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PREFACE AND
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

This volume offers a survey of Mongolic, one of the major language families of Central
and Northeast Asia. The Mongolic languages are spoken over a wide span of the Eurasian
continent, extending from the Caspian region in the west to southern and central
Manchuria in the east. In the south, the Mongolic territory extends to northern
Afghanistan as well as to the Gansu-Qinghai region (Amdo) in northern Tibet, while in
the north it comprises the Baikal region and part of the Amur basin. The political and his-
torical centre of gravity of this territory is located on the Mongolian Plateau, a region
dominated by steppes and mountains in the heart of Asia. An important feature adjoining
the Mongolian Plateau in the south is the Gobi Desert, traditionally considered to mark
the physical border between Mongolia and China. The Great Wall of China is a perma-
nent man-made symbol of the Sino-Mongol ethnic boundary.

Historically, the Mongols are known as the creators of the largest land empire that has
ever existed on earth. The Mongol empire, founded by Chinggis Khan (c.1160—1227),
disintegrated almost as rapidly as it had been formed, but during its brief existence it con-
tributed to the history of all regions and civilizations between the Mediterranean and the
Yellow Sea. Once only thought to have brought misfortune and destruction to the con-
quered populations, the historical Mongols have subsequently come to be recognized as
unsurpassed strategists, superb organizers, and effective administrators. Their greatest
political achievement was perhaps the Yuan dynasty of China (1279-1368), during
which Greater China reached its largest territorial extension ever. Of a similar signifi-
cance was the Ilkhanid dynasty of Persia (1256—1335). It is true, though, that the Mongol
rule in the western end of Asia, including Russia, was largely effectuated by the local
Turkic populations mobilized by the Mongols.

Originally, Mongol was the name of a limited social unit, or a tribe, but since this
happened to be the unit from which Chinggis Khan descended, the term was ultimately
extended to comprise the entire population which spoke, or came to speak, the same
language. With the historical diversification of this language, the entire family of related
languages and dialects collectively termed Mongolic arose. Some populations today still
keep the common ethnonym, or its variants, and continue to be referred to by names such
as Mongol (Mongolian), Mongghul, Mangguer, or Moghol. Most of the Mongolic popu-
lations, however, bear different ethnonyms, mainly based on other ancient ethnic or tribal
names. Irrespective of their ethnonyms, all speakers of the Modern Mongolic languages
may be regarded as more or less direct descendants of the historical Mongols. It has to be
emphasized, however, that it is a question of linguistic descent only, while biologically
and culturally the modern Mongols have absorbed a multitude of other influences.

The mutual relationship of the Mongolic languages is relatively close and, hence,
fairly transparent even for the non-specialist. This circumstance leads to a number of
problems in the definition of what is a language in the Mongolic context. Basically,
we may work with the criterion of mutual intelligibility and define any two mutually

XVi
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unintelligible Mongolic idioms as two separate languages, but this criterion has to be
combined with various historical, political, and geographical considerations. Depending
on how we balance these considerations against each other, we can arrive at different lists
of Mongolic languages. One such list has served as the basis for the arrangement of the
present volume. It goes without saying that any approach to this issue can be disputed.
Mongolic idioms whose status as separate languages is particularly controversial include
Khamnigan Mongol, Ordos, Kalmuck, as well as Mongghul and Mangghuer.

Another difficult issue concerns the genetic taxonomy of the Mongolic languages.
Because of their relatively close mutual relationship, many features of the Mongolic lan-
guages are more easily described in terms of the wave model of linguistic geography than
the family tree model of conventional diachronic linguistics. Another approach is offered
by what might be called the onion model, according to which the Mongolic languages
form several concentric layers. The absolute core of the family is formed by a single lan-
guage, which is best called simply Mongol, or Mongol proper. Around this core there is
a group of areally coherent languages: Ordos in the south, Oirat in the west, Buryat in
the north, and Khamnigan Mongol in the northeast. Further away from the core there are
still other languages: Moghol in the west, Dagur in the northeast, and the Gansu-Qinghai
complex or the ‘Monguor’ group, comprising Shira Yughur, Mongghul, Mangghuer,
Bonan, and Santa, in the south.

If we think of the relative importance of the different Mongolic languages in the com-
parative context, it is the outermost layer that has the greatest value. Not only have the
peripheral Mongolic languages preserved many rare features that have been lost in the
more uniform core area, but also they have more closely interacted with neighbouring
non-Mongolic languages: Turkic and Iranian in the west, Tibetan and Chinese in the
south, and Tungusic in the north and northeast. This interaction has occasionally resulted
in language mixing that even confused early comparativists concerning the correct clas-
sification of some Mongolic languages, notably Dagur (once thought to be Tungusic).
Typically, in the history of Mongolic studies, the peripheral languages have been much
neglected, and many of them remain incompletely documented up to the
present day. This is all the more regrettable as some of these languages are rapidly
disappearing, while even the more viable ones are under the constant threat of more
powerful national and regional languages.

From the political point of view, there is no question that the most important
Mongolic language is Mongol proper. Spoken in the core territory of the historical
Mongols, Mongol remains the principal language of the Mongolian Plateau. Its Khalkha
dialect serves today as the official state language of the Republic of Mongolia, the
former Chinese region of Outer Mongolia, and closely similar dialectal forms are used
by the Mongols living in the Chinese region of Inner Mongolia. In Inner Mongolia,
Mongol retains its official status as the second language of the region. Both in Outer and
Inner Mongolia, Mongol traditionally also functions as the regional language for both
Mongolic and non-Mongolic minorities. In the Republic of Mongolia, Mongol (Khalkha)
is a written language, while in Inner Mongolia it exists in symbiosis with Written
Mongol.

Mongolia and Inner Mongolia are not the only political entities with a dominant or tit-
ular Mongolic population. Two other important Mongolic regions are the Republics of
Buryatia at Lake Baikal, Eastern Siberia, and Kalmykia at the Caspian Sea, Southeastern
Europe, both ruled as parts of the Russian Federation. On the Chinese side, in the
provinces of Heilongjiang, Jilin, Liaoning, and Qinghai, as well as in the Xinjiang
Uighur Autonomous Region (East Turkestan), there are several lower-level titular units
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assigned to local Mongolic speakers. Many of the Mongolic populations in China,
though not all, are recognized as official minority nationalities. Apart from the Mongols
proper these include the Dagur, ‘Monguor’ (7u, comprising both Mongghul and
Mangghuer speakers), Bonan (Baoan), Santa (Dongxiang), and Yughur (Yugu). It has to
be stressed, however, that the official ethnic taxonomy is not always consistent with the
actual linguistic and cultural distinctions.

Altogether, the number of Mongolic speakers today may be estimated at 6—7 million,
which is surprisingly little in view of the historical impact and modern geographical dis-
persion of the Mongols. Moreover, this number is heavily biased towards the Mongol
language, which alone counts for 80-90 per cent of the total, in absolute terms perhaps
5 million individuals. The remaining 1 million or fewer Mongolic speakers are divided
between some twelve other languages, with the corresponding populations ranging from
a few individuals, as for Moghol, to some hundreds of thousands, as for Santa and
Buryat. The total population of the ethnic groups concerned is somewhat larger, for,
especially in China, official ethnic identity can also be inherited without native language
maintenance. Thus, there are about 5 million ethnic Mongols proper in China, but prob-
ably no more than 3 million speakers of the Mongol language. Even so, there are more
Mongol speakers in China than in the Republic of Mongolia.

BIBLIOGRAPHICAL NOTES

There exists a voluminous literature on the role of the Mongols in Eurasian history, espe-
cially as viewed from the European and Chinese angles. Two useful introductions to the
western conquests of the historical Mongols are the volumes by Bertold Spuler (1960)
and David Morgan (1986). The most up-to-date and easily accessible general treatment
of the Yuan dynasty of China, with ample bibliographical notes, is contained in the rele-
vant volume of The Cambridge History of China, edited by Herbert Franke and Denis
Twitchett (1994). An even more generalizing approach to the position of the Mongols in
the system of Chinese and Central Asian history has been developed by Thomas Barfield
(1989).

In the field of ethnic and cultural studies, the Mongols are likewise covered by a mul-
titude of general and specialized works. A very useful and up-to-date basic reference tool
on the present-day Mongolic populations and their distribution has been compiled by
Michael and Stefan Miiller (1992). A variety of themes pertaining to the Mongol tradi-
tional culture is dealt with in the collective volume edited by Michael Weiers (1986). Of
a more specialized scope are the works by Walther Heissig (1980) on the religions, by
L. L. Viktorova (1980) on the ethnic history, as well as by Erika and Manfred Taube
(1983) on the spiritual culture of the Mongols. Recently, the Mongol material culture has
been presented in a number of important international exhibitions. Two of the best exhi-
bition catalogues, with excellent illustrations and expert commentaries, are those edited
by Walther Heissig and Claudius G. Miiller (1989), as well as by Patricia Berger and
Terese Tse Bartholomew (1996).

Somewhat surprisingly, although many of the individual Mongolic languages are well
described and documented in linguistic and philological works, generalizing literature on
the Mongolic languages is comparatively scarce. The only international volume devoted
entirely to the presentation of the synchronic and diachronic diversity of the Mongolic
languages is the Mongolic section of the Handbuch der Orientalistik, which contains
contributions by Nicholas Poppe and others (1964). A serious problem of this volume
is that it was published with no consistent editorial policy. The chapters describing the
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individual languages are poorly coordinated, and some languages are clearly underrep-
resented in the material. Also, the approach of the volume is mainly philological, and
many contributions show an obvious lack of linguistic competence.

Another general survey of the Mongolic languages, though intended mainly for the
Russian reader, is contained in the volume edited by I. V. Kormushin and G. C. Pyurbeev
(1997) for the series Yazyki Mira (‘Languages of the World”) of the Russian Academy of
Sciences. Since the volume also contains sections on the Tungusic languages, as well as
on Korean and Japanese, the presentation of the material is not particularly deep. Also,
the preparation of the volume took an exceptionally long time, rendering some of the
data obsolete already at the time of publication. Nevertheless, the approach has the
advantage of being clearly linguistic, and much of the material is drawn from the per-
sonal field work of Russian scholars. Another merit is that the descriptions of the
individual Mongolic languages follow uniform editorial principles.

Mention should also be made of a somewhat similar volume prepared much earlier by
a single Russian Mongolist, B. X. Todaeva (1960), who in the early years of the People’s
Republic coordinated a joint programme of linguistic field work among the Mongolic
populations of China. Since China, even without the territory of Mongolia, is the home
for at least part of the speakers of every single Mongolic language with the exception of
Kalmuck and Moghol, Todaeva’s work amounts to being a synchronic survey of the
entire Mongolic family. It is true that, because of its limited size, it inevitably remains
superficial in its approach, especially as far as the diachronic level of explanation is con-
cerned. To complement the general volume Todaeva has, however, also authored sepa-
rate monographic descriptions of several major Mongolic languages.

Another series of separate descriptive monographs has been published (1983-98) by
Inner Mongolia University on the basis of field research carried out by Inner Mongolian
and Chinese scholars. The series, bearing the Written Mongol title Muvgqhul Tuirul uv
Gala vAyalghuv u Sudulul uv Cuburil (‘Studies of Mongolic Languages and Dialects’),
covers, in this order: (New) Bargut, Dagur, Santa (Dongxiang), Bonan (Baoan), (Huzhu)
Mongghul, Shira Yughur, and Oirat. Each of these seven entities is dealt with in three vol-
umes, containing a comparative analysis, a vocabulary, and a collection of sample texts,
respectively. However, no comparative generalization of the whole material is offered.

On the lexicological side, the comparative and diachronic research of the Mongolic
languages lags behind the level attained in the study of most other Eurasian language
families of comparable importance. Although there are several large dictionaries of a few
individual Mongolic languages, notably Written Mongol, Khalkha, Ordos, and Oirat, no
etymological dictionary of the Mongolic language family has ever been prepared. The
closest approximation to a comparative dictionary is the volume published in China
under the editorship of Sun Zhu (1990). This work contains ¢.3,000 semantic entities
(Chinese and English glosses) translated into sixteen Mongolic languages and dialects
spoken in China, plus the Written Mongol and Khalkha Cyrillic literary norms.

In view of the lack of such basic tools as an etymological dictionary and comprehen-
sive historical grammars for most of the individual idioms, the diachronic and compara-
tive analysis of the Mongolic languages is surprisingly well advanced. This is largely due
to the Altaistic tradition of language comparisons, which regards Mongolic, together
with Turkic and Tungusic, as a member of the so-called Altaic language family. In the
east, Korean and Japanese are also often classified as Altaic, while in the west Altaic is
traditionally linked with Uralic, forming the Ural-Altaic ‘phylum’. While all of these
languages are characterized by an undeniable structural similarity, the connection of
Mongolic with Turkic and Tungusic can also be substantiated by a multitude of shared
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material features. Nevertheless, it is today increasingly commonly recognized that at
least most of the similarities concerned are not genetic in origin, but due to complex and
multiple areal contacts in the past.

In the present volume, which focuses on the individual Mongolic languages, Altaic
comparisons play a significant role only in the chapters on Para-Mongolic and the Turko-
Mongolic relations, though occasional references to Turkic and Tungusic are also made
in a few other chapters. The fact is that the internal analysis of the Mongolic languages
should go before any external comparisons. Also, the Altaic languages are only one of
several possible contexts in which Mongolic can be placed. Of equal, if not greater, inter-
est are the contacts which Mongolic has had with its non-Altaic neighbours. Recent
development in the theory of contact linguistics makes it easier than before to understand
the background of the typological interaction that has deeply influenced the evolution of
several Mongolic languages, notably Moghol, Mongghul, Mangghuer, Bonan, and Santa.
Mongolic has also participated in the development of several Chinese-based ‘creoles’ in
the Gansu-Qinghai region. Generally, the typological relationships of Mongolic with its
neighbours remain an unexplored but promising field for future research.
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Romanization of the Mongol script. In the present volume, a few modifications have
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TECHNICAL NOTES

There is a great diversity in the ways in which Mongolic language material is quoted in
various sources. Since Ramstedt’s times, much of the Mongolic data collected in the field
by Western scholars has been noted down and published using the Finno-Ugrian
Transcription (FUT), as standardized and propagated by Eemil Nestor Setdld (1901).
This is a graphically extremely complicated system, which mainly relies on diacritics for
the notation of segmental specifics. Reflecting the empirical approach of the Neo-
grammarian school of linguistics, the FUT has the advantage of being so accurate that,
when used with sufficient auditive sophistication, it hardly excludes any phonologically
relevant information. On the other hand, it has the obvious disadvantage of concealing
the phonemic structure behind a curtain of phonetic details.

In parallel with the FUT, a Cyrillic-based phonetic notation with a varying degree of
exactitude has been in use in the Russian scholarship on Mongolic up to the present day.
A very broad system of Cyrillic transcription for Mongolic is also offered by the official
orthographies of Khalkha, Buryat, and Kalmuck. At the international level, however, the
FUT has only recently been challenged by the increasing use of the International Phonetic
Alphabet (IPA). In particular, most publications on Mongolic in China today use the lat-
ter system which, in spite of its typographic problems, offers a basic set of special sym-
bols for the broad allophonic transcription of any language. In Mongolic studies, an
unfortunate disadvantage of the International Phonetic Alphabet is that its use has created
a serious gap of communication with regard to the earlier (FUT) tradition of research.

In the present volume, neither the FUT nor the IPA will be used except for occasion-
al phonetic reference. Instead, all data will be quoted in a phonemic transcription based
on the resources of the standard Roman (English) keyboard — the set of graphic symbols
favoured also in modern text processing and electronic communication. The fact is that
the phonemic resources of most languages can be adequately expressed by the basic
Roman letters, complemented by selected digraphs. However, as far as the transcription
of the Mongolic languages is concerned, it is reasonable to follow the diacritic tradition
for certain details, especially for the notation of the segmental oppositions connected
with vowel harmony.

The principal Roman letters and digraphs as used in this volume are, for the conso-
nants: b d g (basic weak stops), p t k (basic strong stops), c j (palatal stops or affricates),
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ts dz (dental affricates), f's sh x (strong fricatives or spirants), w z zh gh (weak fricatives
or spirants), ¢ (post-velar stop), m n ny ng (nasals), » [ [h (liquids), and /4 y (glides or
semivowels); and, for the primary vowels: a e (non-high unrounded), o 6 (non-high
rounded), u i (high rounded), and i i (high unrounded). Certain secondary vowel quali-
ties are indicated by the letters ¢ (low unrounded front), ¢ (low rounded back), é (mid-
high unrounded front), 6 (rotationally modified *¢) and # (rotationally modified *u). For
a qualitatively neutralized reduced vowel in non-initial syllables, the letter e is used.
Secondary articulation of consonants is indicated by the letters y (palatalization) and w
(labialization). Capital letters, such as 4 U D G K N, stand for generalized morpho-
phonemes and/or not fully specified archiphonemes.

For indicating the different types of bond between elements within a word, a slightly
revised variant of the system used by Abondolo (1998) for Uralic is applied. A consistent
graphic distinction is made between compounding (+ ), reduplication (&), inflection (-),
derivation (.), and cliticization (=). Additionally, a special symbol (/) is used to separate
unstable morpheme-boundary segments from the basic stem. All of these symbols are
only used when judged to be relevant for the discussion, which is more often the case
with reconstructed forms than with synchronic material. Technical abbreviations for the
names of grammatical categories are avoided in regular text, but they are used in tables
and descriptive formulas (cf. the list of abbreviations).

Material from languages with a written tradition is presented, as far as necessary, both
in transcription (italics) and according to the orthographical norm (boldface).
Reconstructed (undocumented) linguistic forms (also in italics) are marked by an
asterisk (*), while unclear (documented but not verified) data of dead languages (Middle
Mongol and Para-Mongolic) are marked by a cross (7). Orthographical shapes based on
the Roman alphabet are reproduced as such, as is the case with some of the Mongolic
languages spoken in the Gansu-Qinghai region, which have a modern Pinyin-based
literary norm. If, however, the written language uses a non-Roman alphabet, as is the
case with, for instance, Written Mongol and the Cyrillic-based literary language of
Khalkha, a system of transliteration is used. The principles of transliteration are elabo-
rated in the relevant chapters. The issue of transliteration is particularly important for
Written Mongol, a language which in conventional scholarship has been presented in
(a kind of) transcription, rather than transliteration.

As far as grammatical terminology is concerned, the main principle has been to give
preference to form before function. Thus, diachronically identical forms in two or more
Mongolic languages are called by the same name irrespective of whether their syn-
chronic functions are identical or not. As a general guideline for the naming of the indi-
vidual forms, Poppe (1955) has been relied upon, though some revision of his
terminology has been unavoidable. The synchronic description of the actual functions of
each form reflects the various approaches of the individual authors. The chapters illus-
trate the differences in the interests of the authors, ranging from ethnolinguistics and
dialectology to phonology and morphology to syntax and semantics. As the focus of each
author also reflects the essential properties of the language described, the editor has not
considered it necessary to unify the approaches.
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ABBREVIATIONS

1p.
2p.
3p.
abl.
abs.
abtemp.
acc.
ag.
appr.
ben.
caus.

coll.
com.
comp.
compl.
conc.
cond.
conf.
conn.
contemp.
conv.
coop.
cop.
COIT.
dat.
ded.
del.
deont.
der.
des.
dir.
distr.
dub.
dur.
emph.
ess.
excl.
exp.

2p
3p
ABL

ACC

CAUS
CL

COM

COND
CONF
CONN
Ccv

Ccop

DAT

DUR
EMPH

first person

second person

third person

ablative (case)

absolutive (case)

abtemporal (converb)

accusative (case)

agentive (participle)
approximative (numeral)
benedictive (mood)

causative (voice)

numeral classifier

collective (numeral/derivative)
comitative (case)

comparative (derivative/converb)
completive (converb)

concessive (mood/converb)
conditional (converb/copula)
confirmative (temporal-aspectual form)
connective (case)

contemporal (converb)

converb (form)

cooperative (voice)

copula/r (word/structure)
corrogative (particle)

dative (case)

deductive (temporal-aspectual form)
delimitative (numeral)

deontic (converb)

derivative (form)

desiderative (mood)

directive (case)

distributive (numeral)

dubitative (mood)

durative (temporal-aspectual form)
emphatic (particle/construction)
essive (derivative)

exclusive (form of 1p. pl.)
expanded (suffix variant)

XXiv
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fem. feminine (form)
fin. FIN final (converb)
fut. FUT futuritive (form/participle)
gen. GEN genitive (case)
hab. habitive (participle)
imp. imperative (mood)
imperf. IMPERF imperfective (form/participle/converb)
incl. inclusive (form of 1p. pl.)
ind. indicative (mood)
indef. INDEF indefinite (form/case/mood)
indir. indirect (mood)
instr. INSTR instrumental (case)
interr. INTERR interrogative (mood/particle/construction)
loc. locative (case)
masc. masculine (form)
mod. modal (converb)
moder. moderative (derivative)
multipl. multiplicative (numeral)
narr. narrative (temporal-aspectual form)
neg. NEG negative (particle/form)
nom. nominative (case)
NOMLZ nominalizer
obj. OBJ objective (perspective)
obl. oblique (case/s)
ONOM onomatopoetic (word/expression)
opt. optative (mood)
part. P participle (form)
pass. passive (voice)
PCLE particle
pauc. paucal (number)
perf. PERF perfective (form/participle/converb)
perm. permissive (mood)
pl. PL plural (number)
plurit. pluritative (voice)
poss. POSS possessive (derivative/case/pronoun)
pot. potential (mood)
prec. precative (mood)
preced. precedentive (converb)
pred. predicative (function)
prep. preparative (converb)
prescr. prescriptive (mood)
priv. privative (construction/case)
progr. PROGR progressive (construction/form)
pros. prosecutive (derivative/case)
px PX possessive suffix
qual. qualificational (participle)
recipr. reciprocative (voice)
refl. REFL reflexive (declension)

res. resultative (participle/temporal-aspectual form)



xxvi ABBREVIATIONS

seq.
sg.
soc.
subj.
succ.
term.
top.
transl.
var.
vol.
VX

SEQ
SG

SUBJ

TERM

VOL

reflexive suffix

sequential (converb)
singular (number)

sociative (case)

subjective (perspective)
successive (converb)
terminative (converb/temporal-aspectual form)
topicalized (constituent)
translative (derivative)
variant (suffix)

voluntative (mood)
predicative personal ending



CHART OF ROMANIZATION

In this volume, the letters of the Mongol alphabet are Romanized according to the fol-
lowing chart. The chart also includes a selection of linear and non-linear (ligatural) com-
binations of letters. The letters are presented in a horizontalized (right-to-left)
orientation. The actual direction of writing in running text is vertical. The software used
to produce the Mongol letters in the chart was designed by Philip Barton Payne (1998).

Initial Medial Final
ae L
b 9 9 la
be L9
bl 8
bu = = =)
c = = = CX
cz = = czZX
d 4 4 =dx
dz = = = dzx
l
f é 8
fe lé
fl %
fu ) ) &
g J J L
ge b
gl ¥
gu 9 9 &
h A A = hx
i/j A s 0
k 3 3
ke l)
Kl 0
ku i 2 &
1 + 1 &
m > K] b
ml 2

XXVii



xxviii CHART OF ROMANIZATION

i N )
0 a

5 S
pe 5
pl 15
pu S = &
q v e la
gh & d A
r A A 3
s 4 4 »
sh 4 4 »
t < @ »
’ % =tx
tz E E = tzx
u a 2 ]
v/a L 4 }
w/e A A = Wwx
X - .
y s K =yx
z »
zh D D = zhx

The chart includes the commonly used Galig letters dz f h k p tz zh. Practical presenta-
tions (and typefaces) of the Mongol alphabet often contain a number of additional
sequences of letters (digraphs and trigraphs), notably vh (initial h, when used for the
velar fricative x), vg (for the velar nasal *ng), lh (for the marginally occurring voiceless
lateral phoneme //), ui for the rounded front vowels *& *#i), ux (for final *:ii in mono-
syllables), va ve vi vo vu vui vux (for initial vowels, when written with the aleph).
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LANGUAGE MAP

...... the maximum limits of the Mongol empire (12th to 14th cc.) (the northeastern limit is unspecified)
—— the current state border of the Republic of Mongolia
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The shaded area shows the modern distribution of Mongol proper, including Khalkha (Chapter 7) and other dialects (Chapter 8). The other
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CHAPTER ONE

PROTO-MONGOLIC

Juha Janhunen

Proto-Mongolic is the technical term for the common ancestor of all the living and
historically attested Mongolic languages. By definition, Proto-Mongolic was spoken at a
time when the differentiation of the present-day Mongolic languages had not yet begun.
Like all protolanguages, Proto-Mongolic is an abstraction that can only be approached
by the comparative and diachronic analysis of the synchronically known Mongolic
languages. For the very reason that Proto-Mongolic is not actually attested our under-
standing of it will always remain imperfect. However, compared with many other
Eurasian protolanguages, Proto-Mongolic is nevertheless relatively easily accessible due to
the fact that the genetic relations between the Mongolic languages are even synchronically
fairly transparent and, consequently, chronologically shallow.

The absolute dating of Proto-Mongolic depends on when, exactly, the linguistic unity
of its speakers ended. For historical reasons it is commonly assumed that this happened
only after the geographical dispersal of the ancient Mongols under Chinggis Khan and
his heirs, in any case not earlier than the thirteenth century. This means that the present-
day differences between the Mongolic languages are likely to be the result of less than
800 years of divergent evolution. If this is so, the Mongolic languages offer a laboratory
example on how far linguistic evolution and diversification can take a language during
such a limited time span. Perhaps even more interesting is the fact that the Mongolic lan-
guages have clearly not evolved at a uniform pace, for some of them, like Khamnigan
Mongol, are conspicuously conservative and still relatively close to Proto-Mongolic,
while others, like the languages of the Gansu-Qinghai complex, have undergone much
more rapid and, as it seems, fundamental changes.

Philological evidence for the shallow dating of Proto-Mongolic is provided by the
written documents surviving from the times of the historical Mongols and representing
the Middle Mongol and Written Mongol languages. It is important to note that neither
Written Mongol nor Middle Mongol is identical with Proto-Mongolic. Especially in the
case of Written Mongol, including Preclassical Written Mongol, the inherent anachro-
nism of the language makes a direct comparison with any particular diachronic stage of
Mongolic impossible, or at least controversial. Nevertheless, it may confidently be said
that the central properties of Written Mongol, like also the preserved sources on Middle
Mongol, reflect a spoken language that was very close to the reconstructed idiom that
emerges from the comparative analysis of the living Mongolic languages.

The chronological shallowness of Proto-Mongolic has two important consequences
for linguistic conclusions. On the one hand, its grammatical structure and lexical
resources can be reconstructed in great detail and with considerable accuracy, allowing
it to be examined for synchronic purposes almost like a living language. On the other
hand, Proto-Mongolic does not take us very far back in time, which makes its further
diachronic analysis problematic, especially in view of external comparisons. The time
gap of up to several thousands of years that separates Proto-Mongolic from some of the
more ancient protolanguages of Eurasia can only imperfectly be filled by the methods of
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2 THE MONGOLIC LANGUAGES

diachronic linguistics, such as internal reconstruction. Therefore, any external compar-
isons using Proto-Mongolic material should be carried out with the necessary caution,
and with a proper understanding of the chronological discrepancy.

One aspect that can never be reconstructed by the comparative method is the internal
diversity within Proto-Mongolic. Like all real languages, and like all protolanguages,
Proto-Mongolic was certainly no uniform linguistic entity. It must have had some areal and
social variation, part of which may survive in the synchronic material of the Modern
Mongolic languages. Also, due to the distorting effect of the comparative method, it may
well have had more grammatical and lexical idiosyncrasies and irregularities than can be
reconstructed on the basis of the synchronic material. However, for methodological
reasons we have no alternative to defining Proto-Mongolic as a maximally uniform
and regular idiom, from which the actual synchronic diversity within Mongolic can be derived.

PERIODIZATION

Since Proto-Mongolic is the reconstructed ancestor of the Modern Mongolic languages,
it can only contain features that can be induced from the extant language material. The
application of internal reconstruction and external comparisons to the Proto-Mongolic
corpus do, however, yield limited information also on the stages preceding Proto-
Mongolic. These stages may be termed Pre-Proto-Mongolic. Correspondingly, any
phenomena chronologically younger than Proto-Mongolic may be identified as Post-
Proto-Mongolic. Unlike Proto-Mongolic, which represents a single point on the time
scale, both Pre-Proto-Mongolic and Post-Proto-Mongolic are open continuums. Pre-Proto-
Mongolic, in particular, extends indefinitely far back in time as long as diachronic
conclusions are possible.

In practice, the conclusions that can be made by the method of internal reconstruction
concerning the structural and material properties of Pre-Proto-Mongolic involve mainly
the linguistic stage immediately preceding Proto-Mongolic. This stage may also be
called Late Pre-Proto-Mongolic, and in terms of absolute chronology it may be dated to
the last centuries preceding the rise of the historical Mongols. Some of the earlier stages
of Pre-Proto-Mongolic can be approached through the analysis of the traces of areal con-
tacts with neighbouring language families, notably Turkic and Tungusic. Also, there is
the tantalizing possibility that future research will further increase the time depth of
reconstruction by giving us more insights into the Para-Mongolic linguistic diversity that
is likely to have coexisted with Late Pre-Proto-Mongolic.

Among the extant Mongolic languages, the only one that may give us some direct
information on the linguistic characteristics of Late Pre-Proto-Mongolic is Written
Mongol, whose orthographical and morphological anachronisms include a few peculiar-
ities that appear to reflect diachronic stages extending beyond Proto-Mongolic. Written
Mongol is also likely to preserve traces of the dialectal diversity that actually existed in
both Proto-Mongolic and Pre-Proto-Mongolic times. This diversity was extinguished at
the level of the spoken language by the ethnic and political (re)unification of the
Mongols under Chinggis Khan.

‘We might also say that the period of the Mongol empire functioned as a kind of linguis-
tic bottleneck. Prior to the time of Chinggis Khan, the speech of the ancient Mongols may
be assumed to have been a conglomeration of geographically dispersed tribal idioms,
including those of the Naiman, the Kereit, the Mongols proper, and others. These tribal
idioms seem to have been mutually intelligible, and they may therefore be classified as
dialects of Late Pre-Proto-Mongolic. However, in the absence of factual information we
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will never know what the actual degree of diversity was. In any case, with the victory of
Chinggis Khan, intensive linguistic unification took place, and, as a result, the primary
dialects were lost in favour of a more homogeneous Proto-Mongolic language. The latter,
in turn, yielded a number of Post-Proto-Mongolic secondary dialects, to which the
Modern Mongolic languages can be traced.

For some purposes, it is useful to make a distinction between the concepts of Proto-
Mongolic and Common Mongolic. While Proto-Mongolic implies any reconstructed fea-
ture that actually derives from the Proto-Mongolic period, Common Mongolic can also
comprise Post-Proto-Mongolic features shared by the Mongolic languages on an areal
basis. Due to the geographical closeness and genetic compactness of the core group of
the Modern Mongolic languages, it is often impossible to draw an unambiguous line
between primary genetic retentions and secondary areal innovations. In many cases, even
very late elements, especially in the lexicon, can exhibit the same type of correspon-
dences as the inherited component of the modern languages. In case of ambiguity it is
always safer to speak of Common Mongolic, rather than Proto-Mongolic. This is true of
both lexical elements and structural properties.

Technically speaking, there are two types of criterion that can be used in order to estab-
lish the Proto-Mongolic origin of any given feature. The first type may be identified as
distributional, and it is based on the linguistic fact that Proto-Mongolic features tend to
have a wide distribution in the modern languages. In particular, any feature that is attested
in, or perhaps restricted to, two or more peripheral Mongolic branches, such as Moghol,
Dagur, or the Gansu-Qinghai complex, is likely to represent common Proto-Mongolic her-
itage. However, it should be kept in mind that the absence of a feature from the peripheral
languages does by no means rule out the possibility of its Proto-Mongolic origin.

The second type of criterion may be identified as documentary, and it is based on the
philological circumstance that written documents dating from either Middle Mongol or
early Preclassical Written Mongol are more or less contemporaneous with Proto-
Mongolic. If a linguistic feature is attested in such documents, we can infer that it was
present in the Proto-Mongolic language. Again, it should be noted that the presence of
such documentation is no prerequisite for linguistic reconstruction. Proto-Mongolic is
and remains a product of the comparative method, and the fact that idioms close to it hap-
pen to be recorded in written documents is only of secondary interest from the recon-
structive point of view. In this respect, Proto-Mongolic is comparable with any other
relatively recent protolanguage which once coexisted with a close-lying literary standard
(cf. e.g. the case of Latin vs. Proto-Romance).

DATA AND SOURCES

The application of the comparative method to the diachronic analysis of Mongolic
became possible only when the synchronic investigation of the living Mongolic lan-
guages was initiated by scholars such as M. A. Castrén, G. J. Ramstedt, Wiadystaw
Kotwicz, Andrei Rudnev, and others. Much of the early comparative work was focused
on listing the differences between Written Mongol and the various Modern Mongolic
languages and dialects, notably Khalkha. Middle Mongol provided another concrete
point of comparison. Unfortunately, the easy availability of a diachronic perspective
through Written Mongol and Middle Mongol has always tended to remain an obstacle,
rather than a stimulation, to the strictly linguistic understanding of Proto-Mongolic.
The actual comparative work on Mongolic has become increasingly challenging with
the introduction of fresh synchronic data on the previously little-known peripheral
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languages of the family. Even so, there are still several Mongolic languages, including,
in particular, those of the Gansu-Qinghai complex, that remain not fully integrated into
the comparative framework. While it is generally assumed that these languages derive
from a protolanguage identical with the reconstructable ancestor of the more centrally
located Mongolic idioms, many diachronic details remain unclear, making any definitive
conclusions concerning the genetic and areal developments impossible for the time
being.

As in all diachronic linguistics, phonology has always played a central role in
Mongolic comparative studies. Two constantly recurrent issues include the role of the
‘laryngeals’ and the phenomenon of vowel breaking, as discussed, among others, by
G. J. Ramstedt (1912), Paul Pelliot (1925), Nicholas Poppe (1956), and Juha Janhunen
(1990, 1999). A more temporary controversy was involved in the dispute over the
so-called ‘primary long vowels’, as discussed by Masayoshi Nomura (1959), Nicholas
Poppe (1962), Shird Hattori (1970), and Gerhard Doerfer (1969-74). Among the multi-
tude of other contributions to Mongolic diachronic phonology, the brief but innovative
paper by Eugene Helimski (1984) on Gansu-Qinghai Mongolic deserves to be singled out.

While much of the comparative work on Mongolic in the past has been a side-product
of general Altaic studies, as developed by Ramstedt (1952—66) and Poppe (1960, 1965,
1975), the important handbooks by Poppe (1955) and G. D. Sanzheev (1953-64) focus
specifically on the Mongolic languages. Poppe’s work, in particular, remains by far the
most explicit and internationally accessible synthesis of Mongolic comparative phono-
logy and morphology. With the exception of the brief synopsis by Doerfer (1964), later
general works, such as those by P. A. Darvaev (1988) and A. A. Darbeeva (1996), offer no
substantially new insights. Tomortogoo (1992) is nevertheless useful as a bibliographical
tool, while G. C. Pyurbeev (1993) introduces some aspects of comparative syntax.

Outside the general Altaic framework, relatively little has been written on the dialecto-
logical and chronological aspects of Proto-Mongolic. An attempt to approach Late Pre-
Proto-Mongolic, or ‘Ancient Mongolian’, largely by the method of internal reconstruction,
was nevertheless made by Poppe (1976). Another important contribution is that by Michael
Weiers (1970) on the periodization of Proto-Mongolic in relationship to Written Mongol
and Middle Mongol.

SEGMENTAL PHONEMES

The Proto-Mongolic vowel system comprised seven qualities, divided into three har-
monic pairs and one neutral vowel. The harmonic pairs are conventionally written as
*u *1i for the high rounded vowels, *o *¢ for the non-high rounded vowels, and *a *e for
the unrounded vowels (Table 1.1). The distinction within each harmonic pair was based
on the palato-velar correlation, opposing the back vowels *a *o *u to the front vowels
*e *¢ *ij. In this context it remains irrelevant whether the unrounded front vowel *e was
phonetically a low [] or a mid-high [e].

TABLE 1.1 PROTO-MONGOLIC VOWELS

*u *j *i
*0
*a *e
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The isolated position of the neutral vowel *i immediately suggests that in Pre-Proto-
Mongolic there must have been a harmonic opposition between a front *7 and a back *i.
This is confirmed by the presence in both Middle Mongol and the language underlying
Preclassical Written Mongol of an opposition between ki < *ki and gi < *ki, still
synchronically preserved in Moghol (and, as it seems, Santa), as in Moghol cegin ‘ear’
< *cigi/n < *ciki/n. Obviously, the paradigmatic merger of the vowels *i *i and the
accompanying restructuring of the vowel system took place only in Late Pre-
Proto-Mongolic. Technically, an original Pre-Proto-Mongolic *i can be reconstructed for all
words involving Proto-Mongolic *i in a back-vocalic context, or in the presence of a doc-
umented back velar consonant. Under other conditions, however, the distinction remains
beyond the reach of internal evidence.

The reconstruction of *i of the initial syllable is to some extent complicated by the
phenomenon known as palatal breaking, in which *i was ‘broken’ into two segments
under the influence of the vowel of the second syllable (*a *o *u *6 *ii), as in *mingga/n
‘thousand’ > Khalkha myanggh. Palatal breaking was basically an areally restricted
Post-Proto-Mongolic innovation, most abundantly attested in Mongol proper, as well as
in Buryat and Dagur. However, the phenomenon was anticipated and accompanied by the
similar process of prebreaking, which involved the assimilation of the original back *i
before its merger with the front *i, as in *mika/n ‘meat’ > *maka/n > Khalkha max.
Prebreaking seems to have started already in Late Pre-Proto-Mongolic, and in some
lexical items it was completed before the dissolving of Proto-Mongolic, leaving only
Written Mongol more or less free of its impact.

While palatal breaking is a mechanism in which *i is influenced by the vowel of the
following syllable, some Mongolic languages also show the process of palatal umlaut,
in which *i influences the vowel of a preceding syllable, as in *mori/n ‘horse’ > Kalmuck
mor/n. Like palatal breaking, palatal umlaut seems to have been a Post-Proto-Mongolic
innovation, but its parallel presence in both Oirat and the dialects of Mongol proper gives
it, at least, a Common Mongolic dimension. It goes without saying that both breaking
and umlaut have had a considerable impact on the subsequent evolution of the Modern
Mongolic vowel paradigms.

In spite of claims made to the contrary, it has been impossible to establish any quan-
titative correlation for the Proto-Mongolic vowels. While virtually all the Modern
Mongolic idioms have distinctive long (double) vowels, these are of a secondary
contractive origin. Occasional instances of irregular lengthening are observed in most of
the modern languages, and in a small number of cases there would seem to be a corre-
spondence between two peripheral languages, notably Dagur and (Huzhu) Mongghul, as
in Dagur mood ‘tree, wood’ = Mongghul moodi id. < *modu/n. In spite of the seemingly
perfect match, such cases are too few and involve too many counterexamples to justify
any diachronic conclusion other than that of accidental irregular convergence.

The Proto-Mongolic consonant system is best to be reconstructed as having had
fifteen basic phonemes, representing four places of articulation: labial, dental, palatal,
and velar. The four places were, however, distinguished only for the weak stops *b *d *j *g.
The strong stops *¢ *c *k had a gap in the labial column, while the nasal system
*m *n *ng had no palatal member. The palatal stops *c *j were apparently realized as
affricates. The continuant obstruents comprised the dental sibilant *s and the velar
spirant *x, but no labial or palatal segment. Additionally, there were the two liquids */ *r
and the palatal glide *y (Table 1.2).

The gaps in the system suggest that there may have been additional consonants still
in Late Pre-Proto-Mongolic. The strong labial stop *p can actually be reconstructed on
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TABLE 1.2 PROTO-MONGOLIC CONSONANTS

*t *c *k
*]) *(] *j g
*s *x
*m *n *ng
*|
*r
*y

internal evidence for some morphemes showing an irregular alternation between *b or *m
and *x, as in *depel ‘garment’ > *debel > Oirat dew! vs. Common Mongolic *dexel >
*deel, *kiipiin ‘man’ > *kiimiin > Oirat kiimn vs. Common Mongolic *kiixiin > *kiiiin. For
some suffixal morphemes, including the markers of the instrumental case (*-pAr) and the
reflexive declension (*-pA/n), *p can be reconstructed on the basis of Written Mongol,
which shows the alternation b : g qh. Even so, it would be incorrect to reconstruct *p as
a separate phoneme for the Proto-Mongolic stage. The occasional claims that *x was still
pronounced as a labial spirant [¢] in Proto-Mongolic are apparently also incorrect.

The gaps in the system also reveal points at which Proto-Mongolic had a potential of
introducing new consonant phonemes. The first segment to be added was the palatal
sibilant *s/, which may be characterized as Common Mongolic; it was introduced imme-
diately after the Proto-Mongolic stage in loanwords such as *shasin ‘religion’ (from
Sanskrit), *shabi ‘disciple’ (through Chinese). Other segments, including a new strong
labial stop (p) as well as two labial continuants ( f w), have been added later to the
individual systems of several Modern Mongolic languages and dialects, where they still
tend to retain a status of marginal phonemes. Generally, all the Modern Mongolic
languages retain the Proto-Mongolic consonant system as the skeleton of their own
synchronic systems.

Due to the merger of the unrounded high vowels *i *i in Late Pre-Proto-Mongolic,
there briefly existed a distinction between the velars *k *g *x and a corresponding series
of back velars or uvulars, of which the strong stop *¢ is the one most reliably attested.
Although, technically speaking, the opposition *ki vs. *qi was present at exactly the
Proto-Mongolic stage, its low functional load allows it to be ignored for most recon-
structive purposes. It is true, the natural tendency to develop positional variants for the
velar consonants depending on the vocalic environment is observable in several (though
not all) Modern Mongolic languages, in which only the back vowels *a *o *u have
conditioned the spirantization of the velars, as in Oirat ax ‘elder brother’ vs. ek ‘mother’ <
*aka vs. *eke.

It has to be noted that the opposition between the dental and palatal stops in Proto-
Mongolic was absent before the vowel *i. In this position, only the palatal stops *c *j
were permitted, while before all other vowels the segments *c vs. *f and *j vs. *d could
freely contrast. Words containing the sequences *# *di are therefore invariably Post-
Proto-Mongolic, though some of them have a Common Mongolic distribution, e.g. *#ib
‘continent’ (from Sanskrit). This suggests that there had been a neutralizing process in
Pre-Proto-Mongolic, changing *¢ *d into *c *; before the vowel *i. There is, indeed,
occasional evidence of this process in the comparative material, cf. e.g. Khalkha
ghada(a) ‘outside’ < *gadaxa < *gadixa vs. Buryat gazaa id. < *gajaxa < *gajixa <
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*gadixa. Unfortunately, when no such evidence is available it is impossible to determine
the exact Pre-Proto-Mongolic source of the segments *c *d before the vowel *i.

It would be tempting to assume that the developments *#i > *ci and *di > *ji were due
to palatal assimilation, conditioned by the palatal quality of *i. Since, however, this
assimilation was not confined to words with a palatal vocalism, it must have taken place
only after the merger of the vowels *i and *i> *i. A possible order of all the processes
involved would, then, be: (1) *ki'> *qi, (2) *i> *i, (3) *ti *di > *ci *ji, (4) *qi > *ki. The
first three of these processes may be dated as Late Pre-Proto-Mongolic, while the last,
involving the loss of the opposition between the velar and postvelar sets of consonants,
was still going on in Proto-Mongolic.

The Proto-Mongolic velar spirant *x, which also represented original Pre-Proto-
Mongolic *p, was probably pronounced as a laryngeal [h], which was gradually being
lost. The loss of medial intervocalic *x may, indeed, be regarded as Common Mongolic,
for the segment is only attested in Written Mongol (g qh) as well as, occasionally, in
Middle Mongol, as in *kaxan ‘emperor’ > Written Mongol qaqhav, Middle Mongol
kaxan (qahan) or ka’an vs. Common Mongolic *kaan. Initial *x was, however, regularly
preserved in Middle Mongol, and direct reflexes of it are still synchronically present in
two peripheries of the Mongolic family: Dagur in the northeast and the Gansu-Qinghai
complex in the south, as in *xulaxan ‘red’ > Middle Mongol xula’an (hula’an), Dagur
xulaang, Mongghul fulaan vs. Common Mongolic *ulaan. Rather unexpectedly, initial
*x is not reflected by the Written Mongol orthography.

The loss of the intervocalic ‘laryngeal’ *x is, consequently, the main source of the
long (double) vowels in the Mongolic languages. In the case of two identical vowels,
the contraction automatically produced a long monophthong, but two different vowels
yielded initially a diphthongoid. Diphthongoids ending in the vowels *u *ii are preserved
as such only in Dagur, while elsewhere they have undergone monophthongization, as in
*naxur ‘lake’ > Dagur naur vs. Khalkha nuur. Diphthongoids ending in the vowel *i
(< *i & *i) have, however, diphthongoid reflexes in most languages, though monoph-
thongization also occurs. In these sequences, the presumably original intervocalic *x
seems to have been palatalized into *y already in Late Pre-Proto-Mongolic, as in (¥saxin >)
Proto-Mongolic *sayin ‘good’ > Khalkha saing vs. Oirat sddn.

In accordance with their contractive origin, the diphthongoids of the modern
languages are normally reflected in Written Mongol as bisyllabic sequences (with inter-
vocalic g gh j). In a few items, however, Written Mongol has simple vowel sequences
ending in u. In the modern languages, such sequences are indistinguishable from the
corresponding contractive diphthongoids, but the question is whether there was a
diachronic difference. There are several possibilities: Proto-Mongolic may actually have
had such vowel sequences, or the sequences may have contained an intervocalic conso-
nant not indicated in the Written Mongol orthography, or the vowel may represent the
vocalized reflex of an original syllable-final consonant (possibly *w). The evidence
remains inconclusive, but it is perhaps safest to make a distinction between *x and @
(zero) when reconstructing the sources of the diphthongoids, e.g. Written Mongol vgulav
‘cloud’ for *exiile/n vs. taugae ‘history’ for *te(Q)iike.

A related question concerns the origin of the diphthongoids ending in *i. In final posi-
tion, such diphthongoids are rendered as simple vowel sequences in Written Mongol.
Since this is a regular convention, the sequences may be reconstructed as contractive
diphthongoids of the normal type, e.g. Written Mongol bui for *buyi ~ *biiyi [copula],
talai ‘sea’ for *dalayi > Common Mongolic dalai. It cannot, however, be ruled out
that the language originally had a distinction between *x and @ also before the vowel
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*i (< *7 and *7). A possible candidate for a medial diphthongoid without an original
intervocalic consonant is Written Mongol naimav ‘eight’, for *na( y)ima/n > Common
Mongolic *naimar/n.

WORD STRUCTURE

The most important phonotactic restriction in Proto-Mongolic was formed by vowel har-
mony, which allowed only either back or front vowels to occur within a phonological
word. Palatal harmony was originally the only phenomenon that conditioned the occur-
rence of the vowels *a *u (back) vs. *e *i (front) in non-initial syllables, as in *kara
‘black’ vs. *nere ‘name’, *olan ‘many’ vs. *mdren ‘river’, *kura ‘rain’ vs. *ire ‘seed’,
*casu/n ‘snow’ vs. *temiir ‘iron’, *xodu/n ‘star’ vs. *xodii/n ‘feather’, *ulus ‘people’ vs.
*xuisii/n ‘hair’. There seem to have been no exceptions to the palatal harmony in Proto-
Mongolic, which means that the phenomenon might also be described by postulating a
markedness hierarchy, or, alternatively, a set of neutralized archiphonemes (*4 *U).

An important phenomenon that has affected the manifestations of vowel harmony in
many Modern Mongolic languages, including Mongol proper and all of its northern and
eastern neighbours (Khamnigan Mongol, Buryat, Dagur), is vowel rotation, in which the
palato-velar pairs have become rotated so that the palatal members (*ii *¢ *e) have
received a raised tongue position in comparison with their velar counterparts (*u *o *a).
At the same time, the palatal members have undergone velarization, resulting in the
replacement of the original palatal harmony (back vs. front) by an apertural harmony
(low vs. high). During an intermediate stage in the process (as in modern Khalkha), the
original back vowels seem also to have been accompanied by a varying degree of pha-
ryngealization. Since vowel rotation has not necessarily removed any oppositions, it is
difficult to establish whether it may already have been present as in incipient tendency
in Proto-Mongolic. In the modern languages it has, however, often resulted in various
paradigmatic neutralizations.

Apart from palatal harmony there was a partial labial harmony (labial attraction),
because of which the non-high rounded vowels *o *¢ of non-initial syllables were not
allowed to be combined with any of the vowels *a *e *u *ii of the initial syllable. This
restriction was, already in Proto-Mongolic, being complemented by another rule which
assimilated the vowels *a *e of non-initial syllables into *o *¢ after an initial syllable
also containing *o *d, as in *kola ‘distant’ > *kolo, *koke ‘blue’ > *koks. Owing to these
phenomena, it is difficult to distinguish in the comparative material the combinations
*0-a vs. *0-0 and *§-e vs. *§-0. It is generally assumed that the original state is best pre-
served in (Preclassical) Written Mongol, but it remains unclear whether Written Mongol
is really chronologically representative of Proto-Mongolic for this detail.

A similar problem is connected with the combination *e-ii, which is generally pre-
served in the language underlying Written Mongol, as in tamur ‘iron’ for *temiir. It
seems that Written Mongol in such cases represents a stage that is best identified as Late
Pre-Proto-Mongolic, while Proto-Mongolic was characterized by the regressive assimi-
lation of *e-ii into *0-ii, e.g. *temiir > *témiir. In the modern languages, owing to the
reduction and neutralization of most single vowels in non-initial syllables, the reflexes of
*e-1i > *¢-1i have generally merged with those of *-e > *J-6. None of these phenomena
have exact back-vocalic analogies, but in sequences containing an intervocalic *x the
combinations *d-e (front) and *o0-a (back) are indistinguishable from *i-e and *u-a,
respectively, as in *tuxa (or *foxa) ‘number’, *biixe (or *béxe) ‘shaman’.
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Importantly, the vowels *a *o *u vs. *e *¢ *ii were all distinguished in non-initial
syllables following *i (< *i & *') of the initial syllable, as in *sira (< *sira) ‘yellow’ vs.
*sine ‘new’, *cino (< *cino) ‘wolf” vs. *silé ‘soup’, *cisu/n (< *cisu/n) ‘blood’ vs.
*sidii/n ‘tooth’. Similarly, any vowel quality of the initial syllable could be combined
with *7 (< *i & *7') of the second syllable, as in *ami/n (< *ami/n) ‘life’ vs. *xeki/n ‘head,
beginning’, *mori/n (< *mori/n) ‘horse’ vs. *okin ‘daughter’, *gulir (< *gulir) ‘flour’ vs.
*kiiril ‘bronze’, *bicig ‘script’. Because of a variety of neutralizing developments,
all Modern Mongolic languages have either lost or restructured most of the vowel
combinations concerned.

Most of the vocalic phenomena reconstructable for the various stages of Mongolic,
including palatal harmony, breaking, and umlaut, point to a systematic tendency of accu-
mulating information into the initial syllable of the word. This tendency was probably
prosodically manifested in Proto-Mongolic as the presence of an initial expiratory stress,
which was lexically non-distinctive. Some Post-Proto-Mongolic developments, such as
the widespread tendency of reduction and loss of all vowels in non-initial syllables, also
point to initial stress, though there are counterexamples suggesting the loss of initial
vowels or entire initial syllables, as in Middle Mongol umarta- vs. Common Mongolic
*marta- ‘to forget’. Altogether, prosodic features in Mongolic have always tended to be
determined by positional factors, rather than vice versa.

The Proto-Mongolic syllable structure allowed only single consonants in the begin-
ning (CV) and end (VC) of syllables, yielding medial clusters of maximally two
segments (CC). Moreover, only the nasals *m *n *ng, the liquids *r */, the sibilant
*s, and one set of non-palatal (non-affricate) stop obstruents were possible syllable-finally.
Morphophonemic relationships, such as *bulag ‘spring [of water]’: gen. *bulag/u-n,
allow the syllable-final stops to be identified with the weak series *b *d *g, which,
consequently, may be viewed as unmarked with regard to the strong series. In clusters
beginning with a nasal, only the labial nasal could be followed by another labial conso-
nant (*mb), while both the labial and the velar nasal could be followed by a velar
consonant (the types *mg *ngg). All nasals could be followed by a dental or a palatal
consonant.

While most original consonant clusters can be easily verified, there are several exam-
ples of clusters beginning with the liquids *» */ that are only preserved in a few periph-
eral languages, as in *yersii/n ‘nine’ > Bonan yersung vs. Common Mongolic *yesii/n,
*caxarsu/n ‘paper’ > Khamnigan Mongol caarhu/n vs. Common Mongolic *caasu/n. In
some cases, a vowel seems to have been inserted into such a cluster, as in *molsii/n ‘ice’ >
*mélisii/n > Khamnigan Mongol mulihu/n vs. Common Mongolic *mdsii/n. In other cases
the cluster can be reconstructed on the basis of Written Mongol, while the spoken
languages show an irregular correspondence of single consonants, as in Written Mongol
talbi- for *talbi- ‘to place’ > Dagur (*)tali- vs. Common Mongolic *tabi-.

The final segment of a stem determined the stem type, on which a number of suffix-
initial morphophonological alternations depended. The basic division was into vowel
stems and consonant stems. Before suffixes beginning with a vowel, normally *i, vowel
stems required a connective consonant, normally *y, as in *aka ‘elder brother’ : acc.
*aka/y-i. On the other hand, before suffixes beginning with a consonant, consonant stems
required the connective vowels *U (*u *i) or *i (< *i' & *i), as in *ab- ‘to take’ : conv.
mod. *ab/u-n, *gar ‘hand’ : instr. *gar/i-xar. The basic function of the connective seg-
ments was to block non-permitted phonotactic structures, such as vowel sequences and
clusters of two (word-finally) or three (medially) consonants. Certain occurrences of the
connective segments were, however, morphologically conditioned.
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Consonant stems were subdivided into obstruent stems, ending in the stops *b *d *g
or the sibilant *s, and sonorant stems, ending in the nasals *m *n *ng or the liquid *1
This division correlates with the alternation of weak and strong obstruents in certain
suffixes, as in *ol- ‘to find’ : pass. *ol.da- vs. *ab- ‘to take’ : pass. *ab.ta-. Rather unex-
pectedly, the functional obstruent stems also comprised the stems ending in the liquid
*r, as in *ger ‘dwelling’ : dat. *ger-tii/r vs. *gal ‘fire’ : dat. *gal-du/r. This peculiarity,
preserved in most Modern Mongolic languages, suggests that *r, at least word-finally,
may originally (in Pre-Proto-Mongolic) have been a true obstruent. It is true, *r seems
also to have had a functional affinity with the other liquid */, for neither of the two lig-
uids was originally permitted in word-initial position. The only other consonant with this
restriction was *ng. There are, however, several Common Mongolic words beginning
with */, e.g. *luu ‘dragon’ (from Chinese, through Uighur).

WORD FORMATION

Apart from vowel harmony and the insertion of connective segments at the border of
stem and suffix, Proto-Mongolic morphology was based on a rather mechanical aggluti-
nation of derivative and inflectional suffixes to essentially invariable stems. There were
two major parts of speech which may be identified as nouns (nominals) and verbs
(verbals), combined with two separate sets of suffixes, respectively. Morphological and
syntactic details allow nouns to be further divided into substantives, pronouns, and
numerals. Some nominal (including pronominal) stems, often with a defective or excep-
tional paradigm, functioned as adverbs and postpositions. Adjectival words were also
basically nominal, though their derivatives could function as verbs, cf. e.g. *ca.ga.xan
‘white’ : ess. *ca.yi- ‘to be white’, *kdke ‘blue’ : transl. *kdke.re- ‘to become blue’.

Nominal and verbal stems had a basically identical structure, and some stems (nomina-
verba) can actually be reconstructed as having had both a nominal and a verbal function,
e.g. *emkii- ‘to put into mouth’: *emkii ‘bite’. Such cases could perhaps be analysed as
examples of zero derivation, but synchronically it is impossible to determine which of the
two functions (nominal or verbal) should be viewed as derivationally primary. Both nom-
inal and verbal stems could end in a vowel, the liquids */ *r, or any of the obstruents *b
*d *s *g. Importantly, however, there were no verbal stems ending in a nasal, while all the
three nasals *m *n *ng are well attested as the final segments of nominal stems.

The nominal stems ending in the nasal *» may be viewed as a separate stem type,
perhaps best identified as the nasal stems (proper). There were two kinds of nasal stem:
those ending in a morphophonologically stable *» and those ending in an unstable or
‘fleeting’ */n. The unstable */n was in a regular paradigmatic alternation with zero (9),
as in *mori/n ‘horse’ : gen. *morin-u : acc. *mori/y-i. The fact that the unstable */n was
not permanently present in the stem suggests that it may originally have been a suffix. Its
original function remains, however, unclear; it may have been a derivative suffix,
perhaps denoting a specific class of nouns, but it may also have been connected with the
categories of number and case. It is probably relevant to note that the stems ending in the
unstable */n were much more numerous than those ending in the stable *n, a situation
that is still valid for many (though not all) Modern Mongolic languages.

In accordance with the two basic parts of speech in the language, the derivative
suffixes that can be reconstructed for Proto-Mongolic may be divided into four types,
depending on whether they produced (1) denominal nouns, (2) denominal verbs,
(3) deverbal nouns, or (4) deverbal verbs. Each type of derivative had a specific set of
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suffixes, many of which are still productive in the Modern Mongolic languages. From
the structural point of view, the denominal derivative suffixes are relatively uninterest-
ing, though some of them seem to have been extremely productive, such as *.tU or
*tA.(y)i [possessive adjectival nouns], *.[4- [denominal verbs with a variety of
functions]. Among the more restricted and less commonplace categories of derivation
was gender (female sex), indicated by the denominal suffixes *.jin [female beings, from
tribal names and age expressions] and *.gcin [female animals, from colour terms].

A higher degree of grammaticalization was present in the deverbal verbs, most of
which may be understood as expressions of the category of voice, comprising the sub-
classes of passive, causative, reciprocative, cooperative, and pluritative verbs. Passives
were marked by the suffix variants *.dA4- (after sonorant stems), *.z4- (after obstruent
stems), and *.g.dA4- (after vowel stems); causatives by *.g4- (after sonorant stems and
stems in *r), *.kA- (after obstruent stems), and *.xA-, *.l.g4- or *.xUl- (after vowel
stems); reciprocals by */U.ldU-; cooperatives by */U.lcA-; and pluritatives by *.cAgA-.
The details of the actual formation of these derivatives were already in Proto-Mongolic
to some extent lexicalized. Some stems had, for instance, two alternative causatives, as
in *bayi- ‘to be’ : caus. *bayi.xul- or *bayi.lga-. There were also double causatives, as
in *gar- ‘to exit’ : *garga.xul- ‘to cause to take out’.

Deverbal nouns were likewise inherently liable to be grammaticalized, and it is in
some cases difficult to draw a distinction between derivational deverbal nouns and the
inflectional category of participles (verbal nouns). The basic criteria are the degree of
productivity and verbality of the derived nominal stems. Participles may be defined as
fully productive deverbal nouns, which still function as verbal headwords in the sen-
tence. In Proto-Mongolic there were, however, many cases of lexicalized participles
which had apparently lost their verbal characteristics (or never developed them), like
*ide- ‘to eat’ : *ide.xe/n ‘food’ vs. part. imperf. *ide-xe. On the other hand, some Proto-
Mongolic and/or Common Mongolic deverbal nouns, like those in *./ (general action)
and *.mAr (potential action), function very much like participles, but are, nevertheless,
in Mongolic studies normally counted as derivational deverbal nouns.

One of the most difficult borderline cases involves the actor nouns or agentive
participles in *-g.ci or *-x4.ci. Normally listed as participles, these forms seem, indeed,
to have had a number of verbal functions in Proto-Mongolic. Many actual examples of
actor nouns are, however, better analysed as lexicalized regular nouns, like *jiru.g.ci or
*jiru.xA.ci ‘artist’, from *jiru- ‘to draw, to paint’. In most Modern Mongolic languages,
the verbal features of the actor nouns are absent or very marginal. It may also be noted
that of the two alternative suffix variants, the variant *-xA.ci is based on the imperfective
participle suffix *-xA4, as in part. imperf. *jiru-xA ‘(the act of) drawing’, while the
variant *-g.ci is a secondary derivative of the non-productive deverbal noun in *.g, as in
*jiru.g ‘picture’.

Most of the Proto-Mongolic suffixes for deverbal nouns yielded clearly nominal
formations with restricted productivity and a tendency of lexicalization. The derivatives
concerned may be characterized as various types of general action nouns, such as those
in *.dAL, *.I1Ang, *.IgA, *.ItA, *.li, *.m, *.mji, *.mtA, *.r Some were, however, more
specialized and yielded nouns denoting, for instance, place of action: *.ri, *.xUri or
* xUli; result or object of action: *jA4, *.mAg, *.ng, *.si; state or quality resulting from
action: *.xU or *.xUn, *.gAyi or *.gAr, ¥*.mAl; performer of action: *.xU/; or instrument
of action: *.xUr. It is easy to see that many of these suffixes contain certain recurrent
initial elements, e.g. *./, *.m, *.xU, which may be identified as their original primary
components, to which additional elements were added secondarily.
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In deviation from the general dominance of suffixal derivation, there is a single aber-
rant phenomenon, in which prefixation also plays a role. This is the Common Mongolic
pattern of forming emphatic (intensive) derivatives from adjectival nouns, especially
colour terms, by prepositing to the stem its partially reduplicated initial syllable followed
by the consonant .» according to the formula (C)V.b&(C)V-, e.g. *xulaxan ‘red’ :
*xu.b&xulaxan ‘reddish, quite red’. The reduplicated syllables may in such cases be
analysed as independent emphatic particles, but in some modern languages they have
yielded fully lexicalized structures, as in Bonan shera ‘yellow’ (< *sira) : shew.rexang
‘quite yellow’ (< *si.b+sira.kan).

A different type of reduplication is involved in the formation of the generic plural
(‘and other things like that’). Already in Proto-Mongolic, the generic plural seems to
have been formed by pairing the nominal stem with an echo word, which was either
a rhyme beginning with *m or an alternate containing *a in the initial syllable, e.g.
*noka( y)i & moka( y)i ‘dogs and the like’, *mori & mari ‘horses and the like’. In spite
of its marginal function the generic plural, with some variations in the actual patterns, is
surprisingly widely attested throughout the Mongolic family.

NOMINAL NUMBER

The morphological categories characteristic of the nominal declension in Proto-
Mongolic were number, case, and reflexive possession. Unlike case and reflexive pos-
session, however, number was not a regular inflexional category, but rather a derivational
feature involving a considerable degree of facultativeness and irregular lexicalized vari-
ation. This need not always have been so, for there are indications that number marking
had undergone a secondary diversification in Pre-Proto-Mongolic. This diversification
has continued in some Modern Mongolic languages, while in others a strictly limited set
of inflexional number suffixes has been established. The marked number in Mongolic
has always been the plural (collective), but in some stem types the plural markers replace
elements that may originally have functioned as singular (singulative) suffixes.

The plural in Proto-Mongolic was marked by two basic suffixes, *.s and *.d, which
were in complementary distribution. The suffix *.s was added to vowel stems, e.g. *ere
‘man’ : pl. *ere.s, while the suffix *.d, preceded by the connective vowel *U (> *UU),
was added to consonant stems, e.g. *nom ‘book’ : pl. *nom/u.d. However, most stems
ending in the consonants *n */ *r lost the final segment before the suffix *.d, with no
connective vowel involved, e.g. *kan ‘prince’ : pl. *ka.d, suggesting that these final con-
sonants may originally have been suffixes. This analysis is particularly likely in the case
of the stems ending in the unstable */n, which regularly formed their plural by the suffix
*.d, e.g. *mori/n ‘horse’ : pl. *mori.d. The same is true of polysyllabic stems ending in
the derivative complex *.sU/n, e.g. *nugu.su/n ‘duck’ : pl. *nugu.d.

A third plural suffix, with a more restricted distribution, was *.n, which regularly
replaced the stem-final derivative element *.( )i (possibly < *.x7) in several complex suf-
fixes, e.g. poss. *.tA.(y)i : pl. *.t4.n, part. fut. *-kU.(y)i : pl. *-kU.n. This suffix was also
used with the actor noun marker part. ag. *-g.ci : pl. *-g.ci.n. Occasional traces of *.n are
still preserved in the Modern Mongolic languages, but generally it has lost its produc-
tivity in favour of the other plural suffixes. In Common Mongolic, regular nouns ending
in *.(y)i > *.i form their plural by the suffix *.s, e.g. *noka.i ‘dog’ : pl. *noka.s, but
evidence from Middle Mongol and Preclassical Written Mongol shows that the original
pattern is likely to have involved the use of *.n, i.e. *noka.i : pl. *noka.n.
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Already in Proto-Mongolic, the basic plural suffixes were being complemented by a
set of secondary suffixes. Some of the latter were simply semantically redundant
reduplications or combinations of the basic suffixes (double plurals), e.g. *.d/U.d
(> *dUUd), *.s/U.d (> *.sUUd). Others may be analysed as combinations of original
stem-final segments or syllables with the plural formative */U.d, e.g. Common Mongolic
*nUUd, *.ciUd (> *.ciUl). A different type of innovation was involved in the element
* ndr, also *.nA.d or *.nar/U.d (> *.nar.UUd), which was added to nouns denoting
humans or deities, e.g. *aka ‘elder brother’ : pl. *aka.nar, *tenggeri ‘god’ : pl.
*tenggeri.ner. Owing to the diversification of the plural suffixes, the original rules of
complementarity were lost, often allowing several different plurals to be formed of a
single nominal stem.

Patterns of the type *mori/n (*mori.n) : *mori.d and *noka.(y)i : *noka.n suggest that
plural formation may originally have been part of a more general system of nominal
classes, in which both the singular and the plural were marked by distinct class suffixes.
What the semantic basis of this possible Pre-Proto-Mongolic class system may have
been, remains to be clarified, but in any case it is obvious that the distribution of the
plural suffixes was not only phonologically conditioned. It is unclear what the exact
function of the plural originally was. As in the Modern Mongolic languages, the basic
(singular) form of nouns in Proto-Mongolic was able to function as an unmarked
(unspecified) plural. The use of the actual plural suffixes seems to have been limited to
cases in which plurality was not otherwise obvious from the context.

An interesting perspective into the prehistory of class marking in Mongolic is offered
by the bisyllabic stems ending in *sU/n and *dU/n. The former typically denote liquids
or liquifiable masses: *usu/n ‘water’, *isii/n ‘milk’, *casu/n ‘snow’, *cisu/n ‘blood’,
*nisu/n ‘mucus’, *fosu/n ‘oil’, while the latter denote countable sets of identical objects:
*modu/n ‘tree/s’, *nidii/n ‘eye/s’, *sidii/n ‘tooth/teeth’, *sodu/n ‘quill feather/s’, *xodu/n
‘star/s’, *xddii/n ‘feather/s’. Simple internal reconstruction suggests that all of these
stems were originally composed of a monosyllabic root (CV), to which a class suffix (*.d
or *.s) was added, followed by the connective vowel *U and the suffixally used unstable
*/n. This system of classes was obscured already in Pre-Proto-Mongolic, but it is perhaps
relevant to note that the two class markers are identical with the two basic plural suffixes
(*.d and *.s) still used in Proto-Mongolic.

NOMINAL CASE

The category of case in Proto-Mongolic is normally considered to have comprised six
suffixally marked cases: genitive, accusative, dative, ablative, instrumental, and comita-
tive. At the Common Mongolic level there are also other case-like forms. The unmarked
basic stem may be regarded as a nominative. The case endings were identical for all
nouns except for slight phonologically conditioned variation depending on the stem type.
If we take vowel stems (V) as the basis, some case endings, though not all, had separate
variants used with consonant stems (C) or, more specifically, with nasal stems (N) or
obstruent stems (O). The case endings were also affected by vowel harmony (Table 1.3).

Just how the actual shapes of the case endings are to be reconstructed depends on
what level of reconstruction is intended. For some details, both Written Mongol and
Middle Mongol yield information that is not readily recoverable from the synchronic
data of the Modern Mongolic languages. Case endings are, in fact, a good example of a
morphological set that should be viewed at three different levels of reconstruction:
Common Mongolic, Proto-Mongolic, and Pre-Proto-Mongolic. At the Pre-Proto-Mongolic
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TABLE 1.3 PROTO-MONGOLIC CASE MARKERS

A% C N (0]
gen. */y-i-n */U-n *U
acc. *fy-i *-q
dat. *-dU/r *tU/lr
abl. *_A4-cA
instr. *_xAr */i-xAr
com. *_[Ux-A

level, the synchronic allomorphy of the Proto-Mongolic case endings can be shown to
derive from original invariance, while at the Common Mongolic level several new
complications had appeared.

A very simple type of allomorphy is involved in the accusative case ending, which
clearly derives from Pre-Proto-Mongolic *-i with the only complication that vowel stems
required the presence of the connective consonant *y. The genitive ending, on the other
hand, may be reconstructed as *-n, which after consonant stems required the connective
vowel *U. After nasal stems, the actual case ending was dropped, leaving only the
connective vowel to signal its former presence: */U-n > *-U. Vowel stems probably
originally took the primary genitive ending *-n, but this was secondarily expanded into
*/y-i-n on the analogy of the consonant stems, and under the influence of the accusative
ending */y-i.

As far as their functions are concerned, the genitive and the accusative may be iden-
tified as the basic grammatical cases in Mongolic, with the genitive marking the adnom-
inal (attributive) and the accusative the adverbal (objective) type of dependence. It has
to be noted that these two cases, although clearly distinct for all stem types in both Proto-
Mongolic and Pre-Proto-Mongolic, show a secondary tendency to merge in several
Modern Mongolic languages, notably Dagur and the languages of the Gansu-Qinghai
complex. From the point of synchronic description, it seems that the formally syncretized
genitive-accusative, combining the functions of its two ancestors, cannot be treated as
two separate cases. Rather, it is a single new case, which is perhaps best termed the
connective.

The history of the dative ending is connected with several unsolved problems. The
full ending *-dUr (*-DUFr) is only attested in Written Mongol and Middle Mongol, while
all the Modern Mongolic languages point to the shape *-dU (*-DU). This apparently
means that the ending was irregularly shortened already in Proto-Mongolic. However,
there are indications that the original ending may have been simply *-d, as still attested
in a number of adverbial and postpositional words, such as *uri-d ‘before’. If this is so,
the complex ending *-dUr is best explained as a combination of the elements *d and *r,
joined with the intermediation of the connective vowel *U. The role of the final element
*r remains unclear, though it has been compared with the adverbial suffix * xUr > *g/~-UUr,
which functions as a prosecutive ending (‘via’) in a number of Modern Mongolic lan-
guages. The prosecutive might, however, also be connected with the directive in *-rUU ~
*-UUr, which derives from the independent postposition *uruxu > *uruu ‘down/wards;
towards’ (cf. also *uru-gsi ‘forward’).

In addition to the dative in *-d/U-r > *-dU/r, Proto-Mongolic still had traces of another
case in *-4, often also identified as a dative but perhaps better termed the locative.
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The locative ending is well attested in both Written Mongol and Middle Mongol, but
unlike the dative ending it had the restriction of being added only to consonant stems,
e.g. *gajar ‘place’ : loc. *gajar-a. In Common Mongolic it is mainly preserved in adver-
bial and postpositional items, in which it is often preceded by the elements *.» or *.n, as
in *dexe.r-e ‘on top of”’, *emii.n-e ‘in front of’. Even more importantly, the locative end-
ing occurred in combination with the dative element *-d-, yielding *-d-A4 (*-D-A), which
is attested as an alternative dative ending in Middle Mongol, and in a few Common
Mongolic fixed phrases, e.g. *nasu/n ‘age’ : *nasu-d-a ‘always’. All of this suggests that
the element *-d- of the dative may originally have been a coaffix, to which other
elements were added, yielding the complex dative endings *-d-4 and *-d/U-r > *-dU.
Due to the effect of vowel reduction, the endings *-d-4 and *-d-U are largely indistin-
guishable in the Modern Mongolic languages.

At the Proto-Mongolic level, the functions of the locative in *-4 seem to have been
identical with those of the dative in *-d/U-r, which explains the ultimate marginalization
of the locative. Both cases are attested in a wide range of locative and dative (dative-
locative) functions, expressing not only spatiality (‘where’, ‘whither”) and temporality
(‘when’), but also the recipient (‘for whom”) and possessor (‘in whose possession”’).
Analogous functions were filled by the ablative with the difference that it indicated the
source of action (‘from where’, ‘from whom’). The original ablative ending seems to
have been *-c4, still preserved in relicts in Written Mongol, as in vguvea for *exiin-ce
‘from this’. Already in Proto-Mongolic, however, the ablative was mainly expressed by
the complex suffix *-4-cA, which incorporates the locative ending *-4-.

The dative and the ablative, together with the remains of the locative, may be identi-
fied as the local cases of Proto-Mongolic. The instrumental and the comitative, corre-
spondingly, were the modal cases, expressing, roughly, the means of action (‘by what’)
and the social context of action (‘with whom’), respectively. The instrumental ending
may be derived from the basic shape *-xAr < *-pAr, expanded into */i-xAr after conso-
nant stems. The comitative ending *-/Ux-A4 incorporates the locative in *-4, revealing
that the comitative was a secondary case formed relatively late in Pre-Proto-Mongolic on
the basis of a denominal derivative suffix for possessive adjectival nouns. This develop-
ment has later recurred, in that the original comitative in the Modern Mongolic languages
has largely been replaced by what may be termed the possessive case, based on the
Common Mongolic possessive adjectival suffix *.z4.(y)i.

In the Post-Proto-Mongolic period, none of the original case endings has developed
along completely regular phonological lines. One particularly conspicuous tendency,
which may be regarded as Common Mongolic, is the secondary lengthening of the
suffix-initial (morpheme-boundary) vowel elements for all stem types. As a result, the
modern genitive and accusative endings typically incorporate the long vowel elements
*_Ai- or *-ii-, while the ablative and instrumental have *-44-. The vowel element has in
some cases become morphologically distinctive, cf. e.g. *xaan ‘emperor’ : gen. *xaan-ai
vs. acc. *xaan-ii. Another irregular feature is the development *-c4 > *-54 in the ablative
ending *-4-cA, yielding Common Mongolic *-4A4-sA4. The declensional patterns of the
stems ending in the unstable /zn vary considerably in the modern languages.

As the history of the ablative ending *-4-cA4 shows, Proto-Mongolic had a tendency
to accumulate certain case suffixes to sequences in a pattern that has been termed
double declension. Apart from the occasional combination of two local case endings
(normally dative + ablative), it is particularly common in several Modern Mongolic
languages to form a secondary case paradigm on the basis of the genitive (especially
genitive + dative or ablative). Although the actual forms cannot necessarily be derived from
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Proto-Mongolic, the tendency of double declension itself may well be characterized as at
least Common Mongolic.

There is, incidentally, one type of double declension that is definitely both Common
Mongolic and Proto-Mongolic. This involves the use of the suffix *-ki (or *-ki/n) after
the locative, dative and genitive endings to form new nominatives, which can, in principle,
be further inflected in different case forms. The dative ending used in this connection is
always *-dA-(*-DA-), e.g. *ger ‘house’ : *ger-te-ki ‘(the one) located in the house’ : dat.
*ger-te-ki-dii/r. The suffix *-ki is traditionally treated as a derivational feature, but it
differs from all other derivative suffixes in that it is normally added to an inflected form.
Unlike most actual derivative suffixes, it is also fully productive, and must have been so
in Proto-Mongolic already. It is therefore probably best analysed as a special kind of
nominative case ending, used in double declension to nominativize other case forms. The
underlying structural motivation is obvious: the nominative is unmarked in its normal
use, but when built upon other case forms, it is a marked feature and requires an ending,
which is *-ki.

Additional information on the history of the case system is offered by the reflexive
(reflexive-possessive) declension, in which the case endings are followed by the reflex-
ive marker *-xA/n < *-pA/n, after consonants */i-xA/n. The adding of the reflexive marker
seems originally to have been fairly mechanical, though secondary irregularities are
observed in some modern languages especially in the genitive and accusative. Perhaps
most importantly, the dative ending used in the reflexive declension has always been
*-dA (*¥-DA), yielding the complex *-dA-xA/n (¥*-DA-xA/n). The reflexive marker could
also follow the bare stem, yielding an unmarked form functionally equivalent to the
accusative.

NUMERALS

In view of its relatively shallow dating, it is not surprising that Proto-Mongolic had a
fully developed set of native numerals, corresponding to a decimal system of counting.
It is, indeed, perhaps more surprising that some of the peripheral Mongolic languages,
notably (Minhe) Mangghuer and Moghol, have replaced the original numeral set, or large
sections of it, by recent borrowings and other innovations. Although this is mainly
indicative of the exceptionally strong areal reorientation of the languages concerned, the
possibility of similar replacements in Pre-Proto-Mongolic should not be overlooked. As
it is, the Mongolic numerals are a promising object for internal reconstruction.

The Proto-Mongolic numerals of the first decade may be reconstructed as: 1 *nike/n >
*nige/n (> Common Mongolic *nege/n), 2 *koxar ~ *koyar, 3 *gurba/n, 4 *dorbe/n,
5 *tabu/n, 6 *jirguxa/n, 7 *doluxa/n, 8 *na( y)ima/n, 9 *yersii/n (> Common Mongolic
*yesii/n), 10 *xarba/n. The other decades were expressed by separate correlative deriva-
tives: 20 *kori/n, 30 *guci/n, 40 *déci/n, 50 *tabi/n, 60 *jira/n, 70 *dala/n, 80 *naya/n,
90 *yere/n. There were also words for the lower powers of ten: 100 *jaxu/n, 1,000
*mingga/n, 10,000 *tiime/n (generically also ‘myriad’).

An examination of the numeral material immediately reveals some diachronically
relevant regularities and irregularities. Most importantly, it may be observed that all
numerals, with a single exception, belong to the same stem type, ending in the unstable
*/n. The exception is 2 *koxar ~ *koyar, which, because of its aberrant shape, is likely to
be a secondary innovation. In fact, it is commonly assumed that the original numeral for
‘two’ was *jiri/n, still used in Middle Mongol for counting female beings. The primary



PROTO-MONGOLIC 17

status of this stem is confirmed by the fact that the numeral 6 *jirguxa/n is transparently
a compound word, analysable as *jir+ guxa/n ‘2 x 3°, with 3 *gu(r)ba/n as the latter
component. This, on the other hand, suggests that the Proto-Mongolic numeral for ‘six’
was also an innovation replacing a more original stem.

Another detail revealed by internal reconstruction is that several basic numerals
contain a derivative suffix which can be reconstructed as Pre-Proto-Mongolic *.pA/n,
yielding Proto-Mongolic *.bA/n : *.mA/n : *.xA/n. The variant *.bA/n occurs in three
numerals after the consonant *r, which itself is also likely to be a derivative suffix:
3 *gu.rba/n, 4 *do.r.be/n, and 10 *xa.r.ba/n. It may be noted that *r also appears in
2 *ji.ri/n, though the segmentation of this numeral is problematic. The variant *.xA/n
occurs after a vowel in 6 *ji.r+gu.xa/n and 7 *dolu.xa/n, while the variant *.mA/n was
obviously conditioned by the initial nasal in 8 *na(y)i.ma/n. Altogether, *.pA/n was
clearly a suffix making fully formed numerals of the first decade out of a set of abstract
(primary) numeral roots. The absence of *.pA/n in 1 *nike/n > *nige/n, 5 *tabu/n, and
9 *yersii/n suggests that these numerals were somehow special and perhaps secondary.

Further conclusions can be made from the comparison of the basic numerals with the
corresponding set for the decades. The numerals for the decades are clearly divided into
two groups, the first ending in *.i/n, as seen in the items for 20 to 50, and the second end-
ing in *.4/n, as seen in in the items for 60 to 90. The conclusion lies close at hand that
these suffixes represent the meaning ‘ten’, though an immediate comparison with Proto-
Mongolic 10 *xa.r.ba/n appears phonologically impossible. In any case, the elements
preceding *.i/n and *.4/n may be identified as the original roots for the basic numerals
of'the first decade, which may then be reconstructed as: 3 *gu(-), 4 *do(-), 5 *tab, 7 *dal,
8 *nay, 9 *yer. The root in 60 *jir.a/n represents, of course, 2 *ji.r

There still remain many unanswered questions about the Mongolic numerals. There
is, for instance, not sufficient internal evidence to explain the alternation *r : *c in
3 *ou.rba/n : 30 *gu.c.i/n and 4 *dé.r.be/n : 40 *do.c.i/m. In 7 *dol/u.xa/n : 70 *dal.a/n
the correspondence *o : *a is easily explained by assuming a sporadic assimilation in
*dol/u.xa/n < *dal/u.xa/n, but it is not clear why the suffix *.x4/n < *.pA/n is here pre-
ceded by what appears to be the connective vowel *U. The root in 8 *na(y)i.ma/n :
80 *nay.a/n is potentially important for the reconstruction of Proto-Mongolic diphthon-
goids, but it is also possible that 8 *na(y)i.ma/n should be segmented as *nay/i.ma/n,
with *i functioning as a connective vowel. In the latter case, the numeral root *nay could
ultimately derive from Pre-Proto-Mongolic *nax (or even *nap).

A few of the original numeral roots are also attested in a limited set of archaic
ordinals, comprising: *ji.tiixer ‘second (wife)’, *gu.taxar ‘third’, *dé.tiixer ‘fourth’,
*tab.taxar ‘fifth’. The ordinal suffix in question shows irregular variation both in the
vocalism (*U : *4) and in the consonantism (*x : *g), but it seems to be based on the
more primary ordinal suffix *.zU or *.z4, expanded by the instrumental case ending
*-xAr. In Common Mongolic, *.t4 forms multiplicatives, while the ordinal suffix appears
in the generalized shape *.dUgAr > *.dUgAAr, normally added to the full stems of the
basic numerals, with only the unstable */n omitted, e.g. *nige.diiger ‘first’, *gurba.dugar
‘third’. Occasional irregular truncation of the stem is, however, observed in
*koya(r).dugar ‘second’, *jirgu(xa).dugar ‘sixth’, *dolu(xa).dugar ‘seventh’.

Two other widespread categories of numeral derivative that can unambiguously be
dated back to Proto-Mongolic are the collectives in *.xUl4/n, e.g. *koya.xula/n ‘two
together’, and the distributives (later also approximatives) in *.xAd, e.g. *gurba.xad
‘three each’. The distributive *kosiya.xad ‘two each’ contains an exceptional root variant,
revealing a derivative connection with *kos ‘pair’ (which is probably etymologically
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separate from the numeral *koxar ~ *koyar ‘two’). The distributive *niji.xed ‘one each’
is also exceptional. Moreover, *niji.xed is alternatively attested as *niji.xel, suggesting
that the distributive suffix *.xAd was originally a plural (*.x4.d) from the primary
suffix *.xAL

PRONOUNS

A major formal difference between pronouns and substantival nouns in Proto-Mongolic
was that the former almost invariably involved maximally simple monosyllabic roots
(CV, in the modern languages often lengthened into CVV). In actual use, however, most
pronominal roots were expanded by derivative and inflectional elements, many of which
were unknown in regular nominal morphology. From the point of view of function, the
three principal categories of pronoun were: personal, demonstrative, and interrogative
pronouns.

The personal pronouns (Table 1.4) formed an almost perfect grid, in which person
was marked by the initial consonant (1p. *b : *m, 2p. *c : *1, 3p. *@), and number by the
stem vowel (sg. *i : pl. *a). In the inflected forms, the singular pronouns had two expan-
sions, one for the genitive (*.n-) and the other for the rest of the oblique cases (*.mA4-),
while the plural pronouns had only one expansion for the whole paradigm (*.n-). The
system that can be reconstructed for Pre-Proto-Mongolic was even more regular, in that
the alternations of the initial consonants in the first and second person stems can be
derived from original invariance (1p. *m < *b by nasalization, 2p. *c < *¢ by palatalization).
The same is true of the seemingly irregular first person singular oblique stem (*na.ma- <
*ni.ma- < *mi.ma- < *bi.ma- by nasalization, dissimilation, and prebreaking).

One detail that is not immediately clear from the comparative material concerns the
harmonic status of the singular pronouns 1p. *bi, 2p. *ci, 3p. *i. The fact that the oblique
stems, 1p. *na.ma-, 2p. *ci.ma-, 3p. *i.ma-, are clearly back-vocalic suggests that the
pronominal roots originally contained the velar vowel *i. However, the velar vocalism of
the oblique stems can also be due to the regressive influence of the element *.mA, which
is etymologically obscure, but which may originally have been back-vocalic itself. It
happens that the corresponding genitive forms are harmonically ambivalent, and have
been variously reconstructed either as back-vocalic, 1p. *mi.n-u, 2p. *ci.n-u, 3p. *i.n-u,
or as front-vocalic, 1p. *mi.n-ii, 2p. *ci.n-ii, 3p. *i.n-ii. Strictly speaking, the genitives
were restructured into 1p. *mi.n-i-, 2p. *ci.n-i-, 3p. *i.n-i- already in Proto-Mongolic, as
suggested by all the Modern Mongolic languages.

TABLE 1.4 PROTO-MONGOLIC PERSONAL PRONOUNS

1p. 2p. 3p.
sg. nom. *bi *ci *q
gen. *mi.n-U *ci.n-U *n-U
obl. *na.ma- *ci.ma- *i.ma-
excl. incl.
pl. nom. *ba *bida *ta *a
gen. *ma.n-u *bida.n-u *ta.n-u *a.n-u
obl. *ma.n- *bida.n- *ta.n- *a.n-
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The reconstruction of the genitives of the personal pronouns is further complicated by
the presence of a set of possessive pronouns, formed from the basic genitives by the
suffix *-xA(y)i. This suffix is functionally close to the general nominativizing element
(double declension nominative ending) *-ki, which is, in fact, also used to form possessive
pronouns in several Modern Mongolic languages. The suffix *-xA(y)i seems to survive in
the modern languages in, at least, the genitives of the plural personal pronouns 1p. *man-
u-xa(y)i > *man-ai, 2p. *tan-u-xa(y)i > *tan-ai. The latter are, however, not confined to
the possessive (predicative) function, but are also used as regular (attributive) genitives. It
is unclear whether a similar merger of the two forms has taken place in the singular.

In the Post-Proto-Mongolic period, the system of personal pronouns has been affect-
ed by three major structural innovations. The first innovation, which was apparently ini-
tiated already in Late Pre-Proto-Mongolic, was the appearance of a secondary inclusive
pronoun for the first person plural. The new pronoun was of a compound origin, con-
sisting of sg. 1p. *bi and pl. 2p. *ta, i.e. *bi+ta ‘I and you’ > *bida (also > *bide). With
this innovation, the original pronoun *ba : *man- was restricted to the exclusive function
and was gradually marginalized. Although the distinction between the inclusive and
exclusive forms is preserved in several Modern Mongolic languages in the oblique par-
adigm, there has been a tendency to merge the categories in the nominative by replacing
*ba by *bida. The only modern language preserving the original set is Dagur.

The second innovation concerned the third person pronouns sg. *i : pl. *a, which
already in Proto-Mongolic were becoming obsolete, and which in Common Mongolic
have been completely replaced by the demonstratives. The original pronouns are still
attested in Middle Mongol and Preclassical Written Mongol, but the only modern
languages preserving them, or traces of them, are Dagur and Moghol.

The third innovation was the honorific use of the plural second person pronoun *za in
reference to a single person: ‘you [single, honoured one]’. In order to make the plural ref-
erence unambiguous, several Modern Mongolic languages have introduced suffixally
marked plurals, such as *fa.nar (> Common Mongolic *taa.nar) ‘you [many]’. Similar
plurals are also formed of the first person pronoun: *bida.nar (>*bide.ner). While these
innovations serve obvious communicative functions, they have seriously altered the
formal structure of the pronominal system.

Apart from their normal independent use, the personal pronouns in Proto-Mongolic
were apparently used enclitically, which in several Modern Mongolic languages has
resulted in grammaticalized systems of possessive suffixes and predicative personal end-
ings. The possessive suffixes are based on the genitives: 1p. sg. *-mini : pl. excl. *-mani :
incl. *-bidAni, 2p. sg. *-cini : pl. *-tani, 3p. sg. *-ini : pl. *-ani. The predicative personal
endings, on the other hand, are based on the nominatives: 1p. sg. *-bi : pl. excl. *-ba :
incl. *-bidA, 2p. sg. *-ci : pl. *-ta. Generally, except in Dagur, the third person singular
and plural possessive suffixes have converged into the Common Mongolic shape *-ni.
Also, except in Dagur, the first person plural exclusive and inclusive forms have been
neutralized in favour of the exclusive form in the possessive paradigm, and in favour of
the inclusive form in the system of the predicative personal endings.

The demonstrative system in Proto-Mongolic was based on the two roots *e ‘this’ and
*te ‘that’. These were probably never used alone, though the independent use of *ze is
superficially suggested by synchronic data from Moghol and the languages of the Gansu-
Qinghai complex. In any case, the demonstrative roots were normally combined with
additional elements, both derivational and inflectional, yielding two sets of correlative
forms and derivatives. These, in turn, were closely parallelled by interrogative words
based on the root *ke ‘who, what’ (Table 1.5).
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TABLE 1.5 PROTO-MONGOLIC PRONOMINAL CORRELATIONS

*e ‘this’ *te ‘that’ *ke ‘who, what’
sg. nom. *e.n.e *te.re *ke/n
obl. *e.xti/n- *te.xti/n- *ke/n-
pl. nom. *e.d.e(-xer) *te.d.e(-xer) *ke.d
obl. *e.d.e/n- *te.d.e/n- *ke.d-
der. emph. *e.li *te.li *ke.li
‘where’ *e.n-d-e *te.n-d-e
‘when’ *e.n.ii.x-e
‘how’ *ke.r
‘to do what’ *e.yi- *te.yi-
‘what kind of” *e.yl.m.ii *te.yi.m.ii
‘how many’ *e.d.ii.n *te.d.ii.n *ke.d.ii.n
‘how much’ *e.d.ii.(y)i *te.d.ii.(y)i *ke.d.ii.(y)i
‘when’ *e.d.ii.x-e *kej.i.x-e

Many of the pronominal derivatives concerned are actually obscured inflectional
forms based on the expanded stems *e.n- vs. *fe.n- vs. *ke.n- : pl. *e.d- vs. *te.d- vs.
*ke.d-. The quantitative expressions *e.d.ii.n vs. *te.d.ii.n vs. *ke.d.ii.n, for instance, are
possibly simply the genitives of pl. *e.d- vs. *te.d- vs. *ke.d, while *e.d.ii.(y)i vs.
*te.d.ii.(y)i vs. *ke.d.ii.(y)i might be obscured accusatives. The locative ending is trans-
parently present in *e.n.ii.x-e (> *dniixe) and *e.d.ii.x-e (> *oduxa) ‘now’, as well as in
*ke.j.i.x-e (< *ke.d.i.x-e) ‘when’, while *e.n-d-e ‘here’ and *te.n-d-e ‘there’ are formally
datives (dative-locatives). The participially used narrative marker is present in *e.yi.m.ii vs.
*te.yi.m.ii, based on the verbal derivatives *e.yi- vs. *te.yi-, cf. also conv. mod. *e.yi-n vs.
*te.yi-n ‘like this/that’. In some cases, the formal correlation is not matched by the
semantic functions. For instance, the demonstratives *e./i (or *e.le) vs. *fe.li seem to
have been emphatic pronouns (‘this/that very/same thing’), while their interrogative
counterpart *ke.li has a temporal function (‘when’).

Proto-Mongolic also had several other pronominal roots with more restricted deriva-
tional patterns. As the pronoun *ke/n : pl. *ke.d became confined to the meaning of ‘who’,
the meaning of ‘what’ was expressed by the root *ya, as in *ya.xu/n (> *yexii/n) ‘what’ :
*ya.xu.ma (> *yexiime) ‘what thing’ : *ya.m.bar (> *yamar) ‘what kind of” : *ya.xa+ki-
(> *yaxa-) ‘to do what’. Other interrogative words were *ali/n ‘which’ and *ka.mix-a
(> *kaxa/n-a) ‘where’, while demonstratives included *ndgiixe ‘that one; the other one’
and *mo.n ‘the very/same’: pl. ¥*mo.d : der. *md.n.ii.x-e ‘now’. The interrogatives also
functioned as indefinite pronouns. The most notable Post-Proto-Mongolic development
in some languages (including Mongol proper) has been the grammaticalization of the
pronouns *mon and *yaxuma into copulas (sentence-final predicative particles).

The Proto-Mongolic reflexive pronoun may be reconstructed as *dxe.n : pl. *dxe.d (<
*ope.n : pl. *dpe.d), which transparently lies behind the reflexive marker *-xA/n (<
*-pA/n). The basic form *oxe.n is, however, today preserved only in Dagur, while the
other Mongolic languages point to the shapes *oxe.r or *éxe.r.sii/n : pl. *éxe.r.sii.d (>
*oxe.sii.d). The reflexive pronoun was apparently already in Proto-Mongolic normally
followed by the reflexive marker, except in the genitive *dxer-ii-n ‘one’s own’. The
absolutive (possibly originally accusative) form *dxer/i-xe/n seems to have had both
objective (‘oneself’) and adverbial (‘by oneself”) uses.
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PARTICIPLES

The verbal forms in all Mongolic languages, including Proto-Mongolic, can formally and
functionally be divided into four categories: imperatives, finite indicative forms, partici-
ples, and converbs. In the sentence, imperatives and finite indicative forms are used as
finite predicates, while converbs and participles appear as infinite predicates. The differ-
ence between imperatives and finite indicative forms is one of communicative function,
while the difference between converbs and participles is one of syntactic behaviour.
Converbs behave syntactically as adverbs, while participles can occur in the role of any
nominal part of the sentence. Morphologically, imperatives, finite indicative forms, and
converbs are basically invariant verbal forms, while participles are nominal words,
which can be inflected in all categories of the regular nominal declension.

In the diachronic framework, participles (verbal nouns) may be regarded as the basic
category of verbal forms. Participles have recurrently been incorporated into the imper-
ative and finite indicative paradigms, and, especially in their inflected forms, they have
also been an important source of converbs. By contrast, imperatives, indicative finite
forms, and converbs are not known to have developed into participles. This suggests that
the nominalization of the verb was a process of fundamental importance in the history
of the Mongolic conjugation. The tools for the nominalization process were derived from
the participle markers.

The Proto-Mongolic system of participles is normally regarded as having comprised
five forms, which may be termed the futuritive, imperfective, perfective, habitive,
and agentive participle, each marked by a distinct suffix (Table 1.6). All participles could
function as verbal headwords, but, at the same time, they (or their case forms) could
function as nouns modifying verbs (as objects, adverbials) or other nouns (as attributes).
There were differences, however, in how the verbal and nominal properties were bal-
anced for each participle. The agentive participle, in particular, has in many Modern
Mongolic languages tended to develop into a fully nominal actor noun (nomen actoris)
with no verbal features. In principle, any participial form had already in Proto-Mongolic
the potential of becoming lexicalized into a regular noun.

Apart from the contextually determined appearance of the connective vowel *U after
consonant stems (C), there was also variation in some participle markers. The two agen-
tive participle markers *-g.ci vs. *-x4.ci may simply have been conditioned by dialectal
factors, but in the case of the futuritive participle there are indications of a functional
difference, in that the longer marker *-kU.( y)i seems mainly to have been confined to
substantival uses, while the shorter marker *-kU was used adjectivally. It has also been
assumed that there was a gender distinction involved between *-kU (masculine) and
*-kU.( y)i (feminine), as is vaguely suggested by the relevant Middle Mongol data. Similar
distinctions may have been valid for the markers *-x4 vs. *-xA4.(y)i of the imperfective

TABLE 1.6 PROTO-MONGOLIC PARTICIPLE MARKERS

C marker variant
part. fut. *kU *kU.(y)i
imperf. */U- *-xA *-xA.(y)i
perf. */U- *-g.5A/n
hab. */U- *-dAg

ag. */U- *-g.ci *-xA.ci
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participle, but the documentation is too scanty to allow any conclusions. In any case,
already in Proto-Mongolic *-kU and *-x4 were the dominant markers, on which most of
the modern reflexes are based.

Formally, the elements *-g and *-x4 in the two agentive markers are probably ulti-
mately related, representing variants of a single Pre-Proto-Mongolic suffix deriving
deverbal nouns. The element *-x4 also occurs as the imperfective participle marker,
while the element *-g is contained in the perfective participle marker *-g.sA/n. Apart
from Written Mongol, the shape *-g.sA/n is today preserved only marginally, while most
of the modern languages show the irregularly simplified Common Mongolic shape
*-sAn. Moghol also has the plural form *-g.s4.d. Otherwise, separate plural forms are
registered in Written Mongol and Middle Mongol for part. fut. *-kU.(y)i : pl. *-kU.n and
part. ag. *-g.ci : pl. *-g.ci.n.

Semantically, the participles involve a complex mixture of temporal, aspectual, and
modal distinctions. A particularly wide spectrum of semantic dimensions in Proto-
Mongolic was characteristic of the futuritive participle (nomen futuri), which could refer
to the future tense, but which also had temporally unspecified (aorist) applications.
Judging by some of its modern reflexes, the futuritive participle may also have had a
modal (necessitative) connotation. Most importantly, this form was used as a general
action noun (infinitive), which in Mongolic studies is traditionally regarded as the basic
(dictionary) form of the verb. The opposition between the imperfective and perfective
participles (nomen imperfecti and nomen perfecti) was probably originally based on an
aspectual difference (uncompleted vs. completed action), but it is difficult to rule out an
interconnection with the category of tense. The same is true of the habitive participle
(nomen usus), which, in addition to its basic aspectual content (frequent or habitual
action), may have had a temporal reference (present tense).

IMPERATIVES

From the formal point of view, imperatives (also termed vocatives) may be regarded as
the simplest type of predicate in Mongolic. This is reflected by the fact that the unmarked
verbal stem itself functions as the basic imperative form (imperative proper), indicating
a command directed at the second person (with no differentiation between singular and
plural). The imperative use of the bare verbal stem has been inherited by all the Modern
Mongolic languages, and, with few exceptions, the bare verbal stem is not attested in any
other morphological function. All other forms of the imperative paradigm are, however,
suffixally marked, and some of these are originally nominal forms of the verb.

In the Mongolic system of conjugation, the imperatives constitute a separate sphere, in
which the distinctions are based on a variety of modal shades (command, request, wish,
willingness, intention). Apparently on the basis of the differences between these shades,
most imperative forms had already in Proto-Mongolic developed a fixed connection with
a certain subject person (first, second, or third), and in some cases also with a certain
subject number (singular or plural). The imperatives should, however, not be understood
as having formed a full personal paradigm in Proto-Mongolic, though such an interpretation
seems to be possible for some Modern Mongolic languages, notably Moghol.

The suffixally marked imperatives that have either a Proto-Mongolic or a Common
Mongolic background may be identified as the voluntative, optative, benedictive, prescrip-
tive, concessive, permissive, dubitative, and potential (Table 1.7). In the comparative
material, the voluntative and optative are typically attested as first person forms,
the benedictive and prescriptive as second person forms, and the concessive and permissive
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TABLE 1.7 PROTO-MONGOLIC IMPERATIVE MARKERS

person C marker variant
vol. 1p. pl. */U- *-yA *-yA-n
opt. Ip. sg *-sU *-sU-xA.(y)i
ben. 2p. */U- *-d-kU.(y)i *-d-kU.n
prescr. 2p. */U- *-xA-r4.(y)i
conc. 3p. *-tU-kA.(y)i *tU-gA.(y)i
perm. 3p. */U- *-g *-gV
dub. 1-3p. */U- *xU-jA.(y)i *xU-ji/n
pot. 1-3p. */U- *-m-jA

as third person forms. Moreover, the voluntative normally refers to the plural (‘let us’),
while the optative refers to the singular (‘let me’). The two second person forms may
have functionally differed by the degree of politeness, the prescriptive being more casual
and the benedictive more polite. Some languages have a third form, the so-called preca-
tive, which is marked by a long vowel element (-44 or -ii-), to which personal endings
can (or must) be added. No functional difference can be reconstructed for the concessive
and permissive. The dubitative and potential express a negative resp. positive wish or
doubt (‘let it not happen that’ vs. ‘I wonder if”).

Formally, the imperative paradigm involves several diachronically non-transparent
suffixes and suffix complexes. Nevertheless, the *-y- of the voluntative and the *-g(-) of
the permissive can be identified with the similarly shaped deverbal nominal suffixes
*(»)i and *.g. The two variants of the benedictive marker may be analysed as the func-
tionally obscured singular and plural forms of the futuritive participle in *-kU.( )i : pl.
*-kU.n, based on a secondary deverbal (possibly passive) stem in *.d-. In the modern lan-
guages, the benedictive marker has largely been restructured into *-gtUi : *-gtUn. Also,
in some modern languages, the optative has been replaced by the more complex form in
*-xA-sU-xA.(y)i > *-AAsAi, which is known as the desiderative. The element
*-xA- in this form (and in the prescriptive) is apparently identical with the imperfective
participle marker.

FINITE INDICATIVE FORMS

The semantic dimensions of the system of participles are closely paralleled by the finite
indicative forms, which in the Modern Mongolic languages are a mixture of original
finite forms and predicatively used participles. Since it is impossible to identify any
given finite indicative form as either temporal or aspectual, it is reasonable to speak of
temporal-aspectual forms, in general. On the other hand, it has to be assumed that each
actual tense-aspect marker originally had a function different from those of the other
markers. Although we do not necessarily know the original functions of all markers, each
temporal-aspectual form can most conveniently be identified by using a separate label.
The labels adopted here for the original Proto-Mongolic finite temporal-aspectual forms
are: narrative, durative, deductive, terminative, confirmative, and resultative (Table 1.8).

In more traditional terminology (Poppe), the narrative, durative, and deductive forms
have been identified as representing the present tense and the imperfective aspect
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TABLE 1.8 PROTO-MONGOLIC FINITE TENSE-ASPECT MARKERS

B C marker variant
narr. */U- *-m/U *-m/U.(y)i
dur. */U- *n.A.m *-nA.(y)i
ded. */U- *-(y)i *yU
term. */U- *-bA *-bA.(y)i
conf. */U- *-[UxA *-[UxA.(y)i
res. *JU *JUxU.(y)i

(prasens imperfecti), while other temporal-aspectual profiles have been postulated for
the terminative (praeteritum perfecti), confirmative ( praesens perfecti), and resultative
(praeteritum imperfecti) forms. In view of the diversity of the comparative picture, it is
difficult to defend any such specifications. It should therefore be emphasized that, what-
ever labels are adopted for these forms, their actual content can only be understood in the
light of the comparative material.

In the modern languages the Proto-Mongolic system of temporal-aspectual forms has
generally undergone simplifications, which, with some reservations, allow certain forms
to be identified as temporal, rather than aspectual. Thus, the durative has widely served
as the basis for what may be regarded as the Common Mongolic present tense form,
while the confirmative and resultative have yielded past tense forms. The modern reflexes
of the terminative also mainly refer to the past tense, but in Dagur this form has yielded
the future tense, a circumstance that can only be explained by assuming a primary
aspectual meaning.

A diachronic analysis of the finite tense-aspect markers reveals that the durative, nar-
rative, and deductive forms are based on three obscured deverbal nouns (or participles),
ending in *.m, *.n, and *.(y)i. The three suffixes are fragmentarily preserved in lexicali-
zed items, such as *bari- ‘to grasp’ : *bari.m ‘grip’, *singge- ‘to be absorbed’ : *singge.n
“fluid’, *gar- ‘to exit; to exceed’ : *garu.(y)i ‘exceeding’. It has been assumed that the
terminative, confirmative, and resultative forms might also be based on deverbal nouns,
but the evidence is less binding. When added to consonant stems (C), most of the tense-
aspect markers required the connective vowel *U, though before the terminative marker
the connective vowel seems to have been required only by a restricted class of consonant
stems ending in the segments *b or *r (B). In the modern languages, the distribution of
the connective vowel has undergone considerable restructuring, which makes definitive
reconstruction problematic.

Synchronically, the simple narrative in *-m is still attested as a finite form in Moghol,
Mongghul, Bonan (and possibly Dagur), as well as in Middle Mongol. Middle Mongol also
had the deductive in *-(y)i, while the deductive in *-y.U is well known from both Middle
Mongol and Written Mongol, indicating actions that can be deduced or concluded from
the circumstances. Otherwise, both the narrative and the deductive have been replaced by
the durative, which in Modern Mongolic most commonly appears with the expanded mark-
er *-nAm (> *-nA). The latter involves the periphrastic construction *-n+a-m, comprising
the primary marker *-n and the narrative *a-m of the auxiliary stem *a- ‘to be’.

The narrative and durative markers are also attested in the shapes *-m/U.(y)i resp.
*-n.4.(y)i, containing the final element *.(y)i. The narrative in *-m/U.(y)i is a typically
Written Mongol form, while the durative in *-n.4.(y)i is most reliably documented
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from Shira Yughur. Similar expanded shapes in *.(y)i are attested for the terminative in
*-bA : *-bA.(y)i, the confirmative in *-[UxA (> *-IAxA > *-IAA) : *-IUxA.(y)i (> *-IAxAi
> *-[4i), and the resultative in *-JU (> *-Ji) : *-JUx/U.(y)i (> *-JixAi > *-Jidi). In all
these cases, the origin of the element *-(y)i is unclear, though the complex *-A4-(y)i
might simply represent the deductive of the auxiliary stem *a- ‘to be’, in analogy to the
narrative *a-m. On the other hand, a comparison with the element *-(»)i in the participle
markers part. fut. *-kU.(y)i and part. imperf. *-x4.(y)i appears also tempting. Evidence
from Middle Mongol suggests that the finite forms in *.(y)i may have specifically func-
tioned as marked feminines (vs. unmarked masculines), though the possibility of other
functions cannot be ruled out.

CONVERBS

Converbs (also termed gerunds) are infinite verbal forms that express the circumstantial
(modal, causal, conditional, or temporal-aspectual) relationship of an action to another
action. Although certain converbs occasionally appear to play a ‘coordinative’ role, the
syntactic link between a converb and its verbal headword is always one of subordination.
The Proto-Mongolic or Common Mongolic system of converbs is normally considered to
have comprised at least seven suffixally marked forms, conventionally known as the modal,
imperfective, perfective, conditional, terminative, final, and preparative converb (Table 1.9).

The original core of the converb system seems to have been formed by the modal con-
verb (‘by way of”), the imperfective converb (‘at the same time as’), and the perfective
converb (‘after’). The modal converb marker *-n is formally identical with the deverbal
noun suffix *.n, which also occurs as the basis of the durative form in *-n+A4-m. The
imperfective converb marker *-JU (> *-Ji), on the other hand, is identical with the resul-
tative marker of the finite indicative paradigm. This suggests that the perfective converb
marker *-x4d may also be secondary in its converbial function; it might be, for instance,
an obscured dative in *-d from the imperfective participle marker *-xA.

The element *-x4 is also contained in the marker *-x4-sU (> *-xA-sA) of the condi-
tional converb (‘if, when’). The similarity between the element -sU of this marker and
the optative marker of the imperative paradigm is perhaps not accidental, especially in
view of the related complex suffix *-xA4-sU-xA( y)i, which occurs both as a variant of the
conditional converb marker and as the desiderative marker of the imperative paradigm.
In Modern Mongolic, the suffix *-x4-sU (or its variants) is attested only peripherally in
the northeast (Khamnigan Mongol, Buryat, Dagur), the south (the Gansu-Qinghai

TABLE 1.9 PROTO-MONGOLIC CONVERB MARKERS

C marker variant
conv. mod. */U- *n
imperf. *-JU
perf. */U- *-xAd
cond. */U- *xA-sU *-xA-sU-xA(y)i
term. *tAl-A *~tAr-A
fin. */U- *-r-A
prep. */U- *-r/U-n
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complex), and the far west (Moghol). In the more centrally located languages, the func-
tion of the conditional converb has been taken over by the terminative form of the finite
paradigm in combination with the particles *a-xasu ‘if” (originally the conditional con-
verb of *a- ‘to be’) and *ele (emphatic pronoun), yielding the constructions *-bA+*a-
xasu (> *-bAAsU) and *-bA+*ele (> *-bAlA). In the same way, the construction
*-bA+*cu (> *-bAci), containing the particle *cu, functions as a secondary concessive
converb (‘although’).

The final converb in *-r-4 (‘in order to’) and the preparative converb in *-/U-n (‘in
the following way’) may be analysed as the locative resp. the genitive case forms of an
obscured deverbal noun in *.. Both are mainly confined to Written Mongol and Middle
Mongol. The preparative converb is typically attested in the introductory phrase of the
quotative construction (‘saying thus’), though there are indications that it originally had
a more general causal (‘because of”) or temporal (‘when’) function. The locative case
ending is also present in the terminative converb marker *-t4/-4 (‘until’). The element
*-tAl- in the latter has been compared with the deverbal nominal suffix *.dA/ (general
action noun), though the phonological difference (*# vs. *d) remains unexplained.

The very fact that most converbs are based on nominalized verbs makes it difficult to
delimit the category of converb in the synchronic morphology of any given Mongolic
language. In addition to the established converbs, most Mongolic languages have a num-
ber of other forms with very similar functions. The latter are typically adverbial case
forms of the regular participles, such as, for instance, part. fut. dat. *-kU-dU/r (‘when’),
part. perf. abl. *-gsdn-AcA (‘after’). Although such forms have a potential of developing
into actual converbs, their morphological transparency suggests that they should be
treated as a separate category, which may be termed quasiconverbs. Some quasiconverbs
have a wide distribution among the Modern Mongolic languages and may, indeed, be
regarded as having entered the system of actual converbs. Examples are the so-called
successive converb in (part. fut. com.) *-kU-IUxA or (+ instr.) *-kU-IUxA-xAr ‘as soon
as’, abtemporal converb in (part. perf. instr.) *-gs4-xAr ‘after’, and contemporal converb
in *-msA-xAr ‘at the same time as’.

SYNTAX

Although syntax is generally the most difficult area of linguistic structure to approach by
the comparative method, the Mongolic languages share a large number of syntactic fea-
tures, suggesting that these derive from the common protolanguage. There is no doubt
that the unmarked word order in Proto-Mongolic was subject-object-verb (SOV), while
in the attributive phrase the genitive and nominal modifier preceded the head noun
(GAN). Even in regular speech, many sentences are likely to have consisted of hierar-
chically ordered chains of converbially linked clauses. The syntactic relationships were
indicated by the case endings, which marked, for instance, the direct definite (or specific)
object (accusative) and the indirect object (dative). In passive and causative construc-
tions there also seems to have been a grammaticalized way of marking the agent (dative
or instrumental with passives, instrumental with causatives).

Many Modern Mongolic languages allow sentences with a nominal predicate to be
formed without a copula. On the other hand, secondary copulas have developed from
pronominal words like *yaxuma ‘something’ and *mon ‘the very same’. The exact
situation in Proto-Mongolic is difficult to reconstruct, but it seems that verbal copulas
were widely used. There were two copular stems, *a- and *bii- (> *bi-), both of which
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are preserved only peripherally or fragmentarily in the modern languages. Both copular
stems also seem to have functioned as existentials (‘to be at”). In the modern languages,
the role of existentials is mainly filled by regular verbs, such as *bayi- ‘to stay, to be at’
and *saxu- ‘to sit, to dwell’.

Two important features which were expressed by syntactic means in Proto-Mongolic
are negation and interrogation. For the expression of negation, a number of particles
were used, placed before the finite or infinite verb to be negated. The choice of negative
particle was determined by the morphological category of the head verb. For the impera-
tive paradigm, two prohibitive particles can be reconstructed, which themselves appear
to be imperative forms of the copula *bii-, imp. *bU (> *bUU) and conc. *bii-tiige( y)i
(> *bitegei). In the non-imperative paradigms, the particles *ese and *iilii (or *iili) were
used, with no easily reconstructable rules of distribution. There are indications that *ese
may originally have been a fully-conjugated verb; at least it has conjugated forms in the
modern languages in interrogative constructions of the type term. *kele-be ese-be ‘did
[he] say [it] or not?’, cf. *ese kele-be ‘[he] did not say [it]’.

Proto-Mongolic also had two nominal words that were used to negate nominal phrases.
The identity of a noun was negated by the postpositionally used ‘negative pronoun’
*busu (> *bisi) ‘other’ > ‘other than’, while the existence of a noun was negated by the
likewise postpositionally used ‘negative noun’ *iige(y)i (> *iigiii) ‘absence, absent’. In
the Modern Mongolic languages, the latter has also suffixal reflexes (> *-giii), which
function more or less like a case ending (the privative or caritive case). Even more impor-
tantly, predicatively used participles, which in many Modern Mongolic languages
function as regular finite predicates, are normally negated by *iige(y)i. This usage has
also spread to converbs and original finite forms. Altogether, the expansion of *iige( )i
has largely rendered the particles *ese and *iilii superfluous and obsolete.

When no interrogative pronoun or pronominal verb was present in the sentence, infer-
rogation in Proto-Mongolic was expressed by a sentence-final interrogative particle,
which may be reconstructed as either *gii (> *=gU), as in Buryat and Khamnigan
Mongol, or *xU (> *=UU), as in most other Mongolic languages. In questions contain-
ing an interrogative word, no particle was originally needed, but in Common Mongolic
the copular form *bii-(y)i > *biii ‘being, present’ was grammaticalized in such sentences
into what may be termed a corrogative particle.

LEXICON

Due to their genetic closeness, the Mongolic languages share a large corpus of common
vocabulary inherited from Proto-Mongolic. Most of the lexical items attested in Middle
Mongol and Preclassical Written Mongol may also be regarded as Proto-Mongolic. In
practice, it is, however, often difficult to distinguish between Proto-Mongolic and
Common Mongolic lexical heritage, for many items introduced only in the Post-Proto-
Mongolic period show basically the same phonological correspondences as the inherited
vocabulary, cf. e.g. Common Mongolic *famaki/n ‘tobacco’. This is, in particular, true of
lexical innovations shared by the core group of the Mongolic languages, comprising
Mongol proper, Ordos, Oirat, Buryat, and Khamnigan Mongol.

On the other hand, the number of lexical items actually shared by a// the Modern
Mongolic languages is considerably smaller than the known Proto-Mongolic lexical
corpus. Lexical divergence has been especially rapid and massive in some of the peripheral
languages, notably Mangghuer, Bonan, Santa, and Moghol. The main reason underlying
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the divergence has been external borrowing, but innovative semantic developments have
also frequently obscured the etymological relationships even for items of basic vocabu-
lary. For instance, the concept of ‘head’ is in the Modern Mongolic languages expressed
variously by the reflexes of Proto-Mongolic *xeki/n (in Dagur, elsewhere ‘beginning’),
*terixiin (in Santa and Bonan, elsewhere ‘first, former’), *faraki/n (in Khamnigan
Mongol, elsewhere ‘brain’), or *fologa(y)i (in the other languages).

It goes without saying that the Proto-Mongolic lexicon also contained several
Pre-Proto-Mongolic layers of loanwords, which, from the point of view of Mongolic
comparative studies, are indistinguishable from original native items. The greatest
number of etymologically detectable loanwords derives from Turkic (both Common
Turkic and Bulghar Turkic), but there are also some dozens of words borrowed from
Tungusic. More distant items, from languages such as Chinese, Tibetan, and Sogdian,
were normally transmitted to Pre-Proto-Mongolic via various forms of Turkic, notably
Ancient Uighur. Direct contacts with Chinese and Tibetan seem to date mainly from the
Post-Proto-Mongolic period.
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CHAPTER TWO

WRITTEN MONGOL

Juha Janhunen

Mongolic languages have historically been noted down in a number of writing systems,
including, in particular, the Chinese, Arabic, Tibetan, vPhags.pa, Roman, and Ciyrillic
scripts. As a technical term, however, Written Mongol, or Literary Mongol (Muvgqhul
Bicig uv Gala), refers to the tradition of writing Mongolic in the language-specific
Mongol script, today also known as the ‘Old Script’ (Qaqhuciv Bicig), which itself is an
adaptation of the Semitic script used by the Ancient Uighur. With a history of at least 800
years, and with its practical relevance continuing up to the present day, Written Mongol
is by far the most important written form of Mongolic. Unfortunately, the concept of
Written Mongol is inherently ambiguous, in that it is often used in reference to the
Mongol script itself, or to its specific orthographical characteristics. In the strict sense,
however, Written Mongol is best understood as a Mongolic language in its own right,
used as the principal literary vehicle by the speakers of several historical and modern
spoken languages.

The basic property of Written Mongol is its conservatism. During the entire duration
of its use, Written Mongol has undergone only slight changes, so slight that a text writ-
ten hundreds of years ago is still accessible to the modern user of the language. At the
same time, the spoken language has undergone intensive evolution and diversification,
leading from the Middle Mongol stage to the various Modern Mongolic languages
and dialects. Written Mongol has always kept a distance from the spoken vernaculars,
though, at the same time, it has been influenced by them. This symbiosis of Written
Mongol with the spoken forms of Mongolic is a source of confusion even for the
Mongols themselves, who often regard Written Mongol simply as the way to write their
language. In reality, the use of Written Mongol involves a special type of diglossia, in
which the speaker of an oral form of Mongolic employs a related, but clearly distinct,
idiom in order to create a written message.

It is particularly important to note that, although its recorded history dates back to the
Middle Mongol period, Written Mongol was never identical with Middle Mongol. The
differences between Written Mongol and Middle Mongol are often explained as reflect-
ing the primary dialectal diversity of the historical Mongols. According to the most com-
monly accepted scenario, the tradition of writing Mongol in the Uighur script was first
formed among those tribal or geographical groups of the early Mongols who lived in the
closest interaction with the Uighur centres of civilization further south. The ancient
Naiman tribe, in particular, is often mentioned as a possible candidate to have acted as
the cultural bridge, and, therefore, some peculiarities of Written Mongol may well reflect
the specific features of the Naiman dialect, later extinguished by the unification of the
Mongols under Chinggis Khan. Whatever the historical circumstances may have been,
Written Mongol had already started to crystallize as a normalized written medium at the
time of Chinggis Khan. The original dialectal basis of Written Mongol is therefore likely
to have included idioms representing the Late Pre-Proto-Mongolic stage.

30
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It may be assumed that Written Mongol once formed part of the ethnic and cultural
heritage of all the historical Mongols, though literacy was, of course, never widespread
in the nomadic society. Chinggis Khan himself is likely to have been illiterate, though he
did understand the importance of a native literary language for the building of an empire.
In practice, Written Mongol has always flourished close to the centres of Mongol admin-
istration and education, while it has never gained a comparably strong foothold in the
periphery of the Mongol ethnic and political sphere. Among the Modern Mongolic pop-
ulations, Written Mongol is most typically used by speakers of Mongol proper as well as
Ordos. Additionally, however, speakers of Oirat, Buryat, Khamnigan Mongol, and Dagur
have also to a varying degree been affected by the use of Written Mongol. Modern
Mongolic populations remaining completely outside of the Written Mongol tradition
include only the Moghol as well as the Gansu-Qinghai complex (Shira Yughur, Mongghul,
Mangghuer, Bonan, and Santa).

The basis of the modern status of Written Mongol was formed during the Qing
dynasty of China (1644—1911), when the Mongols were counted as one of the ‘Five
Nations’ (Wuzu or Tabuv vUqsaqhe) of the Manchu empire. In this context, Written
Mongol functioned, together with Classical Chinese, Written Manchu, Classical Tibetan,
and Late Chaghatai, as one of the five official literary languages of the state. Of course,
the use of Written Mongol was mainly restricted to the regions in the northern and west-
ern parts of the empire, where Mongolic languages were actually spoken. The most
important region was Mongolia itself, including both Outer and Inner Mongolia. In Outer
Mongolia Written Mongol retained its status as the official literary language even after
the separation from China (1911). At the same time, Written Mongol continued to be
used by the Eastern Buryat, living on the Russian side of the border.

The greatest value of Written Mongol for its users lies in the fact that it is, especially
as far as its orthography is concerned, independent of the spoken languages. Abstract and
archaic as it is, it serves as an elevated and neutral medium of written communication
even for speakers of highly aberrant idioms, who would be unable to understand each
other orally. As a culturally and linguistically unifying factor Written Mongol can be
compared with other old written languages of Asia, including Classical Chinese,
Classical Tibetan, and Classical Arabic. From this point of view, any efforts to alter
the status of Written Mongol, or to change its extant norms, are bound to have a destruc-
tive effect. Such efforts have, however, had some success in the past, and, as a result, the
sphere of Written Mongol has become narrower than it used to be.

Apart from the vPhags.pa script of the Yuan dynasty, the first serious intervention into
the status of Written Mongol took place with the invention (1648) of the Oirat ‘Clear
Script’ (Tudu Bicig), which not only involved a revision of the writing system but also
changed the basis of the written language in the direction of the Oirat vernacular. This
development did not, however, affect the speakers of Mongol proper, who continued to
use Written Mongol as their principal literary vehicle. Of a more fundamental impact was
the Westernization wave, which started with the creation of the Romanized Buryat liter-
ary language (1931) and continued with the introduction of the Khalkha Cyrillic orthog-
raphy (1941-50), also known as the ‘New Script’ (Sine Bicig). After this, Written
Mongol remained in use only among the Mongols of Inner Mongolia, whose literary
activities were, however, severely hampered by the political developments in China.
Only after the end of the Cultural Revolution (1976) has Written Mongol once again
emerged as a vigorous medium.

Today Written Mongol is used as the basic literary language by all populations offi-
cially classified as ‘Mongol’ in China. In addition to speakers of the various dialects of
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Mongol proper and Ordos, this definition includes the Buryat in northern Inner Mongolia
and the Oirat in various parts of China (Sinkiang, Qinghai, Inner Mongolia, and
Heilongjiang). In the Inner Mongolian Autonomous Region Written Mongol serves,
together with Chinese, as an official language, and it is extensively used in native edu-
cation at all levels from primary school to university. Due to widespread bilingualism in
Mongol among the non-Mongol minorities of Inner Mongolia, Written Mongol is also
used as the language of written education by several groups of Dagur and Ewenki, who
at the oral level continue to speak their own ethnic languages. A special group of Written
Mongol users is formed by the Khamnigan, who, though officially classified as
‘Ewenki’, are bilingual in a Mongolic language of their own.

The most recent development affecting the status of Written Mongol is the drive to
reintroduce it as the official literary language of the Republic of Mongolia. Such efforts,
reflecting the rising Mongol nationalism after the end of the Soviet occupation of the
country (1991), meet resistance from representatives of the middle generation, who have
grown up with the Cyrillic norm of Khalkha and who, unlike the young generation, are
unable to master the relatively complex orthography and stylistics of Written Mongol. As
a compromise, a transitory period of digraphia, involving the parallel use of Written
Mongol and Cyrillic Khalkha, has been envisioned. If, in the end of this period, Written
Mongol regains its former position as the official state language of Mongolia, the
number of regular Written Mongol users may rapidly double from the current figure of
perhaps 3 million, all of whom are still concentrated on the Chinese side.

PERIODIZATION

The history of Written Mongol is normally divided into the Preclassical, Classical, and
Postclassical periods. The Classical period covers roughly the seventeenth to the nine-
teenth centuries and is marked by the xylographic publication of several large Buddhist
translations, including the 334 volumes of the Mongol Kanjur (bGaee gGiur) and Tanjur
(bsDav gGiur), printed under the auspices of the Manchu emperors Kangxi and
Qianlong in 1717-20 and 1742-9, respectively. The language of the Classical period,
also known as Classical Mongol, is often considered the prototypical form of Written
Mongol. Most texts of the Classical period are characterized by a rather bookish
complexity of sentence structure, as well as a relatively high degree of lexical and ortho-
graphical standardization. For those looking for a normative model of Written Mongol
usage, the Classical period offers a framework to which language developers can always
return for a safe and neutral point of reference.

In contrast to the ideal of standardization of the Classical period, the Preclassical
language was characterized by a greater degree of regional and individual variation,
conditioned by the fact that most texts were transmitted in manuscript form only. Some
of the later orthographical conventions, including a number of graphemic distinctions,
had not yet been formed, or were in a state of vacillation. In particular, the use of
diacritics as an essential feature of the Written Mongol orthography was still infrequent
and inconsistent. The shapes of many letters also show a graphic evolution leading from
the early ‘Uighur-Mongol’ ductus (vUjighurcziv Muvgqhul vUisug) towards the later
printed types. The ‘Uighur-Mongol’ letters were essentially identical in shape with their
original models, as used to record the Ancient Uighur language, while the subsequent
‘Mongol’ letters (Muvgqhul vUisug) in the proper sense may be regarded as a specific
characteristic of Written Mongol.
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While most of the earliest sources of Written Mongol language material are manu-
scripts, there are also a few epigraphic documents. Among the latter, a special place is
occupied by the so-called ‘Stone of Chinggis Khan’ or, more correctly, the ‘Stele of
Yistingge’ (Yisuvggae jiv Cilaghuv u Bicig), arguably the most ancient preserved
Written Mongol document. Discovered in 1818 by Russians in the Argun valley, this
stele is variously dated to the years between 1225 and 1270. Together with other early
texts, such as the impression of the Seal of Giiyiig Khan (Guiyug Qaghav u Tamghav
u Bicig), it conveys the important linguistic message that Written Mongol was already in
the thirteenth century a well-developed literary language that was in some respects
distinct from the contemporary forms of the Middle Mongol spoken language.

In the recent end of the Classical period, the Written Mongol tradition expanded to
comprise, in addition to the previously dominant Buddhist and historical compilations,
original products of worldly literature as well as scholarly works and textbooks in
various fields. This development gradually led to the emergence of the Postclassical
language, which is characterized by a diversification of the earlier lexical and stylistic
resources. With the incorporation of modern technological and international vocabulary,
and with the development of new types of media, such as newspapers, Written Mongol
became a tool for science, politics, and mass communication. This period culminated in
the status of Written Mongol as the official state language of the Republic of Mongolia
during the first three decades of its existence (1921-49), until the introduction of the
Cyrillic norm of Khalkha discontinued the flourishing tradition.

After the separation of the literary languages of Outer and Inner Mongolia, Written
Mongol, as still used on the Chinese side, has continued to develop towards a new level
of standardization, which may also be termed Modern Written Mongol. In addition to an
ever-increasing number of new vocabulary items, Modern Written Mongol incorporates
several minor orthographical and morphological simplifications. Even the generally used
typeface of printed texts has acquired a slightly modernized appearance that is immedi-
ately recognizable as ‘Inner Mongolian’, in difference from the old letters, which are
now often identified as ‘Outer Mongolian’. There are also small differences in the hand-
written styles of the two regions. Nevertheless, there is no question that Written Mongol
continues to be a single and remarkably uniform language which opens up the entire
depth and breadth of both modern and classical culture to its users.

DATA AND SOURCES

Due to its established official and normative status, Written Mongol was the first
Mongolic language to be described by Western scholars. In fact, the importance of the
written norm was so enormous that Written Mongol was long considered to be the
Mongol language par excellence, while the spoken languages and dialects were dis-
missed as deteriorated vernaculars unworthy of careful study. In this respect, the history
of Mongolic language studies is reminiscent of many other fields operating with old
literary languages such as, for instance, Chinese and Tibetan.

The relative stability of the Written Mongol norm also has the practical consequence
that even the earliest descriptions of the language have not lost their value as sources of
factual information. The classic grammar and dictionary of Jacob (Yakov) Schmidt
(1831, 1835), the grammar, chrestomathy, and dictionary of Jozef (Osip) Kowalewski
(1835, 1836-7, 1844-9), and the dictionary of K. F. Golstunskii (1893-5) therefore
remain useful tools even for the modern user. It was no coincidence that all of these early
works arose from the Russian tradition of Oriental philology, which was nourished by the
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economic, political, and territorial interests of Russia in Mongolia and China. At the
same time, continuous but futile efforts were made by both Russians and Western
Europeans to spread the Christian religion among the predominantly Buddhist Mongols.
The translation of the New Testament by Schmidt was published in 1827, followed by
sections of the Old Testament prepared by British missionaries, as decribed in detail by
C. R. Bawden (1985).

The Russian tradition of scholarship was continued by Nicholas (Nikolai) Poppe, who
prepared a new descriptive grammar of Written Mongol (1937), the revised English
version of which (1954) has become a standard work of reference on the language.
A similar status in the field of lexicography has been attained by the dictionary prepared
under the general editorship of Ferdinand D. Lessing (1960). Other useful tools on
Written Mongol, illustrating a variety of descriptive solutions, include the grammars and
grammatical sketches by Louis Hambis (1945), Chingeltei (1952), Gerhard Doerfer
(1964), G. D. Sanzheev (1964), and M. N. Orlovskaya (1997), as well as the introductory
textbook by Kaare Grenbech and John R. Krueger (1955). For the preclassical language,
the basic reference is Michael Weiers (1969).

Since Written Mongol was long considered a prerequisite for the understanding of the
oral varieties of Mongolic, there exists an entire genre of works dealing specifically with
the relationship of these two kinds of language. Initiated by the early Western grammarians
of Written Mongol, this line of research was most consistently cultivated by G. J. Ramstedt
(1902) and B. Ya. Vladimircov (1929, indexed in Krueger 1960), who summarized the
rules linking the Written Mongol orthography with the contemporary Khalkha pronunci-
ation. A more recent work of the same type, less ambitious from the scholarly point of
view, but covering the whole grammar and working in parallel with Modern Written
Mongol and Cyrillic Khalkha, is Rita Kullmann and D. Tserenpil (1996).

Two of the most useful general references on Mongol writing are the survey of Gyorgy
Kara (1972) on script and book-making and the handbook by Walther Heissig (1972) on
literary history. The earliest Written Mongol documents, written in the ‘Uighur-Mongol’
ductus, are collected and analysed in Dobo (1983), while important specific issues of the
early period are taken up by Igor de Rachewiltz (1976) and David C. Wright (1999). The
question concerning the segmental analysis of the Mongol script is discussed in Michael
Balk and Juha Janhunen (1999). The solutions proposed in the latter paper have served as
the principal basis for the presentation of the Mongol script below.

THE MONGOL SCRIPT

Since Written Mongol is basically a non-spoken language transmitted with the help of an
abstract graphic code, it has strictly speaking no ‘phonology’ or ‘pronunciation’, though
many Written Mongol grammars misleadingly include sections on such topics. The ques-
tion as to how native Mongolic speakers actually interpret the graphic code in terms of
the phonological systems of their own oral idioms is irrelevant to an autonomous descrip-
tion of Written Mongol. From the abstractness of the code it also follows that Written
Mongol messages cannot be transferred to other systems of writing by the method of
transcription. The only way to handle the Mongol script is by means of transliteration,
proceeding letter by letter in the same linear order as the original units are arranged.

It cannot, however, be denied that Written Mongol is based on the spoken language,
more exactly, on the succession of spoken languages that extends from Late Pre-Proto-
Mongolic to the various Modern Mongolic idioms. This relationship allows the Mongol
letters to be assigned transliterational values that can be arranged in terms of a phonological
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chart, a procedure facilitated by the fact that the Mongol script is basically a fully
alphabetic system of writing, which has separate signs for both consonants and vowels,
and which arranges these signs in linear sequences to form entities corresponding to
linguistic words. The alphabetic resources of Written Mongol can preliminarily be divided
into 6 vowel letters and 24 consonant letters, each of which can be Romanized in a fixed
and unambiguous way (Tables 2.1 and 2.2). Note that the Mongol and Roman alphabets
are not fully compatible, for which reason some Mongol letters have to be rendered by
digraphs in Romanization. This should not lead to any misunderstanding concerning
their status as independent units of the Mongol alphabet.

Historically, the Written Mongol graphemic paradigm comprises several layers. At the
bottom, there are the 14 basic letters bcd e gilm q rs t u v, which represent the min-
imum for the writing of native Mongol words. An additional letter is w, which, howev-
er, was from the beginning only used in loanwords (as from Uighur and Chinese). The
diacritically marked letters n qh sh (dotted v and double-dotted q s, respectively) were
also present already in the earliest ‘Uighur-Mongol’ alphabet, though their definitive sta-
tus in the orthography was only established in the Classical language. The same is true
of the letter ¢z, which originally represents a graphic variant of ¢, but which since the
Classical period exists as a separate grapheme. An opposite development is exhibited
by z, which originally is a distinct letter, but which in the Mongol script came to be used
mainly as a positional variant of s. As a result, z has tended to be replaced by s and is no
longer used in Modern Written Mongol.

In 1587, a set of special letters known as the Galig Alphabet (Qhaliq vUisug) was
created for the transliteration of foreign Buddhist (Sanskrit and Tibetan) vocabulary.
Many of the Galig letters are today obsolete and unknown to the modern users of Written
Mongol, but the letters dz f h k p tz zh survive and are actively used to render items of
recent international (Chinese and Russian) vocabulary, part of which has become

TABLE 2.1 WRITTEN MONGOL VOWEL LETTERS

TABLE 2.2 WRITTEN MONGOL CONSONANT LETTERS

p t c k q
tz

b d cz g gqh
dz

f S sh h
z zh

m n
1
r

w y
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nativized in the spoken language. With the exception of the letters h zh, borrowed from
the Tibetan alphabet, all these new letters were created through graphic modification
from previously existing units of the basic alphabet: dz tz from c; f p from b; and k from g.

The most recent additions to the Written Mongol graphemic paradigm include the
letters o x y, which owe their status to the impact of the Oirat and Manchu scripts, both of
which are based on revised versions of the Mongol alphabet. The use of y in regular texts
became normative in the late Postclassical period, while the development of 0 and x into
distinct units has only been completed in Modern Written Mongol. The letter o occurs
only in recent loanwords (Russian and international), while the letters x y are also used
in native vocabulary. Historically, o is a variant of u, while y is a modification of i. The
background of x is more complex, but in final position it is basically a variant of i (in the
sequence ux), though it also occurs as a technical segment that allows a number of
medial letters to be used in final position. In medial position x represents (in the
interpretation adopted here) an ‘empty’ vowel letter that has acquired a distinctive role
in certain contexts in Modern Written Mongol.

An important external property of the Mongol script is that it is written vertically from
up to down, with the lines ordered from left to right. This combination, almost unique
among the writing systems of the world today, is historically connected with the verti-
calization of the script, a process in which the original Semitic script of the Ancient
Uighur was rotated by 90 degrees to conform to the vertical direction of the Chinese
script. Experiments with verticalization were already made by the Uighur themselves,
but for the Mongols the vertical direction became the only choice. It may be presumed
that many of the graphic differences in the shapes of individual letters that can be
observed between the Uighur and Mongol scripts reflect the effect of verticalization.
However, for the purposes of graphemic segmentation and transliteration, the direction
of writing is entirely irrelevant.

Another property of the Mongol script, also inherited from its Uighur ancestor, is that
the graphic sequences corresponding to linguistic words are bound together with the help
of a basic line (vertical axis). The actual letters are realized as modulations of this basic
line, and their graphic shapes are conventionally identified by various descriptive names
such as ‘tooth’, ‘horn’, ‘loop’, and ‘tail’. A consequence of the linear connectedness of
the segments is that some letters, notably b gil m n q gh s sh t u v, have variable shapes
depending on whether they appear in initial, medial, or final position with regard to the
basic line. The actual positional differences in the shapes of the variable letters are, how-
ever, generally small, and since the variation is contextually determined it need not be
indicated at the level of transliteration. The same applies to the sequences bu fu gu ku
pu, bl fl gl kl pl, and be fe ge ke pe, which are realized as ligatures in partial violation
of the linear principle. Another ligature is ml, which, however, is replaced by the
sequence mxl in Modern Written Mongol.

Proceeding deeper in the analysis of the Mongol script, we may note that the shapes
of certain letters or their variants are actually identical with the shapes of other letters or
their variants. For instance, the final shape of the letter u is identical with the initial and
medial shape of b, while the final shape of the letter i is (normally) identical with the ini-
tial and medial shape of g. Moreover, certain letters or their variants are composed of
sequences of other letters. The medial and final variant of the letter t, for instance, turns
out to be identical with the sequence uv, while the final variants of the letters b and g
may be analysed as ue and ie, respectively. Similarly, the medial and final variants of the
letter q can be analysed as vv and vz, respectively. One of the peculiarities of the Mongol
script is that it can function in spite of such seemingly serious structural overlappings.
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The reason is that it operates with a systematic consideration of the syntagmatic properties
of the underlying language.

It may be concluded that there are two levels at which the Mongol script can be
segmented: a surface level, which may be called alphabetic, and a deep level, which may
be called glyphic. The written message is primarily coded at the alphabetic level, which
operates with a paradigm of positionally variable alphabetic units or letters. The alpha-
betic units, in turn, are coded in terms of basic graphic segments, or glyphs. Although
many letters are identical with glyphs, the correspondence between the two levels is not
one-to-one, but involves a more complex network of interrelations. It is the task of glyphic
analysis to reveal the underlying economy of the Mongol script. While the glyphic level
is generally too abstract for the purposes of practical transliteration, it provides a useful
basis for understanding the occasional ambiguities encountered when reading (or, more
properly: decoding) Written Mongol.

ORTHOGRAPHY

There are several letter-specific features that govern the use of the Mongol alphabetic
resources. Most importantly, in the regular orthography, not all letters can occur in all
positions within the graphic word. From this point of view, the Mongol letters can be
divided into five groups: (1) o z, which can only occur finally, (2) ¢z, which can only
occur medially, (3) ¢ d dz f h k p tz w y zh, which occur initially and medially, (4) b g
I m q r s tv, which occur initially, medially, and finally, and (5) n gh sh, which in the
Classical language occur initially and medially, but which can also occur finally in
Modern Written Mongol. A special case is formed by (6) x, which (in the interpretation
adopted here) occurs medially and finally. There are also three letters which can stand
alone (in absolute position), without any adjoining segment; these are: (7) e, which
occurs both finally and alone, and (8) i u, which occur initially, medially, finally, and
alone. Thus, there are altogether eight different distributional classes of Mongol letters.

A further complication is connected with the letter t, which in Classical Written
Mongol occurs with three positional variants, used for the initial, medial, and final posi-
tions, respectively, e.g. tara ‘that’, batme ‘lotus’, varat ‘commoner/s’. In Modern
Written Mongol, however, the initial variant of t (glyphic t) can also occur medially in
recent loanwords and transliterations of foreign names, a convention deriving from the
Galig Alphabet. Since the graphic sequence in such cases implies a break in the linear
structure of the word, the medial use of initial t may perhaps most conveniently be
transliterated as ’t, e.g. ma’teriyal ‘material’, me’trupuli ‘metropolis’. For lexical and
phonotactic reasons, actual cases of contrast between medial t (glyphic uv) and ’t are
extremely rare. It remains a technical question whether medial ’t should be regarded as
an additional letter of the Mongol alphabet (like final o).

The distribution of the consonant and vowel letters follows basically a simple pattern
of alternate succession (CVCV), though clusters of up to two consonants (CC) occur fre-
quently in medial position. Foreign words and exceptional spellings can contain initial
clusters, as in prukurur ‘public prosecutor’, spur’tx ‘sport’, though in the process of
nativization they are often simplified, as in bsiru > siru ‘coral’, ggir > gir ‘dirt’. There
are also sequences of two consecutive vowel letters (VV), as in ghuul ‘river’, giib > gib
‘silk’, vugiu > vuyuu ‘turquoise’.

One of the most interesting features of the Mongol script is that the categories of con-
sonant and vowel letter overlap in the case of three letters, i v w, which can occur in both
functions. This ambivalence, though not manifest in the Mongol script, has significant
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consequences for the syllabic interpretation of the Written Mongol graphic sequences. To
make the actual syllabification more transparent it is therefore convenient to operate with
two different Romanizations, marking the consonantal values of the three letters as j v w
and the vocalic values as i a e. The distribution of the two sets of values is a rather
complicated issue and potentially open to different interpretations, but the basic rule is
that a segment standing between two vowel letters may be marked as consonantal
(VCV), while a segment standing between two consonant letters is vocalic (CVC).
Additionally, in order to achieve a maximally legible result, specific criteria for each of
the three letters concerned have to be considered.

The letter v shows a fairly symmetrical pattern of ambivalence. It has a consonantal
value when following a vowel letter, as in sivezi ‘appearance’, suniv ‘interesting’, and a
vocalic value when following a consonant letter, as in (abl.) nadaca (nvdvev) ‘from me’.
In initial position, however, it has for historical reasons always a consonantal value
irrespective of whether the following letter is vocalic or consonantal, cf. e.g. vudu ‘star’,
vgula (vgulv) ‘cloud’. These rules also allow the sequence vv in most cases to be
correctly analysed as either va or av, as in vamur (vvmur) ‘peace’, tavda (tvvdv)
‘there’, bayav (bvyvv) ‘rich’. Unfortunately, there remain a few ambiguous cases, such
as vvda (vvdv), which can stand for both vada ‘demon’ (or ‘castrated camel’) and vvda
‘here’. Modern Written Mongol has eliminated this ambiguity by adding in printed text
the ‘empty’ vowel letter x (graphically a lengthened section of the basic line) in all cases
where initial v is not followed by any other vowel letter, e.g. (Modern Written Mongol)
vxgula (vxgulv) ‘cloud’, vxvda (vxvdv) ‘here’.

The letter i is somewhat less symmetric in its behaviour, for it is best identified as
vocalic even when following a vowel letter, as in builug ‘group’, talai (tvlvi) ‘sea’.
Between two vowels, on the other hand, it is unambiguously consonantal, though in texts
written after the introduction of the letter y these cases are confined to rare examples of
the type gujur ‘bridge’ as well as, more importantly, the so-called ‘diphthongs’, which
orthographically end in the sequence ii, as in mujil (muiil) ‘cherry’, vjimu (viimu) ‘like
this’. It is true, the postvocalic sequence ii in medial position is in Modern Written
Mongol (Inner Mongolian) handwriting normally replaced by vi, as in (printed) sajiv
(sviiv) = (handwritten) saviv (svviv) ‘good’. A unique exceptional spelling is preserved
in naimav (nvimvv) ‘eight’. An initial i is also consonantal when preceding a vowel
letter, as in jil (iil) ‘year’, jiv (iiv) (variant of genitive case suffix), jujil (iuiil) ‘sort’,
except when the latter is itself a consonantal i followed by a vocalic v, as in ijav (iivv)
(variant of reflexive suffix).

The letter w, which only occurs in foreign words, has a more limited distribution than
v and i. In the modern standard orthography it typically occurs in a consonantal function
when surrounded by vowel letters, as in quwaraq (quwvrvq) ‘clergy’, and in a vocalic
function when surrounded by consonant letters, as in telefuv (twlwfuv) ‘telephone’.
However, it is also consonantal when following a consonant letter but preceding a vowel
letter, as in nirwav ‘nirvana’. A consonantal w is rarely followed by a vowel other than
a (v) or e (w), though occasional examples occur in the transcription of foreign names,
as in Winis [Venice]. The sequence we (ww) is particularly common in the Mongol
rendering of Chinese syllables, as in wev (wwv) [Chinese syllable wen].

It has to be noted that the Romanization of the vocalic value of w as e does not inter-
fere with the status of the letter and glyph e, for the two units are in a complementary
distribution, in that glyphic e can only occur in final position, while glyphic w occurs
only initially and medially. A peculiarity of glyphic e is that it is normally separated by
a blank space from the preceding letter even when no word boundary is present. In these
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cases the preceding letter is one of the final forms of the set il m q r u v, in Modern
Written Mongol also n qh. For most practical purposes it is possible to ignore the
space in the Romanization, e.g. quriie (qurii e) ‘enclosure’, tale (tvl e) ‘steppe’, suime
(suim e) ‘temple’, (Classical) tuqe (tuq e) = (Modern) tughe (tugh e) ‘number’, qare
(qvr e) ‘black’, cinue (cinu e) ‘wolf”, (Classical) sive (siv e) = (Modern) sine (sin e)
‘new’. It is true, the medial forms of the same letters can also (rarely) be followed by final
e without a space in the Galig representations of Sanskrit words.

Since so many letters have a restricted distribution, there exist specific means by
which the distributional patterns can be diversified. Any letter that otherwise does not
occur in final position, can be placed finally when extended by an additional segment,
which is e (joined ligaturally without a space) after the letters f k p, or x after the letters
cczddzh [’]t tzwy zh. A need to apply this procedure mainly arises in the transmis-
sion of foreign names, such as virkuske [Irkutsk], Tzuirihx [Zurich]. The final sequence
dx is also attested in tadx ‘following’, vdx ‘property’, and vuidx vuigai ‘in vain’, the
last two in distinction from vuv ‘year’ and vujuv = (Modern) vuyuv ‘intellect’. The
sequence [’]tx occurs in several recent loanwords, as in fuiv’tx ‘pound’. Moreover, in
Modern Written Mongol the final letter b (glyphic ue) is normally replaced by the
(ligatural) sequence be, as in (Classical) tuib = (Modern) tuibe ‘center’. A similar
replacement takes occasionally place in the final sequence vg = vge.

There are also a few sequences of consonant and vowel (CV) which, for idiosyncratic
historical and aesthetic reasons do normally not occur in final position without one of the
additional segments e x. Thus, the simple sequences ba fa ga ka pa (bv fv gv kv pv) are
systematically replaced by bae fae gae kae pae (bve fve gve kve pve) in final position,
as in varbae (vvrbve) ‘ten’, yagae (yvgve) ‘big’. Similarly, the sequences bi fi gi ki pi
are replaced by bix fix gix kix pix, as in qubix ‘share’, vugix ‘top’, though the simple
sequences can be used in handwriting and typescript. Other occurrences of x after a
vowel letter include the sequences ux and ex (wx), which mainly occur in the transcription
of Chinese syllables, as in gux [Chinese syllable gu], lex (Iwx) [Chinese syllable /e]. In
Modern Written Mongol the sequence ux is also used in the native word sux ‘milk’, written
in the Classical language as su or suiv.

The letter h is used initially only in the sequence hi, which functions (in Modern
Written Mongol) as a transcription for the Chinese syllable zAi. Otherwise, the segment v
is added before an initial h, as in vHimalaie (vhimvlvi e) [Himalaya], vHelsivgix
(vhwlsivgix) [Helsinki]. In these cases v functions as a supporting consonantal initial.
A similar consonantal v (aleph) occurs regularly before the vowel letters e o u and the
vocalic values of the ambivalent letters i v w, as in vUrus (vurus) [Russia], vAdziie
(vvdzii e) [Asia], vI’tali (vitvli) [Italy], vEuirupae (vwuirupve) [Europe]. The initial
sequences va Vi vu, in particular, are so common that they are conventionally regarded
as the ‘initial forms’ of a i w. This is, however, an inexact interpretation, for the
letters i u do occur in initial position without a preceding v, and they can also contrast
with the sequences vi vu in this position, as in vav ‘year’ vs. uv [variant of genitive case
marker]. The initial sequence va (vv), on the other hand, contrasts with the plain v = vx,
as in val (vvl) ‘scarlet’ vs. vl = (Modern) vxI ‘accord’.

LETTERS AND SOUNDS

Taking the syllabified interpretation of the alphabetic representation as the basis for the
normative Romanization, we can transmit all the information contained in the Mongol
script in a legible and unambiguous way in terms of the basic Roman letters. One of the
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advantages of this approach is that the Romanized sequences are readily reconvertible
into the original Mongol script. A transliteration like this stands, however, still very far
from the ways in which the native users of Written Mongol would pronounce, or would
ever have pronounced, the oral messages corresponding to the written image. This is
because of the inherent properties of the Mongol script, which has a graphemic structure
not directly compatible with the phonemic structure of any modern or historical form of
Mongolic.

Since, however, the historical foundations of Written Mongol date back to times
corresponding to the Proto-Mongolic stage of linguistic evolution, it is not unreasonable
for comparative purposes to survey the Mongol letters in relationship to the Proto-
Mongolic sound system. This is, in fact, the approach taken by most grammarians and
lexicographers of the language, who have typically attempted to transcribe (rather than
transliterate) Written Mongol in terms of a phonemic system close to, though not exactly
identical with, Proto-Mongolic. The actual transcriptions used by the various scholars
differ in the details and invariably contain a number of inconsistencies, but they all
reflect the basically correct assumption that the phonemic patterns underlying Written
Mongol can be restored by using descriptive and comparative information from the other
Mongolic languages, both modern and historical.

To take a more systematic look at the complex interrelationships between graphemes
and phonemes, the Mongol letters may be divided into the following categories: (1) the
univalued letters b ¢ cz1 m n r s sh y, (2) the multivalued letters i v w, (3) the underdif-
ferentiated letters d g t u v, (4) the overdifferentiated letters e q gh, and (5) the marginal
letters dz f h k o p tz zh. Additionally, there are (6) the digraphs ui ux vg. Of the least
interest for comparative studies are the marginal letters, all of which are historically sec-
ondary. Used almost solely in loanwords, such as dzavdav ‘sandal tree’, fabrig ‘factory’,
vheli ‘helium’, kino ‘cinema’, piyuu ‘ticket’, Tzighav ‘Gypsy’, zhurnal ‘journal’, these
letters are transcriptional devices for recent marginal phonemes or phonotactic patterns,
many of which are not yet nativized in oral usage. The only Post-Proto-Mongolic
phonemes which have a relatively wide distribution in the spoken idioms are k and p,
expressed by the letters k and p, respectively.

The univalued letters b ¢ cz1 m n r s y correspond invariably to the Proto-Mongolic
phonemes *b *c *j *I *m *n *r *s *y, respectively. The relationship is not always
unilateral, however, for the phonemes *;j and *n can also be written, depending on their
position in the word, as j (i) resp. v. The letter sh also corresponds to the single phoneme
*sh (palatal sibilant), which, however, is a secondary innovation occurring mainly in
loanwords, such as shasiv or shacziv ‘religion’ (from Sanskrit through Uighur). In the
modern languages with the phenomenon of breaking, the phoneme sk has greatly
expanded its distribution in native vocabulary. Written Mongol, however, normally
retains the original shape containing the unbroken sequence *si, as in sibaqghuv ‘bird’ for
*sibaxu/n. Unfortunately, many transcription systems for Written Mongol render the
sequence si mistakenly as the equivalent of shi, though the Mongol script makes an
unambiguous distinction between the letters s and sh.

The multivalued letters i v w correspond to two or more phonemic values according
to the rules of syllabification. In the case of i (j) the positional representations are
phonetically closely related, being *i (unrounded palatal high vowel) and *j (weak
palatal affricate), as in jimis (iimis) for *jimis ‘fruit’. The consonantal value *; occurs
only in initial position, since the same phoneme is medially written as cz. Originally, i
also represented *y (palatal glide), but after the introduction of the letter y a trace of this
value survives only in the orthography of the ‘diphthongs’, as in tajiv (tviiv) for *dayin
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‘war’ or *feyin ‘thus’. In the case of w (e) the vocalic and consonantal representations
are in no obvious phonetic relationship to each other, being (*)w (labial glide) and (*)e
(unrounded mid-high vowel), as in wegsal (wwgsvl) ‘draft note’. The same is true of
v (a), which has two entirely unrelated consonantal values, zero (vocalic Anlaut) in initial
position and *n (dental nasal) elsewhere, as in vuivdusuv for *indiisii/n ‘root’.
Historically, the use of v for initial zero (aleph) is a feature connected with the Semitic
origin of the Mongol script.

The letter v also belongs to the underdifferentiated category, in that it has two distinct
vocalic values, *a and *e (the two unrounded non-high vowels). These values cannot be
predicted from the graphic sequences, which, consequently, are phonemically ambiguous,
as in naradai for both *naratai ‘sunny’ and *neretei ‘famous’. An analogous ambiguity
is exhibited by u, which can stand for both *o and *u (the two rounded back vowels), as
in qula for both *kola ‘distant’ and *kula ‘bay colour’. In non-initial syllables, u can also
represent the corresponding front vowels *6 *ii, as in cidur for *cidér ‘hobble’, tamur
for *temiir ‘iron’. Among the consonant letters, the segments d t g are ambiguous, in that
they stand indifferently for both *# *k (strong stops) and *d *g (weak stops), as in tudu
for *todo ‘clear’, tudur for *dotor ‘inside’, gar for both *ker ‘how’ and *ger ‘dwelling’.
In medial position, g can additionally represent *x (velar continuant), as in gagare for
*kexere ‘steppe’. It may be noted that although the Mongol script has two different
graphemes for the phonemes *¢ *d, they are normally used in a complementary distribu-
tion, with t as the initial and d as the medial variant. The syllable-final occurrences of *d
are expressed by the medial and final forms of t (glyphic uv).

Underdifferentiation is an obvious and serious problem for the users of the Mongol
script, and it is the principal reason why Written Mongol cannot be pronounced without
a knowledge of the oral language. Not surprisingly, attempts have been made to reduce
the impact of underdifferentiation. Most importantly, the creation of the new letters ¢z y
for the phonemes *; *y removed the original ambiguity of the letters ¢ i (j). The new
letter k would offer a similar device for the differentiation of the phoneme *k with regard
to *g (though not *x), but it has not been able to affect the established historical orthog-
raphy of native vocabulary. The same is true of the late convention which correlates the
letters d [*]t with the phonemic values d ¢ without consideration of distributional rules,
as in duk’tur ‘doctor’, more conventionally also spelled tuqdur.

As a curious contrast to the underdifferentiated letters, the Mongol script has the
overdifferentiated letters e q qh, which, although superfluous from the phonemic point
of view, function as distinct graphic units. Of these, q and gqh are anchored in the
phonetic substance, in that they stand for the back allophones of the velar consonants
*kvs. *g *x, as in qaqhav for *kaxan ‘emperor’, qghaqai for *gakai ‘swine’. Importantly,
the separation of the front and back allophones of the velars in the script often allows the
otherwise underdifferentiated opposition of front vs. back vowels to be implied in the
script, as in garam for *kerem ‘wall’ vs. qaram for *karam ‘jealous’. The letter e, which
is conventionally viewed as a positional variant of final a (v), can contrast with the
latter in a synchronically unpredictable way, as in tare for *dere ‘pillow’ vs. tara for
*tere ‘that’, yale for *yala ‘guilt’ vs. gala for *kele/n ‘tongue’.

The digraphs ui ux vg differ from the other Mongol letters in that they correspond to
single phonemes in spite of their composite graphic structure. The digraph vg is conso-
nantal and expresses the phoneme *ng (velar nasal), as in vavg for *ang ‘game (for hunt-
ing)’, vavgqe for *angka/n ‘beginning’. The digraph ui, on the other hand, is vocalic and
functions as the main device for expressing the vowels *é *ii in the initial syllable, as in
guiligae for both *golige ‘pup’ and *kiilixe ‘fetters’. This convention cannot, however,
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be retained in the sequence uji (uii), which medially stands for any of the four
‘diphthongs’ *oyi *éyi *uyi *iiyi, as in vujire for *oyira ‘close’, vujila for *iyile ‘deed’.
In final position, the sequences *oyi *uyi are written as ui, e.g. vui for *oyi ‘mind’ or
‘forest’, in distinction from the sequences *ayi *#iyi, which are written as uji, as in juji
for *jiiyi ‘reason’. For the expression of the distinction between final *u (*uu) and *i
(*ziti) in monosyllables, the sequence ux is used in Modern Written Mongol for (¥)iiii, as
in sux for (*)sziii ‘milk’.

DIACHRONIC POSITION

In addition to the cases of systematic orthographical underdifferentiation and overdiffer-
entiation, Written Mongol shows a number of idiosyncratic discrepancies with regard to
the sounds and words of the spoken language, both ancient and modern. Some of these
discrepancies are connected with tendencies and restrictions in the graphic substance, as
is apparently the case with orthographical shapes like jaqav for *jaxakan ‘little’, caghav
for *cagaxan ‘white’, gagav for *gegexen ‘bright’, in which recurrent sequences of the
syllables qa (qha) ga are simplified, leaving one syllable unwritten. In other cases excep-
tional means are applied to render phonemic distinctions normally not indicated in the
Mongol script, as in qutduq for *kudug ‘well [of water|’ vs. quduq for *kutug ‘sanctity’,
quure for *kora ‘poison’ vs. qure for *kura ‘rain’.

Idiosyncratic aberrations are also present in a few cases in which Written Mongol has
inherited, together with the corresponding lexical borrowings, Uighur orthographical
shapes involving non-vocalized sections. Such examples are more common in the
Preclassical language and have later mainly been replaced by the vocalized counterparts,
as in (Preclassical) jrlq ~ jrliq > (Classical and Modern) jarliq (jvrliq) for *jarlig
‘decree’, (Preclassical and Classical) weir > (Modern) wacir (wvcir) ~ vucir for *ocir
‘thunderbolt’. The one word that remains regularly unvocalized up to the present day is
tvgri ‘god, sky, weather’ (technically syllabifiable as tagri), which historically stands for
the Uighur phonological shape fengri (or tdngri) rather than for Mongolic *tenggeri id.

Of greater interest for comparative purposes are the cases in which the Written
Mongol shape points to an archaic or dialectally marginal type of representation. For
instance, the modern traces of vuirlugae for *érliixe ‘morning’ are in virtually all
Mongol dialects, as well as in Buryat and Khamnigan Mongol, represented as *dgliixe.
Similarly, direct traces of qaqca for *gagca ‘alone’ and tabal for *debel ‘garment’ are
attested only in part of the Oirat dialects, while the other modern idioms point to shapes
which may be reconstructed as *ganca and *dexel. In spite of such differences between
the written and spoken representations, the orthography preserves in these and other
similar cases the original graphic shapes down to the Modern Written Mongol standard.

There are, however, occasional examples of chronological variation, manifested in the
presence of two or more different orthographical shapes for the successive diachronic
stages of a single word. In the case of vdugae for *ediixe ‘now’, for instance, a possible
trace of the phonemic shape underlying the Classical norm is only preserved in Dagur,
while all the other modern languages point to *oduxa, which, again, is reflected by the
Modern Written Mongol shapes vuduue ~ vudu. A somewhat more complicated case is
present in Classical guibaguv for *kébexii/n ‘son’, which involves a lexical and phono-
logical archaism today surviving in Oirat, Buryat, and Khamnigan Mongol. In Modern
Written Mongol the corresponding word is normally written as guju, which, in turn,
reflects a ‘colloquial’ shape influenced by the modern cognates of gau ‘son’.
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The most interesting taxonomic feature of the language originally underlying Written
Mongol involves the representation of *x. Unlike Middle Mongol, which preserves *x in
initial position but loses it intervocalically, Written Mongol shows no trace of initial *x,
while medial *x is regularly indicated by the letters q gh (in words with a velar vocalism)
or g (in words with a palatal vocalism), as in vulaghav for *xulaxan ‘red’, vainagav for
*xiinege/n ‘fox’, tamagav for *femexe/n ‘camel’. The preservation of medial *x singles
out Written Mongol as a uniquely archaic form of Mongolic, while, at the same time,
the apparent loss of initial *x looks like an unexpected innovation in comparison
with Middle Mongol. A possible explanation is that the creators of the Written Mongol
orthography simply ignored initial *x, merging it with initial zero, as indicated by the
letter v (aleph). This would be only one of the many cases of systematic underdifferen-
tiation so characteristic of Written Mongol.

Another feature for which Written Mongol is more archaic than either Middle Mongol
or Proto-Mongolic is the representation of certain vowel combinations, notably *e-ii and
*6-e (both > Proto-Mongolic *6-6), as in vdur for *ediir > Proto-Mongolic *6dor ‘day’,
guigae for *kdke > Proto-Mongolic *kéké ‘blue’. The combination *o0-a (> Common
Mongolic *0-0) is also preserved intact, as in qula for *kola > Common Mongolic *kolo
‘grey’. In such cases Written Mongol represents essentially the Late Pre-Proto-Mongolic
stage of diachronic development, though later interference from Proto-Mongolic and
Common Mongolic has led to occasional orthographical vacillation, as in quda for
Pre-Proto-Mongolic *kota/n ~ qudu for Common Mongolic *koto/n ‘town’.

As far as the phenomena of breaking and prebreaking are concerned, Written Mongol
represents more or less the same stage as Middle Mongol, which means that it is in some
cases more archaic than Proto-Mongolic, as in jiqhasuv for Pre-Proto-Mongolic
*jigasu/n > Proto-Mongolic *jagasu/n ‘fish’. For items that in Mongol proper are affected
by palatal breaking, Written Mongol shows invariably the unbroken shape, as in mivgqhe
for *mingga/n ‘thousand’. In cases of prebreaking Written Mongol also normally retains
the original representation, as in miqe for Proto-Mongolic *mika/n > Common Mongolic
*maka/n ‘meat’. For some less commonly used words, however, secondary orthograph-
ical variants with prebreaking exist, as in vidughav ~ vudugqhav for Proto-Mongolic
*idugan > Common Mongolic *udugan ‘shamaness’. For other items, the secondary
shape has become the orthographical norm, as in nuduq ‘native place’ for Common
Mongolic *nudug < Proto-Mongolic *nidug.

SEGMENTAL ALTERNATIONS

The Written Mongol graphic word includes grammatical and derivative elements, such
as, for instance, suffixes for the verbal categories of participle and converb. For reasons
of orthographical tradition, however, a number of suffixes representing nominal cate-
gories, notably the markers for number and case, are normally written as separate words
or ‘particles’. The orthography of many of these elements involves a particularly high
degree of conventionalization, because of which the graphic shapes concerned are very
far from the actual pronunciation, especially from the modern user’s point of view. In
spite of this discrepancy, even Modern Written Mongol preserves these orthographical
conventions almost intact.

Corresponding to the morphophonological phenomena of the spoken language,
Written Mongol shows several segmental alternations which take place at the border of
stems and suffixes. Most of these alternations are connected with the difference between
the two basic stem types: vowel stems and consonant stems. This difference is manifested,
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for instance, by the distribution of many of the case ‘particles’ of nominal declension,
like the instrumental marker bar (for vowel stems) vs. ijar (for consonant stems).
Certain suffixes also have special variant shapes after obstruent stems or nasal stems, as
is the case with the dative marker tur (for obstruent stems) vs. dur (for other consonant
stems and vowel stems) and the genitive marker u (for nasal stems) vs. uv (for other
consonant stems) vs. jiv (for vowel stems). In the Written Mongol orthography, the
obstruent stems end in any of the letters b g q r s t (for the stem-final morphophonological
obstruents *b *g *r *s *d), while the nasal stems end in the consonantally used v (for *n,
both stable and unstable).

Before a suffix-initial consonant, consonant stems may or may not incorporate the
connective vowel u according to rules conditioned by the corresponding morphophono-
logical alternation in Proto-Mongolic, as in vab- for *ab- ‘to take’ : part. fut. vabqu for
*ab-ku : conv. perf. vabuqhat for *ab/u-xad. In the stem vuig- for *g- ‘to give’ the final
g is additionally geminated before the connective vowel, as in conv. perf. vuiggugat for
*og/li-xed, apparently in order to make a clear distinction with regard to the corresponding
forms of the verb vuigu- for *ikii- ‘to die’. A similar gemination of stem-final t into td is
also attested occasionally in polysyllabic stems, as in vudurit- for *udurid- ‘to lead’ : part.
ag. vuduritdugqci or vuduridugqci for *udurid/u-gci ‘leader’.

Owing to the underdifferentiation of the system of vowel orthography, Written
Mongol shows no direct trace of vowel harmony. Indirectly, however, vowel harmony is
manifested in many suffixes by the consonantal distinction between q gh (in back-vocalic
words) vs. g (in front-vocalic words), as in part. fut. talaqu for *tala-ku ‘to take away’
vs. talagu for *fele-kii ‘to stretch’. Suffixes written as separate ‘particles’ can also have
two harmonic variants, as in the synthetic dative reflexive marker taghav daghav vs.
tagav dagav, the complex plural marker nughut vs. nugut, and the derivative element
siq vs. sig ‘similar to’. It is interesting to note that graphic words of the types siq
(containing q in a palatal context) and nugut (containing g in a velar context) are ortho-
graphically exceptional and contrast with regular words like sig for *sig ‘squad of
soldiers’ and nuigut for pl. *nékii.d ‘friends’.

The unstable */n of nominal stems is written together with the preceding graphic word
causing a stem-final alternation of v with zero, as in vusu : vusuv for *usu/n ‘water’. If,
however, the letter preceding the final vowel in these cases is one of the series il m n q
gh r u v, the vowel can, depending on the case, also be written as e, causing an addi-
tional alternation between e and a, as in baraqhe : baraqhav for *baraxa/n ‘thing/s’.
Other alternations are conditioned by the rules governing the orthography of final vowels
in the sequences bae gae bix gix, as in siragae : siragav for *sirexe/n ‘table’, tabix :
tabiv for *tabi/n ‘fifty’. Since these phenomena are connected with the contextual prop-
erties of the graphic substance, they have no direct counterpart in the spoken language.

In a curious contrast to the treatment of many suffixes as separate ‘particles’, complex
proper names are normally written as single compound words. This convention often
results in conspicuously long graphic words, such as Saravgpuvgsuq [given name],
vUlaghavbaqhadur [Ulan Bator]. Moreover, the fact that the components of such
compounds retain most of their individual orthographical peculiarities can yield
exceptional graphic sequences, as in Guigaquda [Huhehaote] (with gu and qu in a
single word), Tamdivsuiruvg [given name] (with the sequence ui in a non-initial
syllable), Nasuvvurdu [given name] (with the sequence vv not indicating an intervocalic q).
Some segmental changes nevertheless take place at the juncture, including the
replacement of initial t with medial d, as in vXrdaniduqdaqu [given name] from
v[x]rdani+tuqdaqu.
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NUMBER AND CASE

The basic morphological system of Written Mongol is remarkably close to Proto-
Mongolic. In the nominal sphere, relevant categories are number and case as well as
reflexive possession, all of which can also occur in mutual combinations, as exemplified
by the forms of the plural reflexive case declension. All of these categories are mainly
marked by elements which graphically appear as separate ‘particles’. The close relation
between these ‘particles’ and the preceding stem is, however, indicated by the segmental
alternations which take place at the morpheme boundary, and which affect both the stem
and the ‘particles’ themselves.

As far as plural formation is concerned, Written Mongol makes a distinction between
the primary (simple) formatives .t for *.d and .s for *.s, which are always written con-
tiguously with the stem, and the secondary (complex) formatives ut for */U.d > *.UUd,
nughut nugut for *.nUUd, and nar for *.nAr, which are written separately from the stem,
as in murit ‘horses’, guimus ‘people’, gar ut ‘yurts’, cacag nugut ‘flowers’, tvgri nar
‘gods’. These elements can also occur in combinations (double plural), as in qaghat ut
‘emperors’, lame nar ut ‘lamas’. As an exception from the general pattern, the secondary
formative .cut for *.ciUd is written as a true suffix, as in Muvgqhulcut ‘Mongols’.

For the same reasons as in Proto-Mongolic and the Modern Mongolic languages, the
plural markers in Written Mongol may be regarded more as derivative than inflexional
suffixes. The choice of the plural marker in each case depends on word-specific struc-
tural and semantic factors. For many words, several alternative plural formations are pos-
sible. Although the rules of plural formation have always followed the models supplied
by the spoken language at any given time, it is probable that the general abstractness of
Written Mongol has offered a possibility for stylistic experimentations which may well
have gone beyond the spoken models. This is particularly true of the Classical norm as
well as the Postclassical bureaucratic language of the early Republican period of
Mongolia. Of course, the oral usage may also have been influenced by the literary style.

Both the unmarked singular and the derivationally marked plural stem of a noun can
be followed by case ‘particles’, which in Written Mongol represent the six suffixally
marked cases of Proto-Mongolic: genitive, accusative, dative, ablative, instrumental, and
comitative. Most of the case ‘particles’ occur in two or three variant shapes (Table 2.3),

TABLE 2.3 WRITTEN MONGOL CASE MARKERS

stem type \ n p
gen. cO uv
N u
\Y% jiv
acc. CON i
A% ji
dat. VCN du/r
O tu/r
abl. VCON vea
instr. A% bar
CON ijar
com. VCON lughe lugae
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corresponding to the categories of vowel stems (V), consonant stems (C), obstruent
stems (O), and nasal stems (N). Additionally, the comitative marker has separate har-
monic variants for stems with a velar (v) and a palatal (p) vocalism, distinguished by the
alternation of the letters gh vs. g. The other case markers are harmonically ambivalent or
neutral (n).

Although this system may be considered regular for the Classical language, there are
slight complications which require further elaboration. First, the dative in dur tur is
often replaced by the locative in e. The locative form is normally only used of consonant
stems, and from the functional point of view it seems to be in free variation with the
dative, as in qhaczare (qhvezvr e) or ghaczar tur from ghaczar (qhvezvr) ‘place’. In
Classical Written Mongol, both the dative and the locative occur in both dative and
locative functions (dative-locative), but in the Postclassical language the locative tends
to be restricted to fixed locative uses only, as in qudune (qudun e) ‘in [the] town [of]’.
At the same time, the dative ‘particles’ dur tur have lost the final consonant, yielding the
shorter du tu, which corresponds to the situation recorded from the spoken languages
starting with Middle Mongol. The older suffix variants are still occasionally used in order
to create the impression of an archaic literary style, but in normal texts only the shorter
variants occur.

Second, the comitative ‘particles’ lughe lugae of the Classical language have been
gradually replaced by the ‘colloquial’ possessive forms in tai, as in (Classical) vaqe
lughe vs. (Modern) vaqe tai from vaqe ‘elder brother’. The possessive case marker
forms normatively a separate graphic word, but occurrences of its original derivative
(possessive adjectival) function are normally written together with the preceding nomi-
nal stem, in which case the suffix takes the shape .dai, as in (adverbal use) vganar tai
‘with a woman’ vs. (adnominal use:) vganardai ‘having a wife, married’ from vganar
‘woman, wife’. In fully lexicalized (adnominal) expressions the suffix variant .du is
used, as in qaghavdu ‘imperial’ from qaqhav ‘emperor’. Free variation between the
different alternatives is, however, common, as in (adnominal use only): naradai, nare
tai, naradu, nare tu ‘having [the] name’, from nare ‘name’.

The behaviour of the stem-final unstable */» in the Written Mongol nominal declen-
sion follows the evolution of the spoken language. In the Classical language, the nasal is
permitted in all case forms, including the unmarked basic form, as in muriv ‘horse’: gen.
muriv u:acc. muriv i : dat. muriv dur : abl. muriv vea : instr. muriv ijar : com. muriv
lughe. However, in Modern Written Mongol the nasal is normatively absent in the basic
form as well as in the accusative and instrumental cases, as in nom. muri : acc. muri ji :
instr. muri bar. The same is true of the new possessive case form of the type muri tai.

Reflexive possession is expressed by the ‘particles’ bav and ijav added after vowel
stems and consonant stems, respectively. These elements can also follow the regular case
markers, yielding a complete set of analytic case forms for the reflexive declension
(Table 2.4).

For three cases, synthetic markers also exist, incorporating the reflexive element
in the shape -qhav or -gav for *-x4/n, depending on the vocalism of the stem. The
case markers in the synthetic complexes appear exceptionally as yu- for the genitive
and da- or ta- for the dative, while the ablative has the regular marker vea- (Table 2.5).

The synthetic marker for the reflexive genitive is occasionally also used for the
accusative, though most often the function of the accusative is filled by the basic reflex-
ive form with no overt case ending. Generally, the use of the analytic and synthetic forms
of the reflexive declension seems to be governed by stylistic, rather than grammatical,
factors. With its firm basis in the spoken language, the synthetic dative is more common
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TABLE 2.4 WRITTEN MONGOL REFLEXIVE DECLENSION: ANALYTIC FORMS

stem type A n P
gen. cO uv ijav
N u bav
\% jivijav
acc. CON i bav
v ji bav
dat. VCN dur ijav
(0] tur ijav
abl. VCON vca bav
instr. \% bar ijav
CON ijar ijav
com. VCON lughe bav lugae bav

TABLE 2.5 WRITTEN MONGOL REFLEXIVE DECLENSION: SYNTHETIC FORMS

stem type A p
gen. VCON yughav yugav
dat. VCN daghav dagav
(0] taghav tagav
abl. VCON vecaghav veagav

than the other synthetic forms. Secondary analytic and synthetic alternatives also exist
for the ‘colloquial’ comitative marker tai, which yields both tai bav and tajighav in the
reflexive declension.

NUMERALS

The cardinal numerals for the basic digits of the first decade are written as 1 nigae : nigav,
2 quyar, 3 ghurbae : qhurbav, 4 tuirbae : tuirbav, 5 tabu : tabuv, 6 jirghughe :
jirghughav, 7 tulughe : tulughav, 8 naima : naimav, and 9 yisu : yisuv. The corresponding
numerals for the decades are 10 varbae : varbav, 20 quri : quriv, 30 ghuci : qhuciv,
40 tuici : tuiciv, 50 tabix : tabiv, 60 jira : jirav, 70 tala : talav, 80 naya : nayav, and 90
yara : yarav or yira : yirav. The numerals for the lower powers of 10 are 100 jaqhu :
jaqhuv, 1,000 mivgqhe : mivgqhav, and 10,000 tuima : tuimav.

For the higher powers, the Classical language applies the Tibetan borrowings 100,000
bum, 1,000,000 saie, 10,000,000 bsiue or bijue (also simplified to jiue), and
100,000,000 tuivgsiur. The European numeral 1,000,000 milliyuv (borrowed through
Russian) is occasionally encountered instead of saie in texts from the early Republican
period. The system of counting the powers of 10 can be based both on 1,000 (as in
Tibetan and Russian) or on 10,000 (as in Chinese). The latter alternative is today
normative in Modern Written Mongol, as used in Inner Mongolia, e.g. 1,000,000 (Modern)
jaqhuv tuimav (= 100 x 10,000).
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The Written Mongol numerals show all the standard categories of Mongolic numeral
derivation, including multiplicatives in .da, delimitatives in .qav (velar) or .gav (palatal),
distributives and approximatives in .qhat (velar) or .gat (palatal), and collectives in
.qhule : .qhulav (velar) or .gula : .gulav (palatal), e.g. mult. ghurbavda ‘three times’,
tuirbavda ‘four times’; del. ghurbaqav ‘only three’, tuirbagav ‘only four’; distr. ghur-
baghat ‘by threes’, tuirbagat ‘by fours’; appr. qucighat ‘about thirty’, tuicigat ‘about
forty’; coll. ghurbaqhule ‘three together’, tuirbagula ‘four together’. Examples on
fully lexicalized derivatives are qhurbalcziv ‘triangle’ and tuirbalcziv ‘square’.

Most importantly, the numeral stems serve as the basis for ordinals, which in Written
Mongol reflect the chronological and dialectal variation exhibited by the spoken
language. The two main suffix alternatives are the more literary .duqhar (velar) or
.dugar (palatal) and the more ‘colloquial’ .dagix, as in ghurbaduqghar or ghurbadagix
‘third’, tuirbadugar or tuirbadagix ‘fourth’. The former suffix is occasionally written
as a separate graphic word, yielding tuqhar (rarely tuigar), which is also used as the
noun for ‘number’. For the ordinals from 3 to 5 the special archaic forms qhudughar,
tuidugar, and tabdaqhar are actively used even in Modern Written Mongol.

As in the spoken language, the derivative categories of the numerals are also relevant
to a number of nominal and pronominal stems, as in vavgqadughar ‘first’ from vavgqe :
vavgqav ‘beginning’, gadudugar ‘which in order’ and gadugula ‘how many together’
from ga- [interrogative stem], and vulaghule ‘many together’ from vulav ‘many’. Other
words with a numerical use include tariguv ‘head, beginning’ for ‘first’, and nuigugae
‘other” for ‘second’.

PRONOUNS

Because of their grammatical importance and morphological coherence pronouns show
more often than other parts of speech systematic differences between Classical and
Modern Written Mongol. Nevertheless, most of the basic pronominal stems have
remained stable throughout the history of Written Mongol. Although many pronouns
have irregular stem alternants, the pronominal declension follows otherwise the regular
nominal pattern with the exception that synthetic orthographical forms, incorporating the
stem and the case marker into a single graphic word, are relatively common both in the
Classical and in the Modern language.

Due to the rules governing the orthography of certain word-final sequences, the basic
forms of the Proto-Mongolic personal pronouns for the first and second persons appear
in Written Mongol normally as sg. 1p. bix : 2p. ci : pl. 1p. bae : 2p. ta. The correspond-
ing oblique stems are written name : cime : mav : tav, to which the regular case ‘parti-
cles’ can be added. As an alternative to obl. sg. 1p. name, the secondary variant nada is
also used in Modern Written Mongol. Examples of synthetic forms include sg. acc. 1p.
namaji : 2p. cimaji, dat. 1p. nadadur or nadur : 2p. cimadur, abl. 1p. nadaca : 2p.
cimaca, instr. 1p. namabar : 2p. cimabar. The unique locative form pl. 2p. tave or tane
‘for you’ is today preserved as the fixed introductory phrase of letters and dedications.

As in the spoken language, the simple pronoun pl. 1p. bae : obl. mav is normally used
in the exclusive function, while the corresponding inclusive function is expressed by the
composite pronoun bida : bidav. In Modern Written Mongol, this distinction is only
preserved in the oblique paradigm, while the basic form is invariably bida. The latter is
frequently combined with the nominal plural ‘particle’ nar, yielding bida nar ‘we’, or
with numerals, as in bida quyar ‘the two of us’. With the increasing use of the pl. 2p.
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pronoun ta : obl. tav in the singular honorific function, the plural form ta nar has also
become more common.

The genitive forms of the personal pronouns are based on the stem variants sg. 1p.
miv : 2p. civ : pl. 1p. mav : 2p. tav, as well as pl. 1p. bidav for the inclusive stem.
Orthographically, both analytic and synthetic shapes are attested, but synthetic shapes
seem to be more common in the singular forms minu : cinu, while the plural forms are
often written analytically as mav u : tav u, as well as bidav u. Unlike the other case
forms, the genitive series also includes the postnominally used forms 3p. sg. vinu : pl.
vanu, which in the Preclassical language retain their original functions, but which in the
Classical period are mostly used indifferently, without regard to the number distinction.
The corresponding element in Modern Written Mongol is written as ni, while the other
postnominal pronominal genitives (possessive suffixes) appear as sg. 1p. mini : 2p. cini :
pl. 1p. mani ~ manai : 2p. tani ~ tanai.

The predicatively used possessive derivatives based on the genitive forms of the
personal pronouns have the Classical shapes sg. 1p. minuqai ‘mine’ : 2p. cinuqai ‘thine’ :
pl. Ip. manugqai ‘ours’ : 2p. tanuqai ‘yours’, which in the Modern language are replaced
by sg. 1p. minugai ~ minugix : 2p. cinugai ~ cinugix : pl. 1p. manajigix : 2p. tana-
jigix. In this, as well as in all other formal categories with the exception of the post-
nominal genitives (possessive suffixes), the function of the third person pronouns is
filled by the demonstratives.

The two basic Common Mongolic demonstrative stems are represented in Written
Mongol as vna : obl. vguv ~ (Modern) v(x)nav this’ and tara : obl. taguv ~ (Modern)
tarav ‘that’. Apart from the irregular formation of the oblique stems, the declension fol-
lows the nominal pattern. The plural forms are, however, vda : obl. vdav and tada : obl.
tadav, or vdagar and tadagar, respectively. Common derivatives include vnagav ‘this
very’ vs. taragav ‘that very’, vdui ‘this much’ vs. tadui ‘that much’, vjiv ‘thus’ vs. tajiv
‘s0’, vjimu ‘like this’ vs. tajimu ‘like that’, and vvda (vxvda) ‘here; this place’ vs. tavda
‘there; that place’. The corresponding interrogative derivatives are mainly based on gav :
pl. gat ‘who [*which]’, which yields gaduv ‘how many; several’, gadui ‘how much’,
gar ‘how’, and gacziie ‘when; what time’.

Other pronominal words include the demonstratives vuinugae or (Modern) vuinu
‘this very’ and muiv ‘[the very] same’, as well as the interrogatives vali : obl. valiv
‘which’, yaghuv ‘what’, yambar > (Modern) yamar ‘like what’, and qgamighe > (Modern)
qaqhe ‘where; what place’. Indefinite pronouns are formed from the interrogatives by
the elements (Classical) bar ~ ba and (Modern) cu, as in gav bar or gav cu ‘somebody;
whoever’. The reflexive stem is vuibar ‘self” : pl. vuibasut ~ vuibarsat, which, with the
exception of the genitive vuibar uv ‘one’s own’ : pl. vuibasut uv ~ vuibarsat uv,
requires the endings of the reflexive declension, as in refl. vuibar ijav ‘by oneself”.

VERBAL FORMS

Unlike the markers for nominal number and case (as well as possession and reflexive
possession), the endings of verbal conjugation in Written Mongol are normally written
contiguously with the stem. The verbal categories themselves are identical with those of
the spoken language of various periods, but the general archaicness of Written Mongol
is clearly visible in the persistence of orthographical conventions and formal distinctions
well after they have lost their basis in the spoken language. This is perhaps even more
true of verbal conjugation than of other sections of Written Mongol grammar.
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As in the spoken language of all periods, the bare verbal stem serves in Written Mongol
as the unmarked imperative for the second person (both singular and plural), as in vab
‘take!’, vuig ‘give!’, yabu ‘go!’, vira ‘come!’. Additionally, the Classical language has
six suffixally marked modal forms of the imperative sphere: voluntative (1p.), optative
(1p.), benedictive (2p.), prescriptive (2p.), concessive (1-3p.), and dubitative (1-3p.),
while in the Postclassical language the desiderative (1-3p.) is also attested. The suffixes
are the same for all stem types, but certain suffixes require the addition of the connective
vowel u after consonant stems (C). The distinction between a velar (v) and a palatal (p)
stem vocalism is reflected in the alternation of the letters q gh vs. g (Table 2.6).

Further variants for some of the suffixes include -su (Preclassical) for the optative,
-tquv vs. -tguv (Preclassical) and -qdui vs. -gdui (Postclassical, in the Buryat sphere)
for the benedictive, as well as -sai (Modern) for the desiderative. The concessive in
-duqhai vs. -dugai survives in Modern Written Mongol only in fixed phrases, like
buldughai ‘let it be!’, mavduduqghai ‘long live!’, while otherwise it has been replaced
by the permissive in -q vs. -g. The latter form, in spite of its apparent age, never made
its way to the Classical norm of Written Mongol.

The participial sphere comprises the four suffixally marked forms that commonly
characterize the nominal representation of the verb in Mongolic: the futuritive, imper-
fective, perfective, and habitive participles. Additionally, there is the functionally
ambivalent agentive participle. The participle markers are affected by the regular
phenomena of connective vowel addition and harmonic variation (Table 2.7).

While the status of the agentive participle with regard to the distinction between
inflexion and derivation remains ambivalent, it does have some verbal characteristics in
Written Mongol, including the possibility of negation. As for the other participles,
they can all be used both as actor nouns and as action nouns, and in a variety of syntactic

TABLE 2.6 WRITTEN MONGOL IMPERATIVE MARKERS

C v n p

vol. /u- -ie

opt. -suqhai -sugai
ben. /u- -qduv -gduv
prescr. /u- -qharai -garai
conc. -duqghai -dugai
dub. /u- -qhuczai -guczai
des. /u- -ghasai -gasai

TABLE 2.7 WRITTEN MONGOL PARTICIPLE MARKERS

C v p
part. fut. -qu/i -gu/i
imperf. /u- -qhe -gae
perf. /u- -qsav -gsav
hab. /u- -daq -dag

ag. /u- -qci -gci
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functions. For the futuritive participle, however, the Classical language tends to make a
difference between the substantival and adjectival (attributive) uses by opposing the
longer variants in -qui -gui (substantival) to the shorter ones in -qu -gu (adjectival). In
Modern Written Mongol, only the shorter variants are used for both purposes. There is
also the special plural form in -quv -guv, used in the Preclassical language.

The nominal case forms of the futuritive and perfective participles in their substanti-
val function serve as the basis for several commonly used quasiconverbs, e.g. part. fut.
dat. (Classical) yabuqui dur > (Modern) yabuqu du ‘as [he] went’, (Classical) part.
perf. loc. yabuqsave : dat. yabuqsav dur > (Modern) yabuqsav du ‘after [he] had
gone’. Due to linguistic restructuring, some of these suffixal complexes, notably those of
the so-called abtemporal and successive converbs, are written as indivisible entities:
conv. abtemp. (part. perf. instr.) -qsaqhar -gsagar, conv. succ. (part. fut. com.) -qula
-gula ~ (+ instr.) -qular -gular.

In spite of the role of quasiconverbs, converbs proper are the most diversified sphere
of Written Mongol verbal conjugation, comprising the suffixally marked forms of the
modal, imperfective, perfective, conditional, concessive, terminative, contemporal, final,
and preparative converbs. Most of the converb suffixes have two or more shapes condi-
tioned by the phenomena of connective vowel addition, harmonic variation, and suffix-
initial consonant alternation (Table 2.8).

In accordance with the original morphological composition of the form, the genitive
ending uv in the preparative converb marker -r uv is written as a separate graphic word.
The same is true of the locative marker e in the composition of the final converb marker
-re (-r e). Historically, the terminative converb is also a locative form, but in the
Classical orthography the converb marker is normally written as -dala, while only the
Modern language has -dale (though perhaps more for orthographical than for etymolog-
ical reasons). A more important diachronic difference is that the Classical ending of the
conditional converb -basu has been replaced by the ‘colloquial’ ending -bal/e in the
Modern language, cf. e.g. (Classical) bulbasu vs. (Modern) bulbal/e ‘if [it becomes],
from bul- ‘to be/come’. The primary variant of the conditional converb suffix is -qhasu
-gasu, which is mainly attested in the Preclassical language but survives also in Classical
buigasu ‘if [it is]’, from bui- ‘to be’.

In the finite indicative sphere Written Mongol has distinct suffixes for all the six
Proto-Mongolic temporal-aspectual forms, comprising the narrative, durative, deductive,
terminative, confirmative, and resultative. The actual functions of these forms are not

TABLE 2.8 WRITTEN MONGOL CONVERB MARKERS

stem type /u- v n p
conv. mod. A% COB -v
imperf. vC -czu
OB -cu
perf. v COB -qhat -gat
cond. VCO B -basu
conc. vVCO B -bacu
term. VCOB -dala
contemp. V COB -magqca -magca
fin. A% COB -re
prep. \% COB -r uv
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TABLE 2.9 WRITTEN MONGOL FINITE TENSE-ASPECT MARKERS

stem type /a v n p

narr. v COB -mui

dur. v COB -nam

ded. A% COB -yu

term. VCO B -ba/i

conf. \% COB -lughe -lugae

res. vC -czuqui -czugui
OB -cuqui -cugui

stable, but depend on the complex areal and chronological patterns shown by the
temporal-aspectual categories in Mongolic. The formal system is, however, coherent,
and shows the regular segmental alternations conditioned by stem-fnal consonants and
the stem vocalism (Table 2.9). As a deviation from the main rules, it may be recalled that
the terminative suffix -ba/i requires the presence of the connective vowel u only after
stems ending in the consonants b r (B), but not after other consonant stems, as in
vab- ‘to take’, ghar- ‘to go out’, vuig- ‘to give’ : term. vabubal/i for *ab/u-ba/i, gharubal/i
for *gar/u-ba/i, vuigbali for *6g-be/i.

In the Preclassical language the resultative can also end in -cughu (or -cuqu) resp.
-cugu, a variant that in the Classical language survives in vaczugqhu for *a-juxu ‘had been’,
from va- ‘to be’. Postclassical orthographical shapes for some of the suffixes include -ne
for the durative, -le for the confirmative, and -czai resp. -cai for the resultative. In the
Modern language the durative has largely (but not completely) replaced both the narrative
and the deductive as the principal form of the present tense. For the past tense, the resulta-
tive dominates in ‘colloquial’ texts, but the terminative and confirmative also exist in func-
tions conditioned by the spoken dialects. In the terminative suffix, the form -bai is
prevalent in the Classical language, while the Modern language has only -bae.

SYNTAX

A major syntactic difference between Written Mongol and the spoken language has
always been that the medium of writing allows more complex sentence patterns to be
used without imperilling the communicative process. Especially Classical texts are there-
fore often characterized by extremely long and elaborate sentences, involving sequences
of multiple subordinated clauses tied together by converbs and quasiconverbs. Under
such conditions, finite forms occur only in the ultimate end of the complex sentence, as
well as in the occasional embedded structures containing direct quotations. Since many
Classical texts are literary translations, the syntactic influence of the original languages
(mainly Tibetan and Sanskrit) may also be assumed to have been significant.

On the other hand, syntax, and especially morphosyntax, has always been the area of
Written Mongol grammatical structure that most easily has absorbed influences from the
spoken language. Unfortunately, this means that while Written Mongol is both ortho-
graphically and morphologically abstract enough to serve the speakers of a variety of
Mongolic languages, its syntactic characteristics are inherently more language-specific
and conform mainly to the patterns typical of Mongol proper. At least as far as Modern
Written Mongol is concerned, syntax is clearly the part of the language that contains the
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least number of archaic features. Historically, occasional deviations from the mainstream
syntactic patterns can be observed in texts written in the Ordos and Buryat spheres.

Due to the interference of the spoken language, Written Mongol shows very few
peculiarities of its own with regard to parameters such as word order, agreement, and
goverment. There are, however, more idiosyncracies in the use of particles, which in
Written Mongol express, among other things, topicalization, interrogation, and negation.
The system of particles is intimately interconnected with that of the copulas, which
are expressed by irregular verbs with incomplete paradigms such as bui : ded. buyu ‘is’
and conf. (Classical) builugae > (Modern) bile ‘was’, or also by predicatively used
pronouns such as muiv ‘[is] the very same’, (Modern) yum °‘is’ < (Classical) yaghume
‘[is] something’.

The principal particle for topicalization in the Classical language is bar, which also
forms indefinite pronouns from interrogatives. Unlike the graphically identical variant of
the instrumental case marker, this particle has the same shape also after consonant stems,
cf. e.g. top. qaqhav bar ‘as for the emperor’ vs. instr. qaqhav ijar ‘by the emperor’. One
of the most important functions of the topic particle is to allow a distinction to be made
between the attributive and subjective uses of demonstrative pronouns and participles, as
in tara qaqhav ‘that emperor’ vs. tara bar qaqhav (bui) ‘he (is) an emperor’, viragsav
guimuv ‘the person who has come’ vs. viragsav bar guimuv (bui) ‘the one who has
come (is) a person’. The same role is played by the conditional converb forms (Classical)
buigasu and (Modern) bul < bulbal/e ‘if [it] is/becomes’.

It is often claimed that the postnominally used pronominal genitives vinu ‘his’ and
vanu ‘their’ also function as topic particles or ‘subject designators’. However, although
they normally occupy the same position in the sentence as the topic particle bar, and
although they do separate the subject from a following predicative noun, they are prob-
ably better understood as markers of definiteness. In many actual examples, their origi-
nal role as possession markers is also inherently present. Since both topicalization and
definiteness (as well as specificness) are categories that seem to have been grammatical-
ized only after the Proto-Mongolic period, examples from Written Mongol are often not
easy to describe in terms of a single clear-cut synchronic framework.

The particle for interrogation is uu or positionally (in the Modern language only)
yuu, added after the predicate, as in ta sajiv uu ‘are you well?’. In combination with
some of the tense-aspect markers, this particle can facultatively yield synthetic endings,
including narr. -muu < -mui uu, dur. (Modern) -nuu < -ne uu, term. -bau ~ -buu <-ba/i
uu, and conf. (Modern) -luu < -le uu. Sentences containing an interrogative pronoun
originally required no other question marker, but the emergence of a corrogative particle
is signalled in Written Mongol by the obligatory use of the copula bui in sentences of
the types ta gav bui ‘who are you?’ and ta qamiqhe vca viragsav bui ‘where do you
come from?’.

The expressions for negation also involve a strictly conventionalized system, in
which only certain combinations of verbal forms and negative particles are allowed. The
general rule is that the imperatives are negated by the particles buu or (Modern) bida-
gai, the converbs by the particle vuilu, and the finite indicative forms by either one of
the particles vuilu or vsa, all of which precede the verb, as in imp. buu yabu ‘do not
go!’, conv. imperf. vuilu yabuczu ‘not going’, term. vsa yabubae ‘[he] did not go’. As
a case of exception, the conditional and concessive converbs can also occur in combina-
tion with vsa, as in conv. cond. vsa yabubasu ‘if [he] does not go’. The particle vsa can
itself be conjugated in a limited number of forms, which typically echo the formal cate-
gory of the preceding regular verb, as in part. fut. yabuqu vsagu ‘to go or not [to go]’.
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The negative particles can also negate some of the nominal forms of the verb. Thus,
vuilu occurs in combination with the futuritive participle (as well as the actor noun),
while vsa is used with the perfective participle, as in part. fut. vuilu yabuqu ‘[one] who
does not go’, part. perf. vsa yabuqsav ‘[one] who has not gone’. Another way to negate
all forms of the participial sphere is offered by the postpositionally used noun vuigai
‘absence’, as in part. imperf. yabuqhe vuigai ‘[one] who did not go’, part. hab. yabu-
daq vuigai ‘[one] who does not [habitually] go’. In combination with regular nouns
vuigai expresses existential negation, as in muri/v vuigai ‘[there] is no horse’ or ‘[one
who is] without a horse’. The negation of nominal identity takes place with the pronoun
busu or (Modern) bisi ‘other [than]’, as in muri/v busu ‘[it is] not a horse’.

One particular detail for which Classical Written Mongol is typically more elaborate
than the spoken language is the quotative construction, which is expressed by framing
the direct quotation with up to four forms of two different quotative verbs, gama- ‘to say’
and vuigula- ‘to report’. The maximum construction is vjiv gamav vuigular uv [quota-
tion] gamav vuigulabae ‘thus [he] said’, containing conv. mod. gamav, conv. prep.
vuigular uv, and a finite form of vuigula-. In Modern Written Mongol, the construction
is normally reduced to the exit phrase gaczu gala-, in which the verb gama- is repre-
sented by its ‘colloquial”’ shape ga- in conv. imperf. gaczu, while the finite predicate is
formed from gala- ‘to speak’.

LEXICON

During centuries of continuous use, Written Mongol has absorbed lexical elements from
a number of native and non-native sources. At the bottom there are the lexical resources
of the original underlying language, close to Proto-Mongolic and Middle Mongol. This
layer still dominates the basic vocabulary, but many additions and replacements have
been made from the later stages of the spoken language, including the modern dialects
of Mongol proper. In some cases, these changes are still visible in the presence of
etymological and orthographical doublets.

Not counting the pre- and protohistorical loanwords already present in Pre-Proto-
Mongolic, the main external sources of new vocabulary in Classical Written Mongol
were Uighur, Sanskrit, Tibetan, and Chinese. The most ancient donor of Buddhist
lexical items, for instance, was Uighur, though many of the words concerned ultimately
came from other languages, like buyav ‘merit’ (originally from Sanskrit), simnu
‘demon’ (originally from Sogdian), suburghe ‘stupa’ (from an unknown source), and
Burqav ‘Buddha’ (partially through Chinese from a Sanskrit original). Later, during the
revival of Mongol Buddhism, new technical vocabulary, especially with reference to the
material aspects of the religion, was mainly adopted from Tibetan, like qurlu ‘praying
wheel’, rabsal ‘prayer book’, savg ‘incense burning’, tugavg ‘temple hall’.

Interestingly, Sanskrit and Tibetan have occasionally yielded parallel sets of loan-
words for the same concepts. Thus, for instance, the days of the week, based on the
names of the Sun, the Moon, and the five planets, can be referred to both by the Sanskrit
loanwords (‘Sunday’ to ‘Saturday’) vadiie, sumiie, vavgqharaq, but, barqasabadi,
sukare, and sanicar, or by their Tibetan counterparts nima, tabae, miqmar, lhagbae,
puirbu, basavg, and bimbae. Both sets have ultimately been rendered obsolete by the
current system, which follows the Chinese model and operates with the concept of the
week, as in qharaq uv nigae ‘the first [day] of the week’ or nigadagix vdur ‘the first
day’ for ‘Monday’. In this system, ‘Sunday’ is identified as sajiv vdur ‘the good day’.
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The main sources of the more recent loanwords, introduced during the Postclassical
period, are Russian and Chinese. Because of the prolonged Russian influence in the
Republic of Mongolia, modern scientific, technological, and political terms in Written
Mongol are mainly based on the standard international vocabulary transmitted through
Russian, as exemplified by vagevta ‘agent’, kumisar ‘commissar’, masiv ‘automobile’,
prugram ‘programme’, radio ‘radio’. Even in Inner Mongolia, where Chinese borrow-
ings often dominate the oral usage, the literary norm prefers the Russian (European)
words, which have immediate counterparts in the Cyrillic norm of Khalkha. Chinese
borrowings are nevertheless common in certain semantic fields, such as culinary
terminology, as in buucza ‘baozi’, luubavg ‘turnip’, miyav ‘noodles’.

In many cases, it is difficult to determine, whether a given loanword has entered
Written Mongol directly from another written language, or through oral transmission.
Quite often, the spoken language is likely to have been involved, as can be seen from the
orthographical shapes of the items concerned. There are, however, also examples of true
literary borrowings, which retain orthographical peculiarities of the donor language.
Spellings like blame ‘lama’ for (*)lama (from Tibetan) or trak’tur ‘tractor’ for
(*)taraagtar would not be possible without the influence of the written original. In fact,
the rudiments of the Galig Alphabet still surviving in current use, especially the letters
dz h tz zh, are mere transcriptional devices with no phonological basis in the spoken
idioms.

For Chinese loanwords, which, in principle, can only be transmitted via the oral
medium, there exists since Qing times a conventionalized system of transcription, which
follows the Manchu segmentation of Chinese (Mandarin) syllables. Additionally,
Chinese has yielded a large number of loan translations, beginning with Tumdadu vUlus
‘Middle Kingdom’ for ‘China’ (Zhongguo), and ending with technical binomes like
guimuv vama [‘man mouth’] for ‘population’ (renkou). Although binomes may also
have indigenous roots in Mongolic, even many trivial examples have a parallel in
Chinese, as in vui sighui [‘woods thicket’] for ‘forest’ (senl/in). Such semantic paral-
lelism is likely to have been stimulated by the interaction of Written Mongol with Written
Chinese.

Finally, the lexical resources of Written Mongol have been increased by the conscious
introduction of semantic neologisms, normally introduced contemporaneously in the
spoken language. As a result, individual foreign elements have been more or less
successfully replaced by indigenous words, like savsar ‘samsara’ by vurcilavg ‘rotation’,
kapi’tal ‘capital’ by guiruvgga/v ‘seed’, and vakademi ‘academy’ by guiriyalavg
‘committee’. At the same time, a systematic terminology covering many social and
scientific fields has been built, starting with the basic concepts of najigam ‘society” and
sivezilagu vuqaqhav ‘science’. The role of Written Mongol in the consolidation of such
neologisms is obvious.
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CHAPTER THREE
MIDDLE MONGOL

Volker Rybatzki

Middle Mongol is the technical term for the Mongolic language recorded in documents
during, or immediately after, the time of the Mongol empire(s), in the thirteenth to the
early fifteenth centuries. Owing to the collapse of the centralized power base, Middle
Mongol was followed by a transitional period from which only scarce documentation
remains. After this transition, the literary tradition of Mongol was continued by Classical
Written Mongol, while on the oral side Middle Mongol was replaced by the early forms
of the Modern Mongolic branches, languages, and dialects.

Although Middle Mongol is only known from written documents, it is best defined as
essentially a spoken language, which corresponds to the relatively uniform speech of the
early Mongols following the unification under Chinggis Khan. Unlike Proto-Mongolic
which is an abstraction reconstructed on the basis of the comparative material, Middle
Mongol is an actual historical language, and the extant documents should be viewed as
attempts to reflect this language in writing. Technically this means that our knowledge of
Middle Mongol is restricted by the size of the available corpus. Fortunately, the Middle
Mongol corpus is large and comprises documents in several different systems of writing.

It is more difficult to specify the relationship between Middle Mongol and
Preclassical Written Mongol. Chronologically, the documents recorded in Preclassical
Written Mongol correspond to the time frame of Middle Mongol, but linguistically the
language underlying Written Mongol is in some respects different from that reflected by
other sources of the Middle Mongol period. On the other hand, Preclassical Written
Mongol was certainly closer to the contemporary spoken language than any subsequent
stage of Written Mongol has been. The issue is further complicated by the fact that
Preclassical Written Mongol has (or may have) variously influenced the Middle Mongol
data of other sources.

There exist, consequently, two possible definitions for Middle Mongol: a broader one
which includes all information preserved from the Middle Mongol period, and a nar-
rower one which excludes the information preserved in Preclassical Written Mongol.
Due to the vagueness of the borderline between Middle Mongol and Preclassical Written
Mongol, the broader definition is adopted here, with the recognition of the fact that
Preclassical Written Mongol has a somewhat special status as compared with the other
sources on Middle Mongol.

SCRIPTS AND DOCUMENTS

The scripts used for Middle Mongol can be divided into two categories, which may be
termed primary and secondary. The primary scripts were used by the Mongols them-
selves, while the secondary scripts were used by non-Mongols to write (transcribe)
Mongol. In addition to the Uighur script (U), as applied for Preclassical Written Mongol,
the only other officially authorized primary script was the Tibetan-based vPhags.pa script
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(P). The secondary scripts include the Arabic (A), Armenian, Georgian, and Roman
scripts. An exceptional position was held by the Chinese script (C), which had both pri-
mary and secondary applications. It is true that there are no extant examples of the use
of the Chinese script in the primary function, but it is mentioned in the dynastic history
of the Mongols (Yuanshi) that Chinese characters were used to write Mongol at the
beginning of the Mongol empire. Edicts issued by the Mongols and using the Chinese
language are, of course, abundantly attested.

The Uighur script was used all over the Mongol political sphere, including the
Ilkhanid state in the west and the Yuan empire in the east. Since, however, it was only
used to write Uighur and Mongol, the Yuan emperor Khubilai commissioned the Tibetan
monk vPhags.pa (also Romanized as ‘Phags-pa or hP’ags-pa) to create a unified script
suitable to write all languages of the empire. The new script, subsequently known as
the vPhags.pa script, was presented to the emperor in 1269. Its consonant letters
were derived from the regular (dbu.can) Tibetan script, while the vowel letters were
influenced by the Uighur applications of the Brahmi script. Unlike Tibetan, the
vPhags.pa script is written vertically (like Chinese and Written Mongol), and with the
vowel letters as separate linear segments (as in the Uighur script). In spite of the original
intention, the vPhags.pa script was mainly used for Mongol, though occasional examples
of its use for Chinese, Uighur, and Tibetan have also survived. With the exception of a
few Ilkhanid coins and seals, the vPhags.pa script was restricted to the Yuan empire both
in time and space.

Middle Mongol sources preserved in the two primary scripts include various kinds of
administrative and religious documents, as well as samples of belles-lettres. The admin-
istrative documents are represented by edicts, letters, coins, seals, travel passes (paizi),
and biographical inscriptions. Edicts, written on paper or stone, include nominations,
judicial sentences, a loan contract, as well as documents of tax exemption issued to
Taoist and Buddhist monasteries. The oldest extant edicts are those issued by Empress
Toregene (1240), Mongke Khaghan (1253) and Khubilai (1261). The oldest letters
include those sent by the Ilkhans Arghun, Ghazan, and Oljeitii to Pope Nicholas IV, Pope
Boniface VIII, and Philip the Fair of France (1289-1305), as well as a letter by Otemish
(1262) and a covering letter to a messenger by Ilkhan Abakha (c¢.1267). Edicts and
letters on paper are typically written in Mongol only, while edicts carved in stone are
accompanied by a Chinese version. The short inscriptions on travel passes also some-
times contain legends in Chinese or Persian.

A large body of literature in Uighur script is formed by the biographical inscriptions
of Zhang Yingrui (1335), Jigiintei (1338), Arugh Wang (1340), Zhongwei (13438, frag-
mentary), and Hindu (1362). Other inscriptions include that of Mongke Khaghan (1257)
as well as two texts from Khara Khorum (1346, 1348). With the exception of the famous
‘Stele of Yislingge’ (1227-70), all extant inscriptions contain a parallel version in
Chinese. Another important text of this type is the large Juyongguan inscription (close to
modern Peking), in which the Middle Mongol text in vPags.pa script is accompanied by
parallel versions in Chinese, Tibetan, Uighur, and Tangut. Of a more occasional charac-
ter are the graffiti of three Buddhist pilgrims in Dunhuang (1323).

The religious documents of the Middle Mongol period comprise at least five large
Buddhist texts, all translated in the fourteenth century: Bodhicarydvatdra, Lalitavistara
(c.1324), Foshuo Beidou Qixing Yanming Jing or Tulughav vBugav Naradu vUduv u
Sudur (1328), Subhdsitaratnanidhi, and Paficaraksa. Of these, only a commentary to the
Bodhicaryavatara (1310) and fragments of a printed version of the Subhdsitaratnanidhi
in vPhags.pa script are preserved. The rest of the texts are known as later copies, which,
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however, contain several Middle Mongol linguistic characteristics. Other Buddhist texts
exist only in fragments, of which the following five can be identified: Marijusri-
ndmasangiti, Prajiidparamita, Bhdgavati-prajiidparamita-hrdaya, Bhadracaryd-
prandhdna-rdja, and a Mahakali hymn. The existence of a translation of the Dafang
Guangyuan Jiaoxiu Duoluo Liaoyi Jing is testified by a label. There are also several
calendar fragments connected with folk religion.

A large number of Chinese non-Buddhist works were also translated during the
Middle Mongol period. Of this literature, only a bilingual version of the ‘Classic of Filial
Piety’ (Xiaojing), dating from 1382, and a fragment of the ‘General Laws of the Great
Yuan’ (Dayuan Tongzhi), printed in 1324/5, have survived. In the extant edition of the
Xiaojing, the Chinese text is broken into sentences, each followed by a Mongol transla-
tion in Uighur script. Other samples of prose are scarce; only a fragment of the ‘Legend
of Alexander’ may be mentioned. Poetry is represented by three pieces: a poem of
Muhammad al-Samarqandi (1324), a two-line poem from Dunhuang titled ‘Imperial
poetry’, and a poem by a Mongol soldier from Sarai longing for his mother and native
country.

Among the Middle Mongol sources written in secondary scripts those in Chinese
characters are by far the most important. The largest surviving text is the ‘Secret History
of the Mongols’ (SH), dating from the beginning of the Ming dynasty. The original
version of the text was compiled in the mid thirteenth century in Uighur script, but this
version is only preserved in a somewhat modified form in the composition of the seven-
teenth century chronicle ‘Altan Tobchi’ (vAldav Tubci). There are also several
Chinese—-Mongol vocabularies, the most important of which are the Zhiyuan Yiyu
(1264-94) and the Hua-Yi Yiyu (1389). Apart from the lexical material, the latter vocab-
ulary contains twelve letters of correspondence between Mongol tribal leaders and the
Ming court. Further information on Middle Mongol in Chinese characters is offered by
the relevant Chinese dynastic histories (nearly unexplored from this point of view),
travel accounts, conversations in theatre plays, and other occasional sources.

Next in importance are the sources written in Arabic script. These are mainly vocab-
ularies and isolated words scattered in travel accounts, though they also contain complete
sentences. The most important vocabularies are: Kitab-i Majmii’ Tarjumdn-i Turki va
‘Ajami va Mugali va Farsi, also known as the ‘Leiden manuscript’ (1345), Hilyat
al-Insan va Halbat al-Lisan of Jamal-ad-Din Ibn Muhanna (from the first half of the
fourteenth century), Mugqaddimat al-Adab of Ab0’l-Qasim Mahmid b. ‘Umar al-
Zamahgari (probably from the fifteenth century), and the Samil iil-lugha of Hasan b.
Husain ‘Imad al-Qarahisar (from the early fifteenth century), also known as the ‘Istanbul
Vocabulary’. Another important vocabulary is found in the so-called ‘Rasilid Hexaglott’
(from the end of the fourteenth century), consisting of ¢.1,800 entries in Arabic, Persian,
Turkic (Kipchak-Oghuz), Middle Greek, Cilician Armenian, and Middle Mongol.

Other sources in secondary scripts are of minor importance, though onomastic material
can be found in historical and geographical works by Arabic, Persian, Armenian,
Georgian, and European scholars and travellers, including ‘Ald ad-Din ‘Ata Malik
al-Juwaini, Rasid ad-Din, Giovanni di Piano Carpini (1245-6), William of Rubruck
(1253-5), and Marco Polo. The Armenian history of Kirakos (¢.1270) contains an inter-
esting but short vocabulary (K), while the history of Grigor of Akner (late thirteenth
century) contains some words, mainly personal names. Some words are also found in the
history of the Goryeo dynasty of Korea (Goryeosa).

Owing to the great number of writing systems involved in recording Middle Mongol,
a unified interpretative transcription will be applied below, except for Written Mongol.
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Although the transcription is neither graphemically nor phonemically ‘adequate’, it
reflects the extant tradition of Middle Mongol studies and fills the practical purpose of
allowing the data from the different sources to be handled as a single corpus. This is not
to say that a strictly graphemic approach to the corpus might not bring useful new
insights to Middle Mongol in the future.

DATA AND SOURCES

Research in Middle Mongol is connected with names such as F. W. Cleaves, Gerhard
Doerfer, Erich Haenisch, Shir6 Hattori, Junast, Gyorgy Kara, Marian Lewicki, Louis
Ligeti, Antoine Mostaert, M. N. Orlovskaya, Shigeo Ozawa, Paul Pelliot, Nicholas
Poppe, Igor de Rachewiltz, J. C. Street, Michael Weiers, and a few others. Much of the
research has been focused on the philological analysis and publication of the relevant
documents. The most ambitious project of publication was that of Ligeti, which covers
most of the sources preserved in Uighur, vPhags.pa, and Chinese writing, with
Romanized texts (1971-4) and indices (1970—4). Unfortunately, the indices were
published separately for each source, leaving the compilation of an actual Middle
Mongol dictionary a task of the future.

Not surprisingly, the single most studied Middle Mongol text is the ‘Secret History’,
which has been published in a variety of editions in the original characters, in transcrip-
tion, and in translation. The first two Western scholars to transcribe and translate the text
were Haenisch (1937, 1941) and Pelliot (1949). Haenisch (1939) also prepared a glos-
sary to his version of the text, while Pelliot’s version was revised and indexed by de
Rachewiltz (1972). Another early study of the ‘Secret History’ was made by Hattori
(1946). The grammar of the text is described in an extensive monograph by Ozawa
(1993), while the language of the later version preserved in ‘Altan Tobchi’ is discussed
by M. N. Orlovskaya (1984).

The Middle Mongol material in the Hua-Yi Yiyu was first studied extensively by
Lewicki (1949-59), followed by Mostaert (1977-95, with de Rachewiltz). The equally
important Zhiyuan Yiyu was published by Kara (1990), while de Rachewiltz (1982)
discusses the Mongol version of the Xiaojing. The data of the ‘Leiden Manuscript” and
the Mugaddimat al-Adab were made available in two early studies by Poppe (19278,
1938), who also prepared a pioneering overall survey of the sources in vPhags.pa script
(1957). The ‘Istanbul vocabulary’ as well as the relevant data of the Armenian history of
Kirakos were published by Ligeti (1962, 1965), while the ‘Rasilid Hexaglott’ has recently
been made available by P. B. Golden (2000). The most important contributions on the
vPhags.pa sources after Poppe have been made by Junast (1990-1). A brief survey of
earlier studies in the field is also given by Pentti Aalto (1964).

Although many of the material publications include grammatical commentaries, gen-
eralizing work on Middle Mongol grammar, apart from the language of the ‘Secret
History’, has been scarce. Closest to this goal come the works of Weiers (1969),
Orlovskaya (1999), as well as Stanistaw Godzinski (1985), but none of these covers the
whole range of Middle Mongol in all the relevant systems of writing. For comparative
studies, Poppe (1964) is still a good starting point. The most competent linguistic work
on Middle Mongol grammar has been carried out by Street, who, after first preparing a
grammatical survey of the ‘Secret History’ (1957), published an extensive series of syn-
tactic papers on particles (1981, 1982, 1985, 1986ab). Two other fundamental papers on
Middle Mongol syntax are those by Poppe (1953) and Doerfer (1955). Even so, the lack
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of an overall grammar, as well as of a dictionary, continues to be an obvious disadvan-
tage for the progress of Middle Mongol studies.

TAXONOMIC POSITION

There is no doubt that the principal value of the Middle Mongol documents lies in the
factual information they supply concerning the historical circumstances to which they
refer. Certain documents, notably the ‘Secret History’, are important sources for ethno-
logical, folkloric, and literary studies. Middle Mongol has, however, also an inherent
value for Mongolic comparative studies, in that it confirms much of the reconstructive
work made on the basis of the living Mongolic languages. It also occasionally allows
conclusions to be made about the chronology of diachronic developments. From this
point of view, it is important to review the similarities and differences between Middle
Mongol and Proto-Mongolic. It is also necessary to examine what internal dialectal divi-
sions, if any, the Middle Mongol corpus may indicate.

The approximate taxonomic position of Middle Mongol can be determined on the
basis of several phonological properties:

(1) The preservation of initial *x, conventionally transcribed as 4 in Middle Mongol
studies. Obviously, Proto-Mongolic initial *x was still intact in Middle Mongol, since
different sources independently point to its existence. The data for individual lexical
items are, however, often contradictory, suggesting that the segment was already in the
process of disappearing, cf. e.g. *xalaka/n ‘palm/s of the hand’ > SH halagan ~ A halaga
~ A alagan; *xokar ‘short’ > A hogar ~ A ogar ~ SH C oqor; *xiildii ~ *xildii ‘sword’ >
A hiildii ~ A hildii ~ A yiildii ~ SH C A K iildii ~ C ildii. The segment is systematically
absent in Preclassical Written Mongol, but this may be due to a specific rule of the
Uighur orthography, or perhaps to the original dialectal bias of Written Mongol.

(2) The loss of medial *x, which is variously reflected either simply as zero or as
what may be interpreted as a hiatus (’), often represented as a glide (w y), e.g. *exiide/n
‘door’ > SH e’iiden ~ SH eiiden ~ A ewiiden; *nixur ‘face’ > SH C ni’'ur ~ K niur ~ A
niyur ~ A nawur ~ A nuur; *daxu/n ‘sound’ > SH C dawu/n ~ SH A da 'u/n. The only sys-
tematic exception is again formed by Preclassical Written Mongol, which preserves
medial *x as a separate segment without, however, distinguishing it from the stops g & (g
q). Occasional examples suggesting the preservation of medial *x > / are also present in
the other sources, e.g. *kaxan ‘emperor’ > SH ga’an ~ SH gahan (probably the preferred
fixed transcription of the term), *ixexe.n ~ *ixexe.l ‘protection’ > SH ihe el ~ SH iheyel
~ C iheyen ~ C P ihe’en (a word with two consecutive instances of medial *x), cf. also
Written Mongol vibagal id. for *ibexel < *ipexel (with *p > b).

(3) The occasional presence of prebreaking (*i> V), but rarely of actual palatal breaking
(*i>yb), e.g. ¥jixa- ‘to communicate’ > SH ji’a- ~ SH ja 'a-; *sidii/n ‘tooth’ > A K sidiin ~
SH C shidii/n ~ SH siidii/n (also ‘root of grass’) ~ C shiidii. Many words, e.g. *mika/n
(*mika/n) ‘meat’ and *nidii/n ‘eye’, which show either prebreaking or breaking in the mod-
ern languages, appear in all Middle Mongol sources only in the unbroken shape. An excep-
tional case of prebreaking seems to be present in mangan for tmangghan ‘thousand’ of the
‘Leiden manuscript’, while all other sources point to Tmingghan < *mingga/n. Preclassical
(like Classical) Written Mongol is generally free of both prebreaking and breaking.

(4) The general preservation of diphthongoid sequences, mostly formed by the loss
of medial *x. Monophthongization is, however, also occasionally observed in some
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(apparently relatively late) sources, e.g. *ta(x)ulai ‘hare’ > SH ta ulai ~ SH C A taulai ~
C tawulayi (for ttaulai) ~ A tuulai ~ K tulay (for ttuulai).

(5) The frequent absence of labial harmony in the combination *o0-a, e.g. *bora ‘grey’
> A K bora ~ SH boro ~ C buro; *joba- ‘to suffer’ > SH A joba- ~ SH jobo- : caus.
*joba.xa- ‘to make suffer’ > SH joba 'a- ~ SH jobo 'a- ~ A jobaa- : *joba.lang ‘suffering’
> SH C jobolang ~ A jobalang; also in the sequence *oxa (*uxa), e.g. *toxa/n (*tuxa/n)
‘number’ > SH to’a ~ SH to’o ~ C to’a/n ~ P to’on. Since the absence of labial harmo-
ny is more or less regular in the sources recorded in the Western parts of the Middle
Mongol sphere, it has been assumed that labial harmony may have been one of the first
innovations that separated the Eastern dialects of Middle Mongol from the Western ones.
The evidence is, however, controversial, and chronological differences are also likely to
be involved. Preclassical Written Mongol is somewhat ambiguous for this feature, but it
nevertheless basically seems to lack labial harmony.

(6) The merger of *6 with *ii and *e, e.g. (*ebiil >) *6biil ‘winter’ > A 6biil ~ A owiil
~ SH P C iibiil ~ C ii’iil : *6biil ji- ‘to spend winter’ > A 6biil ji- ~ A ebiil je-; (*ediir >)
*odiir ‘day’ > C A K ddiir ~ A éder ~ SH C ididiir; *mdren ‘river’ > A K méren ~ SH
C miiren ~ C miirin ~ C miiriin ~ A meren; (*menggii/n >) ¥*moénggii/n ‘silver’ > SH C
ménggiin ~ A mongiin ~ C menggii ~ A mengii/n. This feature has also been regarded as
indicative of an early dialectal difference, since the development *6 > *ii seems to be
more common in the sources from the Eastern sphere of Middle Mongol (cf. the similar
development in several modern languages and dialects in the same region), while the
development *¢ > *e is more common in the Western sphere. However, the situation is
difficult to evaluate, especially for the Arabic sources, which do not make a distinction
between ¢ and ii. The examples with e might in some cases represent the preservation of
an original *e, as also attested in Written Mongol vbul ‘winter’, vdur ‘day’ and
(Preclassical) mavggu ‘silver’, but they could also simply reflect an attempt to transcribe
the sound of *¢.

(7) The occasional reduction (loss) of vowels in non-initial open syllables, e.g. *jiriike/n
‘heart’ > SH jiriige/n, ~ C jiiriiken ~ A jiriige ~ C jirkon ~ A jiirke. This feature may well
reflect an actual tendency in the late forms of Middle Mongol, though in some cases it may
be also be connected with the limitations of the writing systems involved.

It may be concluded that Middle Mongol was, indeed, phonologically very close to
Proto-Mongolic, but in the course of its existence it became increasingly affected by
some of the developments observed in the modern languages. It is also possible, though
not fully confirmed, that there were already slight dialectal differences between what
may be termed Western and Eastern Middle Mongol. Even so, Middle Mongol was a rel-
atively homogeneous language, and many of the apparent differences between the
sources are connected with the secondary impact of the writing systems involved. There
remain a few interesting parallels between the individual Middle Mongol sources and
the modern languages; for instance, the item C meisii ~ miiisi ‘ice’ (SH mdlsiin) comes
close to modern Dagur meis (< *mdisii < *mdlisii/n) id. Such cases may well turn out to
be of value for studies in Mongolic historical dialectology.

SEGMENTAL PHONEMES

Middle Mongol retained the seven vowels of Proto-Mongolic, organized into the three
back vowels a o u, the three front vowels e 6 i, and the single neutral vowel i (Table 3.1).
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TABLE 3.1 MIDDLE MONGOL VOWELS

u i i
0 0
a e

Strictly speaking, the seven vowels are distinguished systematically only in the
vPhags.pa script, while the other scripts merge variously the rounded vowels o 6 u i and
the unrounded low vowels a e. The distinction between front and back vowels is, how-
ever, partly reflected by the use of separate letters for the velar (with front vowels) and
postvelar (with back vowels) stops.

It has to be noted that the vPhags.pa script has a further (eighth) vowel letter, which
may be Romanized as é. In the initial syllable ¢ seems to stand for a positionally raised or
possibly fronted variant of e, and in most cases e and ¢ alternate in the data, e.g. P cerig
~ P cérig ‘army’, P geyid ~ P géyid ‘dwellings’. The normal counterpart of vPhags.pa
medial ¢é in the Uighur script is a (v) (for *e), though i (for *i) is also encountered, cf. e.g.
P sénggere- ‘to awake’ = U savggara- for *sengkere-; P sénshingud ‘Taoist monks’ = U
sivgsivgut for *singsingud. The exact reasons and conditions for using the letter ¢ in such
cases are still insufficiently understood, but basically it seems to be a question of an
attempt to relate the written image more closely to the allophonic level of speech.

In final position, vPhags.pa ¢é indicates a lowered variant of 7 in the composition of
diphthongoid sequences. In the other scripts, the same segment is written as either i (asyl-
labic) or yi (syllabic), with no systematic distinction between the different texts, cf. e.g.
P keé ‘wind’ = SH C A kei ~ U gai for *kei; P delegeé ‘vast’ = SH C delegei ~ U talagai
for *delekei; P iigee ‘without’ = SH C A iigei ~ U vuigai for *iigei. In non-final position,
the vPhags.pa script also normally has yi, e.g. P éyin ‘such’ = SH C A eyin; P sayin
‘good’ = SH C sayin ~ A sain. In some cases, diphthongoid sequences are represented as
long monophthongs in sources recorded in the Arabic script, an apparent early Western
dialectal feature, e.g. *manglai ‘forehead’ > SH C manglai ~ C mangnai ~ A manglai ~
A manlaa. In other cases, a postvocalic *i can be absent in some sources due to a deriva-
tional difference, e.g. ¥*maxu.i ‘bad’ > SH mawui ~ P ma 'ué ~ P mawué ~ A maghui vs.
*maxu id. > SH C A mawu > C muu.

In the consonant system (Table 3.2), the main difference between Middle Mongol and
Proto-Mongolic is that Middle Mongol already had several new Post-Proto-Mongolic
phonemes, notably p sh w. Moreover, each of the writing systems used for Middle
Mongol offered its own resources for transcribing secondary phonemes occurring in for-
eign names and terms. The vPhags.pa script, for instance, had separate letters for three
types of stop obstruents (voiceless aspirated vs. voiceless unaspirated vs. voiced unaspi-
rated), while Middle Mongol native words required a distinction between only two types
(strong vs. weak, most commonly expressed by the letters for the voiceless aspirated and
voiced unaspirated segments, respectively). Even so, there are frequent confusions and
cases of underdifferentiation in writing the stops in all the scripts involved. Of the other
redundant letters of the vPhags.pa script, z was idiosyncratically used in P zara for tsara
‘moon’.

Most of the primary sources distinguish the postvelar stops ¢ gh from the corre-
sponding velar segments k g. Although this distinction was offered by the writing systems
used for Middle Mongol, it also seems to have reflected the contemporary phonetic
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TABLE 3.2 MIDDLE MONGOL CONSONANTS

P t c k q
b d J g gh
K sh h
m n ng
/
r
w y

reality, and possibly even the phonemic situation. Importantly, the velar segments ¢ gh
can also occur before the vowel i (< *7) in back-vocalic words, e.g. P A sagi- ‘to protect’
< *saki-, A jalghi- ‘to swallow’ < *jalgi-. The distinction between ¢ (strong) vs. gh
(weak) is in most sources imperfectly indicated, with ¢ standing for both segments, cf.
e.g. *koyar ‘two’ > SH C P A qoyar, *gurba/n ‘three’ > SH C P A qurban. For this detail,
it is customary in Middle Mongol studies to follow the written image in the transcription.

The status of the hiatus () is problematic, in that it is in an almost perfect comple-
mentary distribution with / (= x < *x) and could possibly still synchronically be regarded
as an allophone of the latter. Alternatively, it may be analysed as non-phonemic. An
interesting peculiarity of Middle Mongol is that stem-final g gh (k ¢) alternate with the
hiatus before certain suffixes beginning with a vowel, especially before the plural suffix
*/U.d. This suggests an original alternation between *g and *x, e.g. SH cerik ‘soldier’ :
pl. ceri’iit from original *cerig : *cerix/ii.d. This alternation cannot be observed in the
Uighur script, which makes no distinction between *x vs. *g *k (g q), and it has also been
analogically levelled in the Modern Mongolic languages.

Due to the gradual phonemization of the distinction between s (dental) and sk
(palatal), the sequence *si is in most primary sources written as shi, corresponding to the
phonetic realization. The equivalent of sk is also attested in a few texts in Uighur script,
but generally Preclassical Written Mongol does not distinguish si and sAi.

WORD FORMATION

The Middle Mongol sources provide ample documentation for a variety of Proto-
Mongolic and Common Mongolic derivative suffixes.

Denominal nouns: .bci [cover of |, e.g. (*xerekei >) A erkee ‘thumb; finger’ : erke.bci
‘gloves’; .btUr [moderative], e.g. C hula’an ‘red’ : hula.btur ‘reddish yellow’; .bUr, e.g.
SH kei ‘wind’ : keyi.biir ‘[fast-flying] arrow [with an iron head]’; .ci [occupation], e.g.
SH gor ‘quiver’ : qor.ci ‘quiver-bearer’; .dU [location], e.g. SH dumda ‘middle’ :
dumda.du ‘[located in the] middle’; .GAn, e.g. SH beri ‘daughter-in-law’ : beri.gen
‘sister-in-law’; . Gein [female animals], e.g. SH qula ‘yellowish’ [of horses]’ : qula.qcin
id. [of mares]; .jin, e.g. SH mongqol ‘Mongol’ : mongqol.jin ‘Mongol [language]’;
.KAn [diminutive], e.g. SH shibawun ‘bird’ : shibawu.qan ‘little bird’; .ki [belonging to],
e.g. A keher ‘steppe’ : keherki ‘antilope’ (literally: ‘belonging to the steppe’); ./iG, e.g.
C qajar ‘place’ : gajarlig ‘home village’; .mAD, e.g. SH egeci ‘elder sister’ : egeci.met
‘eldest daughter’; .mji, e.g. SH arqa ‘means’ : arga.mji ‘rope’; .sU/n, e.g. SH adu’un
‘herd of horses’ : adu 'u.sun ‘animal’; masc. .tU ~ fem. .t4i : pl. .tAn [possessive], e.g. C
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giiciin ‘power’ : giicii.tii ‘strong’ : pl. giicii.ten; .’Ur, e.g. SH sara ‘moon’ : sara. ur
‘moonlight’.

Deverbal nouns: .DA/, e.g. SH yabu- ‘to go’ : yabu.dal ‘movement’; .G, e.g. SH jasa-
‘to put in order’ : jasa.q ‘law’; . ’A.ci [lexicalized agentive participle], e.g. C bici- ‘to
write’ : bice.eci ‘scribe’; .KUIlAng, e.g. P amu- ‘ro rest’ : amu.qulang ‘peace’; .1, e.g. SH
dci- ‘to report’ : éci.l ‘report’; .IAng, e.g. SH jirga- “to rejoice’ : jirga.lang ‘joy’; .m, e.g.
A toghu- ‘to saddle’ : toghu.m ‘saddle fender’; .mAl e.g. SH arci- ‘to wipe’ : arci.mal
‘clean’; .ngKi ~ .ngKU(i), e.g. A sogta- ‘to become drunk’ : soqta.n[g]ki ‘drunkenness’;
.r, e.g. SH delge- ‘to spread’ : delge.r ‘wide’; .sU/n, e.g. SH nilbu- ‘to spit’ : nilbu.su/n
‘spittle, tear’; . ’A/n [lexicalized imperfective participle], e.g. SH ide- ‘to eat’ : ide. e/n
‘food’; . U, e.g. SH qari- ‘to return’ : gari. 'u ‘return; answer’; . 'Ul, e.g. SH kebte- ‘to lie
down’ : kebte. il ‘night-guard’; . 'Un, e.g. A seri- ‘to wake’ : seri. iin ‘cool’; .Ur [instru-
ment], e.g. SH bari- ‘to grasp’ : bari. 'ur ‘handle’.

Denominal verbs: .ci.l4- [factitive], e.g. SH k6 "ii/n ‘son’ : k6 i.ci.le- ‘to take as one’s
son’; .(V)D-id., e.g. SH gamtu ‘together’ : gamtu.d- ‘to unite’; .DA-, e.g. SH gar ‘hand’ :
qar.ta- ‘to take; to imprison’; ./4-, e.g. SH aga ‘elder brother’ : aga.la- ‘to be [like] elder
brother; to dominate’; .r4- [translative], e.g. U balai for *bala.i ‘blind’ : balar for
*bala.r ‘dark’ : balara- for *bala.ra- ‘to become blind’; .s, e.g. SH kei ‘wind’ : keyi.s-
‘to blow [of wind]’; .Si- [translative], e.g. U valdar for *aldar ‘tame’ : U valdarsi- for
*aldar.si- ‘to become famous’; .Si.yA4- [evaluative], e.g. SH berke ‘difficult’: berke.si.ye-
‘to consider difficult’.

Deverbal verbs: Causatives show the suffixes .’4- or . Ul- (after vowels), .KA4- or
.GA- (after consonants), e.g. SH joba- ‘to suffer’ : joba a- ‘to torment’, SH iije- ‘to see’:
tije. ’iil- ‘to show’, SH sur- ‘to learn’ : sur.ga- ‘to teach’, SH k6dol- ‘to move [intransi-
tive]’ : kédol.ge- ‘to move [transitive]’. Verbs ending in the syllable *xU > U suggest
graphically the suffix variant ./, but the intended phonemic shape is likely to have been
t.’Ul, e.g. SH sa’u- ‘to sit’ : sa’u.l- ‘to set’ for fsa u. 'ul- < *saxu.xul-, also C sa u.lqa-
for fsa 'u.lgha- < *saxu.lga-. The element ./ is, however, occasionally attested in an iter-
ative function, e.g. A cagqi- ‘to strike fire’ : cagi.l- ‘to flash’. Generally, Middle Mongol
often shows the suffix *.xUl-, while Classical Written Mongol and the modern languages
have *./.gA-, cf. e.g. SH ki- ‘to do’ : ki. "iil- to cause to do’ vs. Classical Written Mongol
gilga- id. for *ki.l.ge-. Passives are formed by .GDA- (after vowels) or .DA- (after con-
sonants), e.g. SH ala- ‘to kill’ : ala.qda- ‘to be killed’, SH ol- ‘to find’ : ol.da- ‘to be
found’. Other deverbal derivatives include the cooperatives in ./cA-, e.g. SH ab- ‘to take’ :
ab/u.lcA- ‘to take together’, and the reciprocatives in ./dU-, e.g. SH bari- ‘to grasp’ :
bari.ldu- ‘to grasp each other’. The Common Mongolic suffix *-cAgA- for pluritative
verbs is not attested in Middle Mongol.

The passive in Middle Mongol can also be formed from intransitive stems. In such
cases, the passive (1) is used indirectly, e.g. SH jirgo an iidiit giilicejii ese ire.kde-be
‘waiting for six days, [we were exposed to the fact that they] did not come’; (2) in a
necessitative function, e.g. SH iilii qurimlan morila.qda-ba ‘[he] had to depart without a
feast’; or (3) in connection with an active verb in a converbial form, e.g. SH bari-ju
ire.kde-jii ‘being brought’. The indirect and necessitative (or possibilitative) uses of the
passive are also common with transitive verbs, e.g. (indirect) SH irge orgaban
da'uli.qda-ba ‘1 was robbed my people and homestead’, (necessitative) SH ker
umarta.qda-qu ‘how is [one] to forget?’. Close in function to passives are the middle
verbs in .r4-, which express an action by the subject in relation to him/herself, e.g. SH
ebde- ‘to destroy’ : ebde.re- ‘to be destroyed [by one’s own action]’.
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NOMINAL NUMBER

Middle Mongol has five derivational plural suffixes, though not all of them are attested
in all the sources. Two of the suffixes, .n4r and .nU’UD, which are found only in texts
of eastern provenance, seem to be used on semantic grounds, while the other three
suffixes, .s, .D, and .n, are distributed depending on phonological criteria (stem type). In
some cases, plural forms can be reduplicated to express distributiveness, e.g. SH
balaga.su/n ‘city’ : pl. redupl. SH balaga.t balaga.t ‘one city after the other’.

The suffix -nAr occurs basically with kinship terms referring to non-lineal kin, e.g.
SH de i “younger brother’ : pl. SH de ’ii.ner, though it is also common with reference to
deities, e.g. P bodisiwid ‘bodhisattva’ : pl. P bodisiwid.nar. The suffix .nU’UD occurs
with both animate and inanimate nouns, e.g. P abida shagemuni purghan.nu’ud ‘the
Buddhas Amitabha and Shakyamuni’, P sudurnu 'ud ‘sutras’. In attributive constructions,
.nU’UD is often attached to the attribute, while the head noun has another plural marker,
e.g. SH caqa’a.nu’ut singgo.t ‘white falcons’. The suffix .s is combined with vowel
stems, while .D replaces the final consonants n / » of consonant stems, e.g. SH beye
‘body’ : pl. SH beye.s, SH gatun ‘wife, lady’ : pl. SH gatu.t, C bo ol ‘slave’ : pl. C bo o.t,
SH iidiir ‘day’ : pl. SH iidii.t. Nouns ending in .sU/n have plurals either in .D (especial-
ly in earlier texts) or .sU.D (especially in later texts), cf. e.g. SH burqa.su/n ‘elm bark’ :
pl. SH burqa.t vs. A burghasu.t. Other consonant stems, and occasionally also stems in
n [ r, take .D with the connective vowel /U, e.g. SH jam ‘post-relay station’ : pl. SH
jam/U.d, P yamun ‘office’ : pl. P yamun/U.d, SH uruq ‘family, descendant’ : pl. P
uru’/U.d. The suffix .n replaces the final 7 of diphthongoid stems, e.g. SH mawu.i ‘bad’ :
pl. SH mawu.n. 1t is also used after derivative suffixes ending in i, e.g. SH elci ‘envoy’ :
pl. SH elci.n. In later texts, .n is often replaced by .s and .d.

From the point of view of comparative Mongolic studies, the most unexpected feature
of Middle Mongol plural formation is the occasional use of the suffix .D after a preserved
stem-final n (or /n), e.g. SH qoni/n ‘sheep’ : pl. SH qoni.t ~ qoni/n.t : acc. qoni.d-i ~
qoni/n.d-i. While it is possible that inflected forms like *koni/n.d-i may really have
occurred in the oral language, absolute plural forms like *konin.d (with a word-final
consonant cluster) would have been phonotactically unacceptable in any variety of
premodern Mongol. Therefore, although superficially confirmed by the sources (and by
the conventional transcriptions of the data), such forms cannot possibly represent the
linguistic reality of Middle Mongol; rather, they are due to the interference of the writing
systems used to record the language. This conclusion is definitively confirmed by the
comparative information supplied by the Modern Mongolic languages.

A real Middle Mongol idiosyncracy of considerable interest is the occasional use of
the Turkic plural suffix ./4r with Mongol stems in the Mugaddimat al-Adab, e.g. A deel
‘robe’ : pl. acc. A deel.ler-i, A ger ‘yurt, house’ : pl. acc. A ger.ler-i. Such usage suggests
that the Middle Mongol dialect underlying this particular source had been subjected to
profound areal influence from the surrounding Middle Turkic idioms.

NOMINAL CASE

Middle Mongol provides documentation for all the six suffixally marked Proto-Mongolic
cases: genitive, accusative, dative, ablative, instrumental, and comitative. The shapes of
the case endings (Table 3.3) vary according to the Common Mongolic pattern depending
on whether the stem ends in a vowel (V), a dental nasal (N), or another consonant (C).
As a seventh case, the locative is also attested, but almost solely for consonant (including
nasal) stems. Other morphophonological phenomena affecting the case declension
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TABLE 3.3 MIDDLE MONGOL CASE MARKERS

A% C N
gen. -(y)in, -n -Un, -in, -Ai -(m)U("Ai)
acc. -v)i -i -(n)i
dat. -DU(r), -DA
loc. -A -(m)A4
abl. -("A)cA > -("A)sA -(A)cA > -AsA -(n)(A)ca > -Asa
instr. -Ar -i’Ar > -AAr -(n)i’Ar > -AAr
com. -lU’A > -I144

include palatal (but not labial) harmony as well as the morphologically conditioned loss
of the unstable /n.

Chronologically, the case endings show a gradual transition from a more archaic (or
literary) stage close to Proto-Mongolic towards a more innovative (or colloquial) stage
anticipating the modern languages. It is apparent that the shapes of the case endings in
many of the early sources in non-Uighur scripts have been influenced by the archaic
orthography of Preclassical Written Mongol. It is therefore not always clear to what
extent the sources represent the situation in the actual spoken language of their time. The
influence of the Uighur orthography is also visible in the frequent separation of the case
endings from the stem in the non-Uighur scripts, though examples of non-separation are
also present in all scripts (including the Uighur script of the Preclassical period).

The unmarked nominative is basically the form of the subject, nominal predicate, and
attribute, e.g. (subject and predicate) SH batacigan-nu ké 'iin tamaca ‘Tamacha was the
son of Batachikhan’; (attribute) SH nidiin qara ‘pupil’ (literally: ‘the black of the eye’).
It also functions as a direct object (‘casus indefinitus’), in which case the unstable /7 is
dropped. Unlike the general trend in Mongolic, however, a nominative object in Middle
Mongol is not necessarily indefinite or unspecific, cf. e.g. SH tede irge icuqa’at ‘fetch-
ing back those people’, A diiyilbe hekin ‘[he] shaved the head’. The nominative is also
attested in temporal and local expressions, e.g. A namur téreksen botaga ‘a young of the
camel born in autumn’; SH beiging balagasu bawutqun ‘encamp in the city of Beiging!’.
Finally, the nominative links coordinated nouns into chains, with only the last member
of the chain taking a marked case ending, e.g. nom. + instr. refl. SH irge orqa-bar-iyan
‘together with their people’.

The genitive is attested in a variety of adnominal functions, all of which are well
known also from the Modern Mongolic languages, cf. e.g. (possessor) A jun-u dumda
sara ‘the middle month of summer’, (purpose) A nidiin-i em ‘medicine for the eyes’,
(agent) A hildii-yin jara ‘“wound caused by a sword’, (subject) A mori.d-un urulduqu gha-
Jar ‘horse track’ (literally: ‘place of horses’ racing”), (object) A tari’an-u janciqu ciqriq
‘flail” (literally: ‘grain’s-treshing instrument’), (superlative) A irgen-ii sain haran ‘the
best of the people’. Morphologically, the most important peculiarity of the Middle
Mongol genitive is the frequent gemination of a stem-final » (including /n) before the
genitive case ending, e.g. SH C hon ‘year’ : gen. SH hon-u ~ C hon-nu; SH C gahan
‘emperor’ : gen. SH C gahan-nu. It is unclear to what extent this feature reflects the
phonological (or phonetic) reality, and to what extent it is orthographically conditioned.

The accusative is the regular case of the object, especially if it is a question of a def-
inite or specific noun, A acira tere yama-yi ‘bring that thing!’. The accusative ending
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occurs with both animate and inanimate nouns, cf. e.g. A alaba bowesiin-i ‘[he] killed the
louse’, A asqaba amandu em-i ‘[he] poured the medicine in the mouth’. Like the
genitive ending, the accusative ending can also condition the gemination of a stem-final
n, e.g. SH okin ‘daughter’ : acc. SH 6kin-i ~ 6kin-ni, SH C irgen ‘people’ : acc. SH irgen-
i~ C irgen-ni.

The dative marks the indirect object as well as a variety of local and temporal func-
tions with both a static (locative) and a dynamic (dative) orientation, e.g. (indirect object,
pronominal example) A amidulug 6gbe cima-du tengri ‘God gave you life’, (destination)
A jaga kibe camcai-du ‘[he] made a collar for the shirt’, (purpose) A kélesiin-dii 6gbe
balghasun geri ‘[he] lent the house’ (literally: ‘[he] gave the house to rent’), (movement
towards) A ebesiin-dii orciba adu’usun ‘the animals went to the grass’, (action on/in) A
béesiin eribe hekin-dii daghi deel-dii ‘[he] was looking for lice on his head and in the
fur’, (action upon, pronominal example) A asqaba tiiiin-dii usuni ‘[he] poured water
upon him’, (time, participial construction with part. fut.) A endebe toolaqu-du ‘[he] made
a mistake during counting’, (judgement) A burtaq-tu adalitgaba altani ‘[he] regarded the
money as forged’, (instrument) A niken nidii-dii iijebe ‘[he] saw with one eye’, (with a
nominal headword) A ja '[u]n-du oira ‘close to one hundred’, (with an interjection) A wai
cima-du ‘woe you!’. Among the different variants of the dative ending, -DUr is the most
common, but -DA is also frequent in the sources written in the Chinese and vPhags.pa
scripts. The variant -DU is attested only in the Mugaddimat al-Adab. None of the sources
is accurate in indicating the distinction between ¢ (after obstruents) and d (after sono-
rants) in the suffix-initial consonant segment, cf. e.g. SH C A caq ‘time’ : dat. SH C A
caq-tur ~ SH cag-dur vs. SH C P hon ‘year’ : dat. SH P hon-dur ~ SH C hon-tur.

The locative in -4 seems to be functionally indistinguishable from the dative. It is well
attested in sources representing all the relevant systems of writing, e.g. SH C P A gajar
‘place’ : loc. SH C P A gajar-a. In texts written in Chinese characters, the locative end-
ing conditions the occasional gemination of a stem-final nasal, e.g. SH C gahan ~ ga’an
‘emperor’ : loc. SH C gahan-na ~ SH ga’an-a. Apart from actual consonant stems, the
locative ending can also be attached to stems ending in a diphthongoid sequence, in
which case the palatal glide y can occur as a hiatus-filling connective consonant, e.g. SH
moqai ‘snake’ : loc. SH mogqai/y-a, cf. U muqai : muqaie (muqai e).

The ablative is used as a general separative case, e.g. (movement from) A bosba oran-
asa ‘[he] raised from the place’, (movement from within) A cisun irebe qabar-asa ‘blood
came out of the nose’, (time) A sara-sa saradu kélesiin bariba tiiiini ‘[he] hired him
from one month to the other’, (origin) A ghalun giiri-’ese shirekii ghal ‘fire that stems
from the flint’, (cause) A narin bolba getesiin éleskiileng-ese ‘the belly became thin from
hunger’, (part) harban qubi-’asa niken qubi ‘one tenth’, (material) A Jrgesiin-ese
barigsan balghasun ‘a wall made out of thorn bushes’, (comparative) A gola-sa qgola
‘very far’ (literally: ‘farther than far’). The distribution of the suffix variants varies some-
what among the sources, but all sources except the Muqaddimat al-Adab retain the orig-
inal affricate *c (later > s in all modern languages). The gemination of a stem-final » is
also observed before the ablative ending, e.g. C ejen ‘master’ : abl. ejen-nece. The sim-
ple ending -c4 is mainly attested in Preclassical Written Mongol (after all stem types),
while other sources tend to have the complex ending -AcA (< *-A4-cA), cf. e.g. SH huja ’ur
‘root’ : abl. U vucaqur ca ~ vucaqur vea vs. SH huja ur-aca for *(x)ujaxur-(a-)ca.

The instrumental fills several interrelated functions, e.g. (instrument) A gabar-aar ng
kelebe ‘[he] said [the sound of] ng with the nose’, (material) A kirbice-er bosqagsan
qudugq ‘a well built of bricks’, (cause) A kibe tiitini sain setkili-"er ‘[he] did it because of
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[his] good mind’ (or: ‘with a good intention”), (manner) on-aar ungshiba qurani ‘[he]
read the Quran in [his] thoughts’ (or: ‘with thought’), (together with) A bal-aar jasagsan
giil ‘roses, prepared with honey’, (time, participial construction with part. fut.) A sainliq
kibe tiiiindii kiicin kiir-kii-"er ‘1 did good to him as long as I had [enough] power’. After
vowel stems, apparently under the impact of the orthographical model of Preclassical
Written Mongol, the instrumental ending is often written with the archaic labial conso-
nant, which was not necessarily present in the oral language, cf. e.g. SH iige ‘word’ :
instr. SH iige-ber ~ tige er. Stems ending in the unstable /n have two instrumental forms
with no functional differentiation, e.g. *manggirsu/n ‘onion’ : instr. SH manggirsu-"ar ~
manggirsun-iyar. The gemination of a stem-final # is rare, but attested, e.g. C niken ‘one’ :
instr. C niken-niyer.

The primary comitative is still well attested in all Middle Mongol sources instead of
the secondary Common Mongolic possessive case. It occurs both in a comitative (socia-
tive) and in an instrumental function, e.g. (comitative) A nim niken-lee agha diiii
bolbalar ‘they were brothers with each other’, (instrumental) A belgetii bolba tere yama-
laa ‘[he] was characterized by that matter’. The hiatus in the ending is often marked by
a labial glide (w) in sources written in Chinese characters, though not in the ‘Secret
History’, cf. e.g. SH gii’iin ‘person’ : com. SH gii iin-lii’e, C elcin ‘messenger’ : instr. C
elcin-liiwe for telcin-lii’e.

The most common example of double declension in Middle Mongol is the dative-
ablative in -DA-cA, which functions as an ablative, e.g. SH tenggeri ‘heaven’ : dat. SH
tenggeri-de : abl. SH tenggeri-ece : dat. abl. SH tenggeri-de-ce. The dative-nominative
in -DA-ki is also well attested, e.g. A ger ‘house’ : dat. nom. A ger-te-ki ‘living in a house,
belonging to a house’. There are no examples of double declension based on the genitive.
Forms attested only in the Mugaddimat al-Adab include the comitative-instrumental in -/4-
Ar, the instrumental-comitative in -(4)Ar-I4A4, and the instrumental-comitative-instrumental
in -(A)Ar-14-Ar, e.g. A com. instr. mal-la-ar ‘together with the property’, com. instr. refl.
A eme-le-er-een ‘together with his wife’, instr. com. A naadun-aar-laa ‘with the game’,
instr. com. instr. A hodun-i’ar-la-ar “with stars’.

Apart from the regular nominal paradigm, there are several case-ending-like adverbial
formatives which are only attested in a restricted number of lexicalized items, often
spatial nouns and nominal postpositions. The two most common such formatives
are - 'Un > -’An, which forms a kind of prosecutive case, and -GSi, which functions as a
directive, e.g. SH *dexe- ‘top’ : loc. SH de’e.r-e ‘on top, above’ : pros. SH de’e- iin
‘above, over’, *dotor ‘inner part’ : loc. SH dotor-a : pros. U tuduquv for *doto-xun
‘inside’ : loc. pros. SH dotor-a-"'un ~ C dotor-a-"an; *iimer ‘back part’ : loc. SH iimer-e
‘behind, north’ : dir. SH éime-gshi ‘northwards’.

All case endings can be followed by the reflexive marker -’4n (after vowels) ~ -i’An
(after consonants). As in the instrumental ending, the hiatus of the reflexive marker is
often represented as b, or also as y, yielding -bAn ~ -(i)yAn. The reflexive accusative in
-()i- ’An is normally replaced by the basic reflexive form (unmarked for case), e.g. SH A
anda ‘sworn friend(ship)’ : refl. acc. SH anda-yi-yan ~ refl. A anda-yan. Stems ending in
the unstable /7 occur in two variant shapes, e.g. SH ko ii/n ‘son’ : refl. SH ké ti-ben ~
ké tin-iyen (also recorded as SH k6 ii-be ‘en ~ ko ’iin-be en). The reflexive genitive (occa-
sionally also used in the function of an accusative) normally ends in -yU-"An > A -yAA4n
(after vowels) ~ -U-"An > A -AAn (after consonants), e.g. SH aqga ‘elder brother’ : gen.
refl. SH aqa-yu-"an, SH tus ‘legitimate’ : gen. refl. SH fus-u-"an. The other case forms of
the reflexive declension show no morphological complications, e.g. SH A zige ‘word’ : dat.
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refl. SH iige-diir-iyen ~ A iige-de-"en, SH nidii/n ‘eye’ : abl. refl. SH nidiin-ece-"en, SH
ulus ‘people’ : instr. refl. SH ulus-iyar-aan, SH kéii/n ‘son’ : com. refl. SH k6 “iin-lii 'e-ben.

NUMERALS

The cardinal numerals are attested as follows: 1 SH C P A niken ~ C nigen,2 SHC P A
qgoyar ~ C goyor, 3 SH C P A qurban, 4 SH C P A dérben ~ C diirben, 5 SH C P A tabun,
6 SH P jirqo’an ~ SH C jirwa’an ~ C jirwaan ~ A jirghu’an ~ A jirghaan ~ A jirghuun
~ A jurghu’an ~ A jurghaan, 7 SH C dolo’an ~ SH dolon ~ C doloon ~ A dolaan, 8 SH
C A naiman ~ P nayiman, 9 SH C A yisiin, 10 SH C P A harban, 20 SH C P A qgorin, 30
SH C P A qucin ~ C qujin, 40 SH C A décin ~ C diicin, 50 SH C A tabin, 60 C A jiran ~
A jiren, 70 SH C A dalan, 80 SH C P A nayan, 90 SH C yeren ~ C A yiren, 100 SH C A
ja'un ~ A jawun ~ A jaun, 1,000 SH C mingan ~ SH A minqan ~ C A minghan ~ C P
minggan ~ C mingghan ~ A mangan, 10,000 SH C A tiimen ~ C diimen. All numerals are
inflected like regular nouns. Some of the nasal stems (but not all) are also attested with-
out the nasal in the basic form. An additional numeral with a limited occurrence is 2 SH
Jirin, which most often refers to female beings.

Composite numerals are formed by addition and multiplication, e.g. 15 C P A harban
tabun, 26 P qorin jirgo’an, 500 C P A tabun ja 'un, 3,000 P qurban minggan. In cases of
multiplication, the second component can take a plural form, e.g. SH 500 tabun ja u.t.
Especially in later sources from the Western sphere of Middle Mongol, the numeral
10,000 tiimen is replaced by multiples of 1,000 mingan ~ mangan, cf. e.g. 10,000 A harban
mangan, 20,000 A gorin mingan vs. 30,000 C qurban tiimen, U 120,000 varbav quyar
tuimat for *(x)arban koyar tiime.d.

Ordinal numerals are formed by the suffix .DA’Ar ~ .DU’Ar ~ .DUwAr, which is often
attached to an irregular stem: SH qu.ta’ar ~ qu.tu’ar ‘third’, SH dé.tii’er ~ A do.teer
‘fourth’, SH tab.tu’ar ~ A tabu.taar ‘fifth’, A jirghu.daar ‘sixth’, SH dolo.du’ar
‘seventh’, A naiman.daar ‘eight’, A yisii.deer ‘ninth’, C qori.duwar ‘twentieth’. The two
first ordinals are normally replaced by SH C P teri’iin ~ P téri’iin ~ C teriwiin ‘head,
beginning; first’ and SH C P ndko e ‘other; second’, though the regular derivatives are
also attested in C P harban nike.dii’er ~ C harban nike.tii’er ‘eleventh’, C qorin
nike.dii’er ‘twenty-first’, C qorin qoya.duwar ‘twenty-second’. The most complete
record of ordinals is preserved in the Uighur script (not listed here). The Mugaddimat
al-Adab shows occasionally the shorter ordinal suffix .tU ~ .t4, attested in A qurban.tu
‘third’, A jirghaan.ta ‘sixth’, A harban-tu ‘tenth’. Even more importantly, this same
source also records the use of the Turkic ordinal suffix .ci/n after Mongol numeral stems,
as attested in A goyar.cin ‘second’, A tabun.ci ‘fifth’, A dolaan.ci ‘seventh’. In some
fixed patterns, cardinal numerals are preferred to ordinals, cf. e.g. loc. SH P qurban-a ‘on
the third day’, A dorben odiir ‘the fourth day’, C dorben sara ‘the fourth month’.

Other numeral derivatives include the collectives in. 'Ul4 ~.AlA, e.g. SH A goya. 'ula
~A qoya.ala ‘two together’; the distributives in. 4D, e.g. SH qori. 'at ‘twenty each’; and
the multiplicatives in .z4, e.g. SH qurban.ta ‘three times’. The diminutives in *.KAn are
only attested in U nigagav for *nike.ken (or *nige.ken) ‘only one’. Two consecutive suf-
fixes (ordinal + multiplicative) are present in SH qu.ta’arta ‘for the third time’.
Exceptional roots with a Proto-Mongolic background are shown by the distributives C
niji.get ~ A nij.eet ‘one each’ and A gosh.aat ‘two each’, cf. also SH niji’el ‘handful” (<
‘one each’). Other lexicalized numeral derivatives include: SH SH qunan ~ C ghunan
‘three-year-old’ (male animal), A donen ‘four-year-old’ (id.), A dorbeljin ‘quadrangle’.
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Fractions are expressed with the help of *kubi ‘part, share’, e.g. A dolaan qubi’asa niken
qubi ‘one seventh’ (literally: ‘of seven shares, one share’).

PRONOUNS

The declension of the personal pronouns (Table 3.4) shows considerable agreement
between sources recorded in all the relevant systems of writing, including the Uighur
script and early Arabic sources. More colloquial forms are attested in late Arabic sources:
gen. sg. 1p. A mini : 2p. A cini : pl. 1p. incl. A bidani; acc. sg. 1p. A namai : 2p. A cimai
> camai > cami; abl. sg. 1p. A nadasa ~ nidasa : pl. 1p. A bidanasa; com. sg. 1p. A
namalaa ~ nadalaa : 2p. A cimalaa : pl. 1p. A bidanlaa : 2p. A tanlaa. Other exception-
al data include: sg. 1p. acc. A minayi : instr. A nadawar; sg. 2p. dat. A cinadur. Arabic
sources also tend to ignore the distinction between the first person plural exclusive and
inclusive forms.

From the comparative point of view, the most important feature in the Middle Mongol
system of personal pronouns is the presence of the oblique forms of the third person pro-
nouns sg. *i : pl. *a. While this is an obvious archaism, an innovation is present in the
use of the abbreviated oblique stem na- in the first person singular. The locative is only
attested in the plural, apparently because only the plural pronouns have oblique stems
ending in a consonant. The morphological slot of the locative is, however, filled in the
singular by the datives in -da, which diachronically may be analysed as dative-locatives
in *-d-a, as opposed to the actual datives in *-d-u/r. The singular dative-locatives also
serve as the basis for the ablative forms, as well as, in the first person, for the instru-
mental form. No instrumental forms are attested for the plural pronouns.

The genitives of the personal pronouns can either precede or follow their headnoun,
e.g. sg. 2p. SH cinu iige ~ iige cinu ‘your word’. In the latter position, the pronominal

TABLE 3.4 MIDDLE MONGOL PERSONAL PRONOUNS

1p. 2p. 3p.
sg. nom. bi ci
gen. minu cinu inu
acc. namayi cimayi imayi
dat. na(ma)du/r cimadu/r imadur
nada cimada imada
abl. nadaca cimadaca imadaca
instr. nada’ar ima’ari
com. namalu’a cimalu’a imalu’a
excl. incl.
pl. nom. ba bida ta
gen. manu bidanu tanu anu
acc. mani bidani tani ani
dat. mantur bidanDu/r tanDur andur
loc. mana bidana ana
abl. bidanaca tanaca
com. bidanlu’a tanlu’a
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genitives anticipate a fully grammaticalized system of morphological possessive suffixes.
In the Mugaddimat al-Adab the third person forms inu ‘his/her’ and anu ‘their’ are
already almost completely replaced by the Common Mongolic third person possessive
suffix -ni ~ -in, e.g. px 3p. A anda-ni ‘his friend’, A mor-in ‘his way’, dat. A ger-tii-ni ‘in
his house’. In the same source, a first person possessor is occasionally marked by the
suffix -m, as in px sg. 1p. A anda-m ‘my friend’. Independent possessive pronouns are
attested as follows: sg. 1p. SH minu’ai ‘mine’ : 2p. A camaai ‘yours’ : pl. 1p. excl. SH
manu’ai ‘ours’ : incl. SH bidanu’ai ‘ours [with you]’ : 2p. A tanaai ‘yours’.

An important feature, documented only from Middle Mongol, is the occasional use of
what seems to be the basic form (nominative) of the third person singular pronoun *i in
the function of a possessive suffix. This suffix is most reliably attested after the dative
ending in two epigraphic examples from Preclassical Written Mongol: (Hindu) U silda-
gav tur i for *siltexen-diir-i ‘in his village’, (Zhang Yingrui) U guirdagsav dur i for
(pass. part. perf.) *kiir.te-gsen-diir-i ‘upon his arrival’. It is, however, apparently also
present in the instrumental form of the third person singular pronoun SH ima’ari =
ima-"ar-i. Several examples with no unambiguous case ending might also involve the
accusative in -i, but a reasonably certain occurrence of the possessive suffix is (Hindu)
U gagur uv gar i for *kexiir-iin ger-i ‘(his) grave’ (literally: ‘house of corpse’). The
diachronic background of the possessive use of -i remains open to a variety of explana-
tions. One possibility is that it represents an archaic reminiscence of an otherwise lost
primary set of Pre-Proto-Mongolic possessive suffixes.

Since the independently used basic forms of the primary third person pronouns had
already been lost by the Middle Mongol period, they are replaced by the demonstratives
SH C A ene ~ P éne ‘this’ : pl. SH C A ede(. ’er) ~ P éde ~ SH ede.ci and SH C P A tere
‘that’ : pl. SH C P A tede(. 'er), in early sources also by SH C P miin ‘this one’ : pl. miit.
The oblique forms, which are also used as personal pronouns, are based on the stems SH
e’ti/n- : pl. SH eden- ~ P éden- vs. SH te’ii/n- : pl. SH P A teden-, in late sources A iitin-
~ enen- vs. A tiitin- ~ teren-. As a possessive pronoun, the form SH fe tinii ei “his’ is also
attested. Derivatives of the demonstrative roots include: SH A ende ~ P énde ‘here’ vs.
SH C P A tende ‘there’, SH eyin ~ P éyin ~ A hein ‘thus’ vs. SH C teyin ~ A tein > tiin
‘s0’, SH C eyimii ~ P éyimii ‘like this’ : pl. SH eyimiin vs. SH P teyimii ~ A tiim ‘like that’ :
pl. SH teyimiin, SH C ediii : SH C ediin ‘this much’ vs. SH tediii ~ P tediié ~ A tediiii ‘that
much’, P telincilen ‘thus’.

The basic interrogative pronouns are SH C P A ke/n ‘who’ (A also ‘how’) : obl. SH C
A ke/n-: pl. SH P A ked ~ SH C ket, SH ya 'u/n ~ A yaa/n ‘what’ : obl. SH C P ya u/n- ~
A yaa/n-: pl. SH ya 'ut ~ P ya’'ud. Related derivatives include: SH A keli ~ A kili ‘when’,
SH C P A ker ‘how’, SH C kediii ‘how much’, SH C A kedii/n ‘how many’, SH keji’e ~
C keje’e ‘when’ : dat.(-loc.) P keji’e-de id.; (*yaxu.ma >) A yaama > yaam ‘what, some-
thing’, SH C P yambar ~ A yamar ‘what kind of”, (*ya.xa+ki-n >) SH A yekin ~ A yegen
~ A yege ‘how’ (< ‘by doing what”). The corresponding possessive pronouns are attest-
ed as SH kenii’ei ‘whose’ vs. SH ya 'unu’ai ‘of what’. Of special importance is the fem-
inine form SH ya 'u.jin ‘what’ (of female beings). Other interrogative words are: SH C P
A ali/n ‘which, anyone’, SH C P ga’a ~ A gana ‘where’ : abl. SH ga’a-ca ‘from where’ :
dir. SH ga’a-gsi ‘to what place’.

The interrogative pronouns are often used as such in an indefinite function; note,
especially, SH P ke (the unmarked stem of ken) ‘thing’, also attested as U gae id. More
specifically, indefinite pronouns are formed from the interrogatives by the particles b4,
bAr. Orthographically, the particle bAr is usually treated as a separate word, while the
particle b4 is written either separately or together with the preceding pronoun. The vocal-
ization of these particles is uncertain; each of them may actually have had two harmonic
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variants, though the ‘Secret History’ and the vPhags.pa sources mainly suggest the
invariable shapes ba and ber, respectively. Examples: SH ken ber ‘whoever’ : acc. C
ken-i ba : pl. SH P ked ber, SH ker ba ~ SH P ker ber ‘however; if” (later borrowed into
Modern Mongolic as *kerbee/r if”), C kediii ba ‘however much; even if’, SH kediin ber
‘however many’; SH C P ya’u ba ~ SH ya’u ber ~ SH ya’un ber ‘whatever’ : loc. SH
va'un-a ba : pl. P ya'ud ba; P aliba ~ P C alibe ~ SH P ali ber ‘any, whatever’. In emphat-
ic usage, the indefinite function can be expressed by reduplicating an interrogative pro-
noun, or by combining two different interrogative pronouns, either with or without the
particles b4 and bAr, e.g. U gaduv gaduv for *kediin kediin ‘how much indeed’, pl. P
ked ked ber ‘whoever’, U gar jambar for *ker yambar ‘how(ever) and what(ever)’, instr.
P yambar yambar-iyar ‘in whatever manner’.

The basic reflexive pronoun is attested as SH P 6 ’er ~ SH dber ~ A éor ‘oneself” : obl.
SH CPé’er-~SH C A dér-: pl. obl. SH C 6’ed-. A derivative of this item is SH P ¢ esii/n
id. : pl. SH 6 esiit. Another derivative is possibly SH ¢ ’ere ~ A dére ‘other, different’,
though the derivational relationship remains formally and semantically obscure. The
reflexive stems are most commonly marked either by the genitive case ending, gen. SH
C P ¢’er-iin ‘one’s own’ : pl. gen. SH 6 'ed-iin, or by the reflexive marker, refl. SH 6 er-
iyen ~ SH C é6or-iyen ~ C dor-ii ’en ‘oneself; by oneself” : pl. refl. SH 6 ’ed-iyen id., also
refl. U vuibusugav ~ vuibasugav ~ vuibasubav for *obesii-xen id. In other case forms,
the reflexive marker follows the case ending, e.g. dat. refl. SH 6 er-tiir-iyen ~ SH o ’er-
diir-iyen ~ SH 66r-tiir-iven ‘to oneself”, but forms lacking the reflexive marker are attested,
though mainly only in Preclassical Written Mongol: acc. U vuibar i for *dxer-i : dat. U
vuibar tur for *éxer-tir : abl. U vuibar vea for *éxer-ece = SH 6 ’er-ece. An idiosyn-
cratic pattern is shown by the Mugaddimat al-Adab, in which the case endings can both
precede and follow the reflexive marker, cf. refl. A 6ér-een ~ 6or-i’en (the object form) :
gen. A 6or-iin (the attributive form) : dat. refl. A 6r-t-een ~ refl. dat. A 66r-een-dii ~ refl.
dat. refl. A 6or-een-d-een : refl. abl. A 6or-een-ese ~ G6r-n-ese.

VERBAL FORMS

Owing to the nature of the texts preserved, the Middle Mongol sources in the vPhags.pa
and Arabic scripts, as well as the sources in Chinese characters other than the ‘Secret
History’, exhibit a rather small selection of verbal forms. The information is also limit-
ed for the Uighur script, but the database can be increased by considering the Middle
Mongol features preserved in the later (fifteenth—sixteenth-century) versions of the
otherwise lost original translations of certain important Buddhist texts, notably the
Lalitavistara, the Subhdsitaratnanidhi, and the Paricaraksd.

The Middle Mongol verbal forms can be conveniently grouped into the four Proto-
Mongolic and Common Mongolic categories: imperatives, finite indicative forms, par-
ticiples, and converbs. Each category is marked by a set of suffixes, which are subject to
variation according to the rules of vowel harmony. Some suffixes require the insertion of
the connective vowel U after consonant stems, while occasional alternations in the
quality of the suffix-initial consonant are also conditioned by the difference between
sonorant stems and obstruent stems.

The imperatives (Table 3.5) comprise six suffixally marked forms: the voluntative,
optative, benedictive, concessive, dubitative, and desiderative. Of these, the optative and
benedictive have two variant forms each. In addition, there is the unmarked basic imper-
ative. The number of attested forms (marked by x in the table) varies greatly between the
scripts and sources involved, with the most complete record being offered by the ‘Secret
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TABLE 3.5 MIDDLE MONGOL IMPERATIVE MARKERS

U SH C P A

imp. -0 X X X X X
vol. -yA4 X X X X
opt. -sU X X

exp. -sU’Ai X X X X
ben. -DQUn X X X

var. -GDUn X X X

pl. -GDUt X
conc. -DUKAi X X X X X
dub. -"UjA(A)i X X X
des. -"AsA X

History’. A Common Mongolic imperative form not attested in Middle Mongol is the
prescriptive in *-xArAi.

The unmarked imperative is used with reference to the second person singular, e.g.
imp. SH C ile ‘send!’, C A setki ‘think!’, SH P mede ‘know!’, while the benedictive has
mainly a polite plural reference, e.g. ben. SH A yabu-tqun ~ P yabu-dqun ‘(please) go!’,
SH og/ii-tkiin “(please) render!’. The benedictive variant in -GDUn : pl. -GtU.t is attest-
ed very seldom. Polite request can also be expressed by a predicatively used futuritive
participle of a passive stem, e.g. SH pass. part. fut. yabu-gda-qu ‘may you please go!’,
SH 6k-te-kiii “‘may you please render’.

The most common first person imperative form is the voluntative, which always
refers to a plural subject, e.g. vol. SH C 6g/ii-ye ‘let us give!’, SH C od/u-ya ‘let us go!’,
SH A yorci-ya ‘let us go!’. Of the two optative variants, the short form in -sU is more
common in profane texts, while the long form in -sUGAi occurs more often in translated
Buddhist literature. Both variants refer basically to the first person singular, but examples
of plural reference are also present, cf. e.g. opt. SH 6k-sii ~ SH C 6k-siigei ‘1/we want to
give’, SH iije-sii ‘I/we want to have a look’, C recipr. iije.ldii-stigei ‘we want to have a
look (at each other)’. It may be noted that the written shapes of the optative suffix
-sUGAi suggest an intervocalic *g, although comparative evidence would rather require
the reconstruction of the suffix as Proto-Mongolic *-sUxAi. In Arabic sources, the opta-
tive is normally replaced by the innovative (though morphologically related) desiderative
form, e.g. des. A ungshi-’asa ‘I/we want to recite’.

The role of a third person imperative is filled by the concessive, e.g. conc. SH 6k-
tiigei ~ P dg-tiigeé ~ A dg-tiigei ‘[he] shall give’, SH C sa u-tuqai ~ P sa 'u-tugayi ‘[he]
shall sit’. In the ‘Secret History’, this form is sometimes used in reference to the second
person (singular and plural). Second and third person references are also attested for the
dubitative, which is a rare form in all sources, cf. e.g. dub. SH iilii’ii bol/u-"ujai ‘(you)
should not be(come)’, U (Lalitavistara) buluqueai ~ U (Lalitavistara, Subhasitarat-
nanidhi, and Paficaraksd) buluqucaqai for *bol/u-xuja(xa)i ‘(there) should not
be(come)’.

In the indicative sphere (Table 3.6), Middle Mongol operates mainly with the narra-
tive, deductive, terminative, confirmative, and resultative forms, all of which occur with
two or more suffix variants. The Common Mongolic durative is only attested in late
Arabic sources and may generally be regarded as untypical of Middle Mongol.
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TABLE 3.6 MIDDLE MONGOL FINITE TENSE-ASPECT MARKERS

18] SH C P A
narr. -m X X
va