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The Role of Tocharian in Establishing the Relationship
between Chinese and Indo-European Languages

Li Yan' Li Baojia®
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Abstract  The relationship between Chinese and Indo-European languages has attracted attention
of scholars of comparative historical linguistics. The discovery of Tocharian in Xinjiang from 19" to
the beginning of 20™ century helped a lot in establing the relationship of these two. Since Tocharian
existed so anciently, it couldn’t provide evidence to prove the genetic relationship between Chinese
and Indo-European. But the names of tribes and places of Tocharian remained in Chinese and Chinese
loanwords in Tocharian offer concrete for the evidence for close contact between Chinese and Indo-Eu-
ropean. That also suggests the relationship between East Asian languages and Proto-Caucasian.
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