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On the Origin of Two Mongolic Gender Suffixes
By Bfia Kemrr (Szeged)

In its general meaning, there is no grammatical gender in Mongolic lan-
guages. However, in some cases Mongolic languages had and still have the
possibility to designate the natural gender of different animals and anthro-
pomorphic beings. Besides the use of attributive constructions!, it is pos-
sible to express such a difference by means of suffixation. The linguistic lit-
erature mentions the suffixes +dAz, +tU, +K&i(n), +KAn, +1Un, +tAni,
+ jin, and 4+t Az, of which the first two suffixes denote the masculine gender,
and the others the feminine one. The use and function of these suffixes
were dealt with by Porre in his Comparative Studies (1955), and later
several of them were described by him in a paper on the proper names of
the Secret History (1975). We can find their description also in the work of
Gopzmiskr (1985) on Middle Mongol.

Being well-known suffixes, they naturally appear in many other works
dealing with the Secret History and other sources, only the listing of which
would stretch the frames of such a paper.

In this paper, I examine the Mongolic gender suffixes + 4.4/ and -+ iz and
try to segmentate them.

First, let us see where and in what function they occur,

The use and function of the suffix +dAi

Our main source for this suffix is the Secret History of the Mongols. This
epic-chronicle includes at least 46 occurrences, not counting repetitions and
the different variations of the same forms?. Besides, in personal names, it
appears in later Mongol chronicles and different Chinese sources, cf. the

* [ am indebted to the Hungarian Ministry of Education for its financial support, while I
was on Hungarian State Eétvos Scholarship in 2005706, which made this work possible.
!'For example, Literary Mongol (LM) ere takiy-a ‘cock, rooster’ ¢ ere ‘man, male’ and
takiy-a ‘chicken’; emrc &inu-a ‘female woll® « em-e ‘woman, wife; female’ and -
‘wolf”.
21 treat the variations adarkidai and adargidai as one occurrence.
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200 Bira Kemrer

text of the Sheng-wu qin-zheng lu published by Prriior and Hawmpis in
1951.

According to Porrr (1975: 162), the data of the Secret History can be
divided into two groups:

1. male personal names;

2. nouns which denote the affiliation with a particular clan;

Unfortunately, Poree does not mention that a majority of the examples
from the first group originate from tribe or clan-names, so the two cat-
egories are practically one.

In some instances, this can be proved from the source-text itself, in the
other cases there exists an indirect evidence. For example, Adarkidai,
Ba’aridai, Jafiradai and Jewiiredei really are male personal names, but the
same forms occur in the expressions Adargidai® Qonggai ‘Qonggai of the
Adargin’ (260); Ba’aridai Nayd noyan ‘Naya’a noyan of the Ba’arin’ (197);
Jajiradai Jamuga Jamuqa the Jajirat® (141), Jewiiredei Qali’udar ‘Qali'udar of
the Je’tiret’ (183) denoting to which clan or tribe the person belongs.

In some cases, similarly to the above ones, we cannot cite from the text
parallel occurrences of personal names and examples denoting affiliation to
a certain tribe, but the tribal name origin of the proper names is beyond
question. Such examples are: Barulatai (personal name) < Barula (clan
name); fiircedes (personal name) ¢ ";/?z;-im, cf. MNT ﬁ'h‘c“ed/_ Jiircet, the Mon-
golic plural form of the ethnicon jirden; Manggutai (personal name) ¢
“manynd, cf. MNT Mangqud/Mangqut (clan name); Noyagidai (personal
name) «— Noyakin (clan name); Ura’udai (personal name) < *uruyud |cf.
MNT Urit’ut (clan name)].

In several instances, the text contains the word denoting the affiliation to
a certain tribe, and in parallel the tribe-name itself: e. g. Genigedei Qunan
‘Qunan, from the Geniges clan’ (210) « Geniges (clan name); Merkidei ele
yasutu gi’in ‘a man belonging to the Merkit clan’ (112) « Merkit (clan
name); Onggiradai Dei-secen ‘Dei-seCen from the Onggirat clan’ (61) <~ Ong-
girat (clan name); Qadagidai gif’iin “a man belonging to the Qatagin clan’
(131) « Qatagin (clan name); Qongqotadai Caraqa ebiigen-ii ko’in ‘the son
of the old Caraqa, belonging to the Qongqotan clan’ (68) « Qonggotan
(clan name); Uriangqadai Caqurgan ‘Caqurqan from the Uriangqai clan’
(183) « Uriangqai (clan name).

* The alternations & ~ g, and 4 ~ #in the quoted data are due to the peculiarities of the
Uighur-Mongol script and show that the person who transcribed the original text to the
Chinese script did not know the exact pronunciation of the given personal names.
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On the Origin of Two Mongolic Gender Sulfixes 201

Thus, instead of Porri’s semantic grouping, another, but still semantic,
grouping would be preferable, all of the above examples then belonging in
one group.

Porpr presumes that the main function of the suffix is to form diminuti-
ves and caressive expressions. He supports his opinion with examples from
Literary Mongol and modern Mongolic languages: LM oboyadai ‘a special
cone-shaped cap worn by lamas’ < oboya ‘heap, pile, mass etc.’; LM
Jangyundai* ‘young antelope or ell’; LM amidai ~ amindai ‘namasake’ <
amin ‘life’; LM abayadai ‘dear little uncle’ ¢« abaya ‘uncle’; Buriat (Bur.)
ulddai ‘the red flower of a lily’ « wldn ‘red’; Bur. diidei ‘dear little brother’
« di ‘younger brother’; Buriat xixedei (mergen) ‘the name of a shamanistic
god’ « xzixe ‘blue’.

However, it is clear that Porre’s last examples are different from the
occurrences in the Secret History, both in meaning and in stem. It is dif-
ficult to recognize a diminutive or a caressive in the examples denoting af-
filiation with a certain clan. Probably two historically different suffixes coin-
cided, rather than there being two different functions of the same suffix.
Therefore, the words with a diminutive or caressive meaning were excluded
from this examination. It is not impossible, however, that we shall include
some examples from the Secret History in this group. Such are the follow-
ing proper names, whose derivation from an ethnicon runs into difficulties:
Ca’adai, Dolo’oduai, Dogoladai, ]Vz')'qo’(ulai, and Okidei (Ogider). Two of
them, Dolo’odai and _/vz'r(]o’m[ru' seem to be derived from numerals. Alt-
hough numerals are observed frequently as parts of tribe names in the
Altaic world®, to date we are unaware of Mongol tribe names *doloyan or
*firyuyan. However, if the etymology of the ethnicon raiman is correct, we
cannot exclude the possibility that such Mongol tribes existed.

The etymology of the name Jgidei is uncertain, as is the quality of its
guttural plosive. Although we do not know of an ethnic name *dgd or *dge,
the name in the Yuan shi has a feminine form Okdfin, too (PELLior - Ham-
B1s 1951: 10), thus an ethnicon cannot be excluded as its origin. Another
possibility is that the name might have been derived from the Old-Turkic
title dgge (ED 101a).

¥ Strange enough, Porre does not give an etymology to this word. It is a question whether
the word belongs here or not. In LM we have jangnn ‘anchor; water chestnut (Tribulus ter-
restris)’, but for semantic reasons this cannot be the stem for the word jungundat.

5 Cf. the Turkic U¢ Quitig ‘the three Qarluq (wibes)'; Toguz Oguz ‘the nine Oguz (tri-
bes)’; On Uypgnr “the ten Uygur (tribes)’ etc.
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202 Brra Kemer

The use and function of the suffix -+ jin

This suffix, again, occurs mostly in the Secret History. The number of
examples is much smaller than in the case of the suffix +dA4i, due to the
fact that many more males than females feature among the persons featur-
ing in the Secret History. Examples are: Barqujin qo’a (personal name) (8);
ya'ujin gii'iin & ‘To which clan do you belong? (38); Jarci’ut Adangqan
Urianggafin bi ‘I am an Adanggan Uriangqai of the Jar¢i’ut clan’ (38);
Mongqoljin qo’a (personal name) (3); Qorijin qatun (personal name) (130,
132, 136).

It is not impossible that the proper name Ebiigejin (166) belongs here,
too, although the bearer of this name is possibly a male, since the name is
mentioned in connection with a conspiracy. In fact, the suffix + iz appears
in some expressions which are in connection with the land. Such expres-
stons are: Bargujin oron ‘Barquijin territory”; Barqujin tdgim ‘Barqujin Low-
land’; Mongqoljin ulus ‘Mongol people (or country)’. It is even more inter-
esting that in the belief system of the Mongols, the Earth is always
personified as a feminin being, cf. Etitgen-eke ‘Mother-Earth’.

The function of the words formed with the suffix +/7z is to denote the
affiliation of a female to a certain tribe or clan. Added to numeral stems, it
can denote the age of different animals®, e. g. LM yunajin? ‘three-year-old
cow; three-year-old (of female animals) ¢ *yu ‘three’; LM donefin® ‘four-
year-old female animal (cow, camel, elephant); four-year-old girl’ ¢« *dg
four’, but these are petrified derivations.

The segmentation of the suffixes

Following this swvey of the function and use of these two suffixes, let us
consider what can be said about their segmentation.

Until recent times, these suffixes were not treated as compound ones.
The turning point in the assessment of one of the two suffixes took place
in the year 2003, when Kara mentioned in a note to his paper on the
Mongolian texts from Khara Khoto? that it is very likely that the suffix

¢ I cannot rule out the possibility that there were several homonymous suffixes -+ir, and
the one added to numerals has nothing to do with the suffix +/in under examination.

7 CF LM yunan “a three-year-old animal (chiefly of bull, ox, or tiger); three-year-old’.

8 CE LM dinen “four-year-old male animal (bull, camel, or elephant); four-year-old male
child.

? \Mangyudai is the normal masculin epithet of the clan name Mangyud (cf. Asuda,
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+dAi is built up from a plural marker (+4) and a genitive case suffix
(+A7).

This genitive case suffix remains productive today in Buriat and Kalmiik,
and is present in some petrified derivations in Khalkha, e. g. manai ‘our’ «
°ba(n) ‘we’. It is difficult to explain otherwise the Khalkha genitive +7
added to words with a so called -» stem as well.

Porrr mentions this genitive case suffix in his Comparative Studies
(1955: 190) in connection with the Fastern-Buriat. He states that the suffix
7 is added after a final -» in Buriat as a genitive, (the suffix which corre-
sponds to LM +#) followed by the “adjectival ending” -+*yai thus, the
Buriat form of the genitive would go back to a form +%iyAi. Accordingly,
he compares the Buriat form u#hanai ‘of the water’ with the Literary Mongol
usunt, giving the form *usunmyai as a reconstructed form. Further, he rec-
ognizes this suffix +*7y.Ai in the words manugai ‘ours’” and tanuqai ‘yours’,
which he reconstructs as *manuyai and *tanuyai.

In my view, the words manuqai and tanugai can be explained in another
way: the adverbial suffix +k£/ (GWM 184) is added to the genitive forms
manu and tann of the first and second person plural personal pronouns, and
once again a genitive case suffix in 447 Hence the meanings of manuqai
and tanugai are not ‘ours’ and ‘yours’, but ‘of the ours’ and ‘of the yours’.
Such an explanation of the segment qa/ in these two words is strongly sug-
gested by reference to modern Mongolic languages. For example, the living
Khalkha counterparts of these words are manaix (LM manaiki) and tanaix
(LM ranaifi). Both the Khalkha and Literary Mongol form can be explained
only as the oblique stems of the personal pronouns to which the genitive
case suffix (+47) and the suffix + /% (Khalkha +x) have been added.

Porre’s explanation should also be excluded on the grounds of phonology,
because there is not a change /g/ > /k/ which takes effect in only certain
cases. Popre further remarks that the suffix @/ later became general in
Buriat and was then also added to words ending in a long vowel, in which
case the sound [g] of the suffix +*/G A/ reappears.

However, the [g] which appears before long vowels has nothing to do
with the older form of the genitive case suffix, but it is a simple connective
sound which appears before many case suffixes if the stem ends in a long
vowel.

Borjigidai, Majartai, Qorilartai, Uriangqadai, etc. with ~dai/-tai, plural -d with genitive -a,
not to be confused with the originally feminine, later neutral attributive suffix -tad, which
also became a syntactic marker of sociative, fully or partly replacing the old comitative
~luya/-liige, cognate of the Turkic attributive suffix -fip/-Lig) " (Kara 2003: 7).

UAJL N. F. 20 (2006)



204 Bina Kempr

The question arises as to whether Kara’s view about the segmentation of
the suffix is cotrect or not and how this can be proved.

It appears that Kara’s view should be accepted if we analyse the suffix
+ jin, the feminine counterpart of the suffix + 444, in the same manner, and
recognize a system of the use of the suffixes.

Although not all of the junctures j7 originate from a former *4, it is easy
to see that the suffix +/in is traceable to a form -+*din, which is a compound
of the above-mentioned plural suffix +4, and an older genitive form +*/x,
which, according to Porpr (1955: 188), appears in the Pre-Mongol (by
another term Proto-Mongol) period.

These statements are supported by the text of the Secret History itself. Simi-
lar suffix combinations occur several times, e. g.:

+d (Plural) +Un (genitive)

qoyar darqad-un noyan ‘the chief of the two Darqad’ (51);

Kitad-nn Altan gaban ‘Altan khagan of the Kitad” (53);

Tayyict’ ud-un Targutai kiriling “Tarqutai kiriltuq of the Tayyiéi'ud® (72);

Targud-un Qada’an Daldirgan ‘Qada’an and Daldurqan of the Tarqud’
(120);

Olgunud-un Kinggivadai ‘Kinggiyadai of the Olqunud’ (120);

Uri’nd-un Jiiréedei fircedei of the Uru'ut’ (130); of. Urs'ud-un Jircedei
ebin (171);

Mangqud-un Quynldar ‘Quyuldar of the Mangqud’ (130); cf. Mangqud-un
Quyildar seéen (171)

Salji’ ud-un Cirgidai ba’atur ‘Cirgidai ba’atur of the Salji'ud’ (141);

Onggirad-un Dergek emel ‘Dergek emel of the Onggirad® (141);

Oyirad-un Quduga beki *Quduga beki of Oyirad’ (141);

Qarlu’nd-un Arslan gan ‘Arslan khan of the Qarlu’ud’ (235);

Uiyud-un Idi’nt ‘Ida’ut of the Uiyud’ (238);

Merkid-iin Yeke Giledii ‘Yeke Giledit of the Merkid® (54);

Kereyid-iin To oril gan “To’oril khan of the Kereyid’ (105);

Naiman-n Giicigiid-iin Biyirug qan ‘Buyiruq khan of the Giclighd clan
of the Naiman’ (158);

Onggiid-iin Alaqus digit quri *Alaqus digit quri of the Onggtid’ (182);

Jiiréed-iin Vuganu ‘Vuqanu of the Jirced* (253);

+5 (Plural) +Un (genitive)
Suldus-ui Sorgan-Sira ‘Sorqan-$ira of the Suldus’ (82);
Qorolas-un Conagq Caga’an “Coyoq Caqa’an of the Qorolas’ (141); cf.
Qorolas-un Qoridai (141);
[kires-iin Butu ‘Butu of the Ikires” (120); cf. Tkires-iin Tiige-maqa (141).

UAJb N. F. 20 (20006)



On the Ongin of Two Mongolic Gender Suflixes 205

Support for this idea would be even stronger if some examples of the Secret
History with their equivalents from the Altan tobéi are considered:

MNT  Qonggotadai ijm]zz ebijgen-ii kd’iin (68);
AT Qonggotan-u Caraga ebijgen-kibegiin (Liceri 1974: 34);

MNT  Qonggotadai ?/zmqu ebifgen otén (72);
AT Qongqotan-i Carag-a ebiigen odén (Licrtt 1974: 37);

MNT  Jardi’ut Adanggan Uriangqajin bi (38);
AT Adanggan Jaréiyud Urivanggaday-yin kiimiin bui (Licett 1974: 22);

MNT  Cekéer Ciquryu qoyar-un ja’ura Onggiradai Dei-secen-ni jolgaba
(61);

AT Cegéer Ciguryu qoyar-un jayura Qownggirad-un Deyi-secen jolpaba
(Liger1 1974: 31);

MNT  Suldus-un Sorgan-$ira (82);
AT Sildiitey-yin Toryan-sira (Licer1 1974: 46);

MNT  Belgiitei noyan Merkidei ele yasutu gii’iin-ni eke-yi niingi abcéira ke’efi
(112);

AT Belgetei noyan Merkid-tey-yin kiimiin-i iijebesii eke-yi miny ablu ir-e
kemefii (LIGETI 1974: 72);

MNT  Olgunu’ud-un Kinggivadai (120);
AT Olqunud-tai Kinggi-tai (Licert 1974: 78);

MNT  Qongqotadai Minglik ecige (130);
AT Qonggotan-u Menglig-efige (LiceTt 1974: 89).

[t is easily recognized that the suffix 4447 is interchangeable with the
compound of a plural suffix and a genitive one, or simply with a genitive
one.

The question now is whether the Mongolic contained a masculine genitive
suffix (A7) and a feminine one (-++x). Such a differentiation does not seem
to be plausible.

As petrified derivation the suffix is observed in later texts, too, e. g.
Mongyolfin kele ‘the Mongol language’. This expression appears most fre-
quently in the forewords and colophones of different literary works. For
example the colophone of the Treasury of Aphoristic Jewels yields the
following:

UAJb N. . 20 (2006)



206 BriLa Kemrr

“Enedkeg-itn keleber ...} Tobed-iin kelebe[r) [...)  Mongyolfin keleber |...]”
India-+Gen. language  Tibet+Gen. language  Mongol+ NN language

+INsTR. +INSTR. + INSTR.
‘in the language ‘in the language ‘in the Mongol
of India’ of Tibet’ language’

The parallelism of the text suggests that the suffix + jin includes a genitive
meaning,

As concerns the suffixes +dAi and +jin, it is likely that these originally
involved a compound of a plural suffix and a genitive case suffix which later
became independent suffixes, with some special meanings (‘gender-type
affiliation with a certain clan’ — ‘personal names’), and subsequently the
gender-type and the genitive were lost, as indicated by the quotation from
the Altan tobéi: Adangqan Jarciyud Uriyangqaday-yin kimin bui (LiGETI
1974: 22), which was the equivalent of the Secret History’s Jaréi'ut
Adangqan Urianggajin bi (38).

The modification in the meaning and function of the suffixes took place
at around the time when the Secret History was written.

The cause of this erroneous segmentation in the grammars of Mongolic
was that the genitive case suffix +.47 is almost unknown in the written lan-
guage. Its equivalents in the written language were +U and +Un. These suf-
fixes, well known to Mongolists, explains why we cannot find a suffix
+*dUn or +*sUn with a meaning more or less similar to that of +d.47 and
+j.

Summary

It 1s very rare that the etymology or segmentation of a certain suffix can be
determined, but it is not without precedent. The frequently cited such
example from Mongolic is the Khalkha directive case suffix +7U", which
goes back to the word uruyu'! ‘downward; downstream; toward’ in Literary
Mongol, while in some Middle Mongol sources it still preserves the initial
b=, e. g MNT huru’s ‘mit dem Strom, stromabwirts’.

In this paper, two denominal noun suffixes were examined which were
productive in the Middle Mongol period. 1 have attempted to show that
they are compound ones built up from a plural suffix and a genitive case

WIF the noun ends in -r, the form of the suffix is +/0,
W Furary cf, LM wrieysi “forward, onward, ahead, in the future; southward’; arus- ‘to
flow, run, stream; to float, duift, to dissolve’.

UAJL N.F. 20 (2006)



On the Origin of Two Mongolic Gender Suffixes 207

suffix. Their special meaning is traceable in the text of the Secret History.
Although the suffixes appear in later texts, they have lost their meaning.

Some homophonic, but historically different suftixes had been differen-
tiated. Such investigations on other Mongolic suffixes will help clarify why
we often find several meanings of a certain suffix. Earlier researchers sup-
posed several functions of one suffix, whereas [ consider that future re-
scarches into the historical morphology of the Mongolic languages should
concentrate on elucidating the exact form, function, distribution and mean-
ing of the suffixes, because only thereafter can the question be raised of
whether the homophonic suffixes may be unified into one suffix.

Literature
Crauson 1972 Sk GERALD CLauson: Ar etymological dictionary of pre-thirteenth-
century Turkish. Oxtord 1972,
ED see CrLauson 1972
GobziNskt 1985 STANISLAW GODZINSKL: Jezyk Sredniomongolski. Warszawa 1985,
GWM see Porre 1954
Kara 2003 Gyoray Kara: Mediaeval Mongol documents from Khara Khoto

and East Turkestan in the St. Petersburg Branch of the Institute of
Oriental Studies. In: Manuscripta Orientalia 9 (2003), 3-40.

LigeT1 1964 Ligett Lajos: A mongolok titkos tériénete. Budapest 1964. [Mongol
Nyelvemléktar 3.]
Licgert 1965 Licert Lajos: Sa-skya pandita. Bilcs monddsok kinesesidra. Subbdsi-

taratnanidhi. Sonom Gara forditisa. Budapest 1965. [Mongol
Nyelvemléktdr 6.]
Licerr 1974 Louss LiGeTi: Hisioire secréte des Mongols. Texte en écriture onigonre
incorpord dans la chronique Altan tob¢i de Blo-bzan bstan->jin.
Budapest 1974. [Monumenta Linguae Mongolicae Collecta 6.]
Privior - Hampis 1951 Paur Peivior - Louts Hamsis: Histoire des campagnes de Gengis
Khan. Cheng-won (s in-tcheng low. Leiden 1951.

Porrr 1954 Nicuovas Povve: Grammar of Written Mongolian. Wiesbaden
1954.

Porre 1955 Nicuoras Povee: Tutroduction to Mongolian comparative studies.
Helsinki 1955.

Porre 1975 Nicroras Porre: On some proper names in the Secret History.

In: Ural-Altaische Jabrbiicher 47 (1975), 161-67.

UAJL N. F. 20 (2006)



