
Turkic lexical correspondences in relation to loanwords believed to 
be of Indo-European origin in Proto-Turkic or Old Turkic. Some of 
these presumed correspondences are from the list of A. Róna-Tas.13  

The first word she examines is Turkic altun. She discusses 
various possible connections and etymologies, including potential 
links to Tocharian words for ‘iron’ (eñcuwo ~ iñcuwo), Ossetian 
(ändon), and Khwarezmian (hnčw) words related to ‘steel.’ 
Additionally, there is a suggestion of a connection to PIE *ond- 
meaning ‘stone,’ with comparisons to Sanskrit and Celtic words for 
‘stone’ or ‘rock.’ However, contrary to some opinions, this word is 
surely unrelated to TochB eñcuwo ~ iñcuwo ‘iron.’ Namely, CTu. 

	
development in Turkic. Taking into account the above, we can assume that the 
meaning ‘female servant’ of the Old Russian čaga of Turkic origin has already 
emerged in Turkic (i.e., Turkic čaga ‘child; *servant’ → Old Russian čaga 
‘female slave’). Based on all this, Dybo’s matching doesn’t seem impossible 
at all. Thus, the TochB pale (~ pala) and its meaning ‘servant’ may be of (West 
Old?) Turkic origin and go back to a Turkic *bāla / *bala ‘servant’ (← Turkic 
*bāla ‘child; baby animal’). The meaning of the DLT bala ‘a helper for a man 
in his work’ also partially supports this assumption. The chronology of the 
borrowing from Turkic into Tocharian is unclear at this time.  

10  Cf. also Menges 1965, no. (5) above. 
11  A derivative in -ke is not impossible in Turkic, but such a form is not attested 

in Turkic. Despite phonetic difficulties, there seems to be a connection 
between Persian mäskä ‘fresh butter’ and TochB peṣke. According to Adams, 
it is probably a borrowing from some Middle Iranian source (Adams 2013: 
430).  

12  A connection between TochB miye and Uzbek miya, Tatar dial., Kazakh, 
Nogay, Kyrgyz mïya ‘liquorice, orach’ cited by Dybo, however, seems to be 
very likely.  

13  Róna-Tas 1974. 
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altun seems to go back to PTu. *āltun < *haltun < *haltuŋ ~ *haltoŋ 
< PTu. *hal ‘red(dish)’ + PTu. *tuŋ ~ *toŋ ‘a type of precious metal’ 
(← LHan doŋ 銅 ‘bronze; copper,’ see above).  

Another word she associates with TochB yasa ‘gold’ and TochA 
wäs is OUyg. yėz [jez] ‘copper’ (cf. SSTu. yes ‘id.’). The OUyg. and 
SSTu. words are, however, not mentioned by Dybo. Instead, she 
associates the Tocharian words in question with a PTuD *jEř 
‘copper,’ which, according to her, goes back to PAlt. *ʒiŕe ‘metal; 
anvil.’ She thinks that the “semantic relationship between Tocharian 
and Turkic words is good, but the Altaic etymology of the Turkic 
word is also quite acceptable.” She obviously assumes a deve-
lopment of PTuD *jEř > OTu. (i.e., OUyg.) yėz ‘copper’, SSTu. yes 
‘id.’ Contrary to Dybo, I think this Altaic etymology is unacceptable, 
because in Turkic, the phonological shift was not zetacistic, i.e., not 
PTu. */ř/ > /z/ or PTu. */ŕ/ > /z/ (i.e., *r2 > z) as pro-Altaicists 
propose, but certainly rhotacistic, i.e., PTu. */z/ > /r/ (and */d/ [ð] > 
/z/ > /r/).14 I may be wrong, but as I have proposed in an earlier study, 
it seems very likely that the Turkic word may be of Tocharian origin: 
OUyg. yėz [jez] ‘copper’ (cf. SSTu. yes ‘id.’) < late PTu. *yėz ~ *yės 
< PTu. *yės < *yėsĕ / *yėsă (or *yėse / *yėsa) ← TochB yasa ‘gold’, 
TochA wäs (< PTo. *wiä̯sā).15 

Other presumed correspondences from the list of Róna-Tas she 
evaluates are as follows: 

	
14  Among many others, the case of (DS sem- > *sem-(i)z / *semi-(i)z >) semiz 

‘fat’ > *semir (Chuv. samăr, DS semir) also proves this well. For this and proof 
of the z > r phonological shift, see Aydemir 2005. Among others, the final -r 
in the Chuvash pir ‘fabric; linen; cloth’ is also clear evidence of this 
phonological shift because this word is a loanword in Turkic and Mongolic 
languages (i.e., Chuv. pir < POg./PBulg. *bėr < PTu. *bėz ← *bėz/*bės). 
Vovin is definitely wrong when he thinks that Chuv. pir goes back to a PBulg. 
*bör and CTu. *böz (PTu. *böz > PBulg. *bör > Chuv. pir, Vovin 2018: 266). 
Because, as Rona-Tas writes, the “Chuvash -i- can go back to a former e, but 
an original -ö- (short or long) would never become an -i- in Chuvas. Thus the 
Chuvash word is reflecting an original form *bez...” (Róna-Tas 1975: 160). 

15  Aydemir 2023: 8-9; for PTo. *wiä̯sā, see Adams 2013: 525. Probably TochB 
yasa or a variant of it is contained in TochB yasna ‘treasure chamber, treasury,’ 
whose final -na is not clear (see Adams 2013: 526 a); For possible explanation 
of -na, see Aydemir 2023: 9, note 19. 
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PTuD16 *ok ‘arrow’ vs. TochB akwatse ‘sharp;’ PTuD *Koλ ‘hut, 
shack, camp’ vs. TochB koṣkiye ‘hut;’ PTuD *tām ‘roof, wall’ vs. 
TochB stām ‘tree’, TochA ṣtām ‘id.;’ PTuD *tōr ‘the honored place 
in a yurt, furthest from the entrance’ vs. TochB twere ‘door;’ PTuD 
*tȫrt ‘four’ vs. TochB śtwer ‘four’, A śtwar; PTuD *tümen ‘ten 
thousand; very many’ vs. TochB t(u)māne ‘ten thousand, a myriad’, 
TochA tmāṃ, TochB tumāne; PTuD *yigirmi ‘twenty’ vs. B ikaṃ 
‘twenty’, A wiki ‘id.;’ PTuD *biĺči- > *biši- ‘to stir, to whip (milk, 
butter)’ vs. TochB peṣke ‘clarified butter, ghee;’ PTuD *(h)okuř 
‘bull, ox’ vs. TochB okso ‘cow, ox’, TochА ops-; PTuD *kīλ ‘sable’ 
vs. Toch. *kiś < PIE *keḱ-, *ḱeḱ- ‘marten, ferret;’ PTuD *kāř ‘goose’ 
vs. Toch. *kās- < PIE *ǵhans- ‘goose.’ 

Dybo also examines several Proto-Turkic plant names that, 
according to her, currently lack satisfactory Altaic etymologies and 
yet can be reasonably interpreted as borrowings from some Indo-
European but non-Iranian, possibly Kentum group language. Thus, 
according to her, the following four Turkic plant names having 
regular Chuvash parallels are possible loanwords from Tocharian, 
although no parallels to these Turkic plant names have been found 
in Tochar texts:  

(1) OUyg. alïmla, DLT almïla, alma; According to Dybo, the 
hypothetical source of the Turkic word could have looked, for 
example, like *amil-la ‘apple’ (> alɨmla with metathesis) – a reflex 
and meaning that are theoretically possible for Tocharian. Dybo only 
mentions the Cuvash literary form ulma ‘apple,’ but there are also 
dialect forms in Chuvash, ămla, and omla ‘id.’, which Dybo does 
not mention.17  

(2) PTuD *eykel ‘acorn, cone,’ Chuv. yəkəl(ə), dial. ikəl ‘acorn’, 
Tatar ekele, dial. ekelė, ekeli ‘acorn, pine cone’; Bashkir dial. ekele 
(southern dialect group) the same. Dybo remarks that the word is 
narrowly distributed in the Volga region, and the Chuvash, Tatar, 
and Bashkir forms are unlikely to be borrowed from each other. She 

	
16  Reconstructions indicated by PTuD are by Dybo. 
17  For the Chuvash dialect forms and another possible Tocharian origin of the 

Turkic alma, alïmla, and almïla, see also Cheung / Aydemir 2015. 
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compares the Turkic forms with various IE forms but does not give 
a specific Tocharian form.  

(3) PTuD *e/ilme ‘elm, aspen, maple,’ Chuv. jəlmė ‘elm, maple,’ 
Kmk. ėlmė ‘maple,’ etc. vs. IE *elm- ‘maple.’ She compares the 
Turkic forms with IE *elm- but does not give a specific Tocharian 
form. 

(4) PTuD *abs-ak ‘aspen,’ Chuv. ăvăs ~ dial. us; Hak. os 
‘poplar,’ Shor aspak, etc. She compares the Turkic forms with PIE 
*ap[u]s- / *asp- ‘aspen, poplar’ but does not give a specific 
Tocharian form and notes that there are no convincing Indo-Iranian 
parallels to the PIE root 

Dybo remarks that “the last three Turkic words have limited 
distribution, which may result from the limited distribution of 
corresponding plants within present-day Turkic territory. However, 
it cannot be attributed to borrowing from Germanic or Slavic 
languages, as the chronological and territorial contexts for such 
contacts are impossible for Proto-Turkic. These words, at the same 
time, lack solid Altaic etymologies. Phonetically, they could 
potentially be traced back to the common Tocharian reflexes of 
corresponding Indo-European roots (the split of Common Tocharian 
into languages A and B is estimated glottochronologically to the 
20th century BCE). Nevertheless, such reflexes are not attested in 
Tocharian texts.” 

According to Dybo, the following Chuvash word having no 
Altaic etymology could, in principle, be traced back to an 
undiscovered (proto-)Tocharian source as well as to a genuinely 
attested Iranian source: Chuv. ătăr (~ xătăr) ‘mouse-like animal; 
river otter; an aquatic animal, the size of a quarter; mole.’18 Dybo 
reconstructs a PTu. *utɨr (ř?) ‘otter’ (sic) for the Chuvash form, 
because she thinks that the assumption of borrowing from a 
Tocharian or Iranian source “is not justified culturally or historically. 
Otters are distributed practically throughout all of northern Eurasia, 
except for desert regions.” However, as she herself also notes, there 

	
18  See Fedotov 1996: 93; Ashmarin 1929: 78-79. 
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is no particular reason to derive it from an Altaic etymology. The 
Chuv. ătăr, in my opinion, seems to be relatively old in the Chuvash 
lexicon and, thus, go to a form *utur or *utïr, which may go back to 
*utr- or a similar form in a source language of IE origin (i.e., ătăr < 
Chuv. *utur / *utïr ← SL *utr-?). Could this source language be 
Tocharian? It is possible, but not certain. Accepting this working 
hypothesis would lead to questions about the place and time of the 
borrowing, which would be challenging, if not impossible, to answer 
at present. I consider the possible etymological connection of the 
Chuvash word with CTu. it ‘dog’ to be excluded. 

Another Chuvash isolate associated with TochB peret ‘ax,’ 
TochA porat, is Chuv. port(ъ) ‘axe.’ In this regard, she remarks that 
if we had any evidence of the Proto-Turkic nature of the Chuvash 
word, it could be recognized as either an Eastern Iranian (Proto-
Saka) or Tocharian borrowing; but since there is no such evidence, 
she considers it an Alanism or Permian form in Volga-Bulgaric (cf. 
Zyryan purt ‘knife,’ Udmurt purt ‘id.’). 

Dybo also discusses possible Tocharian borrowings from Turkic, 
as proposed by A. Lubotsky and S. A. Starostin.19 Some of those 
were also suggested by A. Róna-Tas as Tocharian loanwords in 
Turkic, unlike Lubotsky and Starostin.20 These are as follows: (1) 
TochА klyu vs. OTu. kü; (2) TochA koṃ, and TochB kauṃ vs. OTu. 
kün; (3) TochA tor, TochB taur vs. OTu. tōz; (4) TochA kanak, 
TochB kenek vs. OTu. köŋlek; (5) TochB t(u)māne, TochB tumāne, 
TochA tmāṃ, OTu. tümen; (6) TochB ām vs. OTu. amul, amïl; (7) 
TochB olya vs. OTu. ulug; (8) TochB pärśeri vs. PTuD *bürče (Tat. 
börčε, Kmk. bürče); (9) TochB yase ‘shame’ vs. OTu. yās ‘damage, 
harm, destruction, loss;’ (10) TochB kärk- ‘rob, steal’ vs. OTu.  
karak ‘brigandage.’  

Dybo suggests another layer of Tocharisms in Turkic languages, 
which lack Turkic etymology and reflexes in contemporary Turkic 
languages. These are as follows: (1) DLT oxāk ‘juice of split apricots 

	
19  Lubotsky / Starostin 2003. 
20  Róna-Tas 1974. 
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used as a beverage,’ cf. TochA/B oko ‘fruit;’21 (2) DLT čanač ‘an 
effeminate and cowardly person,’ cf. TochA śäṃ ‘wife,’22 TochB 
śana reflect PTo. *ćänā from (late) PIE gweneha-; (3) DLT čömerük 
kiši ‘a man with watery eyes,’ cf. TochB, TochA tseṃ ‘blue.’; (4) 
OUyg. bėre, bere ‘a measure of lenght,’ TochB prere ‘arrow,’ 
TochA pär (cf. pärra-krase ‘distance of an arrow-shot’); (5) OUyg. 
lešp ~ lešip ‘phlegm, one of three humors,’ DLT lė̄š ‘id.,’ cf. TochB 
leśp ‘phlegm’ (one of three humors); ‘froth, foam;’ (6) OUyg., DLT 
karšï ‘palace,’ cf. TochB kerccī ‘id.;’ (7) DLT ermeli ‘a swift horse,’ 
cf. TochB ramer ‘quickly, suddenly;’ (8) OUyg. madar ‘monster’, 
cf. TochB mātar (~ mādar) ‘sea-monster’, TochA mātār ‘id.’23 (9) 
DLT nāg ‘crocodile; cyclic sign, cf. TochA nāg, nāk ‘Naga, a 
serpent-demon,’ TochB nāk, nāke, nāge ‘dragon’ (in the calendrical 
cycle of years); (10) OUyg. banit ‘molasses, bagasse, syrup,’ cf. 
TochB panit ~ pañit ‘molasses;’ (11) OUyg. saparir ~ sparir 
‘crystallized quartz,’ cf. TochB spharir ‘crystal;’ (12) OUyg. 
ankabuš / angabuš (Dybo: änkäbüs) ‘Hingu (Ferula asafoetida),’ cf. 
TochB aṅkwaṣ(ṭ)  ‘asa fetida (Ferula foetida Regel);24 (13) OUyg. 
(TTVIII) širyu ‘star,’ cf. TochB ścirye ‘id.;’ (14) OUyg. p(a)ryan 
‘cell,’ cf. TochA/B paryāṃ ‘circuit, space between cells in a 
monastery;’ (15) OUyg. ačak(a)ram ‘snake, bright tiger python,’ 
TochB acakarm ‘?;’25  (16) OUyg. künčit ‘sesame,’ cf. TochA/B 
kuñcit ‘id.;’ (17) OTu. yawlak, yablāk ‘bad, evil,’ cf. TochB yolo 

	
21  As I have already suggested above, OTu. oxāk cannot be a direct borrowing 

from Tocharian. Because of the -x- and final -k, it seems more likely to be a 
Tocharian word borrowed through Sogdian mediation (cf. Sogdian adjective 
suffix -’k); see also Dybo 2003 above. 

22  Cf. *śna-ṣi ‘femininus’ (Poucha 1955: 331). 
23  Cf. also Róna-Tas 1974: 503, No. 18 and Reinhart 1994: 76. 
24  Dybo suggests that the Uyghur word is probably a graphical borrowing with 

the substitution of w with p (Dybo 2007b: [17]). Röhrborn, however, remarks 
that although the similarity to Tocharian B ankwaṣ has been noted multiple 
times, it cannot be assumed to be a direct borrowing (Röhrborn 2015: 172). 

25  Adams does not give the meaning of the word (Adams 2013: 7). Dybo suggests 
that the Uyghur word may be a loanword from Tocharian, or it may also be 
from Sogdian. However, based on its phonetic shape, the Sogdian word cannot 
be a candidate for being the source of the Old Uyghur word (Dybo 2007b: 
[17]). 
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‘bad, evil; ugly;’ 26  (18) OUyg. nirvan ‘nirvana,’ cf. TochA/B 
nervāṃ ‘id.’ (cf. Sog. nyrβ’n [nirvān]); (19) OUyg. aviš ‘the name 
of the eighth great hell, the deepest hell in Buddhism,’ cf. TochA 
Aviś ‘Avīci, name of a hell’, TochB Apiś ‘id.;’ (20) OUyg. čantal27 
‘executioner, outcast,’ cf. TochA caṇḍāl ‘Caṇḍāla, executioner,’ 
TochB caṇḍāl(e) ‘outcast (and therefore the performer of 
undesirable social roles such as executioner);’ (21) OUyg. čintan 
(Dybo: čyntan) ‘sandalwood (tree),’ cf. TochB cantāṃ ~ candāṃ 
‘sandalwood (tree);’ 28  (22) OUyg. asanke (Dybo: asanki) 
‘Asaṃkhyeya world period, an incalculable long period; countless,’ 
cf. TochA asaṃkhe; (23) OUyg. važinpat ~ važanpat (Dybo: 
vzampat) ‘ordination;’ cf. TochA wasäṃpāt ‘ordination,’ TochB 
wasaṃpāt ‘id.;’29 (24) OUyg. š(a)rmire ‘novice (monk),’ cf. TochB 
ṣarmire ‘id.;’ (25) OUyg. baranas ‘Benares,’ cf. TochA bārāṇas 
‘id.’. 	 	

In the final section of her research, Dybo investigates potential 
Turkic loanwords in Tocharian B that, in her view, lack satisfactory 
Indo-European etymologies:  

(1) TochB iprer (~ ipprer ~ eprer) ‘sky, air, atmosphere,’ TochA 
eprer ‘id.’,30 cf. KB ewren ‘the firmanent,’ DLT ewren ‘a dome-
shaped oven,’ Trk. ewren ‘universe, cosmos, world.’31 According to 
her, the Turkic forms go back to *ebren ‘dome, sky, heavens’, which 

	
26  On the Proto-Oguric (Bactrian Hun) origin of TochB yolo, see Aydemir 2023: 

12-14. 
27  According to Wilkens, OUyg. čantal is a Sogdian loanword (i.e., čantal ← 

Sog. cnt’(’)r, see Wilkens 2021: 222), but because of the final -r of the Sogdian 
form, it does not seem possible to have been borrowed from Sogdian. 

28  Dybo’s matching is not very accurate because the vowels on the first syllable 
do not match. The form čintan seems to be of Chinese origin, as Wilkens 
thought; i.e., LMC tʂian tɦan 旃檀 (Wilkens 2007: 361); cf. Skr. candana > 
OUyg. čandana. OUyg čandan with Brahmi letters goes, however, back to 
TochB candāṃ (~ cantāṃ).  

29  OUyg. važinpat ~ važanpat seem two separate borrowings from Tocharian; 
i.e., OUyg. važinpat < *vazinpat < *vasinpat ← TochA wasäṃpāt, and 
važanpat < *vazanpat < *vasanpat ← TochB wasaṃpāt. A /z/ ~ /ž/ alternation 
in Old Uyghur is not a rare case. 

30  For the etymology of the Tocharian words, see Adams 2013: 70. 
31  Dybo also discussed this word in her 2003 study; see Dybo 2003. 
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she derives from the transitive verb PTu. *ebür- ‘to rotate;’ and the 
Tocharian forms may have been borrowed from Turkic with a suffix 
replacement. Dybo’s matching seems problematic because there is 
no clear reason for the Turkic -r to change to -n in Tocharian A/B or 
for suffix replacement. As for the Turkic ewren, it lacks a 
satisfactory etymology. It seems, however, very likely that it goes 
back to PTu. *ewreŋ (> OTu. ewren). The word ewren first appears 
in the late Old Turkic period, in the 11th century, during the 
Karakhanid Turkic period (10th–12th c.), and an alternation of -ŋ ~ 
-n in word-final position as a dialectal feature in Karakhanid is not a 
rare case (cf., DLT yataŋ ~ yatan ‘a wooden bow,’ tapçaŋ ~ tapçan 
‘a three-legged stool for picking grapes,’ kalkaŋ ~ kalkan ‘shield,’ 
etc.). Thus, it appears highly probable that there was also an *ewreŋ 
along with the ewren (i.e., *ewreŋ ~ ewren), which seems to have 
been derived from an intransitive verb *ewre- ‘to turn round, rotate, 
etc.’ (i.e., OTu. ewren ‘the firmanent’ < *ewreŋ < *ewre-ŋ < *ewre- 
< *eb+rA- ‘intr. to turn, rotate’ < *eb ‘circle, circular; ring’32 > 
*eb+ü- ‘intr. to turn, rotate’ > *eb+ü-r-33 ‘tr. to turn, rotate’ > OTu. 
ewir- ‘id.’).34  

(2) Another matching of Dybo is TochA tiri ‘manner, rule, habit,’ 
TochB teri, tiri ‘way, means, manner.’ Dybo matches it with CTu. 
tür ‘type, sort, kind, manner, etc.’ (cf. OTu. törlüg ‘sort, kind’), 
which she derives from PAlt. *turi ‘face,’ PMo. *duri (cf. WMo. 
düri ‘shape, form, outline; appearance, view, etc.’). Dybo 
reconstructs therefore a PTu. *dür for CTu. tür, and thinks that the 
Tocharian form with the final vowel may be a borrowing of the 
Turkic third-person possessive form. Adams therefore thinks that 
TochB teri ~ teri is suspiciously similar to Old Turkic törü, törö 

	
32  As a semantic analogy, cf. Tofalar Turkic ög ‘house; circle; ring (around the 

moon)’ (Rassadin 2005: 76). Thus, the meaning of ‘house’ in Turkic may have 
emerged as follows; ‘circular (circle) / round-shaped dwelling (circular 
housing)’ → ‘house.’ 

33  As a morphological analogy, cf. OTu. kėŋür- ‘to widen, broaden, enlarge’ < 
kėŋ+ü-r-; cf. Sevortyan 1974: 499. 

34  Cf. ÈSTJa: 499-500. 
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‘law, custom, customary law.’35 Dybo’s suggestions regarding PTu. 
*dür, however, encounter difficulties. Namely, (a) the Chuvash 
forms tĕr ‘different, diverse, varied, all kinds; any; kind, sort, type.’ 
and tĕrlĕ ‘id.’36 as well as other Turkic forms with t- clearly refer to 
an initial PTu. *t-; (b) It is also not very likely that TochA/B tiri is a 
borrowing of the Turkic third-person possessive form (i.e., +i). 
Namely, the final vowel of tiri may also be the stem-final vowel, 
which was apocopated in the Proto-Turkic period (i.e., before 6 c. 
CE).37 Based on all this, CTu. tür ‘type, sort, kind, manner, etc.’ may 
theoretically go back to PTu. *türi (~ ? *töri). If Tocharian tiri is 
indeed related to PTu *türi, then we have to assume a (CTu. tür <) 
PTu. *türi > *tiri 38  → TochA/B *tiri backward assimilation in 
Proto-Turkic. Because if PTu. *türi had been borrowed into 
Tocharian with *ü, we would have seen *turi in Tocharian with 
sound substitution, since the two Tocharian languages had /u/.39 As 
for TochB teri, if it is indeed related to PTu *türi, in principle, we 
can suppose as a working hypothesis that this is a case of multiple 
borrowing, going back to a possible *töri (~ *türi; cf. OTu. törlüg 
‘sort, kind’) form in Proto-Turkic, and borrowed as teri in Tocharian 
B through sound substitution (PTu. */ö/ → ? *PTo. /e/; i.e., PTu. 
*töri → ? PTo. *teri). Thus, there are many uncertainty factors. In 

	
35  Adams 2013: 324. 
36  For the Chuvash forms, see Fedotov 1996: 219 and Ashmarin 1941: 87–88. 
37  As I mentioned in a previous work (Aydemir 2023: 10), this phenomenon 

affected a significant part of the Proto-Turkic lexicon, if not all of it; e.g., OTu. 
bod ‘height, stature (of a man); clan, tribe’ < PTu. *bodu (cf. OTu. bodun 
‘tribes; people’ < *bodu+n); CTu. sor- ~ sora- ‘ask’ < PTu. *sora-; CTu. sag- 
‘to milk (an animal)’ < PTu. *saga- = Mo. saga- ‘id.’; OTu. tōn ‘garment, 
clothing’ < PTu. *tonă ~ *tona ← Khot. thona / thonä (~ thauna) ‘cloth’ (for 
the Khotanese forms, see Bailey 1979: 149b). Here arises the question whether 
the loss of stem-final vowels in Proto-Turkic is an influence of Tocharian A 
interference (or vice versa?) since the same phenomenon also took place in 
Tocharian A. Namely, according to Adams, “Early too was the loss of all final 
vowels” in Tocharian A; cf. TochA kaṃ (TB kene) ‘melody, tune,’ TochA 
oṅkaläm (TochB oṅkolmo) ‘elephant’ (Adams 1988: 27). 

38  Cf. Karaim Turkic (Galician dialect) tirli ‘varied.’ 
39  For the common inventory of simple vowels in the two Tocharian languages, 

see Krause / Slocum 2023. 
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addition, as mentioned above, Tocharian words have also been 
associated with the OTu. törö, törü ‘law, custom, customary law’ 
(cf. TochA tiri ‘manner, rule, habit), which makes the issue even 
more complicated.  

(3) Dybo matches TochB kakwār ‘a kind of food’ with OTu. 
kagur- ‘to fry.’ However, this matching encounters many 
difficulties, especially from a phonetic and morphological point of 
view.40 The etymology of kakwār is unknown.41 

(4) Another potential Turkic loanword in Tocharian, according to 
Dybo, is TochB kwaṣo ‘village;’ cf. CTu. koš ‘camp, camping; 
house, dwelling; hut, etc.’42 This word was already discussed above 
in relation to Dybo 2014. 

(5) Another matching of Dybo is TochB pale (~ pala) “the 
designation of some household official or servant, ... a guard?” Cf. 
DLT bala ‘a young bird, nestling.’ According to Dybo, the 
Tocharian form could be either borrowed from Turkic *bāla ‘child, 
offspring’ or from Sanskrit bāla- ‘child.’ This word was already 
discussed above in this section. 

Other presumed correspondences from the list of Róna-Tas she 
evaluates at the end of this study are as follows: a) PTuD *biĺči- > 
*biši- ‘to stir, to whip (milk, butter)’ vs. TochB peṣke ‘clarified 
butter, ghee;’ b) TochB miye ‘an oil-producing fruit?’, cf. Uzbek 
miya, Tatar dial., Kazakh, Nogay, Kyrgyz mïya ‘liquorice, orach;’ c) 
TochB pärśeri vs. PTuD *bürče (Tat. börčε, Kmk. bürče, Chuv. 
pъwrźa); d) TochB yase ‘shame’ vs. OTu. yās ‘damage, harm, 
destruction, loss;’ e) TochB kärk- ‘rob, steal’ vs. OTu.  karak 
‘brigandage.’  

As a result, Dybo makes the following chronological deter-
mination: “So, convincing evidence of direct contacts between the 
Turks and the Tocharians in the pre-Turkic era cannot be found. 
Contacts during the ancient Turkic era (7th–11th centuries AD), on 
the contrary, are fairly well represented in both directions, both in 

	
40  This word has been discussed abowe as well; see Dybo 2003. 
41  Adams 2013: 143. 
42  Cf. also Róna-Tas 1974: 503, No. 25 and Reinhart 1994: 78-79. 
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everyday life and within the literary language; they are clearly 
associated with the Uyghur-Karakhanid tradition and the territory of 
Xinjiang.” 

 
Dybo, Anna V. (2014): Early contacts of Turks and problems of 
Proto-Turkic reconstruction. 

 In this article, Dybo examines loanwords in the Turkic 
languages, as well as borrowings from Turkic languages falling 
within the domains of the Proto-Turkic and Common Turkic periods. 
She examines three Tocharian-Turkic correspondences, two of 
which were proposed by A. Róna-Tas as Tocharian loanwords from 
Proto-Turkic.43 Among them, according to her, two are Old Turkic 
loanwords in Tocharian B. Namely, she thinks that TochB kwaṣo 
‘country’ (sic; cf. kwaṣ- ‘village’) “could be a loan from” OTu. *koš 
‘cottage,’44 which, according to her, goes back to PTuD *koλ (i.e. 
TochB kwaṣo ← OTu. *koš < PTuD *koλ). 45  However, this 
suggestion, in my opinion, leaves some phonological problems on 
the Tocharian side unexplained. In this connection, the question is, 
if this is so, as Dybo suggests, what is the final -o on the Tocharian 
side, or why OTu. k- is substituted as a labiovelar kw- by Tocharian 
B; or we can also ask why the OTu. *koš was not borrowed as *koṣ 
in TochB but as kwaṣo. Thus, the relationship between the two words 
is not clear. However, because of the final -o (i.e., open syllable) on 
the Tocharian side, as a working hypothesis, it is also worth 
considering the possibility that the OTu. *koš may have entered 
Tocharian B as kwaṣo via Khotanese or another Iranian language 
mediation. On the other hand, as a working hypothesis, it is also 
worth considering the possibility that TochB koṣkiye ‘hut’ of 
uncertain etymology is possibly a direct borrowing from Turkic, and 
goes back to a Turkic form with a diminutive suffix (i.e., *koš+kïya 

	
43  Róna-Tas 1974: 503, No. 4, 25. 
44  This word has been attested first in Middle Turkic (see Räsänen 1969: 283). 
45  Cf. Dybo 2007b: [3]. Róna-Tas thinks the other way around. According to him, 

the Turkic koš was borrowed from Tocharian (Róna-Tas 1974: 503, No. 25; 
cf. Reinhart 1994: 78, 85); cf. Adams 2013: 199. 



 An Attempt at a Selected and Annotated Bibliography of  27 
 Tocharian-Turkic Language Contacts, Part I 

‘small cottage’). 46  Namely, according to Adams, koṣkiye is 
“probably not a loanword from Iranian.”47   

Another word that she thinks was borrowed from Old Turkic is 
TochB peṣke ‘clarified butter, ghee.’ This word has already been 
discussed above.48  
 
Menges, Karl H. (1965): Domaine tokharien. Zu einigen ural-
altajisch-toxarischen Wortbeziehungen.  

In a study, Pierre Naert (1964) discussed some Tocharian words 
and suggested their etymologies from Uralic, Turkic, and Chinese. 
Menges critically examines Naert’s etymological suggestions. 
Menges considers four major foreign language influences on 
Tocharian: (1) Uralic, (2) Altaic, (3) Chinese, and (4) several pre- 
and non-Indo-European layers. He thinks that Altaic elements 
entered Tocharian in the Tarim Basin and in the last periods of 
Tocharian. He examines the following pairings of Naert: (1) TochA 
kärtkāl ‘stretch of water, pond, well, pool, spring’ TochB kärkkālle 
~ kärtkālle ‘swamp, marsh, mud.’ Menges rightly refused Neart’s 
matching of -kāl(le) with the OTu. kȫl ‘pool, lake.’ (2) TochB kerccī 
‘palace’ = OTu. karšï ‘id.’. Menges accepted the matching but 
rightly refused that the OTu. word cannot be a direct borrowing from 
Tocharian due to palatal-velar opposition. (3) TochA kumpäc ‘drum’ 
= MTu., MUyg., Tar. dumbaq ‘drum; hill.’ According to Menges, 
the TochA word is “just a distant echo of the Turkic form.” Thus, he 
did not refuse this match clearly. But I think the two words nothing 
to do with each other. (4) TochA pāśiṃ ‘treasure’ = MUyg. xäzīnä 
‘id.’. Menges rightly refused the matching and accepted Bailey’s 
opinion, according to whom TochA word is of Khotanese origin; see 
pārgyiña, pāžiña ‘id.’. (5) TochB peṣke ‘clarified butter, ghee’ (a 
medical ingredient) = MUyg. mäskä ~ mäškä ‘fresh butter.’ Menges 
accepted this match. According to him, however, the MUyg. words 
can be a borrowed either from Persian (i.e., mäskä) or from TochB 

	
46  For the Old Turkic diminutive suffix +kIñA, see Erdal 1991: 47-56. 
47  Adams 2013: 220. 
48  See above Dybo 2003, No. 5; Menges 1965. 
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of Kucha. However, in my opinion, because TochB p- = MUyg. m-, 
it does not seem to be possible that the MUyg. words are of TochB 
origin. The MUyg. words may be of Iranian origin: mäskä from 
Persian, mäškä possibly via Khotanese (i.e., MUyg. mäškä ← Khot. 
*mäsikä? ← Per. mäskä). (6) TochB māla (i.e., TochB mālo ‘a kind 
of intoxicating drink’) = Tatar mällä ‘vodka, Spirituosen.’ 
According to Naert, TochB and Tatar words are borrowings from a 
third source. Menges rightly thought that the Tatar word is of Persian 
origin and its meaning ‘vodka’ is secondary. 

Naert matched TochA wäs and TochB yasa with their Samoyedic 
equivalences. He did not mention OTu. or MTu. yäz ‘copper’. But 
Menges rightly considers the following words meaning ‘copper’ in 
modern Turkic languages ending in -s and -z to be of TochB origin: 
MTu. yäz, Baraba yis, South Siberian Turkic yäs, etc. 
 
Müller, Friedrich W. K. (1918): Toxrï and Kuišan (Küšän). 

In this study, Müller examines three ethnonyms concerning 
Tocharians, i.e., Yuezhi, Twqry, and Küsen / Küšen. In Chapter I, 
Müller criticizes some researchers who have previously read or 
reconstructed the name Yuezhi (月氏) as Yüe-ti (J. Klaproth), Get-ti 
(Schlegel), Ngüt-tšï / Ngüt-šï (O. Franke), and Yüe-tšï (J. Marquart), 
or Gur-ṣi / Kur-ṣi (A. v. Staël-Holstein).49 In Chapter II, he makes 
some explanations about various ethnonyms (Toxrï, Toxri, Ārśi, 
Tukharak, Tu-huo-lo, etc.) in historical sources that are thought to 
be related to Tocharians. In chapter III, he examines the name Küsen 
(Müller: Kuišan, Küšän) in some Old Uyghur colophons and 
concludes that it denotes the Kushan (Müller: Kuṣana), the territory 
of Gandhāra, and the Kabul Valley, i.e., the name of the Kushan 
Empire. But today we know that Küsen is actually the name of the 
city of Kucha, the center of the TochB language and culture, and is 
the Old Uyghur form of Sogdian kws’n. 
 

	
49  On the reconstruction of the name Yuezhi, see Aydemir 2019. 
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Naert, Pierre (1964): Contacts lexicaux entre le tokharien et ses 
voisins non-indoeuropéens. 

Pierre Naert examines some Tocharian words, for which he 
suggested etymologies from Uralic, Turkic and Chinese. For 
matchings of the Turkic origin of Naert, see Menges 1965 above. 
 
Pinault, Georges-Jean (1998), Tocharian languages and pre-
Buddhist culture.  

In this study, Pinault examines, among others, “the mutual 
influence between Tocharian and Altaic” in order to reconstruct the 
pre-Buddhist culture of Tocharians. His research is based on the 
vocabulary of some basic concepts in Tocharian and Turkic, as well 
as some formulas. He tries, with the help of the etymology of some 
Tocharian-Turkic words, to catch a glimpse of the pre-Buddhist 
world of the Tocharians, where those words were coined.  

In the first group, he compares the following Tocharian-Turkic 
words under the subtitle “religion and aristocratic ideology:” (1) 
TochA koṃñkät ‘sun-god,’ TochB kauṃñäkte ‘sun-god,’ cf. OUyg. 
kün täŋri ‘sun; sun-god’; (2) TochA maññkät, TochB meññäkte 
‘moon-god,’ cf. OUyg. ay teŋri ‘moon; moon-god;’ (3) TochA käṃ-
ñäkte, tkaṃ-ñkät ‘earth-god,’ cf. yėr teŋri ‘earth and heaven; earth 
goddess.’ These are the names of pre-Buddhist deities in Tocharian 
culture that are common with Turkic-speaking peoples. 50  The 
chronology of these structural and semantic similarities between 
Tocharian and Turkic that Pinault draws attention to is unclear for 
now. However, as a working hypothesis, I suppose that they may 
belong to the first period of Tocharian-Turkic language contacts 
(i.e., before the 3rd century BCE), 51  since language contact 
situations in the second period (i.e., after the 3rd century BE) were 
not so intense and long-standing and would not enable this kind of 

	
50  Dybo finds the idea that the structural similarity of the names of the moon and 

sun deities in Turkic and Tocharian is due to contact unconvincing (Dybo 
2007b: 10, note [7]). See also Winter 1963 above. 

51  For the periodization of Tocharian-Turkic language contacts, see Aydemir 
2023: 6-16. 
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similarity to emerge. If we take into account that these beliefs, as 
well as semantic and structural parallels, belong to the pre-Buddhist 
period of the Tocharians, then the above chronology seems right to 
me for now. However, in the light of new data, knowledge, and 
results, this chronological proposal may have to be refined or revised 
in the future. 

Pinault also compares the binominal phrase TochA ñom klyu ~ 
TochB ñem kälywe ‘name-fame’, i.e., ‘fame, renown,’ with the 
OUyg. at kü ‘name-fame’ (cf. Middle Mongolic nere aldar ‘name-
fame’), and thinks that this phrase “has been imitated by the Ancient 
Turks, by the Uighurs.” Based on Louis Basin’s suggestion, Pinault 
thinks that the kü in Turkic is probably a borrowing from 
Tocharian.52  

It seems highly likely that, for chronological reasons, the kü may 
be a Tocharian loanword in late Proto-Turkic since it can already be 
attested in the Orkhon Turkic inscriptions (i.e., 8th century kü 
‘rumor; fame, reputation,’ 11th century DLT kǖ ‘famous’). 53 
However, for phonological reasons, it seems almost certain that kǖ 
was borrowed into Proto-Turkic from Tocharian A. The final -ǖ in 
Turkic seems to be a sound substitution (i.e., nativization) for -lyu in 
Proto-Tocharian, i.e., in TochA (i.e., late PTu. *-ǖ ← TochA -lyu). 
Thus, Pinault’s proposal, that is, “diphthongal -yu > -ü,” seems to be 
very likely.  

	
52  Contrary to Pinault, Dybo thinks that kü is not of Tocharian origin, but Turkic. 

Dybo derives it from PTu. *kü(b) ‘glory // слава’, which – according to her – 
goes back to PAlt. *k‛i̯ube (Dybo 2007b: [11]; cf. Aydemir 2023: 9). However, 
Dybo’s opinion is not convincing at all because her Proto-Turkic 
reconstruction *k‘i̯ube is not based on existing forms but only on assumed 
ones. Specifically, the only existing word that Dybo associates with OTu. kü 
to support her opinion is Shor küg (< OTu. küg ‘song, melody’). However, it 
seems that Dybo's attention escaped the fact that Shor küg is of Chinese origin 
(see Clauson 1972: 709). 

53  See Clauson 1972: 686. The vowel of the kü in the Orkhon Turkic inscriptions 
may also be long (i.e., *kǖ). Since the Orkhon runic alphabet does not indicate 
vowel lengths, we write this word in the inscriptions (8th c.) with a short vowel 
(i.e., kü). 
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According to Pinault, Tocharian terminology concerning the four 
cardinal points and the seasons of the year is similar to the system of 
the Turkic peoples but very different from the Indian system of six 
seasons. 

Pinault also briefly discusses the titulature yabgu, a political-
military term of Turkic origin. According to the state of the research 
in 1998, in Tocharian, only the yāppäk, a personal name, was known 
as the equivalent of the Yabgu. Adams still seems to regard it as a 
variant of yabgu.54  But since then, the forms of TochB yapko ~ 
yāpko have also been detected in Tocharian, and Pinault has shown 
that yāppäk has nothing to do with Yabgu. According to him, it is of 
Turkic origin and related to the OTu. yapïg, ‘construction; covering,’ 
which is also used as a Buddhist technical term in the sense of Skr. 
skandha in OUyg.55 As can be seen in the summary of Pinault 2007 
below, he is right because yapïg is also attested as a personal name 
in Old Uygur in the form of Yapïg and Yapïk.56  The Tocharian 
personal name Yāppäk, thus, seems to go back to this Old Uygur 
personal name.  

As for the ultimate origin of Yabgu, the language from which it 
ultimately comes is clearly Turkic and is a derivation of the Turkic 
verb yap- ‘to cover something, someone, or the retreat;’ i.e., yap-gu 
> *yapgu > yabgu *‘guard, guardsman’ → Yabgu (as a titulature and 
political-military term).57 TochB yapko ~ yāpko – if not a borrowing 
from Bactrian ιαβγο – may have been borrowed from the West Old 
Turkic in the second half of the 6th century (i.e., yapko ~ yāpko ← 
WOTu. yabgu; cf. Yapgu in Gandhari as a personal name from the 
3rd century).58 

The chronology of the structural and semantic similarities 
between Tocharian and Turkic that Pinault draws attention to above 

	
54  Adams 2013: 529. 
55  See Pinault 2007 below. 
56  For Yapıg, see Wilkens 2021: 865; for Yapık, see Oda 2015: 206; see also 

Rásonyi / Baski 2007: 332. 
57  For more information, see Aydemir 2021: 502–5014. 
58  For Yapgu in Gandhari, see Burrow 1940: 1682, 77382. 
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is unclear for now. However, as a working theory, I suppose that 
they must belong to the first period of Tocharian-Turkic language 
contacts (i.e., before the 3rd century BCE), since language contact 
situations in the second period (i.e., after the 3rd century BE) were 
not so intense and long-standing and would not enable this kind of 
similarity to emerge. 
 
Pinault, Georges-Jean (2001): Tocharo-Turcica. 

In this study, Pinault draws attention to the importance of 
comparing Maitrisimit texts written in Old Uyghur and Tokharian 
A, and shows with examples the contribution of the Old Uyghur 
version to the understanding of the Tocharian A text. In this 
connetion, he notes that speakers of the Tocharian language (A and 
B) had long contact with Turkic-speaking populations, especially the 
Uighurs. However, he thinks it “is difficult to say when these 
contacts began, but they probably preceded the settlement of the 
Uighurs in the Turfan region, at least at the beginning of the 9th 
century CE and probably already at the end of the previous century.” 
 
Pinault, Georges-Jean (2007): Pinault, Le Tokharien pratiqué par 
les Ouïgours. À propos d’un fragment en Tokharien A du Musée 
Guimet.  

In this study, Pinault examines a fragment in Tocharian from the 
Guimet Museum (inventory number BG 63319). The reproduced 
text of Buddhist content is intended to recall the merits of the Turkic 
sponsors, who have performed and are performing a series of good 
deeds (among others, almsgiving to the religious people). The genre 
and rhetoric of the text are similar to those of Uyghur Turkic texts 
known from the Kocho region from the 9th to the 11th centuries, the 
first phase of Uyghur Buddhism.  

In the text, Pinault identifies several words (see below) as proper 
names (or elements of proper names) of Turkic origin. According to 
him, the strong presence of proper names of the Uyghur Turkic 
origin suggests that this text dates from the same period as the 
copying of the major Buddhist texts “around the 9th century at the 
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latest at the beginning of the 10th century.” These names belonged 
to donors who had a Buddhist text copied or ordered the preparation 
of a special votive text on the occasion of a pious foundation, such 
as donating a statue, painting, or any other object to a monastery. 
According to Pinault, Tocharian A texts with Turkic proper names 
come mostly from the Yanqi (Shorchuq region) and a few from the 
Turfan (Sengim region). He therefore considers it likely that the 
fragment of unknown origin was found in this region and not in the 
Kucha region in the west of the Tocharian language area. Pinault 
examines the proper names in three groups based on their origins:  

(1) Proper names of Turkic origin:  
(a) Ārslānäṃ (includes the singular oblique ending -äṃ); cf. 

OUyg. Arslan pn., OTu. arslan ‘lion.’ Pinault notes that this name 
appears in a TochB manuscript (B 289b5) in the form Arslaṃ as 
well.59 

(b) Ātäk; cf. OUyg. Adïg pn. < OTu. adïg ‘bear.’  
(c) Kāttuṃ; cf. OTu. kātun, kātūn, katun ‘queen, lady; women; 

wife;’ cf. also TochA hkhātuṃ in the A 399-404 (cf. OTu. xātun 
‘id.’).   

(d) Kutlukāṃ; cf. OTu. kutlug. The singular oblique marker -āṃ 
is used in TochA to characterize proper names and appellations of 
feminine gender. That is, this name designates a woman. If it were a 
man called Kutlug, the form of singular oblique expected in TochA 
would be kutluk or better kutluk-äṃ, cf.  Ārslānäṃ above.60 

(e) Cor; cf. OTu. čor, the title of the head of a small confederation 
of tribes and a part of a proper name or element of a compound 
proper name, cf. OUyg. Čor Bars, etc. It is also known from other 
Tocharian texts, in both Tocharian A and B. 

	
59  The TochA Ārslān- and TochB Arslaṃ go back to the OTu. Arslan, a male 

name (i.e., Aslan < Arslan < MTu. arsalan ‘lion’ < *arsalaŋ < *arsal aŋ < 
OTu. arsal ‘auburn, bay’ + aŋ *‘wild animal’ > OTu. aŋ ~ eŋ ‘wild game,’ cf., 
WMo. aŋ ‘beast;’ cf. also Balci 2012: 279). 

60  Pinault 2007: 349. 
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(f) Ināṃ; cf. OTu. ïnanč ‘reliance, trust; reliable, trustworthy,’ 
which was used as the title of ‘confidential minister’ or the like in 
Old Turkic.61 

(g) Yāppäk is the singular nominative of a title or proper 
masculine nominative, borrowed from Turkic. Pinault thinks that 
this form in TochA has nothing to do with the title Yabgu in Turkic 
and assumes that the TochA form may be related to the OTu. yapïg 
‘construction; covering,’ which is also used as a Buddhist technical 
term in the sense of Skr. skandha in OUyg. Pinault is right because 
yapïg is also attested as a personal name in OUyg. in the form of 
Yapïg or Yapïk.62 Thus, Yāppäk seems to go back to this personal 
name. 

(h) Tāppäk is a singular nominative of a masculine proper name, 
borrowed from Turkic. Pinault assumes that it may be related to the 
OTu. tapïg ‘service, adoration, respectful or religious service,’ 
although this word is not attested as a personal name in Turkic. 

(2) Proper names of Chinese origin: 
Four of the Chinese-origin names in the fragment are female 

names (ñāṃtsiṃ, thāñyāṃtsi, śāpāṃ, myosäk), and one is male 
(tiṅkeṃ).63 According to Pinault, the fact that several of the Turks 
(i.e., Uighur notables) mentioned in the fragment, especially the 
women, have names of Chinese origin may indicate that they 
maintained contact with the Chinese court. However, he adds that it 
would be risky to hypothesize too much on this since Chinese 
personal names can also be found in other Tocharian texts.  

(3) Proper names of unknown origin: 
Pinault examines two names in this group: Lpik and Sākko. He 

does not comment much about these names, thinking that there is not 
enough information on them, but he states that the possibility that 

	
61  Clauson 1972: 187. 
62  For the first one, see Wilkens 2021: 865; for the latter one, see Oda 2015: 206; 

see also Rásonyi / Baski 2007: 332. 
63  For more explanation about these names of Chinese origin, see Pinault 2007: 

351-354. 
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they are of Turkic or Chinese origin cannot be excluded. He adds 
that these names may also come from another source other than these 
two.  

(a) As for the Lpik, Pinault matches this word with the OTu. alp 
‘brave; hero; resistant, etc.’ He notes that OTu. alp can also be found 
in a TochB manuscript (B 289b2) in the form of ālp. According to 
Pinault, in the case of Lpik, a Turkic origin seems possible since this 
name is preceded and probably followed by other Turkic names. But 
the suffix -i or -ik is difficult to explain, unless we admit Middle 
Iranian mediation or the influence of Tocharian names with the 
suffix TochA -ik (TochB -ike), a suffix whose Iranian origin is 
probable (cf., Sog. -īk, Bakt. -iγo < *-(i)ya-ka-). He attributes the 
phenomenon of apheresis of the initial vowel a- to Sogdian 
mediation. We can summarize Pinault’s assumption as follows: 
TochA Lpik ← ? Sog. *lpīk < *əlpīk < Sog. *alp-īk ← ? OTu. alp. 
But of course, this is just one of the assumptions Pinault sees as 
likely. 

(b) As for Sākko, a masculine proper name, its origin remains 
enigmatic, although it is in a line with names that are all of Turkic 
origin.  
  
Pinault, Georges-Jean (2015): The Tocharian background of Old 
Turkic yaŋï kün.64 

In this study, Pinault examines the Tocharian background of 
OUyg. yaŋï kün, literally ‘new day,’ which basically means ‘feast, 
festivity; festival, ceremony,’ but also ‘wonder, spectacle.’ 65  As 
Wilkens66 and also Pinault state, yaŋï kün is most likely a translation 
of Sogdian nwy myδ, literally ‘new day,’ the feast celebrating the 
New Year. Based on Wilkens’s (2013) examination, Pinault also 
states that the TochA opṣäly ‘occasion, festivity, ceremony’ is 
consistently translated with OUyg. yaŋï kün in Maitrisimit, which 

	
64  For a detailed analysis of yaŋï kün in Old Uyghur Buddhism, see Wilkens 

2013. 
65  See Wilkens 2013: 395-396. 
66  Wilkens 2013: 380, 396. 
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obviously does not mean ‘new day,’ and is not related to any special 
day of the ritual calendar, nor to any Buddhist feast.” Again based 
on Wilkens, he further states that in Maitrisimit, the visual aspect of 
the festivity was especially pregnant, so that the term took the 
secondary meaning of ‘wonder’ or ‘show’ (German ‘Wunder, 
Spektakel’), precisely in connection with körünč. At this point, 
however, according to Pinault, a problem arises because it is 
questionable whether the meaning of ‘feast, festivity’ was already 
present at the time of the composition of the MSN. This is all the 
more necessary since the available Tocharian glossaries provide 
contradictory accounts.67  
 
Pinault, Georges-Jean (2019): The Tocharian and Old Uyghur 
testimony about the etymology of bodhisattva. 

In this comparative paper, Pinault examines the etymology of the 
term Boddhisatva and some other basic terms of Buddhist 
vocabulary from a wider perspective (i.e., Sanskrit, Tocharian, 
Sogdian, and Prakrit), including Old Uyghur as well. He also 
examines how those Buddhist terms in question were interpreted by 
the clergy for the purpose of transmitting the Buddhist doctrine in 
their respective languages. He thinks that some of those Buddhist 
formulas and phrases have been translated into Old Uyghur as well, 
which became part of the repertoire of the Uyghur literates who 
composed Buddhist texts. Some of the Tocharian Buddhist terms 
examined in the paper are compared to their equivalents in parallel 
texts in Old Uyghur. 

One of these terms and pormulas is the TochA puttiśparaṃ ‘status 
of Buddha, Buddhahood’, which, as Pinault states, is constantly 
translated by the very frequent phrase OUyg. burhan kutı ‘Buddha-
hood.’ Another term is TochA puttiśparaṃ kalpā- ‘to reach the 
Buddhahood’ matching regularly by OUyg. burhan kutın bul- ‘id.’ 
in Maitrisimit. TochA puttiśparaṃ ritā- ‘to search for the 
Buddhahood’ is matched by OUyg. burhan kutın tilä-. Another 

	
67  MSN = Maitreyasamiti-Nāṭaka in Tocharian A. 



 An Attempt at a Selected and Annotated Bibliography of  37 
 Tocharian-Turkic Language Contacts, Part I 

phrase is TochA puttiśparnac ākāl ‘the wish for Buddhahood’ 
matching by OUyg. burhan kutıŋa küsüš ‘id.,’ which uses the dative 
case in Old Uyghur to translate the Tocharian allative, and translates 
TochA ākāl ‘wish’ by OUyg. küsüš ‘id.’ Pinault also gives the 
context in which these expressions occur. 
 
Reinhart, Johannes (1994) 

Reinhart examines 36 words that A. Róna-Tas (1974) thinks were 
transferred from Tocharian to Proto-Turkic from the perspective of 
Tocharology. He summarizes the sound correspondence rules in a 
list based on the words suggested by Róna-Tas. According to 
Reinhart, in the case of some words suggested by Rona-Tas, a direct 
borrowing from an Iranian language is either as likely or more likely 
than a borrowing from Tocharian. Among the words of Iranian 
origin mediated by Tocharian he proposed, Trk. altun ‘gold’ can 
surely be excluded because it has a Turkic etymology.68 According 
to Reinhart, intra-Tocharian phonetic laws make it considerably 
more difficult or impossible to accept a considerable number of the 
matches proposed by Róna-Tas, not to mention that a number of 
words in Róna-Tas’ list have connections in other Altaic languages, 
which also make it difficult to evaluate Tocharisms in Turkic (e.g., 
no. 10 Turkic kele- ‘sprechen,’ Mo. kele- ‘id.’; no. 27 Turkic tām 
‘wall,’ Mo. tama ‘id.,’ Korean tam ‘id.’; etc.).   
 
Schaefer, Christiane (2010): Multilingualism and Language 
Contact in Urban Centres along the Silk Road during the First 
Millennium. 

	
68  According to Reinhart, the Turkic altun is of Tocharian origin, see Trk. altun 

← Tocharian *añcu / eñcuwo ‘iron’ ← Chwaresmian hnčw (Reinhart 1994: 
77; cf. Róna-Tas 1974: 502, and Dybo 2007b: 81). However, this runs into 
serious phonological and semantic difficulties; cf., PTu. *altań < PTu./PMo. 
*altan (cf. WMo. altan ‘gold’, Tun. altan ‘gold’) ← PTu. *āltun < PTu. 
*haltun < PTu. *haltuŋ ~ *haltoŋ < PTu. *hal ‘red(dish)’ + PTu. *tuŋ ~ *toŋ 
‘a type of precious metal’ (← LHan doŋ 銅 ‘bronze, copper’); for the initial h-
, cf. Monguor ḫaldan ~ ḫardam ‘golden’, Shirongol haldan ‘id.,’ see Aydemir 
2021: 17, note 5.   
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The ecolinguistic study of Christiane Schaefer takes into account 
the status, internal variation, domains of usage, concurrent codes, 
and language contacts of Tocharians. According to Schaefer, in 
Tocharian, there are traces of the impact of concurrent codes, not 
only in the lexicon but also on the structural, morphological, and 
morphosyntactic levels. She thinks that Tocharian as a written code 
was abandoned sometime between the 8th and 10th centuries AD 
and became extinct as a spoken code at an unknown point in time. 
Schaefer assumes Tocharian languages (A/B) to have been 
prestigious codes among speakers of Old Turkic (i.e., Old Uyghur) 
since it is generally known that there are Uyghur interlinear glosses 
and Turkic names in colophons of Tocharian Buddhist documents, 
which indicate Uyghur and Turkic speakers both used Tocharian 
manuscripts and commissioned and donated them.    

As for the Turkic influence on Tocharian, Schaefer draws 
attention to several things. (1) She argues that because of the prestige 
of the Tocharian (A/B) language – at least until around 900 AD – no 
lexical borrowings from Old Turkic into Tocharian can be expected, 
and hardly any have been found. (2) She draws attention, however, 
to the point that a closer look at Tocharian morphology and syntax 
reveals Turkic influence. Namely, Tocharian (A/B) “developed a 
two-storey case system, with so-called secondary cases inflecting 
agglutinatively, that is to say, in a manner typical for Turkic but not 
for Indo-European languages.” Schaefer considers this feature a 
Turkic substratum influence that could have taken place so that the 
“speakers of the dominated code, Old Turkic, inserted (“imposed”) 
a Turkic pattern into the dominating code, Tocharian, …”.  (3) Based 
on this feature, she supposes further that another striking feature of 
Tocharian, namely the extensive use of converb constructions as a 
clause-combining strategy (just like in Turkic), might be explained 
through this “imposition” and the possible substratum influence of 
Turkic. (4) She further remarks that the functioning as converbs of 
“absolutives” (ablatives of verbal abstracts) and “middle participles” 
(ending in TochA -māṃ, TochB -(e)mane) as a “deviating” feature 
in both the Tocharian varieties is typical for converbs in the Asian 
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languages and especially in the Turkic. (5) Based on these features, 
Schaefer assumes that the bilingual Old Turkic speakers transferred 
certain syntactic patterns and features of their own language through 
substrate influence into the prestigious one, Tocharian, using 
Tocharian morphology. She rightly states that such an “impact on 
the morphosyntactic system of a code presupposes sufficiently 
intense and close language contact, and it implies a considerable 
number of bi- or multilingual speakers. When and where that 
happened is unclear.” According to Schaefer, Tocharian seems to 
have ceased being a written code for the domain of religion, 
administration, and economy in the Tarim Basin by the end of the 
8th or 9th century AD, since only a few Tocharian manuscripts are 
attested after the 9th century. She doesn’t think, however, that 
“Tocharian also disappeared as a spoken code; it may well have been 
used as a means of oral communication far beyond that time.”  

 
Wilkens, Jens (2013): Der “Neutag” und die Maitrisimit. Probleme 
der zentralasiatischen Religionsgeschichte.69 	

Wilkens examines the expression yaŋı kün, literally ‘new day,’ 
which is frequently used in Manichaean and Buddhist literature of 
the early Old Uyghur (10th c.) and even in the late Old Uyghur 
(13th/14th c.) from the Mongolian epoch. He examines all relevant 
text passages in Old Uyghur Buddist literature, especially in 
Maitrisimit nom bitig and Daśakarmapathāvadānamālā, which 
were translated from Tocharian A, and states that it basically means 
‘feast, festivity; festival, ceremony.’ 

According to Wilkens, the question is whether the different 
meanings of yaŋı kün can be clarified from Old Turkic alone or 
whether the Tocharian original (i.e., the term TochA opṣäly) had this 
broad meaning, which then enriched the Old Turkic term through 
semantic translation. According to him, the assumption arises at this 
point because, as he states, the special meaning of ‘wonder, great 
(religious) event’ (German ‘Wunder, (religiöses) Groβereignis’) can 

	
69  On the Tocharian background of the OUyg. yaŋï kün, see also Pinault 2015.  
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only be justified in the case of Maitrisimit. Wilkens seems to be right 
about this, because the meaning of ‘wonder’ does not appear in the 
entry opṣäly in the most comprehensive Tocharian A dictionary 
published by Carling and Pinault. 
 
Winter, Werner (1963): Tocharians and Turks. 

In this paper, Winter deals with many aspects of Tocharian-
Turkic contacts. One of these is the ethnonym Twqry as the name of 
the source language in the colophon of the Old Turkic Maitrisimit 
(late 10th century) translated from the TochA language. The same 
designation can also be seen in the colophon appended to the end of 
the Old Turkic manuscript Daśakarmapathāvadānamālā (a 
translation of the Toch. Daśakarmapathāvadānamālā). In this 
translation, too, the original language of the text is designated as 
Twqry in Old Turkic. Winter questions whether “Toxri,” the 
common transcription of OTu. Twqry at the time, actually refers to 
the TochA language, and, if so, whether “Toxri” is the same as Lat. 
Tochari. Based on the two translations above, I think we do not have 
to doubt that the Old Turkic designation Twqry referred to the 
Tocharians, since both Old Turkic texts are translated from 
Tocharian. As for the OTu. Twqry, as I have already shown before, 
“Toxri” and similar readings are not justified. It should be read as 
Tuγre.70 Tuγre goes back to the Sogdian adjective form <twγr’k> 
Tuγrak (i.e., OTu. <twqry> Tuγre ← Sogdian *Tuγre < Tuγrak < 
Tugur + -’k ← Tugur ‘Tocharian’).71 The Lat. Tochari, however, is 
only another name for Tocharians and has nothing to do with Tuγre. 
Winter also deals with the name Küsän for Tocharian B in a 
Manichaean text in Old Uyghur. 

	
70  Aydemir 2009: 165-167. 
71  Aydemir 2009: 165-168. For the reading Tuγre in Old Turkic, see also the same 

ethnonym Tuγre (i.e., ṯwgry-st’n) in the designation ch’r ṯwgryst’n /čahār 
tuγrestān/ ‘The Country of the Four Tuγre’ in Middle Persian in Manichaean 
script (Müller 1918: 577; Henning 1938: 551; see also Durkin-Meisterernst 
2004: 330b). 
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He mentions Turkic proper names and titles included in 
colophons in Tocharian A texts (e.g., A 302 kāttum; A 382 bhek, 
kārā, cor, and A 399 hkhātum).72 He mentions Turkic names and 
titles in Tocharian B colophons, too (e.g., B 289 ālp, arslāṃ; B 377 
tarkhāne).73 He further mentions interlinear Turkic glosses in B 187, 
199, 324, 325, 328, 329, 330, 331, 375, and states that “speakers of 
Turkic not only donated manuscripts in B; they also used them.” The 
manuscript A 394 also contains Turkic glosses, which – according 
to Winter – could come from a Turk with a modest command of the 
language B. He notes that “his use of B may reflect rather an attempt 
to practise this language than an endeavor to reach a deeper 
understanding of the A text.”  

Winter states that “there is evidence only of an actual use of the 
language B and of its texts by Turks” and “all evidence for actual 
live contact between Turks and B Tocharians comes from texts 
found exclusively in the east.” According to him, “evidence for live 
contact between Turkic and B is available only from the Turfan 

	
72  See also kāttuṃ, hkhutteṃ, elāk, elā(k) in A 302 (THT 935) b7 and A 303 (THT 

936) a5 (Pinault 2022: 359-360). If elāk, elā(k) is a proper name of Turkic 
origin, then we can match it with the Old Turkic Ilek, a title of Karakhanid 
rulers, used as part of their full name, and with Ellac in Iordanes (6th c.), the 
name of Attila’s son (i.e., Ellac ← *ėllak < *ė̄llėk < *ė̄llėg < *ė̄llig < *hė̄llig). 
OTu. Ilek originally meant ‘ruler, emperor, king, prince’ (see Rásonyi / Baski 
2007: 257). They are all variations of OTu. Ėlig ‘ruler, emperor, king, prince’ 
(Ėlig < Ėllig in OTu. inscriptions < ėl+lig < hė̄l+lig < PTu. *hė̄l ‘people; tribe, 
clan’ > OTu. *hė̄l ~ ė̄l ‘people; realm,’ see also Aydemir 2021: 367-368). In 
this case, TochB elāk, elā(k), and the Hunnic Ellac are one and the same (i.e., 
TochA elāk < *ėllak > Hunnic Ellac). TochA elāk, elā(k), however, does not 
seem to be of Uyghur origin in Tocharian. I may be wrong, but I suppose, as a 
working theory, that it may be of Proto-Oguric origin in Tocharian A. It may 
have been borrowed first by Kushans (i.e., Tocharians) from the Proto-Oguric 
language of the Bactrian Huns (i.e., Proto-Ogurs) between the 4th and 6th 
centuries (for the Proto-Oguric language of the Bactrian Huns, see Aydemir 
2023b). 

73  I.e., TochB tārhkāṇe (Adams 2013: 304). The Thocharian tārhkāṇe cannot be 
a direct borrowing from Turkic because of the final -e. I think the final -e surely 
refers to an Iranian mediation of this Turkic title. It may be mediated by 
Khotanese (i.e., tārhkāṇe ← ? Khot. *ttarkanä; cf. Khot. ttarkąni̱, ttarkana, 
Bailey 1939: 95) or by Bactrian (i.e., tārhkāṇe ← ? Bact. ταρχανο [tarxanə]). 
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region.”74 Thus, contrary to popular belief, Winter appears to believe 
that Tocharian A and B continued to be used as written and spoken 
languages long after AD 800 as well. Furthermore, he thinks that 
there “seems to be no evidence that speakers of B brought Buddhism 
to the Turks; loanwords rather show an agreement between Turkish 
and Tocharian A,” and “that Tocharian A was the, or, at least, one 
language of Buddhist missionarizing of the Turks.” According to 
him, one of the reasons that the Buddhist religion came to the Turks 
through the mediation of the A people may be that “the Turks lived 
in the vicinity of the A Tocharians.” This statement of Winter also 
presupposes a live contact between Turks and the speakers of 
Tocharian A. I completely agree with Winter, as I myself came to 
the conclusion that the Turks and Uyghurs were in contact with 
speakers of both the Tocharian A and B languages. In other words, 
contrary to popular belief, neither the Tocharian B nor the Tocharian 
A languages were extinct when the Uyghurs converted to 
Buddhism.75 

In the last part of his study, Winter asks the question of whether 
non-Buddhist linguistic borrowing occurred between Turkic and 
Tocharian. In this connection, he discusses the possible etymologies 
of TochA koṃ, and TochB kauṃ, as well as the background of 
Turkic kün ‘day, sun’ tochar, which he considers to be of Tochar 
origin in Turkic.76 In this context, he also examines the origins of the 
terms OUyg. kün täŋri ‘sun; sun-god,’ TochA koṃñkät ‘sun-god,’ 
TochB kauṃñäkte ‘sun-god’ and draws attention to the parallelism 
of OUyg. ay täŋri ‘moon; moon-god,’ TochA maññkät, TochB 
meññäkte ‘moon-god’, in which the first member corresponds to 
‘month; moon,’ the second to ‘moon’ as a deity.  

	
74  Winter’s statement does not support the general view that “no one believes that 

the literary languages continued in use long after about 800 CE, and we have 
no cause for assuming that the spoken languages survived the death of the 
written forms for any length of time” (Henning 1978: 216; see also Hansen 
2012: 77; Wilkens 2016a: 205). For the facts that refute this general view, see 
Aydemir 2023.  

75  See Aydemir 2023. 
76  See also Winter 1984 below. 
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Winter identifies TochA koṃ, and TochB kauṃ as inherited 
words. Based on this, he suggests that not the word koṃ ‘day; sun’ 
itself was borrowed from Tocharian A, “but rather the compound 
term for ‘sun-god,’ a term which was in part translated into Turkish, 
and from which the term for ‘sun, day’ was then subsequently 
extracted.” He finally draws the conclusion that the terms in question 
may be pre-Buddhist borrowings in Turkic and that contacts between 
Turks and Tocharians may have “occurred at a date close to the 
beginning of the Christian era. This seems to indicate the presence 
of both Turks and Tocharians in the general area to the north of Tibet 
at a time about three quarters of a millennium prior to the date of the 
oldest Turkish texts that have survived, and perhaps about half a 
millennium earlier than the date of our oldest Tocharian 
manuscripts.” 

According to Adams too, the TochB kauṃ, and TochA koṃ are 
of Tocharian origin. 77  Winter’s suggestions, however, encounter 
many difficulties. In any case, it is by no means possible that a 
loanword with a velar vowel (i.e., koṃ / kauṃ) was borrowed into 
Proto-Turkic with a high-long vowel (i.e., /ǖ/, see OTu. kǖn ‘day; 
sun’). This is phonetically impossible because Proto-Turkic had both 
/o/ and /u/. If kǖn were a loanword from Tocharian, it should have 
entered Proto-Turkic with /o/ or /u/, not with /ǖ/. This phonetic 
circumstance alone is enough to rule out the possibility of 
considering the Turkic kǖn to be of Tocharian origin. First of all, 
however, for phonological, morphological, and semantic reasons, I 
can say with certainty that Turkic kǖn is not a loanword from 
Tocharian but is a word of definitive Turkic origin. However, my 
explanations regarding this will go beyond the scope of this paper, 
so I will discuss it in a separate study.  
 
Winter, Werner (1984): Studia Tocharica. Selected Writings – 
Ausgewählte Beiträge.78 

	
77  See Adams 2013: 225.  
78  A lecture presented at the University of Aarhus, Denmark, on 22 March 1961 

(see Winter 1984: 291). 
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In this paper, Winter’s interest is centered on “Chinese 
Turkestan,” i.e., Xinjiang, especially on Kucha, Karashahr, and 
Turfan, and on the eleventh century in time, when Islam reached out 
to Xinjiang. Based on the local documents, he points “to the fact that 
the local population of the area was not eradicated but rather 
absorbed.” Based on the Tocharian loanwords in Old Uyghur 
documents, he suggests that the Tocharian A “was one of the 
languages, if not the language, of the Buddhist mission among 
Turks.” Winter thinks that there is a “total lack of Turkish features” 
in Tocharian textual material due to the fact that “the area in which 
possibly Turkish influence could be traced, that of military and 
political organization, is not covered by our texts.” Another reason 
is that the secular data in Tocharian texts remains scarce. He argued 
that with the exception of one, “apparently no genuine Tocharian 
words have so far come to the light in Turkish...; however, the shape 
of some ultimately Indic words in Turkish strongly suggests a 
mediation” (e.g., Skr. Ānanda ‘companion of the Buddha’, TochB 
Ānande, TochA Ānand ~ Ānant → OUyg. Anand ~ Anant, etc.). At 
the end of the paper, he focuses on TochB kauṃ ‘sun; day’, TochA 
koṃ ‘day; sun’ and Turkic kün ‘id.’ as well as the parallelism 
between TochB kauṃñäkte ‘sun-god’, TochA koṃñkät ‘id.,’ and 
OUyg. kün täŋri ‘sun; sun-god.’79 He raises the question that if kün 
täŋri “is a partial calque on koṃñkät (or vice versa), could not 
koṃñkät itself be a calque?” He compares both Tocharian and Old 
Uyghur forms with the term for ‘sun,’ hvarəxsaēta- ‘sun-lord,’ i.e., 
a deity associated with the sun in Avesta. He assumes that the term 
*hvanxšaēta- (~ *xunxsaēta-) “was adapted to Tocharian use by 
partial borrowing, partial loan translation (ñäkte is ‘lord’ as well as 
‘god’). The Tocharian term then was handed on to the Turks who 
repeated the procedure of replacing the one foreign element by its 
native equivalent.” However, he does not consider this a conclusive 
argument.  
 

	
79  See also Winter 1963 above. 
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Wang, Penglin (1995a): Tokharian Words in Altaic Regnal Titles. 
Wang examines “a number of Altaic regnal titles, including 

honorific titles, official titles, and personal names of rulers,” which, 
in his opinion, have etymological connections with Tocharian 
words. In this connection, Wang attempts “to describe phenomena 
concerning the psychological process underlying the name-giving 
practice of the Inner Asian peoples.” He attaches “prime importance 
to the cultural and religious attributes that,” in his opinion, “affect 
semantic change in titular terms.” Thus, he fits “sun-god worship” 
and “the shamanistic way of thinking” into his investigation and 
methodology of etymology. Namely, according to Wang, “in the 
ideological praxis of the Altaic peoples, planetary objects such as the 
sun, the moon, and stars represent a controlling power over human 
beings… Consequently, there appear two supplementary ways of 
thinking: rulers are given an illuminating power and further deified, 
and the sun is personified.” His etymological investigations are, 
therefore, based on “the natural objects and phenomena that 
shamanism worships and sacrifies include but are not limited to: the 
sun, the moon, sky, star, thunder, light, day (brightness), night 
ancestors, genii, air, wind, cloud, mountain, sea, river, tree, fire, and 
animals.” This kind of approach does not actually pose any problems 
in etymological studies and Central Asian name-giving practices. 
However, for this, the etymology methodology must be very solid. 
Unfortunately, we cannot see this solidity in Wang’s etymology 
method, which exhibits characteristics of the “Voltaire effect.”80 
Namely, it is impossible to accept Wang’s extremely speculative 
explanations, which contain very serious methodological problems, 
are built on multiple chain assumptions, and are phonetically, 
phonologically, morphologically, and semantically forced 
interpretations. The result of this is that he tries to connect 
etymologically unrelated things and proposes forced etymological 

	
80  I call this phenomenon, which is frequently seen in etymological studies, the 

“Voltaire effect.” As is well known, Voltaire once sarcastically defined 
etymology as something like, “Etymology is a science in which vowels signify 
nothing at all and consonants very little.” 
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solutions. Thus, his etymological solutions are typical cases of 
“illusory correlation.” Therefore, it does not make much sense for 
me to refute all of his Tocharian-Turkic-related etymologies. So I 
will only present some typical cases of his illusory etymologies. 

(1) According to Wang, TochA ārki ‘white’ originally meant 
‘sunshine, sun’ and was developed from an older form *aski (i.e., 
“ārki < *aski”). According to him, some other Tocharian and Old 
Turkic words are also connected etymologically with *aski; i.e., 
TochA arkamäṃ ‘cemetery,’ TochB erkenma ‘id.’. Wang’s 
etymological interpretation is not plausible because the older form 
of TochA ārki and TochB ārkwi is PTo. *ārkw(ä)i a derivative of 
PIE *h2erĝ- ‘bright, white.’81 In connection with ārki, he further 
argues that Argi, the Tocharian name of the present-day Karashahr, 
i.e., Yanqi (焉耆),82 had the meaning ‘the sun-god place’ or ‘the 
Holy Land.’ This view is also not tenable because Argi is an 
ethnotoponym, and this region was called Argi because the 
Tocharian A group (i.e., Yuezhi) called Argi (< Ārki) lived here.83 He 
also associates the words OTu. erk ‘authority; free-will, inde-
pendence’ and alka- ‘to praise’ with TochA ārki ‘white,’ which, 
according to Wang, originally meant ‘sunshine, sun.’ As for erk, it 
goes back to PTu. *hė̄rk ‘authority; free-will, independence’ (cf. 
PTu. *hė̄rk+(i)n ‘a title of tribal chiefs’ → OMoHT hėrgin, OTib. 
hirkin, EMC xɨjkɨn’ 希菫, EMC γɛtkɨn 頡斤 / 頡筋);84 alka- is, 
however, not a noun, but a verb form in Turkic and surely has 
nothing to do with ārki or *aski. He associates ārki and *aski with 
the OTu. Askel, a title and ethnonym of Turkic origin. He further 
thinks that the OTu. verb alka- ‘to praise’ and Askel “represent and 
etymological doublet.” This, however, is an illusory correlation. 
Namely, Askel is a secondary form of WPTu. *Sėkel [sekɛl], a Proto-

	
81  Adams 2013: 53. 
82  Argi has also been attested in the form of Argiya, ‘a man from Argi’ in the 

Niya documents (Henning 1938: 571). 
83  See Aydemir 2019: 264-265, 282. 
84  See Aydemir 2021: 411. 
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Turkic ethnonym of Turkic origin,85 and has absolutely nothing to 
do with ārki, *aski, or alka-.  

(2) One other illusory etymology offered by Wang concerns the 
OTu. semiz ‘fat, fatty’ and TochB sanāp- ‘rub in, rub on, anoint, 
embrocate (prior to washing),’ TochA snum ‘perfume.’ The word 
semiz cannot be in etymological connection with the Tocharian 
words in question because it is a derivation of the PTu. *sem- ~ 
*semi- (> Turkish dialectal sem-) *‘to absorb, soak up, suck up (a 
liquid or fluid as nutriment);’ i.e., *sem-(i)z or *semi-(i)z > semiz.86 
As for the Tocharian forms, TochB sanāp- (Wang: sonop-)87 goes 
back to a pre-Khotanese *zənāf- (Khotanese yzänāh-) ‘wash’ < Indo-
Iranian *snāp-88 and TochA snum probably to an IE *snu-.89 Thus, 
OTu. semiz has nothing to do with TochB sanāp- and TochA snum. 

(3) Wang associates TochA mäśkit ‘prince, princess’ with the 
OTu. bilge ‘a wise man.’ The two words have nothing to do with 
each other because bilge is an unquestionable derivative of the verb 
base bil- ‘to know’ and the well-known deverbal noun suffix -gA 
(i.e., bil-ge > bilge).  

Wang has many other illusory etymologies concerning Tocharian 
and Turkic words, not only in this study but in other studies as well. 
However, I will refrain from the discussion of his other etymologies 
and studies here because it is clearly evident from the above that 
Wang’s etymological suggestions are preconceived and do not meet 
even the mildest phonetic, phonological, or semantic requirements 
or norms. Thus, both his etymologies and studies can be completely 
ignored in Tocharian-Turkic language contact research. 
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85  Gr. Ἀσϰήλ *[äskel] (= Eskel) ← Sog. *ʼskl [əskel] < Sog. *skl [skel] < Sog. 
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89  Poucha 1955: 381; cf. snu- ‘pant, sniff, snort, pusten’ (Pokorny 2007: 2812). 
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Abbreviations  
Bakt.  Baktrian 
Chuv.  Chuvash 
CTu.  Common Turkic 
dial.  dialectal 
ė only in Turkic words; it corresponds to close-mid [e] 

in the IPA system. 
DLT  see Dankoff / Kelly 1982–1985, Clauson 1972 
EDAL  see Starostin / Dybo / Mudrak 2003 
EMC  Early Middle Chinese, see Pulleyblank 1991 
ÈSTJa   see Sevortyan 1974 
Hak.   Khakas 
Hun.  Hungarian 
IE  Indo-European 
intr.  intransitive 
Ir.  Iranian 
KB  Kutadgu Bilig, see Clauson 1972 
Khot.  Khotanese 

	
90 For the first part, see Aydemir 2023. 
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Kmk.  Kumyk 
LHan  Late Han, see Schuessler 2007 
LMC  Late Middle Chinese, see Pulleyblank 1991 
Ma.  Manchu 
MTu.  Middle Turkic 
OMoHT  Old Mongolian Huis Tolgoi inscription  
OTib.  Old Tibetan 
OTu.  Old Turkic 
OUyg.  Old Uyghur, see Wilkens 2021 
PAlt.  Proto-Altaic 
PBulg.  Proto-Bulgaric 
PIE  Proto-Indo-European 
PMo.  Proto-Mongolic 
pn.   proper name 
POg.  Proto-Oguric 
PTu.   Proto-Turkic 
PTuD  Dybo’s Proto-Turkic reconstruction 
Sog.  Sogdian 
Skr.  Sanskrit 
SL  source language 
SSTu.  South Siberian Turkic 
Tat.  Tatar 
Tkm.  Turkmen 
Toch.  Tocharian 
TochA Tocharian A, see Carling / Pinault 2023, Poucha 1955  
TochB   Tocharian B, see Adams 2013 
tr.  transitive 
Trk.  Turkish 
Trk. dial. Turkish dialectal form, see Derleme Sözlüğü 
TTVIII  Gabain 1954 
Tun.  Tungusic  
VdSUA.  Die Veröffentlichungen der Societas Uralo-Altaica 
WMo.  Written Mongolian, see Lessing 1960 
WOTu. West Old Turkic 
WPTu  West Proto-Turkic 
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