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Preface

Since the decipherment of the two Tocharian languages in 1908 this eastern-
most branch of Indo-European has fascinated linguists as well as non-lin-
guists. Apart from analyzing the Tocharian languages as such, the question of
the migration of the speakers of Proto-Tocharian to nowadays China and the
position of Tocharian among the other branches of Indo-European have been
much discussed topics ever since. During three decades of active publishing
Viclav Blazek has without a doubt made a significant contribution to Tochari-
an studies in all its respect. Being both a comparative philologist in the narrow
sense of studying Indo-European languages (the further prospective volumes
will show that Professor Blazek indeed published on almost every branch of
Indo-European) as well as an historical linguist with wide knowledge of non-
Indo-European languages of Central and Inner Asia (among others), Professor
Blazek’s main focus in Tocharian studies was on etymological connections
with neighboring languages and their consequences for language contact.
The first part of this volume concentrating on his contributions to all kinds of
matters Tocharian hence contains eighteen etymological studies that appeared
from 1988 to 2011, the second part being a long sketch of the grammar of
Tocharian A and B (co-written with Michal Schwarz). Although it is written
in Czech, even readers without a command of that language will no doubt
judge the many paradigms and reconstructions to be found in it very useful.
Part three offers the reprint of a rich paper on the position of Tocharian (again
co-written with Michal Schwarz) making much use of the method of lexico-
statistics, which was so far not so easy to access.

Also other Czech scholars have made important contributions to the field of
Central and Inner Asian studies in general and Tocharian as well as Iranian and
Indian in particular. The eminent work of the Czech Orientalist Pavel Poucha
was and still is rightly acknowledged in the field, especially his Thesaurus
Linguae Tocharicae Dialecti A (Praha 1955), which remained the standard refe-
rence work until very recently. Vaclav Blazek not only picked up and
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continued that tradition, he now in the final part of this volume (Bio- and Bib-
liographies) also published for the first time a highly welcomed biographical
article on Pavel Poucha’s life and work.

It is reasonable to hope that the present volume of selected writings by Vac-
lav Blazek will both further enhance Tocharian studies in the author’s home
country in the future and make Tocharian studies more visible internationally
as well.

Melanie Malzahn



Introduction and Plan of the Works of Vaclav Blazek

Prof. Véclav Blazek has published many linguistic studies in international as
well as regional journals, proceedings and memorial volumes within the last
decades. I have thought it impossible to acknowledge or appreciate the ex-
tent and scope of his work without the articles being published together. So I
decided to prepare a series of thematic volumes corresponding to the various
spheres of linguistic interests of my tutor. This first volume is dedicated to the
Tocharian languages. The next volumes will be devoted to the following lan-
guage groups and topics according to Vaclav Blazek’s updated bibliography:
Indo-European (2-3 volumes), Slavic (1-2 volumes), Germanic (2 volumes),
Afro-Asiatic (2 volumes), Baltic, Celtic, Indo-Iranian, Uralic, Altaic, Semitic,
Distant relationship, General Linguistics, Comparative Mythology. Studies of
other language groups could be published in volumes under the designation
“Varia” (Italic & Romance, Palaco-Balkanian, Hellenic, Anatolian, Kartvelian,
Paleo-Siberian, Dravidian, Elamite, Austric, Australian). Were there demands
for bulky editions, some topical volumes described above could be combined.
If possible, any future monographs will be published in this series (i.e. Works)
as well. Naturally I anticipate and hope for several more decades of prolific
work by Prof. Blazek and consequently I expect modifications of the plan out-
lined here, both in topics and number of volumes.

In this first volume I compiled the list of articles and rewrote the earliest ar-
ticles from the pre-computer era, and those written in outdated software and
phonetic fonts. While selection, authorisation and updating of articles were
done by the author, the organisation of the volume and typing errors remain my
responsibility. The content of this Tocharian volume is divided into sections: I.
Etymology, II. Grammar, III. Ethno-linguistics & History and IV. Bio- & Bibli-
ographies. (The biography and first complete bibliography of Pavel Poucha is
the only article written especially for this volume — the previous Czech version
was too short due to demands of the journal Linguistica Brunensia). Instead
of original pagination the full bibliographical titles are used and some articles
were updated or partly modified. The index is comprised of the Tocharian A
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and B words only because a special comprehensive index-volume is planned.
The following volumes will continue in analogous style. Speed of preparation
will depend on author’s and editor’s working capacity, and availability of fi-
nancial sources.

I am very indebted to John D. Bengtson for corrections of my English in all
parts of this book and to Dan Slosar and Mgr. Radka Vysko¢ilova for kind help
with my first typesetting. Special thanks belong to the director of the MUNI
Press (Masaryk University Publishing House) PhDr. Alena Mizerova for ac-
cepting the series to the academic publishing house. Printing costs of this vo-
lume were kindly offered by Mr. Véclav Svehla from PBTisk, s. r. o.

The editing work was finished during the time of my study stay at the National
University of Mongolia in Ulaanbaatar in September & October 2011.

Michal Schwarz

Contact information

In case of any suggestions, need for a printed version of this volume, informa-
tion about possible sponsorship, etc., please do not hesitate to use the following
contacts:

Prof. RNDr. Vaclav Blazek, CSc.
blazek@phil.muni.cz

Mgr. Michal Schwarz
schwarz.michal@yahoo.com

Department of Linguistics and Baltic languages
Masaryk University — Faculty of Arts

Arna Novéka 1

602 00 Brno

Czech Republic
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I. Etymology



Tocharian Linguistics During the Last 25 Years. Archiv orientalni 56,
1988. 77-81.

Viaclav Blazek

Now we can find a complete survey of recent Tocharian research in the detailed
study Die Erforschung des Tocharischen (1960-1984), Stuttgart, Steiner-Ver-
lag Wiesbaden-GmbH 1985, ix, 187 pp., by a well-known specialist Werner
Thomas.

The book is divided into the following parts: Vorwort (I-1X); Vorbe-
merkungen (1-6); A. Bibliographien (7); B. Allgemeine und zusammenfas-
sende Werke (8-20); C. Die Sprache (20-125): 1. Texte bzw. Textstellen und
ihre Interpretation, 1. Worterbiicher bzw. Glossare, 111. Grammatik; D. Die
sprachliche Stellung des Tocharischen (126-154): 1. Verhdltnis der beiden to-
charischen Sprachen zueinander, 11. Die indogermanischen Komponente, 111.
Die nichtindogermanischen Komponente; Schlussbemerkungen (155); Lite-
raturverzeichnis (156-178); Abkiirzungsverzeichnis (179-192); Nachtrdge aus
dem Jahre 1984 (185-187).

The part Literaturverzeichnis catalogues 434 books, articles and re-
views concerning Tocharian problems. Linguistic studies proper and reviews
consist of 324 and 43 titles respectively (there are 8§ more citations in the last
part, Nachtrdge aus dem Jahre 1984). 1 think it will be useful to range authors
according to the numbers of their original titles about the Tocharian language
(total 324): Van Windekens 91, Thomas 44, Winter 20, Lane 13, Isebaert 13,
Adams 9 (10 including supplements in the last part), Schmidt K. H. 8, Couvreur
7, Naert 7, Bonfante 5, Lindeman 4, Schmalstieg 4, Ji 4, Brock 4, Hilmarsson 4
(5), Cop 3, Ivanescu 3; 18 authors — 2 titles and 54 authors — 1 title.

It is difficult for the bibliographical study of such an extent to cover all
published titles. The following titles can be added:

V. N. Toporov, “Toxarskaja étimologia za dvadcat’ let”. In: Etimologija
1963, Moskva 1963, pp. 236-249 ... (ad A);

V. V. Ivanov, “Funkcii’tocharskich” jazykov i1 “toxarskoj” literatury
v Vosto¢nom Turkestane 1 problema tjurksko “toxarskich” kontaktov”. In:
Centralnaja Azija i Tibet. Istoria i kultura Vostoka Azii, T. 1, Novosibirsk
1972 ... (ad B);
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T. V. Gamkrelidze, V. V. Ivanov, Indoevropejskij jazyk i indoevropejcy.
Thilisi 1984 “Vydelenie toxarskogo iz obs¢eindoevropskogo jazyka 1 migracii
nositelej toxarskich dialektov”, pp. 935-936) ... (ad D IL.);

V. 1. Georgiev, Introduction to the History of the Indo-European lan-
guages, Sofia 1981 (Chap. IX: “Tocharian and Balto-Slavic”, pp. 281-297) ...
(ad D I1.);

V. Blazek, “The Sino-Tibetan Etymology of the Tocharian A mkow-, B
moko- ‘Monkey’”, Archiv orientalni 52 (1984), pp. 390-392 ... (ad D III., but
reflected in Vorwort, p. X);

V. V. Ivanov, “K étimologii nekotorych migracionnych kul'turnych ter-
minov”. In: Etimologija 1980, Moskva 1982 (7. Avstro-aziatskij isto¢nik tox.
A onkaldm, B onkolmo ‘slon’, p. 166) ... (ad D IIL.);

V. V. Ivanov, “A korai ugor és az 6stokhar alapnyelv fonologiai”. Rend-
szerének parhuza mossaga és ennek lehetséges diakron megyardzata, Nyelv-
tudomanyi kozlemények 85 (1983), pp. 357-359 ... (ad D III.). The Russian
version of the last article was published in 1986: “Paralelizm fonologiceskich
sistem raneugorskogo 1 oSCetoxarskogo prajazykov 1 jego vozmoznoe
diachroniCeskoe objasnenie”. In: Fonetika jazykov Sibirii sopredelnych re-
gionov. Novosibirsk 1986, pp. 11-14.

It is also a pity that Thomas’ survey does not inventory the articles in
which the name “Tocharian™ does not appear their titles, e.g. E. Schwentner,
“Khotansakisch sahd, sahe ‘Hase’”, Zeitschrift fiir vergleichende Sprachfor-
schung, Bd. 77 (1961), p. 160 (Toch. B sase “hare” borrowed from OInd.
sasa- 1d.) or V. V. Ivanov, “Mikenskoe greceskoe wa-na-ka 1 ego indoevro-
pejskie sootvetstvija”. In: Balkanskij lingvisticeskij sbornik, Moskva 1976,
pp. 165-171 (Toch. A 7ikdt, B niakte “God”, A natdk “lord”, nasi “lady” and
Greek wanakt- “king”, *wanakya “queen” with detailed discussion and older
literature), etc.

The research of the last ten years has given precision to our notions about
the place of Tocharian among the Indo-European languages, cf. Thomas pp. 128-
147. A. J. Van Windekens, the author of an excellent etymological dictionary of
Tocharian, tallied isoglosses between Tocharian lexicon and lexicons of other
Indo-European groups (Van Windekens 1976: 614-619). He obtained the fol-
lowing rank order: (1) Germanic, (2) Greek, (3) Indic, (4-5) Baltic and Iranian,
(6) Latin, (7) Slavic, (8) Celtic, (9) Anatolian, (10) Armenian, (11) Albanian. D.
Q. Adams (1984: 399-400) obtained a rather different rank order: (1) Germanic,
(2) Greek, (3) Baltic, (4) Indic, (5) Slavic, (6-8) Latin + Celtic + Iranian, (9) Al-
banian, (10) Anatolian, (11) Armenian. But a different picture arises if we accept
etymological interpretations other than those of A. J. Van Windekens.



Toch. A wdér, B war “water” is usually connected with OInd. vari “wa-
ter, rain” etc. (Van Windekens 1976: 557). An alternative etymology derives
PToch. *wdr “water” from IE *wody (Normier 1980: 277). A similar phono-
logical development is known, cf. A swar, B sware “sweet” < *swadro- from
IE root *swadu- (Normier 1980: 277; Thomas 1985: 58-59). Afterwards we
obtain the Germanic-Anatolian-Tocharian isogloss instead of the Indic-To-
charian one.

Toch. B alme “source, well” is analysed as the intensive prefix *a- +
*1 mo-s (Thomas 1985: 122). But it corresponds rather to ‘alteuropdische’ hy-
dronyms *alma, *almos (Georgiev 1981: 171, 350-351). Cf. also Lith. alméti
“to run; flow”, almé “pus” (Toporov 1975: 76-77); also Hit. alalam(m)a-, ala-
lima- may belong here, if its meaning was “river-bed” (cf. Tischler 1977: 13).

Toch. A lu, B luwo “animal” is derived from IE */au- (Sl. *lovi “hun-
ting”) or *lis, *luw- “louse” (“animal”?) (Poucha 1955: 270; Pokorny 1959:
655, 692; the etymologies follow Van Windekens and Pedersen respectively),
cf. also Hit. lalawes(s)a-/lalakwesa- “ant” (reduplication?; Cop 1972: 167).
Now Gamkrelidze and Ivanov (1984: 507-510) present a new etymology for
the IE designation of “lion”, cf. Germanic */iuwaz and Greek */ewont- (My-
cenaean re-wo-te-jo and re-wo-pi). The relationship of Albanian leté (*leut-)
“mane” and Sl. *[jutii “ferocious” borrowed into Lith. lititas “id.; lion” and
even Hit. walwa-, walwi-, Luw. walwa- (reduplication: */walwa-?) are more
problematic (Sumnikova 1986: 59-77). Ultimately a non-IE origin is not ex-
cluded either, cf. ST */way “buffalo” (Blazek 1984: 392).

Toch. AB pdlk- “shine, burn; see” has been connected with IE *b’elg-
(Greek piéyw “I burn®, etc.) (Van Windekens 1976: 358). But pd- can be in-
terpreted as the old imperative (originally perfective?) prefix (Van Windekens
1982: 233-236; Thomas 1985: 82-83). Consequently Toch. AB pdlk- repre-
sents only an extended form of the verb AB /dk- “see”, cf. the present stem A
lka- (Poucha 1955: 266-267; Van Windekens 1982: 35).

The exclusive Tocharian-Anatolian isogloss A kast, B kest “hunger”
and Hit. kast- id., kestwant- “hungry” (Van Windekens 1976: 189; Tischler
1982: 535-537; Thomas 1985: 145) can be complemented by Greek yaotip
“belly”, if its original meaning was “hungry” (Watkins 1974: 14), cf. East Ira-
nian (Pamir) forms as Sarikoli morz “hunger”, Waxi morz id., Shughni moyj
id., etc. and Avestan marazana- “belly” (Morgenstierne 1970: 337). A direct re-
lation between Hit.-Toch. *kast- and Basque gose “hunger, hungry” proposed
by Ivanescu (1969: 242-243) is excluded for geographical reasons. The mis-
sing link of comparison between Basque and Indo-European could be sought
in North Caucasian as a possible relative of the hypothetical Mediterranean
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substratum. In fact the form *gasé “hunger” (cf. Tabasaran gasti “hungry®) is
reconstructed [Nikolayev & Starostin 1994, 431]. But the vector of borrowing
was from IE into North Caucasian rather than the opposite direction (Nikolaev
1985: 62). And Basque gose may be of Romance origin (cf. Spanish gazuza
“hunger” : gazuzo ‘“very greedy, voracious”, see Lopelmann 1968: 463-464
[and Corominas 1990: 295]). Some scholars, e.g. John Bengtson (personal cor-
respondence), preffer the opposite vector of borrowing.

Toch. A kronse, B kron(k)se, acc. sg. kroks “be” is usually connected
with IE *k7s-en- “hornet” (Poucha 1955: 92 after Schrader; Pokorny 1959:
576). Van Windekens submitted a new interpretation — borrowing from ST
*(s-)bran “fly, bee” (Benedict 1972: 167, 177; Van Windekens 1965: 139-140;
Van Win-dekens 1976: 627; Thomas 1985: 108), but this etymology is phono-
logically improbable. On the other hand, Sino-Tibetan influence is not really
excluded, cf. ST *kran “mosquito” (Burm. khran, Kachin dZi-gron, where dzi
is “winged insect”, etc. — see Benedict 1972: 71). We would have to assume
a compound *kran-dzi (cf. Kachin) or the like. But the traditional Indo-Euro-
pean etymology remains most probable; a missing Anatolian counterpart may
be indicated at least indirectly by the probable IE loan in Kartvelian: Georgian
nrazana “wasp” (Klimov 1986: 198).

Several lexical borrowings from Sino-Tibetan (Chinese) were detected by Van
Windekens and Naert (Thomas 1985: 153; from earlier authors H. Liiders. Zur
Geschichte des ostasiatischen Tierkreises. Sitzungsberichte der Preusischen
Akademie der Wissenschaften 1933 must be named). But these relations are
bilateral and more intimate than they have shown. We have selected the fol-
lowing comparisons as illustrations.

Toch. B plewe “boat” has a good IE etymology (Pokorny 1959: 835-
837). It was probably borrowed into ST languages, cf. Gurung (= Bodic divi-
sion according to R. Schafer) plava “boat” and Arch. Chin. plyég, Anc. Chin.
plyaw id. (Benedict 1972: 176 — in footnote 469 he compares them with Indo-
nesian *parau id.; Ulving 1968/1969: 948 = IE + Chin.).

Toch. A kuryar, B karyar (*kwrdyor) “business, purchase”, B kdry-
(*kwrdy-) “to buy”, pres. med. kdrnask- (*kwrdnask-), reflect IE *k"rey- “to
buy* (Pokorny 1959: 648; Normier 1980: 257-258; Benveniste 1969: 129-
137 — also with Baltic and Slavic parallels). TB *kroy in Burm. krwe “debt”,
Kachin khoi “borrow or lend (presupposes a return in kind” (Benedict 1972:
68; A. Gluhak in the letter from 19. VI. 1986 — ST + IE) could represent a To-
charian loanword.



Toch. AB pdr- “bring, take” is derived from IE *bher- “bring” (Poko-
rny 1959: 128-132). The TB voiceless *p- in *par “trade, buy, sell” (Benedict
1972: 35) reveals Tocharian origin, although even Iranian influence is not ex-
cluded, cf. Avest. fra-bara “deliver, hand over”, Khwarezmian hafar- “give”,
Par “get”, etc. (Levinton 1977: 21-23).

Toch. A onkaldm, B onkolmo “elephant” is analysed on the IE level as
*ank- “to bend, curve, bow” and the suffixal extension *-alimo-, cf. Toch. B
onolme “man” (Van Windekens 1979: 24, 110). V. V. Ivanov, with reference
to E. Sapir, connected this word with Tib. glan “elephant; ox” (Ivanov 1977:
156), which is probably related to Arch. Chin. zyan (*dzyan), according to P.
Benedict from sgyan (Benedict 1976: 188), Burm. tshan, etc. (similar forms
with initial affricate are known also from Austro-Asiatic languages — Benedict
1972: 133). Ivanov’s comparison does not explain Toch. on-. An acceptable
solution seems to be the alternative ST reconstruction for Tib. glan accor-
ding to R. Shafer — ST composite *(n-)go-lan, cf. Tibetan dialect Tseku galon
“bull”, and loan in the Dardic language Pashai go-/an “bull” (Shafer 1965:
459). This version can be modified. If the first component was ST *71a “tooth,
tusk™ (Shafer 1974: 36, 57, 162), the original composite was *na-lan (> *gV-
lan) “tusked ox” (?) [further see Lushei nno 1d., Kapwi na “tooth”, Newari
na-, Hwalngau hnau “eyetooth, tusk”, etc., maybe Arch. Chin. *ira besides
na and later ya “tooth, tusk, ivory”, Proto-Thai *na “ivory” (Shafer 1974:
469, according to Haudricourt), Proto-Viet-Miiong *1a “ivory* (Sokolovskaja
1978: 163) and Proto-Mnong (Bahnar) *ngo’la “tusk” (Norman & Mei 1976:
288). Later, V. V. Ivanov (1982: 166 - see above) connected Tocharian “e-
lephant” directly with Austro-Asiatic “ivory” (in his article incorrectly “trunk
of elephant”).]. But the above is questionable, if the transformation of the ST
initial *72- in Toch. on- is regular, cf. Toch. A nkisic, B rikante “silver” (n.), A
nkdrpici, B fiikarice “silver” (adj.), probably borrowed from a ST source close
to Arch. Chin. nyen “silver” (which was a source of Proto-Thai *12(2)n id. and
Proto-Miao-Yao *naan, var. *nfuajn id.), Burm. awe, Gyarung panei, Tibetan
dnul, Serpa ful, etc., all from ST *(d-)nul “silver” (Van Windekens 1976: 634;
Benedict 1972: 15, 173; Benedict 1976: 171; Shafer 1974: 36, 75, 96). A direct
borrowing from Tibetan glan may be identified in Toch. A klank, B klenke “ve-
hicle; saddle animal”, as already proposed by E. Sapir (1936: 264).

Toch. A Sisdk, B secake “lion”, A sisak-sanwem “‘leaving the jaws of
a lion” was analysed as a derivative of various IE roots, e.g. *seng- “attacher
a” and Celtic *sogno- “poil the queue, brosse” (Van Windekens 1941: 120-
121), *sing"eko- “lion” with the suffix -ko- (Van Windekens 1964: 223-228;
Adams 1984b: 284-286: A sisdk < sdysdke- < *sdnsdke- < sdnkydke-, A sSisak <
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*sdankyéeke- and B secake < *sencake- < *syensdke- < *sdnsdke- < *sdnkydke-),
sit-e-ko- (> sisdk), *sit-é-ko (> sisak) and *sét-e-ko (> secake) in comparison
with Lat. saeta “mane, bristles, hosehair” (Van Windekens 1976: 480-481; Lat.
saeta corresponds to Hit. settis “Nackenmédhne” [cf. J. Tischler 1982b: 123];
a semantic shift “mane” — “lion” is acceptable, but the etymology is impro-
bable for phonological reasons). A source was also sought in Chinese (Middle)
syi-tsya’ “lion” (Pelliot, Liiders). On the contrary E. G. Pulleyblank supposes
a borrowing from Tocharian into Chinese (Pulleyblank 1962/1963: 109). But
a ST origin is possible too: from a compound consisting of components cor-
responding to ST *si “lion” and TB *zik “leopard” (Blazek 1984: 392). S. A.
Starostin, the author of a new reconstruction of the ST proto-language, modi-
fied this source as *s-cik “leopard, lion” with the typical ST animal prefix s-
(Starostin, March 1986 — personal communication).

Toch. B mewiyo (m.), mewiya (f.) “tiger” has been connected with
Sogdian myw and Sacan muya id. (Van Windekens 1941: 67 — Schwentner;
Van Windekens 1979: 9). All these words have a promising ST etymology
(Tocharian is a probable source of the Iranian designation of “tiger*), cf. Arch.
Chin. myau-, mau- “wild cat” (Shi Jing), “cat” (Li J1) borrowed into Thai méw,
Shan miau, Ahom miu “cat”, further TB: Limbu miyo-n “cat”, Lalung myao,
Tengsa meyau, Pwo miayu, etc. (Shafer 1965: 464-465; Shafer 1974: 65, 278,
448). “Cat” and “tiger” are not so different in meaning, cf. Burm. kron “cat”,
Maru raun “wildcat”, and Nung khan “tiger”, Kachin ron, saron, saro “tiger,
leopard”, TB *ron (Benedict 1972: 107). An excellent example of the semantic
shift “cat” — “tiger” may be found in the Munda languages. Santali runda
“wild cat” is used in the forest as a taboo substitute for ku/ “tiger” and tarup
“leopard”. Prakrit bherunda- “tiger” is probably formed from this Munda root
— cf. also Mundari runda “wild cat” (Kuiper 1948: 151, footnote 48).

It is possible to conclude that the reviewed book excellently demonstrates
the progress in Tocharian etymology over the last 25 years. If Tocharian ety-
mologies of the past were noted for their liberal interpretations of phonological
rules, contemporary Tocharists work with a more exact historical-comparative
method. Our examples were intended to show ,,the untapped reserve” in To-
charian comparative linguistics: the old isoglosses with other Indo-European
languages and the areal relations with the neighbouring non-Indo-European
languages.
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Abbreviations: Anc. Ancient, Arch. Archaic, Burm. Middle Burmese, cf. con-
front, Chin. Chinese, Germ. Germanic, Hit. Hittie, IE Indo-European, Lat.
Latin, Lith. Lithuanian, Luw. Luwian, Olnd. Old Indic, P Proto, SI. Slavic, ST
Sino-Tibetan, TB Tibeto-Burmic, Tib. Written Tibetan, Toch. Tocharian.
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Slavic — Tocharian Isoglosses 1. 1. SI. *kipu “vulva” ~ Toch. *kwip-
“shame”. Tocharian and Indo-European Studies 5 (1991), 123-128.

Viaclav Blazek

§ 1. SL. *kuipui is reconstructed on the basis of OCz. kpen (?) “vulva, burgulium,
culus, matrix”, (older) Cz. kep m. “external part of female genitals, shameless
fool”, Slk. kiep “slatter”, OPol. kiep “cunnus, fool, idler”, (older and dial.) Pol.
kiep, gen. kpa m. “female genitals; fool”, Pom.SIn. /iiep m. “knave, scoundrel”,
and possibly SIn. képec m. “parson’s nose, dwarf” (Trubacev 1987: 205).

The etymology of Sl. *kipii is not unambiguous. Traditionally it is
connected with the IE root *kiip- “hole, opening, hollow”, reflected in Olnd.
kilpa- “pit, hollow, depression”, Gk. xdmy “opening, hole”, OEng. hjf “bee-
hive”, etc. (Berneker 1908: 664-665; Pokorny 1959: 591). This etymological
association finds semantic confirmation in such a parallel as Hbr. pot “vulva;
opening”, related to Arab. faut “space, gap”, Angas (West Chadic) fut “hole”,
etc. (Gesenius & Buhl 1921: 665-666; Miiller 1975: 64-65). -

An alternative etymology is based on the not so evident semantic con-
nection of Sl. *kupu “vulva” and *kypeéti “to seethe”, with the apophonic vari-
ant *kvapiti “to be in a hurry” (Trubacev 1987: 205-206 who rejects the inter-
pretation “seething, frothing place” and suggests “breath; an opening through
which breath escapes”). The parallels from other IE languages appear semanti-
cally distant as well: Lith. kiipéti “to seethe, boil; be rank”, kvépti “to breathe”,
kvipti “to smell”, kvapas “breath, breathing; smell”, Latv. kipét “to smoke”,
OPr. kupsins “fog”, Alb. kapitem “I breathe heavily (being exhausted)”, Gk.
kamvog “‘smoke”, xamog, karvg * wvevuo (Hes.), Olnd. kupyati “he is angry,
excited”, Lat. cupio “I wish”, etc. (Pokorny 1959: 596-597).

These two etymological suggestions need not mutually exclude each
other, cf. e.g. Toporov (1984: 296-300) who tries to accommodate them. The
attempt to connect Sl. *kupu with lat. cunnus, derived via *kumnos from *kup-
nos, is in principle possible but unprovable (Machek 1971: 249).

§2. Toch. *kwip- “shame” is reflected in both Tocharian languages: A kip, B
kwipe. The correspondence A k vs. B kw is regular, cf. A kom, B kwem (obl. sg.)
“dog”, A sunk, B sankw “throat”, A suk, B sakw “happiness”, A tunk, B tankw



11

“love”, A onk, B enkwe “man” (Hilmarsson 1986: 129). Therefore, evidently,
B onkipse “shameless” represents a borrowing from East Tocharian.

This word does not have a reliable etymology either. Van Windekens
(1941: 51) compared Toch. *kwip- with Gk. kovvdg - kaxog (Hes.), Ir. cuan
“deceit”, Goth. hauns “humble”, Latv. kauns “shame”. But this etymology
cannot explain the difference in initial consonantism (IE *k- vs. Toch. *kw-)
and vocalism (Toch. -i- can hardly be derived from IE *-a- or *-au-). Further-
more, the final root-consonants of IE *kaun- and Toch. *kwip- are quite dif-
ferent. Later, the same author presented a comparison with Lat. in-quinare “to
soil, dirty” deriving the Toch. word from *quw(e)i-wo- or *kuw(e)i-wo- (Van
Windekens 1976: 216). The Latin word together with ciinire “stercus facere”
is probably related to Lat. obscénus, obscaenus “dirty, immoral, disgusting”,
caenum “impurity, dirt” (Pokorny 1959: 628; against Ernout & Meillet 1939:
131, 694). The other IE parallels also oscillate in their semantics near the mea-
ning “dirty” (Pokorny 1959: 628), while a meaning resembling the Tocharian
“shame” does not appear. Pedersen (1943: 210) connected Toch. *kwip- with
IE *kewep-, *kwép- “to seethe, breathe, be angry”, etc. (see above).

§2.1. Probably the most recent and best argued etymology of Toch.
*kwip- 1s the comparison with Gmc. *wiba- “woman, wife” > ON. vif, OEng.,
OHG. wib (K. T. Schmidt as quoted by Hilmarsson 1987: 40; Pinault 1988:
142; for a full argumentation, see K. T. Schmidt & Strunk 1989: 251-284).
This solution is based on the hypothetical protoform *ghweibho-, *ghwibho-,
or *ghwipo- (K. T. Schmidt & Strunk 1989: 272), with an original meaning
“shame”. The authors envisage the following development in euphemisms of
the type Toch. A. kip-kapsarii “vulva”, lit. “shame-body”, or Toch. kwipe-ike
“penis”, lit. “shame-place”. The final result is a semantic shift from “vulva”
to “woman, wife”, as is known, e.g., from Sumerian, cf. the determinative
“vulva” with the meaning “woman, female” or Arab. Zann- “woman, wife” vs.
OAram. 7n “vulva”, hint “female slave” (Majzel & Militarev 1983: 222).

However, Gmc. *wiba- “woman, wife” has usually been connected
with the verbal root attested in Goth. bi-waibjan “to wind”, OEng. wafan
“to dress”, etc. (Pokorny 1959: 1132; de Vries 1962: 661, 651; Kluge 1975:
844). If it is correct, the IE protoform *weip- would exclude a connection of
Gme. “woman, wife” with Toch. *kwip-. A concrete argument against K. T.
Schmidt’s etymology follows from the absence of the effect of palatalisation
that would be regularly expected before front vowels or diphtongs (cf. Van
Windekens 1976: 94 for *gh*-, 66 for *w-, cf. B ikdm “2” < *wikmt).
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§3. SI. *kupu “vulva” and Toch. *kwip- “shame” are semantically closer than
all the preceding examples, irrespective of whether Sl. “vulva” is derived from
IE *kiip- “hole, opening” or *kewep-, *kwép-, etc. “to seethe” (see Pedersen’s
etymology in §2). The semantic connection of “vulva” and “shame” can be
typologically confirmed, cf. Akk. iru, uri “pudendum muliebre”, Hbr. ‘dGrwa
“nakedness, shame, disgust”, Arab. ‘awrat “pudenda”, etc. (Gesenius & Buhl
1921: 618; Majzel & Militarev 1983: 220-221). The main problem is to explain
the phonological correspondence of both the Slavic and Tocharian words.

§3.1. SL. *kiipu probably reflects IE *kupo-, while Toch. *kwip- origi-
nates most likely from IE *kwepo- (a radical *-i- would have resulted in A *kup,
B *kwape, cf. K. T. Schmidt & Strunk 1989: 269). But an e-vocalism would
have been expected to cause palatalization as shown by Toch. A stwar, B stwer
“four” < *k*etwores (Van Windekens 1976: 489) or A seru, B serwe “hunter”,
ser- “to hunt” < *g"wer- “beast” (Van Windekens 1976: 478). Hilmarsson (per
litt.) explains this contradiction by the analogical levelling of the strong and
weak cases of an old s-stem: *kwep-os > *sw 'dp-ce > *$dp-ce > *Sip-ce, gen. sg.
*kup-es-(e/o)s > *kwdp-ds- (+ ending). During the following development, the
palatal initial of the strong cases was replaced by the *kw- of the weak cases,
while the *-i- of the strong cases was generalized in the weak cases.

The reconstruction of the thematic vowel *-o0- on the basis of the
correspondence of Toch. A -@ vs. B -e is well-known, e.g., A yuk, B yakwe
“horse” < IE *ekwos (m.), cf. also the non-thematic s-stem A klyu, B kdilywe
“reputation” < IE *klewos (n.) (Van Windekens 1979: 4-8, 74-75). The traces
of an old neuter stem (as in the last example) appear in the adjective A kipsu,
B kwipassu “disgraceful”, where -(s)su reflects *-s-wonts, similarly as in
B klawi(s)su “celebrated, glorious” (Van Windekens 1979: 131-132; K. T.
Schmidt & Strunk 1989: 270).

If S1. *kupii and Toch. *kwip- are related to IE *kewep-, *kwep- “to
seethe, breathe, be angry”, etc., there is a possibility to see promising morpho-
logical parallels in other s-stems, probably derived from the same IE root: Lat.
uapor, gen. uaporis “steam, smoke” (Hilmarsson, per litt.) and OPr. kupsins
“fog” < ? *kups-is, *kups-in-(a)s (Toporov 1984: 296).

4§. The evident semantic proximity, confirmed by the phonological compa-
tibility and the deeper morphological parallelism, allows us to conclude that
S1. *kupu and Toch. *kwip- represent a common IE heritage.
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Slavic — Tocharian Isoglosses II. 2. Sl. *¢ilni “boat” ~ Toch. *kolmo
“ship”. Tocharian and Indo-European Studies S (1991), 129-133.

Viaclav Blazek

§ 1. Sl. *¢ilnu “boat” is recognised on the basis of Bulg. ¢lun, clinu, cjunii,
Maced. coln, dial. ¢un, S.-Cr. ¢iin, Sin. ¢oln, SIk. ¢ln, Czech ¢lun, Upper Sorb.
cotm, Lower Sorb. cofn, dial. cofm, Polab. caun, Pom.SIn. ¢ e-un, Pol. (15th
cent.) czoln, czlon, (later) czotno, (dial.) czoten, ORuss. clinii, celnii, celenil,
Russ. ¢éln, Ukr. ¢oven, covno, Belarusian coven (Berneker 1908: 166-167;
Trubacev 1977: 142).

There have been various attempts to find IE cognates here:

(D Lith. kelnas “fishing boat, punt” (Zupitza 1896: 152; Fraenkel 1962: 237;
Machek 1971: 695; Berneker 1908: 167 doubts the existence of the Lithuanian
word quoted by Miezinys);

(I) Lith. kélta(s) “punt”, kéltuvas “little punt”, Latv. celtava id. (Biiga 1912:
235; Fraenkel 1962: 238);

(IIT) Lith. kélmas “stump, stemp”, Latv. celms “stump”, OPr. kalmus “stick,
staff, rod, stump” (Zupitza 1896: 152; Fraenkel 1962: 237-238; Toporov 1980:
171-175, who also adds Lith. kelmuo “stem, trunk of a tree” and Hitt. kalmus
“lituus”, kalmi- “log; thunderbolt”, kalmanna- “fire-wood”, see Tischler 1983:
467-469);

(IV) OHG scalm “navis”, Dutch schalm “diinner Holzstreifen oder Latten als
Deckel der Schiffsluken” (Schmidt 1875: 32; Miklosich 1886: 31; Zupitza
1896: 152; Boisacq 1916: 869 adds Gk. gxaluoc “oar-peg”);

(V) ON hjalmr, hjalm-volr “rudder-stick”, OE helma “tiller”, OHG helmo,
halmo “rudder-stick” (Pedersen 1906: 378, who hesitatingly adds Arm. & ‘efi
“helm, rudder”, k ‘elanem “to drive, navigate” and Gk. xéing¢ “schnellsegelndes
Jachtschif”, etc.).

§2. Toch. A koldm, B *kolmo (acc. sg. kolmai) f. “ship” has been compared
with OHG scalm “navis”, ON skalm-tré “a cleft tree” (Van Windekens 1961:
383; Van Windekens 1976: 19, 228-229; Hilmarsson 1986: 29, 197), usually
derived from IE *(s)kel- “to cut” (Pokorny 1959: 923-927).
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§3. The quoted series of cognates imply a connection of Sl. *¢ilnu + OHG
scalm (see §1 IV) on the one hand, and Toch. *ko/mo + OHG scalm on the
other hand (see §2). It means that the Slavic and Tocharian words should be
related too.

Let us look at the possibility of a direct relationship of Sl. *¢ilnii and
Toch. *kolmo. Evidently there is a superficial difference in the suffixal ex-
tensions here. Schmidt (1895: 110) postulated that the IE suffixes *-mo- and

*-no- are but dissimilatory variants, determined by the presence or absence of

a labial element in the root preceding an original suffixal *-mno-. In modern
terms, therefore, Sl. *¢ilnu and Lith. kelnas, kéltas, etc. (see §1 1I), would
derive from *kelH - with -H - conditioning the loss of *-m- in the underlying
suffixal *-mno-, while Lith. kélmas, Latv. celms, ON hjalmr, etc. (see §1 111, V)
would reflect *kelH - with no labial element and therefore with preservation
of the *-m- of the suffix. Consequently, we can assume the development SI.
*Cilnu < *k[H jno- < *k[H mno-.

Hilmarsson (1986: 29) operates with an o-umlaut, i.e. 0 —0 <@ — 0, in
his internal reconstruction of the Tocharian word for “ship”: *kolmo < *kcelmo
< *keelma /-on < *kolma / -on. Since a laryngeal is lost after an o-grade root-
vocalism, he suggests the preform *kolH ma (probably the oldest form) or
*kolH ;mon resp. (Hilmarsson, per litt.). Pre-Toch. *kolH mon “ship” is fully
compatible with Pre-Sl. *klH mno- “boat”, a thematic extension of the n-stem
observed in Tocharian.

Provided that our thought are correct on this matter, we have got a
Slavic-Tocharian isogloss “boat / ship” derived from the verb *kelH - “to pro-
trude, lift” (Pokorny 1959: 544).

§4. Another isogloss from the same semantic field may be represented by Sl.
*aldiji, acc. *aldijg “ship” (BER III: 276), alternatively *ol/di (Vasmer 11: 510)
or *oldiji (Fraenkel 1962: 120) and Toch. B (obl. sg.) olyi id. (Hansen 1940:
151; Van Windekens 1976: 334). The Slavic word has usually been connected
with Lith. aldija, eldija “boat (made from a single stem)” and Germanic forms
like ON alda “wave; bottom of a valley where a brook flows”, Norw. dial. olda
“vessel, trough” < *aldon, cf. High Germ. dial. alden “furrow, depression in
a field”, OE ealdod, aldot, aldaht “trough, vat” (Trautmann 1923: 6; Pokorny
1959: 31-32; Vries 1962: 5; Fraenkel 1962: 120; Stang 1972: 13). The Ger-
manic forms derive from *aldh- or *oldh- and so they could be compatible
with the Lithuanian and Slavic parallels but not with Toch. *olyi- < *oldy-,
because only IE *-d- is regularly lost before *-y- in Tocharian (Van Windekens
1976: 82). The closer semantic affinity suggests that the Balto-Slavic and To-
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charian words are cognates to the exclusion of the Germanic ones. Conversely,
Gmc. *ald- “trough; river-bed” may have a promising cognate in Hitt. altanni/
a- “fountain, well, water-basin” and in numerous “Old European” hydronyms
beside properly Anatolian ones such as Alda [name of a river] or Allatinna-
[name of a fountain] (Rosenkranz 1966: 129; Tischler 1983: 20).

Finally, Lith. aldija, eldija may not be an indigenous word. Hilmar-
sson (1986: 196-197) suggests that the circumflex accentuation (cf. acc. sg.
aldija, eldija) precludes a derivation from *old-, demanding *oldh- because of
Winter’s Law of lengthening. Hilmarsson (l.c.) quotes Kortlandt’s opinion that
Lith. aldija might be a borrowing from Slavic.

It appears then that we have here another exclusive Slavic-Tocharian
1sogloss.
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Slavic-Tocharian isoglosses IIl. Linguistica Baltica 4 (1995), 233-
238.

Vaclav Blazek

This article presents new Slavic-Tocharian isoglosses: (1) Sl. *uprémsjb “sin-
cere” < *on-prémo- ~ Toch. B emprem “true” < *p-prém(o)-; (2) Sl. *[éviti “to
become weak, remit” < */a/oiweye- ~ Toch. B laiwo “fatigue” < *la/oiwon; (3)
Sl. klesati & klesnoti “to let down” < *kINs-/*kleNs- ~ Toch. A klis-, B kldints-
, pret. act. klyantsa “to sleep” < *kINs- & *kleNs-; (4) Sl. kal» “mud, mire,
dirt” < *kalo- Toch. B kdrkkale “mud, mire” < krake “dirt, feces” & *kalle <
*kalyo-.

1. Slavic *uprémwujo ~ Toch. B emprem

1.1. S1. *uprémwjs attested in Old Czech upriemy, cf. umysl neupriemy “insin-
cere intention*, Czech uprimny, Slovak uprimny “sincere”, Polish uprzejmy
“kind, favourable, compliant”, earlier “sincere”, Russian uprjamyj “obstinate”
(Briickner 1974: 594; Machek 1971: 493-494; Vasmer & Trubacev 4: 165) is
derived from Sl. *prému/*préemmujo “direct, straight” by the prefix *u- < *vo
< *#in- < *on-, an apophonic variant of IE *en- “in” (Machek 1971: 665-673).
Consequently, S1. *u-prémw(jb) can be derived from *on-prémo-. The proper
stem *prems < *prémo- has an apophonic variant in Serbocroatian pram(a)
“opposite, facing” < *pramwv < *promo- (Vasmer & Trubacev 1987: 394-395).
The other eventual cognates are attested with a short -o-: *promo- > Greek
zpopog “the first, prince” (Aristophan’s mpduog is rather erroneous for mpouog,
Umbrian promom “primum”, Gothic fram ‘“farther, from, near”, Old Norse
fram “forward, away, from” or with zero grade: *pimo- > Gothic fruma “first”,
Lithuanian pirmas, Old Prussian pirmas “first” (Lehmann 1986: 124, 129-130;
Pokorny 1959: 814-815).

1.2. Toch. B emprem “true, truth” (Thomas 1964: 173) has no unambiguous
etymology.

Van Windekens (1976: 177) sought cognates in Old Indic -bhard “qui
porte, qui maintient”, bhdrana “fait de soutenir, d’assurer la subsistance”.
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Isebaert (1988: 139-140) has quite plausibly argued that B emprem
might be borrowed from Iranian *ham-wrama- “confidence”.

Hilmarsson (1990[1994]: 46) has proposed the following internal re-
construction: emprem < *cen-preewendn < *-prowo-won-m (acc.), comparing
it with Slavic *pravs “true, right”. Later he has admitted as an alternative solu-

tion the borrowing from the Iranian source proposed by Isebaert (Hilmarsson
1991a: 171-172).

1.3. Toch. B emprem can be derived from *(H,)n-prém(-m/-om) where
*(H )n- is interpreted as a local prefix, cf. e.g. B emparkre, A apdrkdr adv.
“long, fully, in detail”, derived from B pdrkare, A pdrkdr “long” (Hilmarsson
1991a: 13, 171). Toch. B -e- reflects the original *-o- or *-é- (Van Windekens
1976: 19, 25). The final *-m regularly gives -m in Tocharian, cf. A tkam, B kem
“earth” < *d"om (Van Windekens 1976: 74, 507). Hilmarsson (1990[1994]:
45-46 & 1d. 1991a: 186-187) has interpreted the final nasal as an old accusative
marker in zero-grade, similarly as in the case of B ynkaum “by day”, etc.

The internal reconstruction emprem < *p-prém(o)- allows us to connect
this word with Slavic *uprems(jv) < *on-prémo-. The functional parallelism in
prefixation and the semantic closeness confirm this conclusion.

2. Slavic */eviti ~ Toch. B laiwo

2.1. S1. *[eéviti is continued by Serbo-Croatian /éviti “to lose time”, Czech u-
leviti “to faciliate, remit”, Ukrainian /ivyty “to slacken, diminish”, livyj “weak,
light, rare” (ESSJ 15: 28-29; ESUM 3: 256). It has been derived from IE */éu-
and compared with Gothic /lewa (dat.) “cause, opportunity”, ga-lewjan, Old
High German gi-lawen “to betray” etc. (Lehmann 1986: 232) and Lithuanian
liauti(s) “to cease”, Latvian [aut “to allow, admit”, refl. [auties “to cease”
(Fraenkel 1962: 362).

2.2. Toch. B laiwo “fatigue, tiredness” belongs to the nouns reflecting the
termination *-6(n) in nom. sg. (Van Windekens 1979: 38-40). The diphthong
-ai- can represent any i-diphthong except *-ei- (Van Windekens 1979: 30-31,
34-36). There are probably only two etymological attempts:

Couvreur (1950: 129) compared it with Greek Andeiv “to be tired” < IE
*le(i)-, better *le[i]d- “to let” (Pokorny 1959: 666). This comparison is accep-
table only if one reconstructs */éidwao(n) as a protoform for Toch.

Van Windekens (1976: 253-254) derived it from IE */aiwo- “left”. It is cer-
tainly possible phonetically but the semantic connection remains rather doubtful.
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2.3. Sl. *-e-reflects IE *-é- and diphthongs *-ai-, *-o0i-, *-ai-, *-éi-, *-oi- (Mik-
kola 1913: 53-60). It is evident that the Slavic and Tocharian forms are com-
patible phonetically and semantically too.

3. Slavic *klesati ~ Toch. B kidnts-

3.1. SI. *klesati & *klesngti attested in Bulgarian klesam “I move my body
forward and backward”, Slovenian klésniti “to incline with limp knees”, Czech
klesati & klesnouti, Slovak klesat’ & klesnut “to sink, fall, let down”, Polish
(dial.) klesaé “to press”, klesnqé “to grow less, fall down” (ESSJ 10: 36-37)
have no convincing etymology.

Zubaty (1945: 25f) compared Polish the form with Lithuanian klemsioti
“mit gespreizten Beinen, breitspurig ausschreiten”, Latvian klemst “miide, un-
gewandt gehen” (Fraenkel 1: 268-269).

Machek (1971: 255) compared Slavic *kles- with Lithuanian klirmpti,
klimpstu “to plunge into mud, snow”. Both stems have a common root *k/m/n-
but differ in termination -s- : -p-.

Similarly Trubagev (ESSJ 10: 36) sees in SI. *klesati a verbal s-inten-
sive stem *klen-s-ati paralleled by *klekati < *klen-k-ati “to knell, limp”.

3.2. Toch. B kléints- (klants-) “to sleep” reflects an original stem *kI/Ns- [N =
n/m], cf. Van Windekens (1976: 40-43) for B -dn- (-an-) < *-N- and 102-103
for B -nts- < *-Ns- (Douglas Q. Adams 1995 [p.c.] prefers to distinguish IE *-
ns->pToch. *-s- and IE *-ms- > pToch. *-ns-). The e-grade *kleNs- appears in
pret. act. klyantsa. An unambiguous etymology does not exist.

Pedersen (1941: 203) connected it with Toch. A klis- & kles- “to lie,
sleep” which is derived from *kleis- by Van Windekens (1976: 220-221) and
compared with Old Indic s/is-, Avestan sraés- “to cling”. Hilmarsson (1991b:
77) has derived A klis- & kles- from *kld'ns-, doubtless related to B kldints-.

Van Windekens (1976: 218-219) has derived it from a nominal form
(part. pret.) *klm-to-, secondarily extended by *-yo-, comparing Old Indic
klam- “to be tired”, klanti “fatigue”.

3.3. Slavic nasalized *-¢- continues original *-eN- or *-/N- (Mikkola 1913: 71).
This means that the Slavic and Tocharian forms can be derived from the same
stem *kINs- or *kleNs-, s-derivatives of the roots *klen- (*klon-) or *klem-,
represented e.g. by Sl. *kloniti “to bend” and *klemati “to dream, move slow-
ly” (ESSJ 10: 66-68; 9: 194, respectively, or only the last example, accepting
Adams’s correction).
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4. Slavic *kalv ~ Toch. B -kalle (in B kdrkkalle)

4.1. SI. *kalv is continued in practically all Slavic languages, cf. e.g. Old
Church Slavonic kal» “mud, mire”, Bulgarian kal “dirt, mud, sediment”, dial.
kal’ (kalv), Serbocroatian kal “mud, mire, dirt, pool”, Czech kal/ “mud, mire,
sediment”, Lusatian kafa “mud, pool“, Old Russian kalv “dirt, mud, mire;
feces, dung* etc. (ESSJ 9: 127-129). It can be derived from older *kal- or
k"al-. Accepting the derivation of Sl. *kalina “snowball tree, Viburnum opu-
lus” from *kalv and its relationship to Germanic *holana- “elder, Sambucu”
(Kluge 1975: 315), the original velar seems to be more probable than labio-
velar. The closest cognates appear in Iranian (Pamir): Wakhi ¢al “mud, dirty
liquid”, Ishkashim cal “mud, swamp, bog, morass, marsh” (Paxalina 1983:
69). The other comparanda are semantically more distant: Greek xy/i¢ “stain”,
Latin calidus “(horse) with a white spot”, Old Irish caile “stain” etc. (Blazek
& Penaz in ESJS 1995: 300).

4.2. Toch. B kdrkalle has been connected with A kdrt-kal, pl. kdirtkalyi, usu-
ally translated as “pond” (uncertain, cf. Hilmarsson 1986: 183). Van Win-
dekens (1976: 208) has analyzed it as *krto- + *-tk- (verbal class marker) +
*-lyo- (verbal adjective suffix) comparing the first component with Old Indic
karta- “separation”, Middle Indic katd- “depth”. Later Thomas (1976: 112)
and Schmidt (1984: 152) have presented a new translation “mud, mire” for B
kdrkkalle.

Abstracting from A kdrtkal, the B form is analyzable as a compound
kdrk & kalle (already Van Windekens 1942: 164). The first component can be
derived from *krk- or *kyHk- (Van Windekens 1976: 38-39, 47). The second
possibility is more probable with regard to AB (B > A?) krake “dirt, feces”
< *krako- or *kroko- < *kreH, ko-, comparable with Khotan Saka khargga
“mud, mire”, Armenian (< Iranian?) kork “dirt, dung”, Old Indic kalka- “paste,
dirt, sin”, Old Irish corcah “swamp” (Van Windekens 1989: 95). Taking in ac-
count A kdrt-kal, there are probably two possibilities: (1) kdrt- < *kdrkt- with
-t- extension, cf. e.g. A kakmart “domination (Van Windekens 1979: 98); (i1)
A kiirt-kal, B kirk-kalle < *k™r(H)T-kalyo where the first component is com-
patible with Celtic *k"réd- > Middle Irish cré, gen. criadh “clay*, Welsh pridd
“eart”, Breton pri “clay” (Mann 1987: c. 1656).

The second component A -kal, pl. -kalyi & B -kalle reflects the proto-
form *kalyo- (ctf. A sulyi & B slyiye < *selwiyo- see Van Windekens 1979: 102,
118]. It is very probable that it belongs to the same semantic field as the whole
compound, cf. perhaps a parallel formation in Sl. *kaluza “pool” < *kalo-luza
“muddy puddle” (Machek 1971: 237).

It is evident both Slavic and Tocharian preserve the root *kal- descri-
bing the semantic field “mud, mire, dirt”.
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Tocharian-Anatolian isoglosses (1-4). Tocharian and Indo-European
Studies 7 (1997), 229-233.

Vaclav Blazek

The question of the position of Tocharian within Indo-European has not
been definitively answered. The richest set of isoglosses connects Tocharian
with the ‘Northwest block’, i.e. Germanic and Balto-Slavic. Also the Tocha-
rian-Greek list of lexical correspondences is remarkably extensive (cf. Van
Windekens 1976: 614-616). On the other hand, the rather modest list of the
Tocharian-Anatolian parallels (Van Windekens 1976: 618; Thomas 1985: 145-
146; Gamkrelidze & Ivanov 1990-1991: 277-278) can be enlarged. That is the
purpose of this small article.

§1. Toch. A kna- f. “stone” has no secure etymology. Van Windekens (1976:
225) thought about relatives in Greek daxdvy “grindstone” and Old Indic asdni-
“lightning; point of arrow” but he offered no explanation of the loss of *a-
preserved in A dk, B ake “point, summit, end” < *ak- (= *H 2e/’ﬁc-) “sharp* (Van
Windekens 1976: 157). However, some of his thoughts are certainly plausible.
He supposed that the word was probably remodelled after the adj. k7idsi. Com-
paring it with the adj. wsdasi derived from wds (B yasa) “gold”, the hypothetical
original form in Toch. A would be *kdri, reflecting pre-Toch. *Knia / *K*nia /
*Kunia.

Hitt. kunkunuzzi- “akind of stone (diorite?; also used as a “millstone™)”,
is formed with the implement-suffix -uzzi- (Kronasser 1966: 121; Melchert
1984: 166). It is usually derived from the verb kuen- “to strike” (Carruthers,
Language 9 [1933]: 154f), but for this verb no reduplication is attested. Total
reduplication is typical for a nominal sphere (Kronasser 1966: 121; Tischler
IT: 635), cf. lulluri- “some mineral or metal” (Tischler II: 76) from the same
semantic field. The semantic difference “stone” vs. “millstone” has an ana-
logy in Toch. B kdrwerie “stone, rock” vs. e.g. Old Norse kvern “millstone”
(Van Windekens 1976: 209; I am indebted for this semantic parallel to D. Q.
Adams).

The preceding thoughts allow us to isolate an unreplicated root *kun- in
Hittite, which is fully compatible with pre-Toch. *Kunia / *K"nia.
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Note: Pinault (DTA 127) ingeniously deduces the meaning “mud brick” for
*kdn, instr. pl. kiidgs-ya, comparing the Tocharian A text from the Berlin frag-
ment 222 b5: (k)iids-ya ysam walam esdk “he lined the (sides of the) moat with
bricks [all] over”, and the Sanskrit description of a town: tah khalu parikhas
caturvidhabhir istikabhis citd abhitvan “now these moats were lined with
bricks of four kinds”. Although both texts describe the lining moats, it is not
warranted that the same building material was used.

§2. Toch. B kwele “blackish, dark grey” (Schmidt 1984: 153) has no unam-
biguous etymology. Perhaps only Hilmarsson (1991-1993: 184) offered any
solution. He proposed the development *kuwele < *kiwcele < *kiwo-lo-,
comparing the stem with Gme. *hiwa- > Olc. hy “fine (esp. grey) hair”, Eng-
lish hue “colour”, Gothic hiwi “appearance” and Middle Irish céo “fog”.

An exact cognate can be found in Hitt. kuliu- / kuwaliu- “dark, blue”
— of course, only if the traditional translation (Ehelolf) is correct (Kronasser
1966: 196, 252; Tischler I: 624-626; Melchert 1984: 53; on the other hand Oet-
tinger 1995: 211 prefers the translation “ruhig, still”). Kronasser (1966: 252)
has identified the u-stem. Melchert (1.c.) adds also the derivatives kuliyawahh-
and kuliyawess-. Accepting the spelling rule -Cu-wa- = [-C(u)wa-] (Melchert
1984: 51) and separating the termination -u, the original stem was *K(u)wali- /
*K(u)woli- (K means any velar stop).

Toch. B -e- reflects regularly IE *o (or *-¢&-), cf. leke “bed” < *log"os,
plewe “boat” < *plowos (Van Windekens 1976: 18-19). But a hypothetical
*Kwolos or *K"olos would give *kele, cf. kele “navel” < *k*olHos (Hilmars-
son 1991-1993: 177). The most trivial solution is to suppose a protoform
*Kuwo-lo- agreeing with the corresponding pre-Hitt. *Kuwo-[i-.

§3. Toch. A mdnt- “to injure”, B mdnt- “hurt, injure”, also “to scatter, throw”,
mid. mant- “to abuse” etc. (Thomas & Krause 1964: 125) must belong together
with B mdnts-, ments-, mants- “to be inferior; lose, belacking”). Hilmarsson
(1991: 30) quotes the opinion of W. Thomas who assumes here a root-verb in
final laryngeal, probably *mentH -.

The closest cognates appear in Lycian méte- “harm” (acc. sg. mete)
(Melchert 1993a: 43) and with /-extension in Lydian met//rid “harm (of some
kind)” besides Luwian mantalla/i- “slanderous / slandere” (Melchert 1993b:
137-138) and Hittite mantalli- “feindlich, schddlich* (Tischler II: 126-127) or
“venomous, poisonous, rancorous” (CHD 176-177), probably related to manza
[mant-s] “Gift- ?, Zauberei ?” (Tischler II: 128-129).
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Other IE parallels can be found in Latin mendum, menda “Fehler, Ge-
brechen”, mendax “liignerisch”, Old Indic minda- “Korperfehler, Mangel”,
perhaps remodelled after ninda- “Schmihung” etc. (Pokorny 1959: 729; An-
reiter 1984: 95-96 with detailed discussion of the Tocharian data and their IE
comparanda but still without the Anatolian material).

§4. Toch. A mkdlto “tuvenis, parvus”, acc. sg. m. mkdltont, abstr. mkdltoriie
“parvitas, juventus” (Poucha 1955: 233) probably represents a continuation of
the extensions in *-to(r) and *-n#- (Van Windekens 1979: 98-99 who rejects
his older solution suggesting a compound of *mkdl- and *ta- “to stand, put,
be” —see id. 1976: 299). In agreement with the phonetic rules proposed by Van
Windekens (1976: 16, 20, 22) the base proper *mkdl- can reflect (a) *miklo-,
(b) *muklo- or (c) *meklo- (cf. rkdl “covering” < *reglo- from the verb rdk-
“to cover”). But Van Windekens (1976: 198-199) reconstructed *miklo-, to
compare it with Greek uixpdg, ouixpoc “little, short” and Latin mica “bit, small
piece”, micidus ‘“slight”, although the rule *CVCRo- > *CCdR operates only
with the short vowels *i, *u, *e.

A promising cognates could be Hitt. maklant- “thin, emaciated”, makla-
tar “emaciation” (CHD 121-122). Kronasser (1966: 265, 295) isolates the stem
*makla- here and the extensions in -tar and -nt-, remarkably corresponding to
the Tocharian counterparts. The only open question remains the correspon-
dence of the root vowels. Hitt. *makia- is usually derived from *maklo- (Tis-
chler II: 98-99). This reconstruction and the identification 2 = H, (Beekes
1995: 146) is based on the other parallels, e.g. Latin macer “lean; barren” (cf.
macilentus “voll Magerkeit”), OHG magar “lean” and perhaps Greek uoxpog
“long” besides Doric uéxog, Attic unkog “lenght”. The expected reflex of *2 is
Toch. A @ (Van Windekens 1976: 29). But Adams (1988: 18) has demonstrated
that this rule is valid only in word initial position and in open syllables. Other-
wise the IE laryngeals give pToch. *d alternating with a zero reflex. Explicitly,
Adams (1988: 33) says that a laryngeal is lost after a non-syllabic resonant
when before another consonant. It means that the original protoform of Toch.
*mkdl- could also be *moko-, which is fully compatible with the Hittite coun-
terpart including the extensions in *-tor and *-nt¢-.

Another plausible possibility would be an apophonic pair *meklo- :
*moklo- for Toch. and Hitt. respectively. But this solution probably excludes
the other cognates.
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Is it possible to restore Tocharian A ku//// “nave, hub”? Tocharian
and Indo-European Studies 7 (1997), 234-235.

Vaclav Blazek

§1. K. T. Schmidt (1994: 265, fn. 148 and 281, fn. 216) has found a special
Tocharian A term for “Nabe, Achse” in the fragmentarily preserved word ku//
//, differing from Tocharian B sem “id.”. In spite of Schmidt’s rather sceptical
conclusion “Nicht wieter ergédnzbarer Wortrest”, p. 281, fn. 216) there is one
promising chance of restoring at least the second consonant of this word.

§2. Already T. Ulving (1968-1969: 950) compared Old Chinese #% kuk
“wheel, nave” (Karlgren 1940: #1126j; id. 1923: #505 for Middle Chinese
kuk “nave, hub”, while Starostin 1989: 560, 605 reconstructs pre-Classic Old
Chinese *kok) and Indo-European *k"ek*lo- (Pokorny 1959: 639-640). How-
ever, it seems to be a preferable solution to equate the semantically identical
Tocharian ku//// with Old Chinese kuk. The most natural hypothesis is that of
a borrowing from Tocharian into Old Chinese which would agree with the ge-
nerally accepted direction of cultural influence of Tocharian upon the Chinese
civilization already in the second millenium BC (Pulleyblank 1966: 35). If this
solution is correct, the Tocharian A word can be reconstructed as *kuke.

§3. Concerning the etymology the following two proposals seem to be most
promising:

(1) A derivative or a compound of A kukdl, acc. pl. kuklas, B kokale “wagon,
chariot”.

(2) A metaphorical use of A kukdm, B kukene (du.), usually translated “heels”
(e.g. Winter 1962: 113, although recently Adams 1983: 612-613 concludes,
“There is nothing against the translation “heel” here but nothing in the context
that necessitates it”).
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The Tocharian word for “monkey” — inherited or borrowed? Tochar-
ian and Indo-European Studies 7 (1997), 236-238.

Vaclav Blazek

Abstract:
PToch. *moko < Old Chinese *m(h)ok go < pLolo *myok “monkey” + *’-ko
“macac rhesus”.

0. Toch. A mkow- (pl. mkowar and mkowy ardmpat “simiae figura” —see Poucha
1955: 233) and B moko- (dim. mokomske) “monkey” have no unambiguous
etymology. There are several attempts to determine their origin — as an inhe-
rited word (1., 2.) or as a loan (3., 4.).

§1. Van Windekens’ (1941: 68-69) derivation of the Toch. “monkey” from IE
*ma- “to wave, swing” (Pokorny 1959: 693) is unconvincing phonetically and
semantically (a possible semantic parallel in Ol mayu- “man-like animal [mon-
key?]; antelope, deer” has been derived from OI ma- “to roar, sound” — see
Monier-Williams 1899[1988]: 804).

§2. Van Windekens (1976: 299) reconstructs pToch. A *muko/*moko, while in
B mokomske he sees a borrowing from language A extended by a diminutive
suffix. The base *moko has to be derived from Toch. A mok, B (< A) moko
“old”. In spite of the more plausible phonetic side of this etymology and its
acceptance by such a prominent Tocharologist as W. Thomas (1985: X), the
semantic connections remain doubtful.

§3. Bailey (BSOAS 8 [1937]: 928 saw a Middle Indic borrowing here, possi-
bly mediated by Iranian languages, cf. Kroraina Prakrit makad’a (vs. the more
distant Ol markata- rejected by Liiders 1933: 1018 as a direct source of the
borrowing), Saka makala- Sogdian mkr’ “monkey”, but he did not explain the
absence of the last syllable in Tocharian.

§4. Liiders (1933: 1018) proposed a borrowing of the Toch. “monkey” from
Chinese, quoting the modern forms muhou BJHE, muhou KAE, mihou Bk
Only Liiders’ solution seems promising. Let us evaluate the details.

The corresponding Old Chinese forms reconstructed by S. Starostin
(1989: 676, 605, 697) are as follows: *ma’go BENE, *m(h)okgo KWk, *m(h)ejgo



33

. Only the reconstruction *m(h)okgo bears a marked resemblance to pToch.
*moko proposed by Van Windekens (§2). Also the rather strange, in fact incon-
sistent, vocalism of the Tocharian words (Hilmarsson 1986: 63) may point to
a foreign origin. On the other hand, the unstable and binomic spelling of the
Chinese words together with the fact that monkeys did not occur in Northern
China during the period of Chou offers strong evidence for foreign origin of
the Chinese word for “monkey” as well. S. Jaxontov (in a letter of July 23,
1991) has proposed a borrowing of this Old Chinese word for “monkey” from
aboriginal languages of Sichuan, the territory of the old kingdoms Shu and
Pa conquered in 316 BC by the Qin Empire. Monkeys live in Sichuan up to
the present time. Two thousand years ago the local population probably spoke
some Lolo-Burmic language rather than Old Chinese. Finally, it is possible to
reconstruct pLolo *myok + *’-ko “macac rhesus”. Only the compound *myok
+ *’-ko still surviving in Akha as a myo ke (Bradley 1978: 296, nn. 23 and
26A) could represent a source of Old Chinese *m(h)okgo and indirectly also of
proto-Tocharian *moko (cf. also Blazek 1984: 390-391 and 1992: 103-104).
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Tocharian - Anatolian isoglosses II (5-6). Tocharian and Indo-
European Studies 8 (1999), 75-78.

Viclav Blazek

This article represents a continuation of the collection of Tocharian-Anatolian
isoglosses started in T7TES 7 [1997], pp. 229-235.

§5. Toch. B atane is attested twice in the following contexts:

watkaltsa tine atanesa wdrnai Sanmamnmasa kektseiie sesanmusa (PK 12
Ib6)
“different here (is the case of) the body tied up with bonds on the atane”

/] rene atanene yamasare-ne pelene salare-ne (H 149.40a5)
“they put...on (his) atd@ne and threw him in prison”

Isebaert (1980: 152, fn. 1) presents an approximate translation “kluister, boei”,
deriving it from *5-d"ono-. Despite the skepticism of Thomas (1985: 122) and
Hilmarsson (1989: 84), the solution proposed by Adams (1983a: 612, fn. 4 and
1983b: 760) remains the most promising (cf. the later more positive standpoint
in Hilmarsson 1996: 50). In atane Adams sees the dual of *afo and, consi-
dering the fact that this paired body part can be bound, assumes the meaning
“wrist”. Adams does not present any etymology.

A promising cognate can be found in Hittite haz(z)ila- “double fistful,

measure of cupped hand” attested e.g. in the following contexts (according to
Puhvel 1991: 281-282):

MUN ha-az-zi-e-la-as “hazzelas of salt” (KBo V 2 1 14)

SA ITU.1 KAM-m! ZID.DA kissan 1 ha-az-zi-la 1 UPNI-ya ZID.D[A.A
(KBo II 11-12)
“flour for one month [is] as follows: one hazzila and one UPNU [of]

flour...”
1 ha-zi-la-as memal “one hazilas [of] flour” (KUB XII 41 8)

watar-samas 3 ha-a-zi-la-an pian[zi] “they give them three 4. [of] water”
(KUBT 131V 36) etc.
In hazzelilas Puhvel l.c. sees a petrified gen. pl. of *hazzel which was reinter-
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preted as nom. sg. He separates the suffix -el (cf. hurk-el) or -zel (cf. sarnik-zel)
forming abstract derivatives from the root hat(t)- “to stick, hit, jab” (cf. Latin
pugnus “fist” vs. pungo “I prick, sting”).

Both Toch. B *dto (< *ato(n)) and Hittite *hatt-el can be derived
from the same root reconstructable as *H, et-, perhaps continued in Hittite

hat(t)- “to stick” etc. (thus Puhvel 1991: 248-255) or Luwian hizza(i)- “to hand
over(?)” (cf. Melchert 1993: 70).

§6. Toch. B trau, pl. traunta, du. trausic “measure of capacity” (e.g. salype sak
traunta “zehn trau Fett” - see Krause & Thomas 1960: 82) probably reflects
*T1 Jro-unt(s) ~ -went- (cf. Van Widekens 1979: 54, 62, 238). The symbol *T'
means any dental stop, but for *7'= *d the sequence *dr- is excluded, because
*d 1s regularly missing before *y, *w, *r, */, *n, *m (Van Windekens 1976:
82). Between *T and *r there could be a vowel, not causing palatal effect (cf.
B cake, pl. ckenta “river” < *tek"o-) and missing in Tocharian. The only can-
didate is *u (cf. B tkdcer, A ckdcar “daughter” < *d"ugH tér). The etymology
of Van Windekens (1976: 511) who reconstructs *d rou-nt, comparing it with
the derivatives of IE *doru- / *drou- “wood, tree”: Greek dpoity “cuve en bois,
baignoire; cercueil” < *dporita;, Old Swedish 6 “ein bestimmtes Massge-
fass”, Old English trig “auge; plateau” < Gmc. *trauja- < *drou-yo-, cannot be
unreservedly accepted. The Tocharian continuant of IE *doru- / *drou- is AB
or “wood”, B pl. arwa. The regular loss of *d in the oblique stem *drou- was
apparently also generalized for the reflex of *doru- > Common Toch. *eeru-
whence via u-umlaut > or (Hilmarsson 1986: 102-103, 142-143, 146, 169).

There is a more promising cognate in Anatolian. Hittite (or Luwian
according to Melchert) taraw(a)r, abl. tarawana|z] also means “measure of
capacity”, cf. the following contexts:

-x pi-ra-an ta-ra-a-ur da-a-i  “stellt ein taraur vor [ ] hin” (KBo XVII 74
+154)
ki-it-ta-ri-ma-as-Sa-an "PAwa-ge-es-Sar da-ra-a-u-ur U pdr-Su-ul-li

”darauf liegen ein Imbiss, tarawar und ein Brotbrocken” (KBo XXII 186 Rs.
V2)

[I-N]4 UD II **M-mq ke-e [wa-as-]si'"" da-a-i [(-)]a-ri-ya-at-ta-ri-ya-an3*®
GA-A-PA-A-NU 1 GIN.GIN sal-li-in ha-a-ri-ya-ti-ins** a-ru-um-mu-ra-as
ta-a-ra-u-wa-ar
na-at an-da tar-nai nam-ma-at ki-i-naiz-zi pu-u-wa-a-iz-zi S1G -ah-zi
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“am 2. Tag aber nimmt er folgende Ingredienzien: ]a.-Kraut, 1 Schekel
(s)eines Blattwerks’, ein
grosses /.-Kraut, ein tarawar von der arummura(-Substanz); und das legt er
(in den Morser)
hinein; dann zerkleinert er es, zerstampft es (und) bereitet es richtig zu”
(KUB XLIV 64 11 10)
(see Tischler 1991: 154-55).

The original meaning was probably “handful, fistful” judging from the Hittite
or Luwian verb farawi(ya)- “to hand over, deliver” (Tischler 1991: 155-156;
Melchert 1993: 211). It can reflect *T(e/o)reH ,-wr ~ -wen- (cf. Melchert 1994:
86 concerning the Anatolian suffix *-@war; similarly Hittite karawar “horn”
< *kreH -wy - see Melchert 1994: 14). The Tocharian and Anatolian words
are derivable from the common base *Tro-/-eH,. Let us examine if also the
alternative variant *7uro- reconstructable for Toch. B is compatible with the
Anatolian data. Indeed, the syllable *#a- can be derived from *dwo-, cf. Hittite
d/taiuga- “two-year-old” (*dwoyo-yugo-, see Tischler 1991: 29-31), d/tan “a
second time” (*dwoyom, see Melchert 1994: 128) etc. (the length was caused
by contraction of *-0yo0-). This implies the possibility to derive taraw(a)r from
*TworeH -wy. The pre-Anatolian base *Twor-eH - is undoubtedly compatible
with pre-Tocharian *7ur-o-. The only remaining difference is in the termina-
tion. The Anatolian nouns in *-gwar correspond to Tocharian words in -or
(cf. Hittite karawar “horn” vs. Toch A kror “crescent, horn of the moon”, B
kroriyai obl. sg. “horn”); that is evidently not the case here. Toch. B trau is
formed with the suffix *went- representing possessive adjectives.

Let us assess the possibilities of external comparison. Melchert (1992:
53, fn. 31) mentions “..The first extra-Anatolian comparandum to come to mind
is Greek o@pov “palm of the hand”, but the divergent meaning and problematic
o0 raise doubts..”. His point of view is perhaps too skeptical: Greek d@dpov de-
notes also a measure of length, viz. “span”, cf. also dpfodwpov “der Abstand
von der Handwurzel zur Fingerspitze”, Homeric éxxaidexddwpog “16 Span-
nen lang” and so it covers practically the same semantical field as its Anatolian
counterpart. Concerning the ambiguous phonetic correspondences, the other
cognates of dapov do not correspond exactly either: Celtic *durno-/-a > Irish
dorn “fistful”, Welsh dwrn “knob, handle”, dyrnfedd “four-inch handbreadth”,
Breton dorn “hand”, including Romance borrowings, e.g. Medieval Latin
durnus 3 digitos”, Old Provengal dorn, Old French dor “mesure contenant 4
doigts”, French dial. (Annecy) tour “mesure de la grosseur des porcs qui se fait
au moyen du poing fermé et du pouce étendu” (Hamp 1986: 253) and Latvian
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dure, duris “fist” (Pokorny 1959: 203). All the quoted words representing a
common semantic field “fist, fistful, handful, measure of length or capacity
motivated by fist, span or handful”, can be derived from an ablauting root
*dwor- : *dir- as follows:

*dwor-eH -wr / -w(e)n- “handfulness” > Anatolian *tarawar /-wan- “hand-
ful” > “measure of capacity”;

*dwor-o- > Greek dapov “palm of hand, span (= length measure)”;
*dur-o-unt(s) / -went- “belonging to handful” > Toch. B trau “measure of ca-
pacity”;

*dur-no- > Celtic *durno- “hand(breadth)”;

*dir-iya > Latvian dure etc. “fist” (cf. durt “stechen, stossen‘ = Latin pugnus

: pungo).
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Alimenta Tocharica (1 — 3). Tocharian and Indo-European Studies 8
(1999), 79-84.

Vaclav Blazek

Our information about Tocharian food is mostly based on regular reports about
the daily consumption of food and expenses for food in various monasteries.
Let us analyze the following three records (cf. Thomas 1964: 73):

(3) ikiim riune sle trukale: kantis yiksye ok tom pis sankdm, klese tau
“on 29th [day] moreover a grant: for kanti flour 8 ten-pounds, 5 pounds,
klese ten-pound”

(5) iwemne trukale Sumase wase: kantine yiksye ok tom pis sankdm, klese tau
pis sankdam

“on new moon a grant Sumaise gave: in kanti flour 8 ten-pounds, 5 pounds,
klese ten-pound, 5 pound”

(6) wi meniantse ne trukale Vinaiyse wasa: kantine yiksye cak wi tom, klese wi
tom

“on the 2nd [day] of month a grant Vinaiyise gave: in kanti flour hundred-
pound, 2 pounds, klese 2 pounds”

§1. Tocharian B klese

(A revisited version of the article Valc¢akova & Blazek 1997)

It is not possible to determine anything more than that Tocharian B kl/ese de-
signates some kind of food or ingredient necessary for supporting kanti. Its
consumption must have been proportionally 6 - 8 times less than that of yiksye,
1.e. “flour”.

In agreement with the rules of historical phonology of Tocharian B,
klese 1s derivable from *Kloso- where K represents any velar stop. Van Win-
dekens (1976: 219-220) proposed a root etymology based on comparison with
Greek déleap, Aeolic pATp “bait, decoy”(!), deriving the Tocharian word from
*g"l-0s-0s. Hilmarsson (1996: 150) saw in klese an abstract to the verb kdls-
“to pour, gush; press”. But he found this interpretation uncertain himself.
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Regarding the tendency to metathesis *CVCC> CCVC (Van Windekens
1976: 122, §381), an alternative reconstruction *Kolso- is also legitimate. This
hypothetical solution opens a possibility to connect klese with Common Slavic
*kolsv “ear of corn”, Early Albanian (Buzuku) kall, Modern Albanian kallé
“ear of corn, stalk” (*kolso-), usually compared with Old High German & Old
Saxon hul(i)s, Middle Low German huls “holly / llex aquifolium” (Pokorny
1959: 545). Another cognate can be found in Iranian *karsa-ka- or *krsa-ka-
“barley” > Khotanese chaska, Modern Persian kask, Munji kosk, Yazghulami
with Greek dxoorii “barley”, usually derived from *ak- “sharp, pointed” - see
Pokorny 1959: 21, would imply Iranian *(a)s°; Paxalina 1983: 115 proposed
*krsa-ka-, in regard to the RUKI-law better *krSa-ka-). The semantic diffe-
rence between “barley” vs. “ear of corn” is fully acceptable - barley awns are
the most characteristic feature of this corn. But what about the difference be-
tween “food” vs. “barley” or even “ear of corn”? Similar semantic shifts are ac-
tually attested, even in the case of Slavic *kolsw. Besides Russian dial. kolds ja
“sacrificial bread baked in the end of May when ears of corn ripen”, there are
suggestive examples in Church Slavonic of Russian redaction (NomlJas): awe
KOMOPbIU eNUCKON® Il NOND NPUHECEMD HA HCbPMBOY EMEPO YMO PA38H HbBb
knacw (Lv 2, 14); cf. the variant of the final passage (NomlJefr) pazswv Hoswbiuxw
kpoynw and its Greek equivalent in Septuaginta ZAnv véwv yidpwv where nom.
sg. kpoyna = yiopov means “Gericht von frischen Gerstenkdrnern oder anderen
Vegetabilien” (Val¢akova & Blazek 1997: 27).

There are more examples confirming that “corn” and “food” represent
the same semantic field:
a) Greek oito¢ means both “corn”, especially “wheat”, and “bread, food”;
b) Russian x/eb (< Common Slavic *x/ébwv < Germanic *x/aifa- “bread”) also
means both “corn” and “bread’;
¢) Gothic bairzeins “(prepared of) barley®, Old English bére “barley”, Old
Icelandic barr “grain” vs. Old Russian borosno “rye flour” and Old Church
Slavonic braseno “food” (Lehmann 1986: 62);
d) Lithuanian pirai “Winterweize”, Latvian piri 1d., Prussian pure “Tresp”,
Church Slavonic (of Russian redaction) pyro ‘6ivpa, ké€yypog’, Greek (Hom.)
wpog - wouos “wheat” vs. Greek (Hom.) zdp vov “wheaten bread”, Old Indic
pura “Kuche” (Schrader & Nehring I1: 647; Fraenkel 1965: 671).

Note: In Tocharian A an expected counterpart would have been “klas
(cf. A klank, B klenke “vehicle” < *klongo-, see Hilmarsson 1996: 149). This
form perfectly agrees with Old Chinese *klas 7 “grain; sow” (Bodman 1985:
153) > Middle Chinese ka’ > Mandarin kia (Karlgren 1923: 124). Peiros &
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Starostin (V: 62) reconstruct Old Chinese *kras, comparing it with Tibetan
khra “a species of grain”, but at least for some dialects (or periods) of Old
Chinese the cluster *k/- can be confirmed by the Common Daic borrowing *kla
“young rice plants, rice seedlings” (Bodman 1985: 153).

§2. Tocharian B kanti

Tocharian B kanti (obl. sg.) means approximately “a kind of bread or a baked
product made of flour”. It can reflect *K"(0)NToi-. Reconstructing *gnt-,
Van Windekens (1976: 187) connected it with IE *gner- > Old High German
knetan “to knead”, Old Prussian gnode “Trog zum Brotknete”, Lithuanian
gnéyti “to rub”; Old Church Slavonic gneto, gnesti “to press” (Pokorny 1959:
371; Toporov 1979: 271). Hilmarsson (1996: 78) quoted no etymology, but for
the verbal root *gnet- he found a continuant in Tocharian B kan#- “to rub, rub
of”, proposing the subj. V stem *kanta- derivable via @-umlaut from *g(o)NT-
(H)- (Hilmarsson 1996: 77). The zero grade can be reflected not only in the
Tocharian verb, but also in Old Swedish knodha < *knuda- < *kunda- (Rix &
Kiimmel, LIV 169-170).

If we start from the same semantic field as in the preceding case, it is
legitimate to relate Tocharian B kant® with the following Anatolian forms: Hit-
tite kanta- c. (acc. sg. kantan), Cuneiform Luwian kant- n. “wheat (Einkorn
= Triticum monococcum” (nom.-acc. pl. kanza), adj. kantann(i)- “Einkorn
habend” (Starke 1995: 116, fn. 226; Puhvel 1997: 55-56 who does not dis-
tinguish Hittite & Luwian) and further with their Indo-Iranian counterparts:
Avestan gantuma- “wheat”, Zoroastrian Pahlavi & Modern Persian gandum,
Baluchi gandim, Khotanese ganama- (*gandama-), Sogdian yntwm, Yaghnobi
yantum, Wanetsi yandam, Pashto yanam (*gandiima- ?), Shugni Zindam id.,
dial. Bajui “grain” m./ “sowing” f., Sarikoli Zandam “wheat”, Ormuri ganum,
Yidgha yadum, Wakhi yidim, yudim id., Yazghulami y*ont “cooked wheat”
etc., cf. further yavooua - mvpoi and yovoounv - Aevpa (Hesych.), apparently
of Iranian origin; Old Indic godhiima- “wheat, Triticum sativum”, Kati giim
etc. (Bailey 1979: 79; Morgenstierne 1974: 110; Paxalina 1983: 19, 130;
Mayrhofer 1956: 347-348 and 1986: 498-499). The different Indo-Aryan form
was probably influenced by Dravidian counterparts, cf. Kannada godi, Tamil
koti “wheat”, with a following ‘volksetymologisch’ rebuilding after go- / gav-
& dhiima-.

(Indo-)Iranian *gantuma- is formed by the -ma- suffix from **gantu-, cf.
Avestan zantuma- “dem Gau angehorig” vs. zantu- “Gau, Stamm” (cf. Brug-
mann 1906: 250). The Indo-Iranian stem **gantu- is derivable from *g™oN-
tu- (*N = *n or *m), similarly with Old Indic gdntu- m. “way, course” reflec-
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ting *g"om-tu-, the o-grade stem of the root *gem- “to squeeze, press” > Greek
véuw “I am full”, (Hom.) yévro “seize”, Tocharian B ka@m- “to carry, bring,
fetch” (Hilmarsson 1996: 72-73), Latvian gumt “greife”, Old Church Slavonic
Zemg, Zeti “to squeeze”, Russian Zom “pressure”, sZatyj “squeeze” etc. (Mann
1984-87: 269; Rix & Kiimmel, LIV 186). The semantic motivation is compara-
ble e.g. with Common Slavic *pwsseno > Slovenian pséno “das in der Stampfe
von den Hiilsen befreite Getreide”, Russian pseno “enthiilste Hirse” etc., Old
Prussian som-pisinis “grobes Brod” vs. Old Indic pista- n. “flour”, Modern
Persian pist id., Avestan pisant- “zerstossend”, Latin pinsere “stampfen, zer-
stossen”, Church Slavonic (of Russian redaction) pwsxati “stossen, ausschla-
gen”, Czech péchovati “stampfen” etc. (Trautmann 1923: 221; LIV 466).

Note: The analysis presented here allows us not only to connect To-
charian B kant- “to rub (off)” and the verb *gnet-/*gnt- “to knead”, but also to
derive them from the primary root *gem- “to squeeze”. From this point of view
Van Windekens’ etymology is acceptable. The Tocharian, Anatolian and Indo-
Iranian data were already connected by Adams & Mallory, EIEC 639.

§3. Tocharian AB klu
For Tocharian A klu m. sg., B klu (gender unknown) “rice”, klusse “pertaining
to rice” there are several etymologies. Van Windekens (1976: 222) rejected
Meillet’s old comparison (from 1916) with Latin g/iz “gum, adhesive”, because
it reflects *gloi-, cf. Greek ploiog “id., gummy”, and connected it with Old
Indic Saru- “arrow, spear”, and further with sara- “reed, arrow, spear”, salya-
“point of arrow, thorn, spine”, explaining the semantic difference on the exam-
ple of Greek ‘axoaty “barley” vs. Gothic ahs and Tocharian B ak “ear of corn”.
Hilmarsson (1996: 152) mentioned the form A kdlwerii of a contextless Berlin
fragment which ‘..might be seen as the m. nom. pl. to an adjectival *kdlwem
“pertaining to rice”’. This idea implies early A *kdilwa (and a borrowing B <
A) allowing the comparison with Germanic *xulwo & *xelwo > Old English
hulu “Schale, Hiilse”, Old High German hel(a)wa “Haferspreu” respectively,
and Greek xoleog “sheath”. Still another etymological solution can be based
on A klu- “to make clear”, cf. the semantic strategy in denotations of cereals
e.g. in Semitic languages: Akkadian burru(m) “a kind of cereal”, Hebrew bar,
bar “threshed grain or corn”, Arabic burr, Sabaic br, Mehri barr “wheat, corn”
etc., vs. Akkadian barru(m) “purified, pure”, Ugaritic brr “to shine; be pure”,
Hebrew barar “to purity, select”, Aramaic barér “rendre clair”, Arabic barra
“to shine” (Cohen 1970f: 87; Klein 1986: 82, 86).

Besides these etymologies operating with Tocharian or Indo-European
data, it is legitimate to ask if a borrowing of the knowledge of rice from au-
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tochthonous populations (cf. Hilmarsson 1996: 152) might not imply a bor-
rowing of its denotation from some indigenous source. The answer may be
positive. The most promising source seems to be Old Chinese */hii’~ *Lhii "
“growing rice, paddy” (Peiros & Starostin III: 43) > Middle Chinese ‘d ‘du >
Mandarin fau’ (Karlgren 1923: 90). The substitution */h- > ki- is perhaps com-
parable with the analogous, although opposite, substitution k/- > */- attested in
Common Tocharian *klenkee > A klank, B klenke “vehicle”, together with the
denominative AB klank- “to ride, travel by vehicle” (Hilmarsson 1996: 149,
141), which can be a source of Old Chinese */ogs ¢ “chariot”, */op “to mount,
ride on” > Middle Chinese ‘d’Z ‘jang’, cf. also Burmese Alanh “vehicle”, Jingpo
len “vehicle, wheel” (Lubotsky 1998: 382; Peiros & Starostin I1I: 26; Karlgren
1923: 343). Let us mention that chariotry (together with a domesticated horse)
was introduced into China ca. 1200 BCE from the West (Shaughnessy 1988:
228).
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The Tocharian and Celtic ,,span*“. Tocharian and Indo-European Stu-
dies 8 (1999), 85-86.

Vaclav Blazek

§1. Tocharian B raso “span” reflects *resont, cf. pl. rsonta and du. rsofic
(Thomas & Krause 1964: 231; Van Windekens 1979: 52, 238). It is transpa-
rently derived from AB rds- “recken”. Van Windekens (1976: 403) derived the
Tocharian verb from *dres- on the basis of a comparison with Old Icelandic
tarra (& terra) “ausbreiten” < *tarzon (cf. de Vries 1962: 582-583), quoting
the derivatives of the root *der- with semantics “span” etc., e.g. Greek d@pov
“palm (of the hand)”, also “measure”, Laconian ddp|e]ip “span”. Let us men-
tion that de Vries also offered an alternative etymology based on Swedish dial.
tasa “ausbreiten; ziipfen”, excluding originality of the -7-.

§2. Old Irish reise f. “finger; span”, acc. pl. na resi gl. “digitos” (Vendryes
1974: R-18) is inflected as an *-ig-stem (cf. Thurneysen 1946: 184-185). As
far as I know, so far the following two etymologies have been presented. First
Strachan (BB 19 [1893]: 104) proposed a protoform *reg-s-id-, a derivative of
the verb reg- “tendre, diriger” (Vendryes 1974: R-13) < *H reg- “ausstrecken,
gerade richten” (LIV 269-270), explaining the length by analogy with rén
“span” < *(H )reg-no-/a (cf. Hitt. harganau- “palm; sole” <*H rgnu-, see Puh-
vel 1991: 168-169). Later and elsewhere Strachan (apud Macbain 1911: 289)
reconstructed *prendsia, seeking a support in Lithuanian sprindis “Spanne
(der gespreizten Hand vom Daumen zum Mittelfinger, Lingenmass von etwa
20 cm)”, Latvian spridis “Spanne, Breite der ausgespannten Hand vom Dau-
men bis zum Mittelfinger”, derivatives of Lithuanian spréndziu, sprésti “(Fin-
ger) spreizen, spannen, mittels Spannens stellen, um-, an-, einspannen, eine
Spanne messen” etc., Latvian spriést “strecken, spannen, messen, urteilen” etc.
(Fraenkel 1965: 880-881).

§3. The Tocharian and Old Irish forms are obviously similar. It is tempting to
verify whether they are really related. The two reconstructions of Old Irish
réise presented here naturally do not exhaust all the possibilities. We can also
depart from *rens-(-sti-)-ia with *rens- extended from *res- by the nasal in-
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fix, plus the hypothetical suffix *-(s)ti-, frequently forming parts of the hand
(“palm”, “span”), cf. Germanic & Slavic *pnk*-sti- “fist”, Indo-Iranian *mus-
(s)ti- “fist”, *vi-tns-(s)ti- “span”, *dis-(s)ti- “span”, Greek waioory “Hand-

fliche” (*plHstia), etc.

§4. The final answer can be positive: both of the protoforms *resont and
*rens(s)tia are derivable from the same root *res- “to stretch”.
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Toward the cardinal points in Tocharian. Tocharian and Indo-Euro-
pean Studies 9 (2000), 29-32.

Vaclav Blazek

§1. Tocharian A sulific and B ossale designate the same cardinal point inter-
preted as follows: A “nordlich”, B “Norden” (Schmidt 1994: 282), A “north-
east” (Adams 1994: 32, tn. 32 [sic]), B “north” (Adams 1999: 127), but A
& B “west” (Winter 1988: 782, 784). Both forms are derivable from A sul,
B sale “mountain” (*suelo-), i.e. sulific < *syel-ntio- or *-nKjo- * “by the
mountain” (Winter 1988: 787) and ossale < *H p-suelo- “in the mountain”
(Adams 1999: 127), but the etymology, though basically convincing, does
not decide between “north” and “west” (Winter 1988: 787 mentions an analo-
gous semantic development in Turkic languages where Common Turkic *dag
“mountain” is continued in Orkhon Turkic fay and Chuvash fa@v ~ tu meaning
besides “mountain” also “north” and “west” respectively - see Sevortjan 1980:
117-118). A promising solution could be found in Chinese xi /4 “west” < Early
Middle Chinese s¢j < Old Chinese */3/ (Pulleyblank 1995: 189; Baxter 1992:
463 reconstructs Old Chinese *s#j, but in view of the same phonogram used
for Chinese xi 1 < s¢jX < Old Chinese *s#j? “wash” corresponding to Written
Tibetan bsil 1d., for which cf. Gong 1995: 67 who reconstructs Old Chinese
*silx “wash”, we should accept the final *-/ reconstructed by Pulleyblank for
the word “west”). The Chinese word stands isolated within Sino-Tibetan. That
is why it is legitimate to seek its origin in neighboring languages. Its source
could be a predecessor of B sale “mountain” reconstructed as *sallV (< *sya°
< *sgya® < *sgw'a? ) < *suelo-, see Winter 1988: 786. If the preceding arguments
are valid, the meaning “west” proposed by Winter is more probable than the
usually accepted “north”.

§2. Tocharian A wmant “west” is apparently derived from the verb attested
only in B wam- “to disappear into, be covered up”, judging by the formula-
tion (A 259a2) yds kom-pdrkantac yds skara kom-wmant “he goes to the east
(‘sun-rising’), he goes back to the west (‘sun-disappearing’ ?)”, cf. Sieg &
Siegling & Schulze 1931: 5; Van Windekens 1976: 578; Adams 1999: 593; and
(YQ 1.28b2, ed. Ji Xianlin) sds kom-nikdt wmaluneyam yds “the sun is going
down” (cf. Pinault 1998: 363). Adams accepts Van Windekens’ reconstruc-
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tion *dyemont(m) based on the comparison with Greek ddw “s’enforcer, se
plonger”, dvaig “coucher (des astres); occiden”. I offer an alternative solution,
viz. to derive B wdm- from the verb A yom-, B ydm- “to achieve, obtain, reach”
(Adams 1999: 497-498) with the prefix *au- expressing the phenomenon of
‘missing’ (note that Van Windekens 1976: 591 and 603-604 recognizes A
yom- “obtenir, atteindre”, B ydm- 1. “id.”; 2. “entrer”, cf. the derivative kaum-
vdanmalle “sunset” [PK NS 49b3]; it was probably Pinault 1998: 363 who first
proposed the connection of A -wmant “west” and B ydm- “to enter” & kaum-
ydnmalle “sunset”). The same prefix probably forms Germanic *westa- “west”
(Pokorny 1959: 73 and de Vries 1962: 658 directly connect it with Old Indic
avas “herab”). Pulleyblank (1995: 189) modifies this etymology proposing the
compound of the prefix *(a)ue- “off” & the verb sed- “to sit / set”.

§3. Tocharian A mdcrim occurs in the text A 379b4 mdcrim kom[tplant
kélymentwam. Winter (1988: 781-82) proposes the translation “in the direc-
tions southeast and south”. Considering the Old Turkic documents, Pinault
(1998: 364) offers a different sequence of the cardinal points, viz. “south” &
“west”, assuming the emendation *kom-[yplant with the second component
derivable from ydp- “to enter”, cf. B kaum-yaptsi-tintsi “untill sundown” (PK
NS18a3). Both interpretations are compatible with Pinault (1998: 364) deri-
ving this cardinal term from the idea “midday”. His reconstruction *mdcdr <
*m’dcdree < *med"iro- is in principle possible. However, in other IE languages
where *med"i- “middle” was used to express this semantic pattern, the term
has been based on a compound “mid-day”: Greek ueonuppio (Aeschyl.), -in
(Archil., Hekat.), ueooufpin (Herodotus) < *med"i-amr- and Latin meridiés <
*med"ijei-dieé. 1t is natural to expect a similar compound in Tocharian. A good
candidate for this role could be a ‘virtual’ zero grade *H ier- / *Hir- of the
stem *H ei-er, obl. -en- > Avestan aiiara, gen. aiign “day”, and the loc. in -i
continuing in Greek rp: “early”, Gothic air, Old Icelandic ar id. etc. (Pokorny
1959: 12). After the fall of laryngeals we can expect *med"ier* / *med"ir’ >
*mdTidr’ > *mdcdr’. The same etymological starting point is possible for the B
counterpart *en-motdr reconstructed on the basis of omotrufiniaisse “southerly,
southern, of the south” (Otani 19.1a3/4), cf. kottdr “family” vs. kotruinie
“pertaining to family” (Hilmarsson 1991: 132; Pinault 1998: 365). Note the
parallel prefixation in B omotruniniaisse and ossale (see §1). The etymological
connection with the root *med"- was proposed by Adams (1999: 118) who as-
sumes -0- < *-é-. Using the example ompalskoriiie vs. ompolskoriiie “medita-
tion”, Hilmarsson (1991: 133) speculates about at least sporadic assimilation
to explain the root -o- in the similar position. Another solution was offered by
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Svetlana Burlak (p.c., June 2000), who sees in the unexpected o’s which are
here not due to Tocharian o-umlaut, an effect parallel to akan ’je of East Slavic.
The absence of palatalization in the B form may perhaps be explained from the
accusative *H n-mfe]d"irm where this effect could be neutralized, cf. B procer
“brother” < *b'rater, acc. sg. protdr < *b'ratrm.

Note 1: I would like to express my gratitude to Professor Georges-Jean Pinault
for his valuable philological corrections and bibliographical supplements.

Note 2: The compound consisting of *med"i- & *H eier is really attested in the
Pamir group of Iranian languages: Shughni, Khufi, Roshani, Bartangi, Oro-
shori mador, Sarikoli madur, Wakhi madir “noon” < Iranian *madja-aiara-
(Morgenstierne 1974: 43) or *mad(i)-aiara- (Steblin-Kamenskij 1999: 237).
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Tocharian A muk “yok” and A maku, B mekwa pl.”’(finger)nail” - why
m- ? Historische Sprachforschung 114 (2001), 191-195.

Vaclav Blazek

In Tocharian there are two problematic etymons with puzzling initial m-:

1. Tocharian A muk corresponds to Sanskrit yuga- , cf. 360, 13: yugam va /
mu(k); further 361,5: si iii muk kdlkam aren / 1sa ca hri mano yoktram; 66b4:
ke ne kus ne nas nati muk tampe oni //// (Sieg & Siegling 1921: 201-02; Sieg &
Siegling & Schulze 1931: 48; Poucha 1955: 229). It was already Feist (1913:
151) who connected muk with Indo-European *iugom “yoke”. Sapir (Lan-
guage 12 [1936]: 179) modified this solution, starting from *jungom. Trying to
explain the puzzling initial m-, Schneider (IF 58 [1941]: 40) assumed the false
segmentation *fod iugom > pre-Tocharian *tdm yukom. The other etymologi-
cal attempts are collected in Van Windekens 1976: 306. Taking in account such
the forms as Slovincian dvjige “a yoke for two oxen” (Trubacev 1978: 189),
Latin bigae, trigae, quadrigae “Zwei- Drei-, Viergespann” (cf. Walde & Hof-
mann 1938: 105), Greek ouo-{vé “wedded”, ov-{vé “yoked together, united,
paired, also of wedded pairs” (Chantraine 399), 6i-{v¢, -(vyog “double-yoked”,
Hittite #/daiuga- “two years old”, Old Indic sa-yugvan “united or associated;
having a team of horses”, i.e. the compounds of numerals “1, “27, “3”, “4”
+ derivatives of *yug-, it is tempting to think about an analogous compound
in Tocharian, maybe consisting of the neuter forms *sem “one” & *iugom >
pre-Tocharian *smyukce (the development *sem® > *sm° can be documented
by A sme, B smaye “summer” < *semH-) > A muk (the cluster sm-/sm- is as
unstable as the other Tocharian cases of ‘s-mobile’, cf. Van Windekens 1976:
76; the cluster my- is attested only in late, secondary formations in Tocharian,
cf. Hilmarsson 1986: 82-83).

2. The initial m- in Tocharian pl. A maku, B mekwa “fingernails, claws” repre-
sents a similar problem. The word has usually been derived from *(H )nog"wo-
including the most recent handbooks (Van Windekens 1976: 277 and Hilmar-
sson 1986: 174; Ringe 1996: 154 reconstructs *x"nog"-; similarly Adams 1999:
467 *h nog""-) without any convincing attempt to explain the initial m- instead
of the expected ‘n-. The ‘labial assimilation’ *n....w > *m...w assumed by Van
Windekens 1976: 120 and Adams 1999: 459 is based on the only example, viz.
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A ndtsw- vs. B mdtsts- “to starve” < *n-H d'-tw-ye/o-; but in contrary to the
Common Tocharian “fingernail” the change *n > m concerns only the language
B. Perhaps an influence of AB ma “not, no, un-" can represent an easier solu-
tion. The puzzling m- can be again explained as a compound of *sem-/*sm-
“one” & *(H )nog"-u-o-, maybe according to the following scenarios differing
in preservation (i) or loss (i1) of the initial laryngeal in Tocharian: (i) *sm-
H nog’-u-o- > Common Tocharian */séd/mdancekwee > *mamcekwce > *mekwe
> A maku, B *mekwe (cf. A saku vs. B sekwe “pus” < *sok"o-). The assumed
haplology has an analogy e.g. in B acc. sg. manarkai “bank, shore”, if it is de-
rivable from *mana-mark® < *mena-mrg° (Van Windekens 1976: 279; rejected
by Adams 1999: 438-439). The loss of the first syllable is not clear. Could it
be identified with the synchronic numeral “1” meaning also “together” (A sa-,
B se) or the demonstrative (A sa-, B se(n) “this”) ? (ii) *sem- & *nog"-u-o-
> Common Tocharian *sdmncekwee > *sdnmekwe (but metathesis *-mn- >
-nm- 1s regular only for the language B) reinterpreted as “own fingernail”, cf.
A sni, B san “own”. The proposed compound should be older than the really
attested compounds originated thanks to the inner Tocharian development, e.g.
A soma-pacdr “having one [and the same] father” < *sémo- with o-umlaut. A
witness of the inherited, i.e. archaic, character of the assumed formation can
be found in the analogous compounds consisting of *sem-/*sm- & *H nog"-u-/
*H ong’-u-:

a) Greek uowvoé “with single (i.e. uncloven) hoof” was studied by Beekes
(1971). He analyzed previous etymologies based on compounds *uov(g)o- &
ovoé and *ou-wvol, rejected them, and presented convincing arguments for
own solution *sm-H nog"-u-. The root vowel u has origin in dissimilation o..0
> o..u (Beekes 1969: 47).

b) Hittite sanku(wa)i- “fingernail” has been derived from IE *H ong"-u- plus
s-mobile (cf. Eichner 1985: 165 reconstructing *[s-]1H ong"u’). Beekes (1969:
47) correctly objects that one would expect “ishanku’. The idea of assibilation
of the expected laryngeal (so Josephson 1979: 100-101) appears to be quite un-
convincing. Beekes’ etymology of the Greek word can represent an inspiration
for this etymons too, namely the compound consisting of *sm- “one”, origi-
nally perhaps in the function “together”, plus *H ong"-/*H nog’- “fingernail,
claw”: *sm-H ong"-u- > *sananku’ (accepting the loss of all laryngeals before
*0 in Anatolian - see Beekes 1988: 80-81) > Hittite sanku’ (via haplology).

¢) For Armenian efowngn “fingernail, claw, nail, hook™ there are more alterna-
tive etymologies: (i) Meillet (1936: 47, 163) derived it via dissimilation plus
‘prothetic’ vowel from *e-nungn and further from *onog’- etc. (ii) Ac¢afyan (II:
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711f) connected it with Germanic *nagla- “nail” via metathesis (cf. DZaukjan
1967: 236, fn. 48, admitting metathesis from *ong"-/-). (iii) Osthoff (1901:
278f) proposed a compound consisting of *el- “horn” (cf. eljiwr “horn” and
the IE denotation of “deer”) & -owng- corresponding with Greek '6vol, -vyog
“fingernail, claw” etc. (Pokorny 1959: 780). In agreement with the preceding
etymologies it seems to be purposive to start from *sem-H ong"- > *(h)enong-
+ -n (cf. other Armenian body part terms, e.g. ot-n “foot”, ak-n “eye” etc. - see
Beekes 1969: 47) > *enungn > Armenian efowngn (via dissimilation *n...n >
t...n, probably preceding the change *¢N > iN - cf. Meillet 1936: 41).

d) There is also a hypothetical possibility to identify the same compound in
Slavic, namely in the hydronyms Minoga / Minozka (the right tributary of
Dtubnia emptying into Wista near Krakows; first attested by Dtugosz in 1470-
80; the toponym already in 1257); Mnoha (East Ukraina); Mnoga (the tribu-
tary of Velikaja empting into Peipus Lake; attested already in the Old Russian
sources: na Mnogi réki, vo Mnogu réku etc.) - see Udolph 1990: 160-162 who
derives these river names from the ‘Old European’ hydronym root *mein-/
*moin-. But the forms in -oga collected by Udolph are only from the terri-
tory of the Slavic languages, with one exception, the Lithuanian lake Minaga
which is apparently named after the fish minaga, mindagas “tokia zuvis, niege,
upiné septyntaské” (Vanagas 1981: 216), probably borrowed from Russian
minoga or Polish minog, cf. also Czech minoha - all borrowed from German
Neunauge “the fish Petromyzon”, Middle High German niunouge or Middle
Low German negenoge (Vasmer II: 624; Machek 1971: 363-364). If the Slavic
origin of the studied hydronym is possible, we can derive it from *(s)mi-nog'a
“one-legged”. The use of the Slavic word *noga “foot, leg” in hydronymy is
well documented, beginning from Joan Exarch (Bulgaria; 9th-10th cent.): ..a
swstavy vodnye rekse pazuxy i nogy.. (cf. Udolph 1979: 420), till the present
time (Russian from Altai ofnoga “ramification of the river” - see Murzaev
1974: 128).

The idea of the compounds consisting of *sem-/*sm- offers a nonviolent solu-
tion of both the troublesome etymons.

Note: Recently Klaus T. Schmidt (2009[10]: 188-189) tries to support the ‘la-
bial assimilation’ *n...w > *m...w, adding the example in Tocharian B maiwe
“young” < *nouio-, besides A 7iu, B fiuwe “new” < *néuo-. His solution ex-
cludes the traditional comparison with Old Icelandic mjor, mjar, meer “thin,
narrow” < Germanic *maiwa-/*maiwi- (Pokorny 1959: 711). For Schmidt the
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semantic difference is also too big. But it is possible to identify a good external
cognate of Tocharian maiwe supporting the primary initial m-, namely the Attic
comparative ueiwv “minor, lesser”, Mycenaean me-wi-jo /mew(i)jos/ (Bartonck
2003: 269). Pre-Tocharian *mouio- “young” (with the metathesis *-ui- > *-ju-
proposed as regular in Tocharian by Schmidt) and pre-Greek *mewjos “lesser”
are undoubtedly compatible. Concerning semantics, e.g. Latin minor meant
both “lesser” and “younger”.
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Tocharian AB kdt- “to scatter”, its derivatives and relatives. /ndoger-
manische Forschungen 106 (2001), 81-83.

Vaclav Blazek

Tocharian AB kdt- ““to scatter, spread”, is well attested in both languages:

A: pres. VI (3 sg.) knas-am, (3 pl. med.) knantrd, pret. 1 (3 pl.) katar, (ptc.
absol.) ktords;

B: pres. VI (1 sg.) katnau (verse), (3 sg.) katnam (verse), and pres. VII (3 pl.),
kdmtam, subj. V (3 sg.) katam, (opt. 3 sg. med.) katoytdr, pret. la (2 sg.) stasta,
(3 pl.) stare, (3 pl. med.) ktante, (ptc.) ktau, ktowd (Poucha 1955: 65; Krause &
Thomas: 1960: 203, 240; quoted after Hilmarsson 1996: 108-109).

Hilmarsson (1996: 109) reconstructed the Common Tocharian pres.
stem VI *kdtna- (*KTna-) vs. pres. stem VII *kéinta- (*KnTa-), further the
subj. stem V *keeta- / *kdta- (*KoTa- / *KTa-), and the pret. stem 1 *$ditd- /
*kita- (*KeTa- / *KTa-). There are also interesting derivatives, viz. B sdktdlye
“seed”, ktakdt “finger gesture, spreading of the fingers” (Hilmarsson 1996:
186), maybe also kdsk- “to scatter, disperse, split apart” if it represents the sk-
extension of kdt- and not of *g*"en- (Van Windekens 1976: 210, cf. Hilmarsson
1996: 104-105; contra LIV: 218-219).

So far the following two etymological attempts were presented:

(1) A comparison with Greek zaoow, Attic mdrrew “I sprinkle” (Peder-
sen 1941: 185; Poucha 1955: 65);

(2) A comparison with Greek (g)xidvouor “I am scattered, spread”,
okeoavvgu 1 scatter, disperse” (Van Windekens in Orbis 12 [1963]: 464 and
1976: 211; Hilmarsson 1996: 109; LIV: 550).

Let us analyze both the solutions.

Ad (1): Rix & Lipp (LIV: 563-564) propose *kuH t-i0 — *kyat-io (>
maoow) after the root aorist *kueét-io with a secondary ablaut é : a comparable
with eppnlo (*urég-) vs. éppaynv (¥*urag-), and connect it with Latin quatio-,
-cutio, -ere ‘“‘schiitteln”, Old High German scutten “schiitten; schiitteln” etc.,
reconstructing *(s)kueH t-. One would expect a hypothetical Tocharian coun-
terpart depending on the root vocalism: (i) *kueH t- > A "kat- / B "ket- (cf. Van
Windekens 1976: 25); (i) *kuH t- > A “kut- | B "kwdt- (cf. Van Windekens
1976: 28); (ii1) AB “kat- (corresponding to Greek zwaoow).
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Ad (2): Rix & Lipp (LIV: 550) compare the Greek & Tocharian data
with Avestan scindaiieiti “zerbricht, zerstort”, Albanian can “spaltet, zerreifit,
pfliigt”, Lithuanian kedénti “to pluck, crash” etc., reconstructing the pres.
*(s)k d-né/n-H - vs. aor. *(s)kédH - | *(s)k dH -.

The loss of -#- before -n- in Tocharian A need not represent a witness
for the derivation -#- < *-d- missing regularly before -n- (and -m-, -r-, -I-, -i-,
-u-, see Van Windekens 1976: 81-83). The loss of the auslaut root consonants
(not only -#- < *-d-) before the nasal suffix characterizing the present stem VI
is frequent in Tocharian A (Krause & Thomas 1960: 203), cf. A karna- from
karp- “to descend, step down”, kdrna- from kdrk- “to steal, take away”, etc.
On the other hand, the Tocharian B present stem VI katna- preserves -t- and so
excludes its derivation from *-d-. The reconstruction *(s)kedH , — etc. indicates
the final laryngeal as an integral part of the root. But there is a more natural
explanation of the stem auslaut in *-(n)a- directly in Tocharian, namely the
productive present markers of the V and VI classes in *-a- (*-eH,-) and *na
(*-neH -) respectively (Krause & Thomas 1960: 202-205).

These thoughts allow us to reconstruct a root *KeT- / *KoT- / *KT-
where K and 7 represent any velar or dental stops respectively, with exception
of T'=*d. With regard to problems of the etymologies (1) & (2) it is legitimate
to seek still another solution. A convenient candidate for a cognate can be seen
in Lithuanian késti, pres. kecin, pret. keciaii (*ket-id) “ausbreiten, ausspan-
nen, entfalten, 6ffnen”, intens. ketoti rankas, ranikomis “die Hande ausbreiten,
mit den Handen fuchteln” (Fraenkel 1962: 246-247). If the Lithuanian verbs
are compatible with their Tocharian counterparts, we can conclude: K = *k or
*k* and T = *1. Especially regarding the Tocharian B derivative (an expressive
reduplication?) ktakdt “finger gesture, spreading of the fingers”, the Tocharian
data represent a suggestive support to the etymology of the Indo-European
numeral *ketyor “4” = *“span” < “stretched [fingers]”, based on the Lithua-
nian verbs késti and kétdti proposed by V. N. Toporov (1983: 130, fn. 79) and
independently by W. Schmidt (1989: 24).
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Slavic - Tocharian Isoglosses 1V. Tocharian and Indo-European Studies
10 (2003), 11-13.

Vaclav Blazek

This article continues a series of articles devoted to the Slavic - Tocharian
1soglosses (see TIES 5[1991], 123-133; Linguistica Baltica 4[1995], 233-
238).

7. Sl. *kvmy, gen. *kvmene “stem, trunk, branch” ~ Toch. A kom, B kaume
“(fresh) shoot”.

Old & Modern Czech kmen m. “stem, trunk; tribe, generation” and Lower
Sorbian kmjen m. “Zweig, Spross; Stamm, Reis, Stock™ reflect proto-Slavic
*kwmy, gen. *kvmene (Schuster-Sewc 1981-1984: 565; ESSJ 13[1987]: 196:
*kvmenw) which is derivable from *kumon, gen. *kumenes. With long root
vowel and a different suffixal extension there is Ukrainian kymdk “block of
wood”, in dialects also “beam, log, branch, bee-hive” (ESSJ l.c.).

Tocharian A kom, B kaume “(fresh) shoot” has been derived from
*koudmo-, which should have been formed from *(s)keud- “to shoot, throw”
(Van Windekens 1976: 229; Adams 1999: 212). But the derivation from *kou-
mo- 1s more natural and simple. And just this starting point is easily compatible
with pre-Slavic *kumon /*kumen-.

Both the Slavic and Tocharian forms are derivable from the verbal
base attested in Greek xvéw “I bear in the womb, have conceived, be pregnant
with a child”, cf. koyuo “embryo, foetus”, kdua,-arog “foetus in the womb,
embryo; young sprout of plants”, axvuwv “without fruit, barren”, and further
Latin in-ciéns “trachtig” etc. (Frisk II: 42, 47). These thoughts rehabilitate the
old idea of Machek who compared Greek xdua and Slavic *k»men- (Machek
1968: 261 [first 1957]; he added Lith. kaménas “stem, trunk”, explaining the
different root vowel by analogy with kamuolys “tuft, bunch). The Greek verb
has been derived from *kuH -¢lelo-, where the palatal velar should have been
confirmed by the Indo-Iranian parallels as Vedic svayati “schwillt an, nimmt
zu”, Khotanese ha-svimdd “schwillt” (LIV 339-340; the other parallels are
collected in Pokorny 1959: 592-594). Slavic *k vs. Indo-Iranian *$ needs an
explanation. If we do not want to speculate about the ‘centum’ elements in
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Slavic, there is a suggestive analogy in Slavic *kamy, gen. *kamene “stone”,
Lithuanian akmuo, gen. -eris id. vs. Old Indic asman- “stone; heaven”, Avestan
asman- id., where the same anomaly occurs in similar circumstances.

8. Sl. *skoro-vorns “lark” ~ Gme. *sker(i)- “sea-gull” ~ Toch. B skren “sp. of
bird”.

The reconstruction *skoro-vornw(kv) seems to be the most probable star-
ting point for the Slavic designation of “lark”, attested in numerous variants:
Bulgarian skovran & skolovranec “Amsel”, skovranec “Star”, Macedo-
nian skolovranec “Star”, Slovenian Skrjanek “Lerche”, Slovak skovran id.,
Czech skrivan id., Upper Sorbian Skowronc, Lower Sorbian Skobronk, arch.
also schkowrionk id., Polish skowronek, Kashubian skoewronk, Slovincian
skovarnek, Ukrainian skavoronok, Russian skovoronok, besides sc¢evronok etc.
“Lerche / Alauda” (Vasmer III: 644; Schuster-Sewc 1985-1988: 1446-1447).

The corresponding Germanic bird-name differs in the root vocalism:
Old Icelandic skari “junge Mowe”, Middle Low German holt-schere “jay”,
Modern Low German scherke “kleine Mowe”, cf. also Old English secge-scére
“cicada, locust”, Old High German hewi-screcko “Heuschreck”, in semantics
matching Lithuanian skérps, skérélis id. (Pokorny 1959: 934).

The Tocharian B ornithonym skren “dove”(?) is attested in such forms
as gen. sg. skrenantse paruwa “the feathers of a dove”, and adj. skrense paiyye
“a dove’s foot” (Adams 1999: 708), which do not allow to apply the internal
reconstruction to project them in the proto-language level. An old compound
of the Slavic type cannot be excluded.

All the studied bird- & insect-names are derivable from the verbal base
*sker- “to be in a fast motion”, cf. Greek oxaipw “springe, hiipfe, tanze”; Bre-
ton skara “to run”, Old High German sceron “mutwillig sein”, Middle High
German scher(e)n “eilen”, Middle Low German scheren “laufen, eilen; spot-
ten, hohnen”; Old Church Slavonic skors “schnell” etc. (Pokorny 1959: 934;
Mann 1984-87: 1162; LIV: 556).
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A Tocharian key to the etymology of the bird-name *sygo- “stork*.
Tocharian and Indo-European Studies 10 (2003), 15-16.

Vaclav Blazek

Kaczor & Witczak (1991: 151-53) proposed a suggestive etymon for the Indo-
European designation of “stork”, connecting its Germanic name *sturka- id.
(Old Icelandic storkr, Old English storc, Old High German storah; let us add
the unrecorded Bible-Gothic *staurks which could have been sought in the
borrowing into Slavic where Old Church Slavonic [Codex Suprasliensis 6.1]
strvkv, Old Russian [12th cent.] sterks “stork™ reflect proto-Slavic *stirkii
- cf. Kiparsky 1934: 161-162), the Greek counterpart zeAgpyos and Old Indic
m. srjaya- m. (Kathaka), f. sg’jayd’— (Taittirtya-Samhita) “a wading bird”. For
this undoubtedly tempting etymology they had to solve several problems: (i) A
proof of the regular development of the initial cluster *syC- > pre-Ger-manic
*styC- > Germanic *sturC-. The detailed discussion was presented by Witczak
1991: 106-107. (i1) A convincing analysis of Greek weldpyos. Here the authors
identify *apydc *“stork” < *srgds, while the first member of the compound
should have been derived via dissimilation from 7zépa “dariiber hinaus, weiter,
langer, mehr, jenseits” (after Van Windekens). But the authors themselves felt
that from the point of view of semantics this solution is not quite convincing.
A deeper semantic motivation of this etymon is solvable with a help of To-
charian B sark “back”, A sdrsi “backbone” (Adams 1999: 676-677) < *srk°.
With respect to the typical black color of back parts of Ciconia alba, otherwise
white, it is quite legitimate to derive mweddpyog from *melafoc “schwirzlich”
(cf. meAiog “dunkelfarben, fahl” etc., Lithuanian pal~vas “falb”; see Kretschmer,
Glotta 3[1911]: 294f, who interpreted the compound as “black-white”; similar-
ly already Etymologicum Magnum 659, 7), plus *apyo¢ “back”, hence *“that
with a black back”. There are formally corresponding compounds describing
various birds in Old Indic: 1) kala-kantha- “peacock; gallinule; wagtail; spar-
row”, lit. “black-necked”; 2) krsnd-gala- “a kind of bird”, lit. “black-throated”;
3) syama-kantha- “peacock; a kind of small bird”, lit. “black-throated”; 4)
nila-kantha- “peacock; a species of gallinule or water-hen; wagtail; sparrow;
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blue-necked jay; Ardea Sibirica”, lit. “blue-necked” (Monier-Williams 1899:
277,307, 1094, 566). This explanation implies an elliptic omission of the first
member expressing a color in the hypothetical compound in Germanic and Old
Indic.
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Tocharian A k /i, B klyiye “woman” < *g/gleH ui-H en-? Historische
Sprachforschung 118 (2005), 92-100.

Viaclav Blazek

1. The common Tocharian word for “woman” is well attested in both A and B
languages:

A - Sg.. Nom. k [i (8x), k lyi (3x), Acc. k le, Gen. k leyis, Pl.: Nom.
k lewaii, Acc. k lewas, Gen. k lewassi; adj. k lefici (Poucha 1955: 80; Thomas
1964: 95-96; Hilmarsson 1996: 158);

B - Sg.: Nom. klyiye (10x), klyiye (1x), kliye (3x), kliye (1x), Acc. klai
(4x, including mistaken klaim), klainn (2x), Gen. klairiantse, Pl.: Nom.-Acc.
klaina, Gen. klainamts; adj. klaififie (Thomas 1964: 190; Hilmarsson 1996:
157; Adams 1999: 224).

2.1. The first etymological attempt was probably proposed by Pedersen (1925:
26) who sought the relatives in Irish caile “country woman, maid, serving girl”
and Breton pl-ac’h “girl” (cf. Pedersen 1913: 64), although the Breton word
is probably borrowed from Latin pellex “concubine” (Henry 1900: 224). His
solution was accepted by Van Windekens (1976: 241; 1979: 27: Nom. *k*liié
vs. Obl. *k*l0i°) and Delamarre (1984: 50 *k“5/i-). Hilmarsson (1996: 159) of-
fers an alternative protoform of the Tocharian words, viz. *k*/H -on which is in
principle compatible with Irish caile, derivable from Celtic *k*aliia like caire
“fault, crime” from *kariia (Thurneysen 1946: 61) and further from IE *k*/H-
iia (**Herumgehende” after de Bernardo Stempel 1999: 208, fn. 51; her star-
ting-point *k*/Hi° would probably give *k/a° in Irish - that is why °/ia@ implying
the sequence *C[HV > Irish *CalV (cf. Beekes 1990: 181).

2.2. Poucha (1955: 80) derived it from IE *g“e/H- “to spring” (Pokorny
1959: 471), unfortunately without any comment explaining this surprising se-
mantic development.

2.3. K.T. Schmidt (1980: 409-410) presented a radically new etymo-
logy, deriving the Tocharian word for “woman” from the zero-grade form
*g‘nai- or its Siever’s variant *g‘nnai-, corresponding to Greek Gen. Sg.
yovaikog and Armenian Nom. Pl. kanay-k°. In spite of the assumption of dis-
similation *k naiN- > *k laiN-, which remains without analogy in Tocharian,
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Schmidt’s etymology has become very popular, being accepted by Kortlandt
(1988: 77-79), Hilmarsson (1996: 157-159), Huld (EIEC [1997]: 648) and Adams
(1999: 224-225). Let us repeat their arguments:

2.3.1. Kortlandt proposes the following development:

‘ stage | | stage 11 | stage 111 | stage [V=B
*g'nH -H én *k‘[H én *klye klyiye
*¢‘nH -H n- *k*[H n- *k*lan- klain-

Like Hilmarsson (1986: 231-236) he stresses the palatalizing effect of the en-
ding -iye in Tocharian B, operating in the Class V1.1, but not when the word is
transferred to a foreign flexional category (Class VI1.2).

2.3.2. Hilmarsson starts from the protoform *g“nH -on which should
be dissimiled in Common Tocharian *kwdlo, replaced by *kwidliyce, directly
continuing in A k /i, while B kliye has generalized the k- of the oblique cases.
He judges that the unpalatalized nominatives A k /i and B kliye are primary. In
agreement with Krause & Thomas (1960: 135, §191), Hilmarsson includes
the B word into the class II.1 (because of the B Nom. PL. in -na like e.g. B
snona”wive”) and the A form into the class VI.3., but the oblique stem in B
-ai(-) indicates the class VI.2. Hilmarsson (1986: 218) thinks that the shift
from VI.2 to II.1 could be caused by semantics: “Class II.1 nouns with Obl.
Sg. -ai denote female beings exclusively, whereas in Class V1.2 klyiye / kliye
would have been the only word of such semantic content. Therefore, one might
assume that it was transferred and received the plural form klaina instead of
*klain™.

2.3.3. Adams reconstructs the starting-point *g*neH -H én for the Nom.
Sg. and *g*neH -H en-m for the Acc. Sg., which should have given proto-To-
charian *kwlaié(n) and *kwldaid respectively, and finally Nom. Sg. *kwloyo >
*kwlaye under the influence of the Acc. Sg. *kwlai. The transformation of the
final *?aye into B “iye has to be a regular change (Adams 1988b: 26). In the de-
viant plurals, A k lewarn and B klaina, Adams sees the analogical development
after A sewar “sons” and B asiyana “nuns” respectively.

3.1. The weakest point of these certainly elegant hypotheses consists in as-
sumption of the dissimilative change *Cn...n > Cl...n. The only attempt to
operate with dissimilation in the development of the sequence *Cn...n is the
etymology of Tocharian A kronkse, B kron(k)se “bee” proposed by Hilmarsson
(1986: 35-37; 1996: 181-82). To connect the Tocharian “bee” with Germanic
*huna(n)ga- “honey”, he speculated about the dissimilation *Cn...n > Cr...n
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in Tocharian. Without analogous examples his hypothesis remains highly spe-
culative and the traditional etymology connecting kronkse with Latin crabro,
Old English hyrnet “hornet”, Lithuanian Sirsuo “wasp”, Sirsuonas “hornet”,
Russian-Church Slavonic srsSens 1d. (Schrader & Nehring 1929: 654) seems
to be the best solution.

3.2. Let us return to the Tocharian continuants of IE *g“enda. They are
recognized in A Sdm, B sana “woman, wife”, where B Nom. Pl. snona also
reflects the synchronical sequence Cn...n. Yes, against this example there are
at least two objections: (i) The initial cluster Cn- must be derived from *Cen?,
here concretely from *g“en’, to cause the effect of palatalization. (i1) The B P1.
snona probably represents a relatively late formation, consisting of the Acc.
Sg. *sano(n), plus the plural morpheme *-na, originally abstracted from neuter
n-stems (Adams 1988: 114-115). But in derivatives e.g. of A kna- “to know”,
where the initial cluster *Cn- (*gn-) is undubitable, there occur even more than
two nasals: 2 Sg. Pres. knanant, Pres. Part. Med. knanmam, and knanmune
“knowledge” (Thomas 1964: 98).

4. It seems that none from the preceding etymologies is satisfactory. Seeking
another solution, it is necessary to take into account that the meaning “woman”
belongs to the core lexicon. It means to seek the most probable ancestor of the
Tocharian word for “woman” among the core kinship terms. The most promi-
sing candidate for this role could be the designation of “husband’s [unmarried]
sister” (the semantic reconstruction is discussed by Hermann 1918: 222-223),
traditionally reconstructed as *g(e)léy—s (Pokorny 1959: 367-368). In reality
there are two stem variants: terminated in (a) -u° and (b) in -i°:

4a.1. Phrygian yelopoc - adelpod yovip . @poyiori (Hesych.), if the
conjecture *yelarog (Hermann 1918: 222; he quotes a parallel substitution in
other Hesychius’ glosses: dedpoikwg [0ed Foikag] - <de>doixag and tpé [t£€]
o¢ . Kpreg) s correct, can be projected in *gelH (e)uo- (Beekes 1976: 15).

4a.2. Greek Attic yddwg “sister of husband” is usually derived from
*vadw Fog (Pokorny, I.c.). Eichner-Kiihn (1976: 30 following K. Hoffmann) and
independently Beekes (1976: 13-14) have demonstrated that the starting-point
must be *ydalafog (cf. the interpretamentum yaidog of Hesychius’ gloss ydAiig),
similarly Homeric Dat. Sg. yaido@ < *yaldfwi, Nom. Pl. yoldw < *yalaror,
Gen. Pl. yalowv < *yaldrwv (Cowgill apud Anttila 1969: 83; Eichner-Kiihn
1976: 35, fn. 31). The primary starting-point is apparently *g/H euo- (Anttila
1969: 83 thinks about an assimilation *gelawo- > *galawo- in Greek).

4a.3. Latin glos, Gen. Sg. gloris, is defined almost only by lexico-
graphers as “husband’s sister” (uiri soror, a Graeco yaiowc by Paulus ex Fest.
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87, 16, 2nd cent. A.D.; 171100 avopog coeipn, yaiwgs in Corpus Glossariorum
Latinorum 11 34, 29; Andromachae glos = Polyxena, the sister of Hector, quo-
ted by Ausonius in his Technopaegnion, 4rd cent. A.D.), or “wife of brother”
(cf. the gloss”adedon youern wc MAadtog” which must belong to glos and
not to glumea, how it is attested in Corpus, l.c., besides glos appellatur mariti
soror atque item fratris uxor by Nonius Marcellus, 4rd cent. A.D.). The word
has been derived from *glo[u]s (Kretschmer 1892: 453: like bos from *bous;
Pokorny 1959: 368). The protoform *g/H ous proposed by Schrijver (1991:
122) is rather problematic. The author himself admits that according to rules
mapped in his monograph the expected Latin continuant would be *galos.
He speculates about an alternative starting point of the type *gleH . Sihler
(1967: 203; followed by Anttila 1969: 83-84 and Szemerényi 1977: 89) would
solve this discrepancy by the syncope *galos > glos. But for Szemerényi (l.c.)
Sihler’s pre-Latin *galos is a borrowing from Greek. Another possibility is
offered by Eichner-Kiihn (1976: 36, fn. 37) who reconstructs the following de-
velopment: Nom. Sg. *glH uos > *glavos > *glas, besides Gen. Pl. *glavorum
> glorum, stimulating the change *glas > glos, and finally leading to the ap-
plication of the declension type flos : floris (cf. Kretschmer 1892: 333, 453).

4a.4. In Slavic, the etymon is attested in Church Slavonic zw/wva,
Bulgarian za 'Iva, Serbo-Croatian z ‘aova, Slovenian zélva, Old Czech zel-va,
Polish zetw, zotwica & zetw & Zotwica, Russian zolovka, dial. zolva, Ukrainian
zolvyca, “husband’s sister”. Their common starting-point has been reconstruc-
ted as *zwly, gen. *zvlvve < *gIH jii- (not "gla,u’, giving hypothetical Serbo-
Croatian z itva, Old Czech *zluva; cf. Eichner-Kiithn 1976: 35, fn. 33), with %i-
usually interpreted as the influence of *svekry “mother-in-law” < *syekrii-).
The Polish forms could indicate the vacillation *g- / *g- (Jokl). Let us mention
that the historically attested Slavic forms were extended by the most frequent
feminine marker *-a.

4b.1. Old Indic giri- in Grhiya Siitra [Mantra] has to correspond to yatr-
“husband’s brother’s wife” in the parallel passage from Paippalada-sarhita of
the Atharvaveda (XIX 19, 11). It is derivable from *g/Hi- (Eichner-Kiihn 1976:
29; accepted by Szemerényi 1977: 90; Mayrhofer 1986: 487). But Griffiths &
Lubotsky (2009: 118-120) convincingly demonstrate that the word giri- is in
reality “mountain”. This solution simplifies situation with reconstruction of
initial: only *g-.

4b.2. Armenian tal, Gen. Pl. -ic “ “husband’s sister”, instead of the ex-
pected form ‘cal (probably under the influence of #- of the male correspondent
taygr “husband’s brother”) also reflects the i-stem *g/Hi- (Eichner-Kiihn 1976:
29; Szemerényi 1977: 90; Pedersen 1905: 347 derived Armenian fal from the
Acc. Sg. *gllom, assuming the regular development of *g > ¢ before */).
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4b.3. The Greek glosses yadig - yoadaos and yadig - 11 100 &vépog
adedpn kabanep Kaoavépo 1] Avépouayn (Hesychius) mean the same,
“husband’s sister”, and are derivable from the same protoform *g/Hi- (Eich-
ner-Kiihn 1976: 30).

5.1. On the basis of her careful analysis, Eichner-Kiihn (1976: 31) reconstructs
the noun *g/H i- and the adjective formation *gZI‘IZQlO- (besides the hypo-
thetical variant in -ro- indicated by the Phrygian gloss, abstracting from the
emendation). Her choice between *¢ > Slavic *z and *g > Old Indic g for *g
is based on assumption that z- of the Slavic form *z»ly, -»ve can be explained
as analogical to *zets “son-in-law”, similarly as Armenian #- in tal after faygr
(4.1.b2.). But in this case, a hypothetical starting-point in Armenian would be
“kal and not “cal. The reinterpretation of the meaning of Old Indic giri- unam-
biguously confirms the reconstruction *g-.

5.2. On the other hand, Beekes (1976: 14-15) tries to reconstruct a basic
paradigm, with respect to the extension in -6u- hysterodynamic as for Greek
matpag “father’s brother” (cf. also Beekes 1990: 215, 221): Nom. *gélH -ou-s,
Acc. *g[H -éu-m, Gen. *g[H -u-0s.

5.3. The conclusions of Eichner-Kiihn and Beekes are in agreement at
least in one thing. The pattern *p "2 frous : *pgzté’r implies a primary noun for
*gelH ous (or *g[H yo- directly derivable from Beekes’s Gen.) and it could be
identified in *g[Hi-.

6. Although the preceding conclusions are not definitive, it is necessary to
prove if the Tocharian forms are compatible with the more or less probable
protoforms quoted in §§4-5.

6.1. The first step that should be taken is the exclusion of the sequence
*ge’, causing the palatalizing effect leading to the Tocharian “s.

6.2. The zero-grade *g/H ,u° would imply the development parallel with
AB kdly- “to stand, stay” (*k[H -ie/o-) and A pdrwat “first”, B parwe “first;
earlier”, pdarwesse”first” (*prH, uo-).

6.3. In the case of *g/H ey’ one expects the development of the diph-
thong *eu parallel to B mlyotkau “paste derived by grinding” (*m(e)lH eu’) :
mlutk- “to crush” (cf. Adams 1999: 479).

6.4. It seems that only *gleH y°, plus Hofmann’s suffix *-H en-, lead to
Common Tocharian *klauié(n) and the following development, which is very
close to the scenario proposed by Adams (§ 2.3.3.), only with a small modifica-
tion, namely without dissimilation and with the inherited *u.
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6.4.1. The epenthesis of *u into the first syllable in Tocharian A is not
unique. It occurs in the group *-d(n)kw- transforming in A -u(n)k-, cf. A tunk :
B tankw “love” < *tng-un, A yuk : B yakwe “horse” < *ekyo-, but also when
*y is preceded by a liquid: A sul : B sale “mountain” < *seluo- (Adams 1988a:
38; 1999: 277, 482, 652). The closest example of the development parallel to
the first syllable of A & /i “woman” probably occurs in Nom. Sg. A k ras : B
krosce “cold” < *kruston or *kréusto and Acc. Sg. A krossdm : B kroscim <
*krusténm (cf. Thomas 1964: 95; Adams 1999: 218).

6.4.2. In Tocharian the IE i-diphthongs (with the exception of *ei)
changed into A e, B ai (cf. Van Windekens 1976: 30-31, 34-35). The sequence
*-ui- is metathesized in A and after palatalization of *y simplified in y in B
(A malyw-, B mely- “to crush, squeeze, lay waste” < *mol(H,)u-(e)ielo-, ma-
tching Gothic gamalwjan “to grind”; see Adams 1999: 470). The palataliza-
tion of Common Tocharian *u before *i (including *i originating seconda-
rily before IE *€) and their following merging is regular in Tocharian B, cf.
say-/ saw- “to live” < Common Tocharian *s(y)awid / *s(y)awe < *g'ieH u-
e-/*g'ieH y-o- (Adams 1988a: 36). Concerning the sequence *-Vui/i- in B,
Adams (1999: 346) offers an attractive example, naimariie, adj. denoting the
first month, deriving the stem *naim- from the superlative *nouismos “new-
est”. These rules confirm a regular development from Common Tocharian
*klauie(n) to A *klew’ via *klaiw’ (really attested k [ew’ probably after the
singular stem £ [e’) and B klai® via *klawy’.

6.4.3. The stem of our kinship term probably terminated in -i-, i.e.
*gleH yi-, like the derivatives of the *oy-stems: Greek wijtpwe “male rela-
tive of mother” : unzpovia “stepmother”, adj. unrpvi-wong, watpwe : Old Indic
pitrvya-, Avestan tiiriia-.

7. It is remarkable that apart from the A plural forms as Nom. k lewar, Acc.
k lewas, Gen. k lewdssi, there is only one corresponding plural paradigm,
namely of the word se “son” (B soy): Nom. sewari, Acc. sewas, Gen. sewassi.
The A plural base sew” is derivable from the hypothetical protoform *soiues
with *o instead of expected *i. It has usually been explained from the dis-
similation of the type Homeric vidg vs. Laconic, Gortynian vivg “son”, only
in the opposite order. Hilmarsson (1986: 74-75) added an alternative solution,
namely the influence of the possesive *suoios, forming such kinship terms as
Icelandic sveinn “boy”, Lithuanian svdins “husband of wife’s sister”. The con-
vergence in the plural inflection of two Tocharian words, “woman” and “son”,
that seem to have different internal structures can probably be explained by
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their semantic closeness. The meaning “son” is firm with respect to its Greek
cognate. On the other hand, the synchronically attested meaning “woman” is
hardly primary. It seems that the opposition of Common Tocharian *sdna :
*klauié(n) can be described as “married woman” : “unmarried woman”, and
the latter, with respect to its exclusive relation to “son”, perhaps concretely
“bride” «— “daughter-in-law” (cf. Russian nevesta : nevestka respectively).

8. It is useful to mention the semantic dispersion of some kinship terms with
close functions:

8.1. Russian dial. zolva, zdlvica, zolovka (Olonets.) “daughter-in-law”
vs. Russian zolovka “husband’s sister”, Slovak zolva, zolvica “husband’s sister,
son’s wife, brother’s wife, daughter-in-law” (Trubacev 1959: 136);

8.2. Bulgarian nevésta, nevjasta “bride, young wife, woman”, Serbian
nevjesta “bride, daughter-in-law, son’s wife, brother’s wife”, Polish niewiasta
“woman” : Old Church Slavonic nevésta “vOuen, sponsa” (Trubacev 1959:
90);

8.3. Common Turkic *gelin “daughter-in-law” continues in some of
the daughter languages as follows: Turkish gelin “daughter-in-law, bride, son’s
wife”, but also “young woman”, Altai kelin “son’s wife, young woman, young
(about woman)”, Koibalsan kilen “wife of younger brother” (Sevortjan 1980:
16-18).

It seems that the semantic shift to a more general meaning proposed for
Tocharian is quite legitimate.

9. Summing up, the Tocharian word for “woman” attested in A k /i, Obl. stem
k le°, Pl. stem k lew’, and B klyiye, Obl. and Pl. stem klai’, is derivable from
Common Tocharian *klauié(n) and further from *gleH ui-H én. The original
meaning of the Tocharian word could probably be “bride” — “young unmar-
ried woman”.

Note: The article was written during my fellowship at the Netherland Institute of Advanced
Study in Humanities (Wassenaar) in February-June 2003. I am very grateful for this occasion
to study inaccessible sources and to discuss the present etymology with Dutch colleauges
from the ‘Indo-European circle’ around Prof. R. Beekes and Prof. A. Lubotsky who prefer
the point of view of Prof. F. Kortland quoted above (2.3.1). For the additional remark (§4.b.1)
eliminating Old Indic giri-, in reality “mountain” and not “husband’s brother’s wife”, I also

owe Alexander Lubotsky.
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Tocharian ‘camel’. Tocharian and Indo-European Studies 11 (2009),
39-42.

Vaclav Blazek

1.0. The designation of “camel” in Tocharian B was first identified by K.T.
Schmidt in his unpublished ms. “Die Gebrauchsweisen des Mediums im To-
charischen” (Gottingen 1974), quoted by Van Windekens (1988: 99). Let us
mention the context (Filliozat 1948: 94):

kete anme takam tweri ruwyentrd partaktainie pitkesa sarne
laikanalle (M-3bl)

“whoever has the wish [that] the doors might open, [he is] to wash
[his] hands with camel spittle”

1.1. In his unpublished dissertation, Isebaert (1980: 66) reconstructed the no-
minative *partakto according to the pattern of kranko “cock” : adj. krankaririe
“pertaining to a chicken”, and suggested it was borrowed from a Middle Ira-
nian source of the type *pari-taxta-, seeking a support in Avestan pairi-taxti-
“das Herumlaufen” : tacat “‘er soll laufen”, comparing it with the semantic mo-
tivation of Greek dpoudg, -aoog “laufend” and its later derivative dpouaddpiog
(quoted after Van Windekens 1988: 99).

1.2. Van Windekens (1988: 100) proposed another solution based on a hypo-
thetical compound consisting of *b"orto- and *agto-, cf. Greek pdprog “ship’s
freight, cargo” & Latin dctus (with secondary a-); both the primary verbs are
well-known in Tocharian: AB pdr- “to carry, bear” and AB ak- “to lead”. The
author explained the vowel -a- in B *partakto as a result of ‘équilibre voca-
lique’ characteristic for an interdialectal borrowing from an unattested A form
**partakt.

2. Instead of the presented ad hoc etymologies based on virtual constructions,
there are real parallels in the Iranian languages which could be identified as the
most probable source:

Osset Digor & Iron bajrag, pl. Digor bajreegutce, Iron bajregte “foal”
(*barayaka-ta); Lubotsky: p.c.) = Yazgulam varag, pl. vergaf ‘“horse”
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(Edel'man 1971: 280), Sanglechi worak, Ishkashim warok, Roshani warc,
Shughni varj, Sarikoli vurj id. < *baraka-; Middle Persian barak “riding
animal”, Classical Persian baregr (Sahname 1, 21.27), Modern Persian bare
“horse”; Khotanese baraa- “riding animal; vehicle” < *baraka-, cf. adj. béirgyi
“riding, rider” = Ossetic Digor and Iron bareeg “rider”, Sogdian S'r’k, [’'ryh
[*Parak, *Pare] “rider”, Yaghnobi vora id., Khwarezmian B’rcyk f. [ *baraci-
ka-] “animal for riding”, all from the Iranian base *bar- “to carry, bear; be
carried = ride” < *b"er- “to bear, carry” (Abaev 1958: 236-237; Bailey 1979:
278; Horn 1893: 37, #37; Morgenstierne 1974: 85-86; Tomaschek 1880: 763).
It is important to emphasize that the plural ending in -7 is characteristic for the
East Iranian languages: Ossetic -tce < *-ta (Thordarson 1989: 469; he explaines
Digor -u- preceding the plural suffix as a connecting vowel, cf. finsceeg “writer”
: pl. finsgutee), Yazgulam -a@ (see above) and Wakhi -is-¢, further Sogdian -’
continuing in Yaghnobi -#, and -7t in the Scythian tribal names (Skjerve
1989: 379). In this specific plural marker N. Sims-Williams (BSOAS 42, 1979:
337f) sees the primary feminine abstract suffix *-7a- (cf. Bielmeier 1989: 483).
With respect to these facts the East Iranian starting point should have been
*bara(ya)kta-, pl. to *bara(va)ka- “riding animal”. For Tocharian, the starting-
point of the type *paryakt’ may be postulated. For the difference y instead of ¢
there is no better explanation than the scriptor’s mistake in this hapax.

Regarding the similarity of the ligatures rfa and rya (see Malzahn
2007: 245, 246) it is in principle possible.

3. From an Iranian source of the type Ossetic bajreeg(u)tce the following East
Caucasian forms were probably borrowed: Akusha bartken “deer”, Lak bal-
can “horse”, burttij “on horse-back®, burttijhu “rider”, Avar barti “stallion”,
Lezghin balnan “horse”, etc. (S. Nikolaev & S. Starostin 1994: 285: *bfaltke
“a big hoofed animal”). The final -n can represent the plural marker known
from both some East Caucasian and Middle Iranian languages, e.g. Khotanese
-afiid (Emmerick 1989: 219) or the Sogdian gen. pl. in -an < *-anam (Sims-
Williams 1989: 183).

4. A similar source is also probable for the Ugrian forms as Hungarian dial.
bergany “feuriges Pferd”, Mansi LM pdrweén, N. parén ‘“Zauberpferd”
(Munkécsi & Kéalman 1986: 414; Munkdcsi 1905: 210: Ugrian + East Cauca-
sian). The final -n could be directly borrowed from a donor-language, if it was
some Middle-Iranian language with the plural in -z (cf. §3).
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5. Summing up, the Tocharian B *partdkto “camel” can represent the same
etymon as the designation of “animal for riding” in general, or specifically
“horse” or “deer”, in Iranian, East Caucasian and Ugrian languages. Regar-
ding the transparent Iranian etymology and historical and geographical cir-
cumstances, the East Iranian provenance of the donor-language seems most
probable. It re-mains to explain the first -z- in Tocharian.

Acknowledgment: The contribution was prepared in cooperation with the Cen-
tre for the Interdisciplinary Research of Ancient Languages and Older Stages
of Modern Languages (MSM 0021622435) at Masaryk University in Brno.
Thanks to valuable discussions with Alexander Lubotsky and Melanie Mal-
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Tocharian AB kwdr- “to grow old”. Tocharian and Indo-European
Studies 12 (2011), 57-62.

Vaclav Blazek & Michal Schwarz

The aim of the present article is to discuss the etymology of the Tocharian verb
kwdr- and its derivatives. We shall try to demonstrate that none of the existing
etymological solutions is definitive and shall offer new solutions. In this dis-
cussion we shall touch on the question of the development of Indo-European
labiovelars in Tocharian. Our etymology of the AB verb kwdr- is in support of
the development of the sequence *K“rH° > Tocharian *kwdr® (Pinault 2008:
445).

The Tocharian AB verb kwdr- “to age, grow old” is attested in the following
forms (Adams 1999: 236; DTA 152; Hilmarsson 1996: 203-204; Pinault 2008:
456; Poucha 1955: 79; Thomas 1964: 95, 190; Van Windekens 1976: 244):

A: 3pl. med. of the caus. pres. VIII kursamntdir, past participle nom. sg. m.
kakuru.

B: 3pl. med. of the pres. Il kwremnitrd < *kwdré- < *K*rH o-, past participle
kuro for “kurau < *kwdrau < *K'r(H )-H -uos, where *-H - was the preterite
marker (cf. Hilmarsson 1991: 156).

There are two forms which may be derivatives of this verb: A onkrac and A
kwreyunt.

A onkrac “eternal, immortal”, onkraci “eternity, immortality”, B obl. sg. m.
onkrocce “immortal” < *enK™ratstsce (cf. Hilmarsson 1986b: 257-260; 1991:
155-156), but the derivation from AB kwdr- is not unambiguous.

A kwreyunt nom. pl. “growths, fruits” is attested in the compound stam-kwre-
yunt “tree-fruits”. Hilmarsson (1996: 211) reconstructed the nom. sg. A *kwre,
derivable from *kwdre, originally nomen actionis from the verb kwdr- “to grow
old”. With regard to the parallel development in A aklye “doctrine” vs. akl- “to
learn, teach”, he proposed Common Tocharian *kwdriyce with an extension in
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*-en-. But there is also an alternative interpretation “clay, earth” as proposed
by Pinault in DTA 184. This solution would naturally exclude this form from
the range of relatives of the verb kwdr- “to grow old”. Pinault bases his idea on
the identification of A *kwre with B *kwdriye or *kwdro, obl. *kwdrai°, recon-
structed according to the adjective kwrainirie “made of clay” (Pinault 2000: 94,
105-108; he finds the same development in the verb kwdr- with such forms as
kwremntrd). He assumes that the compound stam-*kwreyu 1s a calque of San-
skrit vrksa-myd-bhii- “a sort of cane or reed”, lit. “tree-earth-born”. But there is
no certainty that the Sanskrit triple compound, recorded only by lexicographers
(cf. Monier-Williams 1899: 1008), corresponds to Tocharian A stam-*kwreyu.
If one accepts Pinault’s interpretation, the question remains whether *kwreyu
corresponds to Sanskrit myd- “earth, soil, clay” or to bhii- “arisen”. The latter
possibility agrees with the traditional interpretation of A kwreyunt as “growths,
fruits”. On the other hand, the Tocharian A counterpart of B *kwdriye “clay”
can be found in A tukri “clay” (Adams in Mallory & Adams 2006: 121: *tk*-;
contra: Pinault 2000: 106-107). For these reasons we prefer the traditional in-
terpretation of A kwreyunt as “growths, fruits”.

If the meaning “growths, fruits” of Tocharian A kwreyunt is correctly esta-
blished, it indicates the primary semantics “to grow, ripen” of the AB verb
kwdr-. In this case the function of the prefix *en- in Common Tocharian
*enK™ratstse (A onkrac, B onkrocce) should not be negative, as it is usually
interpreted, but “in”, cf. B omprotdrtstse “brotherly, who is in a brotherly rela-
tion with someone” < *H n-b'raty-tio-, onkor “in a cover, fold” < *H n-kouHr
(Hilmarsson 1991: 134-135), hence *@nK™ratstsee < *H n-K'ra-tio- “in ever
growing age” or so.

From at least six etymologies proposed thus far the following four should be
analyzed seriously:

1. From IE *grH -u/u-, a derivative of the root *gerH - “to age, ripen” (LIV
165), cf. Avestan zauruuan- “old age”, Vedic jirrvati “reibt auf” (Van Win-
dekens 1976: 252). Hilmarsson (1986b: 253) correctly objected that these
set-forms would give quite different Tocharian continuants: *grH u- > “kraw-,
*8rH u- > “kdrw-. Adams (1999: 236) speculated about the parallel labial
vocalization of the syllabic sonant in Tocharian, comparable with Old Indic
Jjiryati (RV) & jiryati “grows old”, but there are no examples of an analogous
development in Tocharian.
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2. From IE *g'uer- “to walk crookedly” (Normier 1980: 256). But Vedic
hvarate and Young Avestan zbarant-, together with Lithuanian pa-Zvilti “sich
neigen”, Latvian zve/u : zvelti “wilzen, umwerfen, fortbewegen”, rather reflect
IE *g"uel- (Pokorny 1959: 489; Hilmarsson 1986b: 261; both alternatives are
discussed by Kiimmel, LIV 182). Incidentally, the semantic development lea-
ding to the meaning of the Tocharian words would also be rather enigmatic.

3. From IE *g®yerH-, attested in Lithuanian gvérti “to expand, break up”,
gurti “to disintegrate, crumble, become loose, weak”, Latvian gu#t “to become
weak, diminish”, Lithuanian gurlus, Latvian gurls “tired, weak, frail” (Adams
1999: 236; cf. already Normier 1980: 256). The primary, apparently “destruc-
tive”, meaning is not easily compatible with Tocharian A kwreyunt “growths,
fruits”.

4. From IE *d"g“"er- (but *g“g"er- according to LIV 213-214) “im Wasser da-
hintreiben, fliessen” (Hilmarsson 1986b: 252-262; 1996: 203-204; Pinault
2008: 456). Although some of the continuants of this root are semantically
compa-tible with Tocharian A ornkrac, B onkrocce “immortal”, e.g. Vedic
aksara- “imperishable”, Greek apfapaoio “immortality”, a connection with the
Tocharian verb, if its primary meaning was “to grow, ripen”, remains uncer-
tain.

We offer a new etymology based on the comparison with Latin crésco, perf.
créut, part. perf. pass. crétum “to be born; increase, grow” (*k“reH -; cf.
Schrijver 1991: 124 who separated it from Cerés etc.), with such derivatives as
procréscere “to grow up”, crémentum “increase’; further creo, -are “to procre-
ate; be born; cause”, recreare “to recreate, restore”, and Slavic *kréjo : *krejati
or *krvjati “to recover, become fresh and strong” (*k“reH -ie/o-) > Church
Slavonic (of the Serbian redaction) okrijati “to recover”, Old Czech kreji :
krati, Russian dial. krejat’ “to heal”, Ukrainian krijaty “to become healthy”,
and *krésw “‘summer solstice” (*k*“reH -e/os-) > Church Slavonic (of the Rus-
sian redaction) krésw, Serbo-Croatian krijes (ESSJ 12: 130-131; 27: 206-207),
all derivable from *k%“reH - (cf. Hill 2006: 191 and de Vaan 2008: 142-144,
who discuss in detail this Latin-Slavic comparison). If the Tocharian counter-
part is added, the protoform should be reconstructed with an initial labiovelar
as *k*reH -. The development *K*rH® > Tocharian *kwdr” is regular, cf. Tocha-
rian B obl. sg. kwards “stools, faeces” < *g'rH -, from the verb *g‘erH - “to
devour” (Pinault 2008: 445). The semantic dispersion of our etymon resembles
the root *gerH - and its derivatives, e.g. Old Church Slavonic s»-zoréti “to
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ripen, mature”, Church Slavonic zeréti “tixtew” vs. Old Indic jiryati (RV) &
Jiryati “grows old”, jara- “growing old” = Persian zar “weak”, Avestan zau-
ruuan- “Greisenalter, Altersschwéche” etc. (Kiimmel, LIV 165-166; Pokorny
1959: 390-391; Vasmer I: 462). Summing up, the present solution satisfies
both historical phonetics and semantics.
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Nastin tocharské historické gramatiky. Linguistica Brunensia. Sbor-
nik praci Filozofické fakulty brnénské univerzity, AS6 (2008), 33-58.

Michal Schwarz & Vaclav Blazek

V 1. 2008 uplyne pravé 100 let od publikovani ditkazu, Ze tochar$tina predsta-
vuje novou svébytnou vétev indoevropskych jazyki (viz Blazek & Schwarz
2007). Jediny cesky ‘néacrt tocharské mluvnice’ vychazi v roce 1930 jako
soucast ¢lanku O novych jazycich indoevropskych nalezenych ve stredni Asii,
zvldsté o jazyce tocharském. Unikatni text Pavla Pouchy predchazi vSechny
vyznamné prace oboru. Az o rok pozd¢ji vydavaji némecti sanskrtisté Schulze,
Sieg a Siegling obsahlé dilo Tocharische Grammatik. Prvni srovnavaci gra-
matiku publikoval Pedersen (1941). Krauseho popis slovesa jazyka B vychazi
r. 1952. Zékladni gramatiku Tocharisches Elementarbuch vydavaji Krause s
Thomasem r. 1960. Sviij originalni vklad ptfidal Van Windekens (1976/1979/
1982). Dalsi pokrok pfineslo zpracovani neanalyzovanych rukopist. Velmi
cenéna je disertace J. Hilmarssona (1986) a jeho etymologicky slovnik (1996),
pro pied€asnou smrt Zel nedokonceny. D. Q. Adams vydal r. 1988 Tocharian
Historical Phonology and Morphology, o rok pozdé€ji nasleduje Introduction
au tokharien od G.-J. Pinaulta. Jen na historickou fonetiku se sousttedili D.
Ringe (1996) a S. Burlak (2000). Pavel Poucha ma prvenstvi v sestaveni je-
diné¢ho vykladového slovniku tocharstiny A (1955), slovnik jazyka B vydéava
Adams v roce 1999. Senzaci je nové datovani rukopist. Radiokarbonova
metoda posunula dobu vzniku pozdnich textl az na pirelom 12. a 13. stoleti
(Adams 2006); videnska badatelka Melanie Malzahnova zase odhalila ruko-
pisné podobnosti nejstarsich texti s guptovskym pismem ze 4. a 5. stoleti n.
1. (Malzahn 2007: 277). Oproti ptivodnim piedpokladiim (6.-8. stol. n. 1.) se
casovy interval vzniku textl rozsifil tfikrat a je ptislibem pro dalsi vyzkum.

Fonologie

Tocharské rukopisy jsou kromé ne€kolika manichejskych zlomkl zapsany se-
vero-turkestanskou variantou indického slabi¢ného pisma brahmi. Tocharskou
fonologii nejvice ovlivnily buddhistické lexikalni vyptjcky a s nimi fonologic-
ky systém buddhistického hybridniho sanskrtu. Pivodni fonologicky systém
tocharskych jazykil nezné napt. zn€lé a znélé pridechové okluzivy. Vypujcky z
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BHS nebyvaji vzdy tocharizovany — v rekonstrukei tocharského fonologického
systému je proto potteba od nich odhlédnout. Kupt. vl. yjm. v BHS Buddhamit-
ra = B Puttamitre; ale BHS adj. buddhavacana- ,,s buddhovskym hlasem* =B
buddhavacam idem. (Adams 1999: 391, 431); podobné skt. gotra = A kotdr
,rodina®, ale vl. ym. skt. Gautama = A Gautam (Poucha 1955: 86, 100).

Piivodni systém:

vokaly: a, a, d, i, 1, e, u, i, 0; d je v tocharS§tin¢ ptivodni, avSak pro zapis v
brahm ,,cizi*“ ultrakratky vokal analogicky slovanskému jeru ». Realizuje se
podle okolniho ptizvuku jako a, e nebo i.

diftongy: ai, au, eu; prevazuji v jazyce B, kde je i oy

okluzivy: £, t, p; v B dochazi k sekundarni palatalizaci ky, py

palataly: c [¢]

afrikaty: ts; v B sekundarni palatalizace sy

spiranty: s, s [§], §

polovokaly: y, w

likvidy: r, /; v B sekundarné palatalizované ly

nasaly: n, 71 (palatalizované), m, n (velarni), m; v B sekundarni palatalizace
my

Slovni ptizvuk je v obou jazycich zpravidla na prvni slabice (B ldkle ,utrpeni‘),
v trojslabi¢nych slovech v jazyce B na druhé slabice (B wdrttonta ,,les®).

Sandhi (vzécné varianty jsou uvedeny vzdy za lomitkem): vokalické: pied ini-
cidlnim vokalem se -i a -e méni v -y; -u a -o ve -w; -dr, -dl, -an v -r, -1, -n. Dva
stejné vokaly se spojuji v jeden s uchovanim vétsi délky (a +a=ala; e+ e=
e;oto=o;iti=i;a+a=a,a+ a=a). Rizné vokaly: ve vétsiné piipada
dochazi k redukci koncového a uchovani inicidlniho vokalu (a + e = e/a; a +
o=o0;ati=i;atai=ai;atau=au;e+a=ald;e+o=ole;e+i=i);vy-
jimkami jsou koncova -a a -o, kdy se redukuje naopak inicialni vokal (a + e =
a; o+ e=o0; o+ a= o) nebo modifikuje diftong (a + ai = ay; o + ai = oy). Je-li
ale inicidlni vokal dlouhy ¢i diftong, mé vzdy piednost jak pro -o (o + d = @)
tak v jinych kombinacich, kdy se redukuje koncovy vokal: (viz vySe a dale a
tau=au;a+ai=ai;e+d=a,e+ ai=ai; e+ au = au). V konsonantickém
sandhi se objevuje ¢astecnd nebo uplnd asimilace (napt. v A alakdn cam —
alakdmcam ,,jiny* (obl. sg. m.); v B #dfi no — tdn no ,,jen [bez] vas [dvou]®)
a zdvojeni konsonantu na konci slova pied inicidlnim vokéalem (napt. A marin
oki ,,jako mésic*) nebo na zacatku slova po koncovém vokalu (napi. B po
lldklenta ,,vSechna utrpeni®).
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skiss, wly, kiky, p/py, m/my, ts/tsy.

Vyvoj indoevropského konsonantického a vokalického systému v historické
tocharstin€ A a B shrnuje nésledujici tabulka (* ... pozdni ie. prajazyk; ** rany

ie. prajazyk s laryngéalami; £ znamena ptredni vokal):

ie. * tocharské priklady
A por, B piawar ,,ohen* < **peHz—y!
b AB prdnk- ,,zdrzovat; nedostavit se, kauz. ,,vyhybat se, odmitat“ < *brenk/g"-
b A pracar, B procer ,bratr < *b'rater
-mb"- A kam, B keme ,,zub* < *gomb"o-
t A tu, B tuwe ,ty* < **tuHom
t/E AB cdmp- ,,byt schopen® < *temp-; A pats, B petso ,,pan* < *poti-
d A tap(p)-, B tapp- .,jist" < *da,p-u-a-
d/E AB tséir- ,,0ddélit* < *der-
dli A kri ,val“, B kéryai pl. ,,srdee” < *krdia-
dt AB ta- ,,umistit < *d"a,-
d"|E AB tscik- ,,spalit” < *d'egt"-
k AB pres. kdlld- ,,vést, pfinést™ < *k[-n-a-
k/E A sala-, B sdla- (pret. la) < *kela,-
g AB kathk- )byt rad, radovat se* < *gad"-ske/o-
g/E,i A pl. tassi, B tas ,,nacelnik™ < *tagiu-
g AB kras- ,trapit* < *g'ros-
g/E A Spal ,hlava“, B $palu ,,vyssi, vynikajici, nadiazeny* < *geb"2,l-
k A kror ,,stpek mésice®, B kroriya ,,roh™ < *kfroH ur
kIE AB opt. méd. 3sg. nsitir (od kotene ndk- ,.zni&it*) < **nk-ieH -ty
g AB ak- ,,vést, fidit"* < *ag- < **H eg-
S/E A méd.-pas. 3sg. astrd < *agetor, B akt. part. aserica < *agentes
g AB ku- , lit* < *g'y-
g E A $drme, B simpriye ~ Simpro ,,zima* < *¢"imra-(H )en-
k* A kukil, B kokale ,vuz < *k‘uk‘lo-
K/ E A stwar, B stwer 4% < *k*etyores
g4 A ak. sg. ko, nom. pl. kowi, B ke, ,krava® < *g‘ou-

Typické gramatické zmény hlasek se tykaji vokalu: a/d, a/a, d/i; dochazi k nim
v ablautu: i/ai, u/au, dle, e/a, o/a, a u konsonanti

tt/cc, nt/ns/ms/s, st/sc/ss/s, nin, Uy, s/s; jen v A ts/s, st/sc/ss/s; jen v B tkicc,

. kIS, nkims/nis/ic, tkick, t/c,
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g/ E A $dm, B sana ,,zena* < *g“en-a

g AB kirk- ,,vazat“ < *kerg*'-; A lykdly, B lykaske ,,maly* < *leg*'-lio-/-sko-

g E A opt. méd. 3pl. tsasintir (tsdk- ,svitit) < **d"og**-ieH -nty, B opt. méd. 2pl. tsisitdir
(tsdk- ,,spalit) < **d'eg"-jeH -tHe + -r

s A sa-, B se ,tento® < *so-

s/ E A sme ,Jéto, B smaye ,,pattici k 1étu” < **semH -(H )en-

r A rake, B reki ,,slovo® < *rek-

/ A lak ,,dno (feky)“, B leke ,,postel* < *log"o-

I/E A lyak-, B lydk- ,Jezet” < *leg"-

m A maii, B merie ,,mésic* < *meéné(n)

n A nakcu, B nekciye ,,v noci < *nok“teuio-

nl/E A 7iu, B fiuwe ,,novy* < *neuo-

r A pddrkdr, B pddrkare ,,dlouhy* < *b'ré"ro-; A tirkdr, B tarkdr ,mrak® < *d"rgru-

/ AB pilk- ,,palit* < *b'[g-

m A sddptint, B suktante ,,sedmy* < *septmto-

n A kéintu, B kantwo ,jazyk* < *tinkwo < *dng"ua-(n-)

i A yds- ,kypét®, B yds- ,,byt sexualné vzrusen < *ies-

u A wak, B wek ,hlas* < *yok*-

u-/e A whkdm, pl. wiknant, B yakne ,cesta, zplsob® < *ueg"no-

i A wids, B wase ,,jed* < *uiso-

u A rtir, B ratre ,rudy* < **H rud'ro-

i Awiki & wiki, B ikiim & tkém ,, 20 < *(H Juikntt

i AB su- ,,priet” < *si- < **sufl -

e- B yakwe, A yuk ,kan“ < *efyo- < *H [e/%yo—, A yirk-, B yarke ,,Cest” < *erko-

-e- A pdri, B pis ,,5° < ptoch. *pddis < *pénk‘e, vedle A sdk, B sak ,,10° < *defc:on

a A dkdr, pl. akrunt, B pl. akriina ,slzy” < *akru-

0 A ak, B ek ,,oko* < *ok!-, A talke; B telki ,,ob&t* < *tolk-

e Awant, B yente ,vitr* < *uénto- < **yeH nto-; A maii, B mefie ,mésic” < *mené(n)

a A swar, B sware ,,sladky* < *suadro- < **sueH dro-

0 A kats, B katso ,,bticho, zaludek; 1ino* < *g*ot-ion-

CaC A pacar, B pdcer ,,otec < *pa,tér

ei A tsek-, B tsik- ,,budovat, vyrabét« < *d'ejg"-

ai A e-, B ai- ,,dat” < *aj-; A ekdr-, B aikare- ,,prazdny* < *aigro-

ol A ke, B kaiyye ,,¢i* < *k*oi(H)o-

eu A klyom, B klyomo ,,urozeny* < *kleymant(s)

au A ok-, B auk- ,rist* < *aug- < **H eug-

ou A top, B taupe ,,ddl“ < *d"oubo-
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Struktura tocharského korene

Transformace indoevropského kotene do pratocharské podoby probéhla podle
pravidel, ktera 1ze rekonstruovat jen do t€ miry, jakou nam dovoluje neznalost
skutecné pozice prizvuku (Adams 1988: 23-24):

ie. TRT TeRT ToRT TeRT ToRT
ptoch. TarT TGRT TeRT TéRT TarRT
ie. TT/TT/TeT TeT ToT TeT ToT
ptoch. T4T/TT/ TdT 74T TeT TeT TaTr
ie. TuT TeuT TouT TeuT TouT
ptoch. TaT TauT TeuT TeuT TauT
ie. TiT TeiT ToiT TeiT ToiT
ptoch. 74T Tiit TeiT TeiT TaiT
Morfologie jména

Oba tocharské jazyky rozliSuji stejné druhy slov jako ostatni indoevropské
jazyky. U jmen se uplatituje deklinace podle rodu (m., f,, n.), ¢isla (sg., du.,
pl.) a podvojného systému pada: indoevropsky typ flexe uchovavaji koncovky
primarnich pada: nominativu, genitivu a padu pfedmétu zvaného obliquus (t].
akuzativ); v jazyce B se jest¢ dochoval vokativ, ktery je v jazyce A shodny s
nominativem. Ostatnich sedm sekundarnich pada se tvoii aglutina¢né: nemén-
né koncovky se ptipojuji ke tvaru obliquu. Aglutina¢ni koncovky patrn€ vznik-
ly dlouhodobym vlivem neindoevropskych jazykii. Slova se tvoii derivaci i
skladanim, napt. B malkwer ,,mléko* = malk ,,mléko* + wer ,,voda*; A akmal
,oblicej* = ak ,,zrak* + mal ,,tvar*.

Substantiva

Rod: VSechny rody jsou zastoupeny u substantiv a zajmen; adjektiva tvofi
pouze tvary maskulin a feminin. Napf. subst. m. B yakwe, A yuk ,kin®;
subst. f. B riye, A ri ,,mésto”; subst. n. A kasu ,,dobro* (= substantivované
neutrum z adj. m. kasu ,,dobry*). Adj. m. B orotstse, A tsopats ,,velky*; adj. f.
B klyomna, A klyomim ,,urozena, vzneSena“. Zajm. m. A sds, B se ,,tento*; f. A
sas, B sa ,tato*; n. A te, B tds ,,toto“. Rod substantiv byva zpravidla urCujici 1
pro deklina¢ni tvary pfibiranych adjektiv. Pouze néktera abstraktni substantiva
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vykazuji tzv. genus alternans = a., kdy se pfibirané adjektivum sklonuje v
sg. koncovkami maskulina, zatimco v pl. koncovkami feminina (Krause &
Thomas 1960: 75-76): napt. ,,Cisté mysleni® B nom. sg. astare palsko, nom. pl.
astarona pdlskonta, A nom. sg. astdr pdltsdk, nom. pl. astram pdlskant.

Pad: Deklinace probihd podle tzv. primarnich a sekundarnich pada. Nominativ
se uziva pro vyjadieni podmétu nebo predmétu ve vazbé s infinitivem. Nej-
Zast&jsi koncovka nominativu substantiv: -e (B yakwe , kuii* < *ekyos; A rake
»slovo® < *réekoi), véetné koncovek abstrakt A -une/ -one, B -fie (A kldsmune
Htrpelivost, vytrvalost®, tdprone ,,vyska®, B saddrniie ,,ptirozenost, povaha®).
Méné casté jsou koncovky -o (B okso ,,byk* < *uktso(m)), -i (B krari ,,$ije* <
*IAqH snitom), -a (B sana ,,zena* < *g‘ena), -u, -r, -1, -n, -t, -nt, a dalsi. Ob-
liquus, odrazejici ie. akuzativ, vyjadiuje pfedmét, zptsob, cil, smér, rozlohu
v Case a prostoru, oznacuje oslovené osoby a uziva se v perifrastickych obra-
tech. Tvary primarni pfedstavuji dédictvi ie. *-m u kmenil vokalickych a *-m
u konsonantickych: B yakwe < *ekuom vs. A kom, B kwem ,,pes* < *I%yon-m,
B matdr ,,matka* < *matr-m. Sekundarni formy se tvoii 1) nazalni extenzi:
enkwem ,,Cloveka* < *lgfcyon-m; 2) redukci koncovky nominativu: nom. ararni-
ce : obl. araric ,,stdce® (**H eH jrentén : °nten-m), 3) palatalizaci suffixu: nom.
-te : obl. -ce; -tte/ -tstse : obl. -cce; 4) koncovkami: B -ai od nom. -a/ -o:
orotstsa f. ,,velka® : obl. orotstsai (*uru-a-tiaim), yoko : obl. yokai ,,zizen*;
u feminin v B nom. -a : obl. -0 a nom. -0 : obl. -a: nom. sana , manzelka“
*g'end : obl. Sano < *g‘enam. Genitiv je uzivan podobné jako v ostatnich ie.
jazycich a také ve smyslu dativu po slovese davani nebo znaci ¢initele v pasiv-
nich konstrukcich. Tvofi se koncovkami B -e, A -0 (B lante, A lant ,krale* <
*ulHont-os); AB -i (B patri, A pacri ,,otce® < *pa,tr-i €1 *-eis nebo dat. *-ei);
B -0y : A -e (B lantsoy, A lantse ,kralovny* < *ulHontidai); B -ii < *-n-es; B
-ntse, A -s (B ydkwentse, A yukes ,kon&" < *ekyon-s-os); popt. B -epi, A -ap/
-yap < *V-b"om (Adams 1988, 140). Vokativ je v jazyce A nahrazen nominati-
vem, v B ma koncovky -a nebo -u od nom. na -e: nom. Anande vl. jm., somske
,.synacek®, kaurse ,,byk* : vok. somska ,,synacku*, Ananda ,,Anando®, kaursu
,byku“ (pfenesen¢ o cloveku) atp. Treti koncovka vok. -ai se tvofi od nom.
na -a nebo -o zpravidla u slovesnych jmen a adjektiv: nom. aisserica ,,darce*,
klyomo ,,vzneseny*, vok. aissericai, klyomai.

Sekundarni padové affixy:
Instrumentdl jen v A -yo (md poryo... ma wdryo ,,ani ohném ani vodou*). Ma
funkce podobn¢ jako v ¢estin€. V jazyce B plni jeho funkci perlativ. Perlativ B
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-sal -sa, A -a ve funkcich ¢initele, srovnani, vyjadieni zplisobu (A spdt komsa
B suk kauntsa ,po sedm dni‘). Lokativné zna¢i smér ¢i polohu po ptedloz-
kach ,,na“ a ,,v*; v B i ve funkci instrumentalu. Komitativ B -mpa/ -mpa, A
-assdl. Vyjadtuje slu¢ovaci funkci a doprovod; déle se pouziva po slovese B
tas- A task- jako ,,podobat se* (A sdlypassdl triwo ,,smiSeny s olejem®, B patdr
matdrmpa tasemane ,,podobajici se otci a matce*). Allativ B -s/ -s¢/ -sco, A -ac
znaci cil télesného a duSevniho hnuti (A Metraknac kumnds ,,ptichazi k Mai-
-tréjovi‘). Ablativ B -mem (mamtstsas ,,pod“?), A -ds jako lokal ve funkci ,,z*
a ,,od“ (zde 1 ve smyslu ¢asu), vyjadiuje dusevni hnuti, uzivé se po slovese AB
pdrsk- ,,bat se*, dale jako ablativus comparationis (B asanmem tsanka ,,zvedl
se z trinu®). Lokativ B -ne, A -am se uziva mistn¢ ve smyslu otazek ,kam®,
,kde* (B nraine tanmastdr ,,zrodi se v pekle*), jako cil duSevnich pohnutek 1
vyjadieni ¢asu (,,kdy*) a superlativu. Kausalis jen v B -7 v citovych hnutich:
kawan ,,z zadostivosti‘.

Cislo: Dual byvé v obou jazycich nahrazovan pluralem. Vzhledem k poéetnos-
ti rukopist je 1épe dolozen v jazyce B. Krause (1955: 15n.) navic rozliSoval
zvlastni Cislo paral s koncovkami B -ne a A -m, které¢ mély oznaCovat piiro-
zenou podvojnost télesnych ¢asti. V jazyce B se jesté rozliSoval tzv. plurativ
neboli distributivni plurdl napt. ostuwaiwenta ,,jednotlivé domy* vedle sg.
ost ,,dim* a pl. ostwa (napt. Krause & Thomas 1960: 76-78 a Pinault 1989:
70-71). VSechny tvary vsak lze odvodit z indoevropského dualu (Hilmarsson
1989; Adams 1991). Dochované formy dualu jazyka B mohou byt neutra kon-
¢ici v nom. na palatalizované hlasky -7ic, -s nebo vokal -i (sg. mlyuwe ,,steh-
no®, du. mlyuweric; sg. pilta ,list”, du. piltas, pl. piltasa; sg. kles ,,zakal*, du.
klesanmi, pl. klesanma). Druhou skupinu tvoii maskulina ¢i feminina koncici
na -e/ -ne; -e samo tvoti dudl, i kdyz je dolozeno jedinym vyskytem pacere (od.
sg. pacer ,otec”, pl. pacera); -ne tvoti dual bud’ u atématickych nebo tématic-
kych tvarl (atématické: sg. pokai ,,paze*, du. pokaine, pl. pokain; tématické
vzdy po vokalu -e: sg. riakte ,,buh*, du. riaktene, pl. niakti); koncovky dudlu a
plurdlu se tedy ptidavaji ke stejnému kmeni (Adams 1991: 26). Necetné tvary
jazyka A konc¢i na -em & -am, vyjimecné€ na -dm (lymem ,,rty*, pdrwam ,,0bo-
Ci*, passdam ,,nadra*). Genitiv dudlu mé v jazyce A koncovky -nis a -ne (klosnis
»dvou usi®, asnis ,,dvou o¢i*, tine ,téchto dvou*, ampine ,,obou®); v jazyce B
jsou koncovky -naisdn a -naisi (esnaisdn ,,dvou o¢i‘; komndktenaisdn ,,dvou
bohti-slunci; tainaisi ,,t€chto dvou*).

Plural jmen casto tvoii ukazatel -nt-, sr. het. kol. a luv. pl. -ant- (B sg.
palskarie ,,mySlenka®, pl. palskarienta) a rozmanité koncovky. Pro nom. a obl.
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se shoduji koncovky 1) B -a, A -a < *-H, (B sg. camel, pl. cmela ,,zrozeni*),
2) B -wa, A -u/ -wa (B sg. ost, pl. ostwa, A wast, pl. wastu ,,domy** < *yg,s-
tu-H ; A sg. pdlt, pl. pdltwa ,listy”); 3) B -na/ -nma, A -mna (B sg. sarm, pl.
sarmanal sarmanma ,pticiny* < *suer-mn-H)); 4) A -nt, B -nta < *-nt-H,, (A
pont, B ponta ,,vSichni* od sg. B po, A puk). Od tvari v obl. B -m : A -5 (*-ns)
se lisi jednotlivé ptislusné tvary nominativu: AB -i, kdy je koncova slabika
palatalizovana (nom. sg. B merie, A man ,,mésic* < *menén, nom. pl. B meiii,
A maiii < °eies, obl. pl. B meridm, A marids < °ens) nebo nepalatalizovana
(nom. sg. B rsake, A risak ,,svétec”, nom. pl. B rsaki, A risaki < *-o0i); dalsi
koncovky AB -7i s variantami B -e7i, A -ani (A yukan ,kon&* < *-ones), AB
-in (rini ,,mésta* od sg. nom. B riye, A ri), B -ani, A -an/ -an (napt. B varianta
tématického nom. pl. klyomoii ,slavni® < *kley-mon-es od nom. sg. klyomo;
A nom. pl. swaricenan ,,paprsky* od nom. sg. swaricem), B -aiii (B swan-
caini ,,paprsky* od nom. sg. swarico) a pl. B -fic < *-ntes. Genitiv plurdlu se
tvofi koncovkami A -is, B -mts (ydkwemts ,koni*, liklentamts ,utrpeni* <
*-nsom), & A -ssi (gen. pl. wramnis & wramnassi ,,véc” : nom. sg. wram).

Substantiva se déli do 7 deklina¢nich tfid. Ptiklad Gplné (dvojsystémové) de-
klinace V. tfidy: B yakwe, A yuk ,kin‘; B enkwe, A onk ,,Cloveék* (viz Pinault

1989: 73; Gippert 1987: 22-39; Carling 1999: 95-110):

B Sg. Pl A Sg. Pl.
yakwe, enkwe < yakwi, efkwi < yuk, oik < yukai, ofikait <
nom. || 7 » *pl Kofyoi Fnfor nom. %o k) *oft Ea
ekuos, *nkuos ekuoi,*nkyoi ekuos, *nkuos ekuones, *nkuones
obl yakwe, enkwen < yakwen, eikwem < obl yuk, ofkam < yukas, oikas <
' *ekuom, *nkuonm *ekuons,* nkuons ' *ekuom, *nkuonm *ekuons,* nkuons
- Yyékwentse, eikwentse < yékwemts, enkwemts < on yukes, onkis < yukassi, onkassi <
gen. *ekuons-os, *nkuons-os *ekuons-om, *nkyons-om gen. *ekuons-os, *nkyons-os *ekuons-, *nkons- + *Tei?
instr. || yukyo <*ekuo-+Ayoa yukasyo < *ekyons-+ yo
yakwesa, enkwentsa < yakwentsa, enkwentsa < o o
i s _ i _ o i _ yukd, oikna < yukasa, onksa <
petl. ekuo-sa, *nkuon-sa < ekuons-al-ad, *nkuons- | perl. A S ! 7 _
= Sl el U= B . a
oo of ¢ ekuo-al-ad, *nkuon-a/-ad ekuons-, *nkyons- al-ad
-5-d [*-ad; -s- podle pl. J-ad ° °
yakwempa, enkwemmpa < | yakwemmpa, enkwemmpa yukassdl, onknassal < yukasassal, onksassal <
kom. || *ekuo-, *nkuon-+ <*ekyon(s)-, *nkuon(s)- kom. || *ekuo-, *nkuon- + *ekyons-, *nkyons- +
B mapi pieci ? + B mapi preci ? Asla, B s(a)le dohromady | A sla, B §(a)le dohromady
all yakwes(c), enkwems(c) < yakwems(c), enkwems(c) < all yukac, onknac < yukasac, onksac <
' *ekuo-de, *nkuon-de? *ekuons-de, *nkyons-de? ' *ekuo-de, *nkuon-de *ekuons-de, *nkyons-de
abl yakwemen, eikwemmem < | yakwemenm, eikwemmenm < abl yuks, ofkndis < yukasds, onksds <
’ *ekuo-, *nkuon-+ mon-? *ekuons-, *nkuons-+mon-? ) *ekuo-Vti, *nkuon-Vti? *ekuons-Vti, *nkuons-Vti?
ok yakwene, eikwemne < yakwene, efkwenmne ok yukam, onknam < yukasam, onksam <
) *ekuo-no, *nkuon-no =sg.? ) *ekuo-no, *nkuon-no *ekuons-no, *nkuons-no
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Nasleduji ptiiklady vzort primarnich pada a perlativu z jednotlivych dekli-
nacnich tfid; u Sesté tiidy jsou vedle singuldru uvedeny i tvary dualu (Krause
& Thomas 1960: 138-144): 1,1: B pikul f., A p kdl f., ,;rok®; IL,1: B 7iem a.
»méno, A wram a., ,,véc; lI1,1 B yarke a., A ydrk a., ,,soustredéni‘; IV pacer
m., pacar m. ,,otec; V,1: B yakwe m., A yuk m. , kon*; VI,2: B ek a., A ak a.,
,,0ko®“; VII: B walo a., A wdl a., ,kral®.

B L1 11,1 111, 1 \Y V, 1 VI, 2 VII
Sg. nom. | pikul fiem yarke pacer yakwe ek, du. es(ajne walo
obl. | pikul fiem yarke patir yakwe ek, du. es(a)ne lant
gen. | pikulntse fiemantse | ydrkentse patri yékwentse ekantse, du. esnaisdii | lante
petl. | pikultsa fiemtsa yarkesa patdrsa yakwesa eksa, du. es(a)nesa lantsa
Pl nom. | pikwala flemna yérkenta pacera yakwi esaiii laiic
obl. | pikwala fiemna yérkenta pacera yakwem esaim lantim
gen. | pikwalamts | iemnamts | ydrkentamts | paceramts yékwemts esaimts lantimts
perl. | pikwalasa fiemnasa | ydrkentasa | pacerasa yakwentsa esaintsa lanténtsa
A L1 11,1 1111 v Vi VI2 Vi
Sg.nom. | p kal wram yark pacar yuk ak, du. asim wal
obl. p kil wram yirk pacar yuk ak, du. asim lant
gen. p.Klis wramis yirkes pacri yukes akis, du. asnis lant
petl. pkla wramd yirka pacrd yuka aka, du. asnd lanta
Pl nom. | pukla wramén yérkant pacri yukaii [} lams
obl. pukla wramdm ydrkant pacrds yukas [ laficds
gen. puklakis/-assi wramnis/-ssi yirkdntwis pacrdssi | yukassi [Y lancdssi
perl. puklaka wramnd yérkdntwa *pacrsd yukasa [} laiicsa

Skupinové flexe: u vicenasobnych soutadnych vétnych clentt maji padovou kon-
covku bud’ vS§echny nebo jen posledni—viz. B perl. kektseri reki palskosa ,télem,
teCi a mysli“, A instr. kuklas yukas onkdlmdsyo ,,s vozy, s koni a se slony*. Ve
vazbach substantiv s adjektivy a ukazovacimi zajmeny miva substantivum pfi-
slusnou sekundarni koncovku, zatimco zajmenny ¢i adjektivni atribut je v za-
kladnim tvaru obliquu bez koncovky B lok. pakwarona ymainne ,,na nesprav-
nych stezkach*. Pokud je substantivum v genitivu, urcujici zdjmeno nebo adjek-
tivum byva kromé obliquu (A pl. sawes kdssissi ,,velkych uciteli®) také v geni-
tivu (B sg. cwi yamorntse ,,tohoto ¢inu*; A sg. enkdlsinap poris ,,ohné utrpeni‘).

Adjektiva

Adjektiva se typologicky déli na Ctyfti tiidy dle tvarti mask. pl. v jazyce B (tfi-
dy 1 vzory podle Krause & Thomas 1960: 144-158):
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tiida nom. pl. obl. pl.
L -i -em

1L - -(nd)m
I11. -fic -ntam
Iv. -s -sam

I. tfida zahrnuje adjektiva odvozena nejcastéji od obliquu subst. koncovkami:
B -sse, A -si; B -(i)ye, A -i; B -iifie, A -iii; B -tstse, A -ts ; adjektivni sufixy B
-ke, A -k jsou iranského ptivodu (B spaktanike, A spaktanik ,,ministr, slouzi-
ci*). Podle tvart této tfidy se sklonuji i gerundiva I. a II. B -lye/ -lle, A -; dale
fadové Cislovky (napt. B trite, A trit ,tfeti), adjektiva koncici na B -re, A -r
(B astare, A astdr ,,Cisty*“) nebo v A na -rici (k lerici ,,zensky*) a -e(m) (jen pl.
onkalmemwdl ,,sloni kral*‘). Koncovky B -sse, A -si jsou ke konsonantnim sub-
stantivim ptipojeny vokadlem B a/ d, A a/ @ (B stam ,,strom‘: stamasse ,,stro-
movy*, A stam: stamasi idem.), u obl. sg. & nom. + obl. pl. feminin miize byt
-s- nahrazeno -ss-. Dalsi ptiklady B -(i)ye, A -i (B fidkciye, A fidkci ,,bozsky*);
B -ririe, A -iii (B Dharmasomdriiie ,,Dharmasomuv®); koncovky B -tstse, A -ts
(B orotstse ,,velky*, A tsopats idem.) maji 1 posesivni vyznam (B kokaletstse
»majici viiz*), u mask. je -tsts- jen v nom. sg., jinak se méni v -cc-; stejné se
méni -t- v -c- v B trite : obl. trice ,tteti aj.

Ruzna adjektiva II. tfidy (v€etné participii 1 Cinitelskych jmen) spoju-
je tvar nom. m. pl. -7 s variantami -izi (v nom. sg. m. -i napt. B arkwi, A arki
,bily*), -aini (jediné slovo B nom. sg. m. yolo ,,z1y*), -asi (v B nom. sg. m. -e/-a/
-m/-k/-s/ v pl. -ii, napt. B lykaske ,,maly*, B yniica ,,jdouci“, AB tsem ,,modry*,
AB -lydk ,,vidouci®, B anas ,,chudy®, B m. pl. ysa-yokar ,,zlatavi*), -e7i (nom.
sg. m. -e, napt. B tapre, A tpdr ,,vysoky*), -o7i (nom. sg. m. -mo, nom. sg. m. B
klyomo, A klyom ,,vzneSeny*).

I1I. tfida je odvozena od ptivodnich -n#- kment. V nom. sg. m. byva B
-e ,-a (v obou piipadech v A -0) nebo AB -u. Podle sg. v B byly zvoleny vzo-
ry: B perne , A parno ,,zatici“; B talla , A talo ,.chudy*; AB ymassu ,,pamétli-
vy“. Spadaji sem sklonné tvary B po, A puk ,,vSechen, kazdy* a adj. B kartse
»dobry®, kterému v A odpovida neptibuzné kasu idem.

IV. tfidu tvofi participia préterita a v jazyce A ncktera prézentni
participia média v m., nejCastéji knanmam v titulu Buddhy puk-knanmam
,»Vsevédouci®. Participia préterita konci nejcastéji v sg. na AB -u (AB yamu
,wudélany*) s podskupinou zvlastnich tvart v B ltu, A lantu ,,vySly*. Druhou
skupinu tvart na B -au, A -o (B kdlpau, A kilpo ,,dosazeny*‘) dopliuji tvary
s reduplikaci inicialni slabiky a koncovkami B -au, A -u (vzor B papaikau, A
papeku ,,malovany*).
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Srovnani padovych koncovek adjektiv vSech tiid obou jazyk je excer-
povano z vybéru vzori pro jednotlivé tiidy: 1. adjektivni koncovky B -sse, A
-si; I1. B lare ,,mily*, A klyom ,,vzneSeny*; IIl. B perne , A parno ,,zatici*; IV.
AB yamu ,,udélany*.

B mask. L IL I1I. V.
sg. nom. -e -e -e -u
obl. -e (-em) -em -ent -o0s
gen. -epi -epi *_ente -osepi
pl. nom. -1 -enl -efic -0s
obl. -em -e(nd)m -entdim -osdm
gen. -emts -endmts -entdmts -osdmts
B fem. 1. 1L I11. IV.
Sg. nom. -a -iya -auntsa -usa
obl. -ai -iyai -auntsai -usai
gen. *-antse a 17 17
pl. nom. -ana (-ona) -ona -enta -(u)wa
obl. -ana (-ona) -ona -enta -(wwa
gen. -anamts 7] -entamts -(uw)wamts
A mask. L. 11 I11. V.
Sg. nom. -1 -0 -0 -u
obl. -i/-im/-indm -dnt -ont -unt
gen. -indap -dantap -ontap -untap
pl. nom. -inii -ds -08 -us
obl. -inds -dricds -oricds -unicds
gen. -indssi -dncdssi -oncdssi -unicdssi
A fem. I1. I11. V.
Sg. nom. -i/-im -im -omts -us
obl. -i/-im/-inam/-(ss)am /-yam | -inam -ontsam -usam
gen. -ine -ine *-ontse 17
pl. nom. -inan/ -(ss)an (-am) -indn -ont -unt
obl. -inds/-(ss)as (-am) -inds -ont -unt
gen. -indassi 17 *-ontassi -untassi

Tvary vokativu adjektiv v sg. m. kon¢i u vSech tfid v B -u: napt. 1. -ssu.
Adjektiva 1. tfidy B -re maji obl. sg. m. -em. U gerundiv, fadovych ¢islo-
vek a adjektiv na B -re & A -r a B -tte & A -t jsou tvary feminin nom. +
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obl. pl. B -ona & A -am. V ramci Il. tfidy se nejvice lisi koncovky u B
arkwi, A arki ,bily*: nom. pl. m. B -im, A -yam$; nom. sg. f. B -asiria, A
-yant. V B je sg. f. -iiria Cast&jsi (tserinia ,,modra®). I1I. tfida je zcela pravi-
delnd, pouze nom. pl. m. B -7ic odpovidaji varianty v A -7is, -ms, nebo po
vokalu -s. V obl. sg. m. v B misto -nt byva -iicim (poricim ,,kazdého®).
IV. tfida je také pravidelnd, s vyjimkou podskupiny v B /tu ,,vysly*, kde se
v nenominativnich tvarech m. sg. vokal pfed -s méni na obl. ltuwes ,,vy-
§lého*); u A knanmam ,,védouci” se misto nom. -m klade v gen. -nt apod.

Tvary dudlu: 1. tfida du. B kenine ,,kolena*: keninesse, A kanwem 1id.:
kanwemsi. U tvarQ na -(ts)ts- jsou dochovany tvary dudlu -tsane (wartsane
»siroci od sg. wartse, cakkartsane ,,majici dvé kola“ od sg. cakkartse) a -tsi
(aurtsi ,Siroci* od sg. aurtse, ldktsi ,,zatici* od lak tse). Jedin€ dva tvary adjek-
tiv dudlu v jazyce A jsou yetuntin ,,ozdobeni a laldnkuntim ,,ovéSeni* (Adams
1991: 31).

Adjektivni tvary substantiv se tvoii pfiponami, typicky napt. A m. et
f. -si/ -sim, B m. -sse, f. -ssa s flexi: B mask. sg nom. et obl. -sse, gen. -ssepi,
vok. -ssu; pl. nom. -ssi, obl. -ssem, gen. -ssemts. B fem. sg. nom. -ssa, obl.
-ssai, gen. *-ssantse, pl. nom.-obl. -ssana, gen. *-ssanamts. A mask. sg. nom.
-si, obl. -si/ -sim/ -sindm, gen. -sinap, pl. nom. -si7ii, obl. -sinds, gen. -sindssi.
A fem. sg. nom. -si/ -sim, obl. -si/ -sim/ -sinam/ -syam/ -ssam, pl. nom. -sinan/
-ssan, obl. -sinas/ -ssas, gen. *-sinassi.

Jako ptiklad adjektivniho sklofiovani mohou poslouzit napt. B kartse,
A kasu ,,dobry*.

m | f. ‘
B | A | B | A \
nom. kartse kdsu kartsa *krd(m)ts?
sg. obl. krent krant, kraficdm kartsai krdntsam
gen. kreficepi krantap 7] 7]
nom. | krefic krams krenta krant
pl. obl. krentdm krancds krenta krant
gen. krentam kraficdssi krentamts *krantassi
Pronomina

PIné tvary osobnich zajmen jsou doloZeny jen pro 1. a 2. osobu; zvlastni tvary
pro m. a f. jsou jen v Au 1. os. sg.; dudl je jen v B nom. + obl. Mimo vzory
(Krause & Thomas 1960: 162) je dolozen dudl 3. os. nom. + obl. B taine ,,ti/ ty
dva*“ (Adams 1991: 30). Podkladem pro nasledujici rekonstrukce je Jasanoff
(1989), Pinault (1989: 111n) a Adams (1988: 149-156)
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\ | B Los. Al os. B 2. 0s. | A2. 0s.
g, 10, 7idis (71is) < *(m)ege nom.-obl. . fiuk < *(m)ego twe, tuwe < *tuHom tu <*tuHom
U nom.-obl. m. nds < *ds-gs < | ci < *edyd < Fiawid <|cu < *cdwd < *idwid <
obl. 7ids (71i$) < *mege . o Tl %
abl. *meg-eti t(e)ue t(e)ue
e g m. jii < *meneis - s
g 7ii < *m i < *meneis % taii < *tune 1ili < *tuneis
f. naiii <*maneis
dunom. +abl. | wene <*yo-n-oH, (0] yene <*jo-n-oH, 0
du. gen. wenaisdni < *yo-n-ois-ne yenaisdi < *io-n-ois-ne
pl.nom. +obl. | wes < *yos was < *yos yes < *jos yas <*ios
o wesi < *0s0i(s) yesi <*ioso(i)
& wesdi, wesdm < lok. *wos-ne,-o | wasdm < *yos-ne,-o yesdil, yesdm < *ios-ne,-0 yasdm < *jos-ne,-0

Tvary genitivu se pouzivaji i jako posesiva; stejnou funkci ma vztazné B sani &
A s7ii (*sene & *seneis). VSechny tii osoby se dochovaly u slovesnych enkli-
tik: sg. 1. B -71, A -7ii < *mene; 2. B -c, A -ci (napt. B winaskau-c, A winasam-ci
,»obdivuji t&“) < *te; 3. B -ne, A -m < *eno-/*ono-; pl. 1.-3. shodn¢ B -me, A -m
<1.*nsmo, 2. *usmo, 3. *smo- (Adams 1988: 155).

Ukazovaci zajmena maji ti1 stupné deixe, v m. I. B su, A sdm ,te”; I1.
B se, A sds ,,tento®; jeste silnéjsi deiktickou variantu predstavuje III. B sem, A
sam; iniciadlni s- je v m. vzdy jen v nom. sg., jinak se méni v c- < *tE-. Stejn¢
se meéni u f. inicidlni s- na #-. VSechny tvary neutra zacinaji na ¢-. Dual je dolo-
zen v nejslabsi deixi u nom. + obl. m. B tai, A tim (od sg. B su, A sdm), gen. B
tainaisi/ tainaisdrn, A *time; v nejsilnéjsi deixi jsou jen A tvary nom. + obl. tim,
gen. tine. Detailni analyza ukazuje, ze se zde kombinuji demonstrativni kmeny
*so-/ *sa- & *to-/ *ta- s deiktickymi elementy *u, *nu, v A také *mu, *se.

B sg. pl.
deixe L | o | m I | o | m
m. [ nom. [[su < *so+u' |se<*so sem < *so+ | cey, cai < cey, cai < cey, cai <
nu! *toj? *toi® &i *tei- | *toi®
i *tei-es® es’ i *tei-es®
obl. |ce, < ce<Ftom* |cem< cem < *tons® | cem < *tons* | cendim <
*tom+u® c-dle g *teso | *tom+mi’ i *téens* i *tens* *ténstnu®
¢-dle g. *teso c-dle g. *teso ceyna
gen. |[cwi, cpi< cwi, cpi < cwi, cpi < cemts < cemts < ceynamis,
*osdw-i *tesotu-oi° | *tesotu-o0i®> | *téns-om *tens-om caynamts
<*tesotu- | & *eblejo i *teb"ei®
or® B -
¢i *teb'ei®
f. [nom. | sa <*sa+u |[sa<%sa sam < tom=o0bl.? [toy <*tai toyna < *tai
*sat+nu +u-es? +u-estna?
obl. [[ta, <*tam+u | ta<*tam tam < tom < toy=nom. | toyna =nom.
*tam+nu *tatu-ns’
gen. |[[tay <dat. tay < dat. *1ai g tomis < *tans- 7} toynamts
*tai om
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n. |[nom. |[tu <*to(d)+u | te < *tod tem < 7] 7] 7}
*tod+nu
obl. [ fu <*to(d)+u | te <*tod tem < [Z 7] [Z
*tod+nu
gen. || tuntse < tentse < tentse < 7] 7] 7]
*totu-nsos | *to-nsos *to-nsos
A sg. pl.
deixe 1. | II. | 11l 1. | 1I. | 1IL.
m. [nom. [[sam<Fsotmu | sds< sam <*so+nu cem < *toj+mu ces < *foit+se cem < *toi+nu
*505+set } ¢i *téi-estmu Ci *téj-estse Ci *tej-estnu
obl. [ cam <*tom cas <*tom cam < *tom cesam < *tens | cesds <*tens cesdm < *téns
+tmu +se +nu +mu tse +nu
gen. || cami <*tom casi <*tom cani <*fom cesmi < cessi < cesni <
+mu-eis +se-els + nu-eis *tens+mu-eis *tenstse-eis *tens+tnu-eis
£ [nom. [fsam< sas < sam < fom < fos < fom <
*satmu *satsa *satnu *tatu?-estmu | *tatul-estse *tatu?-estnu
obl. || tam <Fam+mu | tas <*tam 1am < *tam+nu tosdm < fosds < tosdm <
+se *tatu-ns +mu *ta+u-nstse *tatu-nstnu
gen. || temi <*taj [7 [Y fosmdssi <*idns [7 0
+imu-eis +mu-askiaa
0. | nom. [[fdm<*odrmu | tds <*tod+se tam <*tod*+nu 0 0 0
obl. [ tam <*tod+mu 1dis < *tod+se tam <*tod+nu [ [ 0
gen. || fmis < *tsis < tanis < [Y [7 [7
*tot+mu-ensos totse-ensos *totnu-ensos

Pozn.: 1) Adams 1988: 164, 163; Pinault 1989: 115; 2) Pinault 1989: 114; 3) Van Windekens 1979: 266,
4) Van Windekens 1979: 267; 5) Adams 1988: 165-66; 6) Pinault 1989: 114; 7) Van Windekens 1979:
267; 8) Adams 1988: 166 s odvolanim na Wintera, ktery vysvétlil formy se s namisto s jako dusledek
spojeni °s+se.

Flexe hlavnich tazacich a neurcitych zajmen je stejna pro vSechna ¢isla: tazaci
»kdo, co®: nom. B k se, A kus; neur¢it¢€ ,,n€kdo, néco™: nom. B ksa, A sam:

B tazaci/vztazné B neurcité A tazaci/vztazné A neurcité
nom. | kse < *ku-so ksa < *k‘u-sa kus < *k“u-so sam < *so + nu
obl. | kce<*ku-tom kea < *k*u-ta(m) kuc < *k*u-tom cam < *tom + nu
gen. | ket(e) < *k‘o-tos ket(a)ra = ket(e)+ra ke < *k*o-iHos ~ B kaiyye ,,¢i*

Ke vztaznym a tdzacim zajmenim se v A piipojuje Castice -ne (kusne).
Tazaci, resp. vztazné zadjmeno B intsu, A dntsam/ dntsanne ,ktery™
(*eni- + B su & A sam) rozliSuje zvlastni tvary m. a f. v sg. a pl: v sg. obl. m. B
ificau/ ificew, A dricam; gen. m. dricani-k; obl. f. A dntam; v pl. gen. m. drice-
-sni. U tazaciho, resp. vztazného zdjmena B mdksu ,ktery (*mé(n)+k‘u-so+u)
je krom¢ m. a f. i n.; koncovky se shoduji s ukazovacim B su (jen gen. pl. m.
mdkcenas, f. maktoynas). Tvary m. a f. se dochovaly 1 u zayjmennych adjektiv
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B m. makte, f. mdkciya, A m. mdttak, f. mdccak ,,sam‘ a B m. alyek, f. alyak, A
m. alak, f. alyak ,,jiny* (podle tohoto vzoru se sklofiuji i napt B aletstse ,,cizi®,
A alam ,,jiny*):

\ | Bm. | Bf. H Am. | Af. \
sg. nom. | makte < *me(n)+ku-to- | mdkciya < °ku-t-iia | mdttak < °ku-t-ako- | mdccak < °ku-t-aka
obl. | makce mdkciyai mdccakdam mdccakyam
gen. | mdkcepi 7 7 mdiccakye
pl. nom. | makci maktona mdccek mdtkont
obl. | mdkcem maktona mdckes mdtkont
gen. | mdkcemts 0 7] 7]
\ H B m. | Bf. | Am. | Af. \
sg. nom. | alyek / allek < *alio-ko- | alyak < *alia-ka alak < *alio-ko- alyak < *alia-ka
obl. | alyek/ allek alyok / allok al(y)akdm alydkyam
gen. | alyekepi 17 7] (7]
pl. nom. | alyaik allonk(na) alyek alkont
obl. | alyenkim allonkna alykes, alyekds alkont
gen. | alyenkdmts 17 alu 17

Od tvarti tazacich zajmen se odvozuji né¢které spojky, napt: A ta, B ente ,.kde*
< abl. *on(i)-tod (Adams 1999: 85) = B ente ,.kdyz*“ ~ A dntane; déle A kupre
»zda*; B k ce, A k cne ,protoze”; A kyal ,proc*; A k yalte ,,nebot™; B ka
,proc < abl. f. *k*a(d), srov. lat. qua ,,jak, jakym zptisobem*; AB kos / A
kosprem ,kolik?, jak daleko?‘; B kos, A kosne/ kospremne ,tolik*; B mdkte, A
mdnt ,,jak*; B mdkte, A mdmtne ,tim*.

Dil¢i tvary zajmen se uzivaji adverbidlné: obl. B fu (srov. slovanské
tu), A tdm = ,,zde, praveé, podobné lok. A tsam = ,,zde*; instr. + perl. B tusa, A
tamyo = ,,odtud, kolem*; abl. B tumem, A tmds = ,,potom*; B taisa ,,tedy, tak*
< gen. pl. *toisom ¢i lok. pl. *toisu/i (Adams 1999: 308).

Cislovky 1-1000 piedstavuji indoevropské dédictvi, vyssi byly piejaty:

| H B | A | *
1 se m., sana (somo) f. | sas m., sdm f. *sems m., *smia, f., *sém n. (B 152)
1. pdrwesse *prH uo- + adj. suf. *-(o)skio- (B 153)
maltowinu
2 wi m. et f. wu m., we f. *duoy m., *duai f., méné pravdépodobné *duoi
(B 172)
wate wit *duito- (B 172)
3 trai m., tarya f. tre m., tri (tdarya-) f. | *tries m. <coll., *triH, f. (B 192)
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3. trite & trite trit *tri-to-, zfejm& kontaminaci *#rijo- a *duito- (B
193)

4 Stwer m., Stwara f. Stwar m. et f. *ktetyores m.-f., *k‘etuorg, n. > B f. (B 208-
09)

4. Start(t)e Stért *k et(u)r-to- (B 209)

5 pis pdr *penkte (B 224)

5. pinkte pdnt *penktto- (B 224)

6 skas sak *s(u)eks (B 238)

6. skaste skdst *s(u)eks-to- (B 238)

7 sukt spdt *septm, -k- v B sukt se vysvétluje analogii okt
8 (B 250)

7. suktante sdptdnt *septm-to- (B 250)

8 okt okt *okto(u) (B 268)

8. oktante & oktunte oktdnt *okto(u)-N-to-; -N- podle A siptint ,,7. a B
Aunte ,,9. (B 268)

9 Aau & ia u *neym; *-m rekonstruovano podle ,90“ (B
283)

9. Aunte *funt *neum-to- (B 283)

10 Sak, $$ak & Scik Sdikk *dekm (B 295)

10. Skante Skdnt *del%g—to— (B 295)

20 ikdm & thdam wiki & wiki *(H[)yz'fcgzt—iH, (B 172)

30 taryaka taryak *triH Z-(d)/}gt-gz (Winter) & *-(dkonts
(Klingenschmitt; B 192)

40 Stwarka Stwarak *ketyrH-(d)kpt-2, & *-(d)konts (B 209)

50 pli)saka piidk *penke-(d)knt-2, & *~(d)konts (B 224)

60 skaska séiksdik *s(u)eks-(d)knt-2, & *-(d)konts (B 238)

70 suktanka sdptuk *sept()n-(d)l%gt—gz & *-(d)konts; -uk v A séptuk
podle oktuk (B 250)

80 oktarnka & oktamka | oktuk *ol%lé(y)—(d)legt—gz &i *-(d)konts; B -N- podle
70,90 (B 268)

90 fiumka & fiunka nmuk *neyrcn-(d)l}gt-ﬁaz &i *~(d)konts (B 283)

100 kante & kdnte kdint *l%zgtom (B 306)

1000 | yaltse wilts *yelsos, -es-os 1., spise nez *yeltio- (B 316)

104 tmane (t mane) tman < stf.iran. *tu-mana- ,,velkd mira®“ (Adams
1999: 301)

10° laks

10° kor

Dalsi ¢islovky: B m. seske, A m. sasak, f. snaki ,,jediny*; distributivni ¢islovky
se tvoti bud’ prostym zdvojenim Cisla (B okt okt ,,po osmi*) nebo koncovkou
-ar (B w(i)ar ,,po dvou®). Dale napt. B wasto, A wdst ,,dvojnasobny*‘; B wa-
tesa, A wtas ,,podruhé* nebo wtd(k) ,,zase”. Stary dudl zachovava B antapi/
antpi, Am. ampi, f. ampuk ,,oba* < **Hent-b"oiH /-b"oH u.
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Morfologie slovesa

Tocharska slovesa maji jednoduché kotfeny. V konjugaci se uplatiuje osoba
(1., 2., 3.), ¢islo (sg., pl., zfidka du.), rod (aktivum a médium), Cas (prézens,
imperfektum, préteritum, v B navic v iterativni funkci tzv. durativum, zvané
1 intenzivni préteritum) a zptsob (konjunktiv, optativ, imperativ). Rod je na-
vic rozliSen paralelni konjugaci vétsSiny sloves v zakladnim tvaru (pasivum)
a kauzativu (aktivum). Systém koncovek se d€li do dvou hlavnich tiid I a II.
Viz nejobvyklejsi koncovky prézentu a konjunktivu v A1 B (v A téz u optativu
a imperfektnich tvart sloves yem ,,Sel jsem*, sem ,,byl jsem*) u tematickych
sloves v rekonstrukci dle Pinaulta (1989: 153, 155):

L. Prézens & subjunktiv: AB ak- ,,vést*; B klyaus-, A klyos- ,,slySet™; B we- ,,mluvit,
Fici

\ | B akt. \ Aakt, | Bméd | Amd | * \
Isg. || akau<*ag-o akam < *ag-o-mi klyausemar klyosmar *Lleys-o-mH +ri
2 ast(o) < *ag-e-tH e ast <*ag-e-tH e Klyaustar Klyostdr *fdeys-e-tHzeﬁ-ri
3 asdm < *ag-e+nu asds < *ag-etse Klyaustir klyostir *kleys-e-tri

3du. || westem < *-tom mu'

Lpl. || akem(o) <*ag-0-mo? | akamds <*ag-o-mes- | klyausemt(t)dr klyosamtdr *fcleys—o—med”H;ri
2 ascer < *ag-e-tetr? asdc < *ag-e-te Klyaustdr klyossdr *lleus-e-d'etri
3 akem < *ag-o-nt akeiic < *ag-o-nti klyausentdr klyosantdr *hleys-o-ntri

Pozn.: 1) Adams 1988: 62.

V 1. os. sg. mliZe byt méné Casté -m. Obvyklé je -u, které se u tematickych slo-
ves méni na -e , pozd€ji -au. Obdobné koncovky plati pro optativ s vyjimkou
1. sg. -m a 3. sg. -0 v jazyce B (omezuji se pouze na aktivni flexi; viz Pinault
1989: 156; Adams 1988: 79-80):

AB kdrs- ,,znat«

‘ H B ‘ A ptoch. ‘ *
1 sg. kédrsoym kdirsim *kdrsa-y-m(d) * kys-a-iH -mi
2 kdrsoyt kdrsit *kdrsa-y-1(a) * kys-a-iH -ta
3 karsoy kdrsis *kdrsa-y-0 * kys-a-iH -t
1 pl. kérsoyem kérsimds *kdrsa-y-o-mV = préz.
2 kdrsoycer kdrsic *kdrsa-y-e-te+r = préz.
3 kdrsoyem kdrsiiic *kdrsa-y-o-nt = préz.

Jiné jsou v AB koncovky préterita a v A imperfekta (Pinault 1989: 157, 159):

II. Préteritum: B kaut-, A kot- ,,zlomit, rozbit™; B lit- ,,odejit”, tak- byt (prét.
kmen)
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‘ H B akt. ‘ Aakt. ‘ ptoch. ‘ * ‘ B méd. ‘ Améd. ‘ ptoch. ‘ * ‘
1sg. kautawa kota *kautda-wa -l <-Hu | kautdmai kote *kautd-(m)ai -Heti
2 kautdsta kotast *kauta-sta -stH e kautatai kotte *kauta-tai -tH eti
3 kauta kota *kauta-0 -1? kautate kotat *kauta-ta -to
3du. || ltais' °a-iH +s.?
takenas' 3-{H -nd+ts.”
1pl. kautam(o) | kotmds *kauta-mV(sV) | -mesi=préz. kawtamt(te | kotamdt | *kautd-mdti(-) | -med'H,
2 kautas(o) | kotas *hautd-stds? ~stesi® kautat kotac *kautd-ti -d'uwe
3 kautdre kotar *kauta-ra 10/ -1 kautante kotant *kautd-nta -nto

Pozn.: 1) Adams 1988: 62; 2) Adams 1988: 62-63, 101; 3) Adams 1988: 100: *-s(d) < *-ssd < *-stsd <

*-stidsd < *-stesi.

Koncovky imperativu se dochovaly jen pro 2. os.:

AB kdl- ,ptinést, piivést™; B klyaus-, A klyos- ,slySet”; AB yam- ,,délat”; B
ai- : imp. pete- ,,dat*; AB i- ,,jit* (Pinault 1989, 161; Adams 1988, 82; Van
Windekens 1982, 294-97):

\ | Bakt. [ Aakt. | ptoch.* <ie.** | Bméd. | Améd [ ptochF<ie** |
sg. || phila phal *pi-kala-0 < **pe-klH -2 phalar piklar *pi-kila+r
pyam pyim *pi-pim-0 pyamtsar pyamtsar *péi—qu-sdﬂ*’
piklyaus piklyos *ye-fleus-e piklyossi **pe-kleuse-sue*
pete pas’ **po-dH -0
pas pis **pe-H i+d'? &i **pe-H i+si'
du. pyamttsait *pd-yam-sa-i-t
pl. pkalas(o) piklis ¥ pe-k[H -d-stesr’ phalat piklac *pi-kala-ta®
pyamtso pyamds *pd-yam-stds’® pyamtsat pyamtsac *pd-yam-sa-td®
piklyausso | péklyosds ¥ pe-kleuse-stesi®
petesipetso | pac *po-dH o-stesr’
pciso/cisso | pic/picds **pe-H ite(+stesi)

Pozn.:

1) Van Windekens 1982: 246, 296 srovnava s lat. infinitivy na -se/-re (*-si): esse, ire aj. a skt. na *-si:
nési, darsi, vaksi.

2) Adams 1999: 61. 3) Finalni *-r je zfejme totéz jako -r v prohibitivni ¢astici A mar; srov. dale B ma
ra ,,ani ... ani“ : ra ,také; jako®. Ve slovesném systému se -7 objevuje v arm. 2. sg. imperativu na -(i)r a
het. imperativu mediopassiva na -ru (pfehled viz Van Windekens 1982: 295). Pinault (1989: 162) dava
ptrednost vysvétleni, které predpoklada primarné nulovy ukazatel imperativu jako v aktivu, plus -7 signa-
lizujici médium. 4) Finalni -siz < *-sue piedstavuje pravdépodobné reflexivum kterému piesné odpovida
-sva v skt. bhdra-sva ,,ptines!” (Pinault 1989: 162; Van Windekens 1982: 296). 5) = 2pl. prét. akt. 6) =
2pl. prét. méd.

Vyznamy zékladnich tvarh sloves byvaji intranzitivni pasivni, zatimco kau-
zativnich tvard tranzitivni aktivni (zakl. B tsdlpetdr, A sSalpatdr ,,je vysvobo-
zen*; kauz. B tsalpdistir, A tsdlpdstdr ,,vysvobozuje, zachranuje®). Nejcastejsi
kauzativni sufix je v B -sk-/ -ss-; u sloves s kofenem na -k sufix -s-/ -s- (zakl.
sg. rittetdr ,,spojuje se, kauz. sg. rittdssd ,,spojuje*, pl. rittiskem ,,spojuji).
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Jazyk A ma kauzativni sufix -s- (3. os. pl. préz. zakl. ldnkiric ,visi“, kauz.
ldnkseric ,,vesi se na“). Az na vyjimky se v jazyce B kauzativni tvary pouzivaji
1 jako konjunktivni.

Tvary média se uzivaji jako aktivum (B twe i yaitkorsa mant pyam
,»Cinis tak na mlj rozkaz*), médium (B tesi cimem fridskemar ,,vyprosuji si od
tebe prominuti‘) nebo pasivum (B tane orottsa kwasaliiessa wesenina klyausa-
te ,,byl tu slySet silny [dosl. velky] nafikavy hlas®).

Vétsina sloves ma zdkladni kmeny v prézentu (12 tiid), konjunktivu (11 tfid)
a préteritu (6 tfid). Od prézentnich kment se koncovkami odvozuji indikativ
prézentu a n¢ktera imperfekta v A a vétSina v B. Od konjunktivnich kmenti se
koncovkami tvofi konjunktiv a optativ. Od obou kmeni se jednotlivymi sufixy
tvori:

‘ tvary | od kmene ‘ sufixy ‘ * ‘
part. préz. akt. préz. B -iica, A -nt *-ont- m. : *-ant- f.

part. préz. méd. préz. B -mane, A -mam *-ma,no-

1. gerundivum préz. B -lye (-lle), A -1 *-lio-

II. gerundivum konj. B -lye (-lle), A -1 *-lio -

1. abstrakta préz. B -l(@n)iie | A -lune *-l-unio-/*-l-unoi-

II. abstrakta konj. B -l(@n)iie | A -lune *-l-unio-/*-l-unoi-

inf. A préz., B konj. AB -tsi *-tioi (dat. *-tio-)

jmenné tvary préz. et konj. B -nta, A -nt *-nt-a

privativa kon;. B —tte, A -t *-to-

Kmeny préterita se vétsinou shoduji s konjunktivem, maji ale odlisné koncov-
ky.

Imperativ se tvoii prefixem p(d)-, ktery miize chybét v B pred slovesy na p-
(B parskat ,ptejte se!*). Pred labiovelarami se pd- méni na A pu, B po (A pl.
pukmds ,bézte!, B sg. pokkdaka ,,volej!*). Tento prefix ma nejbliz§i obdobu ve
slovanském prefixu *po-, ktery vyjadiuje perfektivnost (Adams 1988: 62).

Co do sufixti se imperativ tvofi Sesti zpuisoby (= tfidami):

L. bez sufixli od zékladnich tvari sloves (A kam- ,,nést”, pl. pkamdc)

II. bez sufixt od kauzativu (A ydr- ,,koupat se*, sg. pdyrar)

II1. sufixem -s- (B er-, A ar- ,,vyvolat®; B pl. persat, A sg. parsar)

I'V. sufixem -ss- (B kdtk- ,,prekroCit”, sg. kdtkdssar)

V. sufixem -7iii- (B ark-/ arc- ,,mit [povinnost]|“, sg. porcarninar)

VI. nepravidelné (napi. AB i- ,,jit, B akt. pl. pas, A akt. pl. pis, méd. pl. pic;
AB we- ,mluvit“, B sg. poi, pl. pories).

"C
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12 prézentnich ttid se déli na tematické a atematické. Podle zavedeného déleni
(Krause & Thomas 1960: 196-217, Pinault 1989: 136-143) je 8 (IL.-1V., VIIIL.
-XII.) tematickych: u tfid II. — IV. se ke slovesnym kmeniim pfipojuje vokal:
II. AB d, B e, A a < ie. *e/*o (AB dk- ,,vidét”, préz. akt. sg. B asdm, ale B
asenica, A dasant)

III. B e, A a <ie. *o (AB mdsk- ,,byt, nachazet se*, 3. os. sg. méd. B mdsketqr,
A mdskatdr)

IV.B o, A a (AB ar- ,ptestat”, 3. os. sg. méd. B orotdr, A aratqr).

U tiid VIII. — XII. se ke slovesnym kmentim ptipojuji jako sufixy jednotlivé
konsonanty nebo slabiky; mezi sty¢né konsonanty se vklada vokal -a-/ -a-
(napt. VIIIL. yam- ,,d€lat, 1. os. sg. préz. yam-a-sk-au):

VIIIL. AB -s- (B er-, A ar- ,,vzbudit®, 3. os. sg. préz. B ersau, A arsam)

IX. jen B -sk- (B ai-, A e- ,,davat®, 3. os. sg. préz. B aiskau, A esam)

X. B -nask-/-ndsk, A -nas-/-nds-; u -n- ale dochazi k metatezi z -mn- na -nm-
(AB tdm- ,,zrodit se®, 3. os. sg. préz. B tdnmastdr, A tdmndstdr; jinak AB pdk-
,»mit v amyslu®, 3. os. B sg. méd. pdknastdr)

XI. B -sask-/-sdsk-, A -sis- (AB aks- ,,oznamit, ucit“, B 3. os. sg. préz. aksas-
kau; A ok- ,,ptibyvat®, 1. os. sg. préz. oksisam)

XII. AB -7i7i- se Casto asimiluje (A kas- ,,plisnit“, inf. kasiritsi; B kldnts- ,,spat®,
3. 0s. sg. préz. kidntsam).

Ostatni tfidy jsou atematické:

I. Koncovky se ke kmeni slovesa pfipojuji pomocnym vokalem d, na rozdil
od II. tfidy, ale bez palatalizace finalniho konsonantu: (pdlk- ,,hotet”, 3. os. sg.
préz. B palkdim, A palkds).

V. klade pted koncovky vokal a (AB ldk- ,,vidét™, 3. os. préz. akt. A lkas)

VIL. jen v B nasalni infix (B pik ,,malovat®, 3. os. sg. préz. pinkdm)

VI. v AB infix -na- do kmene s kratkym vokalem, -na- do kmene s dlouhym
vokalem (A kdrs- ,,védet™ : 3. os. sg. préz. kdrsnds; B tsak- ,.kousat™ : 3. os. sg.
préz. tsaknam)

Podle tvarti 1. tfidy prézentnich kment probihd i konjugace slovesa ,,jit“ AB
i-; zatimco tvary v A jsou pravidelné, v B je infix -n- (A préz. ydam, yidit, yds,
ymds, ydc, yific, part. préz. ymam; B yam, yat, yam, ynem, yacer, yanem, part.
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préz. ynemane). Do prvni tifidy prézentnich kment patii 1 supletivni slove-
so existence, jehoz paradigma tvofi tfi rizné ie. kofeny: 1) *H es- ,,byt“, 2)
*d'eH -(-k-/-s-) ,dit se, d¢lat, 3) *steH - ,stat (se)*: 1a) préz. B nes-, A nas-
byt < *H no- + *H s-, srov. lokativni postpozice B -ne < *H no, 1b) impf. B
sg. sai-, pl. sey-, A se- <*H s-ieH -, 1c) skente < *H s-sko-nto; 2) prét. a jeho
derivaty *tak-a-; 3) kopula ste < *stH -0, stare < *stg,-ro; Ctvrty kofen *men-
»Zustat mize byt ptidan, pokud do paradigmatu slovesa existence zaradime
AB mdsk- ,,stat se* < *m;{g—sfc- (viz Pobozniak 1986: 267; Batke 1999: 63-74;
Adams 344-46: 458-59).

B A

08. sg. plL sg. H plL
prézens 1. || nesau nesem nasam nasamds

2. || nest nescer /nescer nast 7

3. || nesdm nesdam nas neric
imperfektum 1. || saim/seym seyem sem semds

2. || sait seycer set *sec

3. || sai seyem ses seric
préteritum 1. || takawa 7] taka takmdis

2. || takasta 9 takast 7]

3. ||taka takare tak takar
konjunktiv 1. | takau takam tam tamds

2. || takat takacer tat tiac

3. ||takam takam tds takeric
optativ 1. || takoym takoyem takim takimds

2. || takoyt takoycer takit 7]

3. || takoy takoyem takis takinc
imperativ 2. || ptaka ptakas pdstdk pdstakds
kopula 2. ||star

3. | ste, star- stare(-)

skente, skentar-

Vétsina z 11 konjunktivnich trid (IL., IIL., VI., IX.-XIIL.; Krause & Thomas
1960: 221-233; Pinault 1989: 144-146) se zcela shoduje s prézentnimi (jen IX.
ttida je rozSifena nejen v B o -sk-, ale 1 v A o -s-: A kdn- ,,vznikat®, 1. os. sg.
knasam). Lisi se tridy:

IV. jen vzacné v B sufix -i- (kdlyp- ,,ukrast™, 1. os. akt. kalypi, inf. kdlypitsi ).
VII. sufix AB -7i-; Castéji v A (AB we- ,,mluvit®, 3. os. akt. sg. A werids)

I. atematicky jako v prézentu, koncovky se pfipojuji k nepalatalizovanému
kotenu koncicimu vokalem (B ai-, A e- ,,davat®, 1. os. akt. sg. B ayu, A em)
V. sufixem AB -d- (AB wik- ,,zmizet“, B inf. wikatsi, 3. os. sg. méd. A wi-
katdr)
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Jazyk B vytvafti od konjunktivu privativni tvary pomoci negativnich prefixti a
sufixu -tte, napt. kaut- ,rozdélit, rozstépit”, akautatte ,,nerozstépitelny*; kly-
aus- ,.slySet, enklyausdtte ,,neslychany*.

Préterita se déli do tiid podle zptisobu tvofeni na Sest zakladnich tfid (Krause
& Thomas 1960: 237-254; Pinault 1989: 147-152):

I. atematicka odvozena bez sufixu od zakladniho tvaru slovesa (AB kdlk- ko-
fen minulého tvaru od i- ,,jit", 3. os. sg. akt. A kdlk);

II. od kauzativu odvozeny tvar s palatalizovanym inicidlnim konsonantem,
ktery je v A reduplikovan, v B nasledovan prodlouzenym vokalem (AB #il-
»zdvihnout, A cacdl, B cala; AB kdrs- ,,znat“, A sasdrs, B sarsa);

VI. tematicka: slovesa AB kdm- ,,ptijit*, AB ldnt- ,,vyjit“ — u obou je 3. os. sg.
akt. bez koncovky. B kdm-: sg. 1. os. kamau, 3. os. sem(o), pl. 1. os. kmem, 3.
0s. kamem/ semare; B ld-n-t-: sg. 1. os. latau, 3. os. lac, pl. 1. os. latso, 3. os.
latem, du. 3. os. ltais;

IV. sufixem -ss- (AB yam- ,,délat”, 1. os. akt. prét. yamassa, srv. IX. prézentni
ttida 1. os. préz. sg. yamassdm);

V. sufixem -7i(7i)- (AB we- ,fikat®, 1. os. sg. akt. B w(e)iiawa, A weria);

II1. ¢astecné sigmaticka - v obou jazycich v aktivu schazi -s-; napt. u slovesa
B prek-, A prak- ,,ptat se“: koncovky osob aktiva B sg. -wa, -asta, -sa, pl. -am,
*-as, -ar; A sg. -wa, -dst, -ds, pl. -mds, *-ds, -dr; v médiu se ke kofenim B
park- A prdk- ptipojuji koncovky: B sg. -samai, -satai, -sate, pl. -samt(t)e, -sat,
-sante; A sg. -se, -sate, -sat, pl. -samdt, -sdc, -sant.

Prézens oznacuje ptitomny d¢j i pfi vypravéni minulych dé&ji (prézens histo-
ricky); uziva se i pro bezprostiedné oekavany budouci d&j: A wdltkalts ymar
kumsam ,urcité rychle ptijdu*; se zdporkou A mar, B ma vyjadiuje zdkaz: B
md tranko yamas-ne ,,neobvinuj ho!*.

Imperfektum vyjadiuje d€j v minulosti nebo minulé jednani durativni (B
paridkte Kapilavastune mdskitdr ,,Buddha prodléval v Kapilavastu®) a iterativ-
ni (B yetse tsdiksyeri-c kektsenimem latkanoyen-c misa po ,,odpalovali ti z téla
pokozku a odiezavali ti veskeré maso*). Préteritum oznacuje nedurativni mi-
nuly dé¢j. Uziva se narativné.

Perfektem je vyjadien dokonavy déj ¢i jednani v minulosti (napt. B poysim-
niesse kaurikte parka ,,vySlo vSevédouci slunce [= Buddha]”).

Tzv. intenzivni préteritum je zvlastni tvar jazyka B. Je jakoby sloZen z tvari
imperfekta a préterita a ma nejednoznacné durativni nebo iterativni uziti; napf.
7§ trememii prusiya ,,ze zlosti mne piehlizel®.

Konjunktiv je v hlavnich vétach uzit modalné a vyjadiuje ocekavani (B mdkte
s tem kelu ,,Ale jak to mam snést?*), ptani (A tds natkis kdrsor tds ,,at’ se to
pan dozvi!*) nebo ve vazbé se zaporkou preventivni zédkaz (B ma nai niakta
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prankds-me ,,Ptece nds, 6 boze, neodmitnes!*). Konjunktivnimi tvary se tvoii
vedlejsi véty vztazné, podminovaci a ptislovecné casové, mistni a zptisobove.
Vyjimeéné se konjunktivem vyjadiuje budouci d¢j: A arkisossis sem waste
pakdr tat ,,Stanes se ochranou a utoc¢istém svéta [= lidi]*.

Optativ se tvofi pomoci -i-, jen v V. a VI. konjunktivni tfidé v B sufixem -oy-;
v hlavnich vétach vyjadiuje prani (B po cmelane kélloymd krentdm wasmom
»at’ ve vSech zrozenich ziskam dobré pratele®), ptedpis (A ma yalim wram
mar yamis ,,véc, kterd se nema Cinit, at’ se ne€ini*) nebo moznost. Dale se
uziva k tvorbé vedlejSich vét vztaznych, podminovacich a ptislovecnych mist-
nich, ¢asovych, zpsobovych a finalnich.

Imperativ — vyjimecné se uziva adhortativné (B carit pds pyamtso ,,ukon¢eme
hostinu!*), popt. miize byt imperativ zdkladniho tvaru slovesa uzit kauzativné:
A pkana-ny akal ,,splih mi ptani!*. Imperativ dudlu se dochoval vzacné jen
v jazyce B, napt. pyamttsait ,,vy dva délejte!*.

Infinitiv AB -zsi se v jazyce B tvoii od konjunktivu, v A od prézentu. Tvar
infinitivu miize pfibirat koncovky sekundérnich padu, v jazyce A jen allativu,
v B navic perlativu, lokativu a genitivu. Napf. allativ (tu¢n¢) B fom riyatstsenta
wikdssis poysinta tne tsenkemtdr ,,vSevédouci zde [= ve svéte] povstavaji, aby
zahnali takové nesnaze®. Infinitiv mize byt uzit 1 pasivné nebo predikativné a
infinitiv zakladniho tvaru slovesa vyjadfuje i kauzativni vyznam: A war wipasi
lywa-m ,,poslala mu vodu k omyti*.

Od prézentnich forem se tvoii prézentni participium akt. a méd. s kon-
covkou -e: B nesamane ,,jsouci; od préterita se tvoii participium préterita
s koncovkou -u a Casto inicialni reduplikaci; napt. pdlk- ,,hotfet™, B part. prét.
pepalyku ,trpév [ve vyznamu ,,palen, spalovan®|®, karp- ,,sestoupit”, A ka-
kérpsu, B kakkarpdssu ,,sestoupiv®, apod. VSechny tvary mohou mit aktivni i
pasivni uziti; napt. part. préz. B mdkte kautsy akemane wnolme ,,jako je bytost
vedena k smrti*; part. prét. slovesa zakladniho tvaru A wrasassi aiimasi ime
yamu ,,bytostmi byla vytvofena piedstava ja*; part. prét. kauzativa B emalyesa
tsetsarkos memyos yokaisa ,,spalovani horkem, suzovani zizni*“. Od participia
préterita se koncovkou -7 tvoii slovesna jména, napt. yamu ,,uciniv, yamor
»CIn®, atp.

Gerundivni koncovky jsou B -lye / -lle, v A -I. Gerundivum I. se odvozuje od
prézentu a oznacuje to, co je potieba ucinit, tedy nutnost, popft. se zdporkou za-
kaz (B kdrsanalle ,,to co je tieba védét™, A yal ,,to co je tfeba ucinit*). Uziva se
ve vétach jako atribut (B kdrsandlyem wintarwane ,,ve vécech, které se musi
znat®); uziva se také predikativné (B samam mda iomd kendl ,,neni oznacovan
jménem mnich®) nebo tvoii jména, napt. A akdlsdl, B akalsdlle ,,zak*, dosl.
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»ten, kdo ma studovat®. Gerundivum II. se odvozuje od konjunktivu a ozna-
cuje moznost. Ve vétach se uziva stejné jako prvni tvar, napf. predikativné A
wrasassi ma kdlpal nas ,,neni pro bytosti dosazitelné*.

Od gerundiv se tvoii ¢asta gerundivni abstrakta koncovkami A -une, B
-(an)iie (A wdl- ,,zemfiit, wlalune ,,smrt*; B yuk- ,,ptemoci®, yukalfie ,,pteko-
nani*). Cinitelska jména vznikaji ptiponami A -ts, B -tsa (A aknats, B akndtsa
,heveédouci®). Jind slovesnd jména se tvoii sufixy:

A -nt, B -nta (B kausenta ,,vrah®)

B -ucal -auca (yniica ,,jdouci®, kdrsauca ,,védouci*)

B -uki (tanmassuki ,,vyvolavac*)
Od sloves se tvofi 1 adjektiva koncovkami AB -m(o) (B ynamo ,,jdouci®); jen
v B koncovkami -a, -i (vita ,,hledajici®, poysi ,,v§evédouci®); jen v A kompo-
zitn€ s koncovkou -e (@kal-kdmse ,,splitujici prani*).

Nesklonné druhy slov: adverbia, prepozice & postpozice, konjunkce, partiku-
le a citoslovce (Krause & Thomas 1960: 169-172).

Adverbia mohou byt mistni, casova a zplisobova. Vybér mistnich: B om(p)
/ om(p)te | omtem = skt. tatra ,tam, tady*; B etsuwai = skt. upa ,u, k*; B
mante = skt. irdhvam ,nahote, nahoru*; B ywarcka, A ywarcka (altern. c/s)
Luprostted, mezi; B ate, A atas ,,ven*; B parne, A parna ,,ven(ku)*; B enem /
enenka, A an(n)e ,uvniti*; B enepre, A anapar ,,vptedu*; B lauke, A lok ,,da-
leko*; B lau, A lo / lek ,,pry¢*; B pdst, A pest idem.; B kauc, A koc ,,vysoko*;
B ette, A aric ,,dole, dolt*; B 7ior, A posam/ posac ,,pod, vedle; B swalyai, A
salyas ,,vlevo*; B saiwai, A pacyas/ paccas ,,vpravo®. Se slovesy pohybu se
poji smérové prefixy: B ecce-, A aci- + B e- <skt. a- ,,sem, pfi-*; B cowai-, A
pre- ,.pry¢, od-“; A su- ,,sem*; A asuk- = skt. ati ,,dal, pte-“, A su- idem.
Adverbia Casu B 7i(a)ke (¥*neg'o, sr. sch. nego ,,nez*), A tapdrk ,,nyni (sr. r.
teper’); B sek, A skam ,,vzdy*; B naus, A nes ,,dtive*; B yparwe ,nejdiive*;
B postim | ompostdm, A sdrki ,,pozd&ji*; B entwe, A antus ,,potom*; B akek,
A torim ,,nakonec®; B tsonkaik, A ksdr ,rdno*; B osle & nekciye, A noktim
»vecer; B artsa kaum, A arts kom = skt. anvaham ,,den po dni*; B ynkaum
késtwer, A ykom oserii ,,ve dne v noci®.

Adverbia zplisobu B taisa / taisu / taise(m) ,tak*; B totka, A tsru = skt. alpa
,»malo“; B olank = skt. alam ,,dost*; B (e)satkai / Sitkai ,,velmi*; B oly(a)po /
olyapots(ts)e / ololyesa, A sokyo ,,vic*; B ausap / omsap, A lyutar idem.; B sol-
me, A salu ,,zcela* (*solmo-/*soluo-); A ypic / sitsrak id.; AB ysomo ,,celkem*
(*en-somHam); B r(a)mer, A ymar ,rychle” (*dru-mor).
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Prepozice a postpozice: pied slovo se kladou typicky jen B sle, A sla ,,s* a
B snai, A sna ,bez* (sr. lat. sine); lokativné se jesté uziva prefix y(n)- napf.
B yriakte ,,mezi bohy* nebo B ynkaum/ inkaum, A ykom/ ykona ,,ve dne*. Za
slova se kladou napt. B pkante, A pkdnt ,bez*; B tdntsi, A okak ,,az do*; B
enesle ,,jako*; B (e)se, A syak ,,s, dohromady*‘; B warfiai/wdrnai, A aci = skt.
adi ,,poCinaje [n€cim]“; A nesontd ,,s [nécim] na vrcholu®. Jako postpozice
se uzivaji 1 rizné gramatické tvary slov (Carling 1999): B sdarmtsa, A surmas
,kvili“ jsou B perl. od surm a A abl. od sarm ,,pti¢ina*; A posac / posam ,,ved-
le* je all./ lok. od *pos-; A korpa ,,proti je perl. od *korp- ,,obrat* se vztahem
k AB karp- ,,sklanét se* < ptoch. *k*drp-; B warfiai / wéirnai ,,poCinaje‘ je obl.
od *wdrni-o.

Konjunkce: B wai, A yo ,,a* ve stejné funkci u vét B s/ sp/ sdp/ spd, A skam.
Dale AB epe ... epe ,at’ ... ¢1 ... B wat, A pat ,,nebo*; B no, A nu ,,jen, ale,
také®; B wat no, A pat nu ,,nebo 1“; B ra / rano, A pe / penu = ,také*; B nonk
»presto; B nke ,,ale*; B katu ,,nebot, totiz”; B nano, A num ,,zase*; B kwri,
A k pre ne ,kdyz, jestlize* (*k*u-b"roi). Souradné vétné Cleny byvaji spojeny
asyndeticky: B sarm oko ,,pfiCina a uCinek [dosl. plod]“, A atli k lewari ,,muzi
a zeny*. I souvéti mize byt beze spojky (viz nize).

Partikule: B ram(t), A oki ,,jako*; B nai (sr. . vai ,,vskutku®), A assi ,,snad*;
B nemcek, A sakkats ,,zajisté¢* — v témz vyznamu B auspa, A wispa 1 B attsaik,
A attsek. V B jsou 1 yaka | ykak ,,jesté (sr. sl. *u Ze ,,j1z*); taka / tka ,,po-
tom*. Univerzalni tdzaci ¢astici je v jazyce A jen fe (Liihr 1997), ostatni jsou
specifické: A pe(nu), B pi ,,ptece, snad, tak™; assi ,,asi, snad*; B mdpi/ mapi/
mapi ,,jen, piece, také ne*. Castice mohou stat vedle osobnich popf. tazacich
zajmen; Castice B -nai, A -ne se ptipojuje k tdzacim zdjmentim a adverbiim a
meéni je na vztazné A kus ,.kdo*, kusne ,ktery*“. V Castych spojenich mdmtne a
tdmne znamena ,,prave’.

Negace se provadi zaporkou AB md, A mar nebo slozeninami B ma ... nta, A
ma ontam ,,vibec ne“; B mantanta ,nikdy*; B mawk, A ma ok ,.jesté ne*.

Citoslovce: napi. AB hai ,,6 béda“, AB ha ,,ach®, AB hist = skt. dhik ,,fuj*;
jen v B napt. arai ,,0%.

Zasady syntaxe

Tocharské texty se zpravidla fidi syntaxi sanskrtu, nejbéznéjsi je model SOV
(MacDonell 2000: 178). Podmét stoji na zacatku véty: B 569al [akn]atsam-
Ale] prutkatdr ,nevédomost bude zastavena®. Po podmeétu nasleduje predmét
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B 45b4/5 ma=psal ma maskwo sritkaliie [ce] cemstrd ,,ani me¢ ani piekézka
smrt nezastavi®. Na konci vétného segmentu stoji sloveso: A 1b2f. tmas rakst-
sassi dvipam yes tmas yaksassi (tmas) baladvipam yes ,,Poté se odebral [dosl.
Sel] na ostrov raksast, potom jakst [a] potom Sel i na Baladvipu®. Ptivlastky
stoji pfed ur€ovanym jménem B 17bl naki weliie preresa ,Sipem vycitavé

M6e

feCi* — jednotlive: obl. naki , kritika®; obl. weliie ,,fec* (= deverbalni abstraktni
jméno od we- ,.fikat™); perl. preresa ,,Sipem*. V podiadnych souvétich vyja-
dfuje konjunktiv potencialnost, optativ iredlnost. Konjunktiv v A66a3 somap
lant em k pre ne cu alyek ydslus take-ni ,,Kdybych t¢ dal jednomu krali, druzi
by se stali mymi neprateli*“. Optativ v souvéti beze spojky B5a6 tomma takom
Saissene ma nke tsankoy pudiidkte ,,Kdyby nebyly na svété [t]. stafi, nemoc a
smrt], buddha by nemusel vzniknout [tj. aby osvobodil bytosti]“.

ZKkratky

A vychodotocharsky, a. genus alternans, abl. ablativ, adj. adjektivum, aj. a jiny, ak. akuzativ,
akt. aktivum, all. allativ, arm. arménsky, av(est). avestsky, b- baltsko-, B zapadotocharsky,
BHS buddhisticky hybridni sanskrt, com. genus communis, dat. dativ, dosl. doslova, du.
duadl, f./fem. femininum, gen. genitiv, germ. germansky, het. hetitsky, ie. indoevropsky, imp.
imperativ, impf. imperfektum, instr. instrumental, iran. iransky, jm. jmenny, kaus. kausalis,
kauz. kauzativ, kol. kolektivum, kom. komitativ, konj. konjunktiv, lat. latinsky, lit. litevsky,
lok. lokativ, luv. luvijsky, m./mask. maskulinum, méd. médium, n. neutrum, nom. nominativ,
obl. casus obliquus = nepfimy pad, opt. optativ, part. participium, pas. pasivum, p- pra-, perl.
perlativ, pl. plural, préz. prézens, ptoch. pratocharsky, t. fecky, sg. singular, skt. sanskrt, sl.
slovansky, sr. srovnej, st- staro-, sti- stiedo-, subst. substantivum, suf. sufix, toch. tocharsky,

vok. vokativ, vs. versus, zakl. zakladni tvar slovesa.
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Poznamka

Predkladand studie vznikla jako jeden z dil¢ich vystupli v rdmci spoluprace se Stiedis-
kem pro interdisciplindrni vyzkum starych jazykt a starSich fazi jazykth modernich (MSM
0021622435).

Summary

A purpose of our study, which represents a continuation from the last year (Blazek
& Schwarz 2007), is to offer a brief grammatical sketch of two Tocharian languages,
the projection of the most important language features into Common Tocharian or
Indo-European proto-languages, and, in limited number of cases, the external com-
parisons with other Indo-European languages, in agreement with present level of our
knowledge.
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Tocharians.Who they were, where they came from and where they
lived. Lingua Posnaniensis 50 (2008), 47-74.

Viaclav Blazek & Michal Schwarz

In 2008 one century will be passed after the recognition of inhabitants of Tang’s Chinese
Turkestan as speakers of until that time unknown original branch of Indo-European languages.
So the eastern border of the Indo-European pre-colonial space passed even the 90th meridian
eastwards from Greenwich (to be exact, in the same time also Indo-Iranian people overpassed
this line in the area of contemporary Bangladesh and the Indian confederative state of Assam).
Tocharians kept their Indo-European identity not only by their long trans-continental drift
through Eurasia, but still some thousands years after their arrival to the Chinese border. Inte-
resting is that they didn’t yield Chinese cultural and linguistic assimilation; on the contrary, the
ancestors of Tocharians brought to the early Chinese civilization achievements from field of
technology (war chariot), food (honey), knowledge of some exotic animals (lion) and religion
(especially buddhism). Situation of the 9th (or 10th?) century, when the Tocharians became
to disappear from the history of Central Asia, remains in darkness of informational vacuum.
The only thing that we certainly know is that they didn’t yield sinization, but vanished away in

expansion of the Turkic nations, represented in this area by Old Uyghurs.

Content

1. History of early research.

2. Tocharian A, B, C?

3. Tocharian texts + sites and dating of finds.

4. Classical (western) reports about the “Tocharian* speakers / nation.

5. Chinese reports about the ethnicity of areas inhabited (not only) by Tocharians.
6. Origin of the ethnonym in the light of ancient and early medieval resources.

7. Debate about hypothetical trajectories of migrations of ancestors of the Tocharians
to the Central Asia.

8. Appendix I.

9. Appendix II.

10. Conclusion.

1. The first Tocharian text came to Europe at the end of 19th century. It was a
photograph of one page of a manuscript written in an unknown language in the
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northwest variant of the North Indian Brahmi script. The page was published
by Sergei Oldenburg in 1892, who received two sheets of the manuscript from
Russian consul Petrovski in Kasghar (in North-Western China, #75# Xinjiang
province with the majority of Uyghur population). British Hoernle edited the
same text in 1893, transcribing it and identifying one Sanskrit name. German
Leumann was the first one who had published both sides of the manuscript
from Petrovski-collection, trancribed them accurately and recognized other
Sanskrit proper names. Thanks to Leumann, both sides of the manuscript
were later identified as translation of Sanskrit text Buddhastotra. But the first
Tocharian manuscripts were discovered earlier. In 1890 two Uyghurs sold two
manuscripts to British lieutenant Bower. These manuscripts written on birch
bark were found in a stupa near Qumtura. Bower brought them to the Asian
Society in Calcutta, from where they got into Hoernles’ hands. Although poor,
this discoveries stimulated high interest not only on the side of European ori-
entalists but also by native citizens (really amazing discovery in the &%
5 Dunhuang Mogao caves was done by the local Daoist priest Wang Daoshi
in 1900 during his amateur reconstruction of wallpaintings in an abandoned
temple). If we determine the earliest era of the tocharology by the beginning
of the First World War, it is very remarkable how many expeditions to Chinese
Turkestan were lead by Russians or by European orientalists in the Russian
employment: V. I. Roborovski (1893-95), D. A. Klementz 1897-98), A. L.
Kochanovski (1906-07), M. M. Berezovski (1905-07), S. E. Malov (1909-
11, 1913-15), S. Oldenburg (1909-10: Xinjiang; 1914-15: Dunhuang). Also
Swedish Sven Hedin (1894-96) inquired in the region. British Bower (1890)
and M. A. Stein (1906-08) travelled here as well; the leaders of French expe-
ditions were Dutreil de Rhins (1892) and Paul Pelliot (1906-09: Kuga), and
some of the best German expeditions leaded Albert Griinwedel and A. von Le
Coq (1902-03: Turpan; 1904-05: Turpan, Qomul; 1905-07: Kuqa, Qarasahr,
Turpan, Qomul; 1913-14: Kuqa, Maralbashi). It is evident that original reason
to finance this expensive expeditions was not altruistic interest about unknown
languages, but power ambitions of European superpowers to control over the
Central Asia. From the time of Napoleon’s hauling to Egypt (1798-99) the Eu-
ropean strategists knew the importance of presence of experts in the areas. So
it shouldn’t surprise that most of the above mentioned names belongs to the top
orientalists in the world in that time. In the first decade of the 20th century most
of the expeditions establishing inventaria of the Tocharian manuscripts in mu-
seums in Sankt-Peterburg, Berlin, London and Paris were realized. In the same
time a fundamental progress in understanding texts, grammatical structure and
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genetical relations of language succeeded. In 1908 the Berlin indologists E.
Sieg and W. Siegling published a short article about this language, identifying
it with “Tocharian” (to this time the working name was “Indo-Scythian) and
determining its two different, although closely related dialects: in traditional
terminology Tocharian A and B or Eastern and Western Tocharian. Important
was a clear proof of their Indo-European identity and so establishment of the
additional and independent branch of Indo-European languages. Their disco-
very that this eastern IE language resembles western IE languages with some
of its features, particularly Italic or Celtic, e.g. the preservation of the velar
nature of the hypothetical IE palatal velars *k, *g, *g", which are changed in
Baltic, provoked an immense surprise. Slavic and Indo-Iranian to sibilants and
affricates (Toch. A kdnt, B kante next Greek hekaton, Lat. centum (still in the
time of Caesar it was pronounced with /k/, even his name), Celtiberian kantom,
Old Irish cét, Welsh kant, Goth. pl. hunda. Another obvious common feature
is so called “r-” mediopassive. Similar characteristics were identified in Hittite
only some years later. To this time we consider them more likely as peripheral
archaisms, hence no isoglosses confirming closer genetical relations.

2. Today the term Tocharian covers two closely related languages from present-
day HriE4E /R HiG X Xinjiang Uyghur Autonomous Area (formerly known
as Chinese or Eastern Turkestan). They constitute an independent branch of
Indo-European languages and in these languages an abundant translational
buddhist literature was written. Appendix 1 demonstrates close relations and
differencies of both languages. Some researchers (T. Burrow, D. Q. Adams)
see the traces of another member of Tocharian languages, hypothetical sou-
thern Tocharian “C*, in loanwords in the Middle Indic language of the oasis-
state Kroraina (Chin. #>% Loulan) in southeastern Tarim Basin. The language
called Prakrit niya or, according to the script, Kharosthi-prakrit was used to
the administrative purposes of the state depending on caravan trade in the 3rd
century A.D. The loanwords reminding Tocharian (see Burrow 1935) cannot
be ranked either to language A or to B. So the hypothesis of the third Tocharian
idiom seems quite promising. Let us quote some examples:

“C” kilma “district” = A kdlyme “direction” (Burrow 1935: 674-675; Mallory
& Mair 2000: 278)

“C” meta = B mit ~ mit “honey” < *med"u-. Researchers generally conclude
that Chinese % mi “honey” < Old Chinese *mjit (so first Polivanov 1916; cf.
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Lubotsky 1998: 379) is also of Tocharian origin. There is interesting Old Tur-
kic mir, its final -r can indicate the Chinese mediation (Clauson; see Lin 1998:
478).

“C” ogana ‘“‘some agricultural product” = B oko “fruit” (Burrow 1935: 673;
Mallory & Mair 2000: 278).

“C” pake, pl. pakeyu “package” = B pake, A pak “part, share” (Burrow 1935:
671-672).

“C” kitsaits “elder” = B ktsaitstse “old (of age)”, A ktsets “ended, perfect®
(Burrow 1935: 673).

“C” tipara “high® = A tpar “high”, B tapre “high; fat” < *d"ub'ro- “deep”; the
original meaning still preserves the diminutive B tparske “shallow” (Lin 1998:
480-481; Adams 1999: 280).

There are also many personal names, which can be interpreted as Tocharian
(Burrow 1935: 675):

Campe - cf. AB camp- “be able (t0)”, A tampe “power, ability”.

Laroae - cf. B lare “dear, beloved”.

Mogaca - cf. A mokats “strong”.

Posarsa - cf. B po “all” & AB kdrs-/sdrs- “know”, something as “all-knower”.
Similar compound appears in A puk knanmam, also in B poysi (po & aik-
“know”), as a calque from Sanskrit compound Sarvajiia denoting Buddha
(Adams 1999: 403).

3. Most of the Tocharian manuscripts have been dated from 6th to the end of
8th century. The recent results of detailed paleographical studies (Malzahn
2007: 277) and the radio-carbon tests (Adams 2006) shift the oldest B manu-
scripts even before AD 400, while the youngest manuscript designated as B-
296 is dated between AD 1178 and 1255. The known A texts originate from
the period c. AD 700 to c. AD 1000 (Adams 2006: 382-383). Until now the
manuscripts were found only in the Chinese autonomous region Xinjiang — in
a town-oasis at the northern rim of the Tarim Basin (Chin. ¥ 5. Talimu
Pendi) with the desert Taklamakan (Chin. ¥ w3+ Takelamagan). Today
more than 500 texts, fragments or graffiti in the language A are studied, and
more than 3200 in the language B. The real number of all documents with
Tocharian inscriptions and writings is about 7600 and almost all will be digita-
lised in years to come. The A documents were found only in the east, while the
B texts come from the west and from most of the places of the A text’s origin.
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The alphabetical order of places, where Tocharian manuscripts were found,
follows. Except of usual names, variants, alternatives and actual Chinese local
names are added. Only locations of founds of A texts are especially marked.

Biziqliq = Bezeklik = Beziklik, Chin. {[1#7¢ . 7% Bozikelike (A).

Chami, Chin. 5% Hami, also Qumul, Kumul, Komul — oasis, where 293
sheets of manuscripts and fragments of Old Uyghur version of the Maitr€ia-
samitinataka-texts were found; according to this text was reconstructed the
same text in Tocharian, discovered in Yanqi 1974.

Duldur Aqur — near of Kuca.

Dunhuang (exactly Chin. %<5 Mogao caves in Gansu province).

Endere (southern edge of the Tarim Basin).

Jigdalik.

Kuca/Kuqga = Chin. 4= Kuche, early also 2% Qiuci.

Loulan #>% (East of the Tarim Basin near Lobnur).

Maralbasi = Maralwexi, Chin. t4& Bachu.

Ming-6i Qizil = Qizilchoga, Chin. 7 #U/RHfith Kezierqueqia.

Mirédn, Chin. >k *% Milan (South-East of the Tarim Basin).

Murtuq (A).

Qara-choco, Karakhoja, Chin. 4715 Halahezhuo and also /5 & Gaochang.
Qarasahr = Qarasihér = KaraSahr, early Agni; this name obviously appears in
today’s Chinese name £ Yangqi; in 1974 there were found 44 sheets of frag-
ments of Maitr€iasamitinataka A text here (A).

Qizilgaga = Kizilgaha, Chin. 7 #U/R72K Kezi’ergaha.

Qoco = Kocho; also Idiqut (Sahir), Chin. i & Gaochang (A).

Qumtura = Kumtura, Chin. A+ 47 Kumutula.

Qumul/Komul — see Chami.

Sayram = (Kizil-)Sairam.

Sangim = Singim, Chin. }£4: 1 Shengjinkou (A).

Simsim, Chin. Fx A ZE 4k

Subasi = Subesi, Chin. 75 .1} Subashi.

Soréuq — a temple near of Qarasahr + area of Sik¢&in (A).

Tajik.

Tonguzbash.

Tumsuq, Chin EAR/K 5 Tumuxiuke.

Turfan = Turpan, Chin. :&% Tulufan (A).

Tuyuq = Toyuk = Toyok = Toek Mazar, Chin. 11474 Tuyugou (A).

Yanqi — see Qarasahr (A).

Yarkhoto = Chin. %277 Jiaohe near Turfan.
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We should also mention the city of KaSghar (= Qé$qar, Chin. %4} Kashi)
where many texts were purchased from merchants, and the city of Khotan =
Chotan, Chin. F1[H Hetian, place of abundant founds of Khotan-Saka buddhist
texts.

The A texts come from Turfan, QaraSahr and surroundings. They have religious
character, all are buddhist, some of them continue in Indian dramas of jataka
and avadana. In many cases we have Turkic names of donators of these texts.
The B manuscripts have a gaier content. Most texts are also buddhist, but some
have a medical content. There are also magical and astronomical works and
completely secular records: commercial correspondences, caravan passes and
economical records of temples. The German researcher Werner Winter (1984
16) differentiates three local dialects of Tocharian B: western from the area of
Kuqa (especially around Qizil), central from Soréuq near Qaragahr; eastern from
Turfan, as well as from the area of Qizil in the far west. Orientalists Lévi and
Liders very struggled for dating of the texts. Some date from the beginning of
7th century A.D. Winter (1984: 17) discovered another chronological informa-
tion. The Chinese pilgrim Xuanzang visited Kuqga in 630 and noted presence of
monks from the kingdom of Agni. They lived in southeastern part of the town.
In 648 Kuga was destroyed by Chinese armies and their allied Turkic tribe
Tolos. Subsequently the spiritual centre of Tocharians B moved to Qarasahr,
where — near Soréuq — the temple Yurpdska was cited in many texts. This is also
an explanation of the fact that the language of these texts attained more and
more character of Soréuq’s dialect, although texts come from another places.

4. Although Central Asia is far from Mediterranean, antique authors recorded
surprisingly abundant information about Middle-Asian populations. We can
compare some testimonies: first from Pompeius Trogus (1st century B.C. - 1st
century A.D.) in abstract of Epitome historiarum Philipicarum from Marcus
I. Tustinus (3rd century A.D.), second from Strabo (the same time as Trogus),
and third from Ptolemaeus from the mid of the 2nd century A.D. (italics have
to reflect — if possible — exact forms of the given ethnonyms, including Greek
plurals):

Pompeius Trogus > Marcus lustinus [XLII, 2]

“On this place Artabanus, his uncle (i.e. Phraata), became a king. Scy-
thians, satisfied by their victory and devastation of Parthia, returned to
the homeland. But Artabanus fighting with Tocharians [ 7ochariis],
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was wounded on arm and after this immediately died. He was substi-
tuted by his son Mithridates, whose deeds brought to him epitheton The
Great”

Nation known as Tocharii permeated to the west of Pamir about 124 or 123
B.C., where they fighted with Parthian king Artabanus.

Strabo [XI, 8.2]

“From the area of Caspian sea, the most (tribes) of the Scyths names
Daai [Adaa]. Races living to the east name Massagetai and Sakai, an-
other are called with common name Skythai, but every nation uses its
own name. They all are especially nomads. Particularly famous are this
nomads, which took up Bactria from hands of Greeks, that is to say
Asioi, Pasianoi, Tokharoi [ Toyopot] and Sakarauloi, they moved from
area of opposite bank of laxartes along the territory of Sakkas and Sog-
dians, in the hands of Sakkas. From the Daai one part is called Aparnoi,
another Xanthianoi, the third Pissouroi. The Aparnoi live in the nearest
to Hyrcania and it’s bordering see, another nations extend to the area
opposite to Aria.”

Ptolemaios [VI, 11.6]

“The northern parts of Bactria, edging the river Oxos, inhabit Salatarai
and Zariaspai, to the south from Salatarai (below from Salatarai) live
Khomaroi, southly Komoi, then Akinakai and Tambyzoi, but below
Zariaspai the strong nation Tokharoi, below them Marukaioi/Marikaioi,
then Skordai and Varnoi, and still below from them Auadioi/Sabadioi,
then Orsitoi/Orsipoi and Amarispoi.”

Ptolemaios [VI, 12.4]

“The territories edging mountain Oxeia inhabit Pasikai, areas edging
northern part of the river laxartes inhabit lateioi a Takhoroi. Below
from them live Autaloi/Augaloi, then along the Sogdian mountains
Oxydrangkai and Drybaktai and Kandaroi. Under mountains live
Mardyénoi and along the Oxus Oxeianoi and Khérasmioi.”

Ptolemaios [VI, 16.6-8]

“The towns noted be suited in Sériké (= China), are this: Damna, Pi-ada,
Asmiraia, Throana. Issédon Sérikeé: Aspakara, Drosakhé, Paliana, Thoga-
ra, Abragana, Daxata, Orosana, Ottotokara, Solana, Séra Métropolis.”
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5. According to contemporary Chinese sources, inhabitants of areas where
Tocharians lived from 6th to 8th century are depicted as farmers and bree-
ders of livestock and horses largely living in towns. The men and women have
their hair long to shoulders or even shorter. In frescoes in abandoned buddhist
temples we can see typical Mongoloids, “Iranian” and people of Caucasoid
physiognomy with straight narrow noses and blue eyes as well (Winter 1984:
13). The most detailed Chinese reports about the Tocharians can be found in
information from buddhist scholar Xuanzang (600/602-664). He mentioned
them in A.D. 630 (during his travel to the Central Asia and India. We can cite
his description of Agni and Kuca — areas of the Tocharians A and B [2002:
21-25; after Josef Kolmas]: “The region of Agni have more than 600 1i [1 i =
576 m] from the east to the west and above 400 li from the south to the north.
The capital city have circuit 6 or 7 li and is surrounded by mountains from all
four directions. There are dangerous paths in that place, but it’s easy to defend
them. Many flows are united in one stream, by it fields are irrigated. Land is
suitable for growing of millet, winter wheat, dates, grapes, pears, plums and
other fruits. Climate is mild and convenient. Customs and habits of people
are simple and modest. Their script has Indian origin and only some minute
changes and supplements. Clothes are made from cotton or wool. People cut
their hairs and wear any caps. They use gold, silver and small copper coins in
a trade. The ruler was born just in this land. He is courageous man. Although
he gives not too much time to military affairs, he very like boasting by his war
expeditions. The land has no stable legal rules, the laws are cruel and have
no order. When one walks above 200 li further to the southwest and crosses
one small mountains and two large rivers, arrives to the west to the flat val-
ley. When one continues further 700 1i and more, arrives to Kuqa. The land of
Kuga have more than 1000 1i from the east to the west and more than 600 li
from the south tot the north. The circuit of the capital city is about 17 or 18 li.
Land is suitable for growing of millet and wheat, people grow rice keng-tao as
well. The land also give grapes, pomegranate and many sorts of pears, plums,
peaches and apricots. The land produces gold, copper, iron, lead and tin. Cli-
mate is mild and customs of peoples are simple. The script has Indian origin
and many modifications. The local peoples dominate between all countrymen
in the play on woodwind and strings. Their clothes are made from fine brocade
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or rough wool. They cut their hairs and wear turbans on their heads. They use
money from gold and silver and small copper coins in a trade. The ruler was
born in the local family Bai. His natural talent isn’t large and he is controlled
by influential ministers. If a baby is born, they usually compress its head be-
tween the tablets to make it flat.”

6. A very complex question remains the name of Tocharians — from themselves
and as well as from their neighbours. Adams (2000) tried to put an order to a
little bit chaotic mixture of views. He is our most important guide here. We
can start by the term Agni, which refers to the Tocharians using the A lan-
guage. The Central Asian Sanskrit texts use the term and derivatives Agnidesa
& Agnivisaya “the land of Agni” to denote the city and its surroundings. The
Uyghurs called it QaraSahr and in Chinese the name Yangqi is used. The people
in the neighbouring oasis-state TumSuq spoke one of the Saka-dialects. The
land was named Agri(y)e xsera “the land of Agni” in this language. Another
testimony is brought by Chinese pilgrim Xuanzang (he visited the area in
the 7th century A.D.). In his records we read name A-g ji-nji (in Karlgren’s
reconstruction of Middle-Chinese, c¢. A.D. 800), or ?a-gji-nri (Pulleyblank’s
reconstruction to c. A.D. 600). The same toponym appears in one of the old-
est Tocharian B manuscripts found in Kuga in 1907, published in 1913. In
the manuscript the fifth year of reign of king Suvarnapuspa is mentioned. We
know that he died in 624, when his son Suvarnadeva succeeded in the reign.
He governed until 646 and in this year he was replaced by his younger brother
Haripuspa. We don’t know how long was Suvarnapuspa reigned, but he was
successful ruler, so it could be, that the time of his reign was the same as by his
son. Manuscript is then related to events from the beginning of the 7th century,
i.e. this time precede the time of origin of the oldest dated graffiti and caravan
passes (641-656) at least about one generation. In the manuscript we read the
fourth line: Akerie ypoy*-moko Naiiiste “Nanista, the older of the land Akene”.
The form akerie is probably adjective (we would expect *akerisie), which can
be derived from ake “end” = A ak. So it may be the land “at the end/ at the
edge”. This semantical motivation isn’t unusual. We know many similarly
motivated toponyms: for example Slavic Ukrajina, Krajina, the Old English
kingdom Mierce, Italian Le Marche, German Mark about Brandenburg, and
other. The name of today’s Chinese town ¥;%& Yangi (= Uyghur QaraSahr)
was pronounced idng ji (Karlgren) or Piangji / Piangji (Pulleyblank) in the
time of Tang’s dynasty. In addition final -n can reflect older -7 in adaptation of
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originally non-Chinese words. Today’s Iranian sources confirm the old -»-. The
Khotan-Saka toponym Argina- appears in the list of places on the Silk-Road.
Sogdian ‘rkcéyk (from the work Nafnamak) follows after toponyms: Kasghar,
Khotan and Kuga. A possible continuation is just today’s Yanqi/Qarasahr. Cor-
responding is also Middle Persian rkcyk xwt’ = *arkcik ywataw “the lord of
[the city] Ark™ according to the text Mahrnamag. Adams (2000: 9) links these
toponyms to modern Persian arg/ark “small stronghold”, Pahlavi 7rkpaty “the
lord of citadel”. Related could be Latin arx “stronghold, citadel, castle”.

The A language is sometimes called Arsi. Really, the compounds arsi-
kéntu “the arsi language” and arsi-ype “the land of arsi” indicate it could be
an ethnonym. But there is no evidence of its relation to the A Tocharians.
The word appears only in translations from Buddhist Hybrid Sanskrit, so
more probable is that it is a mechanical equivalent of the standard Sanskrit
compounds aryabhdsa “language of the Aryas”, i.e. “Sanskrit and aryadesa
“land of the Aryas” (also land of those who keep laws of the Aryas). Another
Tocharian A text specifies further meaning of the word arsi, i.e. “buddhist
monk” (= who keeps the law of the Aryas or brought the buddhist doctrine to
the areas of Tocharians). Distraction of the meaning of the word has analogy in
Khotan Saka ast. This word denoted both: the Aryas and monks. This is not a
new conclusion, its authors are British iranists Henning & Bailey (30th years
of the 20th century). But identification arsi = Tocharian A is still repeated and
is evident that it cannot be a palatalized form derived from root *ark-, which
obviously denoted a metropolis of the Tocharians A.

The West Tocharian metropolis is denoted Kuc¢a in Uyghur now, in the
9th century its Old Uyghur name was Kiisdn. This obviously reflects Toch.
B adjective kusinirie, which we know from titels written in caravan passes:
kusinifie orotstse walo “the great Kuchean king/ the great king of Kucha”. The
correspondable noun is *kusi, as it is confirmed by parallels in other languages:
Khot. Akusi, Sogd. ’kweyk ~ "kweyq, Skt. Kuci, Chin. 2% Qiuci < Middle Chi-
nese Kuw-dza (Pulleyblank). The Sanskrit and Sogdian names can be traced
already in the first century A.D. Together with Chinese forms they indicate
original affricate. According to this we can point out that the change *-¢- > -s-
operated in the first centuries A.D. Adams (2000: 20) still discusses the attrac-
tive hypothesis on identification of Tocharians and northwestern barbarians,
called in Chinese records H 32 Yuezhi. In 126 B.C. returned Zhang Qian — the
ambassador of the Han dynasty — from his travel to the land Daxia, i.e. Bactria
to inform the Emperor Wu. In the 123rd chapter of the chronicle Shiji we can
read his notes: “The nation of Yuezhi originally lived in the area between the
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Qilian mountains (= Tianshan) and the city of #(& Dunhuang, but after their
total defeating by the Xiongnu tribes (= Huns), they moved far to the west be-
hind ‘K% Dawan/Dayuan (= Ferghana), where invaded and dominated people
of the land XX Daxia (= Bactria) and founded settlement of their king on the
northern bank of river Kui” (Lin 1998: 476). Chinese sources also mention that
part of the defeated, so called /N H 3 Xiao Yuezhi “the Lesser Yuezhi”, didn’t
go to the west but settled in mountains to the northwest from Gansu (Adams
2000: 10). In 108 B.C. the king of the Lesser Yuezhi subordinated to China.
In sources as Shiji or Hanshu he was called Ruoju [= pinyin; i.e. Jo-chii in
Wade-Giles] King. Pulleyblank (1966: 19) suppose that in fact his name is a
title in Middle Chinese form nydk-tsio and in time of Han dynasty *nyak-tsia.
He identified it as the Tocharian adjective A 7idkci, B fidkc(i)ye “divine, hea-
venly”, formed from A 7ikdt, B fiakte “god”. So the ruler of the Xiao Yuezhi
was titled “the Divine King” or “the Heavenly/ Celestial King”. The similar
title Bayo pao “god-king” appears in an inscription of the most prominent
Bactrian king Kanishka. Interesting is that the kings of ®J4{ Xiongnu tribes
probably accepted these titles of Tocharians. In the time of Han dynasty their
names were accompanied by the epithet ruodi [= jo-ti after Giles] < *nyak-tei
(Pulleyblank 1966: 19-20).

Pulleyblank’s Middle Chinese reconstruction of the ethnonym Yuezhi
1S *puat-tcia, in other variants: yuzhi < *puatcia, niuzhi < *yuwtcia. The
Chinese annalists knew these tribes from the end of the 2nd millenium B.C.
According to the book I Zhou shu they firstly appeared in semimythical list
of tribes bringing the tributs to the court of Zhou dynasty. Fully realistic is
already information from the book Guanzi which contents documents from the
5th to the 1st century B.C. According to the book the western nation Yuezhi
used jade with only one possible origin from surroundings of Khotan (Pul-
leyblank 1966: 19). Adams supposes the starting point *gutyiyr. This recon-
struction perfectly corresponds with the external Indo-European etymology
of this ethnonym (Witzcak 1993), based on the etymological analysis of the
name of East Germanic Goths: Goth. Gutpiuda < *Guti-peudo “the nation of
Goths”; Gr. I'Bwveg, Lat. Gutones, Old Engl. Gotan < *gut-an-, cf. Old Nord.
gotnar “men”, between Old Eng. Géatas, Old Nord. Gautar < pl. *gautoz, cf.
Old Nord. gautar “men”, from this sg. *gautaz. Otrgbski (1950, 79-98) was
the first who published this analysis, later developed by Hamp (1991, 85-86).
Otrebski added comparison with Nor. gutt & gut “boy”, cf. also Danish gud
and Swedish gutt. Hamp projected these forms to the later IE forms: collect.
*ghyd-i- : singulative *g"ud-on- : *g"oud-o-. The ethnonym, if motivated by the
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original meaning “young man, boy”, is not isolated in the IE context. Compare
the name Cech, which in fact is the apellative “boy” preserved in two archaic
peripheral dialects: Kashubian and Slovenian (Blazek & Klain 2002). There is
still another alternative etymology deriving the name of the capital of the wes-
tern Tocharians K ci from the pl. *kwiteyes “the whites, the luminous”. This
etymology is supported by the Chinese denotation of the reign dynasty in Kuqa
called Bo = “white / luminous”. But there are some arguments against this hy-
pothesis: (i) genitive of Kuciri proofs that K ci is singular; (ii) the reign dynasty
in Kuga used its own designation — in Sanskrit sources suvarna- “gold”; the
corresponding Tocharian B term was Ysasse.

The most complex situation seems to be in the case of the ethnonym
Tochar. The Chinese designation of Ferghana Dayuan was probably pronunci-
ated as *7axwar in the last centuries B.C. (Henning 1938; Pulleyblank 1962:
90, 224; 1966: 22). Strabo (referring to Apollodoros) and in the 2th century
Ptolemaeus [ VI, 11.6] localized the tribe 79yapor to Bactria (now Afghanistan)
in the 1st century A.D. But Ptolemaeus still knew 7¢yopor from northern Sog-
diana [VI, 12.4] and the town @oyapc, now in Gansu province [VI, 16.8] =
Tagorae which mentioned Plinius. Greek -o- reflects *-u- in loanwords from
the Middle East. This is confirmed by Sanskrit ethnonyms Tukhara-, Tukhara-,
Tussara-, Tusara- and others. Kumarajiva, member of Kuchean royal family
and famous translator of buddhist texts to Chinese gives the definite equality
between Tukhdara- and Yuezhi. He explained Sanskrit ethnonym by Chinese
term Xiao Yuezhi, 1.e. “the Small Yuezhi” at the beginning of 5th century A.D.
(Adams 2000: 10, footnote 19). The Sanskrit -kA- can function as transcription
of Middle Iranian -g- /y/, as Skt. vakhu from Bactrian bago “god” proofs. Sog-
dian texts (economical records in the book Nafnamak — about 800 A.D.) give
two variants: tyw r’k and #yw’r’k. This forms may be vocalized as *taywarak
(or *taxwarak; from this possibly derived Khot. #tahvara) and *atywarak (or
*atxwarak). Both variants could be derived from original proto-form *tuyarak
or *tuxarak. Curious evidence of the second form could be the Ossetic foxar
“warlord” (if tox “war” is reversely derived form). We can demonstrate ana-
logical functional drift from ethnonym to appelative in Slavic word *vitedze
“victor, hero, warrior”, which could be an adaptation of Old Nor. vikingr “sea
robber, pirate, viking”, later commonly ‘“Norman” (detailed discussion to the
problem: see Vykypél 2004, 120-29). We have also two transcriptions from
Chinese: dou-gia-luo < *tou-k ‘ia-ld (Karlgren) = *tow-k"#a-la (Pulleyblank)
a tu-huo-lo <*t‘uo-xud-la (Karlgren) = *#o’-xwa’-la (Pulleyblank). Some
modern Chinese toponyms document notable traces of historical presence
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of the Tocharians in the Tarim Basin: central village #Ei1$ Tuohula to the
west from Khotan (Li Yinbing 2006: 15), village ¥&°F-47 Tuohula north from
Agsu = Chin. fi] 55 75 Akesu. The same origin has most probably the name of
the village i Tuhulu in area of ancient Tocharian settlement near f
Yiwu. We can still mention Tibetan term 7hogar used for northeastern Tibet
(Adams 2000: 10, note 19). Probably both Chinese variants and the Tibetan
word have origin in Sogdian term without prothetic vocal. Adams (2000:
16-17) reconstructs original word as *fugra- which gives common Tocha-
rian *tukdre-; this may be inherited word or loan, most probably from Iranian.
Presented existence of loadable (“epenthetic”) vowel before -7- is just typi-
cal for Tocharian languages and it is at least indirect evidence that historical
Tocharians (also?) used this ethnonym. In 1907 the orientalist F. W. K. Miiller
from Berlin identified ethnical name 7Wr'R in Old Uyghur colofon of the Toch.
A drama Maitréiasamitinataka. He vocalized it as Toyri and Sieg and Siegling
(1908) identified it with the ethnonym 7oyapor, which Strabo and Ptolemaeus
located to Bactria, i.e. Afghanistan today. In Old-Uyghur version of drama
Maitrisimit Aryacandra (Old Uyghur Aryadintri) is mentioned as translator
of the work from Sanskrit to foyri tili. Miiller deciphered his origin as the
land of Nakardesa (Nkrydys). That is near the modern Jalalabad, south from
Kabul. But in 1949 British iranist Henning clearly demonstrated that this topo-
nym must be read as “knydys and this can be vocalised only as Agnidesa, ie.
area of the Tocharians A. It makes sense: Aryacandra translated drama from
Sanskrit original into his mother tongue Tocharian A, then the Tocharian A
text was translated in Old Uyghur. There are also other arguments, unknown
to Miiller, for identification of Tocharians A and ethnonym 7WrI'R. There was
found a trilingual Sogdian-Uyghur-Chinese inscription honoring deeds of the
Uyghur ruler, in the Uyghur kingdom capital of Qara Balgasun. It contains
information about total defeating of Tibetan army and nation of the four TWI'RY
(Sogd. ctf'r twyr'k). This is related to the war 791-792. Similar terms are also
in Manicheian documents in two forms: Middle Persian (ch’r twytyst[n])
and Old Uyghur (twyrt twyr). The Sogdian book Mahrnamag (written about
800) informs us about members of Manicheian church. There are five small
city-states among them in north of the Tarim Basin. Four of them were in
areas where Tocharian language was probably spoken. There are contemporary
places Qoco (Turpan), Kuqga (with Kasghar and Aqgsu), Qarasahr (Yanqi), UC.

7. Historical notes of antique and Chinese authors document presence of the
Tocharians in the Central Asia in the last centuries B.C. Analysis of early To-
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charian loanwords in Chinese “chariot” and its parts) moves datation of the
first contact to 1200 B.C. The famous mummies with typical Caucasoid fea-
tures were discovered in the Tarim Basin and can be 4000 years old (Mallory
& Mair 2000). If we accept the most probable hypothesis that they represent
the ancestors of the Tocharians (also confirmed by analysis of DNA — cf. Fran-
calacci 1998: 537-547), their migration from the west must have happened
before horizon 2000 B.C. Researchers formulated two alternative hypothesis
reconstructing routes of their migration from supossed Indo-European original
homeland to Central Asia. Let us compare arguments of both: the northern and
the southern hypothesis. The promoters of the northern hypothesis find the
strongest arguments in the presence of some primarily Indo-European cultural
words in Fenno-Ugric and Samoyedic languages which cannot be explained
as Iranian loanwords. We gather from the work of A. Joki (1973) who was
the first who tried to explain some Indo-European words in Fenno-Ugric as
loanwords from Tocharian. J. Janhunen (1983) made the same conclusion in
the case of some Samoyedic etymons. The number of potential Tocharian loan-
words in Uralic languages was extended to 18 by V. Napol'skikh (2001). The
following mini-list contains 5 etymons and presents a choice only of the most
convincing etymologies.

(1) FU *mete “honey” < OToch. *m’3to < IE *med"u (Ringe 1996: 108):
B mit “honey”, “C” meta (Joki 1973: 283-284; Napol'skikh 2001: 372).
Iranian *madu “wine” and Indo-Aryan *mad'u “sweet drink, sweetness,
milk, soma, honey” differ in meaning. The original meaning was probably
“mead”. IE *e changes regularly to *a in Indo-Iranian. This is conserved
in old loans in Fenno-Ugric languages, cf. Fin. vasa “calf”, Lap. (Inari)
vyesi “calf of reindeer”, Mord. MokSa vaza “calf” < FM *vasa < Indo-
Iranian. *vatsa-: Olnd. vatsa- “calf”, Ossetic wds, Yaghnobi wdsa id., all
from IE *wetso- “yearling” : *wet-es- “year” (Joki 1973: 338).

(2) FP *sole (Fin. suola) /*sale (Mord. sal, Mari Sancal, Udm. s3lal, Komi
sol/sul) “salt” < *sale (corresponding Balto-Fin. *6 : Mord. a reflects old
*a in stems of words ending by *-e; see [1lic-Svity¢ 1971: XXV) <OToch.
*saliye(n) (cf. Hilmarsson 1986: 231) : A sale, pl. saleydintu, B salyiye,
acc. salyi “salt” (Joki 1973: 316; Napol'skikh 2002: 373-374). In Indo-
Iranian languages we know only one cognate in semantically and word-
formation distant Olnd. salilam “see, flood*. The adj. salild-/sarira- still
could mean “salty”.
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(3) North Samoyedic *meniijs “full moon” < OToch. *m’efia- “moon” <
*menes- (Ringe 1996: 108-109): A maii, B merie (Napol'skikh 2001: 371).
Indo-Aryan *mas-, Iranian *mah- “moon” cannot be a source.

(4) Samoyedic *sejpts “seven” < OToch. *sapt3 id. (Ringe 1996: 67) <
*septm (Janhunen 1983: 119; Napolskikh 2001: 373). Indo-Iranian &
Indo-Aryan *sapta and especially Iranian *hapta “seven” are more re-
mote.

(5) Samoyedic *wesd “iron; money” < OToch. *w*dsa “gold” (Adams
1999: 487): A wds, B yasa < *H wes- (Joki 1973: 339-340; Napol'skikh
2001: 374). Similar etymon is reconstructible in Fenno-Ugric languages:
BF. *vaski “copper, bronze, brass” | Lap. *v&ske “copper” | Mord. Erzya
viskd “metal wire” | Mari vaz “or” | Permian *wes “metal gem”; also cf.
Udm. azves, Komi ezis “silver”, Udm. uzves “tin, lead”, Komi ozis “tin” |
Mansi atwes “lead” | Khanty way “metal, iron; money” | Hung. vas “iron”
< FU. *waske ~ *wdske (Joki 1973: 339-340). The Fenno-Ugric forms
with the velar extension can reflect Old Tocharian compound *w’esa-
yvaku- “gold colours” > A wsa-yok, B ysa-yok very well explains seman-
tical allowance and development in some lines: “gold coloured metal”
— “copper/bronze/brass” — “iron”; — “jewel”; — “money”. It is also
evident that the adaptation of the Tocharian lexeme into Finno-Ugrian
and Samoyedic languages was independent and so probably occurred in
different times. In the Indo-Iranian languages the IE root *H wes- in the
meaning “iron” doesn’t occur.

A hypothetical contact between Tocharian and Fenno-Ugric laguages should
occur before the disintegration of the Fenno-Ugric protolanguage, traditio-
nally dated to the end of 3rd millenium B.C. (Hajda 1985: 173). The dating
is confirmed by the glottochronological test applied to Uralian languages by
the team of Sergei Starostin, the author of the recalibrated method (Santa Fé
2003). According to his conclusion, the interval between dissolution of the
Uralic proto-language and dissolution of Fenno-Ugric was c. from 35th to 22th
centuries B.C. (see the next genetic schema):
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In application of the same recalibrated test on Indo-European languages, the
separation of the Tocharian languages from the remaining mainstream can be
dated to 3800 B.C. There is no reason to suppose a direct contact between
peoples speaking Tocharian and Uralic protolanguages. Hence the ancestors
of Tocharians needed at least 4 and at most 16 centuries to reach neighbou-
ring areas of independent, but still undifferentiated Finno-Ugrian. An original
homeland of the Fenno-Ugrians has been located in the area between the mid-
dle stream of the Volga and the central part of Ural. The contact between the
early Tocharians and Fenno-Ugrians should happen in the southern part of the
forest-steppes area where only forest hunters and fishermen (= Fenno-Ugrians)
and breeders of horses and cattle (= ancestors of Tocharians) could be met. The
hypothetical Tocharian stock in Samoyedic lexicon was realized undoubtedly
later, when ancestors of the Tocharians moved to the east. But this occurred
certainly before the 8th century BC, when the Samoyedic protolanguage dis-
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solved. Some of the mummies come from 2000 B.C. If their Tocharian identity
is true, we can confirm the contact between the Tocharians and Samoyedic
people in the 3rd millenium B.C. Again, it may have most probably occurred
in the forest-steppes area in the southern part of Siberia. Even if a direct iden-
tification of archeological culture with specific ethnic is always problematic,
there is a broad consensus about important role of ancestors of the Tocharians
in archeological complex of Afanasievo culture from 3500 to 2500 B.C. This
culture is localized between the upper flow of the rivers Ob and Angara, to
the north from the Altai with the centre around the area of Minussin valley by
northern Yenisei. This culture is characterised by knowledge of copper and
bronze, there are interesting and evident cultural parallels with such North
Pontic cultures as the Srednij Stog (4500-3500 B.C.), see Mallory, EIEC 4-5,
Mallory & Mair 2000: 294-97. We can add that the Afanasievo culture was
followed by the culture of Okunievo in the 2nd millenium B.C. and that the
bearers of this culture probably were early Samoyeds (Vadeckaja 1990: 73).
Geographically the territory of both cultures significantly coincides with the
original homeland of the Samoyeds, determined by the method of linguistic
archaeology into the quadrangle Narym-Tomsk-Jenisejsk-Krasnojarsk by E.
Xelimskij (1988: 13-14).

The hypothesis of the southern trajectory of ancestors of the Tocha-
rians was firstly formulated by the British iranist P. Henning in 1962 (published
first in 1978). His concept was further developed by the Georgian and Russian
authors T. Gamkrelidze & V. Ivanov (1989) and Polish K. Witczak (1993). The
advocates of the southern route see the main argument in a similarity of the
proper names Guti and Tukris, attested already in the 3rd and especially from
the 2nd millenium B.C. in the Western Iran, with the name of the capital of the
Western Tocharians Kuca, and the ethnonym Tochar respectively (see above).
This concept is certainly seductive, but it spares the linguistic proof of mutual
loanwords between Tocharian and one of the ancient Near-Eastern languages.
It may be especially Sumerian, Akkadian and Elamite, with which the Proto-
Tocharians must be contacted. The only exception is the contribution of K.
Witczak. He collected 10 lexical parallels, which should document a mutual
contact of ancestors of the Tocharians as well as of the Hurrians and the Urar-
teians. This is a key argument for the Near Eastern migration, so we will cite
this comparisons with short commentaries:

(1) Hurr. ag-, Ur. agu- “lead, bring” || Toch. AB ak- “lead”. Hurr.-Ur.
*ag- has the closest cognates in Nakh languages, concretely in Chech. -



130

ig-a, Bats -ik “lead, manage”; other parallels in Dagestanian languages as
Archi aka-s “manage”, Dargi -irk-/-urk- lead to pDagestan *VrkV (Dia-
konoff & Starostin 1986: 57).

(2) Hurr. mann-, Ur. man- “to be, exist” || Toch. AB mdsk- “to be, be-
come, be situated” < *mn-sk- (Adams 1999: 458). Hurr.-Ur. verb could
be without problems derived from Dagest. * i-ma(n) “stay” (Diakonoff &
Starostin 1986: 21).

(3) Hurr. & Ur. pal- “know, express, say” || Toch. AB pdlsk- “think, con-
sider” (not “know”). Toch. word is probably the sk-derivative from the
verb pdlk- “see, look” (Adams 1999: 377, 380-381).

(4) Hurr. wali “worm” || Toch. A wal, B yel id. The Hurrian word, in
modern transcription gali, has the closest cognates in Nakh languages:
Chechen bé-halla, Ingush bSehal “snake”; also Tsez bekol, Bezhit bekela,
Avar borox “snake”, Tindal bek ‘a “snake, worm” (Diakonoff & Starostin
1986: 50).

(5) Ur. gunuse “battle” || Toch. A k jias “struggle, conflict” (no kunas “bat-
tle*). The Toch. word reflects the protoform *g"'n-yont-én derived from
the root *g""en- “fight, struggle” (Hilmarsson 1996: 192). Ur. -Se repre-
sents a productive suffix of abstracts (Wilhelm 2004b: 125).

(6) Ur. suse “sheep” || Toch. A sos id. It is not possible to separate sos
from A sayu, B saiyye < *saw-ye-(Adams 1999: 634); W. Winter (1999:
251-254) appointed the meaning “small domestic animals”. For A *Sos
Winter expected the assimilation from *sos, this may be the acc. pl. with
analogical development as the acc. pl. kos “cows” < *g"owns. Toch. A sos
and sayu, B saiyye are undoubtedly derived from the verb attested in B
saw-/say-, A so- “live”; due to semantics cf. Welsh biw “Hornvieh” : Lat.
vivus. Also B santa “sheep” derivable from *sSawenta (Adams 1999: 634)
is ranked here.

(7) Hurr. Saphal(d)i “left”, Ur. salmathi id. || Toch. A salyi, B swalyai id.
But the Toch. words do not mean “left”, but in contrary, “right”. This is
the fossilized acc. f. gerund swalle “convenient to eat” from the verb su-
“to eat”, cf. Khotanese hvarandaa- “right hand” : hvar- “to eat” (Winter
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1985: 590; Adams 1999: 645). On the other hand, the Hurr. word has
persuasive etymology in Dagestanian *caH(V)pVI- “left” > Agul calpl-
an-, Lezgin capla, Dargwa cipil (Diakonoff & Starostin 1986, 54; the
authors reject the Urarteian parallel, actually it could be a loanword, for
example from some of Semitic languages, cf. Akkadian sumélu, Ugaritic
Smal, Hebrew Somo(’l, Syriac samala “left side”).

(8) Hurr. p/wandi “right” || Toch. A paci id., apat “to the right”. Toch. word
has no definitely assigned meaning, cf. analysis of W. Winter (1985).

(9) Hurr. ubi “millet”, Ur. *ebi id. || Toch. AB yap id. Hurr. ubi is trans-
lated as “Gerste”, i.e. “barley” (Wilhelm 1992: 135). The Toch. etymon
is often connected with IE *yewH o- “grain; barley” (Adams 1999: 482).
Witczak himself accepted this etymology too (2004: 43).

(10) Hurr. umini, Ur. ebani “land, area” || Toch. A ype, B yapoy “land
(country)”. Ur. -ni forms several substantives (Wilhelm 2004b: 125);
The Hurrian word is now transcribed as omini (Wilhelm 2000a: 107).
The Tocharian words have many etymological attempts: *H epowen, pl.
*H epouna, lit. “dominion” : *H ep- “take, hold (keep)”, *H en-b"uH-i or
*H ep(i)-ouden (Adams 1999: 483).

In confrontation of the northern and southern hypotheses the first seems more
convincing, presuming the starting point of transcontinental drift of ancestors
of the Tocharians in the Western Eurasian wood-steppe area, most probably in
the area between Danubius and Dniepr. Only this ecological nica allowed to
Indo-Europeans to preserve the skills of agropastoralists, as well as surprising
mobility. The northern trajectory is also confirmed by important contribution to
the cultural vocabulary of Fenno-Ugric and Samoyedic languages. Interesting
is also the affinity of the first South Siberian chalcolithic Afanasievo culture
with North Pontic archeological complexes as the culture of Srednij Stog.

8. APPENDIX 1: THE APPLICATON OF LEXICOSTATISTICS FOR TOCHARIAN

A B Etymology
1. all pont- & pu-k o, pont- *ponts; cf. Gr. zdg, marvro- id.
2a. ashes tor taur < Turk. *tor dust; cf. also Yakut tor smut (LS, 259; EDAL 1465); comparison with
R. dur fatuity, Br. dura stagger (*d"ouro-) is semantically not persuasive
2b. ashes || twe tweye *d'woyo- from IE d"eu(H)- to blow, smoke, cf. Lit. dujd fine dust, Khot. duya-
dusty
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3. bark enmetre

4. belly kats kdtso *g"ot-yon-; cf. Goth. gipus abdomen, bosom

5a. big Saw- cf. A saw-, B say- live (#64b; problematic is the comparison with Olnd. savas-
power)

5b. big 1sopats *d'éubo-tyo- deep; cf. Goth. diups id.; zero grade is in A fpdr high < *d"ubro-

Sc. big orotstse/wr” *uru-(e)H-tyo-, cf. Luw. ura- great

5d. big trekte *d'rog'-to- (original possibly “firm*); cf. Olnd. dfhyati he makes firm

6. bird lwésa cf. luwo animal (Adams 1999, 731)

slyamiiana

7. bite tsak- *denk-(nd-), cf. Gr. dcicve 1 bite, OInd. ddsati he bites

8. black arkant- erkant- *Hrg"-ont-, cf. Olnd. rdjani- night, Arm. erek evening, Goth. rigis darkness

9.blood || ysar yasar *H ésH or, of. Hit. &shar id.

10a. bone || ay ay *H, ést-yo-?

10aa. bone pl. asta *H, ést-a; f. Hit. hastai- bone

11. breast || pdassam piscane *psteno-, cf. Olnd. stana breast, Avest. fitana-, Arm. stin, Gr. orpvioviov:
o1ijfog

12a.burn || tsdk-/tsak- isdk-ltsek- *d'eg"-; cf. Old Ind. ddhati he burns, Alb. djek, Lit. degii T burn

12b.burn || palk- palk- *b'lg-; cf. Lat. fulged I blaze, Gr. pA€yw1 burn

13.claw || maku pl. mekwa *sm-H nog'wd; cf. Hit. sankuwai- < *sananku-, Arm. eowngn id. < *enong- <
*sem-H ong'-, Gr. udvoé single-hoofed < *sm-H pog"-u-

14.cloud || tdrkar tarkdr *d'rgru-, Cf. Lit. ddrga rainy weather, OR. padoroga stormy weather

15. cold k raslkross- krosce *kruston, acc. *krustén-m, cf. Gr. kpvoraidog ice, OHG hroso id.

16.come || kum- kéim- *g*em-; cf. Olnd. gamati he walks, Goth. giman come, Lit. gemu : giniti be born

17a. die wal-hwal- *welH -; cf. Hit. walahzi he beats, Hier. Luvian wa/i-la- decease

17b. die sruk-Israuk- *streug-, cf. ONord. strjiika go away, Gr. otpedyouen 1 give out

18. dog ku ku *liwon; cf. Hit. kuwan-lkun- id., Gr. kiov, gen. xovigid.

19a. drink || yok- yok- *H ¢g""-, cf. Hit. eku-laku- id.

20. dry asar asdre AB ds- dry, cf. Lat. ared  am dry, aridus dry < *H gs-

21. ear klots klautso *tlouti-H \on-; cf. OInd. $riti- hearing, Olr. cluas ear

22a.carth || tham kem *d'gom-; of. Hit. tekan, dat.-loc. takni id., Gr. yfav

22b. earth || pts pisa *peda; f. Hit. pédan place, Gr. zediovfield, plane

23a. eat Swa- Swa- *yeuH-eH -, cf. Pers. javidan, OHG. kiuwan, OChSL. Zovati id.

23b. eat tap- tapp- *dap-w-d-; cf. Latv. daps banquet

24. egg

25.eye ak, du. asim ek *H ok", du. *-iHl ; cf. Lit. akis, pl. aki, OChSL. oko, du. oci

26. fatn. || sabp sabypelsalywe *sélpo-, cf. Gr. éAmog (Hes.), Alb. gjalpé butter, OHG. salba

27. feather pl. paruwa *p(e)rwa, cf. OChSL. pero : perg 1 fly

28. fire por piwar *pel wy ntr. . *peH wor coll.; ¢f. Hit. pahhu(wa)r, Gr. ztpid.

29. fish laks loksi-; cf. ONord. lax, Lit. [asis, R. losds, Osset. lasig

30a.flyv. || plu- plu- *pleu- put, flow; cf. Gr. 72é(F)w 1 put, I swim, OChSI. plujg I swim

30b.flyv. || sdl- sdl- *sel- move fast; cf. Lat. salio I leap

31. foot pe paiyye *peéds or *podyo-; cf. Lat. pés or Avest. paidd, Gr. zélerid.
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32. full ypichwic ite A*y(n)-wic <acc. *en-witem; B *wito-; cf. OHG wit ONord. widr wide
33a.give || e- ai- *H ei-, cf. Hit. pai- give, Lyc. jje- buy, Hier. Luw. iyasa- id., Gr. divuuan | take
33b. give [mp. pete *po-doH -, cf. Hit. peda- bear
33c.give || wds:PPwawu | wasahe gaves | *us-(a-) <*wes-(buy; cf. Hit. wasi he sells (LIV 693)
34a. good || krant- krent- *¢'rH -ont-; cf. Lit. géras good
34aa. good kartse *¢'7H -to-; cf. Olnd. giirtd-, Lit. girtas, Lat. grétus, all from *g"erH - chant
34b. good || kasu cf. A kds- be bright, shine, ksa- shine on, illuminate?
35. green || motarci motartstse *mod'ytyo-; f. Slav. *modrv blue, Hit. dntara- id.
36a. hair || Saku *dakwa, cf. Khot. dasa- filament, Olnd. dasa- thrum, Goth. tagl hair
36b. hair || yok (hair; | yok, pl.yakwa | (B: hair, wool; colour) < *ya/eku; cf. Olnd. yésu- pubic hair
colour)
36¢. hair matsi *metyo-, cf. Latv. mats, pl. mati hair(s)
37.hand || sar sar A:*gheser; B: *@esér-m; cf. Hit. kissar- id.
38a. head || $pal (Spalu excellent) | *g'eb'ol or *g'eb"y lom; cf. OHG gebal, Gr. kepardijid.
38b.head || lap *lob'o-; cf. Gr. Adpog scruff of animal
38c. head asce *Hﬂefcst-en-: *Hﬂefc- sharp, pointed; cf. Gr. axzipheadland, steap bank
39. hear klyos- klyaus- *lléus-; cf. Olnd. $rdsati he hears, OChSL. slusati & slysati, Lit. klausyti hear
40a. heart || arific arafice *H eH (eri-, cf. Hit. hah(a)ri- lungs / milts, Celt. *aren- milt > Welsh arenn, pl.
eirinn, Old Ir. aru, gen. drann heart
40b. heart || (kri will) pl. karyari *fcardyﬁ, cf. Gr. kapdie, Old Ir. cride heart
41. horn (kror crescent | kroriyai */AcrengDr or */Acg’H;m-, cf. Hit. karawar id. or Myc. ono-karaor = loino-krahor!
of moon) unicorn
4.1 nds m./ fas/iis acc. *H mege crossed with nom. *H eg0 > “ydku; 7i- < *m(d)fid < gen. *mene; cf.
fiuk f. < *idku Hit. aig : ammug, Goth. ik : mik
43a. kill ko- kau- *kau-; ¢f. OSaxon hauwan, Lit. kduti beat, bang
43b. kill sruk- cf. B sruk-/srauk- die (#17b)
44. knee du. kanwem du. keni *gonu-; f. Hit. génu-, Gr. yovvid.
45a. know || kna- (ndn- appear) *nell -; cf. Olnd. Janati he knows < *gnH -nell -
45b. know || kdrs- kérs- *krs- : *kers- cut, cf. Hit. kars- cut off; semantics possibly as Lat. scire know :
pres. Sdrsdsk- secdre cut
45¢c. know || (es attendance) | aik- *H eik- possess, cf. Goth. aih, aigum id., have, Old Ind. e he is master (of
something)
46. leaf plt pilta coll. *b'IH tas, cf. OHG blat id.
47a. lie Klis-/kles- (Kldnts- sleep) | *klmH -s-; cf. Olnd. klam(y)ati he is tired, klanta- tired
47b. lie (lake =B lekibed) | [yik- *leg"-; ¢f. Goth. ligan id., OIr. laigid he lies, he lies down
48. Tiver wistarye *udtryo-; f. Gr. diozpog stomach, dorépa bosom; Olnd. uddra- abdomen, Lat.
uterus bosom
49.long || parkir pirkare *b'rgt-ro-; f. Hit. parku-, Arm. barjr high
50. louse parserilprsere | <Turk. *biirce flea, cf. Chuv. pa*rza (Lubotsky & Starostin 2003: 261)
Sla.man || ok efkwe *nkwo- mortal, cf. OIr. éc dead < *nku- : *nek- kill, die > AB ndk- destroy; be
lost, disappear; cf. Lat. neco : necare kill
51b.man || atdl *at(i)-al-; cf. OHG adal gentle
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52a. many || mak maka *mgH - (> *mH g-2) : *megoH  f. Olnd. mahd- : mahi n. big = Gr. péyarid.,
Arm. mec id., Hit. mekki- plentiful, Alb. madh great

52b. many || kdstdr *ls-tro-1-d;, ¢f. A kas, B kes line, account, number < *kesce < *kos-t2(i)

53a.meat || swal St. §wd- eat (#23a)

53b. meat pl. misa *memsd (pl. of ntr. *memsom); cf. Goth. mimz id.

54. moon || mai merie *meH né(n/s/t?); ct. Goth. n-stem mena id.

55. mountain || sul sale *selwo-; cf. Lat. silva wood

56. mouth || ko, loc. koyam | koym A sew- | B kay- gape, open mouth <*g'eH i(w)-/ *¢'oH (y)-; cf. Lat. hisco I open
mouth, OChSL. zéjg : zijati id.

57.name || 7iom fiem *H némn; cf. Arm. anown, Gr. 6voue, Alb. emérlemén

58a. neck || kiuk *gneugo-; f. MHG knock neck or *kneig"'o-; cf. Goth. hneiwan bend

58b. neck kor *lAcuHar; cf. Gr. kvap eye of needle, hole of ear; Av. siira-, Arm. sor hole

58¢. neck krani *IAcg’stniyom; cf. Olnd. sirgan- head, Gr. kpdviov vertex

59. new fiu fi(u)we *newo-; cf. Hit. newa-, Gr. véogid.

60a. night || wse ysiye *wesya-H en-Tit. “veiled”, cf. Lat. vesper, Gr. éomepog evening < *that, what is
in shroud : Hit. waspa- clothes; shroud (Katz 2000, 69-93)

60b. night Kdistwer atnight | *g"sp-wor; cf. Old Ind. ksdp-, Avest. xSap(ar)-, xSafn-: xSapan-, Hit. ispant-
night

61. nose pl. malari pl. meli *(s)melo-; cf. MEng. smell smell

62. not ma ma *me; cf. Arm. mi, Gr. yn, Alb. mos id.

63. one sasm. / sem./ *séms |

sam f. sana & somo *smyd ; cf. Gr. el / pie

64a. person || napem <Iran.: Avest. nafah- propinquity, family, Sogd. Bud. n’f people, clan

64b. person || (Som youth) saumo from saw-/$ay- live < *g"yeH -w-elo-; cf. Olnd. jivati, Lat. vivere live

64c. person || ofii < *onkiii enkwaiiiie see #51a

64d. person onolme *an(H)-olmo- : *an(H)- < *H enH - breathe, cf. B andsk- inspire

65.rainn. || swase swese *suH -050-; cf. AB su- rain, Gr. dlet it rains, Prus. soye rain

66. red rtdr ratre *H rud'é-, Olnd. rudhird-, Gr. £pvepdg id.

67a.road || yme ymiye *H eimn-a-H en-

67b.toad || ytar ytarye *H itor; cf. Hit. itar, Lat. iter id.

68a.toot || tsmar AB tsim- growth <*dem(H )-; f. Lyd. tam- frame, Gr. déuaw1 frame

68b. root witsake <Iran. *waitdka-, cf. Osset. Iron. widag, Digor. wedagd id.

69.round || akritdr *(s)kritro-; cf. Lit. apskritas, Latv. skritulyis id.

70. sand warydiic wararice pToch. *warw-aiice < *(H)woru- : B yare gravel < *(H)wero-; ¢f. ONord. aurr
sand blended with clay, Olr. ur soil, clay

1. say weii- weii- *wond-yelo- : Olnd. vandate he celebrates || *wokn-yelo- : OHG giwahanan
note

72. see Lak-/yak- Lak-/lyak- *luk- blaze (rather than *leg- collect. or comparison with WGerm. */okojan look)

73a. seed sdiryam Saat sarm, *s1yd- : AB sary- plant < *soH -, cf. Lat. serere : serd : serui & seri plant

sdrm Same pl. sarmana *sormy’
pl. sarmntu
73b.seed || Saktalyi Sdktalye AB kiit-(nd-) strew; cf. Lit. késti : keci diffuse, dispel
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T3c. seed saiweriia *seH i-won-yd : *seH - to seed, cf. Goth. saian id., OChSI. séjg I drill

T4a. sit Iy)am- [ lam- | ly)am-lliy)am- | *lemb-; cf. Olnd. ldmbate he hang (on), Eng. limp

74b. sit sim- sdm- *sed-m- or *H s-em-

T5a.skin || yats yetse *H éd-so-: *H ed- eat

75b. skin || kac *Fit-¢(i) : obl. -i-m; cf. ONord. hud, Lat. cutis id.

75¢. skin ewe *H ow-es- : *H eu- clothe, shoe; cf. Hit. unu(wa)- decorate; OChSI. ob-ujg 1
shoe

76.sleep || klis-/ kles- Klints- cf. #47

TTa.small || ykdly | byikly- | lykaske *H lig-: 1. dAiyog small, few, Alb. lig bad, evil, poor

770, small || mkdlto *mg,klo-; cf. Hit. maklant- slight, Lat. macer : macilentus slight, poor

78. smoke n.

79. stand || kaly- kdly- *kIH -yelo-; cf. Lit. kélti raise : kilti get up

79b. stand || stdm- stim- *stm-: *steH - stand (be) as *g"m- - *g"ell - go /| *stmb'- designate

80. star sre scirye *H (H)ster-; cf. Hit. hasterza, Gr. dotijpid.

81a. stone || kiia- *Kunyas cf. Hit. kunkunuzzi- sort of stone (diorit?)

81b. stone || parem,  petl. *por-en-; cf. Hit. ntr. peru, com. perunas rock, Olnd. pdrvata- mount, Avest.

‘end pauruuatd- mountain range < *perwnt-, Olr. airne stone

81c. stone kdrwerie *g"rHwon-en- : *g"reHwen- > Olnd. gravan- stone for pressing of soma

82. sun kom kaum < Turk. *giin sun, day, cf. Chuv. kon day (LS 2003, 257; EDAL, 553), rather
than from virtual IE *kauni-; cf. Gr. kerdue burning heat (of sun) : keziw 1 burn
<*kawyo

83. swim nask- *(s)neH -; cf. Olnd. snati he baths; Lat. nare swim

84. tail pika- *pukd; cf. Olnd. piiccha- id. < *puk-sko-, Goth. fauho fox (EIEC 563)

85a. that. || samm.:samf. | sum.:sa f. A*sono-m.: *sa-m° f./ B *sotum. : *satu

85b. that féim ntr. fu nr. A *tu-m < *to(d)+u-m° | B *to(d)+u

86a. this sism.:sasf. | sem./saf. A*su-so <*sotu-so : *sa-s’ | B*som. : *sa f.

86b. this sem B *s0-n°

86b. this 1 ntr. fe ntr. A*tu-se <*to(d)+u-se | B *tod

87. thou fu t(u)we *tuHom; cf. Olnd. t(u)vam

8. tongue || kdntu kantwo *dng'wa; cf. OLat. dingua, Goth. tuggo id.

89.tooth || kam keme *$omb'o-; ¢f. Olnd. jdmbha-, Gr. ydugogid.

90. tree stam stam, pl. stana | *steH -smp, pl. *stell -smn-a; cf. Germanic *stamma- trunk

91. two wum. /wef. wi A*dwo(u) m. / *dwoi ntr. : B *dwoi ntr.

92a. walk || i- - *H éi-mi [ walk : *H i-mé we walk; cf. Olnd. emi : ima

92aa. walk || ya- ya- *H ei-yelo-; cf. #92a

92b. walk || kdlk-/ kalk- (kalak- follow ) | A: *k"[-K-
B: *k"olH-K-; cf. Olnd. cdrati he moves : caritum : ciirti-

92c. walk mds- *mus-(@-) - AB mus- move < *meus-; cf. Hit. maus- : mu- fall

93a. warm || omdl emalle *H p-ml-(y)o-; cf. Icel. molla (be) hot

93b. warm || sat (Satdsk- exspire)

94. water || war war *udrom (Adams) or loc. *udrp (Normier); cf. Alb. ujé id. < *udrya; Gr. ddpie

bucket
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95. we was wes *wos (from crossing of [E nom. *wei- and obl. *nos); cf. Hit. wes, Goth. weis
96. what || kuc k ce *k*u-tom = acc. from kus / k se who (#98)
97.white || arki, pl. arkyaiic | arkwi *H erg-u-i-n’, pl. *H erg-u-yon-t-; cf. Hit. harki- id.

m./ arkyant

98. who kus, acc. kuc k se, acc. k ce *k*u-s0; cf. Alb. kush id.; acc. *k"u-tom

99. woman || k li Ky)ive *gleH wi-H en- *daughter-in-law/spouse; cf. ChSl. zvlvva, Gr. yddmg husband’s
sister

100. yellow tute *d'iito-; cf. Olnd. dhiita- turbulent, Pers. diid fume, OEng. dy fuel, tinder (M
226), Cz. doutnat smoulder : IE. *d"eut - fume; to semantics cf. Olnd. dhiimrd-
& dhiimala- fume’s coloured, russet : dhiimd- fume (P 261-262)

Lexicostatistical analysis

Missing items

A:3,6,7,24,27,29, 41, 48, 50, 78, 83, 84, 100.

B: 24, 69.

Loanwords: 2a, 50, 64b, 68b, 82.

K = Number of incomplete or quite missing pairs and semantical units attested only as loans:
3,6,7,24,27,29,41, 48, 50, 69, 78, 82, 83, 84, 100; in all 15.

L = Number of complete pairs: L= 100 - K = 85.

M = Number of semantical units, if the A and B counterparts are etymologicaly distinct (‘non-
cognates’): ## 5, 17, 38, 47, 53, 58, 75, 81; in all 8.

N= Number of lexical correspondences: N=L-M =77

R = Share of preserved lexical correspondences due to all complete pairs: R=N/L=77/85
=0.906.

If Tocharian A and B were contemporary living languages, we could conclude
that they diverged about 1050 years ago, i.e. they should separate during the
10th century A.D. But these languages are dead and known only from literary
— even asychronic — tradition. It is difficult to express the age of Tocharian texts
by the only date. It can be only a statistical average: Tocharian A to A.D. 700
and Tocharian B to A.D. 600 (see §3). Then there are two strategies of calcula-
tion of the time of their divergence. According to Swadesh’s method we sub-
tract the time of divergence (i.e. 1050 years) from an arithmetic mean of dates
of recording of both languages, i.e. from the fictive average A.D. 650. The
result 400 BC seems quite realistic. Starostin’s approach is different. Starostin
uses the projection of historically documented languages to the present. The
time space of 1300 years separates the language A (A.D. 700) from the present
and 1400 years separates the language B (A.D. 600). The corresponding coef-
ficients of preservation are p: p, = 0.925; p, = 0.913. In relation to the present,
the proto-language common to A and B would have the following share of
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preservation of the basic lexiconc=R .p, .p,=0.906 . 0.913.0.925 = 0.765
(about the method see Burlak & Starostin 2005: 163). This result corresponds
to the date c. A.D. 200 (thus just before the end of the Han dynasty, A.D. 220,
when the Chinese influence spread to the area of the Tocharian people). We
can add that according to Starostin Tocharian A and B diferentiated about 20
B.C. (Dybo 2006: 782-83). But details of this calculation were not published.
Summing up, the oldest dating of the A vs. B divergence, 400 BC, seems to be
in the best agreement with expectation of both historians and linguists.

9. APPENDIX 2: POSITION OF THE TOCHARIAN BRANCH BETWEEN
OTHER INDO-EUROPEAN LANGUAGES

Following diagrams are ranked chronologically according to the year of pu-
blication, documenting views of distinguished Indo-Europeanists on develop-
ment and mutual relations of Indo-European languages:

Vladimir Georgiev (1981: 363)

Tocharian
Northern ‘ Balto-Slavic
Germanic

Celtic

Liguric

Italic & Venetic
Western [llyrian
|~ Messapic
Siculic

Greek & Macedonian
Indo-European Central ‘ Phrygian
Armenian

Daco-Mysian & Albanian

Eastern Indo-Iranian

Thracian
Southern = Aegean Pelasgic
Palaic
Southeastern = | Hittite; Lydian; Etruscan-Rhethic; Elymian

= Anatolian Luvian; Lycian; Carian); Eteocretan
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Gamkrelidze & Ivanov (1984: 415)

Greek

Armenian

Indo-
Iranian

Balto-

-Slavic

German

Italic

Celtic

Tocharian

Anatolian

Eric Hamp (1990)

Luwian

Indo-

Hittite |

Anatolian

Hittite

Indo-Aryan

Nuristani

Indo-

European|

Residual

Asiatic Indo-European

Iranian

Armenian

Indo-

uropean

Pontic South Indo-European

Greek

Macedonian

Slavic

| Baltic

Thracian

Dacian

Albanian

Pre-Hellenic

Pelasgic

Germanic

Northwestern

Indo-European

Tocharian

Illyrian

Messapic

Phrygian

Venetic

Ttalic

Celtic




D. Ringe, T. Warnow & A. Taylor (2002: 87)
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Anatolian

Tocharian

Celtic

Italic

German

Albanian

Armenian

Greek

Indo-Aryan

.
_{

Iranian

Starostin (2004)

-5000 -4000 -3000 -2000 -1000

Hittite

-4670

-1000

-3810

-2500

-3350 -2860

-1210

-2710

-2000

3020

-2590

Slavic

——
Baltic

Tocharian A

-20 I Tocharian B

Brythonic
Goidelic
Italic
Germanic
Baltic
Slavic
Iranian
Indo-Aryan
Armenian
Greek

Albanian

In three fifths of cases Indo-Europeanists agree in conclusion that Tocharian
is a branch separated from the Indo-European dialect continuum as the second
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after the separation of the Anatolian branch. Georgiev ranked Tocharian in the
so-called northern bloc, represented by Germanic and Balto-Slavic languages,
Hamp accents vicinity of German and Tocharian.

10. CONCLUSION

In the present study we gathered and dared to assess material allowing to for-
mulate the following scenario. The Indo-European dialect continuum is split-
ted for the first time in the first half of Sth millenium B.C., when the Anatolian
branch is separated. Roughly after 8-9 centuries, c. 3800 B.C., another dialect,
developing to the Tocharian branch, made independent. The ancestors of the
historical Tocharians separated probably from the eastern part of the Indo-Eu-
ropean oikumena, perhaps in the area between Danubius and Dniepr. The area
is a logical platform to the further penetration to the east, where the contact
with populations speaking still undisintegrated Finno-Ugric proto-language
could be realized. This happened probably in the second half of the 4th mil-
lenium B.C. We can conceive the area of middle stream of the Volga and Ural
(or southern Ural respectively) as pertinent contact zone. The route of Proto-
Tocharians led further to the east until it stopped on the northern slopes of the
Sajany-Altai, between the upper IrtyS and Angara, where the archeological
complex Afanasievo was constituted from 3500 to 2500 B.C. The complex has
an evident genetical relation to the culture Srednij Stog, which had dominated
in regions to the north from the Black Sea one millenium ago. Culture Oku-
nievo appears in the northern periphery of Afanasievo culture after 2000 B.C.
The Okunievo culture obviously contained part of ancestors of Samoyedic
populations separating from their Finno-Ugrian relatives around the half of
4th millenium B.C. The vicinity or succession of ancestors of Tocharians and
Samoyedic people left some traces in Samoyedic lexicon. The main stream of
Proto-Tocharian population moved perhaps to the south still in the last centu-
ries of the 3rd millenium B.C. The most passable route of their migration could
lead along the upper flow of Irtysh across the Jungar Basin (Zhunga er Pendi)
to the Tarim Basin (7alimu Pendi). They were likely to penetrate here from the
east (Mallory & Mair 2000: 315) and to gradually colonize the northern edge
between the river Tarim and southern uphills of K1l Tian Shan mountains,
where the eastern language A and western B were later crystalized. They set-
tled also at the southern rim along the river Qargan and by northern uphills
of the Kunlun mountains where hypothetical language C left some traces.
The contact with Chinese civilization occured at the latest about 1200 B.C.
Spreading of war chariots in Chinese army was the main result (Shaughnessy
1988), documented also in loanword from pre-Toch. *klcenkcee > A klank, B
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klenke “wagon”, AB klank- “to go by wagon”, to Old Chinese */ays “wagon”,
*lon “run” (Lubotsky 1998: 379-390; Blazek 1999: 82). Another cultural loans
between Tocharian and Chinese follow, in adverse order as well (for example
Toch. AB klu “rice” < Old Chin. *lhu’~ *£hu “sprouting rice” - see Blazek
1999: 81-82). In the first half of the 2nd century B.C. the Tocharians were
invaded by nomadic ethnics of Xiongnu, who appears as the Huns at the Euro-
pean borders after some centuries. Tocharian’s militant elite runs away to the
west, where dominated Bactria for some time. Then some exclusive Bactrian
loanwords penetrated in Tocharian et vice versa, although Bactrian was not
spoken in the Tarim Basin. This fact confirms that part of the Tocharians re-
turned back from Bactria to Xinjiang. In the following examples chosen from
Tremblay (2005: 435-436) the semantics or phonetic pecularities typical for
Bactrian exclude other Middle Iranian languages as a source:

Bactrian and other Iranian languages Tocharian
aplo “side, bank (of a ditch)” : Khot. hala “side, | B arte “canal”
half”, Sogd. 'rd’r “domain”, Avestan arada-

“side, half”

ayoldyo “wish” : Sogd. ayéde A akal, B akalk “wish”

kappdo ‘titel of god’ : Khot. kamala “head”, | B kamartike “ruler” : ike “place”,
Avestan kamarada- id. kamartaniie “sovereignity”

poAo “wine” : Sogd. mow B mala “strong spirit”

There was also an opposite direction of borrowing: gpoyaoo “profit” ~ Toch.
A pdrko, B pdrka  id.; omayviio “obligated by service” ~ Toch. B spaktanike
“minister” < spaktam “service” & ike “place”; Bactrian words see Sims-Wil-
liams 2001). Western and Eastern Tocharian (B : A) separate about the be-
ginning of common era. Hypothetical southern language “C” was probably
separated earlier. During the first eight centuries A.D. the population of Tarim
Basin become multi-national. With the except of two (or three) Tocharian idi-
oms people use there some written Iranian languages, in particular Middle Per-
sian, Parthian, Sogdian, two variants of the Saka language (from Tumsuq and
Khotan), from Indo-Aryan languages Buddhist Hybrid Sanskrit and Prakrit
from Niya are used, plus two Sino-Tibetan literary languages: Chinese and
Tibetan. By the end of this era Old Uyghur became a literary language as well.
This language and the arrival of Islam in the area (from 9th century) begun to
replace not only the Tocharian idioms, but also all of the mentioned Iranian
languages.
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Abbreviations:

A East Tocharian, acc. acusative, adj. adjective, Akkad. Akkadian, Alb. Albanian, Arm.
Armenian, Av(est). Avestan, B- Baltic-, B West Tocharian, Bactr. Bactrian, Br. Belorussian,
bud. buddhist, Celt. Celtic, cf. compare, Chech. Chechen, Chin. Chinese, Chuv. Chuvash, coll.
Collectivum, com. genus communis, Cz. Czech, Dagest. Dagestan, dat. dative, Digor. Digorian,
Eng. English, Fin. Finnish, FU. Fenno-Ugric, gen. genitive, Germ. Germanic, Goth. Gothic,
Gr. Greek, Hebr. Hebrew, Hit. Hittite, H(ier).Luw. Hieroglyphic Luwian, Hung. Hungarian,
Hurr. Hurrian, TA Indo-Aryan, IE Indo-European, II Indo-Iranian, Ind. Indic, Iran. Iranian,
Iron. Ironian, Icl. Icelandic, Khot. Khotan Saka, Lat. Latin, Latv. Latvian, Lit. Lithuanian, loc.
locative, Lap. Laponic, Luw. Luwian, Lyc. Lycian, Lyd. Lydian, M Middle-, MHG Middle
High German, Mord. Mordvinic, nom. nominative, N North, Nor. Norwegian, ntr. neutrum,
obl. casus obliquus = indirect case, O Old, OChSI. Old Church Slavonic, OHG Old High
German, Olnd. Old Indic, Olr. Old Irish, ONord. Old Nordic, Osset. Ossetic, p/P- Proto-,
perl. perlative, Perm. Permian, Pers. Persian, praes. praesens, Prus. Prussian, R. Russian, Skt.
Sanskrit, Sm. Samoyedic, Sogd. Sogdian, Syr. Syriac, Toch. Tocharian, Turk. Turkic, Udm.
Udmurtian, Ugar. Ugaritic, Ur. Urarteian, W West, Wels. Welsh, Yakut. Yakutic.
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Resumé

The present article summarizes the contemporary knowledge about Tocharians and the region,
where they were historically attested, especially from the point of view of linguistics. The
early history in the field of Tocharian research opens §1. Two literary languages, Eastern A
and Western B, plus the fragments of the Southern idiom C, are briefly described in §2. In §3
the overview of the places, where Tocharian manuscripts were discovered, follows. Especially
are analyzed the Roman & Greek and Chinese sources (§§4 and 5 respectively). From the
point of view of etymology are discussed the ethnonyms connected with the Tocharians (§6).
In §7 the arguments of two alternative hypothetical routes of the ancestors of the Tocharians
are confronted, northern and southern ones. The northern trajectory is identified with the zone
of the forest & steppe, where the direct contact with the ancestors of Fenno-Ugrians and later
Samoyeds could be realized. The southern route had to lead through the Near East. From the
point of view of linguistics, the northern solution seems to offer a more realistic scenario. In
the Appendix 1 (§8) the etymological analysis of the basic hundred-word-list is demonstrated.
The results are used for the glottochronological test according to the ‘recalibration’ of Sergei
Starostin. In the Appendix 2 (§9) the various opinions about the position of Tocharian in the
Indo-European dialect continuum are confronted. Most frequently Tocharian is characterized
as the second Indo-Eropean branch after Anatolian, which separated from the dialect main-
stream. In Conclusion (§10) the multinational history of the Tarim Basin is described. The
mutual Tocharian-Chinese and Tocharian-Bactrian loans illustrate these complex relations.

Footnote: The present work is one of partial outputs of interdisciplinar Research project fo-
cused to the old languages and older periods of modern languages (code 0021622435).
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Werner Winter (*25 October 1923 — 17 August 2010). Journal of
Indo-European Studies 39 (2011), 235-254.

Michal Schwarz & Vaclav Blazek

Three very renowned specialists in Indo-European languages passed away in
2010. They were Johann Knobloch (*5 January 1919 — 125 July 2010), further
Wolfgang Schmid (*25 October 1929 — 722 October 2010) and Werner Winter.
The last mentioned was able to extend his mastery beyond the scope of Indo-
European languages and became an honoured scholar in languages distant in
geography, structure and genetic relations from Indo-European. Werner Winter
became one of the most prominent historical and descriptive linguists thanks to
his generalism in combination with brilliant and convincing argumentation.

Werner Winter studied at universities in Hamburg and Bern. He de-
fended his dissertation “‘Prothetische Vokal’ im Griechische” in Bern in 1949
(published as 1950a). It is very interesting that in his first profession he was a
tamer of wild beasts in circus. Perhaps he tried to forestall entering the armed
forces, i.e. the Wehrmacht. But his decision in favor of linguistics turned out
to be auspicious, since he contributed to the development of several branches
in the field. He was back in Hamburg as Lehrbeauftragter in 1950-53, then he
worked as Assistent Professor at the University of Kansas in Lawrence (1953-
57). After those four years he moved to Austin to the University of Texas,
where he later (1961) gained the position of Full Professor. He came back to
Germany in 1964 as the head of the Department of Indo-European and General
linguistics at the Christian-Albrecht University in Kiel and stayed there next
28 years. During this time he was, in addition, a visiting professor at many uni-
versities in the USA (Texas, Kansas, Berkeley, UCLA, Stanford, Yale) and also
visited many universities in Europe: in Copenhagen, Kaliningrad and Poznan.
Collection of Winter’s pivotal articles about Tocharian languages was pu-
blished here in Poznan (1984a) where he obtained also a title of honorary doc-
torate (1984). The same title he obtained once again in Kaliningrad in 2000.

He worked in close cooperation with Mouton Publishing house from
1963 (the name was changed to Mouton de Gruyter in 1976), where he was a
director of the section Janua Linguarum with the first set called Series Critica
which was later transformed to Trends in Linguistics in the seventies; other
subseries were Studies and Monographs, Documentation, State-of-the-Art
Reports.
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Thanks to his many-sided erudition and extraordinary diligence, Win-
ter as editor helped in publishing around 220 publications, in many cases such
fundamental works as A Handbook of Old Chinese Phonology by W. H. Baxter
(1992), Comparative Austronesian Dictionary by D. T. Tryon & M. D. Ross
(1995); Indo-European and the Indo-Europeans from T. Gamkrelidze & V. V.
Ivanov (1995 = English translation of the Russian original from 1984); Atlas of
languages of intercultural communication in the Pacific, Asia and the Americas
by S. A. Wurm, P. Miihlhdusler & D. T. Tryon (1996); A Historical Dictionary
of Yukaghir by 1. Nikolaeva (2006) and many others. As a generaly renowned
linguist, Werner Winter was a member of editorial boards of many prestigious
journals in linguistics (for example Journal of Indo-European Studies, Quad-
erni semantici, Studies in Contrastive Linguistics, Tocharian and Indo-Euro-
pean Studies) and many societies and academical institutions as Societas Lin-
guistica Europaea (secretary 1966-91, president 1991-92), Linguistic Society
of America, Linguistic Society of Nepal, Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft,
Institut fiir deutsche Sprache, Alexander von Humboldt Foundation, Academia
Europaea, Finnish Academy. He was acting also as the director of Linguistic
Survey of Nepal (1980-84).

Werner Winter opened his career in Indo-European studies with a series
of works dedicated to the most “significant® IE languages, i.e. Sanskrit and
Greek, with 17 publications about Germanic languages to follow. His reputa-
tion in major has grown thanks to series of 22 articles about Armenian. The
discovery of two (or in some cases three) different continuants of IE protopho-
nemes in Armenian (without positional conditioning) gave him the motivation
for a fundamental deduction: Armenian (beginning with classical text from the
5th century) is a conglomerate language derived from a mixture of two or three
IE languages (1966b).

But Werner Winter was most productive in the field of Tocharian lan-
guages with 54 articles and 12 reviews. Many articles were published for the
second time in collections Studia Tocharica (Poznan 1984) and Kleine Schrif-
ten with 2 volumes (Bremen 2005). The titles of his articles confirm his key
role in setting up Tocharology: he used the name”Tocharia” only in quotes
up to 1959. Few of his articles consist of editing or revising former readings
+ translations of Tocharian manuscripts (1958a, 2003b); he wrote about li-
terary form and metrics (1955f, 1959b), the classification of Tocharian lan-
guages (1955g). Other areas were Tocharian dialectology (1958¢), studies of
relations and loanwords between both idioms A and B (1962d, 19621). Winter
was famous for using Tocharology for the reconstruction of Indo-European
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(proto)-language and the theory of linguistics (1960d, 1962c, 1965¢e, 1969e,
1980b, 1982b, 1992c, 1993b). Studies of grammatical forms (1961c, 1962e,
19651, 1968a, 1970e, 19801, 1990d, 1991b, 1992k, 1994b, 1994c) were the
most common, together with works dedicated to the development of sounds
by comparation of lexicon in Tocharian A and B (1972¢, 1976b, 1978b, 1980e,
1984c, 1984d, 1985c, 1987e, 1988b, 1988d, 1989c, 1989d, 1990b, 1993d,
1997a, 1998e, 1999f). Winter’s articles about relations of Tocharian and other
languages (1963a, 1971b, 1984e, 19841 — ethnonym, 1989b) and Tocharian
numerals (1987c, 19921) remain very important to this day. It is no wonder that
after such a broad scope of work he became a respected and sought-after edi-
tor in all areas of Tocharian studies. We must mention not only his coedition
of the Fragments of the Tocharian A Maitreyasamiti-Nataka of the Xinjiang
Museum, China (1998b), but also the first part (words beginning with A-J) of
the Dictionary and Thesaurus of Tocharian A (2009a). The work on this last
publication was started due to the need for revision of the only extant Tocha-
rian A dictionary by Pavel Poucha (1955: Thesaurus). After the author’s death
further volumes will probably take more time to realize. One of Winter’s last
coeditions of Tocharian and Indo-European Studies (Vol. 12) will appear post-
humously (2011).

Werner Winter wrote only a few but important, studies dedicated to
Balto-Slavic languages (1978c, 2002). They led to the formulation of the law
called after him (sometimes also Winter-Kortlandt’s law).

From his general studies into Indo-European language we must men-
tion his focus on numerals, their inner structure and etymology. Conclusions of
his studies (1987¢,1989a, 1990g, 1992d, 1992g, 19921) are generaly accepted.
But Winter was active in analyses of non-IE languages too — see his study
about the numerals in the languages of Nepal (1999¢).

As the head of Linguistic Survey of Nepal (1980-84) Winter did not
work only as a ceremonial director, but he also started to study non-Indo-Euro-
pean language families: see his 14 publications about Sino-Tibetan languages
of Nepal (1985a, 1985d, 1986a, 1986b,1987b, 19901, 1991a, 1992f, 1992h,
1996, 19971, 1999¢, 2003a, 2004). Among non-Eurasian languages he focused
on the Yuman languages of the Hoka family in the American South-West (13
publications).

Werner Winter was exceptional in possessing a rare combination of
such competences as 1) an excellent philologist dealing with old literary
languages, 2) a pioneer descriptive linguist who was able to be the first to
analyse and desribe non-literary languages by the use of modern methods, 3)
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a clear-thinking etymologist and 4) a typologist. It may be that due to such ex-
traordinary generalism and today’s era of microspecialisations, Winter’s chair
remained vacant after his superannuation.

We could conclude that Winter”permutated* (almost) all the material he sur-
veyed into linguistic gold. It is a pity that his productive career was limited
to”’only* 60 years.

Topical overview of Werner Winter’s works

Indo-European: 1952a, 1953a, 1963c, 1968b, 1970a, 1982a-b, 1989a, 1990g,
1992g, 1994d, 1995b.
Greek: 1950a, 1950c, 1951, 1956a, 1958d, 1960h, 1993f, 1994a.
Old-Indic: 1950b, 1955b, 1962k, 1980a, 1987d, 1993f.
Tocharian: 1952¢, 19551, 1955g, 19551, 1958a, 1958c, 1959b, 1960d, 1961c,
1962¢c, 1962d, 1962e, 19621, 1963a, 1963d, 1965¢, 1965f, 1968a, 1969¢,
1970e, 1971b, 1072c, 1975d, 1976b, 1976f, 1978b, 1980b, 1980, 1980f,
1981a, 1981b, 1982b, 1982d, 1984a, 1984c, 1984d, 1984e, 1984g, 19841,
1985c, 1987c, 1987e, 1988b, 1988d, 1988e, 1989b, 1989¢c, 1989d, 1990b,
1990c, 1990d, 1991b, 1991c¢c, 1992¢c, 1992i, 1992k, 1993b, 1993d, 1993e,
1994b, 1994c¢, 1997a, 1997d, 1998b, 1998e¢, 19991, 2001, 2003b, 2003¢, 2005,
2009a, 2009b, 2011.
Iranian: 1975a.
Balto-Slavic: 1978c, 1980d, 2002.
Germanic: 1953c¢, 1955d, 1958b, 1959¢, 1959¢g, 1960b, 1960g, 1962a, 1962b,
1965b, 1965¢, 1967a, 1971d, 1972d, 1979¢, 1987d, 1999c.
Armenian: 1954a, 1954b, 1955a, 1955c¢, 1955¢, 1956¢, 1957b, 1959¢, 1960c,
1961d, 19621, 1965d, 1966b, 1975¢c, 1980d, 1983b, 1992¢c, 1992d, 1993b,
1997e, 1998c, 1999a.
Albanian: 1958e.
Yuman: 1957a, 1966a, 1976d, 1998d.
Walapai: 1963b, 1976e, 1983a, 1990e, 1992e, 1995¢, 1998a.
Paipai/Akwa’ala: 1967c.
Washo: 1970f.
Languages of Nepal: 1985a, 1986a, 1992h, 1996, 2004.
Rai: 1985d, 1987b, 1991a, 1992f.
Bantawa: 1986b, 19901, 1997f, 2003a.
Altaic: 1956b, 2010 (co-editor).

Laryngeals: 1960c, 1960d, 1965a, 1965d, 1965e.
Language and style: 1962¢g, 1962h, 1964b, 1967b, 1969c.
Translation problems: 1961a, 1961b, 1964c, 1964d, 1969d, 1970d.
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Pavel Poucha (*29. 12. 1905 Vienna - { 15. 1. 1986 Prague) — his life,
travels and complete bibliography

Michal Schwarz & Vaclav Blazek

Note: we are very indebted to Prof. PhDr. Josef Kolmas for his personal me-
moirs and borrowed archive documents.

Life and work

Pavel Poucha was the first Czech scholar of international renown whose life
and academical career were fully devoted to languages, texts and ethnic history
of Central or Inner Asia. Although an Indologist in his main work, he founded
Mongolian, Tibetan and Tocharian studies in Czechoslovakia. His grammar of
Tocharian A, written in Czech in 1930 (1930a, 28 pages) was one of the first
descriptive grammars of Tocharian. And his Latin dictionary of Tocharian A
(1955d; used shortly as Thesaurus) remained the only separately published
dictionary of this language for several decades.

Pavel Poucha was born in Vienna and returned with his Czech parents back
to Bohemia to Jindfichiiv Hradec (Neuhaus) in 1912. The multilingual atmo-
sphere of Vienna and exceptional classical philologists at the Gymnasium in
bilingual (Czech + German) Jindfichiv Hradec inspired Pavel Poucha toward
the study of philology at the Philosophical Faculty of Charles University
(1924-1929). He studied not only Slavic and Germanic philology and litera-
ture, but also attended lectures on Comparative Indo-European linguistics,
Latin and Greek dialectology and courses in many languages (Old Lithuanian,
Old Prussian, Sanskrit, Avestan, Hebrew, Hittite, Osman Turkish, Persian, Ar-
menian, Hindi, Bengali). Poucha also acquired a good knowledge of German,
French, English, Russian, Serbo-Croatian, Latin and Greek. He was a student
of such great Czech Orientalists as Vincenc Lesny (1882-1953: Indology &
Buddhism), Bedfich Hrozny (1879-1952: Hittite), Jan Rypka (1986-1968: Per-
sian & Turkish), Otakar Pertold (1884-1965: Indology & Comparative Study
of Religions) and Oldfich Hujer (1880-1942: Indology). The last mentioned
turned Poucha’s attention to newly discovered Tocharian manuscripts. Poucha
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became his assistant (1925-1930) and librarian at the departments of Compara-
tive Indo-European Linguistics and Indology. After defendig his unpublished
dissertation Prispévky k tocharskému jazyku a literature [ Contributions to To-
charian languages and literature] (1928a) Poucha attained the degree of PhDr.
in 1929. He was a teacher of Czech and German languages at several gymna-
siums in Prague for about twenty years (1927-1947). This was a usual start
of scientific career for many linguists and Orientalists in Czechoslovakia and
Poucha became full Professor (for secondary schools) in 1931. Thanks to his
parallel research and the intervention of Bedfich Hrozny he became a member
of the Cultural Department at the Oriental Institute of the Czech Academy of
Science and Arts (later the Czechoslovakian Academy of Science) in 1932. The
work at the Oriental Institute became his full-time job in 1947 with habilitation
in Indology and Central Asian philology one year later. His habilitation lecture
O prekladech ze sanskrtu do tocharstiny [On the translations from Sanskrit
into Tocharian] shows that Tocharology was the main theme of Poucha’s early
scientific work. But the most important publications were published during
the next decade: the title Institutiones Linguae Tocharicae covers two books,
i.e. the dictionary of Tocharian A (1955a) and Chrestomathia of the same lan-
guage one year later (1956b). In the area of Tocharian studies Poucha further
described some of the Sanskrit loanwords in Tocharian (1930c, 1931a, 1932a,
1933a and 1939a), published an article about the name “Tocharisch” (1939b)
and reviewed important publications in Tocharology (1935d, 1936h, 1942e,
19421, 1951n, 1955t, 1955u, 1979a, 1981d, 1981g, 1982d). In other articles
he informed scholars about the language according to the most current data
(1940b), about the importance of Tocharian in relation to the Indo-European
homeland (1943a) and compared Tocharian A tiri, B teri with Mongolian #6rii
and Hebrew torah (1974b). Apart from this research Poucha was also Deputy
Director and Scientific Secretary of Oriental Institute and Head of the Indology
Department, but due to political reasons (he did not join any political party)
he was removed from leading positions in 1957. After that he concentrated
fully on research-work, international conference stays and published actively
throughout the rest of his life including the years after superannuation in 1970.
Pavel Poucha was married and had one son.

Poucha did not stop his pedagogical activity after the Second World War. On
the contrary he gave lectures (Sanskrit, Mongolian, Tibetan, Introduction to
Altaic philology, Central Asian nations, Old Javanese) not only at the Philo-
sophical Faculty of Charles University, but also at the School of Oriental lan-
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guages (later the State School of Languages) in Prague — he was also its head
for some years. For students he prepared hand-written grammars and textbooks
of Tibetan, Javanese and the first part of a Czech-Mongolian dictionary.

The third pillar of Pavel Poucha’s public activity could be seen in populari-
sation of Oriental studies and Asian culture in post-war Czechoslovakia and
Czech science abroad. He prepared the ground for Oriental studies in the home
country with translations from Sanskrit, Classical Written Mongolian, modern
Khalkha, Tibetan and other languages, further by publishing nearly two hun-
dred dictionary entries, two important travelogues and several popular news-
paper articles (these mainly about China and Chinese culture).

List of important topics according to other language areas

Mongolian studies: translation of The Secret History of the Mongols into Czech
with very detailed notes (1955b); the monograph Die geheime Geschichte der
Mongolen als Geschichtsquelle und Literaturdenkmal (1956a) — won the prize
of the Czechoslovak Academy of Sciences (further article about this 1964a);
Mongolische Miszellen (1955f, 1955g, 1961f, 1962b, 1963f, 1963g, 1963h,
1965a); Mongolian verse (1956c¢); bio and bibliography of the great Mongo-
lian scholar Byambin Rinchen (1986a); study on Mongolian Law (1970a);
travelogue from Mongolia (1957a, in German 1960a); Moghol language
(1961a); Kalmyk (1967a) and Kalmyk epos Zhangar (1961b); relations be-
tween the Mongols and Jurchens (1970b).

Central Asian philology: Central Asian nations (1931b) and loanwords
(1932a), Inner Asian chronology, traces of Huns and Avars in present day Eu-
rope (1981b). Travelogue to China (1962a) — mainly to Chinese Turkestan [i.e.
Xinjinag] and Inner Mongolia.

Tibetan studies: works on Tibetan poetry (1950a, 1954c¢), Tibetan grammar
(1955h, 1958c, 1963), study and later translation of parts of The Book of the
Dead (1952b), analyses of Tibetan language (19631, 1978a).

Indology: structural position of Old Indic (1941a), Old Indic accent (1943b),
Rgveda (1942b, 1946a), Upanishads (1940a, 1941b), several studies in Indian
literature, problem of the origin of the Indo-Europeans (1936a, 1943a) and the
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time of origin of the Mahabharata (1934b), Vedic folk etymology (1935b),
reedition of Kalidasa’s poems (1942a), history of Indology in Czechoslovakia
(1951b).

Comparative Asian linguistics: comparison of sentence structure in Tibetan,
Newari, Burmese, Mongolian, Manchu, Turkish, Tamil and Malayam with
Indo-Aryan (1949a); phonetical comparison of Tibetan, Tangut, Newari and
Balti languages (1967b); relation of Mongolian to other languages (1969a).

Travels

Poucha visited Mongolia (4 months in 1955) and China (11 months in 1957-
1958) and published travelogues for both academicians and public enlighten-
ment. Poucha was the first Western scholar who was allowed to visit Mongolia
after the death of Stalin, and in China especially the sites of Central Asian
manuscripts in North-Western areas (Xinjiang and Gansu), part of Amdo, In-
ner Mongolia, China’s North-East and big cities in the South. We have also
compiled a list of sites in Mongolia and China visited and described by him.
In Mongolia his travels covered rarely visited places important for Mongo-
lian, Turkic and Indo-European history. Due to the itinerary Poucha had to
overnight in yurts along the road. It enabled him to have direct contact with
people of various ethnic and social origins. Such a global picture of Mongolia
was very complete and the travelogue was also translated into German. Other
study and conference trips led Poucha to Hungary (1955), Rumania (1959),
Mongolia (for second and third time in 1959, 1967), Moscow (1960), Poland
(1963), Holland (1964), Finland (1967), both German Republics (1965, 1966,
1968), Italy (1966) and so on.

Mongolia (August to December in 1955):

Ulaanbaatar with important museums, temples and several academical, cul-
tural, political institutions and some new factories; trips to surroundings of
Ulaanbaatar (Ikh Tengri Am + Bogd-Uul / Choibalsan-Uul, Songino, Bayan-
Tsogt with the Stele of Tonyukuk, Selbi, ovoo near Nalaikh, cooperative farm
Jargalant [north of Ulaanbaatar]).
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The first long expedition to the West of Mongolia together with academician
Byambin Rinchen: stops in Lung-somon, somon centre Dashinchi-ling (in-
cluding visit of Castle of the prince Tsogtu-Taiji, rock-carvings, inscriptions
and funeral steles around the somon centre), archaeological sites Kara-Bal-
gasun and Bayshingin-Uud, Bulgan (administrative city of the Bulgan aimag),
volcanic mountain Uran-Togoo / Uran-Biirkhuul, Unito, Khutug-somon,
Tariyalang-somon, Ikh-Uul-somon, Moéron (capital of the Khovsgol aimag),
Khadkhal / Khadgal on the southern bank of the Khovsgol sea (here trip to
Chandman-Ondér-somon, Tsagaan-Uiir-somon, ruins of the temple Dayin-
Deerkhiin-Khiiree, shamanistic cave Dayin-Deerkhiin-Agui and back); cross-
ing of the sea from Khadkhal to Turtu / Khanga / Khankh and back; M&ron,
Khar-Tolgoi, the first bag of the Bayan-Tul-somon (in Zavkhan aimag) with
Eljigit tribe, cooperative farm Baruun-Turuun, Ulaangom (capital of Uvs aim-
ag) and trip to Uvs-Nuur, Tsagaan-Nuur-somon, Bayan-Olgii, Khovd / Kobdo,
Baatar-Vangyn-Khiiree, Tsagaan-Chuluud-somon, Uliastai / Zhavkhlant (capi-
tal of Zavkhan aimag), Otgon-somon, Bayan-Bulag, Tsetserleg / Zayin-khiiree
(capital of Arkhangai aimag), Tsagaan-Suburgatu-Bulgas, Khanui-Balgas,
Khoshoo-Tsaidam, Lung-somon, remains of the city Karakorum + temple
Erdeni-Dzuu, spa resort Khujirt, Dashinchi-Ling, return to Ulaanbaatar with
trip to Nalaikh.

The second expedition to the East: Tsenkher Mandal (Burgaastai Am +
Bichigtei Zokhio), Ondér-Khaan (capital of the Khentii aimag), Choibalsan
(capital of this time Choibalsan aimag /present day Dornod aimag/), Tamsag-
Bulag, Buir-Nuur, Khalkh-Golyn-somon and the site of war against Japanese
armies, Buir-Nuur, return to the city Choibalsan and visit of Choibalsan’s birth
place (Kherlengiin Tsagaan Dalbai), Ereen (cooperative farm 215 km North of
Choibalsan city) and Bayan-Uul-somon (area of Buryads and Khamnigans),
Deliiin-Boldag (birthplace of Temiijin / Chingis-Khaan), Khodolmoér-Negdel,
Burkhan-Khalduun (perhaps the area of Chingis-Khaan’s burial site), return to
Deliiin-Boldag, Ondor-Khaan, Méron-somon (here the mountain Salbuur-Uul
and the rock Bichigtu-Khanan with carvings and inscriptions), Bayan-Mod,
Tsenkher-Mandal-somon, Erdeni-somon (in Tév aimag), return to Ulaanbaa-
tar.

The third brief visit by train to Sainshand in the Gobi (semi-)deserted area,
Dziitin-Bayan, return to Sainshand and then by air to Ulaanbaatar.
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China (June 1957 to May 1958)

Arrival in Beijing as a starting point. Then the expedition to Xinjiang: by train
to Luoyang, Xi’an / Chang’an, Lanzhou, Jiuquan; by jeep to Dunhuang (+
Mogao caves) and back to Jiuquan; by plane to Urumgqi / Wulumugqi; by jeep
to Turpan (and important archaeological sites in surroundings: Liikciin, Sirkip,
Tuyoq, Idikut-$dhri = Jiaohe, Sengim), Toksun, Karashar / Yanqi, Shorchug,
Korla, Kucha (and archaeological sites in surroundings), Kyzyl, Aksu, Kash-
gar, Yarkend, Khotan, Keriya and return to Khotan; then return by plane via
Kashgar to Urumgqi, Lanzhou and Beijing.

Visit of Amdo: trip to Hezheng / Hezuo and Labrang (it is decribed after the
return from Xinjiang, but Poucha had to visit it from Lanzhou along the first
expedition at the end of October).

Trip to Inner Mongolia in August (probably before the visit of Xinjiang):
Beijing, by train to Hohhot / Khokh-khot / Huhehaote / Guihua / Guisui, and
Baotou; by jeep to Ordos / E’erduosi / Dongsheng to the temple of Chingis-
Khaan, back to Baotou, by train to “Sinin“ / Jining and Saikhantala / Sunitey-
ouqi / Xisungqi, then by jeep to Ziilin-Siinit / Sunitezuoqi / Dongsunqi, Abagaqi
and Xilinhot / Xilinhaote; back to Beijing and further by train to Shenyang /
Mukden, Qiqiha’er / Longjiang, Ananxi, Haila’er / Hulubei’er; then by jeep to
Solon(-Khoshuun), Khoi-Somon / Tsaahum at the bank of Khashaan-Nor and
back to Haila’er; by train to Biikhedii and Nanmu / presentday Elunchunxian,
Zhalantun (here visit of Chingis-Khaan Wall), Harbin, Jinzhou, Chengde (+
Zhehol), Datong (+ Yunggang caves) and back to Beijing (here trips to sur-
roundings = Xiangshan in Xishan, Beihai).

Trip to Southern China by train: Nanjing, Shanghai, Hangzhou, Guangzhou /
Canton, Wuhan, then undescribed return to Beijing and Czechoslovakia (this
second travelogue from China was corrected and compiled from Poucha’s let-
ters by editors of the publishing house).

Overview of the work

In numbers, the work of Pavel Poucha comprises about 654 items in the fol-
lowing categories:
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Monographs: 6

Dissertation: 1

Monographical article: 1

Articles: 170

Short articles for daily newspapers: 25

Reviews of books: 177

Reviews of journals: 45

Dictionary entries: 190

Poem (translated by C. Damdinstiren into Mongolian and published in a news-
paper): 1

Translations of books into Czech: 11 (sources: Mongolian 4, Sanskrit 3, Rus-
sian 2, Tamil 1, Tibetan 1)

Free or short translations into Czech: 21 (sources: Mongolian 10, Tibetan 4,
Sanskrit 2, Newari 2, Tocharian 2, Russian 2)

Other manuscripts of planned publications remain unedited in the inheritance
(for example the manuscript of Tibetan grammar).

Topical overview

Tocharian: dictionary of Tocharian A: 1955a; articles and reviews 1928a,
1930a, 1930c, 1931a, 1932a, 1933a, 1933b5, 1933b6, 1935d, 1936h, 1939a,
1939b, 1940b, 1942¢, 1942f, 1943a, 1943c, 1943d4, 1943d5, 1951n, 1955t,
1955u, 1956b, 1962a, 1974b, 1975g, 1979a, 1981d, 1981g, 1982d; free trans-
lations of short stories: 19481, 19491.

Iranian: 1932c4, 1932g, 1934f, 1935¢, 1935f, 1937a4, 1937c, 1939c2,
1940c1, 1942g, 1983f,

Indic & Indology: 1928c, 1928e, 1928f, 19291, 1930b, 1931c, 1931el, 1931e3,
1931e4, 1931e5,1931e6, 1931e7, 19318, 19319, 1931¢10, 1931e11, 1932d1,
1932d6, 1932f, 1933b17, 1933b26, 1933b34, 1933c, 1934a, 1934b, 1934c,
1934e, 1935a, 1935b, 1935c¢l, 1935¢2, 1935¢c3, 1935c4, 1935¢c5, 1935¢6,
1935¢7, 19350, 1936b, 1936¢2, 1936¢3, 1936c¢5, 1936¢6, 1936¢8, 1936¢11,
1936d, 1936e, 1936f, 1936g, 1937a2, 1937a3, 1937a5, 1937a6, 1937a7,
1937a8, 1973a9, 1937all, 1937al2, 1937al3, 1937al4, 1937al5, 1937aleé,
1937b1, 1937b2, 1937b3, 1937b4, 1938al, 1938a3, 1938a5, 1938a6, 1938a7,
1938a8, 1938a9, 1938a10, 1938bl, 1938b2, 1938c, 1939¢9, 1940a, 1941a,
1941b, 1941c, 1941d, 1942b, 1942c, 1942d-a, 1942d-b, 1942d-c, 1943b,
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1943c, 1943e, 1946a, 1948a, 1948b, 1948c, 1948d, 1948g, 1948k, 1948n,
1948p, 1949b, 1949d, 1949e, 1949f, 1949h, 1951b, 1951m, 1951p, 1951s,
1952e, 1952g, 1953b, 1955d, 1955m, 1955n, 19550, 1955p, 19551, 1955y,
19551, 1961e, 1961k, 1962a, 1963e, 1965b, 1967b, 1974c, 1974f, 1976g,
1976n, 1977g, 1978e, 1979b, 1980d, 19811, 1985c; translations of books from
Sanskrit: 1942a, 1959a; translation of book from Tamil: 1944; short and free
translations from Indic: 1934e, 1982a, from Newari: 1946b.

Dravidian: 193245, 1933b7, 1937b5, 1943d1, 1943d2, 1948lI.

General & Indo-European linguistics (including short biographies of lin-
guists and writers from Soviet Union): 1927a, 1927b, 1928b, 1928h, 1928i,
1929a, 1929c, 1929e, 1929g, 1929h, 1930d, 1931d, 1931e2, 1932b, 1932cl,
1932¢3, 1932c¢5, 1932d4, 1932¢, 1933b1, 1933b2, 1933b3, 1933b4, 1933b8,
1933b12,1933b15, 1933b18, 1933b19, 1933b20, 1933b21, 1933b22, 1933b23,
1933b24, 1933b25, 1933b26, 1933b27, 1933b28, 1933b29, 1933b30, 1933b31,
1933b32, 1933b33, 1933b34, 1933b35, 1933b36, 1933b37, 1935¢1, 1935¢2,
19351, 1936a, 1936¢4, 1936¢9, 1936¢10, 1936¢12, 1936¢13, 1936¢14, 1937al,
1937a10, 1937al3, 1937al5, 1938a2, 1938a4, 1939cl, 1939c¢3, 1939c4,
1939c¢5, 1939¢6, 1939¢7, 1939c¢8, 1940c2, 1940c3, 1940c4, 1940c5, 1943d3,
1947a, 1951d, 1955e, 1955j, 1957p, 1958y, 1960g, 1961d, 1962f, 1962g,
1964d, 1964e, 1966b1-1966b30, 19661, 1966g, 1969d, 1970c, 1972a, 1972b,
19751, 19755, 1975k, 1977h, 19771, 19791, 19801, 19811, 1983h.

Slavic philology: 1927c, 1927d, 1927e, 19271, 1928¢g, 1928;, 1928k, 19291,
1929, 1929k, 1933b13, 19351, 1955s, 1958b, 1977b, 1978b, 1981b.

Greek:1928d, 1929a, 1932¢2, 1935g, 1973e, 1977b, 1978b.
Latin: 1929d.

Semitic: 1929b, 1932d2, 1974b.

Sumerian: 19700.

Comparative Asian linguistics: 1949a, 1967b, 1969a, 1974b, 1979¢c, 19794,
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1976m, 19771, 1978c, 1980a, 1980b, 1980c, 1981b, 1981c, 1981e, 1981h,
1982j, 1983b, 1983d, 1985a.
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19611, 1961m, 2000.
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(1937a6/68-6 — entry): ,,Pandavové. Ottiv slovnik naucny nové doby, Vol. 4, Part 2, 863-
864.

(1937a7/68-7 — entry): ,,paidzabi®. Ottiiv slovnik naucny nové doby, Vol. 4, Part 2, 864.
(1937a8/68-8 — entry): ,,Panini*. Ottuv slovnik naucny nové doby, Vol. 4, Part 2, 867-868.
(1937a9/68-9 — entry): ,,Panipat™. Ottitv slovnik naucny nové doby, Vol. 4, Part 2, 868.
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(1937a10/68-10 — entry): ,,Pargiter F. E.““. Ottiiv slovnik naucny nové doby, Vol. 4, Part 2,
898.

(1937a11/68-11 — entry): ,,Parvat®. Ottiiv slovnik naucny nové doby, Vol. 4, Part 2, 916.
(1937a12/68-12 — entry): ,,Patandzalih (1. and 2.). Ottitv slovnik naucny nové doby, Vol. 4,
Part 2, 931.

(1937a13/68-13 — entry): ,,Pertold O.“. Otturv slovnik naucny nové doby, Vol. 4, Part 2, 1019.
(1937a14/68-14 — entry): ,,pesva‘. Ottuv slovnik naucny nové doby, Vol. 4, Part 2, 1024.
(1937a15/68-15 — entry): ,,Pischel R.*“. Ottuv slovnik naucny nové doby, Vol. 4, Part 2, 1081.
(1937a16/68-16 — entry): ,,Pradzapatih®. Ottiv slovnik naucny nové doby, Vol. 4, Part 2, 712.
(1937b1/69-1 — entry): ,,Brahma*“. Komenského slovnik naucny, Vol. 1, 73.

(1937b2/69-2 — entry): ,,Brahmani*. Komenského slovnik naucny, Vol. 1, 73.

(1937b3/69-3 — entry): ,,brahmanism®. Komenského slovnik naucny, Vol. 1, 73.

(1937b4/69-4 — entry): ,,buddhismus®. Komenského slovnik naucny, Vol. 1, 174-176.
(1937b5/69-5 — entry): ,,Dravidové*. Komenského slovnik naucny, Vol. 2, 482-483.
(1937¢/70 — review): H. Skold. Materialien zu den Iranischen Pamirsprachen. Archiv orien-
talni 9, 268-270.

1938

(1938al1/71-1 — entry): ,,prakrt*. Ottuv slovnik naucny nové doby, Vol. 5, Part 1, 68-69.
(1938a2/71-2 — entry): ,,Przyluski J.“. Ottutv slovnik naucny nové doby, Vol. 5, Part 1, 241.
(1938a3/71-3 — entry): ,,purana‘. Ottuv slovnik naucny nové doby, Vol. 5, Part 1, 275-276.
(1938a4/71-4 — entry): ,,Radloff F. W.“. Ottiiv slovnik naucny nové doby, Vol. 5, Part 1, 332.
(1938a5/71-5 — entry): ,,radzajogah‘. Ottitv slovnik naucny nové doby, Vol. 5, Part 1, 338.
(1938a6/71-6 — entry): ,,radzasthani*. Ottitv slovnik naucny nove doby, Vol. 5, Part 1, 338.
(1938a7/71-7 — entry): ,,Ramajanam®. Ottuv slovnik naucny nové doby, Vol. 5, Part 1, 399-
400.

(1938a8/71-8 — entry): ,,Randzit Singh*. Ottiiv slovnik naucny nové doby, Vol. 5, Part 1, 408.
(1938a9/71-9 — entry): ,,Rapson E. 1.“. Ottiiv slovnik naucny nové doby, Vol. 5, Part 1, 410.
(1938a10/71-10 — entry): ,,Rgvédah-“. Otturv slovnik naucny nové doby, Vol. 5, Part 1, 610-
612.

(1938b1/72-1 — entry): ,,indicka nabozenstvi“. Komenského slovnik naucny, Vol. 5, 521-525.
(1938b2/72-2 — entry): ,,Mundové®. Komenského slovnik naucny, Vol. 8, 145.

(1938¢/73 — review): V. Lesny, Rabindrandth Thakur (Tagore). Archiv orientalni 10, 348-
349,

1939

(1939a/74): Tocharische Etymologien. Zeitschrift der Deutschen Morgenlindischen Gesells-
chaft 93, 204-215.

(1939b/75): Zur Benennung des”Tocharischen”. Casopis pro moderni filologii 26/1, 18-23.
(1939¢1/76-1 — entry): ,,Rost R.““. Ottirv slovnik naucny nové doby, Vol. 5, Part 2, 745.
(1939¢2/76-2 — entry): ,,$aétina’. Ottiiv slovnik naucny nové doby, Vol. 5, Part 2, 955RR

(1939¢3/76-3 — entry): ,,Senart E. Ch. M.“. Ottitv slovnik naucny nové doby, Vol. 5, Part 2,
1115.

(1939¢4/76-4 — entry): ,,Scheftelowitz 1.“. Ottuv slovnik naucny nové doby, Vol. 5, Part 2,
1155.

(1939¢5/76-5 — entry): ,,Scherman L.“. Ottirv slovnik naucny nové doby, Vol. 5, Part 2, 1161.
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(1939¢6/76-6 — entry): ,,Schrader F. O.“. Ottiiv slovnik naucny nové doby, Vol. 5, Part 2, 1190-
1191.

(1939¢7/76-7 — entry): ,,Schroder L.“. Ottiiv slovnik naucny noveé doby, Vol. 5, Part 2, 1193.
(1939¢8/76-8 — entry): ,,Sieg E.“. Ottitv slovnik naucny nové doby, Vol. 5, Part 2, 1216.
(1939¢9/76-9 — entry): ,,Sikhové®. Ottiv slovnik naucny nové doby, Vol. 5, Part 2, 1225-
1226.

1940

(1940a/77): 1savasyopanisad. Uber die Entwicklung eines upanishadischen Textes. Zeitschrift
der Deutschen Morgenldindischen Gesellschaft 94, 409-417.

(1940b/78): O ‘tocharsting’ &ili jazyku Arsit. Listy filologické 67. 197-217.

(1940c1/79-1 — entry): ,,sogdijsky jazyk®. Ottuv slovnik naucny nové doby, Vol. 6, Part 1, 92-
93.

(1940¢2/79-2 — entry): ,,Sorabji C.*“. Ottiiv slovnik naucny noveé doby, Vol. 6, Part 1, 118.
(1940¢3/79-3 — entry): ,,Stein O.“. Otturv slovnik naucny nové doby, Vol. 6, Part 1, 355.
(1940c4/79-4 — entry): ,,Straka B.“. Ottitv slovnik naucny nove doby, Vol. 6, Part 1, 407.
(1940¢5/79-5 — entry): ,,Sundar Singh*. Ottuv slovnik naucny nové doby, Vol. 6, Part 1, 499.

1941

(1941a/80): Zur strukturellen Stellung des Altindischen. Zeitschrifi der Deutschen Morgenldn-
dischen Gesellschaft 95, 350-358.

(1941b/81): Téavasjopanisad (Jagurveda- XL). Listy filologické 68, 351-364.

(1941¢/82): O pravopisu a sklonovani vlastnich jmen indickych (osobnich i zemépisnych,
pokud jich bylo uzito v eské literatuie ptivodni i piekladové). Casopis pro moderni filologii
27,337-351.

(1941d/83 — postscript): H. Mansuruddin Ahmad. Tajemnd Indie? Indie, jak ji vidi Ind. Praha:
Evropsky literarni klub, 168-177.

1942

(1942a/84 — translation from Sanskrit + postscript): Kalidasah, Sestero rocnich pocasii. Rtu-
sanhdram. Praha: Evropsky literarni klub. 56 pages.

(1942b/85): Schichtung des Rgveda. Bestimmung des relativen Alteres der Lieder des Rgveda
mit Hilfe zahlenmaéssiger Berechnung 1.+11. Archiv orientalni 13, 103-141 + 225-269.
(1942¢/86):”Bandé matara”, hymna probouzejici se narodni Indie. Listy filologické 69, 150-
158.

(1942d/87): Prof. dr. Vincenc Lesny Sedesatnikem. Lidové noviny 50, No. 170 (3 April 1942),
6.

(1942d-a/87a): Podzim v basni indického basnika (Autumn in a Poem of an Indian Poet. Cte-
me 4, No. 12 (September 16th), 1.

(1942d-b/87b): Zrcadlo japonského malomést'aka (A Miror of the Japanese Petty Bourgeois).
Lidové noviny, Brno, 50, No. 524 (October 17th).

(1942d-c/87¢): Naru¢ novych knih o Indii (An Armful of New Books on India). Lidové noviny,
Brno, 50, No. 574 (November 15th).

(1942¢/88 — review): H. Pedersen, Tocharisch. Archiv orientalni 13, 144-145.

(19421/89 — review): A. J. van Windekens, Lexique étymologique des dialectes tokhariens.
Archiv orientalni 13, 145-146.

(1942g/90 — review): S. Konow, Khotansakische Grammatik. Archiv orientalni 13, 146-147.
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(1942h/90a — review): J. Prisek, Umél4 literatura a lidova slovesnost v Cing /Polite Literature
and Folk Literature in China/. Stredni skola — Praha 22 (1941/1942), No. 4. Praha: V. Petr,
246.

1943

(1943a/91): Die synchronische Stellung des Tocharischen und die Frage nach der idg. Urhe-
imat. Zeitschrift fiir vergleichende Sprachforschung auf dem Gebiete der indogermanischen
Sprachen 68, 83-98.

(1943b/92): Vom vedischen zum Sanskritakzent. Archiv orientdlni 14, 129-151.

(1943¢/93): K fonologii tocharstiny a staré indictiny (Report on a lecture given on 11 May,
1942, in the Circle linguistique de Prague). Slovo a slovesnost 9, 54-55.

(1943d1/94-1 — entry): ,,tamilStina®. Ottitv slovnik naucny nove doby, Vol. 6, Part 2, 971.
(1943d2/94-2 — entry): ,telugu®. Ottuv slovnik naucny nové doby, Vol. 6, Part 2, 1044-1045.
(1943d3/94-3 — entry): ,,Tilak B. G”. Ottitv slovnik naucny nové doby, Vol. 6, Part 2, 1142.
(1943d4/94-4 — entry): ,,Tocharové®. Ottiiv slovnik naucny nove doby, Vol. 6, Part 2, 1164.
(1943d5/94-5 — entry): ,,tocharstina®. Ottiiv slovnik naucny nové doby, Vol. 6, Part 2, 1164.
(1943d6/94-6 — entry): ,,Ujgurové®. Ottitv slovnik naucny nové doby, Vol. 6, Part 2, 1308.
(1943e/95 — review): B. Hrozny, Nejstarsi d¢jiny Predni Asie a Indie. Archiv orientalni 14,
154-156.

1944
(1944/96 — translation from Tamil + notes and postscript): Prihody indického Saska. Tennalira-
man katdi. Praha: Ceské graficka unie. 50 pages.

1946
(1946a/97): Schichtung des Rgveda II1. Archiv orientalni 15, 65-86.
(1946b/98 — Translation from Newari): Ziva loutka. Novy orient 2 (1946-1947). 2-3, 42.

1947

(1947a/99): Jan Kollar a afrikanistika. Novy orient 3 (1947-1948), 181.

(1947b/100 — translation from Tibetan): O chytrém brahmanu Jugpacdnovi. Novy orient 3
(1947-1948), 202.

(1947¢/101): Vychodni Turkestan, kiizovatka kultur. Novy orient 3 (1947-1948), 205-206.
(1947d/102 — translation from Mongolian): Osm drahocennych koni. Novy orient 3 (1947-
1948). 241. According Sima (1986: 364) this entry belongs to year 1948 after the article No.
110.

1948

(1948a/103): O indickém uméni a indickém uméleckém temesle. In: Indie v ceské kulture.
Praha: Naprstkovo muzeum, 5-8.

(1948b/104): Vincenc Lesny. (K 65. narozeninam fadného profesora indologie na Karlové uni-
versit¢ v Praze Ph. Dra Vincence Lesného dne 3. dubna 1947. - Bibliografie praci univ. prof.
Dra Vincence Lesného za dobu 1909 az 1948. Archiv orientalni 16, 149-161.

(1948¢/105): Carvakadehatmadar§anam. (Iz istorii indijskoj filosofii). Archiv orientdlni 16,
185-193.

(1948d/106): La Jyotisaratnamala ou Guirlande des joyaux d’astrologie de Sripatibhatta. Ar-
chiv orientalni 16, 277-309.
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(1948e/107): O pismu a knihtisku v Tibet¢ a v Mongolsku. Novy orient 4 (1948-1949), 7-9.
(1948£/108): Holubice miru, holubice lasky. Novy orient 4 (1948-1949), 11-12.

(1948g/109): Ind o ceské literature. Novy orient 4 (1948-1949), 25-26.

(1948h/110): Danska vyprava do Stiedni Asie. Novy orient 4 (1948-1949), 26.

(1948i/111 — translation from Tocharian): Pohadka o umélém Ivu. Novy orient 4 (1948-1949),
43.

(1948j/112 — postscript and notes): J. Marques-Riviere, Ve stinu tibetskych kldsteru. Praha:
Symposion, 180-213.

(1948k/113 — review): V. Lesny, Deux livres tcheques sur le bouddhisme. Archiv orientalni
16, 367-3609.

(19481/114 — review): J. Bloch, Structure grammaticale des langues dravidiennes. Archiv ori-
entalni 16, 369-370.

(1948m/115 — review): L. Hamble, Grammaire de la langue mongole écrite. Archiv orientalni
16, 370-373.

(1948n/116 —review): B. Hrozny, Nejstarsi d¢jiny Pfedni Asie, Indie a Kréty. Archiv orientalni
16, 373-377.

(19480/117 — review): A. A. Avdijev, Istoria drevnego Vostoka. Archiv orientdlni 16, 384.
(1948p/118 —review article): Dvé nové ¢eské knihy o buddhismu — Univ. prof. Dr. V. Lesného
“Dhammapadam® a “Buddhismu”. Slovesnd veda 1 (1947-1948), 166-167.

1949

(1949a/119): The Syntactical Relationship of Some Asiatic Languages. The sentence structure
in Tibetan, NewarT, Burmese, Mongolian, Manchu, Turkish, Tamil and Malayalam in compa-
rison with Indo-Aryan languages. A linguistic study from the synchronic standpoint. Archiv
orientalni 17, 265-292.

(1949b/120): Tanec v indickych pamatkach literarnich a umeéleckych. Novy orient 4 (1948-
1949), 76-79.

(1949¢/121): Nabozenské tance v Tibet¢ a v Mongolsku. Novy orient 4 (1948-1949), 102-
103.

(1949d/122): Mudra — indické tanecni gesto. Novy orient 4 (1948-1949), 108-109.
(1949¢/123): Indie objevena a piece tajemna. Novy orient 4 (1948-1949), 139.

(19491/124): Co je védant? Novy orient 4 (1948-1949), 166.

(1949¢/125): Z ceské orientalistiky. Novy orient 4 (1948-1949), 167.

(1949h/126): Predhistoricka Indie ve svétle badani prof. B. Hrozného. Novy orient 4 (1948-
1949), 176-177.

(1949i1/127 — translation from Tocharian): Um¢la sluzebnice. Novy orient 4 (1948-1949), 193-
194.

(1949j/128): Naruc¢ novych i staronovych knih o0 Mongolsku. Novy orient 4 (1948-1949), 206-
208.

(1949k/129 — translation from Tibetan): Kvintesence uceni téch, kdo dosahli druhého biehu
poznani /Prajiaparamitahrdayasiitra/. Novy orient 4 (1948-1949), 217-218.

(19491/130): Karavanni propustky ze 7. stol. po Kr. Novy orient 5 (1949-1950), 8.
(1949m/131): Z dé&jin Ceské orientalistiky. Novy orient 5 (1949-1950), 23.

(1949n/132): Cesti orientalisté spolupracuji na svétovém dile. Novy orient 5 (1949-1950), 68.
(19490/133 — review): L. Matous, Stopami zaslych kultur. Novy orient 4 (1948-1949), 167.



192

(1949p/134 — review): Nad novou mapou Mongolska (Na okraj knihy akademika V. A. Obru-
¢eva ,,Vostocnaja Mongolija®“. Novy orient 4 (1948-1949), 240.

1950

(1950a/135): Les vers tibétain. Archiv orientalni 18/4, 188-235.

(1950b/136): Goethe a Vychod. Novy orient 5 (1949-1950), 109-110

(1950¢/137): T. G. Masaryk a jeho vztahy k Orientu. Novy orient 5 (1949-1950), 142-143.

1951

(1951a/138 — translation from Russian with notes, postface and index; supplemented with
translations from Izvestija Akademii nauk SSSR, serija istorii i filosofii VI/3, 1949, 246-262;
VII/6, 1950, 514-529 and 577-578): S. P. Tolstov. Po stopach davného Chorézmu. Praha: Slo-
vanské nakladatelstvi. 427 pages.

(1951b/139): L’indianisme et les études tchécoslovaques concernant la Haute Asie et I’ Asie
Central. Archiv orientalni 19, 182-206.

(1951¢/140): Le verbe kalmouk moderne — une parallele a 1’évolution du verbe indo-européen.
Archiv orientalni 19, 406-408.

(1951d/141): Gustaf John Ramstedt. (Ein Nachruf). Mit einer Bibliographie. Archiv orientalni
19 (1951), 617-624.

(1951e/142 — translation from Russian with notes): Dr. Ed. Murzajev, Tficet rokli nového
Mongolska. Novy orient 6 (1951), 29-32.

(19511/143): Nové mongolské pismo. Novy orient 6, 108-109.

(1951g/144): Stary Chérezm. Novy orient 6, 124-128.

(1951h/145): Pal druhého tisicileti mezinarodnich vztaht Tibetu. Novy orient 6, 147-149.
(1951i/146 — review): G. Uray, Kelet-Tibet nyelv jarasainak osztalyozasa. The classification of
the dialects of eastern Tibet. Archiv orientalni 19, 307-308.

(1951j/147 — review): F. Weller, Zum mongolischen Tanjur. Archiv orientalni 19, 308.
(1951k/148 — review): L. Ligeti, Catalogue du Kanjour mongol imprimé. Vol. L. Archiv orien-
talni 19, 309.

(19511/149 — review): Le Subhasitaratnanidhi mongol. Un document du Moyen Mongol. 4r-
chiv orientalni 19, 310.

(1951m/150 — review): Lin Li-Kouang, Dharma Samuccaya. Compendium de la Loi. I¥ par-
tie. Archiv orientalni 19, 310-311.

(1951n/151 — review): J. Filliozat, Fragmente de texte koutchéens de médicine et de la magie.
Archiv orientalni 19, 311-312.

(19510/152 — review): W. Y. Evans-Wentz, Le Yoga tibétain et les Doctrines Secretes ou les
Sept Livres de la Sagesse du Grand Sentier suivant la traduction du Lama Kazi Dawa Samdup.
Archiv orientalni 19, 312-313.

(1951p/153 — review): India Antiqua. A Volume of Oriental Studies presented ... to J. Ph. Vo-
gel. Archiv orientalni 19, 313-314.

(1951q/154 — review): S. P. Tolstov, Po sledam drevnechorezmijskoj civilizacii. Archiv orien-
talni 19, 314-315.

(1951r/155 — review): M. O. Kosven, Matriarchat. Istorija problemy. Archiv orientdlni 19,
315.

(1951s/156 — review): ,,Bharatiya Vidya Bhavan, Bombay, August 194%. Archiv orientalni 19,
315-316.
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1952

(1952a/157 — translation from Tibetan with postface): Lu Dub [Klu-sgrub], Serab Dongbu
[Ses-rab sdon-bu] to jest Strom moudrosti. Mudroslovi tibetského lidu. Praha: Melantrich. 99
pages.

(1952b/158): Das tibetische Totenbuch im Rahmen der eschatologischen Literatur. Archiv
orientalni 20, 136-162.

(1952¢/159 — review): Chos kyi tshigs su béad pa bzugs so. Dhammapada. Translated into
Tibetan by The Rev. Gedun Chomphel. Archiv orientalni 20, 321-323.

(1952d/160 — review): Bod yig gi ka dpe dan po bzugs so. Tibetan Primer. Archiv orientalni
20, 323-324.

(1952¢/161 —review): D. R. Shackleton Bailey, the Satapaficasatka of Matrceta. Archiv orien-
talni 20, 324-326.

(1952f/162 — review): F. Weller. Uber den Quellenbezug eines mongolischen Tanjurtextes.
Archiv orientalni 20, 326-327.

(1952g/163 —review): E. Waldschmidt, Das Mahaparinirvanasttra, [-II1. Archiv orientalni 20,
327-328.

(1952h/164 — review): E. M. Murzajev, Geograficeskije issledovania Mongol’skoj Narodnoj
Respubliki. Archiv orientalni 20, 328-330.

(1952i/165 — review): J. Bacot, Grammaire tibétaine littéraire, 1., II. Archiv orientdlni 20, 330-
332.

(1952j/166 — review): J. Bacot, F. W. Thomas, ch. Toussaint, Documents de Touen-Houang
rélatifs” 1’histoire du Tibet. Archiv orientalni 20, 332.

1953

(1953a/167): Tii doby mongolskych déjin. Novy orient 8, 24-27.

(1953b/168): He created Indo-Czech Friendship. Czechoslovak Life 8, No. 7 (July), 24-25.
(1953¢/169): Cendijn Damdinsiiren v Praze. Literdrni noviny 2, No. 52 (25 December), 4.
(1953d/170 — translation from Mongolian): Cendijn Damdinsiiren, Ceskoslovenskym soudru-
htm. Literdrni noviny 2. No. 52 (25. December), 4.

(1953e/171): Svatek mongolského lidu. Zemédelské noviny 9, No. 165 (11 July), 5.
(19531/172 — review): H. Hoffmann, Quellen zur Geschichte der tibetischen Bon-Religion.
Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 48, 182-185.

(1953g/173 — review): F. Weller, Zum mongolischen Tanjur. - F. Weller, Uber den Quellenbe-
zug eines mongolischen Tanjurtextes. Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 48, 275-277.

1954

(1954a/174 — translation from Mongolian, with index): Ch. Cojbalsan, Déjiny mongolské revo-
luce. Strucny nastin. Praha: Statni nakladatelstvi politické literatury. 138 pages.

(1954b/175): Zum Stammbaum des Tschingis Chan. Asiatica [Festschrift Friedrich Weller].
Leipzig, 442-452.

(1954¢/176): Les vers tibétain I1. Archiv orientdlni 22, 563-585.

(1954d/177): O nové mongolské literatute. Novy orient 9, 30-31.

(1954¢/178): Mongolska navitéva v Ceskoslovensku. Novy orient 9, 44-46.

(19541/179): Mongolsko se predstavuje. Svét prace 4, No. 5 (28 January), 7.
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1955

(19552a/180): Institutiones linguae Tocharicae, Pars I: Thesaurus linguae Tocharicae dialecti
A, (Monografie Archivu orientdlniho, Vol. XV.). Praha: Statni pedagogické nakladatelstvi. xiv
+ 466 pages.

(1955b/181 — translation from Mongolian, with postface, notes and indexes): Tajnd kronika
Mongoli. Praha: Statni nakladatelstvi krasné literatury, hudby a uméni. 279 pages.
(1955¢/182): Zwei Parallelen zur Geheimen Geschichte der Mongolen. Acta Orientalia Hun-
garicae 4, 165-170.

(1955d/183): Majar(at), Mad(a)sari, Matlapot (Ein Beitrag zur Erklarung der Geheimen Ge-
schichte der Mongolen). Acta Orientalia Hungaricae 4, 171-175.

(1955¢/184): A Csehszlovak orientalisztika munkdja, célkitiizései és szervezete. Kiilonlenyo-
mat. 4 Magyar tudomanyos akadémia nyelv és irodalomtudomanyi osztalyanak Kozleményei
VII/1-2, 91-101.

(19551/185): Mongolische Miszellen. I. Reduplication, Alliteration, Figura etymologica, Volk-
setymologie und altmongolische Stammesnamen in der Geheimen Geschichte der Mongolen.
Central Asiatic Journal 1, 63-74.

(1955g/186): Mongolische Miszellen. II. ASa-Gambu von den Tangut. — III. Zwei Ortsnamen
des MNT. — IV. Zum Hunnenproblem. Central Asiatic Journal 1,284-291.

(1955h/187): Gramaticka konstrukce tibetstiny. Supplement to Archiv orientalni 23, 10-11.
(19551/188): Ulaanbaatar ireed nad sanagdsan ziijl. Utga zochiol 1, No. 3 (1 September), 1.
(1955j/189): Putovani za mad’arskou orientalistikou. Novy orient 10, 77-80.

(1955k/190): O tibetské literature. Novy orient 10, 148-150.

(195517191 + O. Klima & S. Segert — review): F. Altheim, R. Stiehl, Das erste Auftreten der
Hunnen. Das Alter der Jesaja-Rolle. Archiv orientalni 23, 265-268.

(1955m/192 — review): E. Waldschmidt, Das Catusparisatsiitra, 1. Archiv orientalni 23, 275-
276.

(1955n/193 — review): J. Nobel, Suvarnaprabhasotamasiira. Das Goldglanz-Siitra. Archiv ori-
entalni 23, 276.

(19550/194 — review): J. Ensink, The Questions of Rastrapala. Archiv orientalni 23, 276-277.
(1955p/195 — review): J. Knobloch, Romani-Texte aus dem Burgenlande. Archiv orientalni
23,278-279.

(19559/196 — review): J. Nobel, Central Asia, the connecting link between East and West and
other lectures. Archiv orientalni 23, 286-287.

(19551/197 — review): N. Pigulevskaja, Vizantija na putjach v Indiju. — M. V. Fechner, Torgovl-
ja Russkogo gosudarstva so stranami Vostoka v XVI veke. Archiv orientalni 23, 287-289.
(1955s/198 — review): A. Zajaczowski, Zwiazky jazykowe potowiecko-stowianskie. Archiv
orientalni 23, 290.

(1955t/199 — review): E. Sieg, Ubersetzungen aus dem Tocharischen I1. Archiv orientdlni 23,
290-291.

(1955u/200 — review): W. Thomas, Die tocharischen Verbaladjektiva auf -/. Eine syntaktische
Untersuchung. Archiv orientalni 23, 291-292.

(1955v/201 — review): S. Je. Malov, Jenisejskaja pis’mennost’ tjurkov. Teksty i perevody. Ar-
chiv orientalni 23, 292-294.

(1955w/202 — review): G. J. Ramstedt, Aufsdtze und Vortrége. — G. J. Ramstedt, Einfithrung in
die altaische Sprachwissenschaft, II. Formenlehre. Archiv orientalni 23, 294-295.

(1955x/203 — review): Grigor Of Akanc’, History of The Nation of The Archers (The Mon-
gols). Archiv orientalni 23, 295-296.
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(1955y/204 — review): Altan Tob¢i, A Brief History of the Mongols by bLo. bzan bsTan. ’jin.
Archiv orientalni 23, 296-297.

(1955z/205 — review): N. Poppe, Grammar of the Written Mongolian. Archiv orientalni 23,
297-300.

(19550/206 — review): E. Haenisch, Sino-mongolische Dokumente vom Ende des 14. Jahrhun-
derts. Archiv orientalni 23, 300-301.

(1955B/207 — review): M. Lewicki, La langue mongole des transcriptions chinoises du XIVe
siecle. Le Houa-yi yi-yu de 1389. Archiv orientalni 23, 301-303.

(1955y/208 — review): F. Weller, Tibetisch-sanskritischer Index zum Bodhicaryavatara. Heft I.
Archiv orientalni 23, 303-304.

(19558/209 — review): S. Hummel, Elemente der tibetischen Kunst. Archiv orientdlni 23, 304-
305.

(1955¢/210 — review): S. Hummel, Geheimnisse tibetischer Malereien. Archiv orientdlni 23,
305.

(1955¢/211 — review): S. Hummel, Lamaistische Studien. Archiv orientalni 23, 305-306.
(19551/212 — review): S. Hummel, Geschichte der tibetischen Kunst. Archiv orientdlni 23,
306-308.

(19556/213 —review): S. Hummel, Tibetische Kunsthandwerk in Metall. Archiv orientdlni 23,
308.

(1955v214 —review): Th. Kluge, Die Volker und die Sprachen des indo-chinesischen Raumes.
Archiv orientalni 23, 308-309.

(1955x/215 — review): E. Haenisch, Zur japanischen Phototypieausgabe des fiinfsprachigen
Worterspiegels. Archiv orientalni 23, 310-311.

1956

(1956a/216): Die Geheime Geschichte der Mongolen als Geschichtsquelle und Literatur-
denkmal. Ein Beitrag zu ihrer Erkldrung (Archiv orientalni — Supplementa I'V). Praha: Nakla-
datelstvi Ceskoslovenské akademie véd. 247 pages.

(1956b/217): Institutiones linguae Tocharicae, Pars 11: Chrestomathia Tocharica (Monografie
Archivu orientalniho, Vol. XV), Praha: Statni pedagogické nakladatelstvi. 44 pages.
(1956¢/218): Zur Entwicklung des mongolischen Verses (Vom Altaischen zum Khalkha-Mon-
golischen). In: Charisteria Orientalia praecipue ad Persiam pertinentia. Praha: Nakladatelstvi
Ceskoslovenské akademie véd, 233-252.

(1956¢-a/218a): Dorno dachiny sudlal ¢echoslovakt chogziz bajgaa n’. Sinzléch uchaan 16,
No. 2, 44-50.

(1956¢-b/218b): Kamenné srdce muze na hote Soncholaj (Rozhovor s orientalistou dr. Pavlem
Pouchou. Zapsal L. Buzek). Svobodné slovo 12, No. 237 (30 September), 3.

(1956d/219): Zprava o studijnim pobytu v Mongolské lidové republice. Véstnik CSAV 65,
246-250.

(1956€/220): Kiizem krazem novym Mongolskem. Novy orient 11, 60-62.

(19561/221): K samanské jeskyni Dajin-dérchin aguj. Novy orient 11, 140-142.

(1956g/222): Vyrostla z partyzanskych oddila (Ke dni mongolské lidové armady). Zdpisnik
agitatora Ministerstva narodni obrany, No. 6. Praha, 19-24.

1957
(1957a/223): Trinact tisic kilometriit Mongolskem autem, parolodi, letadlem. Praha: Svobodné
slovo - Melantrich. 326 pages.
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(1957b/224): Mongolyn nuuc towcoo bol tiiiich ba uran zochiolyn dursgalt bicig mon. Ulaan-
baatar: B. N. M. A. U. Sinzlech Uchaany Chiireelen. 18 pages.

(1957¢/225 — translation from Mongolian, with postface and notes): Nejlepsi z muzii Dzdng-
-Dzaliidaj. Praha: Nakladatelstvi Ceskoslovenské akademie véd. 48 pages.

(1957d/226): Mongolska lidova republika. In: Kulturné politicky kalendar. Praha: Orbis, 196-
209.

(1957e/227): Mongghol-un nighuca tobcij-a bol teiike ba uran jokijal-un durasghaltu bicig
mon. In: Mongghol kel bicig. (Chochechoto). No. 10, 24-49.

(1957f/228 — translation from Mongolian): Povést o dvou jizdnich konich Cingisovych. Novy
orient 12, 100-102.

(1957g/229 — translation from Mongolian): Povidka o krasné Naran-Gerel. Svétova literatura
1/1,193-195.

(1957h/230): O vyvoji mongolské literatury. Svetova literatura 1/1, 196-207.

(1957i/231): Na okraji velké Ciny. Socialisticky smér 7, No. 17 (1 October), 19-23.
(1957j/232 — translation from Mongolian, with a pseudonym “Dr. Pavel Petri”): Ebesiin oron.
Krajina trav. Zivot 7, No. 28 (11th June), 14.

(1957k/233): V Pekingu. Svobodné slovo 13, No. 188 (7 August), 2.

(19571/234): Kompas pomaha zivym i mrtvym. Svobodné slovo 13, No. 210 (1 September),
2.

(1957m/235): Cina nezpiva, ale pracuje. Svobodné slovo 13, No. 228 (22 September), 1.
(1957n/236): Ke hrobu Cingischana. Svobodné slovo 13, No. 263 (3 November), 3 + 6.
(19570/237): Neznamé narody Vnitiniho Mongolska. Svobodné slovo 13, No. 281 (24 No-
vember), 3 + 6.

(1957p/238 — review of journal): Przeglad orientalistyczny 16 (1955). Orientalistische Litera-
turzeitung 52, 378-380.

(1957q/239 — revision of names in oriental languages): J. Hunt, Vystup na Everest. Praha:
Sportovni a turistické nakladatelstvi.

1958

(1958a/240 — translation from Mongolian, with postface and notes): B. Rin¢en. Slunce vychdzi
[Uiirin tujaa]. Praha: Svobodné slovo & Melantrich. 546 pages.

(1958b/241): Orientalni naméty v dile Julia Zeyera. In: Julius Zeyer. Svétla vychodu. Praha:
Svobodné slovo & Melantrich, 535-634.

(1958¢/242): Tradicionalismus v tibetské gramatice. In: O védeckém poznani soudobych jazy-
kii. Praha: Nakladatelstvi Ceskoslovenské akademie v&d, 37-40.

(1958d/243): Mongolische Volksrepublik. In: Kalender 1958. Prag: Orbis, 214-231.
(1958e/244 — translation from Mongolian): Vypravéni o zené, ktera ukradla srdce. Novy orient
13, 123.

(19581/245 — translation from Tibetan): Létajici stroj. Novy orient 13, 162.

(1958g/246): Bogdo Cingis — zakladatel mongolské tise. Novy orient 13, 190-191.
(1958h/247): O vyzivé v Mongolsku. Vyziva lidu 13/2. 26-27.

(1958i/248): Jidlo v Cing. Vyziva lidu 13/6, 89-90.

(1958/249): Buddhismus a islam v nové Cing. Socialisticky smér 8, No. 3 (1 February), 27-
28.

(1958k/250): Cina cestou k socialismu. Socialisticky smér 8. No. 4 (15 February), 18-20.
(19581/251): Potize ristu socialismu v Cing. Socialisticky smér 8. No. 8 (15 April), 22-24.
(1958m/252): Americké intriky kolem Tibetu. Socialisticky smeér 8. No. 11 (1 June), 18-20.
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(1958n/253): Na jih pravé Ciny. Socialisticky smér 8. No. 14 (15 August), 16-18.
(19580/254): Skolstvi v Cinské lidové republice. Socialisticky smér 8. No. 15 (1 September),
15-17.

(1958p/255): Politika Ciny v dobytkatskych oblastech. Socialisticky smér 8. No. 16 (15 Sep-
tember), 22-23.

(1958q/256): O Tchaj-wanu. Socialisticky smér 8. No. 20 (15 November), 18-20.
(19581/257): Stopami Fa-sienovymi. Svobodné slovo 14, No. 35 (9 February), 3 + 6.
(1958s/258): Ve vlasti Ujgurt a davnych Tochart. Svobodné slovo 14, No. 65 (16 March), 1;
No. 66 (18 March 1958), 1; No. 67 (19 March 1958), 1; No. 68 (20 March 1958), 1.
(1958t/259): Bubny himi Pekingem. Svobodné slovo 14, No. 84 (9 April), 1.

(1958u/260): Pekingska opera. Svobodné slovo 14, No. 113 (13 May), 1.

(1958v/261): Vstiic mofi a palmadm. Svobodné slovo 14, No. 122 (23 May), 1.

(1958w/262): K obratniku Raka. Svobodné slovo 14, No. 127 (29 May), 1.

(1958x/262a): Uvodem. In: V. Sis & J. Vani, Tibet. Praha: Nage vojsko, 5.

(1958y/263 — review of journal): Przeglad orientalistyczny 17 (1956). Orientalistische Litera-
turzeitung 53, 408-410.

1959

(1959a/264 — translation from Sanskrit, with preface & notes): Dandi, Dobrodruzstvi deseti
princii. Dasakumaracaritam. Praha: Statni nakladatelstvi krasné literatury, hudby a uméni.
250 pages.

(1959b/265): Kratce o Mongolech, o jejich jazyce, a jejich kultufe. Co vds zajima, No. 5, 9-
15.

(1959¢/266 — translation from Mongolian): Mongolska piislovi. Co vds zajimd, No. 5, 16.
(1959d/267 — transcription of Indian names): Bhattacharya Bhabani, Kdo jede na tygru. Praha:
Statni nakladatelstvi politické literatury.

1960

(1960a/268): 13000 Kilometer durch die Mongolei. Leipzig: VEB F. A. Brockhaus Verlag. 271
pages.

(1960b/269 + E. Vicek & J. Kolmas): Diagnosis of the ,,Wild Man* according to Buddhist
Literary Sources from Tibet, Mongolia and China. Man 60, Article No. 194, 153-155.
(1960c¢/270): Bruza — Burusaski? Central Asiatic Journal 5,295-300.

(1960d/271): Prvni mezinarodni kongres mongolisti. Véstnik CSAV 69, 138-139.
(1960e/272): Siichbatar — osvoboditel. Novy orient 15, 10-11.

(19601/273 — translation from Mongolian): Mongolska ptislovi. Novy orient 15, 159 + 174.
(1960g/274 — review of journal): Przeglad orientalistyczny 18 (1957) and 19 (1958). Orienta-
listische Literaturzeitung 55, 331-332 + 427-428.

1961

(1961a/275): Afghanistan dachi mogol chel, cholidson chelnij onol choér + Die Sprache der
Mogholen in Afghanistan und die Theorie der Mischsprachen. Olon ulsyn mongol chel bicgijn
erdemtnij anchdugaar ich chural 1. dewter = Studia Mongolica, t. 2, fasc. 16. Ulaanbaatar,
234-251 +251-270.

(1961b/276): Chalimagijn tuuli Zangaryn tuchaj + Zum kalmiickischen Epos Dzangar. Olon
ulsyn mongol chel bicgijn erdemtnij anchdugaar ich chural 3. dewter = Studia Mongolica, t.
2, fasc. 29. Ulaanbaatar, 106-117 + 117-129.
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(1961¢/277 — translation from Russian): Novovekeé déjiny orientdlnich zemi. Praha: Statni na-
kladatelstvi politické literatury, Vol. I, 234-254 + 517-526 + Vol. II, 86-97.

(1961d/278): Answers on a symposium. In: Co cist ze svétovych literatur. Praha: Statni nakla-
datelstvi krasné literatury, hudby a umeéni, 138-140.

(1961e/279): Indicka a stiedoasijska historiografie. Sbornik referati I'V. védecké orientalistic-
ké konference, Liblice dne 28.-30. listopadu 1960. Zprdvy Ceskoslovenské spolecnosti orien-
talistické 3, No. 2, 46-56.

(19611/280): Mongolische Miszellen. V. Die Sprache der Mogholen in Afghanistan und die
Theorie der Mischsprachen. Central Asiatic Journal 6, 27-43.

(1961g/281): Mongolische Miszellen. VI: Zum kalmiickischen Epos Dzangar. Central Asiatic
Journal 6, 235-246.

(1961h/282): The Shaman Cave of Dayin Derchin Agui. New Orient Bimonthly 2/2, 4-5.
(19611/283 — translation from Mongolian): Mongolska ptislovi. Novy orient 16, 53.
(1961j/284 — notes): 1. A. Jefremov. Cesta vétrii. Zapisky z Gobi. Praha: Mlada fronta, 209-
213.

(1961k/285 — review of journal): Przeglad orientalistyczny 20 (1959) and 21 (1960). Orienta-
listische Literaturzeitung 56, 325-326 + 653.

(19611/286 — revision of names in oriental languages): H. A. Forster, AZ na vrchol svéta; + F.
Grassler, Od Mont Blanku k Mount Everestu. Praha: Orbis.

(1962m/287 — transcription of the Indian names): S. RadhakriSnan, Indicka filosofie I.-1I. Pra-
ha: Nakladatelstvi Ceskoslovenské akademie véd.

1962

(1962a/288): Do nitra Asie. Praha: Orbis. 282 pages.

(1962b/289): Mongolische Miszellen. VII. Innerasiatische Chronologie. Central Asiatic Jour-
nal 7, 192-204.

(1962¢/290 — translation from Tibetan): VerSovana tibetska ptislovi. Novy orient 17, 135.
(1962d/291): Basnik mongolské ptirody. Novy orient 17,211-212.

(1962¢/292): Do nitra Asie. Nové knihy, No. 7, 2.

(196217293 — review of journal): Przeglad orientalistyczny 21/2 (1960); 21/3-4 (1960) and 22
(1961). Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 57, 556 + 643-644 and 644-645.

(1962g/294 — review of journal): Rocznik orientalistyczny 24/2 (1961). Orientalistische Lite-
raturzeitung 56, 653-654.

1963

(1963a/295): Tibetska literatara. In: Dejiny svetovej literatury 1. Bratislava: Vydavatel’stvo
Osveta, 99-103.

(1963b/296): Mongolska literatara. In: Dejiny svetovej literatury 1. Bratislava: Vydavatel’stvo
Osveta, 182-188.

(1963¢/297): Burjatska literatura. In: Z déjin literatury Asie a Afriky 11 (Asijské literatury
SSSR). Praha: Statni pedagogické nakladatelstvi, 179-185.

(1963d/298): Kalmycka literatura. In: Z dejin literatury Asie a Afriky 111 (Asijské literatury
SSSR). Praha: Statni pedagogické nakladatelstvi, 186-187.

(1963¢/299): Kalidasa v Mongolsku. In: Orientalisticky sbornik. Materidly z V. vedeckej kon-
ferencie orientalistov. Bratislava: Vydavatel’stvo Slovenskej akadémie vied, 151-155.
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(1963£/300): Mongolische Miszellen. VIIL. Uber die Notwendigkeit des Studiums der neuen
mongolischen Schriftsprachen. Central Asiatic Journal 8, 174-184.

(1963g/301): Mongolische Miszellen. IX. Uber die neumongolisch Literatur und ihrem Wert
fiir die Mongolistik. Central Asiatic Journal 8, 253-2609.

(1963h/302): Mongolische Miszellen. X. Die zwei mongolischen Inschriften vom Tschabtschi-
jal-Pass als mongolische Poesie des 14. Jahrhunderts. Central Asiatic Journal 8, 270-280.
(19631/303): The Tibetan Language. Central Asiatic Journal 8, 219-229.

(1963j/304): Kralovstvi Amazonek u Mongold. Novy orient 18, 158.

(1963k/305): Co se nevi o mongolsting. Novy orient 18, 304.

1964

(1964a/306): Weitere Beitrdge zu den Problemen der Geheimen Geschichte der Mongolen.
Journal de la Société Finno-Ougrienne 65, 91-98.

(1964b/307 — notes and postscript): Putovani k Mongolum (transl. by E. Knobloch). Praha:
Statni nakladatelstvi krasné literatury a uméni, 309-377.

(1964¢/308 — review): W. Heissig, Helden-Hollenfahrts- und Schelmengeschichten der Mon-
golen. Aus dem Mongolischen iibersetzt. Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 59, 299-300.
(1964d/309 — review of journal): Przeglad orientalistyczny 23/1-2 (1962). Orientalistische
Literaturzeitung 59, 106-107.

(1964¢/310 — review of journal): Studia et Acta Orientalia 1 (1957), 2 (1959) and 3 (1960).
Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 59, 107-108 + 219-220.

1965

(1965a/311): Mongolische Miszellen. XI. Einiges tiber das Pferd in der mongolischen Litera-
tur und der heutigen Mongolei. Central Asiatic Journal 10, 286-306.

(1965b/312): A Kalidasa Text in New Mongolian. Indo-Asian Studies 2 (New Delhi), 149-
160.

1966

(1966a/313): Uber einige in der Mongolei gesammelte lamaistische, mongolische und tibe-
tische Schriften. Collectanea Mongolica (Asiatische Forschungen 17), Wiesbaden, 163-171.
(1966b1/314-1 — entry): Abidujev Babasan Dorzijevi¢. Slovnik spisovatelii narodii SSSR,
Praha, 13.

(1966b2/314-2 — entry): Balakan Aleksej. Slovnik spisovatelii narodit SSSR, Praha, 49.
(1966b3/314-3 — entry): Basngha Baatr. Slovnik spisovatelii narodii SSSR, Praha, 53.
(1966b4/314-4 — entry): Bazaron Bato Bazarovi¢. Slovnik spisovatelii narodit SSSR, Praha,
54.

(1966b5/314-5 — entry): Cydendanbajev Cimit Cydendambajevic. Slovnik spisovatelii ndrodi
SSSR, Praha, 87.

(1966b6/314-6 — entry): Damdinov Darizap Dugarovic. Slovnik spisovatelii narodit SSSR,
Praha, 100.

(1966b7/314-7 — entry): Dordzin Basng. Slovnik spisovatelii narodit SSSR, Praha, 108.
(1966b8/314-8 — entry): Erndzénéd Konstantin. Slovnik spisovatelii narodit SSSR, Praha, 126.
(1966b9/314-9 — entry): Galsanov Geden Galsanovi¢. Slovnik spisovatelii narodit SSSR, Pra-
ha, 138.
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(1966b10/314-10 — entry): Chiltuchin Danri Danilovi€. Slovnik spisovateli narodit SSSR,
Praha, 184.

(1966b11/314-11 — entry): Indzin Lidz. Slovnik spisovatelii narodit SSSR, Praha, 193.
(1966b12/314-12 — entry): Kaljan Sandz. Slovnik spisovatelii narodit SSSR, Praha, 214.
(1966b13/314-13 — entry): Kanukov Chanti Badijevi¢. Slovnik spisovatelii narodii SSSR, Pra-
ha, 215.

(1966b14/314-14 — entry): Kim Inokentij Aleksejevic. Slovnik spisovatelit narodit SSSR. Pra-
ha, 226.

(1966b15/314-15 — entry): Kogltin Dawa. Slovnik spisovatelii narodii SSSR, Praha, 235-236.
(1966b16/314-16 — entry): Koktan Elda. Slovnik spisovatelii narodit SSSR, Praha, 236.
(1966b17/314-17 — entry): Leedznd Cern. Slovnik spisovatelii narodit SSSR, Praha, 268.
(1966b18/314-18 — entry): Lidzin Erncn. Slovnik spisovatelit narodit SSSR, Praha, 271.
(1966b19/314-19 — entry): Madason Ilja Nikolajevi¢. Slovnik spisovatelii narodii SSSR, Praha,
283-284.

(1966b20/314-20 — entry): Mandzin Nimgr. Slovnik spisovatelii narodit SSSR, Praha, 293.
(1966b21/314-21 — entry): Namsarajev Choca Namsarajevi¢. Slovnik spisovatelii narodii
SSSR, Praha, 315-316.

(1966b22/314-22 — entry): Nimbujev Sirab Nimbujevi¢. Slovnik spisovatelii ndrodii SSSR,
Praha, 326.

(1966b23/314-23 — entry): Nomtojev Cokto Nomtojevic. Slovnik spisovatelii ndarodii SSSR,
Praha, 327.

(1966b24/314-24 — entry): Sanhdzinova Bosja. Slovnik spisovatelii narodit SSSR, Praha, 387.
(1966b25/314-25 — entry): Sjan-Bélgin Chasr. Slovnik spisovatelii narodii SSSR, Praha, 399-
400.

(1966b26/314-26 — entry): Susejev Aksén Iljumdzinovi¢. Slovnik spisovatelii narodit SSSR,
Praha, 420.

(1966b27/314-27 — entry): Torojev Apollon Andrejevi¢. Slovnik spisovatelii narodit SSSR,
Praha, 456.

(1966b28/314-28 — entry): Tumunov Zamso Tumunovié. Slovnik spisovatelii narodii SSSR,
Praha, 461.

(1966b29/314-29 — entry): Zalsarajev Damba Zalsarajevic. Slovnik spisovatelii narodii SSSR,
Praha, 510.

(1966b30/314-30 — entry): Zimbijev Cydenzap Zimbijevi¢. Slovnik spisovatelii narodii SSSR,
Praha, 512.

(1966¢/315 — review): Pentti Aalto, Quturtu Paficaraksa kemekii Tabun Sakiyan neretii yeke
kolgen sudur. Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 61, 84-85.

(1966d/316 — review): Lumir Jisl, Mongolei, Kunst und Tradition. Orientalistische Literatur-
zeitung 61, 85.

(1966€¢/317 — review): Walther Heissig, Beitrige zur Ubersetzungsgeschichte des mongoli-
-schen buddhistischen Kanons. Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 61, 188.

(19661/318 — review of journal): Trudy dvacat’ pjatogo Mezdunarodnogo kongressa vostoko-
vedov 1960. Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 61, 298-315 + 425-428 + 518-524.

(1966g/319 — review of journal): Przeglad orientalistyczny 1964. Orientalistische Literatur-
zeitung 61, 291-293.
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1967

(1967a/320): Von J aya-Pandita zum Neukalmiickischen. Archiv orientalni 35, 383-406.
(1967b/321): Die Vorsilben und Toéne im Tibetisch, das Tangutische, das Newarische und
das Baltische. Wissenschafiliche Zeitschrift der Karl-Marx-Universitdit (Gesselschafts- und
Sprachwissenschaftlichen Reihe) 16, 213-218.

(1967¢/322): Cech chelnee garsan mongol zochiolyn tuchajd /Mongolian literature in Czech
language/. Utga zochiol urlag 13, No. 48 (24 November), 4.

(1967d/323): Romén o Alexandru Makedonském v mongolské literatuie. Zpravy Ceskoslo-
venské spolecnosti orientalistické 7, 22-27.

(1967e1/324-1 — entry): Altan tob¢i. Slovnik spisovatelii Asie a Afriky, Vol. 1, Praha, 175-
176.

(1967¢2/324-2 — entry): Bolur erike. Slovnik spisovatelii Asie a Afriky, Vol. 1, 228.
(1967¢3/324-3 — entry): Cedendzaw, Cerendordzin. Slovnik spisovatelii Asie a Afriky, Vol. 1,
238.

(1967¢4/324-4 — entry): Caghan teiike. Slovnik spisovatelii Asie a Afriky, Vol. 1, 252.
(1967¢5/324-5 — entry): Cchien-lung. Slovnik spisovatelii Asie a Afriky, Vol. 1, 260-261.
(1967¢6/324-6 — entry): Cojdzi-Odser. Slovnik spisovatelii Asie a Afriky, Vol. 1, 270.
(1967¢7/324-7 — entry): Damdinsiiren, Cendin. Slovnik spisovatelii Asie a Afriky, Vol. 1, 280-
281.

(1967e8/324-8 — entry): Dzangar. Slovnik spisovatelii Asie a Afriky, Vol. 1, 306.
(1967€9/324-9 — entry): Geserchan. Slovnik spisovatelii Asie a Afriky, Vol. 1, 342.
(1967e10/324-10 — entry): Hor ¢hos bjung. Slovnik spisovatelii Asie a Afriky, Vol. 1, 383.
(1967e11/324-11 — entry): Indzanasi VangCinbalajin. Slovnik spisovatelii Asie a Afriky, Vol.
1, 424.

(1967¢12/324-12 — entry): Lodojdamba, Cadrawalyn. Slovnik spisovatelii Asie a Afriky, Vol.
2, 80.

(1967e13/324-13 — entry): Nacagdordz, Dasdordzin. Slovnik spisovatelii Asie a Afriky, Vol. 2,
136.

(1967¢14/324-14 — entry): Ojdow, Cojdzamcyn. Slovnik spisovatelii Asie a Afriky, Vol. 2,
176.

(1967e15/324-15 — entry): Ojun Erdenebat. Slovnik spisovatelii Asie a Afriky, Vol. 2, 176-
177.

(1967e16/324-16 — entry): Rincen Bjambyn. Slovnik spisovatelii Asie a Afriky, Vol. 2, 225-
226.

(1967e17/324-17 — entry): Sanghang Secen. Slovnik spisovatelit Asie a Afriky, Vol. 2, 236.
(1967e18/324-18 — entry): Senghé¢ Dasdzewegin. Slovnik spisovatelii Asie a Afriky, Vol. 2,
249.

(1967¢19/324-19 — entry): Sira tughudZi. Slovnik spisovatelii Asie a Afriky, Vol. 2, 298.
(1967e20/324-20 — entry): Tajna kronika Mongolt. Slovnik spisovatelii Asie a Afriky, Vol. 2,
310.

(1967e21/324-21 — entry): Uliger-lin dalai-jin sudur. Slovnik spisovatelii Asie a Afiiky, Vol. 2,
358.

(1967e22/324-22 — entry): Zaja-Bandida. Slovnik spisovatelii Asie a Afriky, Vol. 2, 393-394.
(19671/325 — review): Miscellany Olon ulsyn mongol chel bi¢gijn erdemtnij anchdugaar ich
chural. Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 62, 102-104.
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1968

(1968a/326): Azjatyckie opowiesci o Aleksandre. Przeglqd orientalistyczny 65, 65-69.
(1968b/327): Bodenbauern und Nomaden im alten Mittel- und Zentralasien. In: Das Verhdltnis
von Bodenbauern und Viehziichtern in historischer Sicht (Verdftentlichung des Instituts fiir
Orientforschung zu Berlin, Nr. 69), 121-126.

(1968¢/328): Kalmiickische Ausdriicke beim tschechischen Jesuiten Johannes Milan — Franci-
scus Emilianus. Rocznik orientalistyczny 32, 61-66.

(1968c-a/328a): Moi dva vizita. Sovremennaja Mongolija 12, No. 3, 22.

(1968d/329): My two visits. Mongolia today 10, 12-13.

(1968¢/330): Mongolska lidova hudba. Album pro zemépis na ZDS. Praha: Statni hudebni
nakladatelstvi.

1969

(1969a/331): Das Mongolische im Zusammenhang mit einigen anderen Sprachen. Zeitschrift
der Deutschen Morgenldindischen Gesellschaft, Suppl. 1, Vortrage, Teil 2, 726-737.
(1969a-a/331a): Mongolyn nuuc tov€oony zarim nég Siné sudalgaa. Mongolyn sudlal 6, 19-
32.

(1969b/332): Uber eine mongolische Hippologie (Morin-u $injil-un sudur). Zeitschrifi der
Deutschen Morgenldindischen Gesellschaft, Suppl. 1, Vortrage Teil 2, 738-741.
(1969b-a/332a): Moi dva vizita. Novosti Mongolii 23, No. 24 (22 March), 3.

(1969¢/333 — review): Rona-Tas A. Tibeto-Mongolica. The Tibetan Loanwords of Monguor
and The Development of the Archaic Tibetan Dialects. Orientalistiche Literaturzeitung 64,
402-404.

(1969d/334 — review of journal): Przeglad orientalistyczny 28 (1966). Orientalistische Litera-
turzeitung 64, 512-514.

1970

(1970a/335): Uber den Inhalt und die Rekonstruktion des ersten mongolischen Gesetzbuches.
Mongolian Studies (ed. L. Ligeti, Bibliotheca Orientalis Hungarica, XIV). Amsterdam & Bu-
dapest: Akadémiai kiado, 377-415.

(1970b/336): Relations between the Mongols and the Jurchens in the thirteenth century, accor-
ding to Mongol and Manchu chronicles. Proceedings of Conferences held by the Czechoslovak
Society for Eastern Studies 1969 (Inter-relations in Asia and Africa, Dissertationes orient. No.
23), Prague, 93-98.

(1970¢/337 — review of journal): Przeglad orientalistyczny 29 (1967). Orientalistische Litera-
turzeitung 65, 217-219.

(1970d/338): Avarska problematika. Studia Balkanica Bohemo-Slovaca. Brno: Univerzita J.
E. Purkyné, 59-67.

(1970e/339): Vztahy Mongoli a Dzurcenti v 13. stoleti podle mongolskych a mandzuskych le-
topisti (= Materidly z IX. orientalistické konference, ¢ast I.) + Relations between the Mongols
and the Jurchens in the 13th century, according to Mongolian and Manchu chronicles. Zpravy
Ceskoslovenské spolecnosti orientalistické pii CSAV VIII/1 (Proceedings of Conferences held
by the Czechoslovak Society for Eastern Studies 1969), Praha, 57-59 + 93-98.

(19701/340): Rang und Titel bei den Volkern des mongolischen Raumes im Laufe der Jahr-
hunderte. Proceedings of the IXth Meeting of the Permanent International Altaic Conference.
Naples: Istituto Universitario Orientale. Seminario di Turcologica, 169-258.

(1970g/341): Mongolistik (Handbuch der Orientalistik, 1. Abt.: Der Nahe und der Mittlere
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Osten, 5. Bd.: Altaistik, 2. Abschnitt). Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 65/9-10, 498-507.
(1970h/342 — review): J. Schubert. Ritt zum Burchan-chaldun. Orientalistische Literaturzei-
tung 65/11-12, 596-598.

(19701/343 —review): W. Heissig. Ein Volk sucht seine Geschichte. Orientalistische Literatur-
zeitung 65/11-12, 598-600.

In preparation as in 1970 and not cited later (according to Kolmas & Sima 1970:
57):

(19700/343a): Einige Gedanken zum Proben. Sumerisch und andere Sprachen. Zeit-
schrift der Deutschen Morgenldndischen Gesellschafft.

(1970B/343b): Stopy pobytu orientalnich narodii na piidé Ceskoslovenska. In: Sessi-
ons of the Ethnographical Conference. Ceské Budgjovice, 1969.

(1970y/343c): Mongolsko po 2. svétové valce. In: Asia after the Second World War,
Prague.

(19706/343d): Right in Mongolian People’s Republic. In: International Encyclo-
paedia of Comparative Law, Vol. 1/1969.

1971

(1971#/343d-a): Mongol ornoor arvan gurvan mjangan kilometr ajalsan min’. Gadaadynchan
mongolyn tuchaj, Ulaanbaatar, 458-472.

(1971a/344 — review): W. Heissig. Die mongolische Steininschrift und Manuskriptfragmente
uas Olon siime in der Inneren Mongolei. Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 66/5-6, 298-300.
(1971b/345 — review): A. Bormanshinov & J. R. Krueger (eds.). Kalmyk-Oirat Symposium.
Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 66/5-6, 300-301.

(1971¢/346 — review): E. Allworth. Central Asian Publishing and the Rise of Nationalism.
Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 66/7-8, 409-410.

(1971d/347 — review): W. Fuchs. Chinesische und mandjurische Handschriften und seltene
Drucke. Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 66/9-10, 501-502.

(1971e/348 — review): K. Sagaster. Subud Erike. Ein Rosenkranz aus Perlen. Orientalistische
Literaturzeitung 66/9-10, 503-505.

1972

(1972a/349 — review of journal): Przeglad orientalistyczny 30/1-4 (1968), 31/1-4 (1969), and
32/1-4 (1970). Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 67/5-6, 304-310.

(1972b/350 — review of journal): Zentralasiatische Studien 1 (1967), 2 (1968), and 3 (1969).
Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 67/5-6, 316-318.

1973

(1973a/351 —review): D. Sinor. Inner Asia. Archiv orientalni 41, 296-297.

(1973b/352 —review): L. Krader. Social Organisation of the Mongol-Turkic Pastoral Nomads.
Archiv orientdlni 41, 297-298.

(1973¢/353 — review): R. Rupen. Mongols of the Twentieth Century I, II. Archiv orientalni
41, 298.

(1973d/354 — review): C. Hintze. Funde in Alt-China. Das Welterleben im &ltesten China.
Archiv orientdlni 41, 298-299.
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(1973e/355 — review): S. Szadeczky-Kardoss. Ein Versuch zur Sammlung und chronologi-
scher Anordnung der griechischen Quellen der Awarengeschichte nebst einen Auswahl von
anderssprachigen Quellen. Byzantinoslavica 34 (Praha), 106-107.

1974

(1974a/356): Une version mongole — texte bilingue — du Livre des mots tibétain. Etudes mon-
goles 5 (Cahier), 97-107.

(1974b/357): Tocharische A tiri, B teri, mongolisch térii, hebraisch torah. Orbis 23, 218-223.
(1974¢/358): The Vaisnavagita and its social ideas (with a tentative edition of the text). Anan-
taparam kila sabdasastram (Ksiega pamiqtkowa ku czci Eugeniusza Stuszkiewicza), Warsza-
wa, 181-190.

(1974d/359 — review): L. Ligeti (ed.). Mongolian Studies. Archiv orientalni 42, 70-71.
(1974e/360 — review): S. I. Rudenko. Die Kultur der Hsiung-Nu und die Hiigelgraber von
Noin Ula. Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 69/1-2, 88-91.

(19741/361 — review): V. G. Erman & E. N. Témkin. Ramajana. Literaturnoje izloZenije. Zeit-
schrift der Deutschen Morgenldndischen Gesellschaft 124/1. 189-190.

(1974g/362 —review): N. Poppe. Mongolian Handbook. Zeitschrift der Deutschen Morgenldn-
dischen Gesellschafi 124/1, 196-199.

(1974h/363 — review): E. Haenisch (Hrsg.). Qad-un {lindiisiin-ii Erdeni-yin tob¢iya. Zeitschrift
der Deutschen Morgenléindischen Gesellschaft 124/1,201-202.

(19741/364 — review): Pao Kuo-yi. Studies on the Secret History of the Mongols. Zeitschrift
der Deutschen Morgenldindischen Gesellschaft 124/1, 202-203.

(1974j/365 — review): G. Kara. Chants d’un barde mongol. Zeitschrift der Deutschen Morgen-
ldndischen Gesellschaft 124/1, 203-205.

1975

(1975a/366): Mongolia. In: International Encyclopaedia of Comparative Law, Vol. 1 National
Reports (eds. J. C. B Mohr & P. Siebeck), The Hague & Paris: Tiibingen & Mouton, 83-91.
(1975a-a/366a): Zdravice mongolskému lidu. In: I. Domansky & J. Prisa. Zemeé stepi a hor,
6.

(1975b/367 — translation from Mongolian): Povidka o krasné Naran Gerel. Mlady svet XVII/
11, 31.

(1975¢/368 — review): S. Iwamura. Mongkoru shakai keizai shi no kenkyd. Orientalistische
Literaturzeitung 70/1, 94-95.

(1975d/369 — review): Zentralasiatische Studien 4 (1970), 5 (1971), and 6 (1972). Orientalis-
tische Literaturzeitung 70/1, 107-110.

(1975¢/370 — review): Louid Ligeti (ed.), Histoire secrete des Mongols, Budapest. Archiv
orientalni 43, 269-270.

(19751/371 — review): Janosz Juhasz, Probleme der Interferenz. Budapest: Akadémiai Kiado,
1970. 174 p. Archiv orientalni 43, 285.

(1975g/372 — review): Peter Stumpf, Der Gebrauch der Demonstrativ-Pronomina im Tocha-
rische. Archiv orientadlni 43, 365-366.

(1975h/373 — review): Iwamura Shinobu, Mongkoru shakai keizai shi no Kenkyu (Studies in
the Social and Economic History of the Mongols). Kyoto Univ. 1968. Orientalistische Litera-
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turzeitung 70, No. 1, 94-95. [This review was noted twice by previous bibliographers (firstly
as 1975¢/368), so 1975h/373 is not included in total numbers of all works of Pavel Poucha.
M. S.]

(19751/374 — review of journal): Zentralasiatische Studien des Seminars fiir Sprach und Kul-
turwissenschaft Zentralasiens der Universitdt Bonn 4 (1970), 5 (1971), 6 (1972). Orientalis-
tische Literaturzeitung 70, No. 1, 107-110.

(1975j/375 —review of journal): Przeglad orientalistyczny 1972. Orientalistische Literaturzei-
tung 70, No. 5, 522-524.

(1975k/376 — review of journal): Przeglad orientalistyczny 1971. Orientalistische Literatur-
zeitung 70, No. 6, 621-622.

1976

(1976a/377 — review): Popular Beliefs and the Folklore Tradition in Siberia. Ed. by V, Di6sze-
gi, Budapest 1968. Archiv orientalni 44, 83-86.

(1976b/378 — review): Proceedings of Conferences held by the Czechoslovak Society for Eas-
tern Studies 1969, Praha 1970. 190 pp. Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 71, No. 1, 12.
(1976¢/379 — review): 1. A. Batmanov, Talasskie pamjatniki drevnetjurkskoj pismennosti,
Frunze 1971, 66 pp. Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 71, No. 3, 278-279.

(1976d/380 — review): Ujgur tili boji¢i tiksirtslér (Issledovanija po ujgurskomu jazyku), Al-
muta 1965, 224 pp. Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 71, No. 4, 391-392.

(1976€/381 — review): V. Vs. Ivanov, V. N. Toporov, B. A. Uspensky (eds.), Studia ketica.
Mythology, Ethnology, Texts. Moskva 1969, 292 pp. Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 71, No.
4,392-393.

(19761/382 — review): E. A. Grantovskij, Rannjaja istorija iranskih plemen Perednej Azii,
Moskva 1970, 396 pp. Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 71, No. 4, 393-394.

(1976g/383 — review): Etienne Lamotte, La traité de la Grande Vertu de Sagesse de Nagarjuna
(Mahaprajiaparamitasastra), I-I11I, Louvain 1970. Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 71, No. 4,
407-410.

(1976h/384 — review): Gunhild Gabbert, Buddhistische Plastik aus China und Japan. Bestand-
skatalog des Museums fiir ostasiatische Kunst der stadt Koln, Wiesbaden 1972. Orientalis-
tische Literaturzeitung 71, No. 4, 415-416.

(19761/385 — review): Michael Hahn, Lehrbuch der klassischen tibetischen Schriftsprache,
Hamburg 1971, 354 pp. Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 71, No. 4, 416-417.

(1976j/386 — review): Miyoko Nakano, A Phonological Study in the *Phagspa Script and the
Meng-ku Tzu-yiin, Canberra 1971, 172 pp. Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 71, No. 4, 417-
418.

(1976k/387 — review): Anne-Marie Blondeau, Matériaux pour 1’étude de 1’hippologie et de
I’hippichie tibétaines, Geneve 1972, 427 pp. Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 71, No. 4, 418-
419.

(19761/388 — review): L. N. Gumilev, Drevnie tjurki, Moskva 1967, 504 pp. Orientalistische
Literaturzeitung 71, No. 5, 487.

(1976m/389 — review): T. R. Rachimov, Kitajskie elementy v sovremmenom ujgurskom jazy-
ke. Slovar. Moskva 1970, 350 pp. Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 71, No. 5, 490-491.
(1976n/390 — review): (F. I. S&erbatskoj) Indijskaja kul’tura i buddizm. Sbornik statej. Moskva
1972, 280 pp. Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 71, No. 5, 496.

(19760/391 — review): Pennti Aalto, Oriental Studies in Finland 1828-1918, Helsinki 1971,
174 pp. Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 71, No. 5, 516-518.
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(1976p/392 — review): Johannes Schubert, Paralipomena Mongolica, Berlin 1971, 324 pp.
Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 71, No. 6, 608-610.

1977

(1977a/393 — translation from Russian): Jeremej Parnov, Usmév v bronzu. Praha: Lidové na-
kladatelstvi. 1977. 269 pp.

(1977b/394): Tti pruty Svatoplukovy a jejich fecké a orientdlni paralely. Slavia 46, No. 2,
148-159.

(1977¢/195): Orcuulagéijn g (translated from Czech by G. Dassavaa). Gadaadynchan mon-
golyn uran zochiolyn tuchaj, Ulaanbaatar, 348-354.

(1977d/396 — review): B. Rincen, Mongol bi¢gijn chélnij ziij Térgiitindevtér, Udirtgal. Déd
dévtér, Avian ziij: Dotgoor devter, Ogiiiilbér ziij. Ulaanbaatar 1964-1967. Orientalistische
Literaturzeitung 72, No. 1, 103-104.

(1977e/397 — review): St. Kaluzynskij, Imperium mongolskie, Warszawa 1970, 200 pp. Ori-
entalistische Literaturzeitung 72, No. 1, 104.

(19771/398 — review): Katalin Kéhalmi-Uray, A steppék nomadja 16haton, fegyverben, Buda-
pest 1972, 222 pp.. Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 72, No. 3, 252.

(1977g/399 — review): Michael Hahn, Jianasrimitras Vrttamalastuti. Eine Beispielsammlung
zur altindischen Metrik, Wiesbaden 1971, 388 pp. Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 72, No.
6, 634.

(1977h/400 — review of journal): Przeglad orientalistyczny 1973. Orientalistische Literatur-
zeitung 72, No. 3, 316-318.

(19771/401 — review of journal): Przeglad orientalistyczny 1974. Orientalistische Literaturzei-
tung 72, No. 4, 434-436.

(1977j/402 — review of journal): Zentralasiatische Studien 7 (1973). Orientalistische Litera-
turzeitung 72, No. 5, 542.

1978

(1978a/403): The Tibetan Language as Example of General Validity of Linguistic Laws.
Asienwissenschaftliche Beitrdge, Berlin, pp. 113-121.

(1978b/404): Alexandreida jakozto literarni téma spojujici svétovou literaturu (Alexander
Makedonsky u Slovant a v Orienté).. Slavia 47, No. 4, 386-398.

(1978¢/405 — review): A. v. Gabain, Das Leben im uigurischen Konigreich von Qoco (850-
1250). Wiesbaden 1973. Archiv orientalni 46, 180-181.

(1978d/406 — review): St. Kaluzynski, Die Sprache des mandschurischen Stammes Silbe aus
der Gegend von Kuldscha, Warszawa 1977, 287 pp. Archiv orientdlni 46, 365.

(1978e/407 — review): (Eugenius Sluszkiewicz) Anantaparam kila Sabdasastram, Warszawa
(1974), 290 pp. Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 73, No. 2, 199-200.

1979

(1979a/408 —review): A. J. van Windekens, Le Tokharien confronté avec les autres indo-euro-
péennes, Vol. I. La phonétique et le vocabulaire, Louvain 1976, XXI, 697 pp. Archiv orientdlni
47,201-202.

(1979b/409 — review): Jiianasrimitras Vrtamalastubi. Hrsg., iibersetzt und erldutert von Micha-
el Hahn, Wiesbaden 1971, X, 388 pp. Archiv orientalni 47, 202-203.

(1979¢/410 — review): Odnosostavnye predlozenija v vosto¢nych jazykah, Moskva 1976, 136
pp. Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 74, No. 5, 433-434.
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(1979d/411 — review): Pis’mennye pamjatniky Vostoka. Istoriko-filologi¢eskie issledovania.
EZegodnik 1971, Moskva 1974, 573 pp. Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 74, No. 6, 523-525.
(1979¢/412 — review of journal): Zentralasiatische Studien 9 (1975). Orientalistische Litera-
turzeitung 74, No. 2, 206.

(19791/413 — review): Przeglad orientalistyczny 1975. Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 74,
No. 6, 616-618.

1980

(1980a/414 — review): N. A. Baskakov, Gramatika hakasskogo jazyka, Moskva 1975, 418 pp.
Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 75, No. 1, 60.

(1980b/415 — review): V. 1. Rassadin, Fonetika i leksika tofalarskogo jazyka. Ulan-Ude 1971,
252 pp. Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 75, No. 1, 60-61.

(1980c/416 — review): Hans-Joachim Paproth, Studien iiber das Béarenzeremoniell. 1. Béren-
jagdriten und Barenfest bei den Tungusischen Volkern. Uppsala 1976, 366 pp. Orientalis-
tische Literaturzeitung 75, No. 3, 293-295.

(1980d/417 — review): Etienne Lamotte, Le traité de la Grande Vertu de Sagesse Nagarjuna
(Mahaprajiaparamitasastra) avec une étude sur la Vacuité. IV, Louvain 1976. Orientalistische
Literaturzeitung 75, No. 5, 485-486.

(1980e/418 —review): Klaus L. Janert, Nachi-Handschriften, Teil 3. Nachihandschriften nebst
Lolo- und Chungchia-Handschriften, Teil 4, Wiesbaden 1975 und 1977. Orientalistische Lite-
raturzeitung 75, No. 5, 596-597.

(19801/419 — review): J. Sima, J. JaneSova & L. Prokopova, Cesko—mongolské konverzace,
Praha 1978, 368 pp. Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 75, No. 6, 597-599.

(1980g/420 — review): M. Brauen-Per Kvaerne (ed.), Tibetan Studies Presented at the Seminar
of Youngs Tibetologists in Ziirich (1978), 232 pp. Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 75, No. 6,
599-600.

(1980h/421 — review of journal): Zentralasiatische Studien 8 (1974). Orientalistische Litera-
turzeitung 75, No. 4, 414.

(19801/422 — review of journal): Przeglad orientalistyczny 1975. Orientalistische Literaturzei-
tung 75, No. 5, 507-509.

1981

(1981a/423): Marginalia zu: El Libro Precolombino. Archiv orientalni 49, No. 2, 172-186.
(1981b/424): Lecriture “hunniqu” et Pavel Josef Safaiik. Une contribution a I’historie des re-
cherches sur I’écriture runique vieux-turque chez les Siculi-Székely de la Transylvanie. Slavia
50, No. 3-4,293-304.

(1981c¢/425 —review): L. Ligeti, Researches in Altaic Languages, Budapest 1975. Archiv ori-
entalni 49, 75-77.

(1981d/426 — review): St. Zimmer, Tocharische Bibliographie ... 1959-1975 mit Nachtridgen
fiir den vorgehenden Zeitraum, Heidelberg 1976, 53 pp. Archiv orientalni 49, 77-78.
(1981e/427 — review): Drei neue riicklaufige Worterbiicher: H.-P. Vietze, E. Matter und H.
Zeuner, Riicklaufiges Worterbuch zu Manghol un Niuca Tobca’an (Geheime Geschichte der
Mongolen), Leipzig 1969, 154 pp.; H.-P. Vietze, L. Zenker, 1. Warnke, Riickldufiges Wor-
terbuch der tiirkischen Sprache, Leipzig 1975, 197 pp.; H.-P. Vietze unter mitarbeit von L.
Zenker, Riicklaufiges Worterbuch der mongolischen Sprache, Leipzig 1976, 239 pp. Archiv
orientalni 49, 78-79.



208

(198117428 — review): Tipologiceskie i chudoZestvennye osobennosti Dzangara. Elista 1978,
128 pp. Archiv orientalni 49, 188-189.

(1981g/429 — review): A. J. van Windekens, Le Tokharien confronté avec les autres langues
indoeuropéennes, Louvain 1979. Archiv orientalni 49, 189-190.

(1981h/430 — review): P. Zieme & G. Kara, Ein Uigurisches Totenbuch, Budapest 1978, 347
pp. Archiv orientalni 49, 195-196.

(1981i/431 — review): Nepal: Istorija, etnografija, ekonomika, Moskva 1974, 152 pp. Archiv
orientalni 49, 201.

(1981j/432 — review): (J. Schubert) Asienwissenschaftliche Beitrdge, Berlin 1978, 201 pp.
Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 76, No. 5, 512.

(1981k/433 — review of journal): Zentralasiatische Studien 10 (1976). Orientalistische Litera-
turzeitung 76, No. 5, 525-526.

(19811/434 — review of journal): Przeglad orientalistyczny 1977. Orientalistische Literaturzei-
tung 76, No. 6, 615-616.

1982

(1982a/435 — translation from Sanskrit): Dhammapada. In: Duchovni prameny Zivota. Praha:
Vysehrad. 256-259 (2nd edition in 1997, 307-311).

(1982b/436 — review): Sinasi Tekin, Buddhistische Uigurica aus der Yiian Zeit, Budapest
1980, 383 pp. Archiv orientalni 50, 197-198.

(1982¢/437 — review): Studia Sino-Mongolica: Festschrift fiir Herbert Franke. Hrsg. von Wolf-
gang Bauer, Wiesbaden 1979. 470 pp. Archiv orientalni 50, 254-256.

(1982d/438 — review): W. Thomas, Formale Besonderheiten in metrischen Texten des Tocha-
rischen: Zur Verteilung von B tane / tne “hie” und riake / iike “jetzt*, Wiesbaden 1979, 64 pp.
Archiv orientdlni 50, 351-352.

(1982¢/439 — review): Zdroje nerostnych surovin asijskych zemi. Sbornik II. symposia. Praha
1975, 309 pp. Archiv orientalni 50, 352.

(19821/440 — review): J. Kolmas, Tibetan Books and Newspapers (Chinese Collection), Praha
1978, 134 pp. Archiv orientalni 50, 355.

(1982g/441 — review): V. A. Bogoslovskij, Tibetskij Rajon KNR 1949-1976, Moskva 1978,
200 pp. Orientalistiche Literaturzeitung 77, No. 3, 306-307.

(1982h/442 — review): N. Poppe, Mongolische Epen IX., Wiesbaden 1980, VII, 515 pp. Ori-
entalistiche Literaturzeitung 77, No. 5, 514-515.

(1982i/443 — review): W. Heissig (Hrsg.), Die Mongolischen Epen (Ein Symposium), Wiesba-
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Tocharian A

aci- 107

ak 87,132
akritdir 134
apat 131

apdrkdr 20
ardmpat 32
arkant- 132
asim 132

ak 25

ak- 74, 86, 129
akam 100
akamds 100
akal 141
akdar 87
akeric 100
akl- 78
aklye 78
akrunt 87
alak 98
alyak 98
ampi 99
ampuk 99
-ap 89
arinic 133
arki 136
arkyant 136
arkyaric 136
arsi 122
arsi-kdntu 122
arsi-ype 122
asdc 100
asdas 100
ast 100
astrd 86
asar 132
atal 133
ay 132

dntsam 97
dntsanne 97

e- 87
ekdr- 87

cam 97
cami 97
cam 97
cani 97
cas 97
casi 97
cdamp- 86, 116
cem 97
cem 97
ces 97
cesam 97
cesim 97
cesds 97
cesmi 97
cesni 97
cessi 97
-ci 96
ckacar 36
cu 96

e- 133
es 133

i- 101, 135

kakuru 78
kalk- 135
kam 86,135
kanwem 133
kast 4
“kat- 57
katar 57
kac 135
kakmart 22
-kal 22
-kalyi 22
“kat- 57
kats 87
karna- 58



karp- 58, 108
kasu 133
katk- 86

kats 132

kdl- 101
kdlk- 135
kdlla- 86
“kdlwem 43
kéilwenii 43
kdly- 69, 135
kéilyme 115
ként 99
kintu 87, 135
kdrk- 58, 87
kéirna- 58
kdrs- 100, 116
kérsic 100
kérsim 100
kéirsimds 100
kdérsific 100
kéirsis 100
kérsit 100
kdrt- 22
kdrt-kal 22
kdrtkal 22
kértkalyi 22
kéistar 134
kéirs- 133
kdt- 57
kdit-(na-) 134
ke 87,97

kip 10
kip-kapsani 11
kipsu 12
klank 44, 140
“klas 41
klank- 41,44, 141
kldnk- 6
kles- 21,133,135
klis- 19,21, 133, 135
klots 132

klu 43,141
klu- 43
klyom 87
klyossdr 100
klyostdr 100
klyos- 101, 133

klyosamtdr 100
klyosantdr 100
klyosmar 100
klyu 12

kna- 67,133
knanant 67
knanmam 67
knanmune 67
knantrd 57
knas-am 57
kiia- 135

kiia- 25

knasi 25
knas-ya 26
kiiuk 134

ko 86,133,134
koldm 15

kom 60

kom 10, 89, 135
korpa 108

kos 98

kot- 100

kota 101

kotac 101
kotamdit 101
kotant 101
kotar 101
kotast 101
kotas 101
kotat 101

kota 101

kote 101
kotmds 101
kotte 101

kowi 86

koyam 134
krant- 133
krake 22

kras- 86

kri 86,133
kronkse 66
kronse 5

kror 37,86, 133
kross- 132
krossam 70
ktords 57
ktsets 116
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ku 132

ku- 86

ku//// 30

kuc 97,136
kukdal 30, 86
kukdm 30

kuklas 30

kle 65

kle* 70,71

k lerici 65

k lews 70,71

k lewaii 65, 66, 70
k lewassi 65,70
k lewas 65,70

k leyis 65

kli 65,66,70,71,136
klyi 65

kum- 132

k jias 130

k pre ne 108
kras 70,132
kursamntdr 78
kuryar 5

kus 97,136

Tkut- 57

kwdr- 78,79
kwipe-ike 11
kwreyunt 78,79, 80

-1 102

lak 87
lake 133
lam- 135
lap 133
lant 89
lantse 89
ldk- 4,134
lka- 4

u 4

-lune 102
lyak- 87
lyak- 134
lydkly- 135
I(y)im- 135
lykdily 87,135

-m 96

maku 52
malan 134
malyw- 70
man 87,91, 127, 134
marnids 91
marni 91

ma 53,134
mak 134
-mam 102
mdccak 98
mdcrim 49
mdnt- 26
mdttak 98
mdsk- 104, 130
mkdlto 27,135
mkdltont 27
mkdltoriie 27
mkow- 32
mkowan 32
mkowy 32
mok 32
mokats 116
motarci 133
muk 52

mus- 135

-m 96

nakcu 87
napem 134
nas- 104
nak- 133
nani 96
nasi 3
natdak 3
nds 96, 133
ndtsw- 53
nkdrici 6
nkiric 6
nmuk 99
nsitar 86
-nt 91,102



adkei 123

-ii 96

7i 96

akdat 3,123

nom 134

au 54, 87,99, 134
auk 96, 133

aunt 99

ok- 87

okdt 99
oktdnt 99
oktuk 99
omdl 135
ofii 134
onk 11,91, 133
onkalim 6
onkam 91
onkan 91
onkassi 91
onkas 91
onkis 91
onknac 91
onknam 91
onknassdl 91
onkna 91
onknds 91
onkrac 78,79, 80
onkraci 78
onksac 91
onksam 91
onksassdl 91
onksa 91
onksds 91
or 36

pac 101
pas 101
pats 86
pacar 87
paci 131
pdcri 89
pak 116
parem 135

pdklac 101
pdklar 101
pdklds 101
pdklyos 101
pdklyosds 101
pdklyossii 101

pdlk- 4,87, 130, 132

pdlsk- 130
pdlt 133
pdnt 99
pan 87,99
pdr- 6,74

pdrkdr (pddrkar) 20, 87, 133

pdrko 141
pdrwat 69
pdssam 132
pdts 86,132
pe 132

pic 101

picds 101

pis 101

pkal 101
plu- 132
phak 99
pont- 131
por 86, 132
posac 108
posam 108
pracar 86
prdnk- 86
pu-k 131

puk knanmam 116
pvam 101
pyamds 101
pyvamtsac 101
pyvamtsar 101

rake 87,89
rak- 27
rdas- 46
risak 91
risaki 91
rkdl 27
rtar 87,134
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Sala- 86
Saku 133
salyi 130
saw- 132
sayu 130
sak 87
scakk 99
Sdktalyi 134
sam 67,87
sdptuk 99
Sdrme 86
Sdrs- 116
Seru 12
sew- 134
Sisak 6
Sisak-sanwem 6
Sisdk 6
Skant 99
so- 130
som 134
sos 130
spal 86,133
sre 135
Start 99
Stwar 12, 86, 99
Stwarak 99
swa- 132
swal 134

-s 91
sa-53
sam- 97
sdk 99
sdlyp 132
sam- 135

sdptdnt (sddptdnt) 87,99

sdptuk 99

se- 104

skdast 99

sme 52,87

sii 53,96
soma-pacdr 53
spdt 99

stam 79
stam-*kwreyu 79
stam-kwreyunt 78

sul 48,70, 134
sulinic 48
sulyi 22
sunk 10

sa- 53,87
saku 53

salu 107
sam 97,135
sas 98, 134
sale 126
saleydntu 126
sam 97,134,135
sam 97
sarm 134
sarmntu 134
sary- 134
sas 97,135
sat 135
sdksdk 99
sdal- 132
sam 97, 98
sdarsi 63
sdaryam 134
sds 97,135
se 70

sew’ 70
sewan 66,70
sewassi 70
sewas 70
skente 104
sruk- 133
stare 104
stam- 135
ste 104

su- 87

suk 10

-su 101
swase 134
swar 4, 87

-t 102
talke 87
tampe 116
tam 97



tanis 97
taryak 99
ta 98

ta- 86

tak- 100
takenas 101
tam 97

tam 97

tap- 132
tapdark 107
tap(p)- 86
tassi 86

tas 97

tam 97,135
tirkdar 87,132
tdarya- 98
tias 97,135
temi 97
tkam 20,132
tmam 99
tmis 97

i 96

tom 97

tom 97

top 87

tor 131

tos 97
tosim 97
tosim 97
tosds 97
tosmassi 97
tpar 116
tre 98

tri 98

trit 99
tsak- 132
tsar 133
tsak- 87
tsasintdar 87
tsdk- 86,132
tsam- 134
tsdr- 86
tsek- 87
-tsi 102
tsmar 134
tsopats 132
tu 86,96, 135

tukri 79
tunk 10,70
twe 131

“u(ik- 70

wak 87
wal 130
wal- 132
want 87
wast 91
wastu 91
was 96, 136
wasdm 96
wawu 133
waryanc 134
wdknant 87
wdl- 132
wdlts 99
wdr 4,135

wds 25,87,127, 133

wdt 98

we 98, 135
wen- 134
wiki 87,99
wiki 87,99
wkdm 87
wmant 48, 49
wsasi 25
wse 134
wsa-yok 127
wu 98, 135

ya- 135
yap 131
yas 96
yasdam 96
yats 135
-yam 101
-yap 89
ydrk- 87
yds- 87
ymar 107
yme 134
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yok 133
yok- 132
yom- 49
ype 131
ypic 133
ysar 132
ysomo 107
ytar 134
yuk 12,70, 87,91
yukac 91
yukam 91
yukaii 91
yukassdl 91
yukassi 91
yukas 91
yukasac 91
yukasam 91
yukasassdal 91
yukasa 91
yukasds 91
yukasyo 91
yuka 91
yukds 91
yukes 89,91
yukyo 91
ywic 133

Tocharian B

ai- 87,101, 133
aik- 133
aikare- 87
akalk 141
akenie 121
akrina 87
allek 98

alyak 98
alyek 98
antapi 99
aranc 89
aranice 89, 133
aserica 86
asiyana 66
asare 132

atane 35
auk- 87

ak 43

ak- 74, 86, 129
akau 100
ake 25
akem(o) 100
akem 100
alme 4
ampuk 99
antpi 99
arkwi 136
arte 141
arwa 36
asam 100
asce 133
ascer 100
ast(o) 100
asta 132

ay 132

-¢c 96
cai 96
cake 36
cdamp- 86, 116
ce 96
cem 96
cemts 96
cendm 96
ce, 96
cey 96
ci 96
cisso 101
ckenta 36
cpi 96
cwi 96

e 107

ecce- 107

ek 87,132
emalle 135
emparkre 20
emprem 19, 20



ente 98
enkwarine 134
enkwe 11,91, 133
enkwem 89, 91
enkwemmem 91
enkwemmpa 91
enkwemne 91
enkwems(c) 91
enkwemts 91
enkwentsa 91
enkwentse 91
enkwi 91

-epi 89

erkant- 132
ewe 135

i- 101

ikim 11, 87,99
intsu 97

tke 141

tkdm 87,99

ite 133

kaiyye 87
kalak- 135
kamartanne 141
kamartike 141
kant® 42

kante 99

kanti 40, 42
kantwo 87,135
karsoy 100
kartse 133
karyar 5
katna- 58
katnam 57
katnau 57
katoytdar 57
kau- 133
kaume 60
kaum 135
kaum-ydnmalle 49
kaut- 100
kauta 101
kautamai 101

kautam(o) 101
kautamt(t)e 101
kautante 101
kautare 101
kautas(o) 101
kautasta 101
kautat 101
kautatai 101
kautate 101
kautawa 101
ka 98

-kalle
kam-
kant-
karp-
kat-

22
43
42,43
108
57

katam 57

katk-
katso
kay-
kdil-
kdlla-
kdls-
kdily-
kdlyw
kdm-

86
87,132
134
101
86
40
69, 135
e 12
132

kémtam 57

kiinte
kéirk-

99
22,87

kirkkale 19,22
kdrndask- 5

kdirs-

100, 116, 133

kérsoycer 100
kéirsoyem 100
kéirsoyem 100
kéirsoym 100
kérsoyt 100
“kdrw- 79
kdrwerie 135

kdiry-

5

kiryaii 86, 133

kéisk-
kdistw
kdit-

57
er 134
57

kdt-(na-) 134
kea 97

kele

26
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keme 86, 135
kem 20,132
keni 133
kest 4

“ket- 57
ket(w)ra 97
ket(e) 97
ke, 86

klai 65

klaic 70,71
klaim 65
klain- 66
klaina 65, 66
klainamts 65
klaini 65
klainantse 65
klainiie 65
klants- 21
klautso 132
klawi(s)su 12
klank- 44, 144

kldnts- 19, 21, 133, 135

klenke 6,41,44, 141
klese 40

kliye 65, 66

kliye 65, 66

klu 43,141

klusse 43
klyantsa 19
klyaustar 100
klyaustdr 100
klyaus- 100, 101, 133
klyausemar 100
klyausemt(t)dar 100
klyausentdr 100
klyiye 65, 66,71
klyiye 65

kl()iye 136
klyomo 87
klyomorni 91
kokale 30, 86
kolmai 15

*kolmo 15

kor 134

kotruniie 49
kottar 49

koym 134

krankanne 74
kranko 74
krake 19,22
krani 87,134
kras- 86
“kraw- 79
krent- 133
kroks 5
kron(k)se 5, 66
kroriya 86
kroriyai 37,133
kroscim 70
krosce 70,132
ksa 97
ktakdt 57
ktau 57
ktante 57
ktowd 57
ktsaitstse 116
ku 132

ku- 86

kce 97,136
Kci 124
Kucin 124
kukene 30
“kurau 78
kuro 78
kusiniie 122
kse 97,136
kwards 80
kwdr- 78,79
“kwdt- 57
kwele 26
kwem 10, 89
kwipassu 12
kwipe 10
kwrainne 79

kwremntrd 78,79

kwri 108

laiwo 19, 20
laks 132
l(y)am- 135
lante 89
lantsoy 89
lare 116



ldk- 4,134
ldt- 100
l(y)im- 135
-l(dn)iie 102
leke 26, 87
leki 133

-lle 102

ltais 101
luwo 4
Iwasa 132
lyak- 133,134
l(y)am- 135
lyik- 87
l(y)im- 135
-lye 102
lykaske 87,135

maiwe 54, 55
makte 98
manarkai 53
-mane 102
matsi 133

ma 53,134
maka 134
mala 141
mant- 26
mants- 26
matdr 89
mdkciya 98
mdksu 97
mdnt- 26
mdnts- 26
mds- 135
mdsk- 104, 130
mdtsts- 53

-me 96

mekwa 52,132
meli 134

mely- 70
ments- 26
menie 87,91, 127,134
meridm 91
meni 91
mewiya 7
mewiyo 7

mit 115,126
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misa 134

mit 115
mlutk- 69
mlyotkau 69
moko 32
mokomske 32
motartstse 133
mus- 135

-m 91
-mts 91

naimarine 70
nak- 133
nan- 133
nask- 135
-ne 96, 104
nekcive 87
nes- 104
nsitar 86
-nta 91,102

- 96
A(a)ke 107
nakte 3,123
Adke(i)ye 123
ads 96,133
-iic 91
-iica 102
nem 134
ai 96
fiikarice 6
7is 133
nkante 6
au 99
aumka 99
aunte 99
aunka 99
Auwe 54,87
n(uwe 134
A 99

oko 116
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okso 89

okt 99

oktamka 99
oktante 99
oktanka 99
oktunte 99

olyi 16
omotrunniaisse 49
ompalskoniiie 49
ompolskoniiie 49
omprotdrtstse 79
onolme 6,134
onkipse 11
onkolmo 6
onkrocce 78,79, 80
or 36

orotstsa 89
orotstsai 89
orotstse 122,132
ossale 48,49
ost 91

ostwa 91

paiyye 61,132
*partakto 74,76
paruwa 61,132
parwe 69

pas 101

pacer 87

pake 116

patri 89

péka- 135
pdklyaus 101
pdklyausso 101
pdlk- 4,87,130, 132
pdlsk- 130

pdr- 6,74

pdrkare (pddrkare) 20,133

pdrkd, 141
pdrseri 133
pdrsere 133
pdrwesse 69, 98
pdscane 132
pciso 101

pete 101, 133
petes 86, 101

petso 101
pilta 133
pinkte 99

pis 87,99
p(i)saka 99
pkalar 101
pkalas(o) 101
pkalat 101
pkala 101
plewe 5,26
plu- 132

po 116,131
pont- 131
poysi 116
prdnk- 86
procer 50, 86
ptsa 132
piuwar 86, 132
pyvamttsait 101
pvam 101
pyvamtsar 101
pyvamtsat 101
pyvamtso 101

r(a)mer 107
raso 46
ratre 87
rdas- 46
reki 87
r(a)ymer 107
rsake 91
rsaki 91
rsonta 46
rsoric 46

Saiyye 130

sak 10,99

sana 67,87, 89
sano 89

Saumo 134
santa 130

saw- 170, 130
say- 170, 130
sak 99

Sdktalye 57,134



sdla- 86
Sdrs- 116
Sdrsdsk- 133
Scirye 135
ser- 12
serwe 12
Simpriye 86
Simpro 86
Skante 99
snona 66, 67
Spalu 86, 133
Stare 57
Start(t)e 99
Stasta 57
stwara 99
Stwarka 99
Stwer 12, 86, 99
ssak 99

swa- 132
swalle 130
Swalyai 130

sai- 104
saiwenna 135
sale 48,70, 134
salype 132
salywe 132
sankw 10
san 53,96
sar 133
sarm 91
sarmana 91
sarmanma 91
sase 3

sam- 135

se 53,98,134
secake 6,7
sem 30

sey- 104
skas 99
skaska 99
skaste 99
slyamriana 132
slyiye 22
smaye 52,87
stam- 135

sukt 99
suktante 87,99
suktanka 99
sulinc 48

sakw 10
salyiye 126
sana 98,134
sark 63
sarmana 134
satask- 135
sa 96,135
salyi 126
sam 96
sarm 134
sary- 134
sa, 96,135
sdal- 132

se 53,87,96, 135
sekwe 53
sem 96, 135
skren 61
skrenantse 61
skrense 61
solme 107
somo 98, 134
soy 70
spaktam 141
spaktanike 141
srauk- 132
sruk- 132
stam 135
stana 135
su 96,97, 135
su- 87
sware 4,87
swese 134

taisa 98
tankw 10, 70
taii 96

tapre 116
tarkdar 87,132
tarya 98
taupe 87
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taur 131
ta 96

ta- 86

tam 96
tapp- 86, 132
tas 86

ta, 96

tay 96
tdaryaka 99
te 97,135
telki 87
tem 97
tentse 97
tkacer 36
tmane 99
tom 96
tomts 96
toy 96
toyna 96
tparske 116
trai 98
trau 36,37, 38
traunta 36
trauric 36
trekte 132
trite 99
trite 99
tsak- 132
tsdk- 86,87, 132
tsam- 134
tsdr- 86
tsek- 132
-tsi 102
tsik- 87
tsisitdar 87
-tte 102
tu 97,135
t mane 99
tuntse 97
tute 136
tuywe 86,96, 135
tweye 131

walo 122
war 4,135
wararice 134

warnai 108
wasa 133
wase 87
wate 98
wam- 48
wdm- 49
wdrnai 108
wistarye 133
wek 87
wenaisdan 96
wene 96
weri- 134
wes 96, 136
wesdm 96
wesdn 96
wesi 96
westem 100
wi 98,135
witsake 134
wrotstse 132

ya- 135
yaka 108
yakne 87

yakwe 12,70, 87, 89, 91

yakwemem 91
yakwempa 91
yakwem 91
yakwemmpa 91
yakwems(c) 91
yakwene 91
yakwentsa 91
yakwes(c) 91
yakwesa 91
yakwi 91
yaltse 99

yap 131

yapoy 131
yare 134
yarke 87

yasa 25,127
yasar 132
yakwa 133
yam- 101
yikwemts 91
yikwentse 89,91



ydam- 49
yds- 87

yel 130
yenaisdn 96
yene 96
yente 87
yes 96
yesdm 96
yesdn 96
yesi 96
yetse 135
yiksye 40
vkak 108
ymiye 134
ynkaum 20
yok 133
yok- 132
ysiye 134
Ysasse 124
ysa-yok 127
ysomo 107
ytarye 134
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